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Abstract—In this work, we establish an optimal control
framework for airborne wind energy systems (AWESs) with
flexible tethers. The AWES configuration, consisting of a six-
degree-of-freedom aircraft, a flexible tether, and a winch,
is formulated as an index-1 differential-algebraic system of
equations (DAE). We achieve this by adopting a minimal
coordinate representation that uses Euler angles to characterize
the aircraft’s attitude and employing a quasi-static approach for
the tether. The presented method contrasts with other recent
optimization studies that use an index-3 DAE approach. By
doing so, our approach avoids related inconsistency condition
problems. We use a homotopy strategy to solve the optimal
control problem that ultimately generates optimal trajectories of
the AWES with a flexible tether. We furthermore compare with
a rigid tether model by investigating the resulting mechanical
powers and tether forces. Simulation results demonstrate the
efficacy of the presented methodology and the necessity to
incorporate the flexibility of the tether when solving the optimal
control problem.

I. INTRODUCTION

The pursuit of renewable energy has driven significant
research into airborne wind energy systems (AWESs), which
aim to generate electricity from more consistent and faster
winds at higher altitudes. They do this by replacing the blades
and towers of conventional wind turbines with a aircraft and
tether [1]. Different types of AWESs have been developed
over the past decades that can be categorized based on the air-
craft system (soft or rigid), generator system (fixed, moving
or aircraft-mounted) and flight operation (crosswind, tether
aligned or rotational) [2]. Particular attention has been given
to a single kite (with soft or rigid wings) that flies crosswind,
reeling out a tether wound around a winch connected to
a generator [2]. In this type of AWES, the electricity is
generated through cyclic maneuvers of the aircraft, known as
pumping cycles and referred to as the traction phase, during
which the tether is reeled out, turning the winch and rotor of
the generator. When the tether reaches its maximum length,
the generator operates in the motor phase, consuming some of
the harvested energy to pull the aircraft in a low-lift maneuver
back to the initial point, where another pumping cycle starts.
This phase is also known as the retraction phase [1].

Establishing an optimal path for the AWES to generate
maximum power while keeping the aircraft safely in the sky
during traction, retraction, and the transitions between these
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phases, poses significant challenges. This can be attributed to
the strong non-linearity of the dynamics and underlying aero-
dynamics, and the presence of the tether. A vast body of work
addressed these challenges in the pursuit of feasibility, accu-
racy, and computational efficiency. Gros & Diehl proposed
a non-minimal coordinate representation model considering
the tether as rigid rod and modeling the aircraft and tether
with an index-3 differential-algebraic system of equations
(DAE) [3]. This approach was also followed by [4, 5, 6].
On the other hand, Erhard et al. utilized a quaternion-based
representation in the ordinary differential system of equations
(ODE), assuming the tether as a rigid rod, with its length
varying with winch velocity and its force being estimated
based on airspeed and aerodynamic characteristics of the
aircraft [7]. Simpler modeling approaches, including a rigid
tether, were also pursued by [8, 9, 10].

Although it is a valid assumption to consider the tether as a
rigid rod during the traction phase as it is under tension [11],
this assumption is harder to make in retraction and transition
phases, when sag of tether might occur. Fig. 1 shows the
effect of tether sag on the aircraft and illustrates how the
direction of the tether force applied to the aircraft can differ
between flexible and rigid tether models. Additionally, the
modeling of flexible tethers is motivated by the possibility of
tether-ground and tether-aircraft contact scenarios [12].

𝐹𝑇 → Flexible Tether

𝐹𝑇 → Rigid Tether
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𝑧𝑊𝑧𝑊

𝑦𝑤𝑥𝑊

Fig. 1: Visualization of tether sag and its effect on the aircraft.

Different studies have been conducted to develop more
accurate models for tethers. Du et al. extract the equation of
a variable length cable using an absolute nodal coordinate
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formulation and then discretize the cable by means of a
finite number of elements to decrease the computational cost
[13]. Similarly, [14] utilizes the same approach to model
the cable, and solves the whole AWES, including aircraft,
tether and aircraft, by a variational integrator to increase the
performance. In another approach, the tether is considered to
correspond to a fixed number of lumped masses connected
by spring-damper elements to generate a coherent model
[15, 16]. Although modeling the tether with the above-
mentioned methods increases the accuracy, they add three
degrees of freedom for each rod/lumped mass, increasing
the whole system’s number of dimensions drastically. To
tackle this difficulty, [12] introduced a quasi-static approach,
in which the elastic vibrations are neglected and the cable
tension and shape are assumed to be the results of mass
and drag. Notwithstanding that the simulation of small-scale
AWESs with a quasi-static approach for the tether has been
verified with flight tests [17], there is only one study available
that makes use of a model of a flexible tether for the path
planning [18]. In that study only the landing of a simple
aircraft in 2D is examined.

The contribution of this paper is found in the establishment
of an optimal path planning framework for a 6-DOF aircraft,
winch, and flexible tether AWES during both the traction
and retraction phases. From a numerical optimization stand-
point, we introduce an index-1 DAE formulation for AWES
and a minimal coordinate representation, which eliminates
consistency condition problems and drift arising from index
reduction of higher index DAE formulations. To solve the
resulting trajectory optimization problem, we introduce direct
multiple shooting in the penalty-based homotopy approach
[6]. The paper is structured as follows, in Section II we
describe the AWES model which builds on the MegAWES
toolbox [19]. Subsequently, the optimization method and its
implementation using CasADi [20] are discussed in Section
III. Finally, in Secretion IV, the simulation results are pre-
sented to show the effectiveness of the proposed optimization
method for AWESs with the flexible tether.

II. MODELING

Our modeling approach follows the methodology estab-
lished by MegAWES [19]. The model distinguishes itself
from those used by other optimization tools, such as AWE-
BOX [6], in two critical aspects. First a minimal coordinate
representation is used to parameterize the aircraft’s attitude
instead of an element of SO(3). This is strictly a modeling
choice. Second a flexible tether model is included instead of
a rigid tether model. A flexible tether increases the physical
accurateness of the resulting model. Both of these model
features have a positive effect on the subsequent optimization.
This will be discussed in more detail in the next section.

A. Parameterization and kinematics
Consider two frames of reference O and B. Reference

frame O is used as an inertial frame of reference whereas
frame B is attached to the aircraft. Therefore the attitude
of the aircraft can be represented as the rotation matrix,
RB

O ∈ SO(3), that maps O into B. As is standard in the

aerospace community, we use the Euler angles to parame-
terize the attitude1. The angles are gathered in a coordinate
vector, qa ∈ R3.

RB
O = Rx(ϕ)Ry(θ)Rz(ψ) (1)

The time derivative of the coordinate vector, qa, is related
to the angular velocity of the aircraft by a geometric Jacobian.

ωB
aircraft =

cθcψ sψ 0
−sψ cψ 0
sθcψ 0 1

 q̇a (2)

where c(.) and s(.) denote cos (.) and sin (.), respectively.
We introduce a third frame of reference W whose x-

axis aligns with the wind direction at an angle ζ from the
inertial x-axis and whose z-axis points upward, opposite to
the downward direction of the inertial z-axis.

RW
O = Rz(ζ)Rx(π) (3)

The position of the aircraft is parameterized using spherical
coordinates, qs ∈ R3, where the first and second elements of
qs are azimuth and polar angles, as shown in Fig. 2, and the
third one denotes the radial distance from the origin to the
aircraft. To that end, we introduce a forth and final frame of
reference T whose motion relative to W is parameterized by
the azimuth, λ, and polar, η, angles and so that the local z-
axis is pointing away from the aircraft to the origin. In local
coordinates the position of the aircraft is then characterized
by the distance r along the z-direction.

RT
W = Rz(λ)Ry(−η)Ry(−π2 ) (4)

The time derivative of the coordinate vector, qs, is related
to the linear velocity of the aircraft by another geometric
Jacobian.

vW
aircraft =

cλcη −sλcηr −cλsηr
sλcη cλcηr −sλsηr
sη 0 cηr

 q̇s (5)

A visualization of the frames is presented in Fig. 2.

B. Wind and atmosphere model

Since AWESs typically operate at an altitude of several
hundred meters, it is common practice among the research
community to model a horizontal atmospheric wind shear
to estimate the mean wind speed more accurately. In this
manuscript, the wind speed as a function of the height, z, is
determined using a logarithmic wind profile

vW
wind = vground

log z/z0
log zref/z

EW
1 (6)

where vground is the measured ground wind speed at height
zref, z0 is referred to as the roughness length, and EW

1 denotes
th first component of the unit vector in the wind reference
frame.

1For optimization purposes, other conventions can be considered to avoid
singularities.
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Fig. 2: Visualization of initial circular path concept, and the reference frames (O (black), W (blue), τ (green), B (red)).

C. Rigid-body aircraft dynamics
The rigid body dynamics of an aircraft are described

in numerous references, such as [21]. The main difference
between modeling an ordinary aircraft and a tethered one, is
the tether force. In this context, we assume that the tether
force acts on the aircraft’s center of gravity. This means that
no torque is applied to the aircraft due to the tether. The
aircraft’s dynamics are governed by

mv̇B
aircraft +mωB

aircraft × vB
aircraft = fBaircraft (7a)

Jω̇B
aircraft + ωB

aircraft × JωB
aircraft = τB

aircraft (7b)

where vB
aircraft is the aircraft velocity in the body reference

frame, ωB
aircraft is the angular velocity vector between body

and inertial reference frames. m and J represent the aircraft
mass and inertia, respectively.

The total force, f aircraft, includes aerodynamic, tether, and
gravitational forces. The total torque, τ aircraft, includes only
aerodynamics torques.

fBaircraft = fBaircraft,aero + fBaircraft,tether +RB
O(mgE

O
3 ) (8a)

τB
aircraft = τB

aircraft,aero (8b)

D. Aerodynamic model
In this work, we adopt the MegAWES aerodynamic model

[19]. MegAWES utilizes pre-calculated static aerodynamic
coefficients stored in lookup tables to compute the aerody-
namic forces and torques acting on the wing, elevator, and
rudder, independently as a function of the aircraft’s apparent
velocity (9a), angle of attack (9b), side slip angle (9c), and
deflections of control surfaces.

va = vW
aircraft − vW

wind (9a)

α = − arctan
vBaircraft,z − vBwind,z

vBaircraft,x − vBwind,x
(9b)

β = arctan
vBaircraft,y − vBwind,y

vBaircraft,x − vBwind,x
(9c)

To retain a differentiable model, here we have replaced
the look-up tables with second-order polynomials of the
following form

Ci(α) = Ci,2α2 + Ci,1α+ Ci,0 (10)

where the index i ∈ {L,D,M} determines the coefficients
of lift and drag forces and the pitch moment of the wing.
Similarly, for the rudder and elevator, i ∈ {L,D} specifies
the lift and drag forces. Additional information can be found
in [19].

E. Winch model
AWESs with a fixed ground station consist of a winch and

a generator. We consider a simple 1-DOF winch model. This
is similar to [22].

Jwinchθ̈winch + bwinchθ̇winch = rwinch∥fwinch,tether∥ − τgenerator
(11)

where θ̇winch, Jwinch, rwinch, and bwinch represent the winch’s
angular velocity, inertia, radius, and viscous friction, respec-
tively. The amplitude, ∥fwinch,tether∥ ≠ 0 is equal to the tether
force magnitude evaluated at the winch. Finally we have the
the motor/generator torque, τgenerator, which will be treated as
a control input.

F. Quasi-static flexible tether model
Other references simplify the physics of the tether in an

effort to ease its later treatment by the optimizer [5, 6, 7].
This comes at the cost of a loss of physical accurateness
which, as we will demonstrate, can severely impact the
optimization result. The goal of this work is to incorporate
a tether model in the optimization pipeline that strikes a
better balance between physical accurateness yet manageable
numerical treatment.

To that end we adopt the quasi-static modeling approach
from [12]. It can account for tether sag as well as elastic
tether deformation. The model is incapable of capturing any

3



dynamic modes of the tether, yet it results in a physically ac-
curate and computationally efficient model that approximates
the tether by a number of discrete lumped masses connected
with massless elastic (or inelastic) segments. The primary
assumption is that the tether remains in a state of quasi-static
equilibrium. This means that all the forces acting on each of
the lumped masses - which include, gravitational, drag and
constraint forces, agree with the prescribed motion of the
tether. Further details are provided below.

First note that the tether length is a dynamic variable that
is related to the other system variables. Specifically we have
that

l = rwinchθwinch (12)

Second we approximate the cable with a total of N lumped
masses. We describe every mass, j, with its position which
is denoted with the vector pj . Indexing is done such that p0

coincides with the aircraft and pN+1 with the winch. The
nominal length and mass of each cable segment are defined
as

Ls =
1

N+1 l (13a)

mj = ρtetherLs (13b)

where ρtether represents the cable’s mass density.
The principle idea behind the model is to construct a re-

cursive calculation that runs over all masses in the discretized
cable model and determines their position and associated
constraint forces. The model takes as inputs the tether force at
the winch and outputs the corresponding position of the final
mass. The recursion thus is initialized with j = N + 1 and
ends with j = 0. The latter should coincide with the position
of the aircraft. When the position of the aircraft is known,
a root finding problem can be established to determine the
associated tether force.

To determine the calculation procedure, we can consider
the equation of motion of the jth mass. To simplify notation
the superscript is left out in this section and all vectors are
expressed in the wind frame of reference

mjp̈j = f j−1 − f j + f j,drag −mjgE3 (14)

where f j denotes the constraint force shared with the pre-
ceding mass, f j−1 denotes the constraint force shared with
the following mass, f j,drag denoted the local drag force and
the final term represents gravitational effects. We can now
further specify all elements from the equation. The recursion
will follow.

First it is assumed that the velocity of each mass along the
cable is computed as the sum of the radial velocity induced
by the aircraft and the angular rotation of the segment
and the the acceleration of each segment is computed from
the centrifugal component only. In other words, the tether
behaves as a rigid body every time instant.

ṗj = vtether + ωtether × pj (15a)
p̈j = ωtether × (ωtether × pj) (15b)

The radial velocity and angular rotation of the aircraft are
defined as

vtether =
1

∥paircraft∥2 ⟨paircraft,vaircraft⟩paircraft (16a)

ωtether =
1

∥paircraft∥2paircraft × vaircraft (16b)

The drag force acting on the jth mass is defined as

f j,drag = −1

2
ρdtetherLjCD∥vj,⊥∥vj,⊥ (17)

where dtether represents the tether diameter, ρ is the air density
at the jth segment and is calculated similar to (6), CD is the
normal drag coefficient and vj,⊥ is the normal component of
relative wind velocity at each segment. The normal vj,⊥ and
parallel vj,∥ components of each segment can be calculated
as

vj,⊥ = vj − vj,∥ (18a)
vj,∥ = 1

∥∆pj∥2

〈
∆pj ,vj

〉
∆pj (18b)

where ∆pj = pj−1 −pj , and relative wind velocity at each
segment reads as

vj = ṗj − vj,wind = ṗj − vwind(zj) (19)
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Fig. 3: Visualization of tether lumped masses and forces in the wind frame.

Now provided that f j and pj are known, equation (14)
can be manipulated to yield f j−1. Once f j−1 is known, the
position of the jth mass can be calculated. According to the
Hook’s law we have that

lj−1 = Ls

(
1 +

∥f j−1∥
EtetherAtether

)
(20)

where Etether and Atether are tether Young’s modulus and
cross-section area. Due to the assumption that the tether is
in static equilibrium it also follows that

pj−1 = pj + lj−1
f j−1

∥f j−1∥
(21)

These equations thus produce the anticipated recursion. We
can parameterize the first constraint force and solve for p0.
By definition we find the following algebraic equation

pW
aircraft − p0 = 0 (22)
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Solving for the roots of this equation as a function of the first
constraint force determine the quasi-static model. The force
acting on the aircraft is evaluated as

fBaircraft,tether = −RB
OR

O
W f0 (23)

In this work we parameterize the first constraint force as
follows

fN = T
(
sθN cϕN

sϕN
cθN cϕN

)⊤
(24a)

pN = Ls
(
sθN cϕN

sϕN
cθN cϕN

)⊤
(24b)

Here T , θN and ϕN denote the magnitude of the force and
the spherical angles that determine the direction of force to
the nearest point mass to the winch, as depicted in Fig. 3.

III. OPTIMIZATION

The goal of this work is now to integrate the model from
the previous section in an optimization framework tailored
to generating periodic flight trajectories maximizing power
generation. This means that we are looking for feasible
trajectories that can be repeated infinitely and convert the
maximum amount of wind energy into electrical energy with
every cycle.

This problem formulation results into a challenging op-
timal control problem that requires careful numerical treat-
ment. Our approach draws much inspiration from AWEBOX
[6] but instead uses a minimal coordinate representation
of the attitude and the flexible tether model. The use of
the quasi-static flexible tether model furthermore introduces
some additional challenges that require further treatment.

A. Problem formulation
We aim to generate periodic maximum power flight tra-

jectories for AWES system. Similar to other work, therefore
we propose to solve the following periodic continuous-time
Optimal Control Problem (OCP).

min
w

1

T

∫ T

t=0

c(x(t),u(t), z(t))dt

s.t. 0 = F(ẋ(t),x(t),u(t), z(t)),∀t ∈ [0, T )

0 ≥ H(x(t),u(t), z(t)),∀t ∈ [0, T )

0 = x(0)− x(T )

0 = Ψ(x(0))

(25)

The OCP is fully specified by definition of the cost
rate function, c, the differential and possibly other equality
constraints, F, and the inequality path constraints H.

In this subsection, we define all components in (25) for
the considered AWES. In the next subsections we detail
our solution strategy which has been tailored to the specific
requirements posed by this problem.

a) Variables: The differential states, x, control inputs,
u, and algebraic states, z, are defined as

x =
(
θwinch θ̇winch vB,⊤

aircraft ωB,⊤
aircraft q⊤

a qs⊤
)⊤

(26a)

z =
(
T θN ϕN

)⊤
(26b)

u =
(
τgenerator δaileron δelevator δrudder

)⊤
(26c)

The concatenation of all variables is denoted w =(
x⊤ u⊤ z⊤

)⊤

b) Dynamics: The OCP in (25) makes use of a general
form of DAEs defined in fully implicit form, F. In this work
a semi-explicit DAE description of the system dynamics is
available so that we can further specify the DAE as

F =

(
ẋ− f(x(t),u(t), z(t))

g(x(t), z(t))

)
= 0 (27)

Here the algebraic, g, and, differential, f , equations corre-
sponded to the tether dynamics (22) and the concatenation
of the winch (11) and aircraft dynamics (2, 5, 7), respectively.

c) Cost: Similar to other studies such as [5, 6], the cost
function in (25) can be expressed as the sum of negative
power output and a penalty on the angular velocity rate of
the aircraft and side slip angle to maximize the power output
whilst also avoiding aggressive maneuvers.

c(x,u, z) = −P + ∥ξ∥2Γ (28)

Here P = θ̇winchτgenerator, ξ =
(
ω̇B

aircraft β
)T

, and Γ is a
constant diagonal weight matrix.

d) Path constraints: The inequality constraints or path
constraints, H, include the limitations related to the tether
force (29a), flight region (29b,29c), winch acceleration (29d),
and aerodynamics (29e-29i) of the AWES can be summarized
as follows

f ≤ ∥f aircraft,tether∥ ≤ f (29a)

y ≤ yOaircraft ≤ y (29b)

z ≤ zOaircraft ≤ z (29c)

θ̈winch ≤ θ̈winch ≤ θ̈winch (29d)
va ≤ ∥va∥ ≤ va (29e)
α ≤ α ≤ α (29f)

β ≤ β ≤ β (29g)

αelevator ≤ α+ αelevator,damped + δelevator ≤ αelevator (29h)

β
rudder

≤ β + βrudder,damped + δrudder ≤ βrudder (29i)

δaileron ≤ δaileron,damped + δaileron ≤ δaileron (29j)

where ∥va∥ denotes the apparent velocity magnitude,
αelevator,damped (29h), βrudder,damped (29i), and δaileron,damped (29j)
represent the corrected aerodynamic angles for different
control surfaces [19].

Furthermore, the tether and aircraft must not collide.
Accordingly, the angle between fBtether and the xy-plane in
the body reference frame is restricted to avoid any contact
between tether and aircraft where the angles describing the
tether force in the body reference frame are chosen as shown
in Fig. 4.

θT ≤ θT ≤ θT (30)

An optional constraint can be implemented to enforce
the winch velocity to remain positive during the traction
phase, thereby enhancing the quality of the optimal path and
reducing computational effort. This requirement dictates that
the power for the traction phase must remain positive for
a specific duration within the simulation (since the traction
force is supposed to be positive).

θ̇winch > 0, ∀t ≤ croT, cro ∈
(
0 1

)
(31)
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Fig. 4: The constraint on tether angle to avoid collision.

Obviously, choosing a high value for cro makes the problem
infeasible.

e) Initial value constraint: Finally, the initial value
constraint is embedded in function Ψ, where Ψ(x) = 0,
is used to enforce consistency conditions for higher-order
DAEs. Here, it can be utilized for the cold start of the
tether dynamics and for defining other constraints that can
enhance the performance of the optimal path or might assist
the system operation in take-off or landing. These aspects are
further addressed in the simulation and results section.

B. Discretization

Problem (25) cannot be solved analytically. The problem is
transcribed into a nonlinear program (NLP) that we can treat
numerically instead with Sequential Quadratic Programming
(SQP) and Interior Point (IP) methods. To that end we make
use of the Direct Multiple Shooting (DMS) technique.

To transform the OCP into an NLP through DMS, the
control and state variables are discretized over a time grid,
dividing the time interval into smaller sub-intervals, or shoot-
ing intervals. We formally introduce time instants {tn} so
that 0 = t0 < · · · < tn < . . . tN = T . For every time
instant we introduce an optimization variable, wn = w(tn).
We overwrite notation an refer to the concatenation of all
optimization variables {wn} as w.

For the given states and controls in each shooting interval,
the equality constraints (27) are discretized using a backward
implicit Euler method, as shown in (32), ensuring the equa-
tions of motion remain valid over time. The backward Euler
method is chosen here for the sake of simplicity. Furthermore,
by choosing a sufficient number of shooting nodes, the
numerical errors remain small. Note that our approach does
not exclude the use of more advanced integration techniques.

0 = xn+1 − xn −∆tf(xn+1,un, zn+1) (32a)
0 = g(xn+1, zn+1) (32b)

Similarly, the cost function is approximated by numerical
quadrature.∫ T

0

c(x(t),u(t), z(t))dt =
N−1∑
n=0

∆tc(xn+1,un, zn+1) (33)

Finally, the NLP acquired by discretization of the OCP is
solved with the IPOPT solver [23] in combination with the
MUMPS linear solver [24] alongside with CasADi [20] for
algorithmic differentiation.

C. Homotopy strategy

The DAE, F, spans a constraint manifold that contains
all trajectories that can be achieved with the present system.
The goal of the optimizer is to navigate this set and find a
feasible trajectory that is also optimal. For strongly under-
actuated and highly non-linear dynamics this manifold can
be very complex and finding elements in this set becomes
increasingly difficult, let alone navigate it in pursuit of the
optimal feasible behavior. This may cause the optimization
algorithm to converge prematurely or fail altogether.

To ease the challenges faced by the optimization algorithm,
homotopy approaches can be used. Their purpose is to
decrease the overall computational cost and improve the
solver’s reliability and robustness [6, 25, 26, 27]. Within
a homotopy, challenging optimization problems are treated
by solving a sequence of easier, manageable problems that
gradually transition to the original, complex problem. To that
end the OCP in (25) is reformulated as

min
w̃,Φ

1

T

∫ T

t=0

cΦ(x(t), ũ, z(t),Φ) + s⊤Φ dt

s.t. 0 = FΦ(ẋ(t),x(t), ũ(t), z(t),Φ), ∀t ∈ [0, T )

0 ≥ H(x(t), ũ(t), z(t)), ∀t ∈ [0, T )

0 = x(0)− x(T )

0 = Ψ(x(0))

(34)

where Φ ∈ (Φ,Φ) are bounded decision variables (ho-
motopy parameters) that can be used to gradually increase
the complexity of the problem, and s ∈ RnΦ

+ are positive
penalty variables. The differential and algebraic variables are
equivalent to those in problem (25) but we note that the input
variables are updated as

ũ =
(
u⊤ û⊤)⊤ (35a)

û =
(
fB,⊤fict τB,⊤

fict fBaircraft,prop

)⊤
(35b)

Here fBfict and τB
fict are fictitious forces and torques that are

used in early homotopy stages and that are assumed to act
directly on the aircraft body instead of the aerodynamic
force and torques. A non-physical propulsion/brake force
fBaircraft,prop is also applied in x-axis of body reference frame.
Accordingly, the optimization parameters in (34) are defined
as w̃ =

(
x⊤ ũ⊤ z⊤

)⊤
.

For this study, three homotopy stages are used (nΦ = 3).
In the first homotopy step, fictitious forces and torques
are gradually removed from the initial solver, restoring the
original aerodynamics. This transition is facilitated by relying
on the propulsion/braking force. In the second stage, the
propulsion or braking force is set to zero. The DAE FΦ
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in (34) is thus similar with F, except that the aerodynamic
forces applied to the aircraft in (8) are replaced by(

fBaircraft
τB

aircraft

)
← (1− Φ1)

(
fBaircraft,aero
τB

aircraft,aero

)
+Φ1

(
fBfict
τB

fict

)
+Φ2 f

B
aircraft,propE

B
x

(36)

To expedite solving the OCP with the most accurate model,
the cost function is initially designed to minimize aircraft
angular acceleration and side slip, keeping the aircraft close
to its initial path by the end of the second homotopy stage. In
the final homotopy stage, the cost function shifts its focus to
the power harvesting mode. The cost function cϕ is defined
as

cϕ(x(t),u(t), z(t),ϕ) =

− (1− Φ3)P + ∥ξ∥2Γ +Φ3∥x(t)− x0(t)∥2Λ
(37)

where Γ and Λ are constant diagonal weight matrices, and
x0(t) is the initial state trajectory calculated through the
initial path generation.

Now the solution to the original optimization problem
is obtained by solving 2nΦ consecutive NLPs, with each
solution serving as the warm start for the subsequent problem.
In this work we use IPOPT [23] to solve the different NLPs
resulting from the homotopy strategy. To solve the sequence
of homotopy problems we use a Penalty-based Interior-Point
Homotopy (PIPH) method [6]. The purpose of the PIPH
methods is to set appropriate values for the internal IPOPT
hyper-parameters according to the current requirements of the
homotopy step.

Since IPOPT solves a relaxed version of the
Karush–Kuhn–Tucker (KKT) conditions, warm starting
is less efficient. This relaxed version is achieved by choosing
a relatively large barrier parameter, τ > 0, which ensures the
KKT conditions are smooth. Then, the barrier parameter is
decreased until the exact KKT conditions are met (τ ≈ 0).
To accomplish this, the IPOPT method has an internal
mechanism to set the τ variable between an upper and lower
bound.

The PIPH method [6] first decreases the lower bound of
barrier parameter from τ0 to an intermediate value (τi), at
which the KKT conditions are sufficiently smooth. Then the
lower and upper bound of barrier parameter remains constant
through the intermediate homotopy stages. Finally the IPOPT
method is allowed to decrease the barrier parameter to the
global lower bound τf . The entire procedure is summarized in
Algorithm 1. The parameters assigned to the IPOPT solvers
include the initial optimization variables and the upper and
lower barrier parameter values, and the output is the updated
optimization variables. One verifies that both the optimization
and homotopy parameters are adjusted in the intermediate
solvers, and for each homotopy stage, the lower bound Φi
is set to zero, initially. The problem is then resolved with
the upper bound Φi set to zero, completing the homotopy
stage. Thus, the decision variable Φi turn zero at the end
of ith-homotopy stage. It follows that the OCP nonlinearity
gradually increases.

Algorithm 1 Penalty-based Interior-Point-based Homotopy
(PIPH) [6]

Require: w̃i = [xi, ũi, zi]
Ensure: w̃opt = [xopt, ũopt, zopt]
Φ,Φ,Φ← 1nΦ

w̃0 ← IPOPT(eq.34, w̃i, τ0, τi) ▷ τi < τ0
for i = 1, ..., nΦ do

w̃i ← w̃i−1

Φi ← 0
w̃i ← IPOPT(eq.34, w̃i, τi, τi)
Φi ← 0
w̃i ← IPOPT(eq.34, w̃i, τi, τi)

end for
w̃opt ← IPOPT(eq.34, w̃i, τi, τf ) ▷ τf < τi

D. Initialization

To acquire an optimal trajectory in a reasonable time, it
is essential to provide a realistic initial state trajectory to
the optimization solver. This step is crucial due to the highly
nonlinear and non-convex nature of this optimization problem
and can tremendously affect computation costs. In this work,
both circular and lemniscate trajectories with a constant
angular velocity (ω0 = 2πNw

Tf
) are designed to initiate the

first NLP solver. These trajectories are parameterized by the
number of pumping cycles Nw and flight time Tf that the
user defines.

So, A circular (38), and a lemniscate (39) trajectory on a
plane perpendicular to the wind direction is considered first.

(p⊥
aircraft)circle = oc + rpath

 0
sin(ω0t− ϕ0)
cos(ω0t− ϕ0)

 (38)

(p⊥
aircraft)lemniscate = oc + rpath

 0
a sin(ω0t− ϕ0)
−b sin(2ω0t− ϕ0)

 (39)

As shown in Fig. 2, oc is a vector pointing to the center
of circle and lemniscate curves, rpath is path radius. In (39),
The width and height of lemniscate is also determined by
coefficients a and b, and the initial position of the aircraft
can be modified by manipulating ϕ0 for both paths.

Then, we rotate the path around the y-axis with η0 such
that the aircraft flies trajectories similar to the ones are shown
in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6.

pW
aircraft = Ry(η0)p

⊥
aircraft (40)

Given the aircraft position in the wind reference frame, the
aircraft velocity is obtained from

vW
aircraft = ṗW

aircraft (41)

where ṗW
aircraft can be determined by differentiation of (40).

By multiplying the known rotation matrix RW
O , the position

and velocity vectors are transformed to the inertial reference
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frame O, where the unit vectors that describe aircraft attitude
can be found through

ex =
vO

aircraft

||vO
aircraft||

ez =
−pO

aircraft

||pO
aircraft||

ey = ez × ex

(42)

The unit ex, ey, and ez are elements of rotation matrix
RB

O [5], by which the Euler angles qa can be found easily as
described in [28].

RB
O =

[
ex ey ez

]
(43)

Fig. 5: Visualization of the initial circular path.

Fig. 6: Visualization of the initial lemniscate path.

The initial state of the winch is found by assuming that
the unstrained tether length equals with ||pW

aircraft||, and the
angular velocity of winch equals to the aircraft’s velocity
along the z-axis in the τ frame.

θwinch =
||pW

aircraft||
rwinch

(44)

θ̇winch =
(
cλcη sλcη sη

)
RO

WRB
Ov

B
aircraft (45)

Therefore, knowing all differential states leads to find
algebraic variables z for the circular and lemniscate paths by
solving (32b) numerically. Lastly, the fictitious forces/torques
and winch motor/generator torque are calculated through
solving (32a) for all known x and z.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The simulation results and optimal trajectories derived
from the framework introduced in Section III using the model
of Section II. Our focus lies on the megawatt-scale AWES
within a two-fuselage aircraft with a wing span of 42.5m
meters, as outlined in [19]. We investigated the lemniscate
and circular paths for a medium wind speed of 15m/s. To un-
derstand how a flexible tether affects the dynamics of AWESs
from an optimization point of view, we simplify the quasi-
static approach to make the tether rigid. The following results
and optimal trajectories are derived from the optimization
of the initial trajectories shown in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6, where
the initial trajectories include six pumping cycles for circular
trajectory and three pumping cycles for the lemniscate within
90s. We discretize OCP into Nt = 270 shooting nodes such
that time step h =

Tf

Nt
= 0.3s.

Considering the AWES model with both flexible and rigid
tether is inherently index-1, the Ψ(x(0)) in (25) is considered
as:

Ψ(x(0)) =

(
g(x0, z0)

pW
aircraft(t = 0)− p0

)
(46)

where the first row is cold start [29] for the solution, and
the second method can be used to constrain the initial point
of the optimal path to a specific location, which could be
either the starting point of the initial path or a point where
the take-off maneuver is supposed to end. Constraining the
initial position of the aircraft or any other quantities at this
point is optional and can be implemented if there are specific
physical or operational requirements.

The bounds of inequality constraints mentioned in (29a-
29j), as well as states (differential and algebraic), and control
inputs can be found in Table. I and Table. II respectively. As it
is shown, the Euler angles are restricted to avoid singularities
in solution through the flight. The critical assumption of
non singular ∂g

∂z would be achieved if tether remained under
tension z3 > 0, and none of the tether lumped masses collide
with the ground z1 > 0. In Table. II, we chose the lower
bounds of z1 and z3 greater zero to ensure those assumption
always remain valid.

To investigate the effect of the flexible tether model on
path planning results, we compare our findings with those
obtained using a rigid tether model. Previous studies on
the optimization and path planning of rigid wing Airborne
Wind Energy Systems (AWES) [4, 5, 6, 25] utilized a non-
minimal coordinate model and considered the tether force
as a constraint. However, it is impossible to incorporate
that constraint within our model. Therefore, we introduced
the following model, which allows us to contrast rigid and
flexible tether modeling in path planning and optimal control
problems.
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TABLE I: Inequality constraints bounds.

Description Symbol Min Max Unit

Tether force (aircraft) ∥Ftether∥ 1.31× 103 1.665× 106 N

Aircraft position (y) pw(y) -300 300 m

Aircraft position (z) pw(z) 100 600 m

Winch acceleration ω̇w -5 5 m/s2

Apparent velocity ∥va∥ 10 90 m/s

Angle of attack α -15 4.2 deg

Side slip angle β -10 10 deg

Corrected aero angles (29g, 29h) -15 15 deg

Corrected deflection (aileron) (29i) -35 35 deg

Tether collision avoidance θT 2 178 deg

TABLE II: Variables and controls bounds.

Description Symbol Min Max Unit

Linear velocity- x vB
aircraft(1) 15 90 m/s

Linear velocity- y vB
aircraft(2) -60 60 m/s

Linear velocity- z vB
aircraft(3) -30 30 m/s

Angular velocities ωB
aircraft -50 50 deg/s

Roll angle ϕ −0.7π/2 0.7π/2 rad

Pitch angle θ −0.65π/2 0.65π/2 rad

Yaw angle
ψcircular −(2NW + 0.5)π π/20 rad

ψlemniscate −π π rad

Longitude qs(1) −π/2 + π/20 π/2− π/20 rad

Latitude qs(2) π/20 π/2− π/20 rad

Distance qs(3) 60 1000 m

Torque (winch) τgenerator 0 9× 107 N.m

Deflection (aileron) δaileron -1 1 rad

Deflection (elevator) δelevator -0.3316 0.3316 rad

Deflection (rudder) δrudder -0.3316 0.3316 rad

Latitude (mN tether) ϕN π/50 π/2− π/50 rad

Longitude (mN tether) θN −π/2 π/2 rad

Force (mN tether) T 1.31× 103 1.665× 106 N

A. Rigid tether model (simplified quasi-static approach)

To model a rigid tether, we simplified the flexible tether by
neglecting the drag and gravity forces acting on the tether’s
lumped masses. By eliminating these forces, which cause
tether sag, we effectively made the tether rigid. Consequently,
the force at the winch directly points to the aircraft’s position.
Therefor, equation (14) simplifies to

mjp̈j = f j−1 − f j (47)

The roots of equation (22) represent the tether force magni-
tude and direction at the winch, which can be numerically
found using the direct multiple shooting method, similar to
the flexible tether case. To estimate the tether’s drag force act
on the aircraft, We make use of a method similar to [11, 30],
in which the drag force for the whole tether length is given
by

f drag
tether = −

1

8
ρCDldtether∥va,⊥∥va,⊥ (48)

where l is the whole tether length. The drag force then applies
to the aircraft by adding to (8a).

B. Simulation results

In this section, we discuss the generated optimal trajecto-
ries for both flexible and rigid tethers. As it is depicted in
Fig. 5 and Fig. 6, the optimal paths for rigid and flexible
tethers look similar. However, some differences are observed
both in the traction and retraction phases. These discrepancies
are more pronounced during the retraction and the transition
between the traction and retraction phases.

Fig. 7: Visualization of optimal trajectory with six circular pumping cycles
for quasi-static and simplified tether models.

Fig. 8: Visualization of optimal trajectory with three lemniscate pumping
cycles for quasi-static and simplified tether models.

Moreover, the differences between the lemniscate trajec-
tories generated for the rigid and flexible tethers are greater
than their circular counterparts.

Despite the resemblance between the optimal trajectories
for models with rigid and flexible tethers, there are notable
differences in the control input signals and the estimated har-
vested power. In other words, the optimizer aims to maximize
power by leading to maneuvers that increase lift. Therefore,
while it is expected that the flying trajectories for both rigid
and flexible tethers remain similar, the differences in tether
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dynamics and its effects on the aircraft cause changes in the
control inputs.

Fig. 9: The mechanical power and its corresponded average power for
optimal circular trajectories with quasi-static and simplified tether models.

Fig. 10: The mechanical power and its corresponded average power for op-
timal lemniscate trajectories with quasi-static and simplified tether models.

Although [11] claimed that the rigid tether model can
accurately estimate power for one pumping cycle, the results
shown in Fig. 10 and Fig. 9 demonstrate that it underes-
timates the effect of tether sag on the harvested power for
both circular and lemniscate paths. The power in the pumping
cycles of the model with a rigid tether is slightly higher
than that of the model with a flexible tether, but there is
a significant difference in power consumption during the
retraction phase. Specifically, the energy required to return
the aircraft to its initial position for a lemniscate trajectory
is considerably higher than for a circular trajectory.

The tether force acting on the aircraft can be expressed
based on its magnitude and two angles, which determine its
direction in the body reference frame (Fig. 4). We previously
described how we used one of those angles to avoid tether
collides with aircraft. In Fig. 11 and Fig. 12, we quantify how
tether sag might affect the direction of the tether force acting

on the aircraft. The difference in angles during the retraction
phase, for times after 75s, represents the tether sag captured
in the flexible tether model. It is evident that the tether sag
in the lemniscate trajectory is greater than in the circular
trajectory.

Fig. 11: Tether force characteristics in body frame for the circular path.

Fig. 12: Tether force characteristics in body frame for the lemniscate path.

Addressing computational effort is essential for optimiza-
tion purposes. The CPU time required to solve the optimal
control problem on a PC with a 3.6 GHz AMD CPU and
32 GB RAM for circular and lemniscate trajectories is
presented below. We assumed ten segments on the tether,
which is sufficient to show the tether sag while keeping the
computation time reasonable. A higher number of segments
increases the model’s non-linearity and complexity, causing
the computation time for the flexible tether to be higher than
that for the rigid one. As can be seen by comparing in Fig. 14
and Fig. 13, the computation time for finding an optimal
lemniscate trajectory is much higher than for the circular
one. The more complicated and less well-defined forces and
torques in lemniscate trajectories might be the reason for the
increased computational effort.
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Fig. 13: Computation cost of 90-second circular trajectories with quasi-
static and simplified models of tether.

Fig. 14: Computation cost of 90-second lemniscate trajectories with quasi-
static and simplified models of tether.

Solver numbers one to eight are the homotopy solvers
introduced in Algorithm 1. Solver numbers one and eight
are the initial and final solvers, respectively. The intermediate
solvers are divided into three homotopy stages: the first stage
includes solvers two and three, which remove fictitious forces
and torques; the second stage includes solvers four and five,
which eliminate the propulsion force; and the third stage
includes solvers six and seven, during which the cost function
is adjusted for power production.

V. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

This work presents an optimal path planning framework to
evaluate the performance of an airborne wind energy system
(AWES) comprising a flexible tether, a winch, and a rigid-
wing aircraft. The proposed framework generates paths with
multiple pumping cycles using a homotopy approach. Unlike
other research studies that employ an index-3 differential-
algebraic system of equations (DAE) form and solve it using
index reduction techniques, we employed a semi-explicit

index-1 DAE form. This allows to add complementary con-
straints at the initial point to enhance the trajectory charac-
teristics. Moreover, the quasi-static approach permits the use
of a flexible tether model within an optimization problem
without significantly increasing the number of states, as might
occur with other lumped mass models used in literature.

To better understand how the trajectories generated with
a flexible tether model differ from the ones generated with
a rigid tether, a simplified version of the quasi-static ap-
proach was introduced to imitate the behavior of a rigid
tether. Since the tether’s drag force was dropped as part
of the simplification, we made use of a tether drag force
estimation. The simulation results reveal that, although the
optimal trajectories for a AWES with rigid and flexible tethers
appear similar, the direction of the force exerted by the tether
on the aircraft can differ significantly during the retraction
phase. This difference leads to more pronounced mismatches
between the optimal trajectories of the rigid and flexible
tethers during the retraction phase compared to the pumping
cycles. This can lead to the overestimation of harvested power
for one pumping cycle up to 33%.
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