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Abstract— A model predictive control scheme to stabilize de-
sired configurations of collinear Coulomb spacecraft formations
is derived in this paper. The nonlinearities of the dynamics
with respect to the input make this problem difficult to solve,
computationally. It is shown that the nonlinearities in the input
lead to a finite horizon optimization problem which is a noncon-
vex quadratically-constrained quadratic program (QCQP). A
convex relaxation of the nonconvex QCQP is therefore derived
which can be solved quickly using a convex optimization solver.
A simulation of a four spacecraft formation is provided which
demonstrates why optimizing over a prediction horizon is a
prudent approach to Coulomb spacecraft formation control.

I. INTRODUCTION

The lifespan of a spacecraft formation is limited by the
amount of propellant that can be brought onboard to be
used for stationkeeping and other formation control maneu-
vers. As a measure to reduce propellant requirements for
spacecraft formation control, Schuab et al. [1] first proposed
the prospect of using the inter-spacecraft Coulomb forces
for formation control in high orbits. By controlling the
charge of the spacecraft in a formation, the Coulomb forces
acting between the spacecraft can be controlled and this
can, therefore, be used for formation control. Altering the
charge of a spacecraft can be accomplished using negligible
amounts of propellant. This, therefore, opens the possibility
of spacecraft formation control using negligible amounts of
propellant.

With the benefit of nearly propellantless formation con-
trol comes some technical challenges inherent in Coulomb
spacecraft formation control. There are two main difficulties:
the first is the underactuated nature of Coulomb forces. The
Coulomb forces act only along the line of sight between
two charged spacecraft and come in action-reaction pairs.
The Coulomb forces being internal forces cannot affect the
angular momentum of the formation. In general, the use
of conventional thrusters (or other external forces such as
gravitational forces) in tandem with Coulomb actuation will
be necessary to produce forces that cannot be achieved
by Coulomb actuation alone [2], [3]. In this paper, the
formations are constrained to be collinear because of this
difficulty, and instead the focus of this paper is on addressing
the second difficulty which is the nonlinear nature of the
inputs.

Recall that the Coulomb force is directly proportional to
the product of the two charges. This means that in Coulomb
spacecraft formation control, the equations of motion will
be nonlinear in the the input, i.e. the charges. Most results
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in Coulomb formation control focus on the case of two
spacecraft formations [1], [2], [3], [4]. In the two spacecraft
case, the nonlinearity with respect to the input can be
simplified by redefining the input as a product of the two
charges. The dynamics are then linear in the charge product
and it is trivial to compute two individual charges that form
a given charge product. For formations with more than two
spacecraft, a simple redefinition of the variables in terms of
products of charges cannot be done because constraints need
to be added to ensure that a given combination of charge
products is realizable. For example, in a three spacecraft
formation it is impossible for all three charge products to be
negative. Moreover, the magnitudes of the charge products
are inter-dependent.

Generally, there are two approaches that have been taken
for Coulomb spacecraft formation control with formations
of more than two spacecraft: the switching approach and
the analytical approach. The switching approach exploits the
fact that it is simpler to design controllers for Coulomb
spacecraft formations with two spacecraft. The idea is to
control two of the spacecraft at a time and then switch pairs
according to some switching law [5], [6]. The difficulty with
this approach is that the switching law is very difficult to
design and it becomes increasingly difficult as the number
of spacecraft in the formation increases. It is then difficult to
predict and overcome undesirable behaviors such as Zeno
switching which can frequently arise when using state-
dependent switching [7].

The analytical approach involves deriving an analytical
expression of the feedback control law. To simplify the dy-
namics to design a control law, constraints on the symmetry,
shape, and charges will often be made. These constraints will
often limit the scalability or applicability of the analytical
control laws. Hussein and Schaub [8] impose symmetry
constraints on collinear three spacecraft formations which
enable them to reduce the number of inputs by then also
constraining two of the spacecraft to have equal charges at
all times. In Jones and Schuab [9], a control law is derived
by linearizing about a particular equilibrium and considering
small deviations of the input from the equilibrium input.
Their controller is then derived using linear control tech-
niques. In Tahir and Narang-Siddarth [10], a control law is
derived for a collinear three spacecraft formation without
performing any linearization; however, the resulting control
law is a large symbolic expression and its use of dynamic
inversions makes the control law difficult to scale for larger
formations and nonrobust. For four spacecraft formations,
Vasavada and Schaub [11] constrain the formations to be
square formations. Lastly, Pettazzi et al. [12], derive a control
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law by disregarding the input nonlinearity and then perform
a projection.

The approach in this paper for the stabilization of space-
craft formations of three spacecraft or more is unique from
the state-of-the-art in that it is a completely optimization-
based feedback control scheme. The approach addresses the
nonlinearity with respect to the input without any constraints
of symmetry or shape beyond collinearity. The approach in
this paper is scalable in the sense that the optimization pro-
grams derived are independent of the number of spacecraft
in the formation–the only difference with larger formations
is that the size of the optimization variables and constraints
will increase. Model predictive control (MPC) has received
a lot of attention in aerospace applications in recent years
(see the surveys [13], [14], [15]); however, there has been
no attention given to Coulomb spacecraft formation control
using MPC. This paper is the first step to filling in that gap.

The paper is organized as follows: §II states the problem
to be solved formally and writes out the dynamics of
the Coulomb spacecraft formation. §III derives the MPC
algorithm by discretizing the dynamics, stating a nonconvex
finite horizon optimization problem, and then deriving a
convex relaxation of the finite horizon optimization problem.
§IV provides a simulation of a four spacecraft formation
and discusses the resulting control behavior as well as the
computational burden of the MPC algorithm. §V concludes
the paper.

A. Notation

Let R and Z denote the sets of real numbers and integers,
respectively. The positive real numbers and integers are de-
noted by R+ and Z+, respectively. The transpose is denoted
using a superscript ⊤. The trace of a matrix M is denoted
by Tr(M) and its rank is denoted by rank(M). A matrix M
is positive semidefinite if it symmetric and its eigenvalues
are nonnegative, and M ⪰ 0 denotes that M is positive
semidefinite. The n×n identity matrix is denoted by In and
the vector of dimension n of all ones is denoted by 1n. If x
and y are vectors of the same dimension, then x ≥ y denotes
elementwise inequalities.

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT

Consider a collinear spacecraft formation consisting of Ns

spacecraft. Let x1, x2, . . . , xNs
∈ R denote the position of

each spacecraft and let m1,m2, . . . ,mNs
∈ R+ denote the

mass of each spacecraft. Each spacecraft has a charge qi ∈ R
which can be changed by an active charge control system
onboard the spacecraft.

The dynamics of the spacecraft in the formation is New-
ton’s second law with the forces coming from Coulomb’s
law:

ẍi(t) =
κc

mi

Ns∑
j=1,j ̸=i

xi(t)− xj(t)

∥xi(t)− xj(t)∥3
qi(t)qj(t), (1)

Fig. 1. Depiction of a collinear spacecraft formation.

for all i = 1, . . . , Ns, where κc = 8.99e+05 N·m2

(10milliC)2 is
Coulomb’s constant1.

By defining x = [x1, x2, . . . , xNs
]⊤, (1) can be written

compactly as:

ẍ(t) = g̃c(x(t))L(q(t)), (2)

where g̃c is a matrix which collects all of the inverse square
terms along with the masses and Colulombs constant in (1)
and L is a function which collects all of the charge products
that is defined as follows2:

L(q) = [q1q2, . . . , q1qNs , q2q3, . . . , q2qNs , . . . , qNs−1qNs ]
⊤.

So L maps from RNs to Rm where m =
(
Ns

2

)
is the number

of unique pairs of spacecraft in the formation. Based on the
definition of L, it will be useful to define a mapping from the
index of L to pairs of charges that are multiplied together in
that index. Let the mapping be denoted by ι : {1, . . . ,m} →
{1, . . . , Ns} × {1, . . . , Ns}. So, for example, if Ns = 3,
ι(1) = (1, 2), ι(2) = (1, 3), and ι(3) = (2, 3).

Spacecraft formation control is primarily concerned with
the control of the spacecraft relative positioning rather than
the absolute positioning. Moreover, since Coulomb forces
come in action-reaction pairs, only the relative positioning
of the spacecraft can be controlled by Coulomb forces. The
following relative coordinate system will be used:

ξi = xi+1 − x1,∀i = 1, . . . , Ns − 1. (3)

The dynamics of the relative coordinates ξ =
[ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξNs−1]

⊤ can be written compactly as follows:

ξ̈(t) = gc(ξ(t))L(q(t)) (4)

where the ith row of gc is computed by subtracting the first
row of g̃c from the (i+1)th row of g̃c and using the variable
substitution in (3). This can be written as a state-space model
by defining ν = ξ̇ and the state variable

Ξ(t) = [ξ⊤(t), ν⊤(t)]⊤

1Coulomb’s constant is typically reported as κc = 8.99e+09N·m2

C2 ;
however, for numerical purposes it is scaled down by four orders of
magnitude to have units Newton meters squared per 10 milliCoulombs
squared. So the units of the charge in (1) are 10’s of milliCoulombs.

2The notation “L” comes from the fact that L can be constructed by
vectorizing the lower-triangular portion of the matrix qq⊤.



as

Ξ̇(t) =

[
0 INs−1

0 0

]
Ξ(t) +

[
0

gc(ξ(t))

]
L(q(t)). (5)

Throughout this paper, it will be assumed that measurements
of the full state of the system Ξ(t) are always available for
feedback control.

In performing formation control, it may be desirable to
impose constraints on the state Ξ(t) and the input q(t):

Ξmin ≤ Ξ(t) ≤ Ξmax, (6)
qmin ≤ q(t) ≤ qmax, (7)

for all t ≥ 0. The state constraints can be used to ensure two
spacecraft do not get too close to each other to avoid potential
collisions. The constraints on the charge are not necessarily
used for fuel savings since the charge provides forces using
negligible propellent. Rather, the input constraints may be
necessary to keep the charge from getting too high which
may damage some instrumentation onboard the spacecraft.

The problem that is pursued in this paper is that of
stabilizing a desired relative formation while ensuring that
the constraints are met. This is stated more formally in the
following:

Problem 1: Consider a given desired relative formation
ξdes ∈ RNs−1. Using full-state charge feedback control, sta-
bilize the desired states Ξdes = [ξdes

⊤
, 0⊤]⊤ of the relative

formation dynamics (5) while ensuring the constraints (6)
and (7) on the state and inputs, respectively.

III. MPC ALGORITHM

The approach taken in this paper is an MPC approach
which involves solving finite horizon optimal control prob-
lems at uniformly spaced sampling instances. To be imple-
mentable, the finite horizon problems need to be computa-
tionally tractable. This is done by first stating a finite horizon
problem which is nonconvex and then finding a convex
relaxation of that problem that can be solved efficiently using
a convex optimization solver.

A. Discretization of the Dynamics

The first step of the approach is to create the model that is
used in solving the finite horizon problem computationally
by an optimization solver. This is done by discretizing the
dynamics (5). Let h denote the sampling period and let the
square bracket notation denote the variable at each sampling
stance, i.e. (·)[k] = (·)(kh), for all k = 0, 1, 2, . . . .

The input q is implemented in a zeroth-order hold (ZOH)
fashion, so

q(t) = q[k],∀t ∈ [kh, (k + 1)h). (8)

Using a Runge-Kutta discretization scheme, an approxima-
tion of (5) with the input implemented using a ZOH as a
discrete-time system of the form:

Ξ[k + 1] = AΞ[k] + gd(ξ[k])L(q[k]), (9)

follows, where gd(ξ[k]) is a nonlinear function and

A =

[
INs−1 hINs−1

0 INs−1

]
.

The finite horizon MPC algorithm will rely on convex
optimization for fast computation. The discrete-time dynam-
ics (9) are nonconvex due to the nonlinear functions gd and
L. To handle the nonconvexity of gd, it will be assumed
that the initial formation is close enough to the desired
formation that gd(ξ[k]) ≈ gd(ξ

des) for all k = 0, 1, 2, . . . .
The nonconvexity of L will be handled later, but it will be
useful to introduce a new variable u : Z → Rm, which is
the charge products. That is,

u[k] = L(q[k]), (10)

for all k = 0, 1, 2, . . . .
Hence, the model to be used in the optimization problem

can be written as:

Ξ[k + 1] = AΞ[k] +Bu[k], (11)

where B = gc(ξ
des). The dynamics expressed in (11) are

affine in Ξ and u and therefore convex in Ξ and u.

B. Nonconvex MPC Optimization Problem

Now that the dynamics have been specified, a first cut of
the finite horizon problem can be introduced. Let N ∈ Z+

be the prediction horizon. At each sampling instance, k, the
full state Ξ[k] is measured. Using this information, consider
the following finite horizon problem to be solved3:

min
N∑
j=1

l(Ξ̂[j], û[j − 1]) +

N−1∑
j=1

l∆(û[j], û[j − 1]) (12a)

s.t. Ξ̂[j + 1] = AΞ̂[j] +Bû[j], j = 0, . . . N − 1, (12b)

Ξ̂[0] = Ξ[k], (12c)
û[j] = L(q̂[j]), j = 0, . . . N − 1, (12d)

Ξmin ≤ Ξ̂[j] ≤ Ξmax, j = 0, . . . N − 1, (12e)
qmin ≤ q̂[j] ≤ qmax, j = 0, . . . N − 1, (12f)

where

l(Ξ̂, û) = (Ξ̂− Ξdes)⊤Q(Ξ̂− Ξdes) + û⊤Rû, (12g)

l∆(û, v̂) = (û− v̂)⊤R∆(û− v̂), (12h)

Q,R,R∆ ⪰ 0. The ‘hat’ notation denotes that the variables
are predicted using the model and are decision variables for
the optimization.

The first terms in the cost (12a), (12g) are standard
quadratic costs on the charge products and the deviation from
the desired states. These serve to stabilize the desired states
with minimum input. The second set of terms (12a), (12h)

3There are some differences between how the problem (12) is set up
and the ‘archetypical’ MPC problem (e.g. (2) in [13] for a spacecraft
formation control application). Notably, (12) does not have a constraint for
a terminal set which is controlled invariant and does not have a terminal
cost which, when designed properly, are useful for proving stability and
recursive feasibility. The nonlinearities of the problem make it difficult to
design a controlled invariant set and terminal cost.



are there to promote smooth variation of the charge products
over time.

Once (12) is solved, the control is implemented by taking
the first step:

q[k] = q̂⋆[0] (13)

where the ⋆ notation denotes that q̂⋆[0] is an optimal value,
and implemented in a ZOH fashion using (8). The process
is repeated at every time step.

The optimization problem (12) is difficult to solve compu-
tationally due to the nonconvex constraint (12d). The sequel
will discuss a convex relaxation of this problem.

C. Convex Relaxation

Constructing a convex relaxation of (12) begins by ex-
pressing the constraint (12d) as a series of (nonconvex)
quadratic constraints. Notice that the constraint:

ul = qiqj

can be rewritten as a quadratic equation:

ul = q⊤L(i,j)q,

where

L(i,j) =
1

2
(E(i,j) + E(j,i))

and E(i,j) is a matrix which is zero everywhere except for it’s
(i, j)th element which is equal to 1. Note that the matrices
L(i,j) are indefinite.

Recall the mapping ι : {1, . . . ,m} → {1, . . . , Ns} ×
{1, . . . , Ns}, which was defined earlier when the function
L was defined. Using this notation, (12d) is equivalent to:

ûi[j] = q̂[j]⊤Lι(i)q̂[j], (14)

for all i = 1, . . . ,m, and j = 0, . . . , N − 1. Therefore,
(12) is equivalent to a nonconvex quadratically-constrained
quadratic program (QCQP) with N×m quadratic constraints.

One of the most popular methods of solving nonconvex
QCQP’s is to use the semidefinite relaxation (SDR) approach
[16]. This is done by first rewriting the right-hand side of
(14) as the follows:

q̂[j]⊤Lι(i)q̂[j] = Tr
(
Lι(i)q̂[j]q̂[j]

⊤) .
This allows for the definition of new matrix variables

Q̂[j] = q̂[j]q̂[j]⊤ (15)

for j = 0, . . . , N − 1. By definition, Q̂[j] ⪰ 0 and
rank(Q̂[j]) = 1. Therefore, (12d) can be expressed (with
the change of variables) as the following:

ûi[j] = Tr
(
Lι(i)Q̂[j]

)
, (16a)

Q̂[j] ⪰ 0, (16b)

rank(Q̂[j]) = 1, (16c)

for all i = 1, . . . ,m and j = 0, . . . , N − 1. Everything
in (16) is convex except for the rank constraint (16c). The
SDR approach is to simply ignore the rank constraint. In this

way, an upper bound on the cost of the nonconvex QCQP is
achieved [16], [17].

With the redefinition of variables in (15), the individual
charges q̂[j] no longer appear in the optimization problem.
So the input constraints (12f) cannot be directly applied. This
can be mitigated by replacing the constraint on the charges
with constraints on the charge products, i.e. umin ≤ û[j] ≤
umax for j = 0, . . . N − 1. Constraining the charge products
rather than the charges themselves may still yield charges
which violate the original constraints if, for instance, one
charge is too large and the rest are small enough that the
products fit within the new constraints. This is a tradeoff
that is made for solvability.

Using the redefinition of variables and the semidefinite
relaxation of the nonconvex quadratic constraints, the fol-
lowing is a convex relaxation of the problem (12):

min
N∑
j=1

l(Ξ̂[j], û[j − 1]) +

N−1∑
j=1

l∆(û[j], û[j − 1])

+ lq

N−1∑
j=0

Tr(Q̂[j]) (17a)

s.t. Ξ̂[j + 1] = AΞ̂[j] +Bû[j], j = 0, . . . N − 1, (17b)

Ξ̂[0] = Ξ[k], (17c)
(16a), i = 1, . . . ,m, j = 0, . . . , N − 1, (17d)

Q̂[j] ⪰ 0, j = 0, . . . , N − 1, (17e)

Ξmin ≤ Ξ̂[j] ≤ Ξmax, j = 0, . . . N − 1, (17f)
umin ≤ û[j] ≤ umax, j = 0, . . . N − 1. (17g)

The question remains of how to find q̂⋆[0] to be im-
plemented as the control (13) once (17) is solved. From
the solution Q̂⋆[0], the charge q̂⋆[0] can be recovered by
finding q̂⋆[0] such that q̂⋆[0]q̂⋆[0]⊤ is closest to Q̂⋆[0]. Let
the eigenvalues of Q̂⋆[0] be denoted λ1, . . . , λNs

where 0 ≤
λ1 ≤ · · · ≤ λNs

with associated eigenvectors v1, . . . , vNs
. In

the sense of minimizing the Frobenius norm of the difference
(i.e. the sum of squares of elements of q̂⋆[0]q̂⋆[0]⊤ − Q̂⋆[0])
the best charge q̂⋆[0] is the following [16],[18, §7.4.2]:

q̂⋆[0] =
√

λNsvNs . (18)

Notice that if Q̂⋆[0] is rank one, then using (18) yields
Q̂⋆[0] = q̂⋆[0]q̂⋆[0]⊤. To ensure that the matrices Q̂[j] are
as close to rank one as possible, a trace penalty is added to
the cost function (17a), where lq ≥ 0 is a weighting term.
The trace penalty promotes solutions with low rank similarly
to how ℓ1 penalties are used to promote solutions that are
sparse [19].

D. Summary of the Algorithm
To summarize, the MPC algorithm is the following:

(1) At timestep k, measure the full state of the system Ξ[k].
(2) Solve the convex SDR problem (17).
(3) Compute an eigendecomposition of Q̂⋆[0].
(4) Compute the charges q̂⋆[0] using (18).
(5) Implement the charges using (8) and (13).
(6) Wait until the next timestep and repeat.



IV. SIMULATION

In this example, a four spacecraft collinear formation is
considered. The desired relative formation is the following:

ξdes = [50.0, 100.0, 150.0]⊤,

and the initial condition is the following:

Ξ[0] = [53.0, 109.0, 147.0, 0.0, 0.0, 0.0]⊤.

The sampling period is chosen to be h = 0.5 seconds.
The following are the parameters chosen for the convex

SDR problem (17): N = 9,Q = diag(I3, 202I3),R =
0,R∆ = 108I6, lq = 1.5, and the state constraints are:

Ξmin = Ξdes − 10 · 12(Ns−1),Ξmax = Ξdes + 10 · 12(Ns−1).

No constraints on the charge products were implemented.
Instead, constraints on the charge were implemented by sat-
urating the value derived from the eigenvalue decomposition
(18) such that the maximum magnitude of the charge is
1milliC.

The simulation and optimization was performed in
Julia. The discretization and linearization was performed
using RobotDynamics.jl4. The convex optimizer solver
will be discussed at the end of this section. Fig. 2 shows that
the relative positions are stabilized to the desired states, and
the sequence of charges that are computed using the MPC
algorithm to stabilize the desired states are shown in Fig. 3.

Fig. 2. Trajectory of the deviation of the relative positions from the desired
states.

There are some interesting behaviors in the charge inputs
that can be observed by zooming into different slices of Fig.
3. Firstly, consider Fig. 4 which shows that first few seconds
of the charge input. The largest charges occur at the very
beginning of the simulation. In fact, a couple of the charges
are saturated by the 1milliC limit. Since the spacecraft start
from rest, the large charges constitute an initial jerk to get
moving in the right direction and then the charges settle.

4https://rexlab.ri.cmu.edu/RobotDynamics.jl/stable/

Fig. 3. Charges computed to achieve the trajectory in Fig. 2.

Fig. 4. The first few seconds of the charges in Fig 3.

As the spacecraft get closer to the desired states, the
charges appear to have a noisy pattern in Fig. 3. By zoom-
ing into this apparent noise, some interesting behavior is
observed which is shown in Fig. 5. In this plot it can be
seen that q1 is always positive and the other three alternate
between having positive and negative charges. This means
that the spacecraft are alternating between pushing and
pulling each other. This is likely due to the fact that as
the desired states are being approached, there is a need to
keep moving towards the goal and at the same time begin to
slow down. There is no combination of charges that can be
found such that all spacecraft pull towards each other since a
pulling force requires opposite charges and not all spacecraft
can have opposite charges. Hence the need for alternating
between pushing and pulling. This illustrates why predictive
control is a good approach for Coulomb spacecraft control.

Different trajectories can be obtained by varying the
parameters. In the above simulation, the penalty on the
relative velocities in Q is high which increases the time
required to stabilize the desired states and also decreases
the charges compared to a Q with lower penalties on the
relative velocities.



Fig. 5. A close up showing the alternating ‘push-pull’ behavior.

A. Discussion of Computational Burden

The example is solved using the SCS solver [20] through
Convex.jl [21] with solver warmstarting from the solution
at the previous timestep. Moreover, SparseArrays.jl5

was used to account for the sparsity patterns in the
A,B,L(i,j) matrices when setting up the problem. The
simulation was done on a Macbook Pro laptop with an Intel
Core i5 at 2.4 GHz. In the simulation shown above, the
convex problem (17) would take around 0.1 seconds or less
to converge at each sampling instance.

Further study should be devoted to the computational
burden. It is possible that customizing the solver (by ex-
ploiting the problem structure in the numerical scheme) can
potentially yield several orders of magnitude of improved
convergence speed (cf. [22]). Other approaches to solving
nonconvex QCQP’s may be much faster. For example, using
an ADMM-based approach allows for parallelization [23].

V. CONCLUSIONS

An MPC approach to stabilizing collinear Coulomb space-
craft formations to desired configurations was derived in
this paper. The difficulty with Coulomb spacecraft formation
control is the nonlinearity with respect to the input. This is
addressed by stating the finite horizon optimization problem
as a nonconvex QCQP which can be solved approximately
using a convex relaxation that can be solved sufficiently fast.
A simulation of a four spacecraft formation was provided to
show that the MPC scheme derived is stabilizing. Interesting
behaviors were observed in the solution such as the alter-
nating ‘push-pull’ behavior. This need to alternate between
pushing and pulling illustrates why optimizing over a pre-
diction horizon is a prudent approach to Coulomb spacecraft
formation control. It also suggests that parameterizing the
input using periodic functions (e.g. sinusoids, square waves)
could be beneficial for other control schemes.

5https://sparsearrays.juliasparse.org/dev/
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