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A Physics-Informed Indirect Method for Trajectory Optimization
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The indirect method has long been favored for solving trajectory optimization problems due
to its ability to reveal the structure of the corresponding optimal control. However, providing
an appropriate initial guess of the co-state vector remains challenging due to its lack of physical
significance. To address this issue, this paper introduces a Physics-Informed Indirect Method
(PIIM), for which all shooting variables are constrained into a narrow space by utilizing their
physics information. Starting from the Time-Optimal Soft Landing Problem (TOSLP), an
analytical estimation method for the minimum flight time is provided; we show that the co-state
vector at the final time can be constrained on a unit 3-D hypersphere by eliminating the mass
co-state and the numerical factor used in the initial co-state vector normalization; and the
physical significance of the optimal control at the final time is exploited, allowing to further
narrow down the solution space for the co-state vector to a unit 3-D octant sphere. Then, by
incorporating the above physics-informed information into a shooting function that involves of
propagating the dynamics of both states and co-states backward, the PIIM achieves faster and
more robust convergence for the TOSLP compared to existing indirect methods. In addition,
the combination of the PIIM with a homotopy approach is proposed, allowing one to solve the
fuel-optimal soft landing problem robustly. Finally, numerical simulations are presented to

demonstrate and validate the developments of the paper.

I. INTRODUCTION
A trajectory optimization problem aims to determine a sequence of inputs to a dynamical system, while satisfying
specific constraints and minimizing a predefined cost function. Due to the inherent nonlinearity of many real-world
applications, numerical methods are commonly employed to generate optimal trajectories. The growing interest in
space exploration, coupled with advancements in digital computing, has spurred academic and industrial sectors to
develop efficient numerical methods to tackle intricate technical challenges.

The first thorough classification of numerical methods for trajectory optimization was comprehensively conducted by
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Betts [1]], wherein direct and indirect methods were considered. The direct method transforms the trajectory optimization
problem into a nonlinear programming problem via collocation methods, which is then solved by the interior-point or
sequential quadratic programming methods. However, this approach often entails a large number of variables, resulting
in computationally expensive solutions. On the other hand, the indirect method transforms the trajectory optimization
problem into a Two-Point Boundary-Value Problem (TPBVP) based on the necessary conditions from Pontryagin’s
Minimum Principle (PMP). The resulting TPBVP is usually solved by the indirect shooting method based on Newton’s
method. Compared to the direct method, the indirect method offers two advantages. First, it reveals the structure of the
optimal control through the necessary conditions. Second, it involves a smaller number of variables during the solution
process, leading to faster convergence when the initial guess is sufficiently close to the optimal solution. However, the
co-state vector is typically abstract with no physical significance, which makes providing an appropriate initial guess
intricate and non-intuitive. Meanwhile, the indirect shooting method, when attempting to satisfy the terminal conditions,
is very sensitive to the initial guess of the co-state vector [2]. Consequently, the convergence region for the initial
co-state vector is often extremely narrow. Albeit not suitable for onboard implementation because the resulting solution
is open-loop and solved offline, the indirect method has been widely used in obtaining the nominal trajectory, crucial for
generating the real-time optimal solution via neural networks [3]] or polynomial map guidance [4]]. Therefore, extensive
efforts have been made to find appropriate initial guesses that facilitate convergence and enhance the robustness of the
indirect method.

Dixon and Biggs [5] introduced the adjoint control transformation to estimate physical controls and their derivatives,
thus replacing the need for the initial co-state vector. This technique significantly reduced the sensitivity for orbital
transfer problems. Subsequently, this technique was extended to other applications [6H9]]. Another popular approach
involves directly obtaining the analytical or approximate solution for the co-state vector by solving a simplified problem.
For example, in [10], an analytic co-state vector was obtained by simplifying the dynamics and disregarding the
effects of the central body and mass variation. In [11], a flat Earth model with constant gravity was employed to
initialize the fuel-optimal orbit transfer problem. Additionally, in [12], for an optimal control problem concerning an
endoatmospheric launch vehicle, an analytical initialization was first obtained, followed by a continuation method on the
system dynamics to find the optimal solution of the original system. In [[13]], an analytic solution to the co-state vector
from a gravity-free energy-optimal control problem was utilized to find the fuel-optimal trajectory for asteroid landing.
In [14], the Lambert solution with irregular gravity was used to approximate the co-state vector for a fuel-optimal descent
trajectory planning problem. After obtaining the analytical solution for a simplified one-dimensional landing problem,
an adaptive homotopy process was designed to link the one-dimensional problem with the three-dimensional one in [[15].
By using some reduced trajectory optimization problems as transitions, some final states and the co-state vector were
initialized in analytical forms for the original minimum-time low-thrust problem in [16]. In a low-thrust minimum-time

station change problem [[17]], the tangential-thrust control was considered as the optimal control candidate, and the final



time and co-state vector were approximated. Under an assumption of constant gravitational acceleration, the concept
of zero-effort-miss/zero-effort-velocity has been used to derive closed-form suboptimal solutions [[18} [19]. In [20],
based on analytical results of a minimum-time problem, the optimal co-states were estimated to facilitate the solving
procedure for the fuel-optimal lunar ascent problem. Recently, in virtue of the Hamiltonian being a linear function of
the co-state vector, the optimality conditions were transformed into linear forms of the co-state vector, and the initial
co-state vector was estimated by solving a set of linear algebraic equations [21]. In addition, shape-based methods,
describing the geometric shape of the trajectory using mathematical expressions with tunable parameters, have also
been widely used for trajectory optimization problems [22H25]]. Specifically, shape-based methods have been applied to
estimate the co-state vector for low-thrust transfer problems [23-25]]. Moreover, heuristic techniques have been used to
initiate the co-state vector [26, 27]].

In contrast to the approximation-based methods in the preceding paragraph, some works focus on reducing the
solution space for the co-state vector. Lu et al. [28]] analyzed a transversality condition in the optimal ascent problem
and revealed that the co-state vector could be scaled by any positive constant without altering the optimal trajectory.
Then, the Initial Co-state Vector Normalization (ICVN) was proposed in [29]]. In this work, through multiplying the
cost function by a positive unknown numerical factor, the trajectory optimization problem was homogenized w.r.t. the
co-state vector, effectively constraining the initially unbounded co-state vector to lie on a unit hypersphere. While
originally designed for the fuel-optimal low-thrust problem, the ICVN has been applied to time-optimal problems
(30, 31].

The conventional indirect method propagates both states and co-states forward in time, which usually makes the
shooting function very sensitive to the initial guess of the co-state vector. Therefore, some works have aimed to
mitigate this sensitivity. For instance, [32] suggested that backward propagation could ensure the fulfillment of terminal
conditions more easily compared to the forward propagation. Meanwhile, some assumptions were made at the final
time to reduce the solution space. In [33]], a forward-backward method was proposed to divide the trajectory by an
intermediate point into two segments, and the trajectory optimization problem was formulated as a multi-PBVP rather
than a TPBVP. During the solving process, the trajectory before the intermediate point was propagated forward, but the
trajectory after the intermediate point was propagated backward. This forward-backward process allows for reducing the
sensitivities of the shooting function.

In summary, without simplifying the dynamics, the ICVN stands out as a powerful method for significantly reducing
the solution space for the initial co-state vector down to a unit hypersphere. However, confining the initial co-state
vector to remain on the unit hypersphere may not always guarantee a very high convergence rate, as will be shown
in Section [V} Additionally, backward propagation of the dynamics is able to facilitate convergence of the shooting
function because the terminal conditions can be fulfilled more easily. Despite this potential, the benefits of backward

propagating the dynamics have not been extensively explored.



On the other hand, continuation or homotopy methods have been frequently embedded into the indirect method
to facilitate convergence [11H13] [29] [30] 33H36]. When solving the fuel-optimal problem, a more straightforward
subproblem, usually the energy-optimal problem, is often formulated within the continuation framework [29} 34, 37].
However, the significance of the energy-optimal problem is probably limited to initializing the fuel-optimal problem
because the thrust magnitude in the energy-optimal problem is continuously changing, potentially rendering it infeasible
for spacecraft operations. In contrast, the time-optimal solution provides the minimum flight time for any feasible
trajectory [38]. Therefore, it is natural to investigate the direct connection between the time- and fuel-optimal problems.

Due to these reasons, in this paper we propose a Physics-Informed Indirect Method (PIIM) to efficiently and robustly
solve two commonly studied trajectory optimization problems: the Time-Optimal Soft Landing Problem (TOSLP)
and the Fuel-Optimal Soft Landing Problem (FOSLP). The key of the PIIM is that it provides all shooting variables,
including the minimum flight time and unknown co-states, with physics-informed information. For the TOSLP, unlike
the approach to generate the minimum flight time iteratively by combining extrapolation and bisection methods [38]], we
provide an accurate estimation of the minimum flight time. We then show that the mass co-state and the numerical
factor used in the ICVN can be eliminated by analyzing the dynamics at the final time. In contrast to existing works
[32}133]], one of the highlights of the PIIM is that, by propagating the dynamics of both states and co-states backward, it
leverages the physical significance of the co-state vector at the final time to narrow down its solution space. In this way,
all the physics-informed information is embedded into a shooting function formulated within the framework of the
PIIM. Consequently, the solution space for all shooting variables can be reduced, allowing to facilitate convergence and
improve the robustness of the indirect method. We summarize the main contributions of the paper as follows:

1) We show that the co-state vector at the final time can be constrained on a unit 3-D hypersphere by eliminating the
mass co-state and the numerical factor for the TOSLP.

2) The physical significance of the optimal control at the final time is exploited, allowing to narrow down the solution
space for the co-state vector at the final time to a unit 3-D octant sphere. Then, the PIIM can be implemented by
incorporating the above physics-informed information into a shooting function that involves of propagating the
dynamics of both states and co-states backward.

3) We find that the final time tends to converge to a negative value if the initial guess of the co-state vector is not
accurate enough. Thus, a simple remedy strategy is proposed to guarantee that the final time remains positive in
the shooting procedure.

4) A direct connection between the TOSLP and the FOSLP is established by combining the PIIM-based TOSLP
with a homotopy approach, allowing to solve the FOSLP more quickly and robustly.

The structure of this paper is as follows. Section[[I|presents statements for the TOSLP and FOSLP. In Section [[TI} the
conventional indirect method based on the ICVN is briefly introduced. The PIIM for the TOSLP is detailed in Section

[[V] Section [V]outlines the conventional approach and the homotopy approach proposed to solve the FOSLP. In Section



[VIl we present numerical simulations to demonstrate benefits of the proposed method. Section concludes the paper.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider the planar motion of a lunar lander described in Fig.[T} Assume that the Moon is a regular spherical body

Landing trajectory
Lunar surface

Fig.1 Coordinate system for the lunar soft landing.

and the influences of the Moon’s rotation can be neglected. The origin O is fixed at the Moon’s center. Denote by
r > Ry (Ry is the radius of the Moon) the radial distance between the origin O and the lunar lander L, thus the altitude
of the lunar lander can be expressed as 4 = r — Rg. The lunar lander is propelled by an engine, whose thrust magnitude
and thrust steering angle are adjustable. The thrust magnitude is denoted by 7 € [0, Ty, |, where the constant 7, means
the maximum thrust magnitude. Let u € [0, 1] denote the engine thrust ratio, then we have T = uTy,. The thrust steering
angle, denoted by ¢ € [—%, %], is defined to be the angle from the local horizontal line to the thrust vector. It is worth
mentioning that since the landing site is not fixed, the optimal trajectory is rotatable. Therefore, the initial range angle

of the lunar lander, i.e., its initial angle information in the coordinate system, does not influence the solution. Then, the

point-mass dynamics of the lunar lander can be described by [39]

(1) = v(1),

v(t) = u(t)Ty siny (¢) /m(t) — ,u/rz(t) +r(0)W3(1),
(D

w(t) = =[u(t)Tm cos ¢ (1) /m (1) + 2v (D w ()] /r (1),

m(t) = _M(I)Tm/(lspge),



where ¢ > 0 is the time, the over dot denotes the differentiation w.r.t. time, v is the speed along the direction of OL, i.e.,
the radial speed, and w represents the angular velocity. Thus, the transverse speed is given by wr. u represents the
gravitational constant of the Moon, and m is the mass of the lunar lander. The constant /s, denotes the specific impulse
of the lunar lander’s propulsion system, while g. represents the Earth’s gravitational acceleration at sea level. The initial

condition of the lunar lander at time 79 = O is specified by
r(0) = ro, v(0) = vo, w(0) = wp, m(0) = my. 2

It is evident that at touchdown, we have r(t5) = Ry (¢ is the free final time). Meanwhile, we expect to have zero

speed at touchdown, namely v(7,) = 0 and w(zy) = 0. Hence, the terminal condition can be expressed as
r(tf) = Ro, v(tf) =0, w(ty) =0. 3)

. . e R} . .
To improve numerical conditioning, we use Ry, , /ﬁo, mo, [ 70 and % to normalize r, v, m, t, and Ty, respectively.
0
Note that u will be normalized to 1. To avoid abuse of notation, we continue to use the same notation as in @ for the
dimensionless counterpart hereafter.

To address the TOSLP, it amounts to finding control variables u(¢),  (¢), and the final time ¢ 7, to steer the dynamical

system in (E]) from the initial condition in @I) to the terminal condition in (EI) such that the cost function,

tf
Jr = /0 1 dr, @)

is minimized, where the subscript 7 is used in the context of TOSLP when necessary.

Unlike the TOSLP, the FOSLP minimizes the following cost function:

iy
Jp = /O ud, ®)

where the subscript F is used in the context of FOSLP when necessary.

III. CONVENTIONAL INDIRECT METHOD FOR THE TOSLP

Letx = [r,v,w,m]” be the state vector and p, = [p,, Py, Pw>Pm]’ the co-state vector. The nonlinear dynamics

in (T) can be rewritten as

x(1) = f(x,u,4,1), (6)



where f : R* x R x R x Rf — R* is the smooth vector field defined in .

Denote by po > 0 an arbitrary positive numerical factor. The cost function in (@) is changed to

1y
JTIcVN = Po / 1de.
0

The Hamiltonian, denoted by #71cvN, is formulated as

ulm

uly i uT;
HrICVN = Prv + py(—= sing — = +7w%) + p o[- (—= cos ¢ + 2vw) /r] + pu (-~
m r m Ispge

According to PMP [40]], we have

2py
3

pr(t) = =2 — p,w? = po, [(“2 cosy + 2vw) /7],
pv(t) z_pr+2pmw/r7

DPw(t) = =2pyrw+2pyv/r,

Pm(t) = pyuTy sin lﬁ/mQ — pwitTy cos lﬂ/(mQr)

Minimizing #1cyn W.I.t. ¢ implies

sin Y 1 Pv

cosy P+ (=22)? — B

For the optimal engine thrust ratio, we have

1, S(#) <0
u(®) =94 0, S() >0

undetermined, S(¢) =0
where S(¢) denotes the switching function, defined as

OFr1cVN

S = ou

) + Do-

)

(®)

€))

(10)

Y



Substituting (T0) into (TT]) leads to

_ L Pw(t) Ppm(t)
() = Tm{mm P+ 22 ]2+—,spge}.

The free final mass of the lunar lander implies
pm(ty) = 0. (12)

With some algebraic manipulations, it can be shown that, combining the dynamics for p,,, (I0) with (T2) leads to

Pm(t) >0,V t € [0,17). Therefore, we have that S(¢) is always negative and thus:
u(t) =1,Verel0,tr]. (13)
Because the Hamiltonian in (8) does not contain time explicitly and the final time is free, it holds that
Fricvn(t) =0, Vi e [0,17]. (14)
Meanwhile, pg and the initial co-state vector are normalized to stay on a unit 5-D hypersphere, i.e.,
Do+ Dry + Doy + Doy + P = 1 (15)

which is called the normalization condition.

Then, the initial co-state vector and final time can be found by solving the following shooting function:
@) (] oun) = [r(15) = Rosv(17); (15); pm(ty); p2+ 2 + P2+ p2, + Py — 1 Zriewn(tp)] =0, (16)
T\ ZTIcVN f 03 V(tr);(tr); pmty); Do+ Pry + Pyy T Py T Pmy — Ls ZTicVN(tf ,

where z{lCVN = [Pry> Pvos Pwy> Prmgs P05 f]T is the shooting vector. The superscript f implies that the dynamics are
propagated forward; Notice that po cannot be 1, otherwise [py,, Pvys P wy> me]T = 0, which contradicts PMP.
Denote by 7pmax the maximum value for the final time 7. Since the thrust magnitude remains at its maximum during

landing, #max can be given by [22] (for simplicity, we ignore the dry mass of the lunar lander)

Ipgo
zmaxzmo“; . (17)
m




Thus, the solution space for (I6) becomes

Pro € (=1,1),pyy € (=1,1), Py € (=1, 1), pimy € (0, 1), po € (0, 1), 25 € (0, tmax]. (18)

IV. PIIM FOR THE TOSLP
In this section, we first provide an analytical estimation of the minimum flight time ¢ . Then, we show that the mass
co-state p,, can be eliminated and the numerical factor po does not change the optimal solution by using a physical fact
at the final time. This not only ensures that the initial co-state vector is constrained on a unit 3-D hypersphere, but also
leads to the consideration of propagating the dynamics backward. The physical significance of the optimal control at the
final time is exploited, allowing to narrow down the solution space. As a result, all the physics-informed information

brought by the PIIM is incorporated into the shooting function.

A. Estimation of the minimum flight time
By taking the lunar surface as the zero of potential energy, the initial energy of the lunar lander, denoted by Ey, is
_1 2 2 H
Eo = smo[vg + (woro)”] +mo= (ro — Ro).
2 o
It is clear that the energy of the lunar lander reaches zero at touchdown. Therefore, the energy variation during landing
is AE = Ey — 0 = Ey. Denote by Am the fuel consumption during landing, and let As: be the estimation of Am. Since

the thrust is mainly used to nullify the energy of the lunar lander, according to Tsiolkovsky’s rocket equation [41], the

fuel consumption can be estimated by

v ) (19)

spse

Arit = mo —m(ty) = nmo[1 — exp(—
where 7 is a constant, and AV is the change in velocity, which can be approximated by
1 2
zmgA V ~ AE.

Due to the fact that the fuel consumption for finite thrust is slightly larger than that of impulsive thrust regarding the
same change in velocity AV, we set 7 = 1.05. As a result, the estimation of the minimum flight time ¢ ¢, denoted by f f

can be given by

. Am Arilgpge

T (20)

~

~
4

~
Il



B. Elimination of the mass co-state and the numerical factor

Notice that p,, is not included in the right-hand side of (I)) and (9). In addition, the optimal thrust steering angle
in (T0) is also independent of p,,. Meanwhile, the optimal engine thrust ratio remains at its maximum regardless of p,,.
Hence, its initial value p,,, has no impact on the integration of the state equation in (]I[) and the co-state equation in @)
except for the dynamics of p,, in (9).

According to (]E[) and @, the mass co-state variation, denoted by Ap,,, can be obtained by

A =Pt =pm = [ pt = [T { p%(r)+[p“’(‘)]2} d. @1

Cm2(1) r(1)

Since all the elements on the right-hand side of (1) are independent of p,,, it is evident that Ap,y, is also independent
of pm,. Consequently, once the terminal condition in (3) and the stationary condition in are met, p,, (t5) = 0 will
automatically hold true by selecting p,,, = —Ap,. It is important to recall that py can be any positive number without

changing the nature of the optimal solution. Once the optimal solution is obtained, we set a new numerical factor,

1

., Vi Itiplyi ling f: = ——>1,1ie.
denoted by pg, via multiplying po by a scaling factor k TYE > 1,1.e.,
, 1
Po = kpo =
1- (Apm)2

Since the dynamics of states and co-states, as well as the optimal control equations are homogeneous to py and the

initial co-state vector, we have

p;’O = kpr()’p(;() = kpv03p:uo = kpu)o,

where the prime indicates the solution related to the new numerical factor p(;. Meanwhile, along the same optimal

trajectory with different numerical factors pg and p, the following relation holds:
pr(ty) = kp,(ty), py(th) = kpy(ty), po,(t}) = kpow(ty), t)y = tp,m'(t}) = m(ty). (22)
By substituting (), (I0), and (12), (I3) into (8), and considering (I4), we can deduce

Tm
Hricvn(ty) = —W\/P% (t5) + p2(t5) = pyu(tf) + po = 0. (23)

Combining (22) with (23), we immediately have

T () = k {—%‘jf)\/p%(rf) 02 (t5) - polty) +po},

10



which will be equal to zero once (23) is met. Additionally, in view of (I3), the scaled numerical factor and initial

co-state vector satisfy
Py PE+ e+l =k 1 - (Apm)*] = 1.

Hence, for any po, we can always set a new numerical factor p( = kpg such that p,,, can be eliminated from the
normalization condition in (15)). To avoid notation abuse, we will still use the same notation for the scaled counterpart.

Consequently, becomes
p(Z) + p%o +p‘2,O +p%‘)0 =1. 24)
Thus, (T6) becomes

@) (27 cun) = [r(tr) = Rozv(tp):w(ty): ph + p2 + pl + ply — L Hracun (1)] = 0, (25)

where z'TfICVN = [Prys Pvos Pawys Pos 1] 7 is the shooting vector independent of py,.
Next, we shall show that py does not influence the optimal solution. By using a physical fact, we show that pg > 0

always holds true as long as (23) is satisfied.
Proposition 1 For any p,(ty) and p,(ty), always leads to a positive numerical factor py.

Proof. First, in order for to hold true, it is necessary that p,(¢5) and p,(¢y) cannot both be zero. During the final
phase of the landing, the thrust magnitude must be greater than the gravitational force to nullify the touchdown speed.
Meanwhile, the gravitational acceleration at touchdown, i.e., rlflﬁ with 7(tf) = Ro, is normalized to 1. Therefore, we

have Ty, > m(ty). As aresult, it is evident that

Tm
Po = W\/P\%(tf) +pL(t5) +pu(ty) >0

always holds true, thereby completing the proof. O
As stated in [31]], po can be set to a fixed value in advance and remains unchanged during the solution process.
Therefore, according to Proposition [T]and [31]], (24) does not need to be satisfied, and (I4) can be replaced by the

following equation:

p%0+p\2)0+p%uo=1’ (26)

11



which is called the Simplified ICVN (SICVN), as done in [31]]. Then, (23)) becomes

@] (2 goyn) = [1(t7) = Rosv(tp)sw(ts); pl, + ply + pl,y =11 =0, @7)

in which z{ SIcVN = LPros Pyos Pasgs f]T is the shooting vector independent of p,,, and po. As a result, py can be

determined by (23)) once (27) is solved. Moreover, the solution space for the co-state vector in ([27) is

pm € (_17 1)9p\/() € (_1’ 1)»pu)() € (_1’ 1) (28)

C. Backward propagating of dynamics
Since the developments of the preceding subsection are derived by analyzing the dynamics at the final time, we
consider propagating the dynamics backward.

Define a new time variable 7 as below
T=ty—tte[0,tf].

It is palpable that the dynamics can also be propagated backward in time, i.e., from ¢ = t¢ to t = 0. In such case, the

dynamics are transformed into

X(T) = _f(x’ u, l;b’ T)’
(29)
pe(7) = %ZK(SF))-

For the TOSLP with the same boundary conditions, the initial condition in (]Z[) becomes the terminal condition when the

dynamics are propagated backward, i.e.,
(et = 100 V(D) lrmty = v0, @(D) vty = 0, m(T)|r2t, = mo. (30)
Likewise, the terminal condition in @) becomes the initial condition, i.e.,
7(7)|z=0 = Ro, v(7)]+=0 =0, w(7)]7=0 = 0. (€29)

In such case, the variable 7 represents the time of flight. Note that the optimal control equations for the dynamical
system in (29) remain the same as in (I0) and (I3)) once the variable  is replaced by 7.

To propagate the dynamics in (29) from 7 = 0 to 7 = ¢, we need the unknown initial state m(7)|= and initial

12



co-state vector p . (7)|z=0 = [pr (1), pv(7), P (7)]T | z=0. Notably, p,,,(7)|=0 is eliminated because it does not alter the
propagation on the remaining states and co-states. Given (3I), m(7)|.=o and p . (7)|-=o to be determined, the final states
and co-states can be calculated through integrating (29) along with the optimal control equations. Notice that along the
optimal trajectory, #ricvn(f) = 0 holds true for ¢ € [0,¢7]. For , we consider the Hamiltonian #ricyn(7) at 7 =0
for the stationary condition. Recall that (26)) can replace the stationary condition. Thus, the TOSLP is transformed into

a new TPBVP, which seeks to find m(7)|7=0, p(7)|7=0, and 7 such that and are satisfied, i.e.,
DL(25g1oun) = [ (D) la=t; =703 V(D) r=r; =v0: @ (T) | 1=t~ w03 m(T) | r=t,=mo: pH(T)+pi () 4D, (D) |e=0-1] = 0, (32)

where the superscript b denotes the backward propagation, and the shooting vector sz SICYN 18

z"}lZ,SICVN = [pr (1), pv(7), P (), m(7), lf]TIT:o. (33)

Compared with , z_l; iy has one more unknown variable m(7)|,=o, which is related to the fuel consumption
during landing. Fortunately, m (7)|-=o can be obtained by m(7)|r= = mo — Am according to (I9). In the next subsection,

we focus on reducing the solution space for [p,-(7), py(7), poo (7)1 |+=0-

D. Reducing the solution space by exploiting the optimal control
Notice that the solution space for the co-state vector in (33)) is constrained on a unit 3-D hypersphere. In what

follows, we shall show that the solution space can be further reduced to a unit 3-D octant sphere.

Proposition 2 Let a short time interval t € [ty —t1,t5) (11 is a small positive number) denote the final phase of the

landing until touchdown. It holds true that p,(t) < 0 and p,(7) > O for the interval T =ty — t € (0,11].

Proof. For the interval t € [ty —t1,1f), in view of , the radial distance r(z) will monotonically decrease to Ry,
indicating that 7*(¢) < 0, which further implies that v(z) < 0. To nullify the radial speed at touchdown, it is necessary to
have v(t) > 0. Moreover, since the angular velocity w(?) is very close to zero in such an interval, the second equation in
(T) becomes

T

§(1) ~ — L siny (1) - r’l% >0

(1)
Since r(t) ~ 1 fort € [ty —t1,ty) and the estimation of m(¢), denoted by 77 (¢), can be obtained by , we have

siny (1) > mT: ). (34)

13



Analogously, to nullify the angular velocity at touchdown, w(#) should gradually decrease to zero, yielding w(z) < 0. In

view of the fourth equation in @), we have

cosy(t) > 0. (35)
Combining (34) with (35), it is obvious that
f(t
arcsin Uiy <y(t) < T (36)
m 2

Using the optimal thrust steering angle in infers that p,,(#) < 0 and p,,(t) > 0,1 € [ty —11,1), indicating that

pv(t) <0 and p., (1) > 0,7 € (0,1], (37)

which completes the proof. O
Next, let us analyze the solution space for p,(7)|r=o. In view of (10), by differentiating siny w.r.t 7, along with

some algebraic manipulations, we obtain

Pr(0)pe, (1)

¥ (1) cosy(7)]r=0 = ) o3l (38)
[Py (7) + o ()]
Combining the second equation in (I0) with (38) leads to
, F(Tpolt
(@)l = L1 (39)

p(7) + pl(7)

Since the thrust steering angle defines the body attitude of the lunar lander [42], it is desirable to ensure that the thrust
steering angle at touchdown is such that the lunar lander has a vertical attitude. If not, a terminal descent phase is
usually needed to ensure a vertical landing. In such case, to ensure a smooth and gentle landing, it is reasonable to
assume that the thrust steering angle gradually increases towards 90 deg, or at least tends to do so until touchdown. In

other words, we have /() > 0 for ¢ € [tf —t1, 1], which is equivalent to Y (1) > 0for T € [0, #]. Therefore, in view

of (37) and (39), we obtain

pr(7)lz=0 > 0. (40)
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So far, according to and (40), the solution space has been further reduced to

pr(T)IT:O € (0’ 1)9pv(7)|‘r:0 € (_1’0)’pw(7)|‘r:0 € (O’ 1) (41)

In the next section, to demonstrate the developments of the PIIM, we shall first present the conventional indirect method
to solve the FOSLP by adopting the ICVN. Then, we will combine the PIIM with a homotopy approach to directly

connect the TOSLP and the FOSLP.

V. PROCEDURES FOR SOLVING THE FOSLP

A. Conventional indirect method using the ICVN

By introducing an arbitrary positive numerical factor po,., the cost function in (5) is changed to

Iy
JEICVN = Pog / udt. 42)
0

The Hamiltonian, denoted by 7% 1cvn, is reconstructed as

uly . yii uT, uT,
Hr1cwN = prv + py(—= sing — = +rw?) + p o[~ (—= cos ¢ + 2vw) [r] + pm (=
m r m Ipge

) + popU.

Equations (I)), (9), and still hold true, expect that the optimal engine thrust ratio ur (¢) becomes

1, Sp(r) <0
up (1) =
0, Sp(t) >0

where Sp(t) is the switching function satisfying

— _ L Pw(t) Pm(t)
$7(0= poy Tm{mm PR+ (22 B }

Since up(t) is bang-bang, which may result in numerical difficulties, we adopt the smoothing technique from [43] to

approximate up (1), i.e.,

MF(t)zuF(l,é‘):l(]_ Sr(1)

20 ISF)P? il

(43)

in which ¢ is a small positive constant.
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Meanwhile, we have the following normalization condition:
POy + Doy + Py + Py + P = 1. (44)
The shooting function is
@ (2L 0yn(0) = [r(t) = Ro:v(tp):(tp): pm(ty) pg, + Ph + Pl + Py + Py — L Hracun (1)1 =0, (45)

where z{:, 1cvn(0) = [Pros Prgs Pewys Pmgs Pog» 1. Since the lower bound for the thrust magnitude is zero, according to

(20), the solution space for @3) is

Pro € (=1, 1), pyy € (=1,1), peoy € (=1,1), pimy € (0, 1), po,. € (0,1),1¢ € [{¢,+00). (46)

B. Homotopy approach
Since the PIIM can reduce the solution space down to be sufficiently small for the TOSLP, it is natural to directly

connect the TOSLP with the FOSLP within the homotopy framework. Denote by x a homotopy parameter that connects

with (3), i.e.,
1y
I = / pox + (1 — u dt, (47)
0

where the subscript /2 denotes the context of homotopy. It can be observed that J;, becomes JrcyN = fotf po dt in (7)) if
k = 1. On the other hand, J;, becomes Jgp = fotf u dr in if k = 0. In this manner, the TOSLP serves as the seeding
problem, whose solution can be found using the PIIM developed in Section[[V] Then, by decreasing « from 1 to 0, the
homotopy process can be completed by using the preceding convergent solution as the initial guess. Next, we shall
present the corresponding shooting functions during the homotopy process.

Notice that the dynamical model and boundary conditions remain the same as in Section[[I} Considering the cost

function in (7), the Hamiltonian is

uly
Ipge

).

T, T,
(k) = pok+ (1 = Ku + pyv +pv(u—m siny — % +rw?) +pw[—(u—m cosy + 2vw) [r] + pm(—
m r m

Therefore, (9) and still hold true. Since the optimal engine thrust ratio uy (7, k) is linear w.r.t. the state dynamics
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and cost function, it is reasonable to assume that u (7, k) is bang-bang, i.e.,

1, Sp(r,k) <0
up(t,k) =
0, Sp(7,4) > 0

where Sy, (7, «) is the switching function satisfying

Sp(t.K) = —Tp, {L\/pﬁ(r) w2y, p’”(f)} +1-x.
m(7) r(7) Ispge

Once again, the smoothing technique from [43] is used to approximate uj, (7, k), i.e.,

up(t, k) ~up(t,k,6) = =(1 - Sp(7)

2 J|Sh(r)|2+6)’

(48)

in which ¢ is the same constant as in @3).

The corresponding TPBVP amounts to solving the following shooting function:
D) (2] sicyn (k- 6)) = [1(1,&,8) = ro; v(7, &, 6) = vo: (7, &, 8) — woi m(T, K, 8) — mo; T (T, k,8)] | 7=, =0, (49)

where Z}IiSICVN(K’ 6) = [pr(1,k,6), pv(T,K,0), pe(T,k,0),

m(7,k,8),15(k,6)]" |z=0. It is important to note that, unlike the TOSLP where p,, is not needed, the dynamics of p,,
must be included here because the switching function is related to p,,. When propagating the dynamics of p,,, it is
clear that its initial value is p,,(7)|+=0 = 0.

Keep in mind that (32) is equivalent to (#9) when x = 1. In such case, the smoothing constant § does not change the
optimal thrust magnitude because it will remain at the maximum; meanwhile, the last equation in (32)) is used to replace
the stationary condition, i.e., the last equation in {#9). Instead of finding the solution to the FOSLP by directly solving
(@5), we shall present a homotopy process, as stated in Fig. [2] to solve the FOSLP through starting with the PIIM-based
TOSLP. In Fig.[2] i and j are the updating indices for the homotopy parameters « and &, respectively. The parameter
n is the backtracking number for solving (#9). This means that if the shooting function does not converge even after

adopting the homotopy parameter updating procedure 5 times, the algorithm fails.

VI. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

This section presents some simulations to showcase the developments in Sections [[V]and[V] Before proceeding,
we shall define some constants. The propulsion system of the lunar lander is specified by I, = 300 s and T}, = 1, 500

N. The radius of the Moon is Ry = 1,738 km, and g, is 9.81 m/ s2. Additionally, the gravitational constant y is
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Fig.2 Flowchart for solving the TOSLP and using its solution to solve the FOSLP via the homotopy process.

4.90275 x 10'?> m3/s%. All the algorithms are implemented on a desktop equipped with an AMD EPYC 9684X 96-Core
Processor @2.55 GHz and 128 GB of RAM. The absolute and relative tolerances for propagating the dynamics are set
as 1.0 x 107°. The nonlinear equation solver fsolve is used to find the zero of the shooting function. The termination

tolerance and maximum number of iterations for fsolve are set as 1.0 x 10~ and 300, respectively.

A. Simulations on the TOSLP

To assess the convergence and robustness of the proposed method, a total of 10, 000 initial conditions are randomly
generated in a domain A := {(rg, vo, wo, mo) | ro € [1738,1911.9738] km, vy € [-83.9779, 83.9779]
m/s,wo € [0,9.6638 x 107#] rad/s, mq € [240, 600] kg}.

1. Efficacy of Subsection in Section @

Here we demonstrate the significance of the analytical estimation of the minimum flight time in (20). Equation (16)
is solved for these initial conditions. The corresponding shooting vector is initialized by randomly generating numbers
in the specified domain in (T8). On the other hand, we initialize the minimum flight time according to (20). Notice that,
for a fair comparison, each initial condition among the 10, 000 cases remains the same.

Table [T] summarizes the numerical results in terms of some important indicators. To be specific, the successful

landing means that not only the shooting function is solved successfully, but also the resulting trajectory is physically
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Table 1 Quantitative comparison of the results by solving G)JTC(ZJTC,ICVN) in using different initial guesses for

ly

Item tr € (0,tmax] ty=1r
No. of successful landings 5,501 6,757
No. of convergent solutions with z < 0 2,705 2,677

No. of convergent solutions with () < Ry 80 75
Average computational time (s) 0.2463 0.1062
Average No. of iterations 24.87 21.54
Average No. of function evaluations 154.83 131.79

feasible, i.e., fy > 0 and the radial distance r(¢) > Ro for ¢ € [0,1]. Clearly, providing the analytical estimation of the
minimum flight time can improve the success rate for finding the optimal feasible trajectory. Regarding the average
computational time, which is calculated as the sum of computational times for successful landings divided by the
number of successful landings, initializing ¢y = 7 reduces the average computational time from 0.2463 seconds to
0.1062 seconds. Therefore, we only compare the results obtained by initializing the minimum flight time according to

(20) hereafter.

2. Efficacy of Subsections in Section @

We further solve another two shooting functions in (27) and (32) for these initial conditions. The corresponding
shooting vector is initialized according to (28) and (&I)), respectively. Table 2] summarizes the numerical results.
Compared with the indirect methods that propagate the dynamics forward, i.e., solving (I)i (z]TC’ cyy) and (I)i (z]T‘; SICVN)>
solving (I)l} (z%SICVN) on the basis of the PIIM presents the highest success rate for finding the optimal feasible trajectory.
Although many solutions are convergent, the resulting final times are negative for (I)JTC(z%c\,N) and CI)‘;(ZJTC’ SICYN)> 88
indicated by 2, 677 and 3,591 cases. This is because these two shooting functions have a larger solution space than the

PIIM-based shooting function. This fact will increase the likelihood of generating a wrong initial guess that leads to the

nonlinear function solver converging to a solution with 7y < 0.

Table 2 Quantitative comparison of the results by solving different shooting functions

Item (D{"(Z{SICVN) in @7 (2 gieyn) in
No. of successful landings 5,731 9,887
No. of convergent solutions with 7y < 0 3,591 42
No. of convergent solutions with r(¢) < Ry 92 48
Average computational time (s) 0.0831 0.0613
Average No. of iterations 30.79 13.49
Average No. of function evaluations 128.46 68.58
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Table 3 Quantitative comparison of the results after using the remedy strategy

Item (I){"(z"j;,ICVN) in (IE[) (D{"(z”{“,SICVN) in @ (D?'(z"ll)",SICVN) in @
No. of successful landings 9,928 9,930 9,952
No. of convergent solutions with 1y < 0 0 0 0
No. of convergent solutions with r(z) < Ry 48 48 48
Average computational time (s) 0.0903 0.0955 0.0557
Average No. of iterations 16.53 34.87 11.21
Average No. of function evaluations 102.69 148.00 58.71
Success rate (%) 99.76 99.78 100

Furthermore, these three shooting functions result in 75, 92, and 48 cases of convergent but infeasible solutions
with r(f) < Ry (indicating that the lunar lander is flying underneath the lunar surface), respectively. For the average
computational time, solving (I)l;(zg sicyn) 10 lb requires the shortest time compared to other two. Meanwhile, the

numbers of iterations and function evaluations are also the lowest among the three.

3. A remedy strategy ensuring ty > 0

Notice that the initial guess of the minimum flight time remains the same for all three shooting functions, so it is
reasonable to conclude that providing an inappropriate initial guess of the co-state vector increases the likelihood of
converging to an infeasible solution with a negative final time, as indicated by the numbers of convergent solutions with
tr <0in Table@ To resolve this issue, a simple remedy strategy is proposed here.

The variable ¢y in the shooting function is first replaced by a new variable £. Then the integration interval is changed
from [0, ¢¢] to [0, exp(&)]. This ensures that the iteration of the final time will remain positive. It should be noted that
the initial guess of & is given by log(7 ), where 7 ¢ is calculated according to .

With the remedy strategy, we run another test for the same 10, 000 cases. The numerical results are displayed in
Table 3] from which we can see that, the numbers of successful landings are improved for the three shooting functions.
The reported numbers of convergent solutions with ¢y < 0 are all reduced to zero as expected. Meanwhile, they share
the same number of convergent solutions with r(#) < Ry, which is 48 out of 10, 000 cases. Since the initial condition is
randomly generated in A, it is possible that the initial condition does not have a solution inherently. For the 48 cases,
we find that r(f) < Ry holds for all obtained solutions despite trying a large number of initial guesses, so it is reasonable
to conclude that these cases do not have feasible solutions. In such case, we can see that solving fD’;(z%SICVN) in
exhibits a success rate of 100%. In contrast, solving (D'Tf(z{ICVN) and d)i(z{ gicyn) results in a success rate of 99.76%
and 99.78%, respectively. Moreover, after implementing the remedy strategy, the performance of solving d)?(z%SICVN)

is further improved and outperforms the other two shooting functions, as indicated by the average computational time,

number of iterations and function evaluations in Table Through solving (I)? (z? sicyn)» the average computational
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Fig. 3 Profiles of the altitude, radial speed, transverse speed, and mass.

time is decreased by 38.32% and 41.68% compared with (I)]Tc(zj;’ cyn) and <I>J; (z{ sicyn)s Tespectively. Surprisingly,
although there are two less unknown variables in <I>JTC (z£ gieyy) than that in (I)i(z{: 1cvn)» the solving performance is not
necessarily improved in terms of the success rate and the average computational time. More importantly, compared with
a computational time of nearly 1 second in [44] where an implicit shooting method was proposed, it only takes 0.0557
seconds to find the optimal solution by solving (I)l; (z%SICVN). Thanks to the PIIM, the computational time and success
rate of solving the TOSLP are improved by 77.39% and 44.72%, respectively over the conventional indirect method in
Section[MI] as shown by the results in Tables[T]and 3]

Out of the 9,952 successful landing cases, a total of 1,000 landings are displayed in Fig. [3]in terms of altitude,
radial speed, transverse speed, and mass. Although the initial condition is randomly generated, solving <I>§’~ (z%SICVN)
can always find the optimal solution in a fast and reliable manner. To further validate the initial guess of p, (7)|=0,
Pv(T)|z=0, and p,(7)|r=0 defined in (@), the convergent solutions to p,(7)|z=0, pv(T)|+=0, and p,(7)|7=o for the
9, 952 successful landing cases are shown in Figs. El andlﬂ It can be observed that p, (7)|+=¢ > 0 holds true as expected
by (@0). Meanwhile, can also be validated, as shown by Fig.[] in which p, (7)|+=0, pv(7)|z=0, and p ., (7)|+= are

constrained on a unit 3-D octant sphere.

B. Simulations on the FOSLP
In the preceding subsection, we demonstrated that fast and robust convergence can be achieved for the TOSLP by

solving d)’;(zf; sicyn)- Now, we will show that the developments of the PIIM for solving the TOSLP, can also be applied
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to facilitate convergence of the FOSLP.

To illustrate the homotopy process, the following initial condition is considered: r¢ = 1,902.1754 km, vo = 23.1290
m/s, wy = 2.3261 x 10~* rad/s, and mg = 483.4040 kg. By solving for the TOSLP, py is found to be 0.5693, which
will be used and kept unchanged in throughout the homotopy process. Fig. |§|plots the homotopy path of 7 ¢(x),
which shows the profile of the convergent solution to the optimal final time ¢ as the homotopy parameter « is decreased
from 1 to 0. During the solution process, we observe that very small values of x may impair convergence. Thus, the
homotopy process for « is terminated once « is decreased to a number less than 274, It is worth mentioning that & is
kept as 0.1 before the homotopy process for « is completed. From Fig. [6] the homotopy path turns out to be continuous
and unidirectional, which makes the homotopy process straightforward [43]].

The optimal thrust magnitude and thrust steering angle profiles are displayed in Figs. [7]and[8] respectively. The
solution with x = 1 represents the optimal solution to the TOSLP. Once « is reduced below 2%, the homotopy process for
6 commences. Figs. 0]and[I0]illustrate the optimal thrust magnitude and thrust steering angle profiles as the smoothing
constant ¢ decreases from 0.1 to 107°. Tt can be observed that while the intermediate thrust magnitude profiles are

continuous, the final thrust magnitude profile with § = 10~ exhibits a bang-bang solution with a single switch. To
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Fig. 6 Homotopy path for ¢ (k) with § = 0.1.

provide a comprehensive analysis, the optimal altitude and mass profiles related to the TOSLP and the FOSLP are

shown in Figs.[TTand[I2] respectively.
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To be specific, the minimum flight time is determined to be 423.483 seconds with a fuel consumption of 215.842
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kg, and the thrust magnitude is kept at the maximum during landing. On the other hand, the final time for the FOSLP
is 671.638 seconds with a fuel consumption of 142.905 kg, and the thrust magnitude is a typical “off-on” form. For
comparison, we utilize the conventional indirect method, which resolves (I)]; (zlj: ICVN((S)), to determine the optimal fuel

consumption. With the same smoothing constant § = 10~°, the fuel consumption derived from 11)‘; (zlj; 1cyn (0)) is found
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to be 142.900 kg, which indicates that the homotopy parameter x = 2~ incurs only a negligible penalty of 0.005 kg.

To illustrate the robustness, we compare the homotopy approach established in Fig. [2 with the conventional method
by directly solving (5), in which the initial guess of the shooting vector is generated according to (6] and the final
time ¢ is initialized according to @) The 9, 952 successful landing cases from the preceding subsection are tested.
According to [38]], if the TOSLP has a feasible optimal solution, the FOSLP is also feasible under the same initial
condition.

To further demonstrate the advantages of propagating the dynamics backward, we consider the same homotopy
method as in (@9) to solve the FOSLP except that the dynamics are propagated forward. Notice that the solution to (27)
can also be used to solve the FOSLP via a homotopy approach. In such case, the dynamics of both states and co-states

are propagated forward, and the shooting function in (@9) becomes
@ (2] goyn (:8)) = [1(k,6) = Ro:v(K. 8): (k. 6): pm (K. 6): Hi (k. 6)]]s, = 0, (50)

where ZI{SICVN(K’ 8) = [Pry (K, 0), Py (Ks 6)s Py (Ks 6)s Py (K, 0), 1 ¢ (x,8)]T. Once the solution to is obtained, the
similar process in Fig. [2]is implemented. The solutions to the 9, 930 successful landings obtained by solving (27) are
employed to solve (]3_0[) It is worth noting that the value for p,,, is obtained according to @

Table ] presents the results obtained for the FOSLP using different strategies. A total of 9,952 feasible fuel-optimal
solutions are found using the homotopy approach in (#9), indicating a success rate of 100%. In contrast, the conventional
way only finds 8, 892 feasible solutions, and 57 convergent solutions are infeasible, indicated by r(¢) < Ry. This
discrepancy is likely due to poor initial guess of the shooting vector in (#6). Consequently, the conventional indirect
method achieves a success rate of 89.35%. Keep in mind that implementing the homotopy approach in (#9) requires
finding the solution to the TOSLP first, which has an average computational time of 0.0557 seconds. Therefore, for a

feasible initial condition, the homotopy approach in (#9) can find the fuel-optimal solution within a total computational
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Table 4 Quantitative comparison of the results by solving different shooting functions

Item (I>]; (zf:’ICVN(é)) in (léE[) Qﬁ (zﬁ’SICVN(K, 8)) in (Iﬁl) ®£(ZI{SICVN(K’ 6)) in @[)
No. of successful landings 8,892 9,952 9,930
No. of convergent solutions with r(¢) < Ry 57 0 0
Average computational time (s) 0.7125 0.6218 0.8348
Average No. of iterations 36.63 30.84 32.32
Average No. of function evaluations 262.97 238.72 241.59
Success rate (%) 89.35 100 99.78

time of 0.6775 seconds, which is even faster than the conventional indirect method (0.7125 seconds) despite an extra
homotopy parameter x. Remarkably, this computational efficiency is comparable to the learning-based method in [46].
Moreover, we can observe that 9, 930 feasible fuel-optimal solutions are obtained by solving (50), which is expected
because the 9,930 feasible time-optimal solutions found by solving (27) can provide accurate initialization of the
shooting vector for (30). In summary, solving (30), in which the dynamics are propagated forward, requires a total
computational time of 0.9303 seconds to find the solution to the TOSLP. In contrast, our proposed method decreases the

average total computational time by 27.17%.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we introduced a novel approach called Physics-Informed Indirect Method (PIIM) to solve trajectory
optimization problems quickly and robustly. Its key feature is the incorporation of physics-informed information into
all shooting variables. An analytical method was provided to estimate the minimum flight time. By eliminating the
mass co-state and the numerical factor using a physical fact at the final time, the co-state vector at the final time was
constrained on a unit 3-D hypersphere. By further propagating the dynamics backward, the physical significance of
the optimal control was exploited to reduce the solution space. All the physics-informed information was embedded
into a shooting function, enabling the Time-Optimal Soft Landing Problem (TOSLP) to be solved quickly and robustly.
Furthermore, the PIIM was applied to a Fuel-Optimal Soft Landing Problem (FOSLP) via a homotopy approach.

Numerical simulations demonstrated that the proposed estimation of the minimum flight time improved the
convergence rate, and it reduced the computational time by 56.88% to solve the TOSLP. To ensure that the final time
of the convergent solution is positive, we proposed a simple remedy strategy. In this way, the computational time by
using the PIIM to solve the TOSLP was reduced to 0.0557 seconds with a success rate of 100%, compared to 0.2463
seconds with a success rate of 55.28% by using the conventional indirect method. The results obtained by the homotopy
approach showed that the FOSLP could be solved more quickly and robustly, which was identified by a computational
time of 0.6775 seconds with a success rate of 100%, compared to 0.7125 seconds with a success rate of 89.35% by

using the conventional indirect method.

26



Future research directions include the generalization of the PIIM to time- and fuel-optimal problems, as well as its

applicability to facilitating the dataset generation for training neural networks in order to derive the real-time optimal

solution.
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