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This paper presents a time-constrained model predictive control strategy for the six degree-
of-freedom autonomous rendezvous, proximity, operations and docking problem between a
controllable “deputy” satellite and an uncontrolled “chief” satellite. The objective is to achieve
a docking configuration defined by both the translational and attitudinal states of the deputy
relative to the chief, whose dynamics are respectively governed by both the Clohessy-Wiltshire
equations and Euler’s second law of motion. The proposed control strategy explicitly addresses
computational time constraints that are common to state-of-the-art space vehicles. Thus, a
time-constrained model predictive control strategy is implemented on a space-grade processor.
Although suboptimal with regards to energy consumption when compared to conventional
optimal RPO trajectories, it is empirically demonstrated via numerical simulations that the
deputy spacecraft still achieves a successful docking configuration while subject to computational

time constraints.

I. Introduction
Autonomy within the space domain is becoming increasingly necessary due to the growing number of satellites
in orbit and a lack of ground-based human operators to control them. Thus, the autonomous rendezvous, proximity
operations, and docking (ARPOD) problem has gained interest due to missions such as the NASA Demonstration of
Autonomous Rendezvous Technology (DART) [1]], the Engineering Test Satellite VII (ETS-VII) [2], and more recently
the SpaceX Cargo Dragon using autonomous capabilities to dock with the International Space Station [3]]. Furthermore,
the ARPOD problem is relevant in applications such as autonomous satellite inspection [4], on-orbit servicing [3]], and

refueling [6]] to extend satellite life and reduce costs.
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In general, the ARPOD problem requires a deputy spacecraft to autonomously maneuver to some desired state
relative to a chief spacecraft. On a high-level, the deputy must complete a recursive three-step process: (i) sense its
surrounding environment; (ii) update its internal state relative to that environment; and (iii) generate and perform some
control action based on its state to drive the system towards the docking configuration. It is this third step that we
investigate in this work, as there are significant challenges that must be addressed in the ARPOD problem in order to
design a reliable and practically-implementable control strategy. Namely, the dynamics of the satellites are nonlinear
when both the translational and attitude dynamics are considered together. And while there are a myriad of nonlinear
control protocols available, it must be stressed that this introduces a significant challenge, as these control inputs must
be computed locally, i.e. on-board a space-grade processor housed within the spacecraft bus. Since space-grade
processors must be radiation-hardened (which requires lengthy construction cycles) to handle the electronics-hostile
space environment [/]] and the design of space missions are often multi-year endeavors, there is a sizable processing
capabilities gap between state-of-the-art, commercial off-the-shelf CPUs and their space-grade counterparts [8, 9]].
This gap is expected to become more drastically illuminated in the coming decades due to two compounding factors:
(i) the number of deployed space assets (and by extension spacecraft-to-spacecraft interactions) is accelerating [[10]
and (ii) space-based are becoming multifunctional and increasingly complex, particularly in the congested low-Earth
orbit domain. Thus, we require a control strategy that can handle nonlinearities in the underlying dynamics whilst
simultaneously executing under computational constraints.

Autonomous control problems are often solved via state feedback methods. Model predictive control (MPC) has been
widely utilized [[11] and is a natural fit for the ARPOD problem due to its robustness and ability to handle nonlinearities.
In conventional MPC, an optimization problem is solved at each time step to completion, i.e., a new control input
is computed by solving an optimization problem until a stopping condition is reached. However, given the limited
computational capabilities that are available in space, we cannot reliably use conventional MPC because new inputs to
the system may be needed before the computations to find those inputs can be completed. Therefore, in this work, we
use a method that we refer to as time-constrained MPC. We consider a setting in which the underlying optimization
algorithm is only allowed enough time to complete a limited number of iterations when computing each input. This
constraint only allows the algorithm to make some progress toward the optimum, and, when the time constraint is
reached, a sub-optimal input is applied to the system by using the optimization algorithm’s most recent iterate. It is
known in the MPC literature that the optimization problem does not need to be solved to completion in order to ensure
stability of the solution [[12H15]]. These works suggest that time-constrained MPC is a viable solution to account for
nonlinear dynamics and limited onboard computational speed seen in the ARPOD problem, and this paper formalizes
and confirms this point.

The ARPOD problem has been studied in a variety of settings. Some works have considered only controlling

translational [16} [17] or attitudinal dynamics [18} [19]. Typically, ARPOD studies consider translational control inputs



that are uncoupled from the attitudinal dynamics, such as in [20]. While recent studies [21} [22] have considered
coupled translational-attitudinal systems, only two-dimensional motion between the deputy and chief was considered.
Other works have developed control strategies for the more complex three-dimensional 6DOF ARPOD problem
with coupled translational and attitude dynamics. These works include approaches from nonlinear control such as
back-stepping [23| 24]], sliding mode [25} 26], learning-based control [27]], and artificial potential functions [28]. This
paper differs from those earlier works in that we do not use a static control law with user-defined gains. Instead, we use
time-constrained MPC to solve for our next control input. Other works have considered optimization based control
strategies. [29] proposed a 6-DOF trajectory generation algorithm by sequential quadratic programming where the
chaser’s states are represented as polynomials in the optimal control problem to reduce computational speed. [30]
proposed a receding horizon implementation of sequential convex programming for the spacecraft 6-DOF ARPOD
problem by linearizing the dynamics. This paper differs by considering a nonlinear dynamic model without any
polynomial or linear approximation and we explicitly address computational time constraints.
MPC for autonomous rendezvous has been used considering only translational states, i.e., relative position and
velocity [31H34]. MPC has been implemented for the 6-DOF for autonomous planetary landing using piecewise affine
model approximation [35]]. These problems can be efficiently solved by convex optimization solvers and implemented
onboard due to the convexity of the problem when considering linear or affine dynamic constraints. However, in this
work we do not consider any approximation to the nonlinear dynamic model which causes the MPC problem to be
more difficult to solve and take more time. Speed ups to conventional MPC have been proposed by transforming the
MPC solution into a pre-computed lookup table [36] and custom predictive controller hardware [37]. The most closely
related work to the current article is [38]] where the authors simulate MPC for the 6 DOF ARPOD problem offline and
implement the solution in an open loop fashion. The authors note that conventional MPC was not implementable on their
satellites due to limited onboard processing capabilities. The current article addresses this point by explicitly addressing
computational time constraints in the time-constrained MPC formulation and simulating it on a satellite processing
unit. Furthermore, in our previous work [39] we implemented time-constrained MPC on a terrestrial-grade computer
for one initial condition. The current article extends our previous work by implementing time-constrained MPC on
a SpaceCloud iX10-101 processing unit for 200 initial conditions. To summarize, this paper makes the following
contributions:
* The six degree of freedom ARPOD problem was modeled whilst considering both translational and attitudinal
dynamics (Section [III).

* Time-constrained MPC for the 6-DOF ARPOD problem was implemented on a satellite processing unit
(Section

* A successful docking configuration was empirically validated via numerical siumlations (Section[V.B))

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section [l presents the mathematical preliminaries and background



information related to the ARPOD problem. Section [[Tl] gives the relative motion dynamics for the 6 DOF ARPOD
problem. Then, Section provides the time-constrained MPC strategy which we implement on a space-grade

processing unit in Section[V] Concluding remarks are given in Section V1]

I1. Preliminaries
The Euclidean n-dimensional space is denoted by R” and the set of natural numbers is denoted by N = {0, 1,2, ...}.
The vector v € R" is defined as v := (vy,...,v,)", where the superscript T denotes the transpose operation. Unless
otherwise specified, all vectors used in this paper are physical vectors, meaning that they exist irrespective of any
coordinate frame used. For instance, the vector v/ denotes that the vector is given by the coordinates defined by the
frame A, while vZ denotes that the vector is given by the coordinates defined by the frame 8. For v € R3, [v]* denotes

the skew-symmetric operator, i.e.,

The n X n identity matrix is denoted by 1,,, while 0,, denotes the zero column vector with dimension n X 1. Similarly,
the n X 1-dimensional column vector of ones is denoted by 1,,.

The Lie Group SO(3) is the set of all real invertible 3 X 3 matrices that are orthogonal with determinant 1, i.e.,
SOB3) := {R e R¥”3 | RTR =I5, det[R] = 1}.

In this work, elements of SO(3) will be referred to as rotation matrices. The coordinate transformation from frame 8 to
frame A is given by v/ = R?VB . Any rotation matrix R can be parameterized through the unit quaternion vector
g :=m,p")7T, where p = (p1, p2, p3)T € R3 is the vector part and 5 € R is the scalar part. The unit quaternion is
contained in the unit hypersphere, S3, defined with four coordinates s := (s1 52 53 54)T € R*as $% := {s e R* : 575 = 1}.

The inverse quaternion is ¢!

= (n —p™)" and the identity rotation is ¢’ = (1 0])".
We use qg to denote the quaternion corresponding to the rotation matrix Rg. The mapping from a quaternion

™T to its rotation matrix R is

g=mp
L =2n[pl* +2[p]*[p]*. (1)

We note that a quaternion ¢ = (n p")" and its negative —q represent the same physical rotatio

This work denotes wg 7 € R3 as the angular velocity of frame A relative to frame & but with vector components

*This work has opted to adopt the convention of [40]] where the passive rotation operator on a vector v is represented as ¢~ ® v ® g where v is a
“pure" quaternion with 0 scalar part. This choice affects the signs of Eq.(I) and the angular velocity kinematics.



represented in frame B. The time rate change of any rotation matrix Rg is given as

R = RS 1" @)

R} =[whz1*RY. 3)

Analogously, the kinematics of a quaternion qg =(n p")" are related to the angular velocity as

Fig.1 The chief (with rotating orbit-fixed frame O) and a deputy (with body-fixed frame D) are orbiting about
the Earth with inertial frame &. The dashed lines are the closed orbital trajectories of both spacecraft. The red
solid line depicts the rendezvous trajectory from the deputy to the chief as seen in the inertial frame.

The objective of this work is to design an autonomous controller such that a deputy spacecraft’s translational and
attitudinal states converge to a successful docking configuration with the chief, as shown in Figure[T] Three frames of
reference are used:

1) The Earth-Centered Inertial (ECI) frame originating from the Earth’s center is denoted & := {Xe, e, Ze }-

2) The Clohessy-Wiltshire (CW) frame is a non-inertial frame attached to the chief satellite, denoted O := {Xo, Vo, Zo }-
The origin lies at the center of mass of the chief, unless otherwise specified. The X,-axis aligns with the vector
pointing from the center of the Earth towards the center of mass of the chief satellite. The Z,-axis is in the
direction of the orbital angular momentum vector of the chief spacecraft. The §,-axis completes the right-handed
orthogonal frame.

3) The deputy-fixed frame is a non-inertial body-fixed frame attached to the deputy satellite and denoted D :=



{Xd, ¥da,Zq}. The origin is assumed to lie at the center of mass of the deputy, unless otherwise specified. We use
the convention that the Xq-axis is along the starboard direction, ¥4 is in the fore direction, and Zg completes the
right-handed frame in the topside direction.

Let (m.,JC) and (mg, J?) be the mass-inertia pairs of the chief and deputy respectively. We make the following

assumptions regarding their relative motion dynamics:

Assumption 1 Both the chief and the deputy spacecraft are assumed to be rigid bodies of constant mass
Assumption 2 The chief-fixed frame is assumed to always align with the orbit-fixed frame O.

Assumption 3 The chief spacecraft is in an uncontrolled, circular orbit.

Assumption 4 The distance between both satellites is much less than the distance between the Earth and the chief.

Assumption 5 The deputy spacecraft has bi-directional thrusters and external torque-generators installed along the

axes aligning with its body-fixed frame.

Assumption 6 The axes of the deputy-fixed frame are aligned with the principal axes of the deputy body.

A. Translational Dynamics in the Chief Frame

The position and velocity of the deputy relative to the chief with respect to the CW frame O are

6r9 1= (6x 6y 62)" and 679 := (6% 6y 62)7.

Assumptions [3f3] allow the use of the Clohessy-Wiltshire translational dynamics (see [41]) with deputy controls,
expressed as

o 0 0 0 1 0 o0|loex
5y 00 0 0 1 0|lsy

0z 0O 0 O 0 0 1]|dz 0353
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. 2 . 1 po
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where the “mean motion" constant is n = LI‘ inrad - s!, u = 398600.4418 km3s~2 is the Earth’s standard

[lrel

gravitational parameter, 7. is the radius of the chief’s circular orbit, and R% is the rotation matrix applied to F f to

represent the deputy’s thrust vector in the Chief frame.



B. Attitudinal Dynamics in the Chief Frame
Both frames O and D are rotating with respect to the inertial frame &. The angular velocity equations are

wgz) = (w1 wr w3)7, ‘”gz) = (dw) 6wy dw3)T, and ‘”go :=(00n)". The deputy external torque vector in the O

o

frame is 7¢ := (11 7, 73)" and from Assumption E] the deputy inertia matrix in the deputy-fixed frame is

i 0 0
P=lo 5 o

0 0 J3

The angular velocity of the D frame relative to the O frame is wg D= wg p — W o> With the time derivatives given

&
&0’
by

& _ & _ .8

Wop =Wgp ~Wgo- o)

From () and (3) we yield the relations

& X
‘”0@ =R [“’so] ‘”0@ + Ro“’o:o

&, 0 & .0
‘”ao—R [wgol” “’30 +R5 wgo =0

N———— ——
=0 =0
&1, D X, D & ,.D
‘“81) = Ry lwgpl " wep +Rp0g ps
~_—— —
=0
which, when combined with (3)), gives the relation w9 op = RpWgy — [wg O]Xw op- Let the deputy body have inertia

matrix J? as measured in the deputy-fixed frame with external control torque vector 72 being applied about the center

of mass. From Euler’s second law of motion we have
WPy = -KPwE 1" IPwE, + kP77, (6)
where K? := [J?]~!. Application of rotational transformation to (&) gives
03y = RY (~KP 1B TP 08y + KP72) — [0, 0,
which expands to

wgz) [‘”oz)] ‘”60+K0 ° KO([“’OZ)] ]DRD‘*’OD

)
+[a)OD] JDRDu)80+[a)80] JDRDwOD+[a)80] JDRDU)SO)



O _ pOpDpd
where K —RDK RO.

C. Docking Configuration
To achieve a successful docking configuration, the deputy must reach a set of predefined relative translational and
attitudinal states. Let § % be the quaternion representing the desired rotation from the deputy D frame to the CW O frame,

and let q% be the actual (i.e., plant-state) rotation quaternion. Analogously, let d)g 5 be the desired relative angular

velocity and wgﬂ be the actual relative angular velocity. Define 6q% = {(71)}_1 ® q% and 5‘”81) = ‘”gz) - ‘Dgz)
which respectively denote the error quaternion and error angular velocity. To achieve on-orbit attitudinal synchronization
between both spacecraft, the aim is to drive 6q% — ¢! and 60)3 p 0;. In the ARPOD problem, q”OD = ¢! and

a”)g D= 03, which results in the attitudinal error kinematics

1
619 = 5[5,9%]%3@ (8)

1
5p = =360 15 + 6916w . ©)

Relative translational states required for docking are 67° = 03 and 67° = 03. We combine the translational and

attitudinal states to form the state vector
x = ([6r°17, (67917, 609, [6pD17. [6w§,1T)T e R

The desired docking state is

xa = ([0317, 10517, 1, [05]", [05]7)" .

This vector x4 indicates that the frame O has the same origin, linear velocity, orientation, and angular velocity as
frame 9. Let the control vector of interest in frame D be u = ([F 5) 17, 2 MT e RS and the desired docking
inputs be ug = (0], 03T)T € R®. This desired input vector uy indicates the deputy is not applying thrusts or
torques about its axes when the docking configuration is achieved. Lastly, let us define the combined state and input

vector z := (u”, xT)" € R! and the desired docking configuration z, := (u), x))" € R,

IV. Control Strategy
The control strategy implemented to drive the deputy spacecraft to the docking configuration should (1) achieve the
docking configuration, i.e., z — z4, (2) provide robustness to perturbations, e.g., atmospheric drag, J2 perturbations,
and solar pressure, (3) account for system constraints, i.e. actuator limits and limited onboard processing capabilities,
and (4) consider optimality of performance. Many different control strategies have been proposed for the ARPOD

problem including both closed loop and open loop strategies. Open loop control strategies include optimal control



strategies which solve an optimization problem accounting for system constraints before the execution of the mission
and apply the resulting control law without feedback from the system as shown in Figure[2] These control strategies are
computationally inexpensive onboard since they are solved offline, but may fail to account for perturbations. Thus, the

deputy may not achieve the docking configuration subject to perturbations which we make specific in Section

Optimal Control

Problem
N-1
muin Z 2(u(i), x(1)) u Dynamic System
Xo =0 £=fEOu@®)  f—> x

st x(i + 1) = fa(u(@), (1))

u<su(@)<u

u= {u0),u),.., u(N -1}

Fig. 2 Open loop optimal control strategies compute the control sequence « offline prior to the mission by
solving an Optimal Control Problem which takes into account the initial state x, system dynamics f;, and other
constraints such as input limits &, u. The control sequence is applied to the Dynamic System where u(¢) = u(i) for
all £ € [iA,iA+ Al,foralli =0,...,N —1,and A > 0 is the sampling time which results in the state sequence x.
Open loop control strategies may not be able to account for perturbations, such as atmospheric drag in the
ARPOD problem, since the Optimal Control Problem is solved once before the mission and assumes perfect state
information.

Closed loop strategies provide robustness to perturbations by interconnecting the control law within a feedback
control loop. These strategies include static nonlinear control laws with user-defined gains as depicted in Figure [3]
Typically, static control laws do not take into account any performance index for optimality or other constraints such as
actuator limits and rely on a reference trajectory which is either generated offline or computed onboard. Thus, a priori
designed control laws may not be suitable for ARPOD missions when a reference trajectory is unavailable and actuator
limits must be considered.

Reference
Trajectory Static Control Law Dynamic System

GO 5> {u=rco.r) = #=7c0u®) fgepx®

x(t)

Fig. 3 Closed loop feedback control laws utilize state feedback from the Dynamic System to drive the state of
the system to a desired state, for example the docking configuration in the ARPOD Problem. In this figure, the
state x(7) is fed back to the Static Control Law u along with the Reference Trajectory r(7) to compute the next
control input. Typically, the static control law is designed to ensure stability of the system and does not consider a
performance index for optimality or actuator limits.

Therefore, MPC has been proposed for the ARPOD problem to account for nonlinear dynamics, provide robustness to
perturbations, impose actuator constraints, and consider optimality. However, Conventional MPC can be computationally
expensive and unable to be implemented onboard due to computational time constraints. In the next section we

introduce Conventional MPC and show how the Time-Constrained MPC strategy we implement differs to account for



computational time constraints.

A. Conventional Model Predictive Control

Consider the discrete-time dynamics x(k+1) = fy(x(k), u(k)), where x(k) € R", u(k) € R™,and f; : R"XR"™ — R".
The goal of conventional MPC is to solve an optimal control problem at each timestep k over a finite prediction horizon
of length N € N, using the current state as the initial state xo. This process generates the control sequence u*(k) =
{u*(k),u*(k +1),...,u*(N — 1)} and the state sequence x*(k) = {x*(k),x*(k + 1), ...,x*(N)}. Then, the first input in
this sequence, u*(k), is applied to the system where u(f) = u*(k) for all r € [kA, kA + A] and A > 0 is the sampling time.
This process is repeated until the end of the time horizon is reached. Formally, the conventional MPC strategy that is

solved at each time k is given next.

Dynamic System

— &= fGOUD)

MPC Controller

w7 o N | %o

min L(u(i), x(i))
2,

u(k)

st x(i+1) = fa(u(@),x(i))
x(k) = x,
\_ usu@<=u J

w (k) = {wk),uk+1), .., u"(N—1)}

Fig.4 At each time step & the state of the Dynamic System x is provided to the MPC Controller. Then, the
MPC controller computes the optimal control sequence u*(k). Then, the first element of the sequence is applied
to the Dynamic System where u(¢) = u*(k) for all ¢ € [kA, kA + A] and A > 0 is the sampling time. This process is
repeated until the prediction horizon N is met. Conventional MPC can account for nonlinear dynamics, input
limits, and perturbations since the optimal control problem is solved at each time step k. However, it can be
computationally expensive and not able to be solved at a fast enough timescale to be implemented online. Thus,
computational time constraints should be addressed in the proposed control strategy for the ARPOD problem.

In Figure ] £ : R" x R™ — R is the cost functional, u,# € R™ are lower and upper input limits, respectively,
and u(k) = {u(k),...,u(N — 1)}. Conventional MPC is able to (1) achieve the docking configuration, i.e., z(k) — z4
(which we show in Section [V.B), (2) provide robustness to perturbations (3) account for actuator limits, and (4) consider
optimality of performance. However, it may fail account for computational time constraints due to computations
performed onboard the deputy processor. Specifically, u*(k) is typically computed using an iterative algorithm which
computes a number of iterations until it reaches a stopping condition. Each iterate takes time to compute and it
is typically not known beforehand how many iterations will need to be computed to reach the stopping condition.

Moreover, computing #*(k) can be computationally burdensome to solve due to nonconvex constraints and suffer from

10



the curse of dimensionality. Therefore, we propose to implement Time-Constrained MPC which explicitly accounts for
computational time constraints by limiting the the number of iterations the underlying optimization algorithm is allowed

to complete at each time step k which we present next.

B. Time-Constrained MPC for ARPOD

In conventional MPC, the optimization problem is iteratively solved to completion at each time k by reaching a
stopping condition based on the optimality of the solution. We use ji € N to denote the number of iterations that an
optimization algorithm must complete to reach a stopping condition in the computation of u*(k). In computationally
constrained settings, it cannot be guaranteed that there is time to execute all ji desired iterations because a system input
may be needed before those computations are completed. Therefore, we employ the following time-constrained MPC

problem that has an explicit constraint on j.

Problem 1 (Time-Constrained MPC for ARPOD)

N-1
minimize C(x(D), u(i)
nimize 3 £(x(0), ()

subject to x(k) = x(0)
x(@ + 1) = gq(x(0), u(@)),
u < ui) < i,
Jk S Jmaxs

where ji is the number of iterations computed at time k, jmax is the maximum allowable iterations for all k,

and g : R"> x R® — R'3 are the discretized versions of @), (1), (8), and ©).

The constraint j; < j,;4, models scenarios with limited onboard computational speed in which there is only enough
time to complete at most jnax iterations. A solution to Problem |l|at time k£ may result in sub-optimal input and state

sequences, i.e.,

(k) ={ik),i(k +1),...,4(N - 1)}

X(k) = {x(k), X(k + 1), ..., %)},
respectively. Then, we apply the first input of the resulting input sequence, namely #(k), and repeat this process until
the end of the time horizon is reached. This setup is different from conventional MPC in that we apply a potentially

sub-optimal input due to the iteration constraint jx < juqx in Problem [T} Figure[5]shows the block diagram for our

proposed time-constrained MPC strategy.

11



Dynamic System

= = fGOu®)

TC-MPC Controller

(k) / N-1 \ *o
min Zk 2(u(i), x(0))
st x(i +1) = ga(u(i), x()) [«
x(k) = x,
usu(i)<u

\ Ji = Jmax /

Fig.5 At each time step & the state of the Dynamic System x is provided to the TC-MPC Controller. Then, the
TC-MPC controller computes a number of algorithmic iterations j; to compute the possibly sub-optimal control
sequence 7 (k). Then, the first element of the sequence is applied to the Dynamic System where u(¢) = i@ (k) for
all# € [kA, kA + A] and A > 0 is the sampling time.. This process is repeated until the prediction horizon or a
stopping condition is met.

C. Open Loop Optimal Control vs. MPC
To demonstrate the robustness of MPC to perturbations as compared to an open loop optimal control strategy we

simulate both strategies subject to perturbations. First, for the open loop solution, we solved the following problem

N-1
minimize > (x(i) — xa) T Q(x(0) — xg) + u(i) " Ru(i)
" i=0

subject to x(0) = xo, (10)

x(@+ 1) = ga(x(@), u(@)),

u<u(@)<i,

where N, Q € RP**!3 and R € R®*® are defined in Table |1} u = (-1072 x 1], —107* x 17)7, il = —u, xo =
[1.5,-1.77,3,1073,3.4 x 1073,0,0.772,0.463,0.309, 0.309, —=2.15 x 1074,1073, 4.6 x 1073], and g4 is generated
by the 4th order Runge-Kutta method. The solution to (T0) yields an optimal control sequence we denote by upy, =
{uor(0),...,uor(N — 1)} where upr (i) € R® for all i € [0, N — 1]. To simulate the open loop control strategy subject
to perturbations, at each time i, we add a perturbation w(i) ~ U;3(0, 10~%) to the dynamics. Specifically, at each time i,
we apply uor (i) and w(i) to the dynamic system which results in x(i + 1) = gg(x(@), uor(@)) + w(@). Figure@shows the
state error that results from applying u oy, with and without perturbations. The open loop control sequence u ¢y, is able
to drive the deputy to the docking configuration when no perturbations are added. When perturbations are included u o,
does not drive x — x4 because the control law does not incorporate state feedback from the system and is unable to
adapt.

Next, we simulated conventional MPC as shown in Figure[d]subject to perturbations to demonstrate its robustness. At

12



each time k, the optimal control sequence is solved for which we denote as u yspc (k) = {upsrpc(k), ..., uprpc(N — 1)}
Then we apply upspc(k) and w(k) to the dynamic system which results in x(k + 1) = gg(x(k), uor(k)) + w(k). The
perturbed state is then fed back to the MPC controller by setting xog = g4(x(k), uor(k)) + w(k), the MPC controller
computes u s pc(k + 1), and this process is repeated. Figure[6]shows the resulting state error from implementing MPC
subject to the same perturbations as the open loop simulation. The MPC strategy drives the deputy’s state to the docking
state, i.e., x — Xy, subject to perturbations by utilizing state feedback and recomputing its control sequence u s pc (k) at
each k over the course of the ARPOD mission. This enables MPC to mitigate the effect of perturbations which open
loop optimal control strategies are not able to mitigate. The magnitudes of the deputy thrust and torque profiles are

shown in Figure

X = xall2

—— Open Loop w/o Noise
—— Open Loop w/ Noise

-3 \
10 —— MPC w/ Noise
(I) 2!‘)0 4!‘)0 6!‘)0 8!‘)0 lDIOO
Time (s)

Fig. 6 This plot displays the deputy’s state error that results from applying an open loop optimal control
sequence u oy, and closed loop MPC strategy u ), pc where the dynamics are subject to perturbations. The open
loop optimal control sequence u oy is unable to drive the deputy state to the docking state since it is computed a
priori without knowledge of perturbations. The MPC sequence u ,, pc is able to drive the deputy state to the
docking state subject to perturbations because it utilizes state feedback to update u ,; pc during the mission.
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Fig.7 These plots display the magnitudes of the deputy thrust and torques over the ARPOD mission for the
initial condition specified in this section computed using Open Loop Optimal Control and MPC subject to
perturbations. The MPC control inputs differ from the Open Loop Optimal control inputs because the MPC
controller computes new control sequences over the course of the mission using feedback from the dynamic
system to account for perturbations.

V. Hardware-in-the-Loop Processing

A. Hardware

Benchmarking was performed at the Spacecraft Performance Analytics and Computing Environment Research
(SPACER) laboratory housed within the Space Vehicles directorate at Kirtland Air Force Base. The simulations
described below in Section were implemented onboard the Unibap iX10-101, a radiation—tolerantﬂ board which
houses an AMD v1605b processor. With regard to modeling and simulation setup, C++ code modified for Unibap
OS (Linux-based) was run on the CPU and the GPU was not utilized in the present study. It should be noted that all
data incoming through the payload subsystem (Figure [8b) was emulated onboard at each state acquisition step at each
timestep k. Similarly, commanded actuation to the AD&C subsystem (Figure[8b) was emulated through the handoff of

the computed control up;pc (k).

B. Time-Constrained Optimization Results
In this section we empirically validate the use of time-constrained MPC in Figure 5] for the dynamics which model
the 6 DOF ARPOD problem in @), (7), 8), and (9) by running Monte Carlo experiments on space grade hardware

described in Section[V.A] The problem we solve in this section is given next.

It is the authors’ understanding that the amount of radiation tolerance for this board is applicable in most LEO-MEQ orbits but not GEO orbits.
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Fig. 8 The above are taken from the Unibap iX10-101 datasheet [42].

Problem 2 (Time-Constrained MPC for ARPOD Experiments)

N-1
mini(rkr}ize Z (x() = x2) " Q@) — xq) + u@) " Ru(i)
u i=k

subject to x(k) = xo

x(i+1) = ga(x(@), u(®)

u<u@ <u,

jk < jmax,

where ii € R®, O € R1**13 and R € R are defined in Table u = —it, and g4 : R x R® — R13 are the discretized

versions of @), (@), @), and Q) generated by the forward Euler method.

We solve Problem@numerically for 200 unique initial conditions for j.x € {1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10,50, 100, Optimal},
where jmax = Optimal excludes the maximum allowable iteration constraint in Problem 2] We generate the initial
conditions such that the initial state xnii € X X —% where & = [1.5 x 1] km, 0.001 x 1] km/s, 1;,0.002 x 15 rad/s]T. We
consider the parameters in Table[T| where n is the chief mean motion, m is the deputy mass, J4 is the deputy moment
of inertia matrix, # is the sampling time, N is the prediction horizon, and Q and R are cost matrices.

0 .D
T

These choices of Q and R penalize the error in the attitudinal states, i.e., 6q%, Sw , more than the translational
states, i.e. 679,679, F f . We designed Q and R in this way to address the coupling of the attitudinal and translational
dynamics, however other choices of Q and R can be selected by the user to prioritize other objectives. We formulated
Problemin C++ using the CasADi symbolic framework [43] and solved it using IPOPT [EZI]H In the minimization of
Problem [2]and at each k, we designed two stopping conditions which terminate the minimization if met: (1) optimality

error of the problem is less than IO‘ﬂ or (2) the algorithm had completed the maximum allowable number of iterations,

*Our code can be found at https://github.com/gbehrendt/Satellite.
§See [44] Equation 6] for the definition of “optimality error”
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i.e. jx = jmax, Which is how we enforce the computational time constraint. In simulation, we say the deputy has achieved
a successful docking configuration when ||z(k) — z4]lo< 1073, i.e., each element of z(k) is within an error ball of
size 1073 of the desired value. Table shows the number of trials that achieved a successful docking configuration
for each value of jpax. As jmax increased more trials achieve the docking configuration for jp.x = 1,2,3,4,5 and
for jmax = 6 all 200 trials converge due to the optimizer completing more iterations.

Figure [9a shows the average error, i.e., ||z(k) — z4/|2, across all 200 trials of the deputy spacecraft for all simulated
values of jmax. Figures[9bland [0c|show the state ||x(k) — x4/||> and control error |u(k)||2, respectively. In Figure 0d] we

take the sum of the average error in Figure[9ato obtain the total average error.

Table 1 Problem Parameters

Parameter Name Parameter Value Units
Mean motion n -0.0011 rad/s
Deputy Mass mgq 12 kg

Deputy Moment of Inertia Ja diag{[0.2734,0.2734,0.3125]} kg-m?
Sampling Time ts 10 S
Prediction Horizon N 100 -
State Cost Matrix 0 diag{[10° x 1,10? x 13,10% x 1;, 107 x 1] ]} -
Input Cost Matrix R diag{[10° x 15,10'" x 1] ]} -
Input Limits i (1072 x 13, 1074 x 15)7 N, rad/s?

16



Table 2 Number of trials that achieved a successful docking configuration

Jmax 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 50 100 Optimal
Success | O 112 151 174 194 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200

Failed 200 88 49 26 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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o
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Fig. 9 These plots display the Average Error, Average State Error, Average Control Error, and Total Average
Error. As the number of maximum allowable iterations j,x increases the TC MPC strategy incurs less error as
it drives the state and control inputs of the deputy satellite to the docking configuration in Figure@

Moreover, the average translational H(éro, (5r'0)||2 and attitudinal ”(6(1% -4, (5(4)%)”2 errors are shown in Fig-
uresand respectively. Furthermore, the average thrust || F dD |I2 and torque || 72|, inputs are shown in Figures
and[ITd] We observe that as jmax increases in Figures O} [T1]that the deputy spacecraft achieves the docking configuration
in a shorter time while incurring less error due to the fact more iterations of the optimization algorithm are allowed to
occur. A similar behavior can be seen in Figure [[2a] which shows the average cost across all 200 trials for all simulated
values of jmax. This is due to the fact that the magnitude of the cost is directly related to the error, i.e., ||z(k) — z4]2-

Figure [T2b] shows the sum of the average cost from Figure [T2a] which demonstrates the difference in cost between
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Fig. 10 These plots display the translational error positional error [10b}, linear velocity error [10¢, and
deputy thrust profile[I0d} As the number of maximum allowable iterations .y increases the TC MPC strategy
drives the translational states to the docking configuration in less time.
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Fig. 11 These plots display the attitudinal error quaternion error angular velocity error and
deputy torque profile [1d} As the number of maximum allowable iterations j,x increases the TC MPC strategy
drives the attitudinal states to the docking configuration in less time.
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Fig. 12 These plots display the average cost over time and total average cost We observe that as the
number of maximum allowable iterations j..x increases the deputy incurs less cost when solving ProblemLZlr

Figures[I3} [T5] show the deputy’s trajectories in 3D space using our time-constrained MPC algorithm for all 200
trials and all simulated values of jn.x. These trajectories are colored based on the trial’s current attitudinal error,
ie., H (651% -4, 6w%) ”2 As the deputy approaches the attitudinal docking configuration, i.e., ” (651% -4, 6w%) H2 —
0, the deputy’s trajectories turns from red/yellow to green. However, in Figures [[3}|T54 there are many trials that do not
reach the docking configuration. This is due to the fact that, often times, the maximum allowable iteration constraint is
met in the solving of Problem [2]at each k for these values of jmax Which causes the deputy to apply sub-optimal control
inputs. In Figure[T3a] zero trials achieve the docking configuration and the trajectories do not converge to the chief orbit
because the optimization algorithm is only allowed 1 iteration at each k. In Figures[I3b}I5a] more trials achieve the
docking configuration as jn,x increases, but still not all 200 trials converge. For all j.x > 6, all 200 trials achieve the

docking configuration which can be seen in Figures [T5b}{T9]

20



450 / Attitugirznal Error

Attitudinal Error
22

Ao®
15
C,Q
~N
N
’é 1
S
A 0.5

(@) jmax = 1 (b) jmax =2
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Fig. 14 Plot of the 3D deputy trajectories colored according to their attitudinal error for 200 initial conditions
and jnax = 3,4.
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Fig. 15 Plot of the 3D deputy trajectories colored according to their attitudinal error for 200 initial conditions
and jpax =5,6.
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Fig. 16 Plot of the 3D deputy trajectories colored according to their attitudinal error for 200 initial conditions
and jyax =7, 8.
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Fig. 17 Plot of the 3D deputy trajectories colored according to their attitudinal error for 200 initial conditions
and jyx =9, 10.
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Fig. 18 Plot of the 3D deputy trajectories colored according to their attitudinal error for 200 initial conditions
and jmax = 50, 100.
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Fig. 19 Plot of the 3D deputy trajectories colored according to their attitudinal error for 200 initial conditions
and j.x = Optimal.

Lastly, Figure 20 shows the timing statistics of the time-constrained MPC algorithm for all simulated values of jimax.
Figures [20a] and [20b] show the average and maximum time the optimization algorithm spent solving for the control
sequence u(k) for all k, respectively. The average loop time is the average time over all 200 trials the optimization
algorithm spent solving Problem ]| for each k and the maximum loop time is the maximum time the optimization
algorithm spent solving[2]at each k. The optimizer spends more time at the beginning of the problem solving for its
control sequence u(k) because the decision vector is initialized as uo = Ogxn -1 and thereafter the previous iterates are
used as the initial point for the optimization at the next time step also known as warm starting. AsS jmax increases the
average and maximum loop time increases because the optimization algorithm is allowed to complete more iterations.
Figure[20c|shows the average time the optimization algorithm takes to generate its control sequence for all values of jmax.

Figurelf(_ﬁlshows the number of loops that fall into each timing bin where the bin width is 0.1 seconds. For jp.x < 10
the optimization algorithm takes less than 2.5 seconds to solve Problem 2] for all 200 trials and for all k. Moreover,
for jmax = 50, 100 the solving of Problem 2] takes less than 7.5 seconds. Lastly, for jmax = Optimal there are 3 instances
where the solving of Problem [2]takes more than 10 seconds which is longer than the sampling time #; = 10 seconds.
Therefore, it may not be possible to implement conventional MPC onboard spacecraft to produce an optimal control
sequence u*(k) for all k. However, we have shown that the deputy can achieve the docking configuration subject to

computational time constraints by implementing time-constrained MPC for multiple values of jax.
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Fig. 20 These plots display the average time per loop maximum loop time average CPU time per
loop 20¢}, and the number of loops that fall into each timing bin20d} As the maximum number of allowable
iterations /i,y increases the time required to solve Problem 2] increases because the optimization algorithm is
allowed to complete more iterations.

VI. Conclusion
We proposed a time-constrained MPC strategy for the 6 DOF ARPOD problem that accounts for nonlinear
dynamics, robustness to perturbations, and computational time constraints. We implemented time-constrained MPC on
a SpaceCloud iX10-101 processing unit and showed that the deputy satellite can achieve the docking configuration
while explicitly addressing computational time constraints. We showed that utilizing time-constrained MPC allows us
to greatly reduce the computation time for control inputs compared to conventional MPC. Future research directions
include considering additional constraints such as collision avoidance and line of sight constraints, and further exploring

stability guarantees for time-constrained MPC.
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