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ON CONSTRAINED FEEDBACK CONTROL OF SPACECRAFT
ORBITAL TRANSFER MANEUVERS

Simone Semeraro*, Ilya Kolmanovsky†, Emanuele Garone‡

The paper revisits a Lyapunov-based feedback control to implement spacecraft
orbital transfer maneuvers. The spacecraft equations of motion in the form of
Gauss Variational Equations (GVEs) are used. By shaping the Lyapunov function
using barrier functions, we demonstrate that state and control constraints during
orbital maneuvers can be enforced. Simulation results from orbital maneuvering
scenarios are reported. The synergistic use of the reference governor in conjunc-
tion with the barrier functions is proposed to ensure convergence to the target
orbit (liveness) while satisfying the imposed constraints.
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INTRODUCTION

This article considers the development of feedback laws based on Gauss Variational Equations

(GVEs) for stabilization of the spacecraft to the target orbit subject to constraints on minimum radius

of periapsis, thrust magnitude and orbit eccentricity. The spacecraft is assumed to have continuous

thrust capability. In the case of on-off thrusters, continuous thrust values are assumed to be realized

using pulse width modulation.1

The feedback control for orbital transfers has been previously investigated2–5 for missions that

exploit low thrust propulsion. In particular, the Q-law3, 6 has been extensively studied. The feedback

control laws provide corrections all the time as opposed to only at pre-defined Trajectory Correction

Maneuver (TCM) points. The use of feedback for orbital transfers is appealing due to its potential

to improve robustness to unmodeled perturbations and thrust errors. At the same time, nonlinear dy-

namics of spacecraft motion and constraints, such as thrust limits that are much smaller as compared

to the dominant gravitational forces, complicate the application of nonlinear control methods.

Our approach to enforce the constraints involves modifying the nominal Lyapunov feedback law

in the unconstrained case2 with the barrier functions. We also propose the use of the reference

governor7 to ensure the convergence of the trajectory to the target orbit.
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MODELING

The Gauss-Euler Variational Equations (GVEs)2 are exploited as equations of motions that apply

to the six classical orbital elements of Keplerian two body problem in presence of perturbation forces

such as spacecraft thrust. These orbital elements are the semi-major axis a [km], the eccentricity e,

the inclination i [rad], the Right Ascension of the Ascending Node (RAAN) Ω [rad], the argument

of periapsis ω [rad] and the spacecraft true anomaly θ [rad].

To model the evolution of the orbital elements, a moving STW frame is introduced with the origin

at the spacecraft’s center of mass and with the unit vectors êr, êθ and êh defined according to

êr =
~r

r
, êh =

~h

h
, ~h = ~r × ~v, and êθ = êh × êr,

where ~r is the spacecraft position vector in an inertial frame centered at the primary body, ~v is the

spacecraft velocity, and × denotes the vector product. Decomposing the thrust force per unit mass

[km/s2] applied to the spacecraft as

~F

m
= Sêr + T êθ +Wêh,

where m denotes the mass of the spacecraft, the GVEs take the following form:

da

dt
=

2a2√
µp
e sin θS +

2a2√
µp

p

r
T,

de

dt
=
p sin θ√
µp

S +
p(cosψ + cos θ)√

µp
T,

di

dt
=

r√
µp

cos (θ + ω)W, (1)

dΩ

dt
=

r√
µp

sin (θ + ω)

sin i
W,

dω

dt
= −p cos θ

e
√
µp

S +
(r + p) sin θ

e
√
µp

T − r sin(θ + ω) cot i√
µp

W,

dθ

dt
=

√
µp

r2
+
p cos θ

e

S√
µp

− p+ r

e
cos θ

T√
µp
,

where µ is the gravitational parameter of the primary, r = p
1+e cos θ the distance from the gravity

center to the spacecraft center of mass, p = a(1 − e2) the orbit parameter (also called semi-latus

rectum), and ψ = arccos
(

1
e
− r

ae

)

is the eccentric anomaly.

Let

X = [a e i Ω ω]T, U = [S T W ]T.

Then the first five of GVEs (1) can be written in the following condensed form:

Ẋ(t) = G
(

X(t), θ(t)
)

U(t), (2)

where G(X(t), θ(t)) ∈ R
5×3. Note that since the objective is to steer the spacecraft into a target

orbit but not to a particular location in that orbit (each location will be visited due to periodicity of

the orbit) the true anomaly θ(t) is not included into the state vector X(t) and is treated as a time-

varying parameter the evolution of which is determined by the sixth equation in (1). Note that the

system (2) is an affine nonlinear control system which is drift-free.
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CONSTRAINTS

Three constraints are considered on the spacecraft trajectory during the orbital transfer. The first

constraint has the form,

c1(X) = rp − rmin ≥ 0, rp = a(1− e). (3)

It ensures that the radius of the periapsis of the spacecraft orbit, rp, is larger than rmin. The constraint

(3) protects not only against the distance to the primary r falling below rmin at any given time instant

(and thus avoiding being too close to/colliding with the primary) but also that r will stay above rmin
even if there is a thruster failure and thrust becomes zero.

The second constraint is imposed on the spacecraft thrust magnitude not to exceed the value that

the thruster can deliver. Assuming that a feedback law of the form,

U = U(X,Xdes, θ),

is employed, where Xdes is the vector of the five orbital elements of the target orbit (target state),

this constraint has the following form,

c2(X,Xdes, θ) = U2
max − ‖U‖22 ≥ 0, (4)

ensuring that the spacecraft relative acceleration due to thrust, U , remains below a specified value,

Umax, in magnitude. Here ‖ · ‖2 denotes the standard Euclidean 2-norm; in the sequel ‖ · ‖ = ‖ · ‖2
unless specified otherwise.

This constraint assumes that the spacecraft has a single orbital maneuvering thruster and that

the attitude of the spacecraft is changed by a faster attitude control loop to accurately realize the

commanded thrust direction.

The design of a Lyapunov-based controller in the case of an ∞-norm constraint on U (i.e., if each

control channel is constrained individually) and even more general constraints on U is considered

in Appendix.

The third constraint ensures that the eccentricity of the spacecraft orbit is maintained above a

specified minimum value, e ≥ emin, where emin ≥ 0 :

c3(X) = e− emin ≥ 0. (5)

This constraint ensures that the eccentricity does not approach zero too closely where GVEs have a

singularity therefore preserving the validity of the model.

CONTROL DESIGN

Given the vector of five orbital elements of the target orbit, Xdes, to achieve target tracking while

satisfying the constraints (3) and (5), we let P = PT ≻ 0 be a 5 × 5 be a positive-definite weight

matrix and select a Lyapunov function candidate,

V (X) =
1

2
(X −Xdes)

T P (X −Xdes) +B1(X) +B2(X), (6)

where

B1(X) =

{

1
2q1(a(1 − e)− rmin − ǫ1)

2 if a(1− e) < rmin + ǫ1,

0 otherwise,
(7)
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B2(X) =

{

1
2q2(e− emin − ǫ2)

2 if e < emin + ǫ2,

0 otherwise.
(8)

Here q1 > 0 and q2 > 0 are weight parameters penalizing the respective constraint violations and

ǫ1 ≥ 0, ǫ2 ≥ 0 are safety margins so that the barrier functions become non-zero prior to constraints

becoming violated.

Computing the time derivative of V (X) along the trajectories of (2) we obtain,

d

dt
V (X(t)) = (X(t) −Xdes)

TPG(X(t), θ(t))U(t) +CT(X(t))G(X(t), θ(t))U(t),

where

C(X) = ∇B1(X) +∇B2(X),

∇B1(X) =
{

[

q1(1− e)(a(1 − e)− rmin − ǫ1), −q1a(a(1 − e)− rmin − ǫ1), 0, 0, 0
]

T
if a(1− e) < rmin + ǫ1,

05×1, otherwise,

∇B2(X) =

{

[

0, q2(e− emin − ǫ2), 0, 0, 0
]

T
if e < emin + ǫ2,

05×1, otherwise.

A Lyapunov control law is now defined as

U =

{

Unom, if ‖Unom‖ ≤ Umax,
Unom

‖Unom‖
Umax, otherwise,

(9)

where

Unom(X,Xdes, θ) = −
[

(X −Xdes)
TPG(X, θ) +CT(X)G(X, θ)

]T

. (10)

With this feedback law,
d

dt
V (X(t)) ≤ 0,

along the closed-loop system trajectories implying that the sublevel sets of V are positively invari-

ant. Furthermore, the constraint (4) is enforced due to saturation used in (9).

Consider now a trajectory X(t) evolving from a state, X(t0), that does not violate the constraints

plus safety margins, so that B1(X(t0)) = 0, B2(X(t0)) = 0. Let

V0(P,X(t0),Xdes) =
1

2
(X(t0)−Xdes)

T P (X(t0)−Xdes) , (11)

and note that V (X(t0)) = V0(P,X(t0),Xdes). Since V (X(t)) is a non-increasing function and

B1(X(t)) and B2(X(t)) are nonnegative,

max{B1(X(t)), B2(X(t))}
≤ B1(X(t)) +B2(X(t)) ≤ V (X(t)) ≤ V (X(t0)) ≤ V0(P,X(t0),Xdes).
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If P , q1, q2, ǫ1, ǫ2 satisfy

q1 ≥
2

ǫ21
V0(P,X(t0),Xdes), q2 ≥

2

ǫ22
V0(P,X(t0),Xdes), (12)

then B1(X(t)) ≤ 1
2q1ǫ

2
1 and B2(X(t)) ≤ 1

2q2ǫ
2
2 for all t ≥ t0; hence, the constraints (3) and (5) are

enforced along the closed-loop trajectory.

The feedback law (9)-(10) can be interpreted8 as an approximate solution to an optimization

problem of minimizing V (X(t +∆t)), for small ∆t > 0, weighted by the control effort, i.e., of

J = V (X(t+∆t)) +
1

2

∫ t+∆t

t

UT(τ)U(τ)dτ

subject to

‖U(τ)‖ ≤ Umax, t ≤ τ ≤ t+∆t.

This one step ahead predictive control interpretation facilitates tuning the weights P , q1 and q2 in

(6)-(8). For instance, if faster response of one of the orbital elements is desired, the corresponding

diagonal entry of P can be increased. This process is not dissimilar to the one used for Linear

Quadratic Regulator (LQR) tuning. A similar procedure of augmenting a nominal Lyapunov func-

tion with the barrier functions to protect against constraint violations has been previously exploited

for other applications.9 The weights q1 and q2 are increased to avoid constraint violations.

We note that conditions (12) can be conservative in that they result in large values of q1 and q2
if set at the beginning of the maneuver. Instead, these conditions can be used to reset q1 and q2
periodically along the trajectory. Specifically if B1(X(tk)) = B2(X(tk)) = 0 at any time instant

tk, then resetting

q1(tk) =
2

ǫ21
V0(P,X(tk),Xdes), q2(tk) =

2

ǫ22
V0(P,X(tk),Xdes), (13)

does not change the value of the Lyapunov function, V (X(tk)), and still ensures that the constraints

are enforced. As V0(P,X(t),Xdes) is typically decreasing with time t, the periodic reset (13) lowers

values of q1 and q2 and facilitates recovering the unconstrained controller performance. Note also

that the values of q1 and q2 will need to be reset whenever Xdes changes.

NUMERICAL RESULTS

The maneuver from a higher orbit to a lower orbit was simulated corresponding to the following

initial conditions,

X(0) =
[

21378, 0.65,
π

10
, 0, π

]

T

, θ(0) = π, (14)

and desired final conditions corresponding to the target orbit,

Xdes =

[

6878, 0.02,
π

2
,
3π

2
, π

]

T

. (15)

In the simulations, we used

P = diag
(

5× 10−11, 0.01, 0.005, 0.0075, 5 × 10−4
)

,

5



(a) (b)

0 5 10 15 20

Time [hrs]

0

1

2

3

4

D
is

ta
n
c
e
 f
ro

m
 E

a
rt

h
 [
k
m

]

10
4

(c)

0 5 10 15 20

Time [hrs]

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1
10

-3

(d)

0 5 10 15 20

Time [hrs]

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

a
 [
k
m

]

10
4

(e)

0 5 10 15 20

Time [hrs]

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

e
 [
--

]

(f)

0 5 10 15 20

Time [hrs]

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

i 
[r

a
d
]

(g)

0 5 10 15 20

Time [hrs]

0

1

2

3

4

5

R
A

A
N

 
 [
ra

d
]

(h)

0 5 10 15 20

Time [hrs]

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

 [
ra

d
]

(i)

0 5 10 15 20

Time [hrs]

0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1

(j)

0 5 10 15 20
0

2

q
1

10
-4

0 5 10 15 20

Time [hrs]

0

5

q
2

10
5

(k)

0 5 10 15 20

Time [hrs]

0

1

2

3

4

5
10

-6

(l)

Figure 1: Orbital transfer from a higher orbit to a lower orbit with an aggressive controller: (a) Three

dimensional trajectory; (b) Trajectory on a-e plane (dashed) with the region allowed by constraints

(3) and (5) shown in green; (c) The time histories of rp, r and rmin; (d) The time histories of

‖U‖ (solid) and Umax (dashed); (e) The time histories of a (solid) and ades (dashed); (f) The time

histories of e (solid) and edes (dashed); (g) The time histories of i (solid) and ides (dashed); (h) The

time histories of Ω (solid) and Ωdes (dashed); (i) The time histories of ω (solid) and ωdes (dashed);

(j) The time history of the Lyapunov function, V (X(t)); (k) The time histories of q1 and q2; (l) The

time history of the barrier function, B(X(t)).

6



rmin = 6628 km, Umax = 10−3 km/s2, emin = 10−3, ǫ1 = 25, ǫ2 = 5× 10−4. Aggressive tuning of

P was deliberately chosen to induce the activation of constraints and to demonstrate that they are

being enforced with the proposed approach based on adding barrier functions to shape the Lyapunov

function. Simulation results are shown in Figure 1 which indicates that constraints are enforced.

When using barrier functions to avoid constraint violations, theoretical closed-loop stability/ con-

vergence (i.e., liveness) guarantees may not be available, however, convergence can be tested with

simulations. For instance, we have simulated the closed-loop response to initial conditions cor-

responding to various values of the semi-major axis and eccentricity on the chosen mesh. The

convergence was considered successful if the trajectory was able to enter a small ellipsoid around

the desired state where constraints are inactive. The mesh prescribed values of a every 1000 km and

values of e every 0.1, and we have only considered initial conditions instantaneously feasible under

constraints. Figure 2 illustrates that given sufficient time, all of the trajectories corresponding to our

initial conditions converged into the desired terminal ellipsoid.

(a) (b)

Figure 2: (a) Initial conditions (blue “∗”) which result in closed-loop trajectories convergent to the

desired state, Xdes (black “X”) within the simulation horizon of 40 hours. (b) Terminal ellipsoid

(black) around Xdes (black “X”).

Figure 3: Trajectories in the a-e plane for three initial conditions marked by “+”.
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INTEGRATING REFERENCE GOVERNOR INTO BARRIER FUNCTION BASED LYA-

PUNOV DESIGN TO ENSURE CONVERGENCE TO TARGET ORBIT (LIVENESS)

The barrier functions may create spurious equilibria and deadlocks away from the target equi-

librium, at which the repulsive action of the barrier function terms to avoid constraint violation is

balanced by the attracting action of the nominal feedback law. Closed-loop trajectories could also, in

principle, exhibit limit cycles. While our simulations did not reveal such issues for the closed-loop

trajectories under our specific controller tuning, our use of a finite mesh may have missed problem-

atic initial conditions and target states. Hence we propose to use the reference governor7, 10–12 to

ensure that the closed-loop trajectories converge to the target orbit, i.e., X(t) → Xdes as t→ ∞.

The reference governor operates by temporarily replacing the target state,Xdes, by a virtual target

state, X̃des, that evolves according to

X̃des(tn) = X̃des(tn−1) + κ(tn)
(

Xdes − X̃des(tn−1)
)

, 0 ≤ κ(tn) ≤ 1, n > 1. (16)

Here {tn} designates a sequence of the time instants at which the target state adjustments are made

and κ(tn) is selected by the reference governor algorithm as further delineated below.

Traditionally, the reference governor is applied to enforce all the constraints, and it can, in prin-

ciple, be used13 in such a capacity for our orbital transfer problem. However, in this paper the

constraints are enforced through the use of barrier functions and control saturation; hence, here we

only consider the minimal use of the reference governor as a convergence governor.

More specifically, our reference governor ensures that the predicted closed-loop trajectory at the

end of a chosen prediction horizon, i.e., at t = tn+thor, thor > 0, is guaranteed to enter into a small

positively-invariant terminal set around X̃des(tn) in which the barrier functions take zero values.

To simplify the developments, we consider the use of the controller (9)-(10) with constant-in-time

weights q1 and q2. Let

X̂
(

tn + thor; tn,X(tn), θ(tn), X̃des

)

, (17)

denote the predicted state of the closed-loop system at the time instant tn+thor > tn where thor > 0
is the chosen prediction horizon. In (17) we assume that the target state is set to X̃des, the state at

the time instant tn is X(tn), and the true anomaly at the time instant tn is θ(tn).

Consider the sublevel sets of the nominal Lyapunov function without the barrier function terms

(11) defined as

Q(X̃des) =
{

X ∈ R
5 : V0(P,X, X̃des) ≤ c0(X̃des)

}

,

where c0(X̃des) > 0. Suppose that the prediction horizon thor > 0 is chosen sufficiently large and

the values of c0(X̃des) > 0 are chosen sufficiently small so that the following properties hold:

(A1) Barrier functions are inactive in Q(X̃des) for all X̃des: If X ∈ Q(X̃des), then B1(X) =
B2(X) = 0;

(A2) Small target state adjustments are feasible once in Q(X̃des): There exists ǫ > 0 such that

if, for any t, X(t) ∈ Q(X̃des), then

X̂
(

t+ thor; t,X(t), θ, X̃des + X̄
)

∈ Q(X̃des + X̄), (18)

for all θ ∈ [0, 2π) and all X̄ ∈ R
5 such that ‖X̄‖ ≤ ǫ;
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(A3) Control constraints are inactive in Q(Xdes): For all X ∈ Q(Xdes) and all θ ∈ [0, 2π),
‖Unom(X,Xdes, θ)‖ ≤ Umax.

The reference governor algorithm for selecting κ(tn) at the time instant tn involves maximizing

κ(tn), subject to (16) and subject to

X̂
(

tn + thor; tn,X(tn), θ(tn), X̃des(tn)
)

∈ Q
(

X̃des(tn)
)

. (19)

Since this optimization problem involves maximizing only a scalar parameter κ(tn), it can be solved

using simple bisections. The state (19) is predicted using forward simulations performed online.

Assuming that the initial state X(t0) satisfies the constraints, there is always a feasible choice

X̃des(t0) = X(t0) at the time instant t0. Note also that for X(t) ∈ Q(X̃des(tn)), as a consequence

of (A1), V (x(t)) = V0(P,X(t), X̃des(tn)) and hence
dV0(P,X(t),Xdes(tn))

dt
= dV (X(t))

dt
≤ 0 even if

the control input is saturated. Thus the set Q(X̃des(tn)) is positively-invariant. The condition (19)

implies that if X̃des is not adjusted and remains equal to X̃des(tn) , the closed-loop trajectory will

enter the terminal set Q(X̃des(tn)) and is guaranteed to remain in this set forever after. Then at the

time instant tn, n > 0, the previous virtual target state, X̃des(tn−1), is feasible due to the condition

(19) enforced at the time instant tn−1. Thus κ(tn) = 0 is always feasible.

Per (A2), once the trajectory enters Q(X̃des(tn)), sufficiently small in magnitude adjustment

of X̃des towards Xdes become feasible. The finite-time convergence of X̃des(tn) to Xdes then

follows under an additional technical modification11 (typically not required in practice) that very

small target state adjustments are rejected, i.e., if ‖X̃des(tn) − X̃des(tn−1)‖ < δ, where δ < ǫ is

small, then X̃des(tn) = X̃des(tn−1). The finite time convergence of X̃des(tn) to Xdes then implies

X(t) ∈ Q(Xdes) for all t sufficiently large.

By (A3), we now conclude that the asymptotic convergence X(t) → Xdes as t → ∞ follows

under the same conditions as for the closed-loop stability with the nominal unconstrained control

law,

U = −GT(X, θ)P (X −Xdes) (20)

without the barrier function terms and control saturation. A sufficient condition for the latter13 is

the persistence of excitation by G(X(t), θ(t)). This persistence of excitation condition appears to

hold for all of our simulated maneuvers.

For X(0), θ(0) and Xdes defined by (14), (15) and the same constraints as for the simulation

results in Figure 1, the values of c0 versus a are plotted in Figure 4. These values were computed

by selecting virtual target states X̃des along the line segment connecting X(0) and Xdes and maxi-

mizing numerically f1(X) = rmin+ ǫ1−a(1− e) and f2(X) = emin+ ǫ2− e over a sublevel set of

V0 as the size of the sublevel set, determined by c0(X̃des), was varied. This resulted in the largest

c0(X̃des) for which both the maximum of f1(X) and the maximum of f2(X) were non-positive so

that (A1) is satisfied. As Q(Xdes) is small-sized, (A3) holds. Condition (A2) has been checked

with simulations.

Figure 5 shows the responses with the reference governor where the prediction horizon is thor =
15 hours. Note that the response is essentially unchanged by the addition of the reference governor;

however, the reference governor enforces convergence.

The use of shorter prediction horizon, while beneficial in terms of reducing the computational

load since the forward prediction is performed over a shorter horizon, at the same time reduces the

9
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Figure 4: c0(X̃des) versus a. Note that at a = 6878 km (leftmost point), c0(X̃des) = 3.97023 ×
10−7 > 0.

response speed. See Figure 6 for the response with the prediction horizon, thor = 4 hours. This

reduction is expected as the terminal constraint must be satisfied over a much shorter time duration

reducing the changes in X̃des that the reference governor can take at each step.

CONCLUSIONS

Lyapunov-based feedback controllers can be developed for spacecraft orbital maneuvering which

satisfy state and control constraints through the application of the barrier functions and control input

saturation. Reference governor can be used as a convergence governor to avoid spurious equilibria

and limit cycles that can occur with barrier function based methods and to ensure convergence to the

target orbit. The results are dependent on and exploit the drift-free form of the spacecraft equations

of motion when expressed in terms of Gauss Variational Equations.
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Figure 5: Response with reference governor for thor = 15 hours: (a) Time history of κ(t); (b) Tra-

jectory in the a-e plane. The magenta + indicates the virtual target; (c) Time history of eccentricity;

(d) The time histories of rp, r and rmin; (e) The time histories of ‖U‖ and Umax.
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Figure 6: Response with reference governor and thor = 4 hours: (a) Time history of κ(t); (b) Tra-

jectory in the a-e plane. The magenta + indicates the virtual target; (c) Time history of eccentricity;

(d) The time histories of rp, r and rmin; (e) The time histories of ‖U‖ and Umax.
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APPENDIX: HANDLING MORE GENERAL CONSTRAINTS ON THE CONTROL INPUT

We first illustrate the derivation of a Lyapunov controller for the ∞-norm constraints on the

control input of the form,

|Ui(t)| ≤ Umax,i, i = 1, 2, 3,

that can be written concisely as U ∈ U = U1×U2×U3, where Ui = [−Umax,i, Umax,i], i = 1, 2, 3.

For the moment, we do not consider other constraints or the use of barrier functions to enforce

them. We will come back to the more general case at the end of the Appendix.

Given the equations (1) written in the form,

Ẋ = G(X(t), θ(t))U(t),

we consider the nominal control law,

Unom(X,Xdes) = −G(X, θ)TP (X −Xdes) = −GTPE = −GTẼ,

where we use G as a shorthand for G(X(t), θ(t)), while E = (X −Xdes) and Ẽ = PE.

The saturated control input is given by

Ui = ΠUi
[−GT

i P (X −Xdes)] =

{

−GT

i Ẽ, if | GT

i Ẽ |≤ Umax,i

−Umax,isign
(

GT

i Ẽ
)

, otherwise,

where

GT =





GT

1

GT

2

GT
3



 .

Then defining the Lyapunov function candidate by

V =
1

2
ẼTP−1ẼT.

and computing its time derivative along the closed-loop system trajectories we obtain,

V̇ = ẼTP−1PGU = ẼTG1U1 + ẼTG2U2 + ẼTG3U3

=

3
∑

i=1

ẼTGi

{

−GT

i Ẽ, if | GT

i Ẽ |≤ Umax,i

−Umax,isign
(

GT

i Ẽ
)

, otherwise

=

3
∑

i=1

{

−ẼTGiG
T

i Ẽ, if | GT

i Ẽ |≤ Umax,i

−Umax,i | GT

i Ẽ |, otherwise
≤ 0.
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Figure 7: Orbital transfer from a higher orbit to a lower orbit with only ∞-norm control constraint:

(a) Three dimensional trajectory; (b) Trajectory on a-e plane (dashed) with the region allowed

by constraints (3) and (5) shown in green; (c) The time histories of rp, r and rmin; (d) The time

histories of ‖U‖∞ and Umax = Umax,i, i = 1, 2, 3; (e) The time histories of eccentricity e (solid)

and edes (dashed); (f) The time history of the Lyapunov function, V (X(t); (g) The time histories of

inclination i (solid) and ides (dashed); (h) The time histories of RAAN Ω (solid) and Ωdes (dashed);

(i) The time histories of argument of periapsis ω (solid) and ωdes (dashed).

13



We illustrate the closed-loop response in Figure 7. Note that X(t) → Xdes as t→ ∞ and control

constraints are enforced. State constraints (3) and (5) are violated as only control constraints are

imposed in this case.

Consider now a more general case when the barrier functions are used to enforce state constraints,

and control constraints have the form,

U(t) ∈ U ,
where U is a convex, compact set with 0 ∈ U . The control law in this case can be defined using the

minimum 2-norm projection onto the set U as

U = ΠU [Unom], Unom = −
[

(X −Xdes)
TPG(X, θ) + CT(X)G(X, θ)

]

T

.

Since U is the minimum norm projection of Unom onto U and 0 ∈ U , which is convex, the necessary

conditions for optimality of U in the problem of minimizing f(u) = ‖u− Unom‖2 subject to u ∈ U
imply

(∇uf(U))T(v − U) ≤ 0, for any v ∈ U
and with v = 0 that

(Unom − U)T(0− U) ≤ 0 ⇒ −UT

nomU ≤ −UTU.

Thus, with V given by (6), it follows that its time rate of change of V (X(t)) along the trajectories

of the closed-loop system satisfies

d

dt
V (X(t)) =

(

(X(t) −Xdes)
TPG(X(t), θ(t)) + CT(X(t))G(X(t), θ(t))

)

U(t)

= −UT

nom(t)U(t) ≤ −UT(t)U(t) ≤ 0.

Thus the sublevel sets of V remain invariant, and hence the constraints can be enforced using exactly

the same procedure as in the case of the 2-norm constraints (4) on the control input.
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