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This paper presents the development and evaluation of an optimization-based autonomous
trajectory planning algorithm for the asteroid reconnaissance phase of a deep-space exploration
mission. The reconnaissance phase is a low-altitude flyby to collect detailed information around
a potential landing site. Although such autonomous deep-space exploration missions have
garnered considerable interest recently, state-of-the-practice in trajectory design involves a
time-intensive ground-based open-loop process that forward propagates multiple trajectories
with a range of initial conditions and parameters to account for uncertainties in spacecraft
knowledge and actuation. In this work, we introduce a stochastic trajectory optimization-based
approach to generate trajectories that satisfy both the mission and spacecraft safety constraints
during the reconnaissance phase of the Deep-space Autonomous Robotic Explorer (DARE)
mission concept, which seeks to travel to and explore a near-Earth object autonomously, with
minimal ground intervention. We first use the Multi-Spacecraft Concept and Autonomy Tool
(MuSCAT) simulation framework to rigorously validate the underlying modeling assumptions
for our trajectory planner and then propose a method to transform this stochastic optimal
control problem into a deterministic one tailored for use with an off-the-shelf nonlinear solver.
Finally, we demonstrate the efficacy of our proposed algorithmic approach through extensive
numerical experiments and show that it outperforms the state-of-the-practice benchmark used
for representative missions.

I. Introduction

Autonomy in space missions dates back many decades, but its use has been quite limited in scope, largely because
of limited sensing, onboard computing resources, and algorithms [1]. Such use has often been short in duration and

involves extensive ground operator oversight. In recent years, there has been a growing need to expand and extend the
use of autonomy, as evidenced by the migration of autonomous surface navigation from an enhancing capability for the
Spirit, Opportunity, and Curiosity rovers to an enabling one for the Perseverance Mars rover [2]. The importance of
autonomy in carrying out far-flung space exploration has been borne out through a host of missions [3]. The 2023–2032
Planetary Science and Astrobiology Decadal Survey (PSDS) [4] underscored the need for autonomy advances for several
of its recommended mission concepts. One class of such missions is small body exploration in which spacecraft journey
for several months or years through a cruise phase before approaching and potentially landing on the surface of a small
body. Although such missions have been successfully carried out in the past, missions such as Hayabusa2 and Origins,
Spectral Interpretation, Resource Identification, and Security-Regolith Explorer (OSIRIS-REx) required almost two
years to complete their proximity operations [5, 6], greatly increasing operational costs and delaying scientific analysis.
Indeed, state-of-the-practice approaches that rely heavily on ground-in-the-loop operations will fall short for upcoming
missions that call for exploring more distant, dynamic, and uncertain worlds. For example, as interest in the exploration
of small bodies increases toward the objective of understanding their populations [7, 8], traditional mission planning
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Fig. 1 Overview: The proposed framework provides a trajectory for the reconnaissance phase. The realistic
mission concept considered in this paper includes pre-scheduled 4 times maneuvers (𝑡0, 𝑡1, 𝑡2, and 𝑡 𝑓 ) and
observations throughout the pre-scheduled observation time window (from 𝑡𝑜1 to 𝑡𝑜2 ). The proposed planner uses a
stochastic optimization-based approach to efficiently deal with uncertainties and all realistic mission constraints.
As a result, mission planners enjoy the efficiency, flexibility, and robustness provided by the proposed trajectory
planner.

and operations techniques would poorly scale for meeting the anticipated needs of future mission concepts. Targeting
Near-Earth Objects (NEOs) as a subset of small bodies offers a compelling proving ground for developing and maturing
autonomy technologies, given their proximity to Earth and hence their relative accessibility, yet they still represent truly
unknown worlds whose characteristics remain poorly constrained. Recent research has been advancing capabilities
toward the autonomous exploration of small bodies [9–14].

In this work, we focus our attention on the guidance and control for the reconnaissance phase of the mission and
formulate a planning algorithm capable of efficiently computing a trajectory for the spacecraft. This trajectory planner
must be capable of satisfying complex missions constraints, including science and spacecraft system requirements,
while safely operating in the presence of system uncertainties. In order to tackle this problem, we solve the trajectory
planning problem using stochastic trajectory optimization, a paradigm that has emerged as an popular framework for
generating trajectories that must satisfy a rich set of mission constraints. Such trajectory optimization techniques
have proven effective for on-board use in multiple flight missions, including the upcoming Cooperative Autonomous
Distributed Robotic Exploration (CADRE) Lunar rover mission [15], and we leverage the tremendous advances in
nonlinear optimization solvers in the past decade to efficiently solve a deterministic reformulation of this stochastic
optimal control problem. Our proposed approach has potential to greatly accelerate the trajectory planning portion of
most mission operation cycles, reducing the time required from the order of a few days to the order of a few minutes. In
contrast, the state-of-practice entails significant ground-in-the-loop intervention and the manual design of trajectories
that satisfy various subsystem requirements [6, 16].

Statement of Contributions: In this paper, we present an optimization-based trajectory planning algorithm for use
in the reconnaissance phase of a small body proximity operations mission. In particular, we formulate our planner
using the mission configuration for the proposed Deep-space Autonomous Robotic Explorer (DARE) mission [12], but
we emphasize that our proposed approach generalizes to numerous proposed small body exploration missions. Our
contributions are listed as follows:

• We validate our modeling assumptions for the trajectory planning problem by quantifying the various sources
of environmental uncertainties using the Multi-Spacecraft Concept and Autonomy Tool (MuSCAT) simulation
framework [17].

• We present a stochastic optimal control problem that reconciles model fidelity with computational complexity. We
then reformulate this stochastic optimal control problem into a deterministic one such that it is computationally
tractable for solving with an off-the-shelf nonlinear optimization solver.
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Fig. 2 Overview of observation: The spacecraft must meet all observation constraints continuously throughout
the designated observation time window. Red regions indicate keep-out zones, whereas blue regions represent
keep-in zones. Intersections of the blue and red zones are also considered keep-out zones. Those zones may move
differently depending on different factors, such as the relative position of the spacecraft, the normal vector of a
sample site, and the vector from the site to the Sun.

• We demonstrate the efficacy of our propose trajectory planning approach through extensive numerical experiments
and demonstrate that it outperforms state-of-the-practice approaches used in missions (e.g., OSIRIS-REx).

Through this effort, we aim to demonstrate that our proposed approach would serve as a key enabling capability toward
autonomous proximity operations for future small-body exploration missions.

Paper Organization: The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section II reviews relevant literature
in the area of spacecraft trajectory planning for small body proximity operations and recent advances in trajectory
optimization-based approaches. Section III reviews the DARE mission concept, the reconnaissance phase studied
in this work, and the MuSCAT simulation framework. Next, Section IV provides a numerical analysis to assess the
modeling fidelity required for the trajectory planner. We introduce the corresponding stochastic optimal control problem
in Section V. Section VI constitutes the main technical contribution and reformulates the stochastic optimal control
problem as a deterministic one. Finally, Section VII presents Monte Carlo results to show the efficacy of the proposed
approach and offers comparisons with the current practice used in OSIRIS-REx.

II. Related Work
Historically, planning for proximity operations around small bodies has involved significant manual supervision [18,

19]. More recently, autonomous trajectory planning for small body proximity operations under uncertainty has been a
nascent area of research. A commonly used approach for solving this problem has been to use sampling-based motion
planning methods [20–22], wherein search-based methods are employed to solve the guidance problem. Although such
sampling-based methods can effectively find collision-free trajectories in the presence of obstacles, the computation
times required scale poorly as more challenging nonlinear dynamical constraints are necessary. Alternative approaches
that have extensively been investigated include indirect optimal control techniques, which derive the necessary conditions
of optimality using principles from calculus of variations [23]. However, indirect optimal control techniques struggle to
accommodate challenging state constraints and modeling uncertainty. In this work, we rely on direct methods based on
nonlinear trajectory optimization techniques, which are suitable for handling these challenges. These techniques for
autonomous trajectory planning have become the primary solution technique for efficiently solving such challenging
optimal control problems [24–26]. Traditionally, aerospace applications have focused on reformulating a non-convex
trajectory optimization problem as a convex optimization solver and then use an off-the-shelf convex solver to efficiently
solve the problem [27]. However, in the past few years, there have been tremendous advances in solving more challenging
classes of non-convex trajectory optimization problems in real time [28] and several efforts have focused on developing
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Fig. 3 Overview of the Deep-space Autonomous Robotic Explorer (DARE) mission concept that seeks use
autonomy across all mission phases from approach through proximity operations, landing and surface operations.
In this work, we focus on the reconnaissance phase for science mapping and landing site identification.

solvers tailored for non-convex trajectory optimization problems [29, 30]. Although such non-convex optimization
problems lack the strong theoretical guarantees enjoyed by convex formulations, they have become a cornerstone of
modern autonomy frameworks as they capture the realistic, nonlinear constraints present in most problems and have
been shown to work well in practice. For example, the upcoming CADRE Lunar rover mission will make use of the first
on-board non-convex trajectory optimization planner to the best of the authors knowledge [15].

In this work, we rely on these aforementioned advances in non-convex trajectory optimization solvers for the
problem of small body proximity operations. The three primary sources of non-convexity for this problem are (1) the
nonlinear dynamical constraints under the presence of uncertainty, (2) collision avoidance constraints, and (3) some
observation constraints. Tackling the problem of safe planning under uncertainty is a rich and extensive area of study.
One approach is that of robust optimization, wherein the uncertainties are considered to lie within some predefined,
bounded range [31]. With robust optimization, trajectory planners try and solve for trajectories that are feasible under
any possible realization of uncertainty that the system may encounter, but this can often lead to overly conservative
results by over-assessing those worst-cases [32]. Alternatively, works such as [33, 34] use stochastic optimization-based
approaches, which more accurately represent risk and uncertainties. In [33], the authors propose a generic stochastic
optimization-based framework for proximity operations around small bodies. Closest to our approach, in [34], the
authors propose a sequential convex optimization-based framework for close proximity operations, but this approach can
lead to artificially infeasible solutions as the authors omit covariance as a decision variable and instead propagate the
covariance using the previous solution [35]. In our work, we focus on the reconnaissance phase, where we identified and
ensured a realistic mission scenario with representative uncertainties and constraints and with sufficient model fidelity.

III. Modeling Mission Concept for the Reconnaissance Phase
This section introduces the DARE mission concept and the reconnaissance phase studied in this paper. We also

review the MuSCAT simulation framework. To root our autonomous trajectory planning problem within the context of
a deep space exploration mission, we consider the reconnaissance phase of the proposed DARE mission concept, whose
overview is depicted in Figure 3. Furthermore, in order to evaluate the practical advantages of using an autonomous
trajectory planner over the current practice, we design a realistic mission concept tailored to match the reconnaissance
phase of the OSIRIS-REx mission [16]. For the same reason, we use Bennu as the target small body for the DARE
mission concept.
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Fig. 4 The design of a conceptual spacecraft for the DARE project.

A. Overview of the Mission
Figure 1 illustrates the overall structure of the mission concept. After the approach phase, during which the spacecraft

estimates the physical parameters of the small body (e.g., rotation rate, rotation axis, and refined relative orbit), it starts
the reconnaissance phase to gather more detailed information about the body including its surface topography to identify
candidate landing sites [12]. To identify the most suitable site, the spacecraft conducts low-altitude reconnaissance over
each candidate landing site and captures images from multiple altitudes. The spacecraft starts the reconnaissance phase
from a safe home orbit or position, followed by a flyby, and aims to return to the safe orbit or position at the end. For
example, the reconnaissance phase for OSIRIS-REx began from a 1 km circular safe home orbit [16]. However, different
asteroid shapes and spacecraft models may employ alternative approaches (e.g., Hayabusa2 hovered above Ryugu,
whose hovering point was called the home position [36]). The proposed planner is designed to handle these variations
by adjusting the boundary conditions in its internal optimization problem, ensuring flexibility to accommodate different
mission requirements. The reconnaissance scenario here includes four Trajectory Correction Maneuvers (TCMs) as
these are the maximum number of maneuvers the conceptual model could execute within the reconnaissance phase
timespan, considering the limitations imposed by the time and battery consumption required for delta-V maneuver. Each
reconnaissance orbit observes a single landing site over a defined period for two reasons:

1) The reconnaissance phase is crucial for selecting landing sites, so missions typically allocate sufficient time to
this phase. As a result, this approach allows the spacecraft to follow a simple trajectory without the unnecessary
complexity, such as observing multiple landing sites at one time. For instance, in the case of OSIRIS-REx [16],
the entire process, from planning to executing all observation trajectories, took several months.

2) Due to the collision risks associated with a low-altitude reconnaissance orbit, our approach favors simple orbital
shapes that allow for safer execution.

During the reconnaissance phase, except for maneuvers and observation, the spacecraft attitude is controlled to face the
solar arrays toward the Sun. Moreover, the reconnaissance orbit design must meet several observation constraints (e.g. a
constraint on the angle of the sun and the angle of the spacecraft camera relative to the surface normal of the landing
site) throughout the prescribed observation time window, as depicted in Figure 2.

B. The Deep-space Autonomous Robotic Explorer (DARE) Mission Concept
In order to design a practical trajectory planner, we use a conceptual SmallSat spacecraft design from the DARE

project as depicted in Figure 3 [12]. DARE is a mission concept seeking to advance mission-life-cycle autonomy. DARE
uses the exploration of near-Earth objects as a means to advance autonomy in a real space environment, serving as a
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Fig. 5 Overview of Multi-Spacecraft Concept and Autonomy Tool (MuSCAT). Figure shows the different
components of the spacecraft that MuSCAT considers. MuSCAT serves as a test bed for understanding which
mission process may benefit from autonomy.

stepping stone toward the exploration of more remote and extreme target destinations such as ocean worlds. The mission
concept targets NEOs because they represent unexplored bodies whose shape, gravity, and rotations are unknown a
priori. Further, several NEOs could be rendezvoused with and landed on or touched by small satellites (< 180 kg). NEOs
are well-suited targets for autonomy because they are abundant, are representative of more extreme destinations with
large uncertainties and dynamic interactions with a spacecraft. Their low gravity and hence slow dynamics provide
some relief that allow more time for the onboard autonomy to make decisions and take actions. Moreover, the low
forces of spacecraft contact with the body reduce risk of damage. This is necessary for an endeavor that is aiming to
make significant advances to spacecraft autonomy.

As seen in Figure 4, this 0.3 m × 3.0 m × 0.6 m spacecraft consists of two stages: (a) a propulsion stage with a
fixed chemical thruster∗ and two large one-time unfoldable solar arrays and (b) the main stage with eight cold-gas
micro-thrusters and reaction wheels for attitude control (see Table 1 for the nominal components used in our modeling).
The main stage also includes Attitude Determination and Control System (ADCS) component (IMU, star tracker, sun
sensor) for state estimation and telecom (with a phase-array antenna mounted on one side of the body). The spacecraft
generates power from five solar panels with two large arrays mounted on the propulsion stage and three smaller ones
on the sides of the main stage. Throughout operations, the power generated by these panels is used directly for the
spacecraft’s active components and the excess power is stored in two 40 Wh lithium-ion batteries.

C. The Multi-Spacecraft Concept and Autonomy Tool (MuSCAT)
We evaluate the efficacy of the proposed method using MuSCAT, which is a software for an end-to-end mission

concept simulation to test autonomy [17, 37]. The MuSCAT framework is an open source software tool developed
at JPL † and provides an integrated platform for testing various subsystems of spacecraft simultaneously. As seen
in Figure 5, MuSCAT can simulate subsystems such as navigation, attitude GNC, power, communication, thermal,
and science instruments. Therefore, this tool is suitable for effectively evaluating the performance of our autonomous
trajectory planning algorithm within our mission concept. With MuSCAT, we will investigate the degree of model
fidelity required for our proposed planner through a Bennu reconnaissance case study.

IV. Model Verification
In this section, we present the numerical simulations conducted in MuSCAT to validate the modeling assumptions

that will be incorporated in our reconnaissance phase trajectory planner. Through these simulations, we develop and
∗This is a departure from DARE, which baselined solar-electric propulsion engine for its larger delta V
†The code of the simulation is available at https://github.com/nasa/muscat.
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formulate the appropriate modeling choices:
1) The state used in our trajectory planning and, in particular, the omission of the attitude as a part of the nonlinear

optimization.
2) The deterministic (i.e., nominal) dynamics used to model the spacecraft translational dynamics.
3) The particular sources of uncertainty considered (e.g., initial localization, control, among others).
4) The model used to formulate and propagate uncertainty.

Before executing low-altitude reconnaissance phases with the risk of collision, it is essential to have sufficiently accurate
environmental information about the shape and the dynamics of the small body in practice [36, 38]. Therefore, although
the proposed trajectory planner is capable of handling uncertainty arising from a lack of knowledge about the environment
(e.g., uncertainty in the landing site position and the parameters of the gravitational model), we do not address it to
ensure a direct comparison between our approach and current practice.

A. Simulation Overview
This section identifies the appropriate model fidelity for our proposed planner through numerical simulations

imitating the low-altitude (about 625 m) reconnaissance phase of OSIRIS-REx for the primary sample site Nightingale,
which is referred to as Reconnaissance B phase. We implemented simulations in MuSCAT with the conceptual SmallSat
spacecraft design from the DARE project.

In order to follow the Reconnaissance B phase trajectory, the simulation begins at the point where the Reconnaissance
B phase begins, simultaneously executing the same delta-V burn as the OSIRIS-REx mission. We note that we use
the OSIRIS-REx SPICE Kernels to construct trajectory and environmental information for this phase [39, 40] ‡. The
initial attitude of the conceptual spacecraft model is pre-determined so that its chemical thruster aligns with the planned
delta-V direction. During the ballistic flight, attitude control is performed so that the power generation is maximized. To
quantify the impact of model errors and uncertainty, we measure the dispersion at the end of the phase. In other words,
we measure the distance between the terminal position of the propagated trajectory for each sample and the terminal
position of the nominal trajectory, where the nominal trajectory is generated in a system without uncertainty. Moreover,
we set a dispersion threshold at 10 m. If the dispersion introduced by a particular modeling approach is below this
threshold, we utilize it for our proposed trajectory planner. We note that if several modeling approaches result in a
dispersion of less than 10 m, we select the model with the lowest fidelity among them.

B. Decoupling Attitude and Battery State-of-Charge (SoC)
Next, we discuss the validity of decoupling attitude and the battery SoC from the trajectory optimization process in

the proposed planner. We take an approach where we plan a nominal trajectory only considering translational motion,
with attitudes assigned afterward to the resulting trajectory. Numerical simulations reveal that this traditional and
practical approach works adequately except for two cases where the spacecraft runs out of battery. In order to address
them, we additionally impose constraints in the optimization process such that the battery SoC is guaranteed to be above
the minimum threshold.

Attitude Decoupling: The ADCS consists of multiple measurement sensors (e.g., star trackers and IMU sensors) and
actuators (e.g., multiple thrusters and reaction wheels). Although actuators used for attitude control can be considered
as providing precise pointing capability, a common modeling assumption is that actuators used for translational control
can inject disturbances to the system. Under this assumption, it has been a well-established and commonly used method
that assigns desired attitudes to nominal trajectories that only consider translational motion. The widespread usage of
this approach in most actual missions demonstrates that a broad class of missions is suitable for this approach. For
example, the OSIRIS-REx mission took the same approach for the reconnaissance phase and modeled attitude sequence
as values relative to a nadir, which was estimated by the latest onboard ephemeris data [38]. Therefore, uncertainty
in science instruments pointing was directly driven by uncertainty in translational dynamics, thus the performance of
translational nominal trajectory was considered more important [16]. Finally, misalignment in the translational thruster,
caused by uncertainty in the attitude control, can also be considered as part of the uncertainty in delta-V. Consequently,
we conclude that we can reasonably decouple attitude dynamics from the trajectory optimization process in the planner.

Battery SoC Decoupling: We then turn our attention to the battery SoC in the power subsystem. For safety reasons,
the spacecraft needs to maintain the battery SoC above a certain level during the reconnaissance phase. We set the lower
threshold to 30% and will discuss the approach of designing trajectories to ensure that the battery SoC does not fall

‡Data is available at https://naif.jpl.nasa.gov/pub/naif/pds/pds4/orex/orex_spice/document/spiceds_v001.html.
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Fig. 6 A visualization of 10, 000 Monte Carlo simulation results (a). Displayed are the maximum power
generation at each sample and the boundaries where the power generation is below 115 W or 90 W (black lines
and red lines, respectively). If the spacecraft position is outside of both dual cones, the battery SoC is above the
minimum threshold (b).

below this threshold without explicitly considering it in the trajectory planner.
During the reconnaissance phase, the attitude GNC subsystem needs to track one of the three attitude modes: 1) a

delta-V mode, 2) a sun-pointing mode to maximize generated power, and 3) an observation mode. Among those three
modes, in the sun-pointing mode, the battery SoC never falls below the lower limit, so maintaining the battery SoC is
not of concern. This is because all flybys for this reconnaissance phase are designed to pass over the daytime side of the
small body to meet the solar incidence angle constraints (we will also discuss later), ensuring the maximum power
generation. However, in the other two modes, commanding certain attitude slews may result in the battery SoC falling
below the threshold. Indeed, in the worst power generation case, there are attitudes where none of the solar panels
generate power. For example, fixing the spacecraft in such an attitude to warm up the thruster during the delta-V mode
could lead to running out of battery. Consequently, it is necessary to identify attitudes where the battery SoC is above
the lower threshold and impose a state constraint to take such attitudes in the trajectory optimization process. We will
discuss the formulation of such a constraint in Section V.B.1 and here we provide a numerical analysis to identify those
attitudes. Since maintaining the battery SoC is placed at the highest priority, we leave a sufficient safety margin and
identify attitudes such that power generation exceeds power consumption.

We begin by providing details on the power consumption in the two modes, the delta-V mode and the observation
mode. Using the conceptual SmallSat model, the total estimated power consumption during the thruster warm-up phase
in the delta-V mode is 115 W, whereas it is 90 W during the observation mode. We note that the thruster warm-up
consumes the most power in the delta-V mode. Next, to identify attitudes where power generation exceeds these
thresholds, we evaluate power generation at randomized attitudes. Our analysis involves 10, 000 sample Monte Carlo
simulations, where we place the spacecraft at random points on a sphere with a radius of 1 km centered at the Bennu
center of mass. At each sampled position, we compute the attitude of the spacecraft where its bottom face towards the
nadir while maximizing the generated power. We note that there remains an additional degree of freedom to consider
with the angle around the axis from the small body center-of-mass to the randomized spacecraft position. With MuSCAT,
we compute an angle with the maximum power generation. Each sampled attitude corresponds to different actions:
in the delta-V mode, it involves pointing the chemical thruster towards the direction opposite the nadir, and in the
observation mode, it involves pointing the camera towards the nadir. Figure 6a shows the Monte Carlo simulation result,
illustrating the maximum power generation for each sample and indicating the regions where the power generation is
below 115 W or 90 W. Indeed, these regions are described as dual cones (see Figure 6b). The apexes of these cones are
located at the center of mass, with angles 𝜃obs = 18.2◦ for the observation mode and 𝜃deltaV = 23.3◦ for the delta-V
mode, respectively. In Section V, we will impose constraints such that the spacecraft is placed to be outside of these
dual cones in order to ensure that the battery SoC does not fall below the lower threshold.
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Fig. 7 Comparisons of modeling techniques and sources of uncertainty that impact the performance of the
trajectory planner. Figures illustrate the dispersions from different modeling techniques (a) and sources of
uncertainty (b). Figure (a) indicates that the impulsive modeling of the thruster acceleration, the cannonball
modeling of the Solar Radiation Pressure (SRP), and the J2 modeling of perturbations are sufficiently accurate
for the trajectory planner. Figure (b) highlights the significant impacts of thruster uncertainty and initial state
uncertainty compared to the other sources.

C. Verifying Model Fidelity
Here, we focus on verifying the appropriate model fidelity for our autonomy task. Model fidelity describes the

accuracy with which a model represents the real-world system. The appropriate model fidelity balances detail against
numerical tractability. We begin with the orbit propagation of the form:

¤𝑥 = 𝑓 (𝑥, 𝑡) + [03×1, 𝑎⊤thrust]
⊤, (1)

where a state vector 𝑥 = [𝑟⊤, ¤𝑟⊤]⊤ ∈ R6 contains a position 𝑟 = [𝑟𝑥 , 𝑟𝑦 , 𝑟𝑧]⊤ ∈ R3 and a velocity ¤𝑟 = [𝑟𝑥 , 𝑟𝑦 , 𝑟𝑧]⊤ ∈ R3.
The function 𝑓 : R6 × R→ R6 captures the autonomous system dynamics and 𝑎thrust ∈ R3 is an acceleration induced by
the chemical thruster of the spacecraft. We let 𝑥 denote the vector relative to the small body center of mass, defined
in the J2000 frame. In particular, we evaluated the effects of including three canonical environmental effects. These
factors, typically considered in high-fidelity translational dynamics propagation, include the Solar Radiation Pressure
(SRP), propulsion force, and gravitational force. Thus, 𝑓 is expressed as

𝑓 (𝑥, 𝑡) = [ ¤𝑟 (𝑡)⊤, 1
𝑚
{𝐹SRP + 𝐹grav}⊤]⊤, (2)

where 𝑚 ∈ R is a mass, 𝐹SRP represents the SRP, and 𝐹grav is a gravitational force induced by the small body, Bennu.
We will discuss the appropriate model fidelity for each force in the following sections.

1. Solar Radiation Pressure
In order to discuss the appropriate modeling method for the SRP, we evaluate the dispersion at the end of the

reconnaissance phase for two approximated systems: one that does not consider SRP, and another that represents SRP
using a Cannonball model. The Cannonball model approximates the shape of the spacecraft as a sphere. We note that
we consider an N-Plate model as the ground truth [41]. As seen in Figure 7a, the dispersion due to the Cannonball
model approximation was less than 10 m, indicating that the Cannonball model could be reasonably accurate when the
spacecraft operates for a sufficiently short duration, as in our fly-by mission.

2. Spherical Harmonics Model
In order to represent the gravitational force, we consider a spherical harmonics model. This model is well known to

accurately represent a gravitational model of irregularly shaped small bodies when the spacecraft is at the outside of its

9



Sources 1𝜎 Nominal Components
Sun Sensor Estimation Error 0.05 rad SSOC-A60 [46]
Star Tracker Estimation Error 15 arcsec Standard Nano Star Tracker [47]
IMU Sensor Estimation Error 9.7 × 10−5 rad/s MASIMU01 [48]

Initial State 3% of the estimated state -
Micro Thruster Actuation Error 100 × 10−6 N 1 mN HPGP Thruster [49]

Chemical Thruster Actuation Error 10% of the nominal thrust 1 N HPGP Thruster [50]
Table 1 Sources of uncertainty considered in this paper.
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Fig. 8 Quantile-Quantile (QQ) Plots of terminal state dispersion projected on each axis of the J2000 frame
and Standard Normal. Figure (a) displays the QQ Plot of terminal state dispersion considering initial state
uncertainty, whereas Figure (b) displays the QQ plot of terminal state dispersion considering thruster uncertainty.
In both figures, the black dots represent the data points of the dispersion. The red dashed line connects the first
and third quantiles of those, while the blue solid line represents a segment between these two quantiles. Given
that the points in the plots approximately lie on a linear line, we conclude that the Gaussian approximation of
state distributions is applicable.

circumscribing sphere [42]. As in the previous discussion, we evaluate the dispersion for eight systems by varying the
order of the spherical harmonics model that represents the gravity induced by the small body, ranging from 0 (point
mass model) to 7. We consider an 8th-order model as the ground truth. The results of the evolution of the state through
the eight different systems are observed in Figure 7a. The system considering up to J2 perturbations results in terminal
dispersion within 10 m. This is consistent with the observations that the spacecraft was insensitive to higher orders of
the model in the OSIRIS-REx mission [43, 44]. Thus, we conclude that incorporating J2 perturbations in the planner
adequately captures the dynamics propagation.

3. Thruster Model
Finally, we evaluate an impulsive model to represent the control acceleration induced by the spacecraft. In real

missions (and also in the ground truth model of MuSCAT), the spacecraft continues to thrust for a certain period
until it achieves the desired delta-V. On the other hand, because this thrusting period is usually much shorter than the
planned time-of-flight, these control inputs are often simplified as impulse inputs using the Dirac delta functions in orbit
design [45]. To confirm the validity of this impulsive approximation, we analyze the terminal dispersion of a system
where the initial thrust is approximated as an impulse. Provided that the resulting terminal position error is 7.55 m, we
conclude that the impulse approximation is sufficiently accurate for this specific reconnaissance phase.
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Fig. 9 Block diagram illustration of the proposed trajectory planner for the reconnaissance phase (a). The
method is composed of three major processes: a process to design firing timings (i.e., 𝑡1 and 𝑡2) and an attitude
mode profile, a process to compute a desired delta-V and a process to assign desired attitudes to the nominal
trajectory given by the previous processes. Figure (b) shows the overview of the process to design firing timings
and an attitude mode profile.

D. Quantifying Uncertainty and Modeling Uncertainty Propagation
In order to evaluate sources of uncertainty, several Monte Carlo simulations are run in the MuSCAT simulation

environment while activating each source separately. Table 1 presents the sources of uncertainty considered in our
simulations, specified as Gaussian distributions with zero means. This table also details the nominal components
employed in the conceptual model for the DARE project, all of which were simulated in the MuSCAT simulation. The
parameters representing uncertainty were informed by the data sheets referenced in Table 1, Monte Carlo simulations
carried out for the OSIRIS-REx mission [16], and related research on estimating uncertainty as discussed in [51].
The sources of uncertainty in the attitude dynamics include sun sensor estimation error, star tracker estimation error,
IMU sensor estimation error, and micro thruster actuation error, whereas the remaining in Table 1 are the sources
of uncertainty in the translational dynamics. Uncertainty in the attitude GNC subsystem affects the accuracy of the
maneuver and may also put additional forces in the translational dynamics during the sun-pointing mode.

As shown in Figure 7b, the key findings from our simulations are that a state estimation uncertainty and a thruster
uncertainty are the main sources of dispersion. We also note that attitude error from any of sources of uncertainty at the
end was negligibly small (i.e., less than 0.1% of the desired attitude at the end). These results motivate our approach to
decouple attitude dynamics from the trajectory planner.

Next, in order to identify the appropriate technique to capture uncertainty and model its propagation within the
trajectory optimization process, we assess the closeness of state distributions to normality. Figure 8 displays Quantile-
Quantile (QQ) plots of each element of state data at the end. A QQ plot is a graphical tool used to assess whether a
given data follows a particular probability distribution, such as the normal distribution. In a QQ plot, the quantiles of
the dataset are plotted against the quantiles of a theoretical distribution. If the dataset closely follows the theoretical
distribution, then the points on the QQ plot will fall approximately along a straight line. As the data in Figure 8 show, all
points are roughly aligned along the straight line and this result indicates the validity of imposing a Gaussian assumption
on the state to model the uncertainty propagation.

11



V. Proposed Planner
In this section, we present a proposed trajectory planner for the reconnaissance phase as shown in Figure 1, which

involves (1) determining firing timings (i.e., 𝑡1 and 𝑡2), (2) designing desired mode profiles, and (3) solving a stochastic
optimization problem. We note that 𝑡𝑜1 and 𝑡𝑜2 are determined only by the position of the Sun and the sample site. Thus,
they are given before starting the planner (see Section V.B for further details). At the end, we can design an attitude
profile by assigning desired attitudes to each mode. Once the attitude mode profile and a state (i.e., position and velocity)
profile are designed, desired attitudes are automatically assigned by using the attitude GNC subsystem in the MuSCAT.
Figure 9 illustrates the overview of the proposed planner.

A. Pre-Designing Firing Timings and an Attitude Mode Profile
Here, we detail the process to design firing timings and an attitude mode profile prior to solving a stochastic

optimization problem. Specifically, there is an attitude mode selection history required to achieve the proposed
reconnaissance phase, as shown in Figure 9b. In each mode, the attitude is precisely controlled to meet the specific
requirements. We note that each mode includes attitude change maneuvers to achieve a desired attitude at the beginning.
The green band represents a delta-V mode, the light blue band represents a sun-pointing mode, and the dark blue band
represents the observation mode. The delta-V mode involves changing an attitude to aim the chemical thruster in the
desired direction and maintaining a certain attitude until the thruster is warmed to the required temperature. In the
sun-pointing mode, it controls the attitude to maximize power generation by aiming the solar panels toward the Sun.
Finally, in the observation mode, it controls the attitude to aim the camera at the bottom of the spacecraft to the sample
site. We note again that we take the nadir-relative pointing approach as the OSIRIS-REx mission did. Therefore, the
desired attitude profile is computed only by the predicted position of the spacecraft given by the trajectory optimization
process and the predicted position of the sample site.

Furthermore, we can create a reasonable attitude mode profile by considering the worst-case time required for a
single attitude change maneuver to reach a steady state, the time required to heat the thrusters, and the time required to
charge the battery SoC fully during the sun pointing mode. We denote each these three times as Δ𝑡attitude, Δ𝑡heat, and
Δ𝑡SoC, respectively. Delta-V modes are set to begin Δ𝑡attitude + Δ𝑡heat before the pre-scheduled firing timing. Further,
we set the beginning of observation mode Δ𝑡attitude before 𝑡𝑜1 . It is important to note that each mode must last at least
Δ𝑡attitude to have sufficient time for an attitude change maneuver. Moreover, each instance of the solar pointing mode
during 𝑡0 and 𝑡3 must last for at least Δ𝑡attitude + Δ𝑡SoC. Using the conceptual model, Δ𝑡attitude is provided as 30 minutes
whereas Δ𝑡heat is set to 30 minutes and Δ𝑡SoC is set to 20 minutes. As for Δ𝑡attitude, we measure the expected time to reach
a steady state under the worst-case scenario, performing a flip maneuver in a system with actuator noise. The Δ𝑡heat
value is then set to the required preheating time at nominal for the chemical thruster assumed in the conceptual model.
Finally, using the same simulation environment in Section IV.B, we measured the expected time to charge the battery
from empty to full during the sun-pointing mode. Given that the Time of Flight (TOF) for the reconnaissance phase is
more than nine hours, we could reasonably schedule firing timings and modes satisfying all the above constraints before
the computation, as in Figure 9b.

B. Problem Formulation for the Trajectory Optimization Process
Following the preceding discussion in Section IV, we introduce the stochastic optimization problem considered in

the proposed trajectory planner, whose solution provides a nominal trajectory satisfying all of the mission constraints.
Setting 𝑡0 to 0 s, we begin with the discretized dynamics with uncertainties of the form:

𝑥𝑘 =

{
𝐹 (𝑥𝑘−1, 𝑘 − 1) + [03×1, Δ𝑣⊤

𝑘
]⊤ + 𝛽[03×1, (Δ𝑣𝑘 ◦ 𝜔𝑘)⊤]⊤ (𝑘Δ𝑡 ∈ {0, 𝑡1, 𝑡2, 𝑡 𝑓 })

𝐹 (𝑥𝑘−1, 𝑘 − 1) (𝑘Δ𝑡 ∉ {0, 𝑡1, 𝑡2, 𝑡 𝑓 })
, (3)

where 𝑥𝑘 ∈ R6 is the system state, Δ𝑡 ∈ R is the discretized time step, and Δ𝑣𝑘 ∈ R3 is the deterministic delta-V.
Let Δ𝑡 = 𝑡 𝑓

𝑁
. We note that the second term in Eq. (3) represents the delta-V input modeled as an impulsive input in

discretized time space, which was discussed in Section IV.C. The value 𝛽 ∈ R is a coefficient parameter and 𝜔𝑘 ∈ R3 is
a normal Gaussian white noise representing control uncertainty. Further, 𝐹 : R6 × R→ R6 is the discretized update
equation of Eq. (2).

The magnitude of Δ𝑣𝑘 must be bounded between 0 and the given constant parameter Δ𝑣max ∈ R for all firings during
the reconnaissance phase. This implies that

∥Δ𝑣𝑘 ∥2 ≤ Δ𝑣max, 𝑘Δ𝑡 ∈ {0, 𝑡1, 𝑡2, 𝑡 𝑓 }. (4)
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Fig. 10 Graphical description of observation constraints.

Site Distance Bennu Local Solar Time Emission Angle Phase Angle Solar Incidence Angle
𝑑site 𝑡LST 𝜃emi 𝜃phase 𝜃si

𝑑1 ≤ 𝑑site ≤ 𝑑2 𝑡𝑙1 ≤ 𝑡LST ≤ 𝑡𝑙2 𝜃𝑒1 ≤ 𝜃emi ≤ 𝜃𝑒2 𝜃𝑝1 ≤ 𝜃phase ≤ 𝜃𝑝2 𝜃𝑠1 ≤ 𝜃si ≤ 𝜃𝑠2

Table 2 Observation constraints for the reconnaissance phase

In this work, we impose the boundary constraint to the expected value of the position. Together with the fact that the
state estimation has uncertainty distributed according to a Gaussian distribution, we have

𝑥0 ∼ N(𝑥𝑡0 , Σ𝑡0 ), E(𝑥𝑁 ) = 𝑥𝑡 𝑓 , (5)

where 𝑥𝑡0 , Σ𝑡0 , and 𝑥𝑡 𝑓 are given parameters.

1. Modeling State Constraints
Collision Avoidance Constraints: Here we focus on formulating state constraints during the reconnaissance phase.

We begin with safety-related constraints. To address safety concerns, the distance from the small body center of mass
must be greater than the minimum threshold during the phase:

∥𝑟𝑘 ∥2 ≥ ℎmin, 𝑘 = 0, ..., 𝑁, (6)

where ℎmin ∈ R is a parameter. We note that there exist additional safety constraints for collision avoidance that could be
introduced for cases when a thruster misfires or if the spacecraft state enters a safe mode. While the proposed framework
can easily accommodate such constraints, in this work, we focus solely on constraints of the form Eq. (6), aligning them
with those considered in the OSIRIS-REx mission [16].

Observation Constraints: We then turn our attention to formulating observation constraints, which are critical to
the quality of scientific observations and consequently inform the trajectory design. In order to maximize the success
rate of observation while being robust against uncertainty, these constraints needed to be met as long as possible [16].
In line with the observation constraints provided to the trajectory design team during multiple reconnaissance phases in
the OSIRIS-REx mission, we address the following observation constraints as shown in Table 2. The definitions of those
constraints are depicted in Figure 10. The solar incidence angle bounds the possible observation times. Similarly, the
local solar time restricts the timing and duration of observations. These two constraints do not depend on the position of
the spacecraft. Emission, phase angle, and site distance are all dependent on the spacecraft position.
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Observation Time Window: Before integrating these observation constraints into the trajectory optimization
problem, it is necessary and possible to compute the maximum observation time window for each sample site, which is
independent of the spacecraft pose. It should be noted that those windows are defined only by the Solar Incidence Angle,
Local Solar Time constraint, the relative position of the asteroid to the Sun, rotational period, sample site position, and
the normal vector of the site surface. Since all of these are independent of the spacecraft position, the boundaries of
the time windows are given as constants before running the trajectory planner. Throughout the rest of the paper, these
predefined observation time windows are denoted as 𝑡𝑜1 and 𝑡𝑜2 . Next, we now model observation constraints in Table 2.
Site distance constraints, emission angle constraints, and phase angle constraints are defined as

𝑑1 ≤ ∥𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟site,𝑘 ∥ ≤ 𝑑2, 𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 , (7)

cos 𝜃𝑒2 ≤
(𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟site,𝑘)⊤𝑟𝑠⊥,𝑘
∥𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟site,𝑘 ∥2

≤ cos 𝜃𝑒1, 𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 , (8)

cos 𝜃𝑝2 ≤
(𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟site,𝑘)⊤𝑟center→sun

∥𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟site,𝑘 ∥2
≤ cos 𝜃𝑝1, 𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 , (9)

where 𝑟site,𝑘 is the position of the sample site, 𝑟𝑠⊥,𝑘 is the normal vector of the site surface, and 𝑟center→sun is the unit
vector from the small body center of mass to the Sun. We note that the vector from the sample site to the Sun is
approximated by 𝑟center→sun because the Bennu orbit distance from the Sun is the order of 100 million kilometers, while
the diameter of Bennu is the order of 0.5 kilometers.

Battery Constraints: Following the discussion in Section IV.B, we impose constraints such that the battery SoC is
above the minimum threshold during the reconnaissance phase. We assume that the spacecraft flies over the daytime
side of the small body while observing the sample site on the surface of the small body. Therefore, when considering
the battery SoC during the observation, we impose a constraint such that the spacecraft is placed outside the cone on the
sunlit side, which gives

(Δ𝑣𝑘)⊤𝑟center→sun
∥Δ𝑣𝑘 ∥2

≤ cos 𝜃deltaV,
(Δ𝑣𝑘)⊤ (−𝑟center→sun)

∥Δ𝑣𝑘 ∥2
≤ cos 𝜃deltaV, 𝑘Δ𝑡 ∈ {0, 𝑡1, 𝑡2, 𝑡 𝑓 } (10)

(𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟site,𝑘)⊤𝑟center→sun

∥𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟site,𝑘 ∥2
≤ cos 𝜃obs, 𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 , (11)

where we apply the same approximation as in Eq. (9).
Chance Constraints Reformulation: Due to uncertainty in the dynamics, each state constraint must be satisfied with

at least a probability of 𝑝chance, which is a user-defined risk bound. Therefore, all state constraints are reformulated in
the form of chance constraints, which are given by

Pr(∥𝑟𝑘 ∥2 ≥ ℎmin) ≥ 𝑝chance, 𝑘 = 0, ..., 𝑁, (12)

Pr
( (𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟site,𝑘)⊤𝑟center→sun

∥𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟site,𝑘 ∥2
≤ cos 𝜃obs

)
≥ 𝑝chance, 𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 , (13)

Pr(𝑑1 ≤ ∥𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟site,𝑘 ∥2 ≤ 𝑑2) ≥ 𝑝chance, 𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 , (14)

Pr
(
cos 𝜃𝑒2 ≤

(𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟site,𝑘)⊤𝑟𝑠⊥,𝑘
∥𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟site,𝑘 ∥2

≤ cos 𝜃𝑒1)
)
≥ 𝑝chance, 𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 , (15)

Pr
(
cos 𝜃𝑝2 ≤

(𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟site,𝑘)⊤𝑟center→sun

∥𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟site,𝑘 ∥2
≤ cos 𝜃𝑝1

)
≥ 𝑝chance, 𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 . (16)

Finally, we formally define the stochastic minimum fuel optimization problem as follows:

Problem 1: Baseline stochastic optimization problem

min
Δ𝑣𝑘

∑︁
𝑘Δ𝑡∈{0,𝑡1 ,𝑡2 ,𝑡 𝑓 }

∥Δ𝑣𝑘 ∥2,

s.t. Eq. (3), (4), (5), (10), (12), (13), (14), (15), and (16) .
(P1)
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VI. A Solution Framework for Trajectory Optimization Process
This section details a proposed approach to solve P1. By representing a state distribution as a Gaussian to capture

uncertainty, we are able to introduce an Extended Kalman Filter (EKF)-inspired method for modeling stochastic
dynamics as deterministic nonlinear dynamics. The key difficulties in solving P1 stem from the presence of non-convex
chance constraints and the lack of a closed form expression for satisfying them. Such difficulties motivated an approach
to approximate them as the intersection of affine chance-constraints. In order to accomplish this, we propose a solution
framework that entails 1) solving an optimization problem without uncertainties, 2) propagating through the modeled
deterministic nonlinear dynamics to complete the approximation, and 3) solving an optimization problem considering
uncertainties with the solution from the first two steps as an initial guess for a solver.

A. Gaussian Representation to Capture Uncertainty
In order to solve an optimal control problem with these system dynamics, we must reformulate the stochastic

dynamics as deterministic functions. Provided that Section IV.D has demonstrated that the Gaussian assumption is
reasonable to capture uncertainties propagated through nonlinear dynamics, we approximate the probability distribution
of 𝑥𝑘 as a Gaussian distribution. Further, we employ the prediction step of EKF to model uncertainty propagation.
When the Gaussian distribution of the state at the beginning of the phase is known, i.e., the mean and covariance are
given as 𝜇0 ∈ R3 and Σ0 ∈ R3×3, the mean and covariance dynamics are modeled as follows:

𝜇𝑘 =

{
𝐹 (𝜇𝑘−1, 𝑘 − 1) + [03×1, Δ𝑣⊤

𝑘
]⊤ (𝑘Δ𝑡 ∈ {0, 𝑡1, 𝑡2, 𝑡 𝑓 }),

𝐹 (𝜇𝑘−1, 𝑘 − 1) (𝑘Δ𝑡 ∉ {0, 𝑡1, 𝑡2, 𝑡 𝑓 }),
(17)

Σ𝑘 =

{
∇𝑥𝐹Σ𝑘−1∇𝑥𝐹

⊤ + [03×6; 03×3, 𝛽𝑣𝑘 ◦ 𝐼] 𝐼 [03×6; 03×3, 𝛽𝑣𝑘 ◦ 𝐼]⊤ (𝑘Δ𝑡 ∈ {0, 𝑡1, 𝑡2, 𝑡 𝑓 }),
∇𝑥𝐹Σ𝑘−1∇𝑥𝐹

⊤ (𝑘Δ𝑡 ∉ {0, 𝑡1, 𝑡2, 𝑡 𝑓 }),
(18)

where ∇𝑥𝐹 is the Jacobian matrix of 𝐹 with respect to 𝑥𝑘 and it is evaluated at (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑘) = (𝜇𝑘−1, 𝑘 − 1). Given that Σ𝑘

and 𝜇𝑘 are regarded as decision variables, boundary constraints are expressed as linear constraints as

𝜇𝑜 = 𝑥𝑡0 , 𝜇𝑁 = 𝑥𝑡 𝑓 , (19)
Σ0 = Σ𝑡0 . (20)

B. Solution Approach
Here, we focus on transforming the chance constraints into deterministic nonlinear constraints. We begin by

rewriting the chance constraints in P1 into constraints using a general form. Feasible regions of all events for the chance
constraints in P1 are classified into three types of sets: regions inside of a second-order cone, regions outside of a
second-order cone, and regions being in the intersection of them. The general form of a second order cone is expressed
as

𝑆𝑂𝐶𝑖 := {𝑥 ∈ R6 | ∥𝐴𝑖𝑥 + 𝑏𝑖 ∥2 ≤ 𝐶𝑖𝑥 + 𝑑𝑖}, (21)

where 𝑖 denotes indices of constraints, and 𝐴𝑖 ∈ R6×6, 𝑏𝑖 ∈ R6, 𝐶𝑖 ∈ R6×6, and 𝑑𝑖 ∈ R6 are parameters specified for
each. Subsequently, all of the chance constraints Eq.(12), (13), (14), (15), and (16) are rewritten as

Eq.(12) ⇔ Pr(𝑥 ∉ 𝑆𝑂𝐶1) ≥ 𝑝chance, 𝑘 = 0, ..., 𝑁, (22)
Eq.(13) ⇔ Pr(𝑥 ∉ 𝑆𝑂𝐶2) ≥ 𝑝chance, 𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 , (23)

Eq.(14) ⇔ Pr(𝑥 ∉ 𝑆𝑂𝐶3 ∩ 𝑥 ∈ 𝑆𝑂𝐶4) ≥ 𝑝chance, 𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 , (24)
Eq.(15) ⇔ Pr(𝑥 ∉ 𝑆𝑂𝐶5 ∩ 𝑥 ∈ 𝑆𝑂𝐶6) ≥ 𝑝chance, 𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 , (25)
Eq.(16) ⇔ Pr(𝑥 ∉ 𝑆𝑂𝐶7 ∩ 𝑥 ∈ 𝑆𝑂𝐶8) ≥ 𝑝chance, 𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 . (26)

Then, the joint chance constraints presented here boil down to the conjunction of two chance constraints. A common
approach to relax a joint chance constraint is to use Boole’s inequality, which replaces it with two chance constraints
given by

Pr(𝑥 ∉ 𝑆𝑂𝐶𝑖) ∩ 𝑥 ∈ 𝑆𝑂𝐶 𝑗 ) ≥ 1 − (1 − 𝑝chance), (27)

∼ Pr(𝑥 ∉ 𝑆𝑂𝐶𝑖) ≥ 1 − 1 − 𝑝chance
2

, Pr(𝑥 ∈ 𝑆𝑂𝐶 𝑗 ) ≥ 1 − 1 − 𝑝chance
2

. (28)
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(a) Approximation of 𝑥 ∈ SOC𝑖 by the conjunction of
affine constraints.

(b) Approximation of 𝑥 ∉ SOC𝑖 by the disjunction of
affine constraints. We choose a hyperplane such that
it maximizes Pr(𝑥 ∈ 𝐴𝑖, 𝑗 ). The other hyperplanes are
deactivated (colored in gray).

Fig. 11 Polytopic approximation of a second order cone set 𝑆𝑂𝐶𝑖 . The parameters of hyperplanes can be given
before the computation. Choosing the number of hyperplanes can approximate the second order cone with
arbitrary precision.

In order to address those two chance constraints, we consider the polytopic approximation of this second order cone,
as seen in Figure 11. Its key advantage is, with the Gaussian approximation, affine chance constraints can be rigorously
transformed into determistic ones. We note that 𝑎𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ R6 and 𝑏𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ R6 forming each hyperplane can be computed
beforehand and we can choose an arbitrary number of hyperplanes in the need of approximation accuracy. As a result,
𝑥 ∈ SOC𝑖 is transformed into the conjunction of finitely many affine constraints whereas 𝑥 ∉ SOC𝑖 is transformed into
the disjunction of them. Denoting the set bounded by a hyperplane as 𝐴𝑖, 𝑗 := {𝑥 | 𝑎⊤

𝑖, 𝑗
𝑥 ≤ 𝑏𝑖, 𝑗 }, we have

Pr(𝑥 ∉ 𝑆𝑂𝐶𝑖) ∼ Pr ©«
𝑛𝑖⋃
𝑗=1

𝑥 ∈ 𝐴𝑖, 𝑗
ª®¬ , Pr(𝑥 ∈ 𝑆𝑂𝐶𝑖) ∼ Pr ©«

𝑛𝑖⋂
𝑗=1

𝑥 ∈ 𝐴𝑖, 𝑗
ª®¬ . (29)

We can now transform those two chance constraints into deterministic ones. Using the typical approach with Boole’s
inequality again, we have

Pr ©«
𝑛𝑖⋂
𝑗=1

𝑥 ∈ 𝐴𝑖, 𝑗
ª®¬ ≥ 1 − (1 − 𝑝𝑖) ∼ Pr(𝑥 ∈ 𝐴𝑖, 𝑗 ) ≥ 1 − 1 − 𝑝𝑖

𝑛𝑖
, 𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑛𝑖 , (30)

⇔ 𝑎⊤𝑖, 𝑗𝜇𝑘 + Ψ−1
(
1 − (1 − 𝑝𝑖)

𝑛𝑖

) √︃
𝑎⊤
𝑖, 𝑗
Σ𝑘𝑎𝑖, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑏𝑖, 𝑗 , 𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑛𝑖 , (31)

Pr ©«
𝑛𝑖⋃
𝑗=1

𝑥 ∈ 𝐴𝑖, 𝑗
ª®¬ ≥ 1 − (1 − 𝑝𝑖) ⇐ max

𝑗=1,...,𝑛𝑖
Pr(𝑥 ∈ 𝐴𝑖, 𝑗 ) ≥ 1 − (1 − 𝑝𝑖) (32)

⇔ 𝑎⊤
𝑖, 𝑗
𝜇𝑘 + Ψ−1 (1 − (1 − 𝑝𝑖))

√︃
𝑎⊤
𝑖, 𝑗
Σ𝑘𝑎𝑖, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑏𝑖, 𝑗 , (33)

where 𝑗 = argmax 𝑗=1,...,𝑛𝑖 Pr(𝑥 ∈ 𝐴𝑖, 𝑗 ) and 𝑝𝑖 ∈ R represents a probability for each constraint after relaxing joint
chance constraints. We note that Ψ−1 (𝛼) is the standard normal quantile and it can be calculated before the computation.
Despite the fact that there are several existing approaches to provide more accurate approximation, we have found that
the proposed framework provides a feasible solution successively in practice. Finally, all of the chance constraints are
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Parameter Value
𝑑1, 𝑑2 500 m, 740 m
𝑡𝑙1, 𝑡𝑙2 8 am∗, 4 pm∗

𝜃𝑒1, 𝜃𝑒2 20◦, 45◦

𝜃𝑝1, 𝜃𝑝2 10◦, N/A
𝜃𝑠1, 𝜃𝑠2 N/A, 60◦

Δ𝑣max 0.2 m/s
ℎmin 500 m

𝑟center→sun [−0.9992, 0.0323, 0.0225]⊤m
𝑝chance 70 %

𝛽 8 × 10−2

𝑥0 [0.0702 km,−1.0963 km, 0.4064 km, −0.0047 m/s,−0.0167 m/s, 0.0278 m/s]⊤

𝑥 𝑓 [0.0199 km, 1.1287 km,−0.1409 km, 0.0003 m/s, 0.0496 m/s,−0.0457 m/s]⊤

Σ𝑡0 1 × 10−4 ∗ diag(𝑥0 ◦ 𝑥0)
𝑡0, 𝑡1, 𝑡2, 𝑡 𝑓 0 s, 8000 s, 25 000 s, 34 842 s

𝑡𝑜1 , 𝑡𝑜2 13 140 s, 16 537 s
𝑟𝑠⊥,𝑘 𝑇1,𝑘 [0.394316, 0.565411, 0.724448]⊤∗∗

Δ𝑡 232 s
∗ Bennu Local Solar Time
∗∗ 𝑇1,𝑘 is a transformation matrix from the Bennu Body-fixed Frame to the J2000 frame.

Table 3 Numerical parameters for the OSIRIS-REx Reconnaissance B trajectory optimization using the
proposed planner.

approximated as

Eq.(22) ∼ 𝑎⊤1, 𝑗𝜇𝑘 + Ψ−1 (1 − (1 − 𝑝1))
√︃
𝑎⊤

1, 𝑗
Σ𝑘𝑎1, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑏1, 𝑗 , 𝑘 = 0, ..., 𝑁. (34)

Eq.(23) ∼ 𝑎⊤2, 𝑗𝜇𝑘 + Ψ−1 (1 − (1 − 𝑝2))
√︃
𝑎⊤

2, 𝑗
Σ𝑘𝑎2, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑏2, 𝑗 , 𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 (35)

Eq.(24) ∼

𝑎⊤

3, 𝑗
𝜇𝑘 + Ψ−1 (1 − (1 − 𝑝3))

√︃
𝑎⊤

3, 𝑗
Σ𝑘𝑎3, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑏3, 𝑗 ,

𝑎⊤4, 𝑗𝜇𝑘 + Ψ−1
(
1 − (1−𝑝4 )

𝑛4

) √︃
𝑎⊤4, 𝑗Σ𝑘𝑎4, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑏4, 𝑗 , 𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑛4,

𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 (36)

Eq.(25) ∼

𝑎⊤

5, 𝑗
𝜇𝑘 + Ψ−1 (1 − (1 − 𝑝5))

√︃
𝑎⊤

5, 𝑗
Σ𝑘𝑎5, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑏5, 𝑗 ,

𝑎⊤6, 𝑗𝜇𝑘 + Ψ−1
(
1 − (1−𝑝6 )

𝑛6

) √︃
𝑎⊤6, 𝑗Σ𝑘𝑎6, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑏6, 𝑗 , 𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑛6,

𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 (37)

Eq.(26) ∼

𝑎⊤

7, 𝑗
𝜇𝑘 + Ψ−1 (1 − (1 − 𝑝7))

√︃
𝑎⊤

7, 𝑗
Σ𝑘𝑎7, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑏7, 𝑗 ,

𝑎⊤8, 𝑗𝜇𝑘 + Ψ−1
(
1 − (1−𝑝8 )

𝑛8

) √︃
𝑎⊤8, 𝑗Σ𝑘𝑎8, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑏8, 𝑗 , 𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑛8,

𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑘Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 (38)

Consequently, we could transform the stochastic optimization problem P1 into the following deterministic
optimization problem. The constraints in this problem are all convex without Eq. (17), Eq. (18), and Eq. (10), allowing
the proposed formulation to be solved by the off-the shelf nonlinear optimization solver such as ipopt.
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Fig. 12 Projected views of the converged trajectory and the as-flown OSIRIS-REx trajectory in the J2000 frame
(black line and black dotted line). Projected figures also display the circular approximated shape of Bennu (gray
sphere), the delta-V firings (red vectors), the states at the timing of firings or the boundaries of the observation
(red and black circular markers), and the 1𝜎 and 2𝜎 dispersions (light blue and blue highlighted areas). Note
that the red vectors representing the delta-V firings are scaled by size, such that only their relative magnitudes
are meaningful. Given that the worst 2𝜎 dispersion does not collide with Bennu, we conclude that the converged
solution satisfies the safety constraint as in Eq. (12).

Problem 2: Approximated deterministic optimization problem

min
Δ𝑣𝑘

∑︁
𝑘Δ𝑡∈{0,𝑡1 ,𝑡2 ,𝑡 𝑓 }

∥Δ𝑣𝑘 ∥2,

s.t. Eq. (17), (18), (4), (19), (20), (10), (34), (35), (36), (37), and (38) .
(P2)

The next immediate question is how to detect 𝑗 maximizing Pr(𝑥 ∈ 𝐴𝑖, 𝑗 ). In order to address it, we propose a
framework consisting of 1) solving the optimization problem without uncertainty as in P3, 2) propagating covariance
throughout the modeled dynamics as in Eq. (17) and Eq. (18) to detect 𝑗 for each constraint, and 3) solving the
deterministic optimization problem considering uncertainty as in P2. Given that the current off-the-shelf solver
for nonlinear optimization problems requires an initial guess [52], which significantly impacts solution quality, this
multi-stage approach offers the advantage of enhanced numerical stability.

Problem 3: Deterministic optimization problem without uncertainty

min
Δ𝑣𝑘

∑︁
𝑘Δ𝑡∈{0,𝑡1 ,𝑡2 ,𝑡 𝑓 }

∥Δ𝑣𝑘 ∥2,

s.t. Eq. (17), (4), (19), (10), (6), (11), (7), (8), and (9) .
(P3)

VII. Numerical Examples

This section presents implementation details and some numerical results to demonstrate the capability of the
proposed approach. Specifically, the proposed approach is tested in the Reconnaissance B scenario for the Nightingale
and compared against the as-flown trajectory executed for the OSIRIS-REx [16, 38]. The simulations are implemented
in MATLAB using the CasADi interface [53] and ipopt [52] as a nonlinear programming solver. In order to get
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Fig. 13 The converged solution given by the proposed planner. Figure (a) displays the norm of the input and the
angle between the input and the vector from the spacecraft to the Sun. The gray highlighted area represents the
keep-out zone indicated by Eq. (10). Figure (b) shows the time histories of observation metrics, emission angle
(top), phase angle (center), and site distance (bottom). Each figure represents the worst 1𝜎 and 2𝜎 dispersion of
each (light blue and blue highlighted areas). Dotted horizontal lines represent the boundaries of each constraint.

the as-flown trajectory and model nonlinear dynamics, the trajectory information and gravitational information from
the OSIRIS-REx SPICE Kernels are used [39, 40]. Table 3 summarizes all parameters used for this simulation. For the
proposed planner, we define 𝑎𝑖, 𝑗 and 𝑏𝑖, 𝑗 as follows: first, constraints whose boundaries are spheres or ellipsoids (i.e.,
𝐶𝑖 in Eq. (21) equals zero) are approximated as the affine transformations of the following polytope:

𝑃 = conv(𝑉), where (39)

𝑉 =

{
[±1, 0, 0]⊤, [0,±1, 0]⊤, [0, 0,±1]⊤, [±

√︂
1
3
,±

√︂
1
3
,±

√︂
1
3
]⊤
}
. (40)

Next, constraints whose boundaries are cones (i.e.,𝐶𝑖 in Eq. (21) is not zero) are approximated as the affine transformations
of the following constraint: 

cos 𝜃 0 − sin 𝜃
− cos 𝜃 0 − sin 𝜃

0 cos 𝜃 − sin 𝜃
0 − cos 𝜃 − sin 𝜃


𝑥 ≤ 0, (41)

where it over-approximates the following conic constraint:

[0, 0, 1]𝑥 ≥ ∥𝑥∥2 cos 𝜃. (42)

Finally, for the constraints 𝑥 ∈ 𝑆𝑂𝐶, those approximations are affinely transformed such that the approximated
hyperplanes under-approximate the feasible sets of the original constraints. Meanwhile, for the constraints 𝑥 ∉ 𝑆𝑂𝐶,
they are affinely transformed such that the approximated hyperplanes over-approximate them. The proposed planner
also requires an initial trajectory guess, for which the as-flown trajectory is chosen. It is referred to as a “warm-start.”
We note that we will also address a “cold-start” where a linear interpolation from 𝑥0 to 𝑥 𝑓 is chosen as an initial guess
with a constant control vector Δ𝑣𝑘 = [1𝑒−10, 1𝑒−10, 1𝑒−10]⊤ for every firing.

We begin by providing the performance of the proposed framework, whose 2D projected trajectories are shown
in Figure 12. There are several notable observations from the results. Firstly, we see in this figure that the solution
state profile nominally satisfies Eq. (6). Second, the primary difference between the trajectory given by the proposed
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Fig. 14 Evolution of the spacecraft attitude for the converged trajectory. We note that the attitude of the
spacecraft is controlled by an attitude GNC subsystem after pre-scheduling mode profiles. Figure (a) displays
attitude time histories encoded by quaternions, where the subsystem steadily follow desired attitude time histories
to realize pre-scheduled modes (shown in Figure (c)) with a combination of reaction wheels and multiple thrusters
(shown in Figure (b)).
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Fig. 15 Battery generation and consumption time histories (a), power generation time histories from each of
solar panels along with the maximum power generation for each (dotted line) (b), and the time histories of battery
state of charges (c). Figure (a) displays that the power generation has been about three times larger than the
power consumption throughout the reconnaissance phase. As a result, the states of charges have been kept to
almost 100% throughout the phase, as seen in Figure (c).

planner and the as-flown OSIRIS-REx trajectory are seen in the center figure, which shows the trajectories projected on
the x-y plane of the J2000 frame. This difference results in the difference in emission angle histories, as depicted in
Figure 13b. Third, the chemical thruster fires mainly at the beginning and the end of the phase, which is similar to the
classical bang-bang min-fuel solution. However, two additional firings are executed to modify the trajectory to satisfy
all the constraints under uncertainty. The control history is shown in Figure 13a, which demonstrates that Eq. (10) and
Eq. (4) are satisfied at every firing. Figure 13b shows the observation metrics histories, emission angle, phase angle,
and site distance. We observe in this figure that the solution nominal trajectory satisfies all of observation constraints
during the observation time window. We also note that the emission angle profile of the proposed planner is slightly
lifted at the end of the observation time window, compared to the emission angle profile of the as-flown OSIRIS-REx
trajectory. This suggests the proposed planner modified the as-flown trajectory to improve observation possibility under
uncertainties, which will be discussed later in detail.

In order to evaluate the proposed approach to decouple attitude and battery from the planner, we simulated the
solution control profile in MuSCAT. Figure 14 displays the mode selection profile and the resulting the attitude state
profile, which is navigated and controlled by the attitude GNC subsystem simulated in MuSCAT. We observe that the
the current configuration of actuators (i.e., four reaction wheels and multiple thrusters) steadily track attitude modes
indicated by the proposed planner, including delta-V pointing, small-body pointing, and recharging. Figure 14b shows
that the attitude GNC subsystem successfully use those two actuators depending on the desired torque, while handling
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Observation Time
Methods to

2 - to
1 Without Uncertainty Mean Worst 1𝜎

OSIRIS-REx 3397 s 3397 s 2930 s 2785 s
Proposed Method with Warm Start 3397 s 3397 s 3043 s 3017 s
Proposed Method with Cold Start 3397 s 3397 s 3271 s 3397 s

Table 4 Monte Carlo simulation results using three different methods, the current practice used in the OSIRIS-
REx mission, the proposed trajectory planner with warm start (using the as-flown trajectory as an initial guess
for the planner), and the proposed trajectory planner with cold start (using the linear interpolation between
𝑥0 and 𝑥 𝑓 as an initial guess for the planner). In either way of starting, the proposed method outperforms the
current practice.
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Fig. 16 Resulting observation time distributions in which emission angle constraints (blue) or site distance
constraints are satisfied (red).

with reaction wheels desaturation procedure. There are several notable observations from the results. First, fixing the
attitude to maximize the power generation increases the angular velocity of the reaction wheels (RW), which leads to
several desaturations. Next, changes in attitude associated with delta-V and observations require a significant amount of
torque compared to maintaining attitude, so multiple thrusters are primarily used. Overall, we can conclude that our
decoupling approach for the sake of numerical stability is reasonable for this mission concept. Moreover, the results of
battery profiles simulated on MuSCAT are observed in Figure 15. The battery consumption is not constant for each
control mode. This is because MuSCAT simulates the uncertainties included in battery consumption / generation.
Figure 15a plots the power consumption and generation profile. As discussed previously, battery consumption is
increased when warming a chemical thruster up before firings. We see that the power generation consistently exceeds
the power consumption with a margin throughout the phase. Figure 15b shows the power generations from five different
solar panels mounted on the spacecraft. This indicates that the attitude GNC subsystem is functioning correctly and the
solar panel with the highest power generation, SP5, has been aimed towards the sun during the most of the reconnaissance
phase. As a result, the battery SoC has been kept to 100% throughout the reconnaissance phase, as seen in Figure 15c.
Consequently, we can also conclude that the pre-scheduled mode profile is feasible in terms of the battery SoC.

Here, we provide a statistic analysis on the performances of the proposed approach and the as-flown trajectory in
the OSIRIS-REx mission. Our analysis consists of Monte Carlo simulations with 10, 000 samples for each approach,
where randomly sampled control and initial state uncertainties are propagated around the corresponding nominal
trajectories. With respect to each sampled path, we measure time duration in which all observation constraints are
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satisfied. Figure 12 also shows Monte Carlo simulation results for the solution trajectory given by the proposed method.
We note that the distance from the small body center of mass at the worst 0.003 (= 3𝜎) quantile was 667.24 m; thus, the
collision avoidance constraint was easily satisfied. Further, we see in Figure 13b that the site distance constraint and the
emission angle were violated at the worst 2𝜎, which leads to a limit on the observation time. Figure 16 presents the
distribution of durations in which each observation constraint is satisfied. The emission angle is more prone to violating
constraints compared to altitude. Such violations, although frequent, result in a relatively minor reduction in observation
time, typically not exceeding 1000 s per occurrence. On the other hand, although violations related to altitude are less
frequent, they present a more severe problem when they occur. A single incident of altitude non-compliance leads to
zero effective observation time. The other observation constraint, the phase angle constraint, is satisfied even at the
worst 2𝜎. Given that all observation constraints are satisfied at the worst 1𝜎, we conclude that the converged solution is
feasible regarding stochastic constraints.

In order to evaluate the performances of the proposed planner and the current practice used in the OSIRIS-REx,
Table 4 provides statistical analysis on observation time. Both the proposed trajectory and the as-flown Reconnaissance
B trajectory for OSIRIS-REx trajectory were designed to satisfy all of the observation constraints during 𝑡𝑜1 ≤ 𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑜2 .
Therefore, the resulting observation times without uncertainties are equal to the maximum observation duration.
However, the observation time given by the proposed planner is less sensitive than that of the as-flown trajectory.
Additionally, the proposed planner with cold start achieves a better result than the proposed planner with warm start,
indicating that the achieved result is not due to the quality of the initial guess. Consequently, we can conclude that the
proposed planner increases the probability of successfully acquiring observations compared to the as-flown OSIRIS-REx
trajectory.

Overall, we conclude that these numerical results show that our proposed framework has two advantages: making
the trajectory less sensitive to uncertainty, and efficient computation of solutions offered by the off-the-shelf nonlinear
optimization solvers.

VIII. Conclusion
We presented a framework for autonomous trajectory planning for the reconnaissance phase of a small-body

exploration mission subject to initial state and environmental uncertainties. Our approach involves modeling the
trajectory planning problem as a stochastic trajectory optimization problem and efficiently solving it using off-the-shelf
nonlinear optimization solvers. We focused on the proposed DARE mission as our case study and, importantly,
formulated our modeling assumptions by rigorously validating them in the MuSCAT simulation framework. Finally,
Monte Carlo simulations of our proposed approach demonstrate that the autonomous trajectory planner outperforms the
state-of-the-practice approaches for mission trajectory planning. In the future, we plan to improve the computation times
of our planner by further optimizing our code for on-board use and extend the scope of our optimal control problem to
also consider firing timings and the number of firings. A shortcoming of the proposed framework is its potential failure
to converge to a feasible solution, particularly with respect to covariance matrices. While Monte Carlo simulations
still demonstrate the efficacy of the framework in handling uncertainty and risk, a future research entails updating the
framework to ensure the feasibility of the deterministic nominal trajectory. Through this effort, our results demonstrate
the ability for such autonomous trajectory planners to consider the rich set of mission system and safety constraints that
renders the trajectory design problem challenging. For proposed missions such as DARE and other spacecraft missions,
the inclusion of such autonomous trajectory planners can greatly simplify mission operations and pave the way for
greater scientific returns and exploration. To this end, we believe that the development and validation of the trajectory
planning framework presented here serves as a key enabling bridge towards fully autonomous spacecraft missions.
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