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Learning Hamiltonian Dynamics with Bayesian Data Assimilation
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Abstract

In this paper, we develop a neural network-based
approach for time-series prediction in unknown
Hamiltonian dynamical systems. Our approach
leverages a surrogate model and learns the sys-
tem dynamics using generalized coordinates (po-
sitions) and their conjugate momenta while pre-
serving a constant Hamiltonian. To further en-
hance long-term prediction accuracy, we intro-
duce an Autoregressive Hamiltonian Neural Net-
work, which incorporates autoregressive predic-
tion errors into the training objective. Addition-
ally, we employ Bayesian data assimilation to re-
fine predictions in real-time using online measure-
ment data. Numerical experiments on a spring-
mass system and highly elliptic orbits under grav-
itational perturbations demonstrate the effective-
ness of the proposed method, highlighting its po-
tential for accurate and robust long-term predic-
tions.

1. Introduction

A classical approach to system modeling is based on the first
principles, see, e.g., industrial robotic arms (Zada & Belda,
2016), underwater vehicles (Leonard, 1998), unmanned
aerial vehicle (Mohamed et al., 2022), and spacecraft (Gurfil
et al., 2016) for specific examples.

A classical problem in space flight mechanics which goes
back to Kepler and Newton is that of orbit determination
which involves position and velocity determination and pre-
diction of various objects such as planets, asteroids, space-
craft, and space debris. The effectiveness of orbit determina-
tion depends on accuracy of dynamical models, estimators,
and processing algorithms (Selvan et al., 2023). Among
these, the choice of dynamical model can influence sig-
nificantly the prediction accuracy in orbit determination
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Figure 1. Learning unknown dynamics from spacecraft position
and velocity data. The model performance is compared for a
highly elliptical orbit, which poses significant challenges when the
spacecraft is near the primary body due to rapid velocity changes,
with speed variations up to an order of magnitude.

problems (Pastor et al., 2021). Implementing missions for
identifying parameters in such models requires considerable
resources and specially designed experiments. In particu-
lar, the NASA Gravity Recovery and Climate Experiment
(GRACE) mission (Watkins et al., 2015) involved measure-
ments of the relative motion of two spacecraft to accurately
map Earth’s gravitational field, illustrated as a colored con-
tour map in Figure 1.

Recent advances in Machine Learning (ML) have enabled
more accurate and efficient solutions to orbit determina-
tion problems, particularly in predicting object trajecto-
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ries (Caldas & Soares, 2024; Kazemi et al., 2024). Early
approaches employed conventional multilayer perceptron
(MLP) models for circular orbit determination (Peng & Bai,
2018; Salleh et al., 2022). However, these models exhibited
overfitting issues (Peng & Bai, 2019) and struggled with
long-term predictions, primarily due to their inability to
account for the temporal relationships between consecutive
states (Greydanus et al., 2019). While Long Short Term
Memory (LSTM)-based predictors were later introduced to
process sequential data for orbit determination (Zhou et al.,
2023), their real-time application was limited by the need
to accumulate a predetermined window of sequential data
before initial state prediction.

The evolution of ML approaches led to methods that bet-
ter accommodate temporal continuity, such as neural ordi-
nary differential equations (NODE) (Chen et al., 2018) and
Physics Informed Neural Networks (PINN) (Raissi et al.,
2019). PINN implementations have shown promising re-
sults across various orbit families by leveraging astrodynam-
ics domain knowledge (Scorsoglio et al., 2023; Loshelder
et al., 2025). However, these approaches differ from our
focus in this paper on developing methods that can be ap-
plied effectively without specific domain expertise. NODE
improved OD performance by integrating state derivatives
over time to connect sequential states (Subramanian et al.,
2023). Nevertheless, long-term predictions often deviated
from actual trajectories because the trained models failed to
capture exact conservation laws - a limitation that Hamilto-
nian Neural Networks (HNN) meliorate (Greydanus et al.,
2019). While a HNN preserves the Hamiltonian structure of
the model, its neural network-based predictions inevitably
accumulate errors over time when applied autoregressively,
causing predictions to drift away from true trajectories.

In particular, even with the true initial state, the accumulated
prediction errors over time cause the predicted trajectory
to diverge from the true trajectory. Furthermore, the true
state at the current time instant may be uncertain and the
predicted trajectory starting from an inaccurate initial state
can easily diverge from the true state trajectory. Thus, when
the observation telemetry data are available, it is beneficial
to assimilate these data so that to improve prediction accu-
racy. We integrate HNN with the Unscented Kalman Filter
(UKF) (Julier & Uhlmann, 1997; Wan & Van Der Merwe,
2000), which is used for state estimation of a nonlinear
system incorporating the observation data.

Our major contributions in addressing the above challenges
are as follows:

* (Algorithm) We propose a loss function for HNN train-
ing which enables to effectively learn unknown dynam-
ics, including model structure and coefficients, based
on position and velocity data.

* (Algorithm) We propose an approach to further im-
prove HNN prediction accuracy by exploiting an au-
toregressive form of the loss function for training.

* (Algorithm) We integrate HNN with the Unscented
Kalman Filter, which assimilates real-time measure-
ments to improve prediction accuracy and enhances
prediction stability; notably such an approach can also
provide uncertainty highly desirable in orbit determi-
nation problems.

¢ (Validation) We demonstrate the effectiveness of HNN-
based UKF in spacecraft orbit determination problems
on highly elliptic orbits. For illustrative purposes, we
also report the results from a simpler mass-spring ex-
ample.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2
surveys related work and highlights our contributions. Sec-
tion 3 describes the problem formulations and our proposed
method. Section 4 describes dynamic models of a simple
mass-spring system and of the Two-Body Problem (2BP)
in space flight mechanics with additional gravitational per-
turbations. Section 5 presents the experimental results on
a mass-spring system (1D motion) and spacecraft OD on
highly elliptic orbits in 2BP with gravitational perturbations
(3D motion). Section 6 presents conclusions and future
research directions.

2. Related Work

Several Machine Learning approaches have been proposed
for learning differential equations from data. These include
Gaussian processes (GP) to learn the coefficients of partial
differential equations (Raissi & Karniadakis, 2018; Raissi
et al., 2018) and state estimation application using linear
system model (Kiiper & Waldherr, 2022). Following these
developments, neural networks (NN) emerged as powerful
tools for learning equations of motion from data.

Early NN-based models, including Residual networks and
recurrent neural networks, focused on predicting discrete
state sequences through Euler integration of continuous dy-
namics (Lu et al., 2018; Ruthotto & Haber, 2020). Neural
ordinary differential equations (NODE) advanced this ap-
proach by learning vector fields (Chen et al., 2018) and
employing numerical ODE solvers, such as the Runge-
Kutta method, for continuous state transformation. Build-
ing on these developments, Hamiltonian Neural Networks
(HNN) (Greydanus et al., 2019) were proposed which main-
tained the structure of the Hamiltonian equations of for the
model; they were also integrated (Galioto & Gorodetsky,
2020). However, these networks were primarily trained
using the difference between predicted and true state deriva-
tives.
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Despite the emerging interest in HNN for various applica-
tions, HNN remains unexplored in the following scenario
that incorporates 1) training NN models without accurate
knowledge of true state derivative, 2) uncertainty quantifi-
cation of state prediction, and 3) application to spacecraft
orbit determination for highly elliptic Molniya orbits.

3. Method

Our first goal is to predict a sequence of future states of
Hamiltonian systems over time, given their current state.
With observations, the next goal is to estimate a sequence of
future states and corresponding uncertainties, given the best
initial guess. The Neural Network (NN)-based model Fy(-)
learns an “unknown” discrete-time dynamics model using a
data set D, which consists of positions and momenta.

3.1. Hamiltonian Neural Network

The standard Hamiltonian Neural Network (HNN) (Grey-
danus et al., 2019) predicts the future state of a mechanical
system trajectories of which satisfy the Hamilton’s equa-
tions (Hamilton, 1833),

dg OH

dp oM
dt  9q’

dt — ap’ M
where ¢ € R™ and p € R” denote the generalized coordi-
nates and conjugate momenta, respectively, and # is the
Hamiltonian of the mechanical system. The neural net-
work (NN) is used to represent a parameterized Hamiltonian
function Hp : R*” — R, where # are NN parameters de-
termined by minimizing the following Lo loss function:

2 2
d d :
Lunn (g, p; 0) = Hagff -3+ Ha;'é" + || - This stan-

dard HNN approximately preserves the symplectic structure
of the system and improves prediction stability by propagat-
ing states consistently with the expectations from Hamilto-
nian mechanics (energy conservation, volume preservation,
recurrence, etc.). While this approach has shown to be
effective (Greydanus et al., 2019) when state derivatives
(¢,p) are available in the data-driven setting, accurately
measuring these derivatives is often challenging in practical
applications. In particular, p depends on the acceleration
measurements, which can be noisy.

In order to address this issue, we propose the following mod-
ification. Suppose a training dataset D = {(xy, ka)}QZ’l,
where x3, = (g, pr) € R?", consisting of states along
trajectories, is available. If x; and x4 are two states in se-
quence along the same trajectory, we can use the following
loss function to assess model accuracy over one step

Linw (@hs Trg130) = d(Fy(wr), Tpg1), 2

where d : R?" x R?" — R>( denotes an arbitrary metric

function and

trt1 0, I
Fg(l’k) = Tk +/ JVHG dt, J= |: f n:| .
th —in On
3)

-
Here, VHy = {67{9 8”"] denotes the gradient of Hamil-

dq ' Op

tonian, and J represents the canonical symplectic matrix,
which consists of null 0,, and identity I,, matrices. Then,
we compute and optimize the mean of the loss function val-
ues in (2) over data points. The product JVHy compactly
represents Hamilton’s equations in vector form, represent-
ing the flow of both generalized coordinates and momenta.
Equation (3) represents the integration of the ODEs, which
is performed by a dedicated ODE solver.

We use explicit ODE solvers for the integration to facil-
itate automatic differentiation for backpropagation. The
schematics of the approach are shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Nllustration of the Hamiltonian Neural Network in (3).

Our numerical experiments indicate that the HNN per-
forms well on low-dimensional problems, but not on high-
dimensional problems, e.g., n > 3. For spacecraft orbit
determination and prediction, in particular, we have to deal
with six dimensional state space. Furthermore, existing
HNN approaches may lack accuracy for highly elliptic or-
bits with large variations in altitude and velocity. To improve
long-term prediction accuracy, we introduce the Autoregres-
sive HNN (AHNN) loss function which aims to enhance
autoregressive prediction capabilities:

w
1 .
Lannn(Tr, (Tr4i) i g3 0) = W E A(Zryi, Thti) @)
i=1

K3
where Iy, = Fypo Fypo---oFp(xy) denotes the recur-
sively predicted states based on the previous prediction and
(w144)1Y, is the sequence of true state values corresponding
to the window size W, which is the number of autoregres-
sive steps included in the loss computation. While the in-
crease in W enhances the robustness of AHNN with respect
to accumulated prediction errors, it introduces computa-
tional overhead during backpropagation and complicates



Learning Hamiltonian Dynamics with Bayesian Data Assimilation

Figure 3. Illustration of the unscented transform for estimated mean and covariance propagation (blue) and true mean and covariance

(black).

training. In this paper, we use Huber loss (Huber, 1992)
because of its robustness to extreme data in the training set
and its everywhere differentiability properties.

3.2. State Estimator
3.2.1. CONVENTIONAL KALMAN FILTER

The Kalman filter (KF) (Kalman, 1960) estimates the state
of a discrete-time nonlinear system from observation data,
ie.,

Tpy1 = Fy(xg) + wy, (5)
yr = H(x) + (6)

where 25, € R?", y; € R™ denote the unobserved system
state and the observation data, respectively, and Iy : R?" —
R?" H : R?™ — R" are the system dynamics model and
observation model (such as distance/angle measurements by
ground stations or distance to GPS satellites), respectively.
In this work, we assume H (-) is known. The process noise
wi ~ N(0,X,,) comes from the uncertainty in the system
model, and the observation noise 7, ~ AN (0,%,) comes
from the uncertainty in the sensor model.

We assume the prior state estimate and measurement are
Gaussian random variables (GRVs), i.e., z ~ N (2, Py)
and y, ~ N(H(xi), PYY), where &), Py, and P/Y are
the mean state vector, the state error covariance, and the
measurement covariance at a time instant ¢, respectively.

The Kalman filter consists of two steps: the prediction and
correction. The prediction step, first, integrates an estimated
state 2, and covariance Py from ¢ to tg41.

‘%1;4-1 = E[Fy(zx)| Vil )
Pk,_+1 = Cov[i‘k-‘rla £k+1|yk‘]7
where N (zy; Tk, Py) is the Gaussian probability distribu-
tion function of xj, given &y and Py, dxgy1 = F(xk) —

&, is the state residual, and Vi = {yo,y1,%2,-- -, Ur}
is a set of measurement until the time instant ¢54;. Note

that the superscript, —, indicates the predicted value before
measurement data assimilation. Using the measurements,
the measurement update step then corrects the state estimate
as

Tpp1 =25 + P]fi1(P1?-|y-1)715yk+1; 3
Ppi1 = P1;+1 - Plﬁl(Plﬁl)_l(Plﬁl)Ta

where dyx11 = Yk4+1 — g,;H is the measurement residual,

Upy1 = E[H (2p41)| V], )]
Py = Cov[zryt, yrt1| Vi),

P = Cov[yri1, yrt1|Ve]-

3.2.2. UNSCENTED KALMAN FILTER

The Unscented Kalman Filter (UKF) is grounded in the
unscented transformation (UT), which is an approach to
quantify the statistics of an output of a nonlinear function
of a random variable (Julier & Uhlmann, 1997; Wan & Van
Der Merwe, 2000). Considering the current state estimate,
I, we generate a sigma point set X, which consists of
2L + 1 sigma points associated with the random variable
dimension L = 2n, i.e.,

XISO) = &, (10)
. (

X,g):mm( (L+A)Pk) ’
_ @)

XD =i~ (VIEF VB i=1,. L
WO = X\/(L+N),
W =ML+ ) + (1 —a? + B),
W = w8 = X/2(L+ \),

where X,Ei) is i-th sigma points in X at time instant ¢,

(4)
A=a(L+ k) — L, and (\/ (L+ )\)P) denotes the i-th
row of the matrix square root. The sigma points genera-
tion and weighting process is controlled by adjusting tuning
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Algorithm 1 NN-UKF

Input: state estimate £, and covariance Py, for k € Z>g
Create sigma points:

Il
>
o
_|_
/N
=
_|_
=
-~
N—

X,

Predict sigma points using NN-based transformation:

X1 = Fo(X)

2L ‘
j1;+1 = Z Wr(rz)(‘){l;-q- )( )

i — ne — 3 ~— 1T
P = Z W( Xev1) xk+1] [(Xk:+1)( ) — karl}

yk-i—l = H(Xk+1)

2L _ _
o = 2 W Q)

i=0

Measurement update:

2L
P =S W) = 3 [0 ) = ]
i=0
T 7 _ i P _ i A~ T
Py = Z W( X)) — xk+1] [(yk+1)(z) - yk+1]

Brpr = Ty + Pty (P ke — Gipy)

Py = Pk_+1 - Pk+1(Plg—?{-1)71(PIZ-|?{1)T

parameters («, 3, k). Here, « determines how widely the
sigma points X’ ,El) are spread around the state estimate 2y,
while 3 incorporates prior knowledge of the state distri-
bution, with 5 = 2 being optimal for Gaussian distribu-
tions (Wan & Van Der Merwe, 2000).

The Unscented Kalman Filter (UKF) process begins with
propagating the sigma points in (10) using the NN-based dy-
namics model Fy(-). The predicted mean #;_, ; and covari-
ance P, in (7) are then approximated through weighted

sums of X", and state residual covariance, respectively.

Following this, we compute measurements ), ; by apply-
ing the measurement model (6) to X, ;. The terms g, , ;,
PYY,, and P;¥, in (9) are approximated using weighted
sums of YV, 1, measurement residual covariance, and state-

measurement residual covariance, respectively.

Finally, we complete the process with the measurement

update step described in (8). Algorithm 1 presents the
complete implementation of the Neural Network-based Un-
scented Kalman Filter (NN-UKF), which can be integrated
with any neural network-based prediction model. We ex-
tend this framework by proposing the AHNN-based UKF
(AHNN-UKF), which uses AHNN model Fe(l) as the pre-
diction model.

4. Modeling Dynamical Systems

We demonstrate the effectiveness of the AHNN and AHNN-
UKEF through two case studies: mass-spring system (1D)
and spacecraft OD on highly elliptic orbits in 2BP with
gravitational perturbations (3D).

4.1. Mass-spring system

We first consider the dynamic model of the frictionless mass-
spring system. The Hamiltonian of the system is described
as >
p 2
7—[—2m+2kq, (11)
where k is the spring constant and m is the mass. In the
simulation examples, we assume £ = 5N/m, m = 1kg.

4.2. Highly elliptic orbits with gravitational
perturbations along a Molniya orbit

We model spacecraft dynamics in the Two-Body Problem
(2BP) setting with gravitational perturbations (per unit mass

of spacecraft). The Hamiltonian is given by
»?

HZﬁ*‘U(Q),

where (Gurfil et al., 2016)

12)

%

n=2

U(Ta st 9) 'u:n |:1 -

Y

n=2m=1

(?) ‘J,,LPT?(sin ¢) (13)

(T‘eq) P (sin ¢)(C* cosmB + S, sinmb) |,
,

where m, r = ||¢||, and u = GM denote, respectively, the
satellite mass, distance from the center of the primary body,
and a gravitational parameter, which is the multiplication of
the universal gravitational constant and the primary mass.
In (13), req = 6378.1363 km is the Earth equatorial radius,
while ¢ = arcsin(z/r) and 6 = arccos(xz/r+/1 — (z/r)?)
are the satellite latitude and longitude, respectively, in a
planetary body-fixed coordinated frame. The P are the
associated Legendre functions of degree n and order m,
and C7*, S]* are spherical harmonics coefficients of degree
n and order m. The value of the gravitational parameter
for Earth orbits is ;1 = 398600.4418 km?/s2, which cor-
responds to the gravitational parameter of the Earth. It is
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sufficient to set m = 1 kg (as satellites with different masses
will follow the same orbit for the model considered here).
Note that (g, p) are expressed in the Earth-centered Inertial
frame (or in a similarly defined planet-centric inertial frame
associated with other planets).
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Figure 4. Accelerations from gravitational perturbations along the
sample highly elliptic orbit.

Figure 4 shows the acceleration magnitude evolution over
the reference highly elliptic orbit. In this paper, we consider
the J, effect with the coefficient Jo = 1.0826 x 1073 in (13)
since the J, effect is the dominant perturbed acceleration
while others are negligible compared to that from the point
mass gravity acceleration |lagnm||. Note that the GGMO05C
mean gravity field model (Cheng et al., 2011) provides the
necessary gravitational coefficients.

5. Experiments

We present numerical experiments to demonstrate the per-
formance of our proposed method in two prediction case
studies for a spring-mass system (1D motion) and highly
elliptic orbits (3D motion), informed by the higher-order
gravitational potential, respectively. We evaluate prediction
performance under two scenarios: one assuming known true
states and the other assuming perturbed states with noisy
measurements. Additionally, we present ablation studies of
window size, W € {1, 3,5}, in (4).

5.1. Data preparation

In order to train and evaluate models, we employed a hold-
out method, splitting the data into training (80%), validation
(15%), and test (5%) sets. The training data is normalized
by min-max normalization.

5.1.1. MASS-SPRING SYSTEM

We generated 2,500 trajectories using initial conditions sam-
pled uniformly from [—1, 1]? for both position and momen-
tum coordinates. Each trajectory was numerically integrated
using a 4th-order Gauss-Legendre (GL4) symplectic inte-
grator (Bogaert, 2014) with fixed-point iteration. The inte-
gration was performed over the time interval [0, 10] s and

trajectories were sampled every 0.01 s.

5.1.2. ELLIPTIC ORBITS

For the elliptic orbit, we sampled 2,500 initial position and
velocity pairs from the uniform distribution for initial alti-
tude at periapsis between [540, 560] km, orbit eccentricity
between [0.7,0.8] and inclination between [60°, 66°]. The
trajectories were simulated for two periods of over 1 day
and sampled every 60 s. In the training data set, each sample
orbit can have an altitude between [540, 49,000] km. The
large differences in altitudes introduce additional challenges
when we train the models.

For generating the training data, we use ‘KahanLi8’ (Kahan
& Li, 1997), which is the 8th order explicit symplectic in-
tegrator, in ‘DifferentialEquations. jl’ package.
The ‘KahanLi8” was chosen as it is known to compute accu-
rate solutions for Hamiltonian systems (Clain et al., 2025).

5.2. Training & Evaluation

We conduct experiments using NVIDIA 3080 Ti GPU. We
use a fourth-order Runge-Kutta integrator with a fixed time
step of 60 s in (3) and Figure 2.

We update learnable parameters using AdamW Opti-
mizer (Loshchilov, 2017) (81 = 0.9, B2 = 0.999, ¢ =
10~%, A = 0.01) in PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2019) with
the batch size of 256 and ‘ExpHyperbolicLR’ learning
rate scheduler (Kim, 2024). For HNN and MLP, we
search over network configurations with 3-10 layers and
128,256,512,1024 nodes, learning rates in the interval
[10~%,1073], scheduler parameters with upper bound in
the interval [300,400] and infimum learning rate in the
interval [1077,107%]. For NODE, due to its sensitivity,
we modify the search range of learning rates to the inter-
val [107%,107] and infimum learning rate to the interval
[1078, 10~ %] while maintaining other configurations. We
train our model for 250 epochs using the optimal hyperpa-
rameter set.

For efficient training, we introduce the Predicted Final Loss
(PFL) pruner, which forecasts the validation loss at epoch
50 using an exponential model fitting based on the first 10
epochs’ loss curve. Early stopping is applied if the pre-
dicted loss exceeds the final validation loss of the top 10
performing models. In order to generalize model perfor-
mance, we evaluate the each model with three random seeds,
[7,201,719].

For UKF implementation, we optimize hyperparameters
(o, B, k) over 200 trials to minimize the root mean squared
error (RMSE) between the true and predicted position and
velocity using the TPE algorithm, while setting the mea-
surement update frequency as 60 steps. (Average 10 orbit’s
RMSE - orbits are from validation set)
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5.3. Results

We report experimental results in terms of the RMSE of
the predicted state and Hamiltonian trajectories with respect
to that of true values, respectively, and an illustration of
the AHNN;KF prediction. We also report the comparison
of our proposed methods with other baseline NN-based
models, including MLP, NODE, and HNN, highlighting the
effectiveness of our proposed methods.

5.3.1. MASS-SPRING SYSTEM

06 == Tirue
—2ZxopE —ZannN,
= MLP THNN

N

N\ -1
N\\-0.1636  -0.163

—ZanNN, ®) = Trie —AHNN;

——NODE — AHNN;
—MLP HNN

-0.2 -0.1 0 0.1 0.2 03

Position (m) Time (h)

Figure 5. (a) The state prediction of the simple mass-spring system.
(b) The energy evolution over time.

Figure 5 compares predicted trajectories and energy evo-
lution over time for implementations without UKF. In the
phase space, MLP predictions show trajectories with an
expanding radius, while NODE predictions exhibit a con-
tracting radius compared to ground truth. Consequently,
the system energy increases with MLP and decreases with
NODE, as shown in Figure 5 (b). Using the units of
J, RMSE values of calculated energies are 7.211 x10~3
with MLP, 5.2546x10~* with NODE, 4.4720x 10~ with
HNN, 1.0630x10~% with AHNN3, and 3.8400x 10~° with
AHNNS5;. Thus, HNN, AHNN3, and AHNNj5 show nearly
constant energy levels close to the initial value, while achiev-
ing the lowest prediction error with AHNNj as stated in
Table 1.

Table 1 compares prediction accuracies for the frictionless
mass-spring system using various NN-based methods with
and without UKF. The state prediction with NODE is 15
times more accurate in terms of RMSE than MLP when the
prediction starts at the true value. The HNN, then, computes
more accurate predictions than NODE, successfully repli-
cating the ideal pendulum case study in (Greydanus et al.,
2019). Since the complexity of the mass-spring system
is low, the prediction accuracy of AHNNj is comparable
with that of HNN, but the prediction accuracy improve-
ments become more apparent when AHNNj is considered.

Figure 6 demonstrates AHNNKF5 performance with a per-
turbed initial state and covariance estimate of Py = 10~ "I,
and position measurements. The UKF integration reduces
state uncertainty (shown as red shading) and corrects the
perturbed initial state prediction toward the true trajectory

Table 1. RMSE for the mass-spring system.

MODEL TRUE INITIAL PERTURBED INITIAL
(107%,107% Pos VEL PoS VEL

MLP 91.730 205.09 92.187 205.89
NODE 6.3214 13.659 9.5715 29.967
HNN 3.1322 7.2384 7.1945 16.132
AHNNj; 4.0656 8.3772 8.6479 18.877
AHNN; 1.5528 3.5681 6.5678 14.586
MLPKF 15.559  49.045 15.642 49.205
NODEKF 5.6026 1.2286  1.7998 4.5569
HNNKF 0.7261 2.9779 1.5580 4.2539
AHNNKFs | 1.2275 3.7587 1.8741 4.9310
AHNNKF; | 0.6596 2.2451 1.5166 3.7685

02 i3ﬂ 13ﬂ

Position (m)
Velocity (m/s)

Time (s) Time (s)

Figure 6. Mass-spring system prediction results of AHNN;s with
UKEF integration. Predictions are made with 60-step observation
frequency and perturbed initial conditions.

using measurement data.

Table 1 shows that UKF integration improves RMSE for
all neural network models, with AHNNKFj5 achieving the
best performance. The UKF effectively handles both model
mismatch errors when starting from true initial states and
combined errors from initial perturbations and model mis-
match when starting from perturbed states, while providing
uncertainty quantification.

5.3.2. ELLIPTIC ORBITS

6 - = True ——AHNN;
——NODE —— AHNNj3
—MLP HNN

H (J)

0 5 10 15 20 25

Figure 7. The energy evolution of object along a highly elliptic
orbit over time.

Figure 1 presents a graphical comparison of predicted tra-
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jectories between our approach without UKF and other NN
models. Unlike predicted trajectories of HNN, AHNNj3, and
AHNNS5;, MLP predicts a trajectory with an increasing orbit
radius, and NODE predicts a trajectory with a gradually
decaying orbit radius. Table 2 reports prediction accuracies
for highly elliptic orbits using various NN models. The
RMSE values of predicted states using HNN decrease by
an order of magnitude compared to MLP and NODE. Addi-
tionally, the RMSE values of AHNNj; predictions indicate a
one-order reduction compared to that of HNN.

It is worthwhile to note that NODE indicates a lack of ro-
bustness when faced with the perturbed initial states, as
shown in Table 2. While combining NODE with UKF im-
proves prediction accuracy, the NODEKF’s RMSE values
often blow up during hyperparameter optimization («, 3, k),
highlighting the robustness of UKF with HNN and AHNNs.

Table 2. RMSE for the highly elliptic orbit task.

MODEL TRUE INITIAL ~ PERTURBED INITIAL
(10%,107Y Pos VEL PoOs VEL
MLP 153.03 33.635 190.81 422.97
NODE 124.66  84.067 14374 25121
HNN 17.330 13.516 92.421 334.44
AHNN3 2.8592 0.6476 90.122 219.06
AHNNS5 1.7381 4.5962 89.676 218.67
MLPKF 4.8917 2.0256 2.1175 1.1613
NODEKF 1.0257 0.6056 0.9615 0.5616
HNNKF 47009 41.683 11.672 60.738
AHNNKF3 | 0.4235 0.2440 0.5286 0.2865
AHNNKF5 | 0.3689 0.2119 0.5038 0.2501
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In Figure 7, the energies of predicted trajectories with MLP
and NODE indicate a significant lack of energy conser-
vation at the closest point to the primary body’s center,
where the velocity of a satellite rapidly changes. Contrarily,
HNN, AHNNj3;, and AHNNj5 conserve the initial energy
and show robustness to large velocity changes, although
small perturbations appear at the closest point to the primary
body’s center. Using the units of J, RMSE values of calcu-
lated energies are 0.3020 with MLP, 0.3091 with NODE,
6.4312x10~3 with HNN, 8.5515x 1073 with AHNN3, and
4.3444x10~3 with AHNN3, indicating that the capabili-
ties of energy conservation of HNN, AHNNj3, and AHNNj,
outperform by showing a two-order reduction compared to
MLP and NODE, but their performances in energy conser-
vation are comparable each other.

Figure 8 demonstrates AHNNKF;5 performance with a
perturbed initial state and covariance estimate of Py =
diag(10,10,1073,1073). The UKF integration reduces
state uncertainty (shown as red shading) and corrects the
perturbed initial state prediction toward the true trajectory
using measurement data.

Table 2 shows that Kalman Filter integration improves
RMSE for all neural network models, with AHNNKF5
achieving the best performance. The UKF effectively han-
dles both model mismatch errors when starting from true
initial states and combined errors from initial perturbations
and model mismatch when starting from perturbed states,
while providing uncertainty quantification.

Position
Velocity (km/s)

10000 F

0

0 5 10 15 20 0 5 10 15 20
Time (h) Time (h)

Figure 8. Orbital prediction results of AHNNs with UKF integra-
tion for elliptic orbits. Predictions are made with 60-step observa-
tion frequency and perturbed initial conditions.

6. Conclusion

This paper presents an effective approach for predicting
Hamiltonian dynamical systems using neural networks and
Bayesian data assimilation. Our proposed Autoregressive
Hamiltonian Neural Network (AHNN) demonstrates im-
proved long-term prediction accuracy while preserving
physical invariants, e.g., energy. Integrating the unscented
Kalman filter with AHNN enables real-time refinement of
predictions using online measurement data and uncertainty
quantification. Through numerical experiments on the sim-
ple mass-spring system and on the highly elliptic orbits in
the gravitational system, we validate that our method suc-
cessfully captures highly nonlinear dynamics and provides
accurate and robust predictions of true state and of perturbed
state. The results suggest promising applications in space-
craft trajectory prediction and celestial mechanics, where
accurate long-term forecasting is essential. This method
can be applied to other Hamiltonian systems; however, com-
bining our approach with various dynamical models and
comparing their performance left future work.
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A. Analysis of Error Dynamics

To visualize RMSE evolution over time, we employed a Simple Moving Average (SMA). The SMA alleviates high-frequency
variations in the RMSE values while maintaining the underlying patterns. The SMA computes the unweighted mean of the
past n time series data points (Brown, 2004). Let X (t5) = (x(tz))f: ;» for 0 < j < k represent a sequence of data points

from the i-th to j-th data point. The SMA X (¢;) for the data sequence X (t) is defined as

1 k
v n i (2] for k Z )
X(te) = {n Lk Tir forkzmn

1 (14)

EZle i, for k < n,
where n = k — j denotes a predetermined window size. We selected the window size of 240 steps, i.e., n = 240. The
sampling time was set to 0.01 s for the mass-spring system and 60 s for elliptic orbit simulations. While selecting an

appropriate window size is important for achieving proper smoothing to reveal underlying trends, this consideration lies
beyond the scope of this paper.

A.1. Mass-spring system

Figure 9 compares the SMA values for the frictionless mass-spring system using various NN-based methods without UKF.
For all methods, the accumulated prediction errors lead to increases in SMA values over time. The SMA trajectory with
NODE is ten times smaller than that with MLP, but twice larger than that with HNN. The SMA value with AHNN3 initially is
larger than that with HNN, and they become comparable at the end. AHNNj presents the smallest SMA over the experiment,
highlighting the best prediction performance in our ablation study.
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Figure 9. The SMAs of position and velocity RMSEs with a 240-step window using different NN models based on 125 test trajectories for
the mass-spring system.
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Figure 10. The SMAs of position and velocity RMSEs with a 240-step window using different NN models with UKF based on 125 test
trajectories for the mass-spring system.

Figure 10 reports the SMA values using different NN-based UKF in the mass-spring system. Integrating NN models with
UKF improves prediction accuracies in terms of SMA values. Except for NODEKEF, other NN-based KFs improve prediction
accuracies and handle the NN model prediction error by assimilating online measurement data. The NODEKF, however,
does not show clear improvements in SMA values. This is because NODE is sensitive with respect to perturbation. Therefore,
NN models with UKF demonstrate their effectiveness in long-term prediction, but NODE requires further adjustment.
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Figure 11. SMA of position and velocity RMSE with a 240-step window for different neural network architectures in elliptic orbit.
Position RMSE (km) and velocity RMSE (km/s) are shown for z, y, and z components, computed from 125 test orbits.
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Figure 12. SMA of position and velocity RMSE with a 240-step window for different neural network architectures with UKF in elliptic
orbit. Position RMSE (km) and velocity RMSE (km/s) are shown for x, y, and z components, computed from 125 test orbits with 60-step
observation frequency.

The prediction accuracies between HNN and AHNN variants, e.g., AHNN3 and AHNNj5, are comparable with and without
UKEF. The experimental result for the mass-spring system concludes that the standard HNN is able to learn Hamiltonian and
to compute accurate predictions, while additional loss function for AHNN complicates the training process.

A.2. Elliptic orbit

Figure 11 presents SMA values for elliptic orbit prediction using various NN models without UKF. The cumulative prediction
errors are shown as increases in SMA values over time. In this complicated system, predictions using HNN and AHNN
variants improve an order of magnitude in SMA values, bolstering the importance of energy conservation. Compared to
HNN, AHNN variants then present additional improvement in prediction accuracy.
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Figure 12 describes the SMA values with various NN-based UKF for spacecraft orbit determination on highly elliptic
orbits. The MLP, NODE, and AHNN variants advance prediction accuracy by integrating UKF, while HNN does not. In
particular, AHNNKFs outperform all other NN-based KF, showing about two orders of magnitude improvement in prediction
accuracy compared to HNNKF. Therefore, learning accurate dynamic models poses a huge challenge in the spacecraft orbit
determination, despite the support of online measurement data.
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