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Machine learning techniques have demonstrated their effectiveness in achieving autonomy

and optimality for nonlinear and high-dimensional dynamical systems. However, traditional

black-box machine learning methods often lack formal stability guarantees, which are critical

for safety-sensitive aerospace applications. This paper proposes a comprehensive framework

that combines control Lyapunov functions with supervised learning to provide certifiably stable,

time- and fuel-optimal guidance for rendezvous maneuvers governed by Clohessy–Wiltshire

dynamics. The framework is easily extensible to nonlinear control-affine systems. A novel

neural candidate Lyapunov function is developed to ensure positive definiteness. Subsequently, a

control policy is defined, in which the thrust direction vector minimizes the Lyapunov function’s

time derivative, and the thrust throttle is determined using minimal required throttle. This

approach ensures that all loss terms related to the control Lyapunov function are either naturally

satisfied or replaced by the derived control policy. To jointly supervise the Lyapunov function

and the control policy, a simple loss function is introduced, leveraging optimal state-control

pairs obtained by a polynomial maps based method. Consequently, the trained neural network

not only certifies the Lyapunov function but also generates a near-optimal guidance policy, even

for the bang-bang fuel-optimal problem. Extensive numerical simulations are presented to

validate the proposed method.

I. Introduction

Spacecraft rendezvous generally aims to bring two spacecraft into close proximity, where the chaser spacecraft

maneuvers to match the trajectory and velocity of the target spacecraft, thereby achieving controlled relative motion.
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Following the first successful rendezvous and docking during the Gemini 8 mission in 1966, spacecraft rendezvous has

received increasing attention due to its wide applications in various space missions, such as deep space exploration,

space debris removal, and on-orbit servicing [1]. Early rendezvous maneuvers involved a series of human interventions,

which constrained the autonomy and robustness of spacecraft operations and hindered the ability to perform complex

maneuvers under dynamic or unforeseen conditions. Consequently, there is a growing demand for the development

of autonomous spacecraft rendezvous guidance [2, 3], particularly for continuous low-thrust spacecraft, which offer

significant advantages in terms of fuel efficiency and prolonged mission durations.

The spacecraft rendezvous problem can be formulated as an optimal control problem (OCP), which is typically solved

using numerical methods such as the indirect and direct methods [4]. However, these methods are often computationally

expensive and not well-suited for on-board implementation. Thanks to recent advances in computing hardware, the

concept of computational guidance & control, as proposed by Lu [5], has garnered increasing interest in the aerospace

community. This approach generates closed-form guidance laws using computationally efficient numerical algorithms

onboard. By recursively solving an OCP that is updated at each guidance step with the available state measurements,

model predictive control has proven effective in generating closed-loop feedback optimal control solutions for spacecraft

rendezvous missions [6–11]. Moreover, model predictive control technology was successfully tested in orbit during the

PRISMA technology demonstration mission [6]. In addition, by including a proper terminal constraint into the cost

function, a stabilizing implicit controller can be achieved, and the cost function can be interpreted as a piecewise Control

Lyapunov Function (CLF) [12]. However, the resulting problem is generally computationally intractable, making it

unsuitable for guidance purposes. Convex optimization techniques are also popular for spacecraft rendezvous guidance

due to their deterministic convergence properties [13–15]. Nevertheless, aside from problem instances that can be

naturally solved using linear, quadratic, or convex programming, tailored sequential optimization methods must be

carefully implemented to make problems with general nonconvex constraints computationally tractable.

In recent years, machine learning techniques have proven successful in equipping spacecraft with optimal guidance

capabilities. These techniques can be broadly categorized into two classes: supervised learning and reinforcement

learning. Supervised learning involves training neural networks on labeled optimal state-control samples, which are

obtained offline through traditional optimization methods. In this context, Izzo et al. [16] introduced the guidance &

control network, leveraging the low computational times and accuracy in approximating highly nonlinear functions that

deep neural networks provide. Once trained, optimal guidance can be generated using simple matrix multiplications and

additions. The guidance & control network has been successfully applied in various aerospace applications, including

powered-descent landing [17, 18], orbital transfer [19, 20], rendezvous and docking [21], and attitude control [22], to
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name a few. However, within the supervised learning framework, trained neural networks often lack adaptability to new

situations unless they are retrained, which can pose limitations in online scenarios where the environment may change

over time. In contrast, reinforcement learning emphasizes training agents to make decisions through interaction with

their environment and receiving feedback via rewards. Due to its adaptability and exploration capabilities, reinforcement

learning has found widespread application in spacecraft rendezvous [23–27]. Nevertheless, the reward function must be

carefully designed to balance the fulfillment of terminal conditions and the cost function in the OCP, often leading to

learned policies that are suboptimal. Another drawback of both supervised and reinforcement learning-based guidance

methods is their inability to guarantee stability, which is a crucial concern for space autonomy [28–30]. To address this

issue, stabilizing Lyapunov control has been designed for time-optimal transfer between two near-Earth orbits [31].

The Lyapunov function is formulated as a weighted sum of squared deviations between the current state and the target

state, with the weights represented by neural networks that are optimized based on the current state, target state, and

spacecraft mass. Holt et al. [32] incorporated an actor-critic method into the Lyapunov-based Q-law controller to solve

orbit-raising problems. This actor-critic approach made the parameters of the Lyapunov-based Q-law state-dependent,

thereby ensuring that the controller could adapt during the transfer. As a result, the issue of user-defined Lyapunov

controllers being inherently suboptimal was effectively addressed. Recently, Holt and Armellin [33] investigated several

different greedy control approaches for proximity operations by integrating CLFs and linear quadratic regulators into

reinforcement learning, which improved the optimality compared to reinforcement learning-only approaches.

Unlike traditional machine learning approaches that focus solely on learning or searching for a control policy,

certificate learning aims to establish a certificate, such as Lyapunov function for stability or barrier function for safety,

that verifies the validity of a known control policy or to jointly learn both a control policy and a certificate [34]. When

the control policy is predefined, a neural network is trained to identify a certificate within a space of continuously

differentiable functions. This is typically achieved by incorporating the constraints that the certificate function must

satisfy into the empirical loss function [35–37]. For control-affine dynamical systems with a convex admissible control

set, the policy’s optimality can be considered by solving a series of quadratic programming problems during training,

as demonstrated in Ref. [34]. Such an approach falls under self-supervised learning, as it does not rely on labeled

data for supervision. Recently, Ref. [18] preconditioned a neural control policy by replicating the open-loop optimal

control policy and introduced a stability-constrained imitation learning method. This approach facilitates varying

levels of stability certificate verification. However, in existing studies such as [18, 34], the policy’s optimality and

certificate functions are generally considered independently, which requires solving separate optimization problems.

This separation may result in complex parameter tuning and time-consuming neural network training.

3



In this paper, we propose a novel learning framework to generate time- and fuel-optimal guidance with certified

stability for spacecraft close-proximity operations. To generate the large datasets required for supervised learning, an

efficient method using polynomial maps is employed to rapidly generate optimal trajectories, which are subsequently

sampled to obtain optimal state-control pairs. We then construct a neural candidate Lyapunov function 𝑉 that inherently

satisfies the positive definiteness property, simplifying the parameter-tuning process in the empirical loss function.

The thrust direction vector is designed to minimize the Lyapunov function’s time derivative 𝑉𝑡 . To enforce the decay

condition for the CLF, i.e., 𝑉𝑡 ≤ −𝛾𝑉 (where 𝛾 is the decay rate), we reformulate it using the concept of minimal

required throttle [33]. In this way, all the loss terms related to the CLF are naturally satisfied or replaced by the

derived control policy. Then, a simple loss function is proposed to jointly supervise the Lyapunov function and the

corresponding control policy, leveraging optimal state-control pairs. Unlike existing approaches in Refs. [18, 34], which

address stability and optimality separately, the proposed framework integrates them into a unified process. Furthermore,

the decay rate 𝛾 in the CLF is considered state-dependent, rather than being predefined as a constant in prior works. The

main contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:

1) A neural candidate Lyapunov function is formulated to naturally ensure positive definiteness, significantly

simplifying parameter tuning and neural network training;

2) The proposed framework outputs not only a certified Lyapunov function but also a guidance policy that achieves

near-optimal performance, even for the bang-bang fuel-optimal problem;

3) It is observed that, for the time-optimal problem, considering the decay rate 𝛾 as state-dependent not only

enhances the training process but also provides slight performance gains compared to using a constant decay rate.

Furthermore, the decay rate plays a crucial role in the fuel-optimal problem, where fixing 𝛾 as a constant can

significantly hinder the convergence of the training process.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: Section II outlines the theoretical background on neural

Lyapunov function. Section III presents the time- and fuel-optimal guidance problems with certified stability. We

detail the proposed framework for learning time- and fuel-optimal guidance with certified stability in Section IV.

Section V presents extensive numerical examples to illustrate the efficacy of the proposed approach. Finally, Section VI

summarizes this work.

II. Background on Neural Lyapunov Function

Consider a general smooth control-affine dynamical system expressed as

¤𝒙 = 𝒇 (𝒙) + 𝒈(𝒙)𝒖, (1)
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where 𝒙 ∈ X ⊆ R𝑛 represents the state vector, with X denoting the admissible state set. The control vector is given

by 𝒖 ∈ U ⊆ R𝑚, with U representing the admissible control set. The smooth vector fields 𝒇 : R𝑛 → R𝑛 and

𝒈 : R𝑛 → R𝑛×𝑚 are assumed to be locally Lipschitz continuous in both 𝒙 and 𝒖.

Definition 1 (Lyapunov stability [38]) The dynamical system defined in Eq. (1) with an equilibrium point 𝒙e ∈ X

satisfying ¤𝒙e = 𝒇 (𝒙e) + 𝒈(𝒙e)𝒖(𝒙e) = 0 is stable under an appropriate controller 𝒖 in the sense of Lyapunov if, for

any given positive number 𝜖 > 0, there exists a positive number 𝛿 > 0 such that, whenever the initial condition

satisfies ∥𝒙(0) − 𝒙e∥ < 𝛿 (where ∥ · ∥ denotes the Euclidean vector norm), the resulting system state 𝒙(𝑡) will satisfy

∥𝒙(𝑡) − 𝒙e∥ < 𝜖 for all 𝑡 ≥ 0. Additionally, if lim𝑡→∞ ∥𝒙(𝑡)∥ = ∥𝒙e∥, the system is said to be asymptotically stable.

Definition 2 (CLF [34]) A continuously differentiable scalar function 𝑉 : R𝑛 → R is considered a CLF which certifies

asymptotic stabilizability of the dynamical system about 𝒙e if it satisfies the following conditions:



𝑉 (𝒙e) = 0

𝑉 (𝒙) > 0 ∀𝒙 ∈ X \ {𝒙e}

inf
𝒖∈U

[
𝐿 𝒇𝑉 (𝒙) + 𝐿𝒈𝑉 (𝒙)𝒖

]
≤ −𝛾𝑉 (𝒙) ∀𝒙 ∈ X

(2)

where 𝐿 𝒇𝑉 and 𝐿𝒈𝑉 denote the Lie derivatives of 𝑉 along 𝒇 and 𝒈, respectively; 𝛾 is a constant known as the decay rate.

Once a CLF 𝑉 is identified, it defines the following admissible control set:

𝑲 := {𝒖 | 𝐿 𝒇𝑉 (𝒙) + 𝐿𝒈𝑉 (𝒙)𝒖 + 𝛾𝑉 (𝒙) ≤ 0}, (3)

such that any Lipschitz feedback controller 𝒖(𝒙) selecting control inputs from the set 𝑲 will necessarily ensure the

stabilization of the dynamical system.

To learn a CLF 𝑉 (𝒙) and derive the feedback policy 𝒖(𝒙) that certifiably stabilizes the dynamical system, two

approaches are typically employed. The first approach involves parameterizing both 𝑉 and 𝒖 as separate neural networks.

For notational convenience, we denote the parameter vectors of these neural networks as 𝜽1 and 𝜽2, respectively. The

learning process aims to update the parameters 𝜽1 and 𝜽2 to enhance the likelihood of satisfying the conditions outlined

in Eq. (2). This is accomplished by formulating an empirical loss function known as the Lyapunov risk.

Definition 3 (Lyapunov risk [39]) Consider a neural candidate Lyapunov function 𝑉𝜽1 and a neural policy 𝒖𝜽2 , the
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Lyapunov risk L𝑉 is defined by

L𝑉 (𝜽1, 𝜽2) =
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

[
𝜆1𝑉

2
𝜽1
(𝒙e) + 𝜆2 max(0,−𝑉𝜽1 (𝒙𝑖))+ 𝜆3 max

(
0, 𝐿 𝒇𝑉𝜽1 (𝒙𝑖) + 𝐿𝒈𝑉𝜽1 (𝒙𝑖)𝒖𝜽2 (𝒙𝑖) + 𝛾𝑉𝜽1 (𝒙𝑖)

) ]
,

(4)

where 𝒙𝑖(𝑖 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑁) are state vector samples in X, and 𝜆 𝑗 (for 𝑗 ∈ {1, 2, 3}) are weighting factors.

It is important to note that the Lyapunov risk L𝑉 does not account for the policy’s optimality. To resolve this issue,

the second approach uses an “expert” control policy, which can be obtained by solving the OCPs offline, as a basis for

the learned control policy. In such case, the Lyapunov risk is built by augmenting Eq. (4) with a behavior cloning term

that penalizes the difference between the learned control policy 𝒖𝜽2 and the “expert” control policy 𝒖∗[34], i.e.,

L(𝜽1, 𝜽2) = L𝑉 (𝜽1, 𝜽2) + 𝜆4 (𝒖𝜽2 − 𝒖∗)2, (5)

where 𝜆4 is the weighting factor.

Remark 1 The empirical loss function in Eq.(4) falls under self-supervised learning, as it relies on generating its own

labels [34]. In contrast, the “expert” control policy 𝒖∗ provides labels for the empirical loss function in Eq.(5). Both

approaches necessitate the use of separate neural networks to represent the certified Lyapunov function and the control

policy, which can complicate training and hinder convergence.

III. Problem Statement

A. Relative Motion Dynamics

In this work we consider a two-body point mass dynamical model where the chaser spacecraft is tasked with

approaching the target spacecraft that is fixed at the center of the reference frame, as shown in Fig. 1. The Earth-centered

inertial coordinate system is defined by the axes 𝑥I, 𝑦I, and 𝑧I, where the 𝑧I-axis points along the Earth’s rotational axis,

and the 𝑥I and 𝑦I-axes are in the equatorial plane of the Earth. The origin 𝑂I is at the center of the Earth. The circular

orbit has an orbital rate of 𝑛 =
√︁
𝜇/𝑎3 (where 𝜇 is the standard gravitational parameter of the Earth and 𝑎 is the orbital

radius of the target spacecraft’s circular orbit). The circular orbit is traced by the target spacecraft, represented by 𝑂O for

the target’s orbital position. The target spacecraft is described in a Local-Vertical Local-Horizontal (LVLH) coordinate

frame, denoted by 𝑥O, 𝑦O, and 𝑧O, with the 𝑥O-axis pointing towards the chaser spacecraft, the 𝑧O-axis aligned along the

normal direction of the circular orbital plane, and the 𝑦O-axis completing the right-handed coordinate system.

We assume that the relative distance between such two spacecraft is far less than their orbital radii. For simplicity,
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Fig. 1 Relative position between the chaser and target spacecraft.

our analysis focuses solely on the in-plane relative motion. Let 𝑥 and 𝑦 be the relative position components, 𝑣𝑥 and 𝑣𝑦

the relative velocity components. Denote by 𝒙 = [𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑣𝑥 , 𝑣𝑦]𝑇 the state vector of the chaser spacecraft, controlled by a

throttle 𝑢 ∈ [0, 1] and a unit direction vector 𝜶 = [𝛼𝑥 , 𝛼𝑦]𝑇 with ∥𝜶∥ = 1. In such case, the relative motion dynamics

can be expressed in the LVLH coordinate frame using the linearized Clohessy-Wiltshire equations [40], i.e.,

¤𝒙 = A𝒙 + B𝜶𝑢, (6)

with

A =



0 0 1 0

0 0 0 1

3𝑛2 0 0 2𝑛

0 0 −2𝑛 0


, B =



0 0

0 0

0 𝑇m
𝑚

𝑇m
𝑚

0


,

where 𝑇m is the maximum thrust magnitude, and 𝑚 denotes the mass of the chaser spacecraft, which is governed by

¤𝑚 = −𝑢 𝑇m
𝐼sp𝑔0

, (7)

where 𝐼sp is the specific impulse, and 𝑔0 represents the gravitational acceleration at sea level.

The initial condition for the chaser spacecraft is given by

𝒙(0) = [𝑥0, 𝑦0, 𝑣𝑥0 , 𝑣𝑦0 ]𝑇 , (8)
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and the rendezvous condition, i.e., the final condition is expressed as

𝒙(𝑡 𝑓 ) = [0, 0, 0, 0]𝑇 , (9)

where the final time 𝑡 𝑓 is free in the time-optimal problem and fixed for the fuel-optimal problem.

Remark 2 It is important to note that for chaser spacecraft employing electric propulsion systems with a high specific

impulse (𝐼sp > 1000 s), mass variation is often considered negligible [10]. However, in this work, we include Eq. (7) to

ensure the fuel-optimal problem is well-posed when generating the training dataset. When training the neural network

to replicate the open-loop optimal control policy, we ignore the mass variation. This approach aims to highlight the

proposed method’s ability to replicate bang-bang control for the fuel-optimal problem, even though it lacks physical

significance when the mass variation is completely negligible.

The time- and fuel-optimal guidance problems with certified stability are now defined as follows.

B. Time-Optimal Guidance with Certified Stability

Given the initial condition 𝒙(0) in Eq. (8), find a CLF 𝑉 (𝒙) and a guidance policy 𝒖(𝒙) (consisting of throttle

𝑢 ∈ [0, 1] and direction vector 𝜶) that drives the chaser spacecraft governed by Eq. (6) to a final condition that is

arbitrarily close to the equilibrium point 𝒙e = 𝒙(𝑡 𝑓 ) defined in Eq. (9), such that the cost function 𝐽 =
∫ 𝑡 𝑓

0 1 𝑑𝑡 is

minimized.

C. Fuel-Optimal Guidance with Certified Stability

Given the initial condition 𝒙(0) in Eq. (8), the fixed final time 𝑡 𝑓 , it is obvious that the optimal control policy is

dependent on the state and the time-to-go 𝑡𝑔 of [41]

𝑡𝑔 = 𝑡 𝑓 − 𝑡. (10)

In such case, the guidance problem aims to find a CLF 𝑉 (𝑡𝑔, 𝒙) and a policy 𝒖(𝑡𝑔, 𝒙) (consisting of throttle 𝑢 ∈ [0, 1]

and direction vector 𝜶) that drives the chaser spacecraft governed by Eq. (6) to a final condition at 𝑡 𝑓 that is arbitrarily

close to the equilibrium point 𝒙e = 𝒙(𝑡 𝑓 ) defined in Eq. (9), such that the cost function 𝐽 =
∫ 𝑡 𝑓

0 𝑢 𝑑𝑡 is minimized.
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IV. Methodology

This section first describes the necessary conditions for the time- and fuel-optimal problems, which are used to build

the training dataset consisting of optimal state-control pairs. Then, we will present the strategy to learn the optimal

control policy with certified stability.

A. Training Dataset Generation

In this section, we derive the necessary conditions based on Pontryagin’s Minimum Principle. Then, the training

dataset is collected by solving a sufficient number of Two-Point Boundary-Value Problems (TPBVPs). Before proceeding,

we shall present the constant parameters for the time- and fuel-optimal problems, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1 Constant parameters

Name Variable Value
Gravitational acceleration at sea level 𝑔0 9.80665 m/s2

Standard gravitational parameter 𝜇 3.986 × 105 km3/s2

Earth’s radius 𝑅e 6371 km
Radius of the target spacecraft’s circular orbit 𝑎 𝑅e + 500 km

Specific impulse 𝐼sp 3300 s
Maximum thrust magnitude 𝑇m 2.5 mN

Chaser spacecraft’s initial mass 𝑚 30 kg

1. Time-optimal problem

Notice that the mass variation is ignored for the time-optimal problem. Denote by 𝝀 = [𝜆𝑥 , 𝜆𝑦 , 𝜆𝑣𝑥 , 𝜆𝑣𝑦 ]𝑇 the

co-state vector. The Hamiltonian is formulated as

ℋ = 1 + 𝜆𝑥𝑣𝑥 + 𝜆𝑦𝑣𝑦 + 𝜆𝑣𝑥 (3𝑛2𝑥 + 2𝑛𝑣𝑦 + 𝑢
𝑇m
𝑚

𝛼𝑥) + 𝜆𝑣𝑦 (−2𝑛𝑣𝑥 + 𝑢
𝑇m
𝑚

𝛼𝑦). (11)

According to Pontryagin’s Minimum Principle [42], the co-state equations are



¤𝜆𝑥 = −3𝑛2𝜆𝑣𝑥 ,

¤𝜆𝑦 = 0,

¤𝜆𝑣𝑥 = −𝜆𝑥 + 2𝜆𝑣𝑦 ,

¤𝜆𝑣𝑦 = −𝜆𝑦 − 2𝑛𝜆𝑣𝑥 .

(12)
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The optimal unit direction vector 𝜶∗ = [𝛼∗
𝑥 , 𝛼

∗
𝑦]𝑇 should minimise the Hamiltonian, leading to


𝛼∗
𝑥

𝛼∗
𝑦

 = − 1√︃
𝜆2
𝑣𝑥 + 𝜆2

𝑣𝑦


𝜆𝑣𝑥

𝜆𝑣𝑦

 . (13)

In addition, the optimal throttle should be kept at its maximum [43], i.e.,

𝑢∗ = 1. (14)

Since the final time 𝑡 𝑓 is free, we have the stationary condition

ℋ(𝑡 𝑓 ) = 0. (15)

Equations (12),(13), (14), and (15) can be used to build the following shooting function:

𝚿(𝝀(0); 𝑡 𝑓 ) = [𝑥(𝑡 𝑓 ), 𝑦(𝑡 𝑓 ), 𝑣𝑥 (𝑡 𝑓 ), 𝑣𝑦 (𝑡 𝑓 ),ℋ(𝑡 𝑓 )]𝑇 = 0, (16)

where 𝝀(0) and 𝑡 𝑓 are the initial guesses of the initial co-state vector and the final time, respectively.

In order to generate the large datasets necessary for supervised learning, numerous TPBVPs need to be solved.

Typical methods such as indirect shooting often suffer from convergence issues, making such a method slow and

unreliable for generating extensive databases. Instead, a technique using polynomial maps which was recently developed

in the literature [44] is utilized in this work. To summarize, solving a single TPBVP and expanding the result with

respect to the initial state using differential algebraic techniques produces the high-order Taylor expansion of the flow.

Manipulating the resulting polynomials to enforce the same optimality conditions from the original TPBVP then provides

a polynomial map. The evaluation of such a map with a randomized initial state returns a new optimal trajectory, which

may be sampled accordingly. Moreover, in order to ensure accuracy of the map, a technique known as automatic

domain splitting is utilized to generate sets of polynomials which span a defined initial domain which guarantees the

polynomials are to a desired accuracy. The generation of trajectories is then reduced to the lightweight and rapid

evaluation of polynomials, providing an efficient method for database creation. For full details of the methodology the

reader is referred to the referenced work.

Polynomial maps are leveraged in this work, which enable an even distribution of trajectories to be obtained which
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span an extensive state-space domain, attributes which are highly beneficial for the training process. The initial domain

is centered on 𝒙(0) = [500 m,−500 m, 1 m/s,−1 m/s]𝑇 and consists of positional uncertainties of ±75 m and ±150

m in the 𝑥- and 𝑦-directions respectively, and velocity uncertainties of ±0.05 m/s in both 𝑥- and 𝑦-directions. The

trajectories are each split into 𝑘 equal segments over their corresponding time of flights. A uniform distribution is then

used to sample a random state from within each segment. Three datasets are created which will be used in the training

process: a training set Dtrain with 𝑘 = 1000 consisting of 10,000,000 samples; a validation set Dval with 𝑘 = 100

consisting of 100,000 samples; and a test set Dtest with 𝑘 = 1 consisting of 1000 samples. Each sample consists of a

state and corresponding optimal control direction.

2. Fuel-optimal problem

Unlike the time-optimal problem, the mass variation, even being negligible, has to be included here. Denote by 𝜆𝑚

the mass co-state. The Hamiltonian is constructed as

ℋ = 𝑢 + 𝜆𝑥𝑣𝑥 + 𝜆𝑦𝑣𝑦 + 𝜆𝑣𝑥 (3𝑛2𝑥 + 2𝑛𝑣𝑦 + 𝑢
𝑇m
𝑚

𝛼𝑥) + 𝜆𝑣𝑦 (−2𝑛𝑣𝑥 + 𝑢
𝑇m
𝑚

𝛼𝑦) − 𝜆𝑚𝑢
𝑇m
𝐼sp𝑔0

. (17)

The co-state equations in Eq. (12) still hold. The mass co-state equation is

¤𝜆𝑚 = −𝜕ℋ

𝜕𝑚
= 𝑢𝑇m

𝜆𝑣𝑥𝛼𝑥 + 𝜆𝑣𝑦𝛼𝑦

𝑚2 . (18)

The optimality condition for the thrust direction vector in Eq. (13) also holds. We assume that the optimal throttle

𝑢∗ is bang-bang, i.e.,

𝑢∗ =


1, 𝑆 ≤ 0

0, 𝑆 > 0
(19)

where 𝑆 is the switching function defined by

𝑆 =
𝜕ℋ

𝜕𝑢
= 1 + 𝑇m

𝑚
(𝜆𝑣𝑥𝛼𝑥 + 𝜆𝑣𝑦𝛼𝑦) − 𝜆𝑚

𝑇m
𝐼sp𝑔0

. (20)

To avoid the numerical difficulties from the discontinuous bang-bang control in Eq. (19), we use the smoothing
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technique from Ref. [45] to approximate Eq. (19) by

𝑢∗ ≈ 𝑢(𝑆, 𝜌) = 1
1 + exp(𝜌𝑆) , (21)

where 𝜌 is the smoothing constant set to 600.

Since the final mass is free, it leads to

𝜆𝑚 (𝑡 𝑓 ) = 0. (22)

Equations (12),(13), (18), (21), and (22) can be used to build the following shooting function:

𝚿(𝝀(0)) = [𝑥(𝑡 𝑓 ), 𝑦(𝑡 𝑓 ), 𝑣𝑥 (𝑡 𝑓 ), 𝑣𝑦 (𝑡 𝑓 ), 𝜆𝑚 (𝑡 𝑓 )]𝑇 = 0, (23)

where 𝝀(0) is the initial guesses of the initial co-state vector.

Polynomial maps are once again leveraged for database generation. The initial domain is identical to that of the

previous time-optimal case. Three datasets are created for use in the training process: a training set, a validation set,

and a test set. The number of samples and number of segments the individual trajectories are split into for each of the

datasets are the same as those previously used for the time-optimal database. Each sample consists of a state, time-to-go

and corresponding optimal control direction and thrust throttle.

B. Learning Optimal Control Policy with Certified Stability

1. Time-optimal problem

We define a neural network 𝝓 parameterized by 𝜽 as follows:

𝝓𝜽 (𝒙) : R4 → R2, (24)

where the input is the state vector 𝒙 and the output is given by 𝝓 = [𝜙, 𝛾]𝑇 with 𝛾 > 0. This formulation allows the

decay rate to be state-dependent.

Considering Eq. (2) and using the output 𝜙𝜽 from Eq. (24), we construct a scalar-valued network 𝑉𝜽 as follows:

𝑉𝜽 (𝒙) := [𝜙𝜽 (𝒙) − 𝜙𝜽 (𝒙e)]2 . (25)
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It is straightforward to verify that this automatically enforces 𝑉𝜽 (𝒙) to be positive semi-definite and equal to zero at 𝒙e.

Driving the chaser spacecraft to the final condition is equivalent to reducing the value of 𝑉𝜽 (𝒙) to zero. We aim to

derive a control policy that minimizes the time derivative of 𝑉𝜽 (𝒙), expressed as follows:

min
∥𝜶∥=1&𝑢∈[0,1]

{
¤𝑉𝜽 (𝒙) =

𝜕𝑉𝜽

𝜕𝒙
(A𝒙 + B𝜶𝑢)

}
. (26)

To minimize ¤𝑉𝜽 (𝒙), the greedy unit direction vector 𝜶 can be determined by [33]

𝜶 = −

(
𝜕𝑉𝜽
𝜕𝒙 B

)𝑇 𝜕𝑉𝜽
𝜕𝒙 B

 . (27)

By combining Eqs. (26) with (27), the decay condition in Eq. (2) becomes

𝜕𝑉𝜽

𝜕𝒙
A𝒙 − ∥ 𝜕𝑉𝜽

𝜕𝒙
B∥𝑢 ≤ −𝛾𝜽𝑉𝜽 . (28)

It is evident that the minimal required throttle, denoted by 𝑢, to satisfy Eq. (28) is

𝑢 =

𝜕𝑉𝜽
𝜕𝒙 A𝒙 + 𝛾𝜽𝑉𝜽

∥ 𝜕𝑉𝜽
𝜕𝒙 B∥

. (29)

Since ∥ 𝜕𝑉𝜽
𝜕𝒙 B∥ ≥ 0, it is evident that any throttle selected from the following set will not only guarantee the

stabilization of the dynamical system but also satisfy the constraints of the admissible throttle set:

{𝑢 | 𝑢 ≥ 𝑢, 𝑢 ∈ [0, 1]}. (30)

In the case of the minimal required throttle 𝑢 ≤ 1, the optimal throttle 𝑢∗ = 1 lies within the set defined in Eq. (30).

Conversely, if the minimal required throttle 𝑢 > 1, it means that the decay condition will be violated. In such case,

we replace the decay condition using the minimal required throttle. Recall that the positive definiteness of the neural

Lyapunov function is already enforced by Eq. (25). To guarantee both stability and optimality, we construct the following

empirical loss function:

L(𝜽) = 1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

[
𝜆1 max(0, 𝑢

𝑖
− 1) + 𝜆2

(
1 − 𝜶𝑖 · 𝜶∗

𝑖

)
+ 𝜆3 (𝑉𝜽 (𝒙nom) − 1)2] , (31)

where 𝜶 is the unit direction vector from Eq. (27), and 𝜶∗ is the open-loop optimal unit direction vector. The parameters
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𝜆1, 𝜆2 and 𝜆3 are weighting factors. 𝑉𝜽 (𝒙nom) represents the Lyapunov function for a nominal state input 𝒙nom. The first

term encourages the minimal required throttle in Eq. (36) to comply with the admissible control set 𝑢 ∈ [0, 1], while the

second term aims to replicate the optimal unit direction vector. The third term poses a normalization constraint on 𝑉 ,

and it does not introduce conservativeness since a valid Lyapunov function can always be scaled [46]. It is important to

note that there is no need to replicate the throttle, as it remains constant, i.e., 𝑢∗ = 1 [43].

Remark 3 To guarantee the positive definiteness of the neural Lyapunov function, some prior works (e.g., [34]) propose

learning a function 𝝎(𝒙) : R4 → Rℎ, and constructing the Lyapunov function as 𝑉 (𝒙) = 𝝎(𝒙)𝑇𝝎(𝒙). However, this

approach still requires incorporating the minimum condition 𝑉 (𝒙e) = 0 into the empirical loss function. In contrast, our

neural Lyapunov function, as defined in Eq. (25), eliminates this requirement entirely. Furthermore, unlike the empirical

loss function in Eq. (5), which relies on four weighting factors, our empirical loss function in Eq. (31) requires only

three weighting factors to supervise both the certificate 𝑉 (𝒙) and the control policy 𝜶(𝒙). This significantly simplifies

parameter tuning.

2. Fuel-optimal problem

Unlike the time-optimal problem, in which the input of the neural Lyapunov function is the state vector, we should

include the time-to-go 𝑡𝑔 as well for the fuel-optimal problem. Therefore, we define a neural network 𝝓 parameterized

by 𝜽

𝝓𝜽 (𝑡𝑔, 𝒙) : R5 → R2, (32)

where the output is still 𝝓 = [𝜙, 𝛾]𝑇 with 𝛾 > 0.

Then a scalar-valued network 𝑉𝜽 is built as

𝑉𝜽 (𝑡𝑔, 𝒙) :=
[
𝜙𝜽 (𝑡𝑔, 𝒙) − 𝜙𝜽 (0, 𝒙e)

]2
. (33)

In such case, the time derivative of 𝑉𝜽 (𝑡𝑔, 𝒙) becomes

d
d𝑡
𝑉𝜽 (𝑡𝑔, 𝒙) =

𝜕𝑉𝜽

𝜕𝑡𝑔

d𝑡𝑔
d𝑡

+ 𝜕𝑉𝜽

𝜕𝒙

d𝒙
d𝑡

= −𝜕𝑉𝜽

𝜕𝑡𝑔
+ 𝜕𝑉𝜽

𝜕𝒙
(A𝒙 + B𝜶𝑢). (34)

The unit direction vector 𝜶 that minimizes ¤𝑉𝜽 (𝑡𝑔, 𝒙) must be

𝜶 = −
( 𝜕𝑉𝜽
𝜕𝒙 B)𝑇

∥ 𝜕𝑉𝜽
𝜕𝒙 B∥

. (35)
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The minimal required throttle 𝑢 to satisfy the third condition in Eq. (2) is

𝑢 = ( 𝜕𝑉𝜽
𝜕𝒙

A𝒙 + 𝛾𝜽𝑉𝜽 −
𝜕𝑉𝜽

𝜕𝑡𝑔
)/∥ 𝜕𝑉𝜽

𝜕𝒙
B∥. (36)

Then, the empirical loss function is constructed as

L(𝜽) = 1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

[
𝜆1 (𝑢𝑖 − 𝑢∗𝑖 )2+ 𝜆2 (1 − 𝜶𝑖 · 𝜶∗

𝑖 ) + 𝜆3 (𝑉𝜽 (𝑡𝑔nom , 𝒙nom) − 1)2] , (37)

where 𝜶 is the unit direction vector in Eq. (35) and 𝜶∗ is the open-loop optimal unit direction vector, and 𝜆1, 𝜆2, and 𝜆3

are the weighting factors. 𝑉𝜽 (𝒙nom) represents the Lyapunov function for a nominal state input (𝑡𝑔nom , 𝒙nom). The first

and second terms aim to replicate the open-loop optimal throttle and unit direction vector, respectively. The third term

is used to normalize the neural Lyapunov function.

C. Neural Network Training and Implementation

The hyperparameter configuration for neural network training is as follows: a learning rate of 0.0001, a batch size of

2000, 100 epochs for the time-optimal problem, and 200 epochs for the fuel-optimal problem. The Adam optimizer is

employed to minimize their respective empirical loss functions. The network architecture consists of 3 fully connected

hidden layers for the time-optimal problem and 4 fully connected hidden layers for the fuel-optimal problem, with 64

neurons in each layer. The tanh activation function is used in the hidden layers, while the output layer uses a linear

activation function for 𝜙 and an exponential activation function for 𝛾. In addition, the parameters in Eqs. (31) and

(37) are chosen after a number of preliminary trials. Specifically, the weighting factors are set as 𝜆1 = 1, 𝜆2 = 1, and

𝜆3 = 0.1 for the time-optimal problem, while they are set as 𝜆1 = 1.5, 𝜆2 = 1, and 𝜆3 = 0.1 for the fuel-optimal problem.

The nominal state for the time-optimal problem is set to 𝒙nom = [500 m,−500 m, 1 m/s,−1 m/s]𝑇 . The nominal state

for the fuel-optimal problem is chosen as (𝑡𝑔nom , 𝒙nom) = [14, 400 s, 500 m,−500 m, 1 m/s,−1 m/s]𝑇 . To demonstrate

the effects of the decay rate 𝛾 on the training process, we also consider some scenarios with constant decay rates. In

such cases, the neural network in Eq. (24) becomes 𝜙𝜽 (𝒙) : R4 → R1; and the neural network in Eq. (32) becomes

𝜙𝜽 (𝑡𝑔, 𝒙) : R5 → R1.

The training process for the time-optimal problem takes approximately 4.3 hours on a laptop. Figure 2 illustrates

the empirical loss function profiles under different decay rate configurations. When the decay rate 𝛾 is treated as a

state-dependent parameter, the loss exhibits the smoothest and most rapid reduction compared to configurations with

constant decay rates. In scenarios with constant decay rates (𝛾 = 0, 0.001, and 0.01), the empirical loss functions
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converge to approximately 9.9 × 10−4, 1.4 × 10−3, and 1.4 × 10−3, respectively. Notably, the state-dependent decay

rate scenario achieves a loss of 8.3 × 10−4, which is the lowest, as highlighted in the enlarged view in Fig. 2. The

state-dependent decay rate not only accelerates convergence but also ensures smoother optimization dynamics, which is

evident in the absence of oscillations compared to the constant decay rate settings. This underscores the effectiveness of

adopting a state-dependent decay rate for improving the training process.

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
0

0.5

1

1.5

97.5 98 98.5 99 99.5 100
0

2

4

6

10
-3

Fig. 2 Empirical loss function profiles for the time-optimal problem with different decay rates.

The training process for the fuel-optimal problem takes approximately 17.5 hours. Figure 3 illustrates the empirical

loss function profiles under different decay rate configurations. The scenario with a state-dependent decay rate 𝛾

demonstrates the smoothest and most rapid reduction in loss, converging to approximately 2.2 × 10−2 within the first 80

epochs. In contrast, the scenarios with constant decay rates (𝛾 = 0, 𝛾 = 0.01, and 𝛾 = 0.1) exhibit slower and less stable

convergence behaviors. Among these, the configuration with 𝛾 = 0.1 shows significant oscillations and fails to achieve

meaningful convergence, while the other constant decay rate settings struggle to approach a steady-state value. This

comparison highlights the effectiveness of employing a state-dependent decay rate in achieving faster and more stable

loss minimization for the fuel-optimal problem.

Based on the strategy outlined in the previous subsection, the procedures for applying the proposed method to the

time-optimal and fuel-optimal problems are illustrated in Figs. 4 and 5, respectively. For the time-optimal problem, it

is noteworthy that the throttle remains fixed at 𝑢 = 1. In contrast, for the fuel-optimal problem, the throttle is set to

𝑢 = 1 only when the minimal required throttle 𝑢 > 0; otherwise, it is set to 𝑢 = 0. This is governed by the expression

𝑢 =
sgn(𝑢)+1

2 .
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Fig. 3 Empirical loss function profiles for the fuel-optimal problem with different decay rates.

Fig. 4 Closed-loop guidance diagram for the time-optimal problem.

Fig. 5 Closed-loop guidance diagram for the fuel-optimal problem.
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V. Numerical Simulations

In this section, we evaluate the efficacy of the proposed method on both the time-optimal and fuel-optimal problems

by examining its performance in terms of stability, optimality, and robustness. Additionally, the computational cost of

the proposed approach is analyzed. The learned guidance policy is updated every 3.6 seconds, and all simulations are

conducted on a laptop equipped with an AMD Ryzen 7-5800H CPU running at 3.2 GHz.

A. Time-Optimal Problem

1. Stability and Optimality Performance

We consider a nonnominal initial condition of 𝒙0 = [550 m,−550 m, 1 m/s,−1 m/s]𝑇 . The proposed method is

applied to guide the chaser spacecraft, with the solution to the shooting function defined in Eq. (16) used as a benchmark

for comparison. Figure 6 depicts the comparison of relative position and velocity components obtained by the proposed

method and the indirect method. The closed-loop solutions are shown to align perfectly with the open-loop optimal

solutions. The offline-computed optimal final time is found to be 𝑡∗
𝑓
= 1, 2860 s. Using the proposed method, the state

of the chaser spacecraft at 𝑡∗
𝑓

is [−0.4 m, 6.3 m,−0.0009 m/s,−0.0144 m/s]𝑇 , which is very close to the target state.

Instead of terminating the simulation at 𝑡∗
𝑓
, the dynamics are further propagated using the proposed method. Notably, the

chaser spacecraft, guided by the proposed approach, remains in the vicinity of the target state for 𝑡 > 𝑡∗
𝑓
. A comparison
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Fig. 6 Comparison of individual state profiles for the time-optimal problem.
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of the thrust direction 𝛼𝑥 profiles is shown in Fig. 7, demonstrating that the proposed method can generate near-optimal

solutions.

Remark 4 The learned guidance policy keeps the chaser spacecraft close to the exact rendezvous condition by causing

fluctuations, as shown in Fig. 7. As the chaser spacecraft approaches the target spacecraft, the small divisor in Eq. (35)

contributes to the chattering phenomenon observed in Fig. 7. To achieve exact rendezvous, a strategy that divides the

rendezvous process into two stages based on the value of the Lyapunov function 𝑉 can be employed. In this approach,

the learned guidance policy is applied in the first stage, while the open-loop rendezvous control law is used in the

second stage. For further details about the two-stage strategy, refer to Ref. [47].
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Fig. 7 Thrust direction component 𝛼𝑥 profile.

Figure 8 shows the Lyapunov function 𝑉 and its time derivative 𝑉𝑡 throughout the entire rendezvous. It is evident

that the Lyapunov function maintains positive definiteness and continuously decreases over time. Additionally, the

decay rate defined in Eq. (2) is presented in Fig. 9. It can be observed that the decay rate fluctuates during most of

the propagation, except near the end. Once the chaser spacecraft is guided close to the target state, the changes in the

decay rate become negligible. Moreover, Fig. 10 illustrates the minimal required throttle profile throughout the entire

rendezvous. The maximum value of the minimal required throttle is found to be 0.9242, as highlighted in the enlarged

view within the figure. This indicates that applying a constant-magnitude throttle of 𝑢 = 1 ensures that Eq. (28) always

holds. Additionally, once the chaser spacecraft approaches the target state, the minimal required throttle stays very close

to zero.
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Fig. 8 Lyapunov function and its time derivative profiles for the time-optimal problem.
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Fig. 9 State-dependent decay rate profile for the time-optimal problem.
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Fig. 10 Minimal required throttle profile for the time-optimal problem.
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2. Impact of the Decay Rate on Guidance Performance

From Fig. 9, it can be observed that the state-dependent decay rate remains very small throughout. Furthermore,

the learned guidance policy, represented by 𝜶 in Eq. (27), depends solely on the neural Lyapunov function 𝑉 and is

independent of the decay rate 𝛾. It has already been demonstrated that treating the decay rate as a state-dependent

parameter can enhance the training process, as shown in Fig. 2. In this subsection, we further investigate the impact of

the decay rate on guidance performance.

We consider the same initial condition as in the previous subsection and apply four guidance strategies using different

decay rate configurations: 𝛾 = 0, 𝛾 = 0.001, 𝛾 = 0.01, and a state-dependent 𝛾. Figure 11 presents the individual state

profiles for these four guidance strategies. The results are nearly identical across all four, but they lead to different

state errors, as illustrated in the enlarged views. Table 2 summarizes the final state errors for the different guidance

strategies. It is evident that the final state errors in terms of position 𝑦 and velocity components 𝑣𝑥 and 𝑣𝑦 are smaller

for the state-dependent decay rate scenario than for the constant decay rate scenarios. Specifically, the final position

errors for the four strategies are 9.1230 m, 8.3283 m, 25.6999 m, and 5.9583 m, respectively. Additionally, the final

velocity errors are 0.0031 m/s, 0.0022 m/s, 0.0129 m/s, and 0.0016 m/s. These results indicate that the strategy with a

state-dependent decay rate achieves the best guidance performance.
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Fig. 11 Comparison of individual state profiles under different decay rate configurations.
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Table 2 Final state errors resulted from different guidance strategies

relative position 𝑥 (m) relative position 𝑦 (m) relative velocity 𝑣𝑥 (m/s) relative velocity 𝑣𝑦 (m/s)
𝛾 = 0 -0.523 9.108 0.00026 0.0031

𝛾 = 0.001 0.505 8.313 0.00052 0.0021
𝛾 = 0.01 -8.612 24.214 -0.0028 0.0126

State-dependent 𝛾 -1.230 5.831 -0.0003 0.0016

3. Robustness Performance

To further assess the guidance performance, we apply the following perturbations to the same initial conditions as

described in the previous subsection, i.e.,

{
(𝛿𝑥0, 𝛿𝑦0, 𝛿𝑣𝑥0, 𝛿𝑣𝑦0) | 𝛿𝑥0 ∈ [−18, +18] m, 𝛿𝑦0 ∈ [−26, +26] m,

𝛿𝑣𝑥0 ∈ [−0.015, +0.015] m/s, 𝛿𝑣𝑦0 ∈ [−0.015, +0.015] m/s
}
. (38)

We consider the rendezvous successful if the guided final state, using the proposed method, converges within a ball

defined by

B =

{
(𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑣𝑥 , 𝑣𝑦) |

√︃
𝑥2 + 𝑦2 < 10 m and

√︃
𝑣2
𝑥 + 𝑣2

𝑦 < 0.02 m/s
}
. (39)

A total of 200 random perturbated initial conditions are tested. All 200 cases successfully achieve rendezvous

using the proposed method, as demonstrated by Fig. 12. Figure 13 displays the thrust direction profiles generated by

the proposed method for perturbated initial conditions. Additionally, Figs. 14 and 15 show the Lyapunov function

(upper surface) and its time derivative (lower surface) as functions of the relative position and velocity components,

respectively. These smooth surfaces are generated through quadratic or cubic interpolation, with the relative position

and velocity components serving as the grids for interpolating both the Lyapunov function and its time derivative. A

representative trajectory is emphasized with a solid black line to highlight the results. The Lyapunov function remains

positive throughout the trajectory, except at the final condition. Despite the linear nature of the system dynamics,

both the Lyapunov function and its time derivative exhibit significant nonlinear complexity, as they must guarantee

convergence to the equilibrium point within minimal time.

B. Fuel-Optimal Problem

1. Stability and Optimality Performance

We consider the same initial condition as the time-optimal problem, but the rendezvous time is fixed to be 14, 400 s.

When using the proposed guidance strategy in Fig. 5, the guidance process terminates when the time-to-go 𝑡𝑔 reaches
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(a) Relative position components (b) Relative velocity components

Fig. 12 Relative position and velocity components under initial condition perturbations.

Fig. 13 Thrust direction component 𝛼𝑥 profiles under initial condition perturbations.

Fig. 14 Lyapunov function and its time derivative w.r.t. the relative position components.
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Fig. 15 Lyapunov function and its time derivative w.r.t. the relative velocity components.

zero. Figure 16 compares the results obtained from the proposed and indirect shooting methods. One can observe that

both the relative position and velocity components have an almost perfect match. The final state of the chaser spacecraft

guided by the proposed method is [−5.4 m, 1 m, 0 m/s, 0.0092 m/s]𝑇 , which is very close to the target state.
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Fig. 16 Comparison of individual state profiles for the fuel-optimal problem.

Figure 17 shows the Lyapunov function and its time derivative along the rendezvous trajectory. Compared to the
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time-optimal problem in Fig. 8, the Lyapunov function’s time derivative here is generally less smooth. The decay

rate, as illustrated in Fig. 18, exhibits a marked difference from the time-optimal scenario shown in Fig. 9. Unlike the

consistently small decay rate observed in the time-optimal problem, the decay rate significantly increases as the chaser

spacecraft approaches the target spacecraft. A similar trend is observed in the minimal required throttle profile, as

depicted in Fig. 19. It is worth noting that while the maximal admissible constraint of 𝑢 = 1 is occasionally exceeded,

particularly as the chaser spacecraft nears the target, the Lyapunov function maintains a consistent decrease, as confirmed

by Fig. 17b.
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Fig. 17 Lyapunov function and its time derivative profiles for the fuel-optimal problem.
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Fig. 18 State-dependent decay rate profile for the fuel-optimal problem.

By leveraging the learned Lyapunov function and decay rate, the guidance policy—comprising the throttle and

thrust direction—is compared with the open-loop optimal solutions illustrated in Fig. 20. The open-loop optimal throttle

exhibits nine switches, and the closed-loop strategy closely matches the first eight switches, deviating only at the final

one. However, the closed-loop thrust direction is less accurate than the open-loop optimal solution. This discrepancy can

partly be attributed to the training process prioritizing the throttle over the thrust direction in the loss function, as defined

in Eq. (37). It is worth noting that the discontinuous bang-bang throttle is challenging to replicate using conventional
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Fig. 19 Minimal required throttle profile for the fuel-optimal problem.

supervised learning methods (see Refs. [17, 48]). However, with the proposed strategy, the replicated throttle not only

maintains a bang-bang nature but also closely approximates the open-loop bang-bang solution. Furthermore, the abrupt

changes in throttle result in less smooth variations in the Lyapunov function’s time derivative, as illustrated in Fig. 17b.

We further compare the fuel consumption Δ𝑉 , which is computed by

Δ𝑉 =

∫ 𝑡 𝑓

0
𝑢
𝑇m
𝑚

𝑑𝑡.

The optimal value of Δ𝑉 obtained using the indirect shooting method is 0.8467 m/s, while the proposed method yields

0.8499 m/s. This corresponds to a negligible penalty of just 0.3779%, highlighting the effectiveness of the proposed

approach.

2. Robustness Performance

Similarly, we consider 200 initial conditions by introducing perturbations, as defined in Eq. (38), to the initial

condition of 𝒙0 = [550 m,−550 m, 1 m/s,−1 m/s]𝑇 . For simplicity, the rendezvous time remains fixed at 14, 400 s.

The convergence region remains consistent with that defined in Eq. (39). Using the proposed method, a total of 121

cases successfully achieved rendezvous. For cases where the states fail to converge to the region specified in Eq. (39),

the maximum position and velocity errors are 50 m and 0.05 m/s, respectively. Figures 21 and 22 illustrate the relative

position and velocity components, as well as the corresponding guidance policy profiles for the successful cases.

The success rate is expected to be lower compared to the time-optimal problem for the following reasons: (1) The

fuel-optimal problem with a fixed final time is inherently more sensitive to perturbations than the time-optimal problem;

(2) For the time-optimal problem, only the thrust direction needs to be replicated, as reflected in the empirical loss
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Fig. 20 Comparison between the learned guidance policy and the open-loop optimal control policy.
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Fig. 21 Relative position and velocity components under initial condition perturbations.
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(a) Throttle (b) Thrust direction component 𝛼𝑥

Fig. 22 Guidance policy profiles under initial condition perturbations.

function defined in Eq. (31). In contrast, the fuel-optimal problem requires replicating both the thrust direction and the

throttle, as shown in Eq. (37). Consequently, the discrepancy between the results obtained by the proposed method and

the open-loop optimal solution is larger for the fuel-optimal problem than for the time-optimal problem. This difference

is also evident in the comparison of thrust directions, as illustrated in Figs. 7 and 20.

For a clearer illustration, Figs. 23 and 24 present the Lyapunov function and its time derivative with respect to the

relative position and velocity components, respectively. The upper surface represents the Lyapunov function 𝑉 , which

gradually decreases from the initial to the final condition, reflecting the system’s convergence towards the equilibrium

point. The lower surface shows the Lyapunov function’s time derivative 𝑉𝑡 . Both the initial and final conditions are

marked, showing that 𝑉 starts at a higher value and approaches zero as the state reaches the final condition. Despite the

linearity of the system dynamics, the surfaces of both𝑉 and𝑉𝑡 exhibit considerable complexity, highlighting the intricacy

of reaching the equilibrium point stably within a fixed time. The results confirm that the proposed method effectively

guides the chaser spacecraft towards a final condition near the equilibrium point while fulfilling both optimality and

stability requirements. This is evident from the gradual decrease in the Lyapunov function and its derivative as they

approach zero near the final condition.

To assess the penalty on Δ𝑉 caused by the proposed method, we apply the indirect shooting method to solve the

shooting function in Eq. (21) so as to find the optimal Δ𝑉 . The solution to the nominal initial condition is used as the

initial guess. The histogram of the penalty on Δ𝑉 for these 121 cases is presented in Fig. 25, from which we can see that

even the largest penalty is less than 1.4%.

C. Computational Cost

To implement the proposed method, computing the guidance command first requires obtaining the Lyapunov function

𝑉 and its decay rate 𝛾 through simple matrix addition and multiplication. Next, the gradient of 𝑉 with respect to the

state 𝒙 is used to determine the thrust direction 𝜶 in the time-optimal problem, and both the thrust direction and the
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Fig. 23 Lyapunov function and its time derivative w.r.t. the relative position components.

Fig. 24 Lyapunov function and its time derivative w.r.t. the relative velocity components.
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Fig. 25 Histogram of the penalty on Δ𝑉 .
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minimal required throttle 𝑢 for the fuel-optimal problem. A total of 1,000 cases with different states are tested, yielding

an average computational time of 0.36 ms for the time-optimal problem and 0.81 ms for the fuel-optimal problem.

If the proposed method was executed on a state-of-the-art flight processor with a clock speed of 200 MHz [49], the

computational costs would be 5.76 ms and 12.96 ms, respectively. These results demonstrate the great potential of the

proposed method for onboard implementation.

VI. Conclusions

This work proposed a learning-based approach to generate time- and fuel-optimal guidance commands with certified

stability for rendezvous maneuvers governed by Clohessy–Wiltshire dynamics. An efficient polynomial mapping

method was employed to rapidly generate a large dataset of optimal trajectories. A novel neural candidate Lyapunov

function was constructed, inherently satisfying the positive definiteness property of control Lyapunov functions. For

the control policy, the thrust direction vector was designed to minimize the Lyapunov function’s time derivative. The

minimal required throttle was incorporated to replace conventional loss terms related to the Lyapunov function to

enforce the decay condition of the control Lyapunov function. A simple yet effective loss function was then proposed to

jointly supervise the Lyapunov function and its corresponding control policy using the collected optimal trajectories.

This unified approach successfully addressed both stability and optimality. Furthermore, by treating the decay rate

in the control Lyapunov function as a state-dependent parameter rather than a constant, we found that it improved

the training process and resulted in slightly improved final state errors for the time-optimal problem. Notably, in the

fuel-optimal problem, fixing the decay rate as a constant significantly hindered training convergence, underscoring its

critical role. Finally, the efficacy of the proposed method in generating certified stable and optimal guidance commands

was validated through numerical simulations. Partially due to the inherent sensitivity of the fixed-final-time fuel-optimal

problem to initial state perturbations, the guidance performance of the proposed method is not as effective as that of the

time-optimal problem. Future work will focus on enhancing the guidance performance for the fuel-optimal problem.
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