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We present a convex programming algorithm for the numerical solution of the minimum fuel powered descent
guidance problem associated with Mars pinpoint landing. Our main contribution is the formulation of the trajectory
optimization problem, which has nonconvex control constraints, as a finite-dimensional convex optimization
problem, specifically as a second-order cone programming problem. Second-order cone programming is a subclass
of convex programming, and there are efficient second-order cone programming solvers with deterministic
convergence properties. Consequently, the resulting guidance algorithm can potentially be implemented onboard a

spacecraft for real-time applications.

Nomenclature

A, B = matrices describing the discrete time
dynamics

§i0) = the function f: IR — IR" over a time
interval [0, #/]

g = gravitational acceleration vector of Mars

g. = magnitude of Earth’s gravity

H = Hamiltonian of the system

1 = identity matrix of appropriate dimensions

I, = specific impulse for thrusters

IR = the set of real numbers

IR" = the space of n-dimensional real vectors

m = spacecraft mass

Mot = spacecraft initial mass with the fuel

iy = final thrust direction

N = initial thrust direction

P = vector coefficients for basis function ¢,

0=0">0 = denotes that the symmetric matrix Q is
positive definite

Ry, R, R, = functions defining the Hamiltonian

r = surface relative spacecraft position vector

70 = spacecraft initial position vector

2 = surface relative spacecraft velocity vector

o = spacecraft initial velocity vector

N = matrices, vectors, and scalars defining the
convex state constraints

T, = net thrust force vector acting on the
spacecraft

T,and T, = lower and upper bounds on the available
thrust for the thrusters

t = time of flight for powered descent

1y = optimal time of flight
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u = net control acceleration induced by the
thrusters

v = unit vector describing a thrust pointing
constraint

X = augmented spacecraft position and velocity
vector

z = natural logarithm of mass

o = constant describing mass consumption rate

r = slack variable that bounds thrust magnitude

n = augmented vectorof p;, k=1,....M

O, = glide slope angle

it = bound on the allowable glide slope angle

A = costate vector

01 = lower bound on thrust magnitude

0 = upper bound on thrust magnitude

o = mass normalized slack variable

®,, Ay, ¥y, ¥, = matrices describing the state transition in
discrete time

¢ cant angle for the thrusters

o = basis functions for numerical discretization

[|x]] 2-norm of vector x, v/x7x

1. Introduction

N THIS paper we present a convex programming algorithm for

the powered descent guidance problem for Mars pinpoint landing.
This problem is motivated by future pinpoint landing missions that
are gaining importance due to the renewed interest in the manned and
robotic exploration of Mars. The pinpoint landing problem can be
defined as guiding a lander spacecraft to a given target on the planet’s
surface with an accuracy of fewer than several hundred meters. As a
result, the solution algorithm can also be used to solve the powered
descent guidance problems for the moon and other planetary
pinpoint landing missions.

To ensure a safe landing on Mars, landing sites for first-generation
Mars missions such as Viking and Mars Pathfinder were determined
by considering the scientific merit of various sites as well as the
overall terrain quality (e.g., slope, roughness). Because these
missions were exploratory in nature, the exact location of the landing
site within the error ellipse was not critical. For example, landing
accuracy was approximately 150 km for Mars Pathfinder and 35 km
for the Mars Exploration Rovers. The Mars Surface Laboratory
mission scheduled for launch in 2009 will further increase landing
accuracy resulting in a delivery of the lander to within 10 km.

In next generation Mars missions the need to perform pinpoint
landing will be required. Further improvements in landing accuracy
require enhancements to heritage flight systems and are discussed in
detail in [1]. For example, it may be required to land next to
scientifically interesting targets located within hazardous terrain, or
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to land in close proximity to other prepositioned surface assets such
as a rover from a previous mission. Further, human missions will
require the crew to land near prepositioned cargo or fuel.

Mars pinpoint landing involves an entry phase through the Mars
atmosphere, a phase of descent with a parachute, and then the final
phase of powered descent, which is initiated with the parachute
cutoff. The powered descent guidance problem for pinpoint landing
is defined as finding the fuel optimal trajectory that takes a lander
with a given initial state (position and velocity) to a prescribed final
state in a uniform gravity field, with magnitude constraints on the
available net thrust, and various state constraints. A version of this
problem is also known in the optimal control literature as the soft-
landing problem [2], and its solutions have well-known character-
izations ([3] pp. 28-33). One important characterization is that the
net thrust magnitude must be either at the minimum or maximum
value at any given time during the maneuver. A closed-form solution
of the problem for the 1-D case (with vertical motion only) is given
by [2,4]. However, to the best of our knowledge, a closed-form
solution of the optimal thrust profile is not available for the general 3-
D case with additional state and control constraints. A trajectory
based on a quartic polynomial in time was used during the Apollo
mission [5]. Various other approaches to obtain both numerical and
approximate solutions of the pinpoint landing terminal guidance
problem have been described over the last few years. More recently,
in [6] the first-order necessary conditions for the problem are
developed, and it is shown that the optimal thrust profile has a
maximum-minimum-maximum structure. Numerical solutions are
obtained for various initial conditions by converting the guidance
problem into a constrained nonconvex parameter optimization
problem using both direct collocation and direct multiple shooting
methods. In [7] Legendre pseudospectral methods are used to
develop a numerical solution to the pinpoint landing guidance
problem. In [§] an approximate analytical solution is developed by
solving a related optimal control problem that does not use a
minimum fuel cost functional.

Direct numerical methods for trajectory optimization are attractive
because explicit consideration of the necessary conditions (adjoint
equations, transversality conditions, maximum principle) are not
required [9]. The infinite-dimensional optimal control problem is
directly converted into a finite-dimensional parameter optimization
problem [10-12], which is then solved via a nonlinear programming
method. However, a real-time onboard solution of a nonlinear
program via a general iterative algorithm may not be desirable
without explicit knowledge of the convergence properties of the
algorithm. Because Mars pinpoint landing requires real-time
onboard computation of the optimal trajectory, it is essential to
exploit the structure of the problem to design algorithms with
guaranteed convergence to the global optimum with a deterministic
convergence criteria. This leads us to formulate the problem in a
convex optimization [13,14] framework. Specifically, we formulate
the resulting parameter optimization problem as a second-order cone
programming problem (SOCP) that is a subclass of convex
programming [15]. SOCP problems have low complexity, and they
can be solved in polynomial time. There exist algorithms, such as
interior-point methods [16—18], that compute an optimal solution#
with a deterministic stopping criteria, and with prescribed level of
accuracy. This implies that the global optimum can be computed to
any given accuracy with a deterministic upper bound on the number
of iterations needed for the convergence of the iterative algorithm.
Therefore, numerical SOCP solution algorithms are very promising
for real-time onboard computations.

We first formulate the powered descent guidance problem for the
pinpoint landing as a fuel optimal trajectory optimization problem
with state and control constraints. The primary nonconvex constraint
in the resulting optimal control problem is on the thrust magnitude.
The thrusters cannot be turned off once they are initiated during the
maneuver. Further, there are minimum thrust levels below which the

*Throughout the paper, optimal solution of an optimal control or a
parameter optimization problem will always refer to a global optimal solution
of the problem.

thrusters can not operate reliably. Because the spacecraft is modeled
as a point mass with a single thruster, there is a lower nonzero bound
on the thrust magnitude that defines a nonconvex feasible region in
the control space. We introduce a slack variable to relax this
nonconvex constraint. Next, it is shown that any optimal solution for
the resulting relaxed problem is also optimal for the original problem.
Then we approximate the relaxed optimal control problem as a finite-
dimensional parameter optimization problem via representing the
control input by a finite set of basis functions, which leads to a finite-
dimensional convex parameter optimization problem; more
specifically it leads to a SOCP. Additionally, we consider thruster
pointing constraints and extend our convex solution approach to
handle this constraint via a heuristic. Finally, we present some
simulation results for an example spacecraft.

Our guidance algorithm involves solution of a SOCP, which has a
global optimal solution that can be computed very efficiently by
readily available primal-dual interior-point method algorithms with
guaranteed convergence to the optimal solution [17,19]. The primal-
dual interior-point algorithms are also robust in the sense that, for any
given neighborhood of the optimal solution, there exists a finite
bound on the number of iterations required for convergence of the al-
gorithm. Consequently, the resulting guidance algorithm can poten-
tially be implemented onboard. This is the major motivation for the
proposed approach because the guidance algorithm must be executed
autonomously onboard the spacecraft. Note that a generic nonlinear
programming algorithm is not appropriate for onboard use because,
in general, there exists no guarantee on the convergence to an optimal
or even to a feasible solution in a predetermined number of iterations.
It is also shown in [20] that the size of the region of feasible initial
states, for which there exist feasible trajectories, can be increased
drastically (more than twice) with this approach relative to the
traditional polynomial-based guidance approaches mentioned ear-
lier. However, one has to be careful about the size of the resulting
SOCP problem. Depending on the basis functions used to approxi-
mate the control inputs and the discretization of the time, the size of
the resulting SOCP can vary significantly. This increases the cost of
the computations for each iteration, which is a concern despite the
fact that there is a known upper bound on the number of iterations
needed for a desired level of convergence to the optimal solution.
One way to mitigate this problem is using basis functions that can ap-
proximate an optimal control profile with fewer number of functions
such as Chebyshev polynomials. Furthermore, future work is needed
to further improve the efficiency of the computations by implement-
ing a SOCP solution algorithm specifically tailored for this problem.

The paper is organized as follows: Sec. II presents the continuous-
time optimal control problem for Mars pinpoint landing with the
control and state constraints, Sec. III presents the main technical
result for the convexification of this problem and the resulting
relaxed problem (whose optimal solution is also feasible for the
original problem), Sec. IV presents the discretization of the
continuous-time problem and the resulting finite-dimensional
parameter optimization problem, Sec. V presents some simulation
results with the thruster magnitude and the state constraints, Sec. VI
describes a heuristic to expand the convex solution approach to
handle the thruster pointing constraints, and Sec. VII summarizes the
conclusions of this paper.

II. Problem Formulation

In this section, we describe the trajectory optimization problem for
a generic spacecraft performing pinpoint landing on a planet with
uniform gravitational field. This problem description also includes
Mars powered descent guidance. Because the powered descent phase
of alanding mission starts at a low altitude relative to planet’s radius
(this altitude is less than 5 km for Mars landing), the uniform gravity
assumption is appropriate. Other forces such as aerodynamic forces
due to winds are neglected in optimal trajectory design and they will
be treated as disturbances. The aerodynamic forces are dominant in
the atmospheric entry, where velocities are in the order of several
thousands of meters per second, and the parachute phases of the
mission. At the start of the powered descent phase, the parachute is
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Fig. 1 Surface fixed coordinate frame.

already released and the velocity is typically on the order of a
hundred meters per second. Consequently, the accelerations due to
aerodynamic forces are much lower than the gravitational
accelerations during the powered descent phase of the mission.
Also, we do not explicitly consider coupled translational and attitude
guidance, which is a significantly more complex problem. As a
result, the aforementioned assumptions lead to a problem
formulation that involves an optimal control problem with a fuel
cost, the spacecraft translational dynamics, and various state and
control constraints.

Remark 1: There are recent results on the solution of the
constrained attitude guidance problem in a semidefinite program-
ming (SDP) framework [21,22], which can potentially lead to a
solution of the coupled translation and attitude powered descent
guidance problem. O

The translation dynamics of the spacecraft are expressed in a
surface fixed frame of reference (PSF), Fig. 1, as

IS ()
) =g+ M)
(1) = ~a| (1) @

where r € IR? is the position vector relative to the target, g € IR? is
the constant gravitational acceleration vector of the planet, T, € IR3
is the net thrust vector, m is the spacecraft mass, and « is a positive
constant describing the fuel consumption rate. We assume that there
are n identical thrusters with equal thrust levels T at each time with a
specific impulse given by /. Then,

1

T.=(nTcos¢p)e and o =———
Ispge COS¢

where g, = 9.807 m/s” is the Earth’s gravitational constant, e € IR3
is a unit vector describing the instantaneous thrust direction, and ¢ is
the cant angle of the thrusters to e (net thrust direction, see Fig. 2).
Thrust for each thruster 7" is bounded as

0<T, <T(t) =T,
for all time during the descent. This implies that
P =T < pa V1[0 2] 3

where p, > p; > 0 are given by

Net thrust direction

Fig. 2 Spacecraft geometry.

p1 =nT;cosg, p, =nT,cos¢

and ¢ is the final time for the powered descent landing. Note that the
constraint (3) describes a nonconvex region in the control space. The
initial and final position and velocity, and the initial mass are
specified,

r(0) = ry,

m(o) = Myt V(O) = i-() (4)

r(ty) =0, i(ty) =0 5)

where r, 7y are constant vectors, and m., is the initial mass of the
landing vehicle. In the rest of the paper, we assume that

rg, >0 (6)

1

where r, is the component of the initial position vector along the
direction opposite to the direction of the gravity. Also, it is required
that the trajectory does not go below the surface during the maneuver,
that is,

=0, Virel0,t] 7

where r(t) = [r,(¢), r,(?), r3(£)]". There can be additional state
constraints in terms of the position or the velocity (e.g., to avoid
obstacles). It is assumed that these state constraints have the
following general form:

[S;x() —v;|| + c]Tx(t) +a; <0, ji=l....n, Vtel01]
(8)
where §; € IR, ¢; € IR® with n; <6, v; € IR", g; € IR, and

x € IR% is the part of the state vector corresponding to position and
velocity defined by
-
x= [r] ©)

Clearly constraint defined by inequality (7) can be considered under
the class of constraints defined by inequality (§). A bound on the
velocity, V, can be imposed by

[#(n)| <V fortel0,1] (10)

Another state constraint is “altitude angle” or “glide slope” constraint
that can be defined by the lateral and vertical position of the
spacecraft relative to the target as

f(r) £ arctan {W}
s

To impose 0, (1) < éah < Zforallt > 0, the following form of (8) is
used:

ISx|| +cTx <0 (11)

010000 "
SZ[O 0100 o]’ c=[-tanf; 0 0 0 0 0]

Given the state and control constraints, the minimum fuel powered
descent trajectory optimization problem associated with the pinpoint
landing is described as follows:



1356 ACIKMESE AND PLOEN

Problem 1:
max m(t;) = min T.(1)| dt
110 (j) T / ” ()”

subject to 7(1) = g + T.()/m(1),  m(1) =—a|T()]

0<p =T = p2s r(® =0
||S_/-x(t)—vj||+cfx(t)+a_,-§0, j=1,....n
m(O) = Myt r(o) =To, r(O) = iO

r(ty) = #(ty) = 0

where &, oy, 05, S;,
(1-5) and (8).
Remark 2: In Problem 1, inequality (3) defines nonconvex
constraints on the control input.
Remark 3: Thrust direction can also be constrained at the start and
at the end of a maneuver as

TL‘(O) = ||TC(O)||ﬁO?

aj, ¢;, o, Iy are constant parameters defined in

T.(t;) = |T(tp)ll, (12)
where 7, and 7, are unit vectors describing the desired thrust

directions. O

III. Convexification of the Control
Magnitude Constraint

In this section, we first introduce the following modified version of
Problem 1:
Problem 2:

If
min T'(¢r)ds subject to m(t) = —al'(¢ 13
Cmin " ject to i) = —al())  (13)

IT.)] = T'@) 14
0<p <T() < p, (15)

#(1) =g + T.(t)/m(1),
[1S;2x(t) = vyl + cTx(2) +a; <0, j=1,...,n
m(0) = My, r(0) = ro, 0) =7y

r(ty) = it;) =0

r() =0

where a, py, 02, S}, a;, ¢}, ¥y, T are constant parameters defined in
(1-5) and (8). O

Problem 2 is obtained by introducing a slack variable I' to
Problem 1. T replaces ||T.|| in the cost and in Eq. (2) and inequality
(3)inProblem 1, and it introduces an additional constraint || 7, || < T
Because Problem 2 is merely a relaxation of Problem 1, a solution of
Problem 1 clearly defines a feasible solution of Problem 2. However
afeasible solution of Problem 2 does not necessarily define a feasible
solution of Problem 1. Here we introduce the main technical result of
this paper in Lemma 1 that states that the optimal solution of the
relaxed problem is also an optimal solution of Problem 1. This leads
to aconvex solution approach to anonconvex trajectory optimization
problem given by Problem 1, which is obtained by solving
Problem 2.

Lemma 1: Consider a solution of Problem 2 given by
[#7, T (), T*(-)]. Then, [t}, T¢(-)] is also a solution of Problem 1
and | 72 (1) = py or | T(1)]| = py for t € [0.73].

Proof: The Hamiltonian for Problem 2 is given by [23,24]

MT,

H(x,m,T, AT+ ATx, + =5

oA A) = C+ Mg —arT (16)

where x = [xT, xT]" is the part of the state vector with the position and

the velocity, Ay <0, A =[A;, A2, A5]7 € IR7 is the costate vector.
We first state a general form of necessary conditions of optimality
givenin p. 186 of [23] (Pontryagin’s maximum principle). To do that
define the state vector y = [x”, m]” € IR and a vector v = [T7, T'|".
Since the set defined by control constraints, W, is a fixed set, any
optimal solution defined by the pair [y*", v**]" on [0, #] must satisfy
the following: There exist A, < 0 and an absolutely continuous
vector function A such that
D) A, A(OT]F #0V 1 €[0,77] and

x =3—H(y*,v*,k0,k) a7
dy

2) Pointwise maximum principle given below must be satisfied?

H(y*(t)a U*(l)yko»)\) = H(y*(t)7 v, }"0’}‘) VveVw (18)
a.e. on t € [0, #7]

3) The following transversality condition must be satisfied:
Let ¢ 2 [y*T, v, Ay, AT]7, then the vector [H(¥(0)), —A(0)7,
—H(Y(1;)),A(t;)"]"  must be orthogonal to the vector
[0, y* )", 17, y* (t))"].

The first necessary condition (17) implies that

k=0 (19)

Aa=—M (20)

. 1
— )\TT*
)\.3 mz 24¢

Note that the transversality condition with the given end conditions
on the position and velocity vectors at =0 and =t} of this

problem imply that
() =0, H(v(r))=0

Now we show by contradiction that A,(1) =0, V ¢ € [0, #7] is not
possible. Since A, is constantand A3(#;) = 0,if A, = 0, then 4, =0,
as wellas A3 = 0. Since H(y/(¢})) = 0, this implies that A, = 0. This
violates the first necessary condition for optimality because itleads to
[Ao. A(DT]T =0, V t €]0, t7]. Consequently, A,(f) =0 for all ¢ €
[0, #7] does not hold. Thls implies A,(f) = —A;t+ a for some
constant a. Since A, is not identically zero, it can be zero at most at
one point on [0, #;]. We can express the Hamiltonian as

H(x(®),m(t),T,,T, k0, A(1)) = R, ()T + Ry(O)TT, + Ry(r) (21)

where
Ro(1) = 11 (DTx, (1) + Ay (1) g, Ry () = Ao — ad3(?)
_ Aa(D)
Ry(1) = m(0)

and x, € IR? contains the velocity components of the vector,
x € IR. Since A, () # 0, a.e. on [0, t5], m*(#) > 0, and H depends
linearly on T, the pointwise maximum principle given by (18)
implies that, for the optimal solution,

T ()] = T*(), a.e. on [0, 7] (22)

This also implies that

SHere almost everywhere (a.e.) on [0, ¢ '+] means that the condition is valid
on a set of points in the interval with an exception of a set of points with
measure zero [25]. For simplicity, a.e. on [0,77] can be replaced by
v 1el0,17]
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o1 T = po, a.e. on [0, 7]

Therefore, since an optimal solution of Problem 2 satisfies all the
constraints of Problem 1 (even though the set of feasible controls of
Problem 1 is strictly contained in the set of feasible controls of
Problem 2), it also defines an optimal solution for Problem 1.

Now we will prove that ||T#(¢)|| = p; or | T (1)|| = p, for any
t € [0, t7] by using the pointwise maximum principle with

H( (1) = Rp(OT*(1) + Ry(#), where Ry (1) = Ry (1) + | R, (1)
The pointwise maximum principle implies that

win _ P T Rp(H <0
F(t)_{/)z» if Ria(t) > 0

To show R, (#) # 0, a.e. on [0, #7], note that
o

Ry =——|Ry[T
m

which is obtained by using that T} = R,T™*/||R,|| (||R,]| # 0 almost
everywhere on [0, £7]). Also, by noting that A, = mR,, we have

GRS A
Then,
mRyy =l = == ATk, == (4, Pt — ATa)
di 2l 2 = 20

where A, and a are constant vectors and they cannot be both zeros
because A, cannot be identically zero in time. Since m > 0, this
clearly implies that R;, can not be identically zero when A; # 0.
When A, # 0, itis also clear that R, can be zero only at one point in
time and the sign of R, can only change from negative to positive.
This implies that R;,(¢) # 0 a.e. on [0, t,] when A, # 0.

Now, note that R, () = 0 on some interval [¢,, #,] C [0, ;] only if
Ay = 0. In this case, Ry,(#) = O forall 7 € [0, #/]. Therefore, we have
to show that R|,(¢) # 0 when A, = 0 to complete the proof. To do
this, suppose that R, = 0 as well as A; = 0. These imply that A, is
constant in time, and R,(¢) = g7A, = 0 [because H(g(t7)) = 0].
Since T} = R,I™* /|| R, || = A,I* /|| A, ||, this implies that g"T} =0
and there exists some positive scalars §; and j,
where 71 = A, /||A,||. By premultiplying the preceding equalities with
—g/llgll, we obtain

0=ry, —813/2 + Fo 1y 0=ry, — &gty
where ¢ = ||g||, and r,, and 7y, are the initial position and velocity
components along the axis opposite to the direction of the gravity.
This implies that

ro :_};%1/2(@50 and i'ol 20

1
Since r;, >0 [see inequality (6)], this leads to a contradiction.
Consequently, Ry(¢) #0 for t€[0,t/] when A, =0. This
completes the proof. O

Lemma 1 implies that the main nonconvex constraint on the thrust
magnitude (3) in Problem 1 is convexified by replacing it with (14)
and (15) in Problem 2 via the introduction of a scalar slack variable I'.
Furthermore, Lemma 1 presents a relation between the optimal
solutions of Problem 1 and Problem 2. It states that if there exists an
optimal solution for Problem 2, then there also exists one for
Problem 1 and it can be obtained directly from the optimal solution of
Problem 2. Also, note that the set of admissible controls of Problem 2
strictly contains the set of admissible controls of Problem 1.
Consequently, one can solve Problem 2 with convex control
constraints to obtain the solution of Problem 1 with nonconvex

c2

Py

/ Tcl

¥

M convex
p P,

Fig. 3 Convexification of thrust magnitude constraint.

NON_CONVEX

c2

Tc]

control constraints. See Fig. 3 for an illustration of the constraint
convexification in a 2-D control space: The nonconvex constraint set
for the control input, represented by the shaded annulus, is mapped
into a convex set, represented by the cone, via the slack variable I'.
Remark 4: The thrust direction constraints at the start and end of a
maneuver given by (12) can be described by using the fact that
IT.()] = I'(¢), t € [0, ] for an optimal solution, as follows:

where /iy and 7i , are described in (12). O

A. Existence of an Optimal Solution

At this point we have to solve Problem 2 to obtain an optimal
solution for the minimum fuel trajectory optimization problem. An
important theoretical issue is the existence of an optimal solution for
Problem 2. In this section, we address this question of existence of an
optimal solution. We first introduce some notation that will useful in
this section. Let F represent the set of all feasible state and control
signals for Problem 2, that is, [x(-), m(-), T.(-), T'(-)] € F implies
that, for r € [0, t/], [x(#), m(t)] and [T (), ['(#)] define a feasible state
trajectory and control signal for Problem 2. A more general form of
the following existence theorem and its proof can be found in p. 61 of
[23].

Theorem I: Consider the following optimal control problem:

Iﬁ;PJ(y('), u(),1y) = A 7 (1), u(1)) dt

subject to y(7) = f(y(1), v(z))
y() €)Y and v() eV Vitel0,t]
y(0) € By and y(z) € By

Suppose the set of all feasible state trajectories and control signals,
F, for this problem is nonempty. Furthermore suppose that 1) there
exists a compact set R such that all feasible state trajectories satisfy
[t,y(1)] € Rforallt € [0, t/]; 2) the set of all feasible [y(0), ¢/, y(¢,)],
suchthaty(0) € Byand y(t;) € By, isclosed; 3) the set }Vis compact;
4) [g, fT]" is a continuous vector valued function on ) x V; and
5) for each (¢, y) € R, Q" (¢, y) is convex, where

Q+(y) = {(21722): <1 e g(yvv)v 22 =f(y*v)7 v e Z/{} (24)

Then there exists a feasible state and control signal pair [y*(-), u*(+)]
such that
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JOFO,ur (), 1) =IO, ul), 1)V [y(),u() e F

Note that there is no constraint on the final time (time of flight) 7, in
Problem 2. However, because there is limited fuel onboard a
spacecraft, there is an upper bound on time of flight ¢,,,,. Therefore,
we will only consider feasible solutions with ¢, € [0, #,,,,] for the rest
of the discussion. Given this upper bound on 7, and the fact that all the
feasible position and velocity vectors, the spacecraft mass, and the
control inputs are in compact sets, guarantees the satisfaction of first
three conditions of Theorem 1 by Problem 2. The fourth condition is
also satisfied. Now we show that the fifth condition is also satisfied,
which demonstrates the existence of an optimal solution when the set
of feasible solutions is nonempty. To do that, note that we have the
following for Problem 2:

0t (x,m) = {(zy, 22, 23, 24), 2; and z, € IR, z,, and z; € IR?: z,
> T, (22, 23:24) = (X0, g + T/m, —al), py =T < p,, | T.|
<TI}

This implies that (z,, 25, 23, 24) € QT (¢, x, m) if and only if it
satisfies
74 = —al, =g+ T/m,

71 = —z/a, =X

—uzaT).,  alz-gml=-z,  |T)=T

mn=T=<p,

Since all of the preceding equalities are linear, and the inequalities are
either linear or second-order cone constraints, the set Q" (x, m) is
convex. By using Theorem 1, this concludes that Problem 2 has an
optimal solution when it has a feasible one.

B. Change of Variables

In this section we introduce a change of variables that will be
useful in constructing the numerical solution algorithm for
Problem 2. The change of variables will lead to Problem 3 (given
later in this section) that is a continuous-time optimal control
problem with a convex cost and convex state and control constraints;
particularly with second-order cone or linear state and control
constraints.

Consider the following change of variables:

éF aT.

o=— and u=-— (25)
m m

Equations (1) and (13) can then be rewritten as

(1) =u(t) + g (26)
m(r)

From Eq. (27),
m(t) = mgyexp |:—a /"f o(7) dr]
0

Because > 0, minimizing fuel [or maximizing m(t,)] is equivalent

to minimizing
Iy
/ o(r)dt
0

The control constraints are expressed in terms of the new variables u
and o as follows:

[u@)ll = o(r). YV 1e€l0.1/] (28)

o(t) < P2

D)’ vV tel0,t] (29)

L1
m() =

Remark 5: When we consider Problem 2 with the new variables,
the following is satisfied for any pair of optimal controls u* and o*:
[w* ()] =0"(1). ¥V 1€[0,1]

O

Note that the inequalities in (29) define a convex region for the
control input u for a prescribed mass profile m(t) on [0, 7,]. However,
when we consider m as a variable of the problem, these inequalities
become bilinear, and hence they define nonconvex constraints. The

following variable is introduced to resolve this issue and convexify
the inequalities in (29):

lo m (30)
Then Eq. (27) is written as
2(t) = —ao(t) 31
and the inequalities in (29) become
pre < o(t) < pre¥, V¥ 1el0,1] (32)
The first part of inequality (32) defines a convex feasible region, but
the second part does not. Here, we obtain second-order cone or linear

approximations of these inequalities that can be readily incorporated
into our solution framework. To do that, we use the Taylor series

—z

expansion of e*. The first part of inequality (32) can be
approximated by a second-order cone (by using the first three terms
of the Taylor series expansion of e~%) as

R
,019_‘7“|:1 —(z—2) +(ZTZO)] <o

where 7, is a given constant. For the second part of inequality (32),
we use a linear approximation of e~ (by using the first two terms of
the Taylor series expansion of e~%) to obtain

0 =< pre” [l = (z— 2]

Letting

i = pre=, Ko = e (33)

we obtain the following second-order cone and linear approx-
imations of the inequalities in (32):

_ 2
o[ 1- k0 —a@+EO O <o

< ({1 = [2() — 2]}V 1 €[0.1]
where
ZO([) = (’“’(mwel - “Pz’) (35)
and m,,, is the initial mass of the spacecraft, that is, z,(¢) is a lower
bound on z(¢) at time ¢. To ensure that the physical bounds on z are
not violated, we impose the additional constraints

[,“/(mwet - ‘1/’2’) = Z(t) = (’“(mwel — P [) (36)

An approximation of Problem 2 can now be expressed in terms of the
new control variables:
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Problem 3:
1
min /f o(r)dt subject to #(t) = u(t) + g
tru().00) Jo
() = —ao (1),

lu()] = o(2)

_ 2
a1 a0~ o)+ FO IO < 000

< pa(D{1 = [z(1) — 2o (D]}
bo(mye — apat) < 2(1) < ln(mye — apit)
I1S;x(t) = ;|| + cTx(r) + a; <0,
m(0) = My, r(0) = ry,
r(ty) =i(t;)) =0

j=1,...,n
#0) = #y

where o, py, 02, S}, a;, ¢, ry, Iy are constant parameters defined in
(1-5) and (8), and ., and p, are functions defined by (33). O

Remark 6: In Problem 3, the thrust direction constraints at the start
and end of a maneuver given by (23) can be described by using the

new control variables as follows:

where iy and 71, are described in (12). O
The approximation of inequalities (32) given by (34) and (36) is
generally very accurate for both parts of the inequality. Actually we
can compute bounds on the errors introduced by these
approximations. To do that, first we use the following relationship
for the Taylor series expansion [26] of e~*: For any z € [z¢, z,],
where z,, = ln(mye — @p; 1), there exists Z € [z, z,] such that

(z— ZO)Z] Y (kO

2 6
—_———

2a(2)

et = e’ZO[l —(z—20) +

Letting p,, () = 100a(z(t))/e~*® (percent approximation error)
and using z = ln m, we have
50m(1) bam(t)/mo (1)

3m(r)

pel(t) =

where (1) = e, my = e Note that, for any given time ¢,
m(t), m(t) € [my(1), m,(1)] where my(t) = mye — ap,t
mu(t) = Myt — O{/Ol[

This implies the following bounds on the percent approximation
error for the left-hand side of inequality (32):

wmmﬂcmwy
3mg(r)  \my(1)

0=<pa) =< (38)

By using similar steps, we can also establish a bound on the percent
error for the right-hand side of inequality (32), which is denoted by

Pe2s

(39)

0= pan < 2ty (m“(t))z

mo(r) " \my(t)

Figure 4 presents an example showing the accuracy of the
approximations on an example problem that will be introduced later
in the paper. In this figure, we compute the maximum percent error as
a function of time, thatis: Given 0 < ¢t < tr, we compute the bounds
on the errors p,; and p,, that are given by inequalities (38) and (39).
The figure clearly shows that the inequalities (32) are not
compromised for all practical purposes when they are approximated
by inequalities (34) and (36).

Furthermore, the following lemma establishes the fact that, if there
exists a solution of Problem 3, then there exists a solution of the

25 T T T T T T
g
o ~ - Boundon
g Pe2
w 2k 4
c 4
ie] ’
T ,
£ ’
X ’
S 15 . 4
o ’
Q ’
< .
o e
(0] 1* "’ -
o .
c rd
] e
3 .
5 -7
305 . |
.
f”
-
4’—
0 a=="" . T 1
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

time, sec
Fig. 4 Error bounds for the approximation of e*.

problem with inequalities (34) and (36) replaced by inequalities (32).
Therefore, by solving Problem 3, one never obtains solutions which
violate the constraints of the physical problem.

Lemma 2: 1f there exists a feasible solution of Problem 3, then this
solution also defines a feasible solution of Problem 3 when
inequalities (34) and (36) are replaced by inequalities (32), that is,
when the exact control magnitude constraint is imposed.

Proof: The only difference between the two optimization
problems is the approximation of constraint (32) by (34) and (36). To
prove the claim of the lemma, we only have to show that the interval
on the real line defined by (32) contains the interval defined by (34)
and (36) for all ¢. For that, first consider the lower bound in (32),
where e~ is approximated by a Taylor series up to quadratic terms
around z,, where z;, is a known lower bound on z from constraint
(36). Because e has continuous derivatives, we have the following
by using the Mean Value theorem [26]:

ei=e [1 —[2(t) =z ()] +

{0 —6zO(t)]3

[2(1) — 2 (D]
2

where Z € [z, z]. This implies that

e~ |:] _ [Z(l) _ Zo(t)] + [Z(t) — ZO(t)]z] > e %

2

The preceding inequality shows that the lower bound in (34) is larger
than the lower bound in (32).

To prove the claim on the upper bounds, we use similar arguments
by noting that

et = e {1 —[z(1) — 2o(D)]} + e~ 2

for some Z € [z, z]. This implies that
e {1 =[z(1) — 2]} = e

which proves that the upper bound in (34) is smaller than the upper
bound in (32). This completes the proof. O

IV. Discretization of Problem 3
and a Solution Algorithm

In this section, we apply a discretization to Problem 3, and develop
a numerical algorithm to solve the resulting discrete version of the
problem. The discretization of Problem 3 converts the infinite-
dimensional optimization problem to a finite-dimensional one by
discretizing the time domain into equal time intervals and imposing
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the constraints at the temporal nodes. Because the constraints are
linear or second-order cone constraints, the resulting problem is a
finite-dimensional SOCP problem that can be efficiently solved by
readily available algorithms [17-19].

For any given time interval [0, /], and time increment, A, the
temporal nodes are given as

t,=kAt,  k=0,....N

where NAt = t,. The second step in the discretization of the problem
is the representation of the control input # and o in terms of some

prescribed basis functions, ¢, ..., @y,
M
u(t
o)=Y e, rena o)
=1

where p; € IR* are constant coefficients. The solution of the
differential Egs. (26) and (31), and the control input « at the temporal
nodes can be expressed in terms of these coefficients as

x(t) | _ _
[Z(lk)]—ék-i-‘l/kn, k=1,....N @1)
uty) | _ _
[a(tk)]_T"n’ k=0,...,N 42)
where
&= Qyo + Ak[g] 43)

., ¥, Ay, Yy, and 2, are matrix functions of time index
determined by the basis functions chosen, and

P ry (t )
n=| |, w=| f | am=rk]<w
’ [)n m r(tk)
pM - wet

In this paper, we use piecewise constant basis functions in our
simulations,

1 whente[t;.t;)

0 otherwise Jj=1...,N (45)

50|
which implies that M = N and

| u@i) -
pj_[aaéﬂ], J=1...N (46)

This corresponds to zero-order-hold discretization of a linear time
invariant system for the dynamics of the spacecraft (26) and (31),
with the vector [r(t,)7, ()7, z(t,)T]" as the state, and (A, B) €
(IR™7,IR7*) as the matrix pair describing the discrete time
dynamics, which are given by

A:eALA’
. 0170
B:/ eAA=9B ds whereA,.=|0 0 0
0 0 0 0

0 0

B.=|1 0

0 —o

Consequently,

@, = AKX, Ay=B+AB+---+ A*'B

0 o ... ... 0

B o ... ... 0

B AB 0 ... O

v, = : : -

A<'B ... B 0 ...

0 o ... . 0

T, =[0 ... 01 0 ...]

Remark 7: Other basis functions such as Chebyshev polynomials
[11,12,27] can also be used. Then, the description of the controls can
be achieved with fewer number of coefficients M < N. This leads to
significant reductions in the dimension of the resulting finite-
dimensional SOCP, and in the execution times of the algorithm. In
that case the preceding matrices will change but the resulting form of
the optimization problem will be very close. Therefore, we choose a
piecewise constant approximation of the control input as an example
to demonstrate the discretization and the conversion of the optimal
control problem into a parameter optimization problem. O

The cost of the trajectory optimization problem can also be
approximated as follows:

" M
/ "ot dix Y welpy @7)
0 k=1

where w,, are scalar coefficients defined by the numerical integration
technique and

e=[0 0 0 1] (48)

If the basis functions for the control input are described by (45), then
these coefficients can simply be chosen as wy = -+ = wy_; = At.

Each inequality constraint in Problem 3 can be expressed in a
generic form as follows:

g(t.r(), (1), u(t)) <0, Vrel0,1]

where g: IR!® — IR is an appropriately chosen function. If (41) and
(42) are substituted in the aforementioned inequalities, we obtain

g(t,m) <0, k=0,....,N

for some function g: IR3+! — IR. Note that the constraints are only
satisfied at the temporal nodes in the discrete version of the
optimization problem. Also, if g is a convex function of r, 7, and u,
which depend linearly on 7, then g is a convex function of 7.

Now, with the following additional notation, Problem 4 describes
the discretized version of Problem 3,

E= [ste Opx1 ]7 (49)

0= [w]eg wMeg]T, E, = [stz 0341 ]
Problem 4.
rlrvlin o'y subject to ||E, V1|l < eI Yyn, k=0,...,N
]
(50)
{FIE A+ Win]—z0(1)}
) 1= Pl + Wy =
51
< el = o) (1~ L&+ Wen] — 2 (10)3) eb
k=1,....N
ln (Mo — o) < FE + W] < ln(mye — aprty) 52)

k=1,...,N
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IS ElEx + Werrl = vl + T Elgx + Wen] + a; < 0
k=1,...,N,

(53)
j=1,...,n

O
Note that Problem 4 defines a finite-dimensional second-order
cone program (SOCP) for any given N, and it can be solved very
efficiently with guaranteed convergence to the globally optimal
solution by using existing SOCP algorithms [14,15,17]. Here N
describes the time of flight t; = NAt, and it is also a solution
parameter in Problem 4. It is also clear that there exists bounds
0 < timin < Imax Such that
lmin = tf = tmax (54)
Actually some conservative bounds on #, can easily be obtained as
follows from the physical limitations imposed by the fuel mass m,;,

maximum and minimum thrust levels p, and p;, and initial velocity
7(0):

— (mwet B mfuel)”};(o)”

My
tmax = fue (55)
P2 ap

4 min

Because the time axis is discretized with a constant increment Az, the
bounds in (55) imply bounds on N, that is,

Nmin = N = Nmax (56)
where

Nmin = iI'lt(lmin/Al) + 17 Nmax = int(tmax/At) (57)
and int(¢) gives the closest integer number to ¢ and int(7) < .

Remark 8: The available fuel mass is not considered to be a
constraint in the original trajectory optimization problem given by
Problem 1. We introduce this constraint in the rest of the paper to
account for this physical constraint as well as to obtain an upper
bound on the time of flight.

Remark 9: Here our objective is to obtain an optimal solution of
Problem 2 (which is also an optimal solution of Problem 1) by
numerically solving for an optimal solution of Problem 3. By
Lemma 2, this solution satisfies all the constraints of Problem 2,
which implies that it is a feasible solution of Problem 2. Note that, if a
solution of Problem 3 is found then, by using Theorem 1, there exists
an optimal solution of Problem 2. The difference between these two
problems is the approximation of the inequalities (32) by (34) and
(36), which is demonstrated to be very accurate for our purposes (see
Fig. 4 and the accompanying discussion). Consequently, an optimal
solution of Problem 3 is very close to an optimal solution of
Problem 2.

An optimal solution of Problem 3 is obtained by solving SOCP
described by Problem 4. Because Problem 4 describes an SOCP, its
numerical solution obtained by using an interior-point method is
guaranteed to be a globally minimizing solution [19]. Clearly
Problem 4 is a numerical approximation of Problem 3 that becomes
more accurate as the number of basis functions describing the control
input increases and At decreases.? As a result, an optimal solution of
Problem 4 describes a feasible solution of Problem 2 that is very close
to an optimal solution of this problem for all practical purposes. [J

The following algorithm gives a numerical approach to obtain the
solution of Problem 4:

Algorithm 1: Apply a line search on positive integers N €
[Nimin> Nmax] to minimize B(N), where (N) is defined by the solution
of Problem 4 for a given N as follows: Let

F v ={n € IR¥: (50), (51), (52), (53) hold for n}
then

YA more rigorous mathematical discussion on the approximation of
Problem 3 via Problem 4 as the number of basis functions increases and At
decreases is beyond the scope of this paper.

00, if Fy is empty
B(N) = { mifann, if Fy is nonempty (58)
nesn

The line search gives the optimum solution pair (N,,n,) and
corresponding 8, = B(N,.), and

1) If (1 — e *P*)mye < myge, the pair (N,,7,) defines a valid
solution.

) If (1 — e P ) myyee > Mgy, then:

a) If B, < oo, there is no feasible solution of Problem 4 due to
insufficient fuel.

b) If B, = oo, there is no feasible solution of Problem 4 due to
insufficient thrusters. O
Remark 10: In [2], it is shown that the minimum fuel and the

minimum time optimal solutions of a 1-D version of the soft-landing
problem are identical. We have a similar observation from our
simulations that the optimal time of flight /7 = N, At obtained from
Algorithm 1 is usually very close to the minimal feasible time of
flight for Problem 4, and the fuel cost is unimodal function (see [28]
for a definition of unimodal functions) of the time of flight. This
observation is used to efficiently implement the line search in
Algorithm 1 for the optimal time of flight. O

V. Powered Descent Guidance Example

In this section, we present some powered descent examples for
Mars pinpoint landing. The simulations are carried out by using
SeDuMi [17,19] with a MATLAB interface.2 The problem
parameters are

g=[-3.711400" m/s*>  mgy, = 1505 kg
Nye = 1905 kg I, =225s, T=31kN (59
T, = 0.37, T, = 0.87, n=6, ¢ =27 deg

where T is the maximum thrust for each thruster. In the simulation
results given in Figs. 5 and 6, we present the time histories of the
velocity, position, acceleration, net thrust force components, throttle
level (which is between 0.3 and 0.8 in this case), and the angle
between the net thrust direction and the direction of gravity 6. An
additional constraint on the thrust direction at the final time ¢, is
imposed to be the opposite direction to the gravity vector, that is, the
second equality in (37) is imposed with

A;=[1 0 0]

First we present a simulation, in which the constraint given by (7)
is notimplemented, in Fig. 5. The constraint given by (7) ensures that
the spacecraft does not fly subsurface. The position time history
given in Fig. 5 shows that the spacecraft actually flies subsurface in
t € (25,50) when constraint (7) is not imposed. This example is then
repeated by imposing this constraint, and the results in Fig. 6 show
that the subsurface flight is eliminated. Also, a max-min-max type net
optimal thrust profile is observed from the simulation results, which
is a characteristic of the minimum fuel trajectories that is also implied
by Lemma 1. However, the trajectory touches the surface, that is,
x(t,) = 0 for some ¢, € (30,40) seconds as observed in Fig. 6. This
is not a practically acceptable solution even though it satisfies no-
subsurface flight constraint. A practical approach to solve this
problem is to introduce a glide slope constraint given by inequality
(11) with 6, = 86 deg. The simulation results with the glide slope
constraint are given in Figs. 7 and 8, in which Fig. 8 shows the actual
trajectory with the glide slope constraint boundary. Clearly, the
optimal trajectory satisfies the control and the state constraints.

**Data available online at http://control.ee.ethz.ch/joloef/yalmip.msql
[retrieved 1 May 2004].
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Fig. 5 ry =[1.5,0,2]" km, 7y =[-75,0,100]" m/s, t; =72 s, fuel usage = 387.9 kg without no-subsurface flight constraint.

VI. Trajectory Optimization with Thrust
Pointing Constraints

In this section, we introduce an additional control constraint that is
imposed by the constraints on the spacecraft attitude. In the
translational trajectory optimization problem the spacecraft is treated
as a point mass with a single thrust vector (representing the net thrust)
attached to it. This simplification is based on the assumption that the
net thrust on the spacecraft can be pointed arbitrarily to any given
direction and the only constraint is on the thrust magnitude.
However, in reality, there can be additional constraints on the
spacecraft attitude that put constraints on the pointing of the net thrust

4000
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S
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o [$]
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0.8f : ; T ]
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::: 0.4
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direction. For example, there can be a camera onboard that has to be
directed to the ground for a majority of the time during the maneuver.
This may imply that the thrust direction must not deviate more than 6
degrees from the positive x direction (see Fig. 1 for the definition of
positive x direction), where 6 € [0 deg, 180 deg]. This type of
constraint can easily be expressed in our framework as follows:

T
v T >y Vitel0,t]

AN 60
ol (€0

where y = cos § and v € IR? is a unit vector defining the cone that
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Fig. 6 ry=[1.5,0,2]" km, 7, = [-75,0,100]" m/s, } =75 s, fuel usage = 390.4 kg with no-subsurface flight constraint.
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the thrust vector must point into. This constraint can now be
expressed by the solution variables as follows:

viu(r) = yo(r) Y rel0,t] 61)

Clearly, the additional constraint on the thrust vector defines a
convex region in IR? that can readily be expressed as a second-order
cone constraint. However, the whole convexification of the problem
depends on Lemma 1 where the nonconvex control magnitude
constraints are convexified via a lossless relaxation (the relaxation
still leads to the optimal solution of the original problem). From the
proof of Lemma 1, if we do not have a thrust pointing constraint, the
following holds for the optimal solution of Problem 2 (the relaxed
problem):

_ R (1)
u0) =00 R o

where R, (1) is as defined in the proof of Lemma 1. This follows from
the application of Maximum Principle with the following
Hamiltonian (refer to the proof of Lemma 1 for the definitions of
variables):

H(t) = R, (nm(t)o (1) + m()Ry () u(t) + Ro(1)

However, when the thrust pointing constraint exists and if, for some
f,
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Fig. 8 ry=[1.5,0,2]" km, 7,=[-75,0,100]" m/s,
fuel usage = 399.5 kg with glide slope constraint.
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ro =[1.5,0,2]" km, 7, =[-75,0,100]" m/s, t; = 81 s, fuel usage = 399.5 kg with glide slope constraint.

R,(7) e
Er—=—— <0 V &satisfying v'é >y and |&] =1
R (D]
the optimal solution of Problem 2 must satisfy

[u(] =0

which is the solution that maximizes the Hamiltonian without
violating the control constraints of Problem 2. This violates the
minimum thrust magnitude constraint of the original problem,
Problem 1. Consequently, a convex equivalent of Problem 1 is not
given by Problem 2 when such thrust direction constraint exists.
Here, we introduce a heuristic approach to resolve this issue on the
numerical approximation of Problem 2 that is given by Problem 4.
Problem 4 is first solved without enforcing the thrust pointing
constraint. This solution gives

F i 2 Ry(1)/ IR (8) | = we/ Ny

at the temporal points. This solution is then used to implement the
pointing constraint by relaxing it when necessary (i.e., when it can
not be simultaneously satisfied with the thrust magnitude constraint)
with the following approach: Let

A 1A A An
Kix = v'F,  and Kok = lv— @ 77

DIfk,;, = 0ork,; > y,implement the thrust pointing constraint
at temporal index k as it is given by inequality (61). There is no
relaxation in this case, and the pointing constraint is enforced
exactly.

2) If k; ;, <0 and k,; <y, then implement the following relaxed
version of the thrust pointing constraint:

v, > iy ,0(2) (62)

This approach is motivated by the assumption that 7, is a good
approximation for R, (#;)/||R,(t;) |- To demonstrate the idea behind
this heuristic, consider the set D, ={& ||§]| =1,71& >0 and
vlE >y} If 7 is a good approximation for R,(#;)/||R»(2)], then
Problem 2 has an optimal control at #, that does not violate the
minimum thrust magnitude constraint only if D, is nonempty. If
k1x = 0,then v € Dy, thatis, D, is nonempty. Suppose that k; ; <0
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IMPLEMENT EXACT
POINTING CONSTRAINT

Fig. 9 Graphical interpretation of the thrust pointing constraints.

and «,; > y. Then, let £ = [v— (vTF,)F]/ky,. This implies that
E'7 = Fv(1 = [[7]1*) /Koy = 0 and E"v = [1 — ("' 1,)?]/ K2 4 Not-
ing that k3, =1— (v'r,)?, we obtain &'7, =k, =y, that is,
& € D;.So,k; > 0ork,; > y guarantees that D, is anonempty set.
If both of these conditions fail to exist, then we relax the thrust
pointing constraint by using the inequality (62). In this case
cos™!(k,,) > 0, and it is known that (which can be proven by
following similar steps) the set D, = {&: ||&] =1,#7& > 0 and
v7& >k, ,} is nonempty. This implies that an optimal solution of
Problem 2 can satisfy the relaxed thrust pointing constraint (62)
without violating the minimum thrust magnitude constraint. See
Fig. 9 for a graphical description of the preceding discussion, in
which the shaded cone around the vector v shows the 6 degree cone
defining the feasible thrust direction.

The implementation of this heuristic for the thrust pointing
constraint is demonstrated on the example described in Sec. V. Here
the initial state of the spacecraft is given by
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IMPLEMENT RELAXED
POINTING CONSTRAINT

5000 0
ry = 0 |, ro=10
0 0
that is, the spacecraft is 5000 m above the target landing point. The
minimum fuel trajectory for this problem requires that the thrust
vector initially points in the opposite direction to the gravity vector,
and it later reverses the direction and points in the direction of gravity
(see Fig. 10 for simulation results). We repeat the same example with
the thrust pointing constraint where

1
v=10 and y=0
0

that is, the net thrust vector must be in 90 deg cone around the
positive x axis. Clearly, when the thrust pointing constraint is not
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enforced, v'u(f) < 0 for the first 14-15 s of the optimal trajectory
that violates (61), and the angle of violation is 90 deg. The
simulations including the thrust pointing constraint is given in
Fig. 11. The thrust pointing constraint is not exactly satisfied for the
first 12 s, but it is satisfied afterwards. The violation of the pointing
constraint in the first 12 s is due to the relaxation of the pointing
constraint described earlier, and the angle of violation is less than
5 deg, which was 90 deg when the constraint (61) was not imposed.
Note that, when the pointing constraint was not imposed, the optimal
trajectory was a straight line connecting the initial point to the final
one, and imposing the pointing constraint lead to a trajectory that is
not a straight line. Also, the optimal trajectory with the thrust
pointing constraint requires approximately 10 kg more fuel.

VII. Conclusions

In this paper, a powered descent guidance algorithm for Mars
pinpoint landing is developed. This algorithm is designed to solve the
minimum fuel trajectory optimization problem associated with the
pinpoint landing via a direct numerical method. Our main
contribution is the formulation of the trajectory optimization
problem with nonconvex control constraints as a finite-dimensional
convex optimization problem, specifically as a finite-dimensional
SOCP (second-order cone program). SOCP problems are a subclass
of SDP (semidefinite programming) problems that can be solved in
polynomial time with currently available algorithms. The SDP
solution algorithms, such as interior-point algorithms, compute a
global optimum very efficiently with a deterministic stopping criteria
and with prescribed level of accuracy. This is a particularly attractive
feature of the numerical solution algorithm because a generic
nonlinear programming algorithm cannot in general guarantee a
deterministic convergence to a global optimum for a nonlinear
optimization problem. Consequently, this guidance algorithm has
the potential for onboard implementation.

Future work needed for this algorithm can be summarized as
follows:

1) We used a generic solver to solve the SOCP problems, and did
not make specific effort to implement a SOCP algorithm tailored to
solve the Mars pinpoint landing guidance problem. Future work is
needed to implement such a SOCP algorithm to improve the speed of
the computations, so that the resulting software can be real-time
onboard implementable.

2) The constraints due to thrust direction must be further
investigated to guarantee their exact satisfaction (or at least quantify
the achievable limits of constraint satisfaction).

3) In this paper, we only presented an algorithm to solve the
powered descent portion of the Mars pinpoint landing guidance
problem. There is a parachute descent phase before the powered
descent. Specifically, the powered descent phase is initiated by
cutting the parachute off. Therefore, the optimal choice of the
parachute cutoff time is a critical problem, and we are currently
developing algorithms to determine this cutoff time based on the
powered descent algorithm presented in this paper. These results will
be the subject of a future paper.

4) The explicit consideration of the spacecraft attitude dynamics as
a part of the pinpoint landing guidance problem is another future
research objective (6-degree-of-freedom guidance problem).

5) A performance comparison study of this guidance algorithm
with currently available onboard implementable algorithms will be
useful to demonstrate the advantages of this convex approach. Such a
study must also include a clear quantification of the computation time
needed for the numerical optimization on a realistic onboard
computer. This study will potentially make a strong case to use this
guidance algorithm onboard a future spacecraft that will land on
Mars or the moon.
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