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Data-Enabled Predictive Control for Flexible Spacecraft

Huanqging Wang, Kaixiang Zhang, Amin Vahidi-Moghaddam, Haowei An, Nan Li, Daning Huang, Zhaojian Li

Abstract— Spacecraft are vital to space exploration and are
often equipped with lightweight, flexible appendages to meet
strict weight constraints. These appendages pose significant
challenges for modeling and control due to their inherent
nonlinearity. Data-driven control methods have gained traction
to address such challenges. This paper introduces, to the best
of the authors’ knowledge, the first application of the data-
enabled predictive control (DeePC) framework to boundary
control for flexible spacecraft. Leveraging the fundamental
lemma, DeePC constructs a non-parametric model by utilizing
recorded past trajectories, eliminating the need for explicit
model development. The developed method also incorporates
dimension reduction techniques to enhance computational ef-
ficiency. Through comprehensive numerical simulations, this
study compares the proposed method with Lyapunov-based
control, demonstrating superior performance and offering a
thorough evaluation of data-driven control for flexible space-
craft.

Index Terms—Flexible spacecraft, data-driven control,

predictive control.

I. INTRODUCTION

Flexible spacecraft have attracted considerable interest due
to their wide range of applications, including space missions,
communication, and remote sensing [1]. The high cost of
launches has driven the demand for lighter structures and
compact servomechanisms. To minimize weight, spacecraft
components such as solar panels and antennas are often
designed as lightweight and flexible structures. Spacecraft
such as Voyager 1 feature long, extended appendages that
position instruments, such as magnetometers, farther from
the spacecraft to reduce electromagnetic interference. These
long structures, often equipped with sensors, are oriented at
specific angles to ensure accurate measurements or signal
transmission. However, this flexibility induces vibrations
that can impair functionality and performance. Prolonged
undesirable vibrations can reduce the spacecraft’s lifespan
and even lead to failure.

For complex systems like flexible spacecraft, the dynamics
are often represented by partial differential equations (PDEs)
coupled with ordinary differential equations (ODEs) [2], [3].
Various control methods have been investigated for such
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systems, including proportional-derivative (PD) control [4],
linear-quadratic regulator [5], adaptive control [2], variable
structure control [3], and robust control [6]. In particular,
adaptive control is applied in [7] to a flexible moving
beam, and [8] utilizes model reference adaptive control to
manage a flexible appendage with a rigid central body.
Due to the complexity of controlling systems governed by
PDEs, a common approach is to discretize the PDE system,
reducing it to finite-dimensional ODEs. Then, controllers
are developed based on the resulting ODEs; see e.g., [3].
The assumed mode method is popular for this purpose, and
extensive control methods have been applied to the ODEs
generated from this approach [9], [10]. However, this model
reduction can lead to spillover instability [11], [12], which
occurs when controller is not designed to compensate for
higher or unmodeled modes.

In recent years, research has shifted towards direct PDE
boundary control to address these issues. Boundary control,
in which actuation and sensing occur exclusively through the
boundary conditions, applies control effort at the boundary
to guide the appendage to its desired position while simul-
taneously suppressing unwanted vibrations. The authors of
[13] develop a single control input at the center of the body
for a flexible solar panel modeled as two Euler-Bernoulli
beams. Meng [14] derives a Lyapunov barrier function that
guarantees convergence while maintaining constraints, and
Rad [15] further advances this work by achieving angle and
vibration control without relying on system damping. Ad-
ditionally, Ma [16] proposes a similar PDE control scheme
using the Lyapunov direct method.

The commonality of these approaches is Lyapunov-based
control, which derives control laws from the system model
by selecting a Lyapunov candidate function that guarantees
stability and convergence. The Lyapunov candidate func-
tion typically considers the total system energy, tracking
performance, and exponential stability. One drawback of
Lyapunov-based control is the intensive derivation process
required to formulate the control law, which relies on
an accurate pre-derived model. To overcome these limita-
tions, data-driven control has gained increasing attention
for handling complex and nonlinear systems. Unlike tra-
ditional methods, data-driven approaches do not require
detailed knowledge of the underlying physics. One promising
technique in this field is Data-enabled predictive control
(DeePC), which leverages the fundamental lemma [17], [18],
asserting that for a controllable linear time-invariant (LTT)
system, any trajectory of the system can be represented as a
linear combination of sequences obtained from a persistently
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exciting input-output data. DeePC develops non-parametric
models from data without the need for explicit system
models. This technique has been applied successfully to
various applications, including power systems [19], energy
management [20], quadcopters [21], soft robots [22], and
vehicle platooning [23]. The ability to generate control
inputs directly from trajectory data makes DeePC particularly
suitable for systems with complex, hard-to-model dynamics,
such as flexible spacecraft.

This paper makes the following three primary contri-
butions. First, it presents the first application of DeePC
to the control of flexible spacecraft that circumvents the
need for complicated modeling and controller derivation.
Second, it demonstrates the capability of DeePC to track
angles and stabilize an infinite number of vibration modes
without requiring parametric models or knowledge of system
parameters. Third, the proposed method is compared with the
well-received Lyapunov-based control method under nominal
conditions, uncertainty conditions, and process noise condi-
tions, using a finite element (FE) model.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows.
Section II provides an overview of the modeling of flexible
spacecraft. Section III introduces the background of DeePC
and its application to the specific problem. Section IV
describes the benchmark approaches and compares them with
DeePC in numerical simulation. Finally, Section V concludes
this study.

II. SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

In this section, we present the system description and
mathematical modeling of the flexible spacecraft. Since
DeePC is a data-driven method, the model will be solely used
to generate output data from input data, and the underlying
dynamics will not be utilized by DeePC.

The flexible spacecraft of interest is a satellite with a long,
flexible antenna. The spacecraft can be modeled as a central
hub mass with a flexible cantilever beam, as illustrated in
Fig. Il The flexible beam is modeled as an Euler-Bernoulli
beam. The control objective is to guide the flexible beam to
a desired angle 6; while suppressing unwanted vibrations.
Due to the material’s flexibility, the beam deforms during
motion, making it challenging to accurately track the angle.
In the absence of gravity and friction in space, the flexible
beam may vibrate indefinitely.

The coordinate frames are defined as follows: XOY is
the inertial coordinate frame, and X;0;Y} is the body-fixed
coordinate frame. The pitch angle of rotation of the hub is
denoted by 6(¢), and the elastic displacement of the beam
at position x with respect to the body frame is represented
by y(z,t). The position of a point on the appendage in the
inertial frame is given by z(x,t) = z0(t) + y(z,t) (Note:
the radius of the hub, 7, is much smaller than the length of
the appendage. Therefore, we simplify the rigid-body motion
due to base rotation as z6(t) instead of (z + r)6(¢)). The
only available control input, 7, is the torque applied to the
rotating hub. Boundary control is implemented by applying

this torque at the hub to achieve the desired motion and
vibration suppression.

Fig. 1.

Schematic of the top view of the flexible spacecraft.

The equations of motion for such flexible link systems
can be derived using Hamilton’s principle [24], [25]. The
governing equations for the motion of the system are:

JO1(t) — Ely..(0,t) = 7(t), (1)

Pyt (x,t) + Elygrga(z,t) + prbu(t) =0, 2)
y(0,t) =0, y.(0,t) =0, 3)
Yoz(Lyt) = 0, Ypwa(L,t) =0 4)

The symbols are explained as follows. For the beam, E is the
Young’s modulus of the beam, I is the area moment of inertia
of the beam cross section, and p denotes the mass density
per unit length of the beam; at the hub, J is the moment
of inertia of the hub, 6, (¢) is the angular acceleration of
the hub, ETy.,(0,t) is the bending moment due to beam
deflection, and 7(¢) is the torque applied to the hub; lastly,
the flexible appendage is modeled as a clamped-free beam
with boundary conditions given in () and ().

The system comprises both PDE and ODE, presenting
the challenge of controlling the hybrid system using only
a single control input. As mentioned earlier, discretizing
the PDE-ODE system into an ODE system using methods
such as the assumed mode method may result in spillover
instability. Alternatively, solving the system directly with
boundary control involves lengthy derivations and proofs
of the Lyapunov function. Furthermore, the model-based
control efforts require accurate calibrations on the model
parameters such as the beam’s Young’s modulus E and
the area moment of inertia /, which can be a costly and
time-consuming process. In the next section, we introduce
data-driven control, which presents itself as a compelling
approach that enables control without requiring extensive
derivation of the system dynamics.

III. DEEPC FORMULATION AND CONTROL DESIGN

The goal of the spacecraft control problem is to orient the
appendage to the desired angle while suppressing deflection.
In this section, we will present the control objectives of the



flexible spacecraft and explain how the DeePC framework
achieves model-free control directly using input-output data.
Furthermore, we will introduce how dimension reduction is
incorporated into the DeePC approach.

A. Data-Enabled Predictive Control

A brief overview of DeePC [18] and important preliminar-
ies are now introduced. Consider the parametric model of a
linear time-invariant (LTI) system represented as follows:

ZTip1 = Azy + Bug,

(&)
yr = Cxg, + Dug,

where A € R™"*" B € R"*™ (C € RP*"™, D € RP*™ are
system matrices; x; € R™ is the state vector, ux € R™ is
the input vector, and y, € RP is the output vector. Despite
this linear system representation, it has a wide range of
applications, as a nonlinear system can be linearized around
the operating point to capture its local dynamics. For the
flexible spacecraft, the system states include all underlying
dynamics related to the Euler-Bernoulli beam, such as the
beam deflection and its derivatives. The system output is the
tip-end deflection, and the input is the control torque.

To represent the system described in (3) as a non-
parametric model, the DeePC algorithm builds its foundation
on Willems’ fundamental lemma [17]. This approach can
replicate the system’s behavior, where the dynamics can be
characterized solely based on input and output data. A key
requirement for this is that the input data must be persistently
exciting, which is defined below:

Definition 1: Given a signal Wio,7-1] =
[w(0),wT(1), -+ ,w (T —1)] T the corresponding
Hankel matrix is of depth L and length 7" (where L,T € Z
and L <T) and defined as:

w(0) w(1) w(T—1L)
w(1) w(2) wT—-L+1)
He(wp,r-1)) = . : :
w(L—-1) w(L) w(T —1)

(6)
The sequence wjg,r_1 is said to be persistently exciting of
order L if Hp (wjo,r—1)) maintains full row rank.

Lemma 1 (Fundamental Lemma [17]): Let a sequence
(ufor_1 Yfo.r_y)) be an input/output trajectory of con-
trollable LTI system (5), where u‘[iO,T_l] is persistently
exciting of order n + L. Then, any length-L sequence
(u[o,.—1]» Y[o,L—1)) is an input/output trajectory of (3) if and
only if there exists real vector g € R(T~L+1) such that

HL(U?O,T—I])

L/[O-,Ll] HL(y[O,T—l]) g
Based on Lemma [T} the Hankel matrix that is capable of

representing the system can be constructed as the Hankel
matrix of the input, HL(UFO T—l])’ concatenated with the

Hankel matrix of the output, Hp, (yﬁJ T—l]):

owd(0)  wd() w(T = L]
[HL(u([jO,T—l])] _ ud(L.f 1) udtL) ud(f -1)
)]~ | 0O ) . (T =L)
WAL -1 L) .. YT 1))

®)
To collect data to generate the matrix to represent (3), we
need the input matrix uf, ;. _,, and the output matrix i ),
whose sequences of length T are shown below:

UFO,T—I] =
yﬁJ,T—l] = [yd(O)Tv yd(l)Tv T

For the DeePC formulation, we split the matrix into past data
section and a future data section. We define Ti,;, N € Z
as the length of past and future data. The depth is L and
is obtained as T;,; + N = L. The above Hankel matrices
HL(u‘[iQT_l]) and ’H,L(y%)T_l]) can be then split into two
parts:

©)

U, Y,
ke [f]-mokes. oo

where U, consists of the first Ti,; block rows of
HL(u‘[ionyl]), and Uy consists of the last NV block rows of
H L(“‘?&T-l])' Similarly, the same applies to Y}, and Y.

Governed by Willems’ fundamental lemma, we aim to
predict the future control sequence of length N based
on the past control sequence of length Ti,;. We define
Uini = Uk—Ti,k—1] as the past control sequence and
U = upgr+N—1) as the predicted future control sequence.
The same logic applies to yin; and y. This optimization is
formulated below and solved at each time step:

min ||y -y, 14 + [lull%
g,u,y

Up Uini

_ Us u (11)
subject to = 2uelU,yey,
] Y, |? Uini yey
Y; Yy
T .
where yr = [y U kit U pan_1] IS a desired

trajectory. [|y—v, (15 = (y—y-) T Qy—y»). [ul% := v Ru.
@, R are weighting matrices and U/, ) represent the input and
output constraints.

The formulation in (1) represents the formulation of
DeePC in a deterministic LTI system. In real systems, the
presence of output measurement noise or system nonlin-
earities requires modifications and extensions to the DeePC
algorithm [18], [26]. A slack variable is added to avoid
constraint violations caused by measurement noise. The regu-
larization term is added to enhance robustness. Consequently,
the regularized DeePC formulation is expressed as follows:



. _ 2 2 2 2
pmin ly = vrllo + llullz + Aylloyllz + Agllgllz
Up Uini 0
. Uf u
subject to = + s uelU,ye .
) Y, g Yini Oy yey
Y Yy 0
(12)

In (I2), the equality constraint can be relaxed with a slack
variable o, which is subject to a weighted quadratic norm
penalty function. The weight coefficient A, > 0 should be
purposefully selected to be sufficiently large to ensure that
the cost associated with o, # 0 is only incurred when the
equality constraint is no longer valid [18], [21]. A quadratic
norm penalty is applied to g with a weight coefficient
Ag > 0, this term improves robustness when encountering
disturbances and nonlinearity data [20], [27].

DeePC handles the nonlinearity and non-deterministic
characteristics by introducing additional terms, as shown
in the formulation in (I2). A flexible spacecraft, being a
nonlinear system operating in an unpredictable environment,
presents itself as a good candidate for such an approach.
Algorithm [1] outlines the application of DeePC to a flexible
spacecraft. To start the algorithm, we first collect control
sequence uin; and output sequence Yin; of length Ti,;. The
control sequence is initialized as all zeros, and the output
is recorded based on the simulation output of the end-tip
angle. The DeePC starts after ¢ > Tj,;. After each step, it
generates the optimal g, the optimal g is then used to optimal
predictions for u and y based on (I2)), the process continues
until the end of the simulation is reached.

Algorithm 1 DeePC Algorithm for Flexible Spacecraft

1: Input: Total time step kenq, pre-collected control input
(applied torque) sequence u([iO.,Tfl] and spacecraft angle

output sequence yf, ;. ;).

2: Construct Hankel matrices Uy, Us, Y}, Yr.

3: For k < Ty, initialize ui,; with O and g, with corre-
sponding angle.

4: while T} < k < keng do

5: DeePC optimization (I2) solves for g and provide
optimal control u = Ugg.

6: Apply the first step optimal control torque wu(1).

7: Obtain the new angle and update u;n; and yin; to the
Tini most recent input/output measurements.

8: Set kto k+ 1.

9: end while

B. Dimension Reduction for DeePC

For uFO,T_l] to satisfy the requirement of persistent excita-
tion, column number must be no less than its row number. As
aresult, the length T must satisfy T—(n+L)+1 > m(n+L),
ie., T > (m+1)(n+ L) — 1. Thus, the dimension of g in
(12) is lower bounded as

T—L+1>mL+ (m+1)n. (13)

As we can see from (13), if the length of T is large, it
could cause large dimension variable g in (I2). In order to
collect sufficient data for persistent excitation, it needs to
ensure T' > (m+ 1)(n+ L) — 1. The issue arises with large
T causes high dimension for optimization problem in (12)),
making it computationally slow to solve.

To address issues caused by large dimensions, we apply
a singular value decomposition (SVD)-based approach [28]
to reduce the dimensionality of the optimization variables
in DeePC, thereby improving computational efficiency. The
goal of using SVD-based approach is to obtain the most
important features from the original Hankel matrix, reducing
computational cost while maintaining performance.

The SVD decomposition is applied to the original Hankel
matrices in (&), which consists of UFO,T—l] and yﬁ)_’Tfl]. The
results are expressed in the following form:

Mo (ufy ) [21 0 } T

: — W, W vi wl"

[HL(y[%,Tl]) C\V;_Ql 0 X Q‘%i]/
S

(14)
where W € R%*49 and V' € R%*% are the orthogonal
matrices consisting of the left and right singular vectors,
respectively. Here, gy = (m +p)L and g = T — L + 1.
¥ € R%*4% jg the rectangular diagonal matrix with non-
negative singular values arranged in decreasing order along
its diagonal. We aim to define reduced-dimension Hankel
matrix that retains the essential information as the original.
We construct Hy € R®*7 as:

Hr =H Vi = WS, (15)

31 € R™*" contains the first 7 non-zero singular values in
decreasing order and » < min{qi, g2 }. X2 corresponds to the
zero sections of the singular values. W; and V; are matched
with correct dimension for ; and the same applies to W5
and V3 for 3. With H;, defined, we construct the reduced
version of (I2)), as shown below:

. _ 2 2 2 =112
Jmin = el + el + A oy I3 + A3
Uini 0
B /ll'tl'll 0 (16)
subject to Hpg = + ,2ueU,ye .
Yini Uy
Y 0

For an LTI system, the new matrix 7, preserves the same
range space as the original Hankel matrix, since >; contains
all non-zero singular values r and it is equal to the rank of the
matrix (8)). In real practice, the system will almost always
appear full rank due to process and measurement noise.
In such cases, it is necessary to determine an appropriate
cutoff for r. We investigate this cutoff based on the singular
value distribution. By applying the method in [28], a turning
point is identified in the singular value distribution, providing
a metric to separate key features from those that can be
neglected.

With the SVD method applied, the original optimization
variable g in (I2), of size T — L + 1, is reduced to the



optimization variable g of dimension r. The more compact
data matrix H speeds up the computational process for
DeePC and enables it to tackle more complex systems.

IV. SIMULATIONS

This section presents an experimental study of DeePC’s
performance on the flexible spacecraft system, with results
compared to a well-established Lyapunov-based method.
To demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed control
methods, numerical simulations are conducted using FE
method. The spatial and temporal discretization steps are set
to 0.25 m and 0.05 s, respectively. The system parameters
are as follows: EI = 120kg-m3/s?, J = 400kg- m?,
p = 20kg/m, and L = 5m. More details on the FE model
are provided in Appendix [

We first examine the system behavior without control.
Due to the lack of damping in the space environment, if
the spacecraft is subjected to an impulse torque without
subsequent control effort, the angular motion will continue
indefinitely. As shown in Fig.[2l when the system is subjected
to an impulse of 5 Nm, it continues to oscillate. Additionally,
in the absence of friction and gravity, the appendage vibrates
indefinitely. The deformation over time is illustrated in Fig.[3l
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Fig. 2. The angle and end-point deflection of the flexible appendage under
no control.
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Fig. 3. The deformation of the flexible appendage under no control.

A. Setup and Data Collection

Non-parametric representations are obtained through of-
fline data collection, which involves gathering trajectories
that represent the system’s behavior. To construct such a
matrix, a PD controller is used during data collection to
track several desired angles. It is important to note that, as
demonstrated in a previous study [16], a simple PD controller
fails to achieve stability and convergence, resulting in the
flexible beam vibrating around the desired location. The
control inputs and corresponding outputs are recorded. The
sufficiently rich dataset captures the underlying dynamics of
the complex system. Subsequently, this data is organized into
a Hankel matrix using the method described in Sec. II=Al

B. Benchmark Approach: Lyapunov-based Control Tracking
Results

In this section, we present a Lyapunov-based control
method. A control law that achieves asymptotic stability of
e(t) — 0 and stability of ||y(-, )|z, can be straightforwardly
designed using Lyapunov functionals that represent the total
energy of the system [25], [29]. A control that achieves
asymptotic stability of both is introduced by Rad in [30].
We modified the approach from Rad and proposed our own
Lyapunov candidate function.

Consider the following Lyapunov functional candidate :

EIa1

1
B —A2(t)—|—a3V1(t)—|—a4V2(t),

2
a7
where F, denotes the sum of kinetic and potential energy
of the appendage:

V(t) = E,(t) + e2(t) +

L L
Ea(t):g/o zf(;v,t)dx—i—%/o v, (. t)dz,  (18)

A(t) = JO,(t) + as (—yz2(0,t) + are(t)),  (19)

L
Vi(t) = p/o (x — L)z¢(z, )y (z, 1) d, (20)

L
Va(t) = p / 2@ t) (ze(t) + y(@,1) dz. @1)

A, V1, and V5 are selected to ensure exponential stability.
The details and proof of stability of the Lyapunov candidate
function are provided in the Appendix [ The following
control law is considered:

7(t) = (= EIys4(0,t) + a2yt (0,t) — a1a20:(t))
-2ty - maw)
+ ko (JOL(t) + a2yz2(0,t) — araze(t)).  (22)

The parameters must satisfy the following conditions:

Gl,GQ,ag,a4,k1,k2,5>0 (23)
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Fig. 4. The performance comparison between DeePC and Lyapunov-based control under nominal case.

1—Lag —aq4 >0, (24)
EI  2pL3as 8pLiay ~0 25)
2 w2 4 ’
EI 2pL3
Lidar pi2a4 >0, (26)
2 T
JEI L2 2pL3
ST T ol B o RN O
ag 25 3
(1— Lé)as — 4ay > 0, (28)
LEI
kpa? — T% > 0. (29)

The control parameters satisfying these requirements are
selected as: a; = 0.0428, as = 3000, k; = 0.1, and ko =
2.1 x 10710,

C. Proposed Approach: DeePC Tracking Results

The parameter selections for DeePC are: Ti,; = 20,
N =20, @ = 1000, R = 0.25 x 1073, A\, = 1000, and
Ay = 300000. As described in Sec. [I-B] the original Hankel
matrix has a size of 80 x 3961. After applying the dimension
reduction techniques described in (I3), the reduced Hankel
matrix is of size of 80 x 80.

1) Nominal Case: In the first scenario, we assume the
exact model parameters of the spacecraft are perfectly known
to the Lyapunov method (note that this is not needed
for DeePC). Using the non-parametric formulation obtained
from Sec. [IIZAl we perform DeePC control based on the
approach described in (I8). For comparison, we also imple-
ment a Lyapunov-based control method, leveraging the exact
parameters, and evaluate its performance in angle tracking.
The results of both methods are compared, as illustrated
in Fig. @l DeePC achieves a similar convergence speed to
Lyapunov-based control but requires a higher control input.
However, DeePC yields a lower overall cost based on the
defined cost function. The result is expected, as the initial
larger deviation from the desired position results in a higher
cost, and predictive control effectively addresses this issue
by bringing the angle to the desired value more quickly. The
deflection convergence is illustrated in Fig. 3l where it can
be observed that both approaches suppress deflection and
achieve convergence.

2) Model Uncertainty and Process Noise: One advantage
of the DeePC formulation is that it does not rely on a pre-
derived mathematical model; instead, it utilizes input and
output data to create a non-parametric representation. When
model uncertainty is introduced, where the actual weight
and material density are twice those assumed in the model,
a performance comparison of the two methods is shown
in Fig. [6l While the system still converges, the rise time
increases for Lyapunov-based control. In contrast, DeePC
maintains its fast rise time with a lower cost despite the
uncertainty in the model. The robustness of DeePC arises
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control vs DeePC control under nominal conditions.

from the term A, ||g||3, which is implemented to render the
cost function quadratic. This formulation leads to robust and
optimal solutions with respect to bounded disturbances in the
input/output data [27].

In an unpredictable environment like space, flexible struc-
tures are frequently subjected to disturbances, such as cosmic
winds, which can significantly impact their behavior. These
disturbances are modeled as process noise in our study.
To evaluate the robustness of the control methods under
such challenging conditions, we compare the performance of
DeePC and the Lyapunov-based control method. Despite the
presence of process noise, both methods successfully main-
tain accurate angle tracking, demonstrating their effective-
ness in dealing with external perturbations. The comparative
results are depicted in Fig. [8] and Fig. Ol highlighting the
ability of both approaches to ensure stable performance and
reliable tracking in a noisy environment.

A qualitative comparison is presented in Table [, where
both control methodologies are evaluated based on the cost
function across three different scenarios for tracking a ref-
erence angle of 0.1rad from 0. Additionally, the settling
time is compared for the nominal case and the uncertainty
case. As shown in the graphs and the table, DeePC achieves
performance that is comparable to or even better than the
Lyapunov-based approach, particularly in uncertain cases. It
controls the flexible appendage without requiring the deriva-
tion or prior knowledge of the system’s mathematical model.
Its advantage lies in achieving a lower cost function and
faster settling time. However, it has larger initial deflection
due to its higher control torque, which enables the system
to be driven away from undesirable states more rapidly.
From an implementation and time-efficiency perspective,
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Fig. 6. The performance comparison between Lyapunov-based control and
DeePC under model uncertainty.

Deformation of the Flexible Appendage under Lyapunov-based Control
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Fig. 7. The deformation of the flexible spacecraft with Lyapunov-based

control vs DeePC control under model uncertainty.

developing a parametric model is highly time-consuming,
as it requires deriving Hamilton’s principles and identifying
parameters through experimental data. In contrast, this study
presents a systematic approach for applying regularized
DeePC, effectively addressing the challenges posed by this
complex system.



TABLE 1
LYAPUNOV-BASED CONTROL VS DEEPC UNDER DIFFERENT SCENARIOS

Cost Function

Nominal Case Uncertainty Case

Settling Time (s)

Process Noise Case Nominal Case Uncertainty Case

2741
2287

3870
2623

Lyapunov Method
DeePC Method

2801
2290

58.6 90.6
62.8 64.3
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Fig. 8. The performance comparision between Lyapunov-based control
and DeePC under process noise.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper introduced a novel application of the DeePC
(data-enabled predictive control) approach for the control
of a flexible spacecraft. The study began by providing an
overview of the DeePC framework, including its theoretical
foundations and key principles, followed by the formulation
of the DeePC method specifically tailored to address the
challenges associated with flexible spacecraft. Furthermore,
the DeePC approach was systematically compared to a
well-established Lyapunov-based control method in a finite
element (FE) simulation environment. The simulation results
provided strong evidence of the validity and effectiveness of
the DeePC approach, demonstrating its capability to achieve
accurate angle tracking and suppress vibrations without re-
quiring prior knowledge of the system’s parameters or the
derivation of a mathematical model. This work highlighted
DeePC as a powerful and efficient tool for addressing the
control challenges of complex systems such as flexible
spacecraft.
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APPENDIX I
FINITE ELEMENT MODEL FOR THE FLEXIBLE
SPACECRAFT

The coupled PDE-ODE system (-(@) is numerically
solved using a finite element approach. First, the standard
Euler-Bernoulli beam element [31] is applied to discretize
the structural deformation as

N
y(a,t) = Zqﬁi(ac)ai(t) =¢'a, (30)
i=1
where ¢;(x) are the Hermite shape functions defined on
each of the element, and a;(t) physically represent the
displacement and rotation at the nodes of the elements. Next,

@) is discretized as
May + Ka = f, 31)

where mass matrix M = fOL pod T dx, stiffness matrix K =
fOL EI (bmgb;rxd:r, and the forcing vector is

L
f= —/ prPldr = —mbyy. (32)
0

The geometrical boundary conditions (@) are satisfied by
choosing appropriate shape functions ¢, and the natural



boundary conditions (@) are satisfied automatically via the
definition of f. Subsequently, (1) is discretized. Note that
directly discretizing (I) and coupling it to (3I) would result
in a non-symmetric augmented mass matrix; this may cause
numerical instabilities in long-term time-accurate solutions.
To avoid such unfavorable property, (1) is transformed to the
following equivalent form [25],
L
JO0u(t) + p/ xy(x, t)de = 7(t) (33)
0

where J = J + % pL? is the total moment of inertia of the
hub and beam. The discretized form of (33) is

j@,gt + mTatt =T. (34)
Combining (31), (32), and (34), the final dynamical model

M T)’NL At + K 0 al 0

m'  J]| |0u 0 o] (0] [7]°
Clearly now the augmented mass matrix is real symmetric.
Lastly, 33) is numerically solved using the Generalized-a

method, that is second-order time-accurate and numerically
stable for structural dynamic systems [31].

(35)

APPENDIX II
PROOF OF LYAPUNOV FUNCTION

In order for V'(t) > 0, where

V() =Bl (1) + E‘;”“ (1) + %AQ(t)

+ CL3V1 (t) =+ a4V2(t),

we will first examine V; and V,. The following holds for V;:

(36)

L
Vi(t) = p/o (x — L)ze(z, )y (z,t) do

(37

L
L—=x
> —p/ 5 (27 (x,t) +y2(z,1)) da
0
L
> _PL
-2
where, using Wirtinger’s Inequality [32], for any ¢ €
c([o, L]),

(22 (z,t) + y2(2,1)) d,

g 2 2 aL* [* 2
| t@a<ieo+ 2 [ Rwa oy
0
we further obtain
L 412 [
0 ™ 0 (39)
4L2 L
= yiz(xvt) dIa
™ 0
and thus,
L [ L [
Vl(t)Z—%/ zf(x,t)dw—%/ y2(x,t) d
0 0
L (F 2pL3 [F
>0 [ de - 20 [Tty da,
0 Q0 0

(40)

Similarly,

L
Valt) = p / 20(a ) (ze(t) + (2, 1)) da

L
> [ () + elt) + vl 1)) do
0
L
Z—/—)/ 22 (x,t) dx
2 0
4L2 L
— g(L(Oe(t) +4(0,1))* + ?/ (e(t) + ym(:v,t))2 dz)
0
L
= B/ 22(x,t) da
2 0
2 L2 L
2 [ el + o) do
™ 0
L
Z—B/ 22 (x,t) dz
2 0
2pL2 412 [t
- <L(e(t)+ym(0,t))2+?/ Y2 (2,t) do
L
:—8/ 22(x,t) dx
2 Jo
2pL3 8pL* [F
-2 -2 [Tk
T T 0
41
Therefore,
EI 1
V() = Eo(t) + —Le2(t) + A%+ asVi(t) + aiVa()
L L
EI EI
22 [ 2o 2 [ de s ZRe0
2 0 2 0
1 L L
+2A2- 2 a3/ 22(x,t) da
2 2 Jo
2 L3 L L
o L 2a3/ ygx(xvt)dx_% zf(x,t)da:
™ 0 2 Jo
2 L3 L4 L
_zP a462(t)_8p a4/ y2,(z,t) dz
2 4 0

NI

L
(1 - Lag — a4)/ 22(x,t) da
0

EI  2pI3 8pL* L
P (BB whe) M o
0

2 T s
FElaq _ 2pL3ay
2 2

1
) 62 (t) + §A2
(42)
We consider (a1, as, a3, aq) satisfying the following con-
straints:

ai,as,as, a4 > O, (43)

1— Lag —aq4 >0, 44)

EI 2pL3as SpL*ay

= _ — 4
2 w2 4 >0, 43)

EI 2pL3

el e N (46)

2 2



which, for any given aj,as > 0, can be satisfied for
sufficiently small as,asq > 0.

Under the above constraints, V' > 0 and V = 0 if and
only if e =0 <= 0 = 04,2t = Yz = 0 on [0, L]
almost everywhere, and J6; — asy,.(0) = 0. We only
consider classical/smooth solutions, thus y., = 0 on [0, L]
everywhere — 4,,(0) =0 = 6, =0.

We now consider the time derivative of V(¢).

Firstly, we investigate the components of %Ea(t). As
preliminaries, the following holds:

‘“’/L 2, 1) dr = / ()2, 1) d
73 Oztx, x—poztzzr, 2zt (x, t) dx
L
" / (200 (8) + 10(2, ) Yonn (2, 1) d
0
L L
:—EIHt(t)/ xdymm(x,t)—EI/ y(2,t) dYpar (2, 1)
0 0

L
= —FEI0,(t) (Lyzm(L, t) — 0Yzaa(0,8) — /0 Ywwz (T, ) da:)
- El(yt(La t)ywww (Lu t) — Yt (07 t)ywww (07 t)

L
— /0 yzzz(xvt) dyt(x’t))

L L
= FI0,(t) /0 Yooz (T, t) dx + EI/O Yawwz (T, V) dy (2, 1)
= Elot(t)(yzz (L, t) — Yzzx (0, t))

L
0
L
= —E10,(t)y22(0,1) + EI/ Yurt (7, 1) Ay (2, 1)
0

= —FEI0,(t)y..(0,1)
+ El(yzt(La )Yaa(Lyt) = Y2t(0,8) Y22 (0, 1)

_/0 ymm(x,t)dymt(‘rvt))

L
— B8 (t)ysa(0,1) — BI / You (2, )y (2, 1),
0

(47)
for the set of solutions satisfying
d [* bd
E/o 22(x,t) dx = /0 azf(x,t} dx. (48)
Thus,
d L
EEa(t) = _Elet(t)ymm(ou t) - EI/ ymm(xat)dymt(xat)
0
d EI [,

L
= —FEI0:(t)y..(0,t) — EI/ Yaz (2, t)dyat (2, 1)
0

L
BT / Yoo (2, )t (2, 1) da
0

for the set of solutions satisfying

d [F La
— yiz(:v,t) dxz :/ —yiz(:v,t) dx.

il (50)

Then, we work through £ A(t):

d
EA(t) = JO0u(t) — a2yz2t(0,1) + arages(t)
= T(t) + EIy:ELE(Oa t) - a2ymmt(07 t)
+ arage(t).

(G

We now consider the time derivative of V3 (t).

L
%Vl t) = p/o (x — L)zg(z, )y, (x,t) dz

L
+ p/ (x — L)ze(z, t) Yyt (2, t) do
o (52)
= —EI/ (x — L)Ypzaz(x, t)y (2, ) do
0

+ p/o (x — L)z(z, )yt (x, t) da.

To simplify the first component of %Vl(t) from the
equation above, the following preliminaries hold:

L
A (:E - L)yzzzz (517, t)yx (I, t) dzr
L
~ [ @~ Dt dyen .

L
— Lya0, )y (0,1) / Yraa (. )d((z — L)ya (. 1))

=~

(517 - L)ymx (J?, t)dyz (x, t)

~

(517 - L)ym (J?, t)dyzz (337 t)

~

%o\é%o\,

Yo (7, 1) dya (z, 1)

Il
|
N
h
=
8
|

Yo (L t)Yza (Ly ) — y(0, )Yz (0, 2)

L

|
S~

ymu,t)dyz(x,t))

L
<i:<ym<o,t>> - / (o ()2 dt)
(Yaz (2, t))2 dx

N =

_|_
S—

Sl

3 L
1200+ [ it ds
0

(53)



And the second component of 4V (t) is worked out as
follows:

L
/0 (x — L)zi(z, t)ype(z, t) do
L
= /O (x — L)(@0:(t) + ye(x, 1)) Yar(x, t) do
L
—0(0) [ (0~ Lyl 1) do
LO
+ / (LL' - L)yt(x7 t)ywt(xg t) dx
0 L
= 9(t)/ (2? — L) dy,(z, t)
LO
+/ (x — L)ys(x,t) dys(,t)
0 . 2
=—0(t) /O yi(z,t)d(z* — La)

L
N % / (z — L)d(y? (1))

L
= —Ht(t)/o (22 — L)ys(x,t) da —

Lo, )
< = (<07 (t) + 6y; (z,1)) dx —

S—
h
<
o
—
8
~
S~—
Q
8

L2 L L L
=20+ 3 [peni—3 [ e
L? 1 L
— 5500 - 31~ 18) [ 4Rty do.
25 2 o
(54
Thus, we have
d L
GV = ~ET [ (@ = Do) da
B
4o [ @ Do Oalo ) do
0
(55)
L
< 2200 -2 / Yo (. 1) d
2 2/,
PL2 oy Py / B
+ 55 07 (t) 2(1 L)) ; yi (z,t) dx.
We now consider the time derivative of Va(t):
d L
GV =p [ e t)aelt) + vl 1) do
.
+ p/ ze(x, t)(ze(t) + ye(z,t)) do
j0
= p/ zit(x, t) (ze(t) + y(z, t)) dz
0 (56)

L
+p/ 22(x,t) dx
0 L
S /0 Yowaa (2, D) (we(t) + y(@, 1)) da

L
+ p/ 22(x,t) dz,
0

where

L
| et )aelt) + st 1) o
L L
=e(t) /OL TYrwze (T, 1) dT —l—é Y(2, ) Ypawa (2, t) dz
:e(t)/o xdyzm(x,t)—k/o y(x,t) dype (2, 1)
L
=e(t) (Lymm(L,t) —/0 Yz (T, 1) dx)
" (y(L,t)ymz(Lat) — (0, 0,1)
L
—/ ywm(;v,t)dy(x,t)>
0
L L
= —e(t)/o dyz(x,t)—/o yx(x,t)Lyzm(:z,t) dzx
= —elt)0a (L) = 1o 0,8) = [ i Ol 1)
0
= c(0es0,0) = (0 L0 22) = 0. 0,1

B /O " ym(az,t)dyz(xvt)>

L
= oty (0.) + / V2, (2, 1) da,
0 (57)

and

L L
/ 22(x,t)dr = / (20 (t) + yi(,1))? do
0 0

L
< / 222607 (t) + 2y (x,t) dx (58)
0

2L3 L
= T9;"(15)+2/ yZ(w,t) du.
0

Thus,

d

L
E‘/Q(t) = —EI/O Yoazz (T, t)(ze(t) + y(x, b)) dx

L
+ p/ 22(x,t) dx
0

L
= —FETe(t)y..(0,t) — EI/ y2 (z,t) de
0 (59

L
+ p/ 22(x,t) dx
0

L
< —ETe(t)y..(0,t) — EI/ y2,(z,t) de
0

2 LS L
+ th?f(t) —|—2p/0 y?(x,t) de.



Therefore, we have
= EI( = y22(0,1) + are(t)) 0, (t)+

(- S—;ot(w — kL) + k2 (J0(1) + a2y00(0,)

d d d
EV(t) = aEa(t) + Elaje(t)ei(t) + A(t)EA(t) - alage(t)))
+a3%v1(t>+a4%v2(t) X (100(8) + a2 ( = ual0,8) + are(t)) ) +
L
< —BI6,(t)y2s (0,1) + Elare(t)0y(t) as (P22, 0.0 - 221 / Y2 (2, t) do (63)
+ (J0u(8) + a2 = 2a 0,) + are(t))) > , .
T 02(t)-Z(1—-L 2(z,t)d
X (T(t) + ETy..(0,t) — aoyzqt (0, 1) + alazet(t)) * 20 i(®) 2( 5)/0 vi (@,1) x)—l—
L
L 2
+a3(%yfm(07t) _ 3TEY/ y?m(x,t) dx a4(_EIe(t)ymz(0at) _EI~/O ymw(xut) dx
0
2 L 2pL3 Lo,
+ 2020 - B - 10) [ yE(ait)da) #0020 [0 )
26 2 0 0
BIeya(0.8) — BT [ 2wt d 2 JEI 242 >
+ a4 e(t)Yz2(0,) ; Yoo (@, 1) da =~k A%(t) — =202 (1) + ko J207 (1) — koad (ya (0, 1)
ag
20L3 L LEIa
+ %9?(0 + 2p/ yi (z,t) dx) —are(t))” + 5 292,(0,1)
0
L2 2pL3
= BI( = g2a(0,8) + are(t) ) 61(1 (L 26@3 L% a YV02 (1) — Elase(t)ysa(0,1)
L
+ (T(t) + ETy..(0,t) — aoyrqt (0, 1) + a1a29t(t)) _BI (3;;3 " a4> / W2 (1) do
X (J@t(t)—kag(—ym((),t)—I—ale(t))) as L
6 —p(20-16)-20) / Y2 (2, ) do
0
We now consider the following control: N (JEI g
ag
pL%a 2pL3a LFEIa
- 25 s - 3 4)93(0 - (kQag - 2 S)yim(oat)

EI — koa?a3e? (t) + (2kaa1a3 — Elay) e(t)yz(0,1)
7(t) = (—EIy;2(0,t) + aoyzzt(0,t) — arazb:(t)) — a—26‘t(t) ( )

3@3 L 2
— B A(E) + ko (J0:(t) + asyes (0, £) — arase(t)) - BI(5" +a4) /0 Yoo (2, 1) d

(61) a3 L )
—p(—=1—L6) —2a / x,t)dx.
Then, it holds that PG )~ 2as) , v
(64)
We look at the terms:
LFEIa
d _ 2 3 2 _ 2.2 .2
V() < BI( = y0a(0,6) + are(t)) () + <k2“2 2 > Vea(0,7) = haataze’(t)
2
(7(t) + ETyna(0,) — agyust(0,1) + arazfy(t)) + (2kaa1a3 — Elas)e(t)yas(0,1)
LEI
X (J0:(t) + az( = y22(0,) + are(t))) < - (k2a§ - a3> y2.(0,) — koa3a3e?(t)
LET , 3BI [t
— 0,t) — — ,t)d EI 1

+G3( 5 yzz( ) 5 /0 You (T, t)dx n (k2a1a§ _ %) (—62(t) +ny§m(07t))
+ p—L292(t) - pw /L y? (x,t)dx L?Ina4 LEIas

26 t 2 0 t ’ = — (k2ag — ’I]kgalag + B) — B ) ygx(()?t)

L
2
+ay ( — Ele(t)y..(0,t) — EI/0 y2,(z,t)dx _ (kgafag _ kearay E2Ia4> e2().
n n

20L7 Loy (65)

+ 3 0;(t) + 2p/0 yi (x, t)dx We consider (a1, as, as, a4, k1, ka, 0, 7) satisfying the fol-

(62) lowing constraints:



ai,az,as, a4, kl; k27 55 n > 07
JEI o pL?az  2pL3ay
— ko J? — —
ag 25 3
(1 — L5)a3 —4a4 >0,
FElnay _ LEIag >0,
2 2 -
EI
+ =0
21

>0,

(66)

kga% — nkgalag +

k2a1a2
kaaZa2 — 120192

Under the above constraints, %V (t) <0 and £V (t) =0
ifandonlyife=0 <= 0=104,0; =0, yy = Y., =0 on
[0, L] almost everywhere, and A =0 = y,,(0) = 0. We
only consider classical/smooth solutions, thus, y; = Yz, =0
on [0, L] everywhere.

It remains to show that y,, = 0 on [0, L] everywhere
implies y = 0 on [0, L] everywhere. We use the Wirtinger’s
Inequality twice to prove this as follows:

L 4.L2 L
/ y*(x, t)dx < Ly?(0,t) + ?/ y2(x,t)dx
0 0

412 412 [*
T T 0

1614

4

L
/ Y2, (z, t)dx = 0.

’ (67)

Therefore, the Lyapunov functional candidate V' and the
selected control 7 verify the asymptotic convergence of 6(t)
to 04 and ||y(-,t)||r2 — O (indeed, for classical/smooth
solutions, we further have ||y(-,t)||L~ — 0).

Finally, we argue that there exist
(a1,a2,as,a4, k1, ke,0,m) that satisfy all of the above
constraints:

a17a27@37a47k17k275a77 > 07
1—Las — a4 >0,

EI  2pL3as 8pLiay
— = — 0

2 w2 4 =%
FEla; 2pL3a4 0

2 2 ’
JEI , pL?az  2pL3ay (63)
— koJ — ,

a9 20 3

(1 — Ld)as — 4aq > 0,
El LEI
koa3 — nkoayal + ;7@4 - a3 > 0,
k 2 EI

kga%ag _ 24 + aa > 0.

2n

To show this, following [30], we consider the subset of
solutions satisfying

2
2]{320,10,2

2ksara3 — Elay =0 <= a4 = T

(69)

which simplifies the constraints to:

a17a27a37a47k17k276 > 07
1—Las — a4 >0,

EI  2pL3a3 8pLtay
—_— = — 0
2 2 md >
Fla; 2pL3a4
5 2 o0 (70)
JET pL?az  2pL3ay
— ko J? — - 0
ag ° 26 3
(1 = Lé)ag — 4aq > 0,
LEI
kgag — a3 2 0.
We further let
LEIa3 2I€2
koa3 — 5 =0 as = LEIag. (71)
Then,
2ko
a4<1—La3=1—ﬁag,
s < mtEI _ 7T_2a _ TtEI _ m2ko 2
Y 16pLt  ALT® T 16pL*  2L2EI ¥
< m2EI
aq 4pL3 ai,
3JEI  3J%y 3 3JEI  3J%k,
< —— — —— — ——3 = ——— —
2pL3ay  2pL3  4ALS 2pL3as  2pL3
_ 3k o
2L2EIS§
1—-Lo (1= Loky o
ay < a3z = as.
4 2LET
(72)
For any ¢ € (0,1/L), let
1—L6
a1 = —F €1, ¢€1€(0,1). (73)
Then, for any a2 > 0, let
ko — . EI 74 (EI)?
2 T2t 2a3(a1 + 1)’ 8pL2a3(4L2%a; + 72)’
n2(EI)? 3J(EI)%s
8pL3a3 " as(4pL3daia3 + 3E1J?6 + 3pLa3) |’
9 € (O, 1)
(74)

The qualifying parameters satisfying the Lyapunov func-
tion can then be selected following the above simplified
requirements.
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