Provided for non-commercial research and education use.
Not for reproduction, distribution or commercial use.

oy
/ 5
9 i

S
AGIARASTAONAUTIGA

| of the International A y t
www.iaaweb.org
/ /

/ ‘Sbae o H.um’é“\d
e
W
L {?ﬁ {Z
1| "
L\ W

(This is a sample cover image for this issue. The actual cover is not yet available at this time.)

This article appeared in a journal published by Elsevier. The attached

copy is furnished to the author for internal non-commercial research

and education use, including for instruction at the authors institution
and sharing with colleagues.

Other uses, including reproduction and distribution, or selling or
licensing copies, or posting to personal, institutional or third party
websites are prohibited.

In most cases authors are permitted to post their version of the
article (e.g. in Word or Tex form) to their personal website or
institutional repository. Authors requiring further information

regarding Elsevier’s archiving and manuscript policies are
encouraged to visit:

http://www.elsevier.com/copyright


http://www.elsevier.com/copyright

Acta Astronautica 83 (2013) 108-118

Contents lists available at SciVerse ScienceDirect

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/actaastro

Acta Astronautica

Optimal reconfigurations of two-craft Coulomb formations

along manifolds

Drew R. Jones ** Hanspeter Schaub®

2 Aerospace Engineering and Engineering Mechanics Department, WRW Laboratories, The University of Texas at Austin, 210 E 24th Street, Austin,

TX 78712, United States

b Aerospace Engineering Sciences Department, Colorado Center for Astrodynamics Research, The University of Colorado at Boulder, Boulder,

CO 80309, United States

ARTICLE INFO

Article history:

Received 29 May 2012
Received in revised form
5 October 2012

Accepted 18 October 2012

Keywords:

Coulomb formations
Invariant manifolds

Optimal reconfigurations
Particle swarm optimization

1. Introduction

ABSTRACT

Coulomb formations refer to swarms of closely flying spacecraft, in which the net electric
charge of each vehicle is controlled. Active charge control is central to this concept and
enables a propulsion system with highly desirable characteristics, albeit with limited
controllability. Numerous Coulomb formation equilibria have been derived, but to
maintain and maneuver these configurations, some inertial thrust is required to
supplement the nearly propellant-less charge control. In this work, invariant manifold
theory is applied to two-craft Coulomb equilibria, which are admitted in a linearized
two-body gravity model. The manifolds associated with these systems are analyzed for
the first time, and are then utilized as part of a general procedure for formulating optimal
reconfigurations. Specifically, uncontrolled flows along the manifolds are sought which
provide near continuous transfers from one equilibrium to another. Control is then
introduced to match continuity, while minimizing inertial thrusting. This methodology
aims to exploit uncontrolled motions and charge control to realize the shape-changing
ability of these formations, without large inertial control efforts. Some variations in
formulating and parameterizing the optimal transfers are discussed, and analytical
expressions are derived to aid in establishing control parameter limits, under certain
assumptions. Numerical results are provided, as demonstrative examples of the optimi-
zation procedure, using relatively simple control approximations. Finally, Particle Swarm
Optimization, a novel stochastic method, is used with considerable success to solve the
numerically difficult parameter optimization problems.

© 2012 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

Initially, electric propulsion (EP) systems were proposed
for controlling the relative craft motions; however, EP

Formations of close-proximity spacecraft have many
advantages over a single large craft, including overall
mass reduction, shape-changing ability, and multiple
launches for deployment, assembly, and repair. Applica-
tions for these satellite swarms are many, for example
enabling separated space-borne interferometry [1,2].
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suffers from limited throttle-ability and introduces the
problem of thruster-plume impingement, where thruster
ejecta may damage or impede neighboring craft [2]. An
alternative to EP for controlling free-flying craft, known as
Coulomb thrusting (active charge control), is explored by
King et al. in Refs. [2,3]. This concept proposes to servo the
electric potential (or net charge) of each vehicle, to yield
desired inter-craft forces. The earliest study of active
charge control is by John Cover et al. [4], where this
mechanism is proposed to inflate and maintain the shape
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of a large reflecting mesh. This nearly-propellant-less
system (ISP~ 10'3s) avoids thruster-plumes, has fast
throttling (transition time ~ ms), and can sustain a given
force using less power and fuel than EP [2,4]. Proposed
applications for this concept include advanced docking/
rendezvous, autonomous inspection, contact-less removal
of hazardous material, and the deployment/retrieval of
instruments [5]. Also, Coulomb thrusting can provide
equilibrium forces (~puN-mN) to cancel differential
gravity accelerations, resulting in ‘virtual structures’ or
so-called static Coulomb formations. Furthermore, this
concept is based on the existing technology, since active
control of spacecraft charge was successfully executed
during the SCATHA [6] and ATS [7] missions, and cur-
rently on the CLUSTER [8] mission. Unfortunately, this
propulsion system has a couple of drawbacks. First,
Coulomb forces are shielded by the surrounding plasma,
which may render charge control infeasible for particular
orbit regimes and mission applications. Second, Coulomb
thrusting alone provides limited controllability, and can-
not alter the overall formation angular momentum [9].
Therefore, it must be supplemented with inertial thrust
(e.g. EP or chemical) to enable full controllability, which
has led to the adoption of hybrid controllers [10,11].

A wide-variety of static Coulomb formations are
derived with respect to a circular reference orbit, analy-
tically for <5 craft (numerically otherwise), and thus far,
all are dynamically unstable [2,5]. Formations with
motions referenced to the Hill-frame, a rotating frame
with origin at the formation center-of-mass, are consid-
ered in the most detail, generally using the linearized
Clohessy-Wiltshire-Hill gravitational model [12]. Other
known equilibrium include three-craft forms in the
absence of gravitational forces [13], two-craft forms in
fully non-linear 2-body and circular-restricted 3-body
(CRTBP) gravitational models [11], and two- and three-
craft spinning configurations [14,15]. Of these spinning
configurations, stable 2-body scenarios have been
identified where the plasma shielding effect is included
in the stability analysis [14]. And a recent study by
Hogan and Schaub demonstrates the marginal in-plane
stability of particular collinear spinning equilibria if
proper separation distance and speed conditions are met
[15]. Moreover, the highly nonlinear and coupled system
dynamics permit the potential existence of numerous, yet
undiscovered, equilibrium and periodic flows (constant or
variable potentials).

This research applies invariant manifold theory to two-
craft configurations which exist in the two-body gravity
Hill-frame model, for the first time. The system manifolds
are analyzed, in the interest of exploiting them for
station-keeping and maneuvering of the formations.
Invariant manifold theory has successfully been used to
design low-thrust transfers between regions of space, in
multi-body gravity fields, for example in the work of
Russell and Lam [16]. Here, manifold theory is applied
to Coulomb formations with an analogous purpose. Nat-
ural flows along manifolds are sought which ‘hop’ from
unstable to stable branches in order to partially achieve
reconfigurations. More generally, it is expected that
non-intuitive trajectories and dynamical motions will

become more tractable upon applying this theory, which
will prove useful in the Coulomb formation design, con-
trol, and navigation.

This is a continuation and improvement upon the work
of Jones [17], where a generalized procedure for targeting
optimal transfers between Coulomb equilibria is outlined.
The current method is similar to Jones [17], in that a
parameter optimization problem is formulated to differ-
entially correct an uncontrolled, and discontinuous, initial
trajectory along manifolds. However, the method
details, the dynamical model, and the results have been
improved, and applied specifically to two-craft Hill-frame
equilibria. Lastly, a unique stochastic method, known as
Particle Swarm Optimization (PSO), is used in solving the
nonlinear programming problems [18,19].

Much attention is devoted to the development of
continuous feedback controllers to maintain Coulomb
formations. Controllers are derived and tested by Natar-
ajan and Schaub (in the presence of gravity gradient
torque and other disturbances) for the two-craft Hill-
frame equilibria [10,20], and by Inampudi for CRTBP
equilibrium configurations about Earth-Moon libration
points [11]. Some research on realizing the shape-
changing ability of these formations is also available.
Natarajan [21] presents a feedback control to transfer
between the two-craft Hill-frame configurations, and
Inampudi adds optimization to that work, by applying a
pseudo-spectral discretization method to minimize: time,
fuel, and total power usage [11]. Here, optimal reconfi-
gurations between the same equilibria are pursued;
however, the problem setup differs substantially, with
added emphasis on generality. The current work also
contrasts with Inampudi [11], by its utilization of invar-
iant manifold theory and employment of a stochastic
rather than a deterministic optimization solver.

2. Coulomb formation background and dynamical
model

A conductive surface will naturally exchange ions and
electrons with the plasma of space, and as a result will
assume a non-zero electric potential ¢ (measured in
Volts). In a vacuum, a charged point-mass ¢ varies in
proportion to k. q/r, where k. is the Coulomb constant, g
the net charge, and r is the radial distance. When
immersed in a plasma, this ideal ¢(r) is effectively limited
(or shielded) due to interactions with free particles and
photons. The Debye length A, is used to approximate this
shielding, such that a charged particle at a distance r > A4
will not be effected by ¢(r). The 1; is a measure of the
time-dependent local plasma temperature and density,
and experimental values for it have been acquired in
various regimes (e.g. LEO: 0.02-0.4 m, GEO: 140-1500 m,
interplanetary: 7.4-24 m [2]).

Computing ¢ for realistic shapes that interact with a
dynamic plasma and with other charged vehicles is some-
what intractable, but can be modeled using the Vlaslov-
Poisson partial differential equations. High-fidelity
numerical computations of ¢ are available, from finite
element analysis techniques and/or experimental data
[3,21,22]. Specifically, Stiles et al. [22] discuss that the
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potential is bounded above by the vacuum model and
below by the conservative Debye-Hiickel model (a trun-
cation of the Vlaslov-Poisson). In part, this shows that
simple analytical expressions for ¢ (and the resulting
electrostatic forces) can be quite accurate under certain
conditions. Such conditions are enforced throughout this
research, allowing more manageable ¢ models to be
used.

A steady-state ¢ occurs when the net current to the
vehicle is zero [2], and altering this ¢ artificially has
substantial mission heritage [6-8]. This involves utilizing
an electron-gun or similar device to eject electrons/ions
into the surrounding plasma with sufficient kinetic
energy to escape the ‘potential-well’. Therefore, the
device must have sufficient power Py to supply a voltage
equal to the desired ¢, at a current I,y at least greater
than the incoming environmental current I, (since this
will tend to drive ¢ back towards natural equilibrium).

2.1. General Coulomb formation dynamical model

It is assumed that all spacecraft have a spherical,
perfectly conductive, outer surface of uniform charge
density of radius Ry, such that all act as equivalent point
charges at a distance. These assumptions allow Eq. (1a) to
relate ¢ (at Ry:) to the net surface charge g, analytically.
Also, Eq. (1b) is the result of combining Ohm’s law with
Eq. (1a), and is an expression for the device power Pyt
and the time required At; to change the potential by a
quantity: [A¢|

—k 4
¢ =k Re (1a)
A Ry |A
Pout = (blouty Atq = | q| = M (1b)
Lout kelout

The ¢;(t) are continuous and controllable functions of
time, and can therefore be approximated, to some order,
by piecewise polynomial functions. For simplicity, the
highest degree polynomial used in this work is the
piecewise linear approximation. This contrasts with other
studies which maintained ¢(t) as a continuous function,
subject to a feedback control law [11,21]. The net Cou-
lomb acceleration of craft i (net charge q; and mass m;),
denoted H;, is defined using the Debye-Hiickel point-
charge model, given by Eqgs. (2a) and (2b). This accounts
for partial shielding of each potential, using a constant
and finite 44, where rj; = lir;—r;ll is the distance between
crafts i and j

f; R2.¢; o (eTil%
H — —L — _ Zsc¥i L ( ) 2a
Tom; kem; ;dbf o\ Ty (22)
H = £ — Rschﬁi Z(pjeirij/id (1 + ri) I (2b)
T m; - kcmi [ T'g- /Id v

It has been demonstrated that this model accurately
approximates experimental/numerical solutions for ¢
and H;, so long as Ry < 44 (generally valid at GEO), and
rij > 10Rs [21,22]. Eq. (3) provides the dynamical frame-
work for this work, where in addition to H; given by
Eq. (2b), terms are included to account for gravitational G;

and inertial control u; accelerations, respectively
ri=H;+G+u; 3)

In this study, the spacecraft are assumed to be of equal
build and type, and holding a similar attitude. Thus,
differential solar radiation pressure (SRP) is not consid-
ered at this stage. Also, Coulomb force magnitudes being
considered here are of at least uN order, and therefore at
GEO all perturbing forces, with the exception of SRP,
are much smaller, and therefore reasonably neglected in
Eq. (3).

In general, any Coulomb formation (of N craft) may be
written as a first order ODE system, denoted as
X =F(X, Xp, t), where t is the independent variable of
integration (assumed time). The state vector X includes
position and velocity vectors (r; and v;), ¢;, and possibly
mass m; (if variable), for each craft. The elements of X,
may be constant or t dependent, and include the control
approximating parameters for each w;(t) and ¢;(f). Small
state perturbations éX about some reference trajectory
X*, may be considered using the following:

. oF
oX = (&)
This linearized ODE system for the perturbation vector 8X,
has a Jacobian matrix A that can be transformed to Jordan
canonical form. In this way, the Jacobian matrix may be
decomposed into unstable, stable, and center eigenspaces (E,
E°, E€ with dimensions N, N,, and N, respectively) such that

N =N, +N;+N¢. In this system, perturbations along the E*
basis vectors will grow, whereas those in E* will dissipate.

OX = ASX 4)
X*

2.2. Two-craft Coulomb formation model

The following two-craft model, is a particular case of
the general model, and is adopted in this work for the
analysis of invariant manifolds and in the optimization of
reconfigurations. Both craft’s motions are described rela-
tive to the Hill-frame, which is centered at and rotates
with a nominal center-of-mass (CM) orbit (assumed
circular with semi-major-axis ap near GEO). The Hill-
frame is depicted in Fig. 1, with origin at CM and axes
labeled: éj for radial, é7 for transverse, and éy for normal.
The vehicles then appear statically fixed with respect to the
rotating Hill-frame, for equilibrium configurations admitted
by this model. The gravitational acceleration of craft 1, is
modeled using the linearized Clohessy-Wiltshire-Hill (CW)
equations of motion [12], given by Eq. (5a). Then, since the

Craft i Orbit

af,/’“,.

Relative
Mass Center // Orbit
Orbit

Fig. 1. Rotating hill-frame showing relative position vector r;.
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CM is at the origin, the other craft’s motion is determined
explicitly from Eq. (5b)

2wy + 30X

Gy = —2mx4 (5a)
—w?z4
0=mr1+myry (5b)

where w is the nominal CM orbit rate (or Hill-frame
rotational rate with respect to inertial), and L=r; is the
separation distance of the two craft. It is clear from Eq. (5b)
that r; and r;, are dependent, and in fact may be related via
L using some mass fractions, as follows:
L=Ilrj—rll=r; /Mﬂ B Tz/Mrz

M, M2 m _m o m

T Mo Mm% Mo mi+my

(6)

The total craft 1 acceleration r; is given by Eq. (7a), which
results from substituting Eq. (5a) into Eq. (3), and using
Eq. (5b) to eliminate the craft 2 state variables. The accel-
eration r; is then a function of its own state-vector X; only,
and a potential-product @13 = ¢ ¢,

[K1 D121 T

1411 A 20y +3wx;
+Mr1)vd K1 ¢12y1 !

I = 3 + —2mx4 +uy
1 [
M1/q) | K1P1221 1
L1
(73)
%]
Y1
R2M? ry Zy
K1 = c 7l , = = 7b
! kemy |:Vl:| Ux1 (7b)
Uy
_le -

2.3. Two-craft Coulomb formation equilibrium
configurations and stability

Egs. (5b) and (7a) admit three known static equilibrium
configurations: Radial and Orbit-Normal as depicted in
Fig. 2(a) and (b), and a third equilibrium (not shown)
denoted Along-Track (the two craft are along the ér line).
A derivation of the conditions for equilibrium, summarized
in Table 1, is given by Berryman and Schaub [5]. The
constant @4, to achieve equilibrium, denoted @, is depen-
dent on m,, my, and L. An attractive force is required for the
Radial configuration, whereas the Orbit-Normal configura-
tion requires a repulsive force.

The first order ODE systems are linearized about each
equilibria, as defined by Eq. (4), yielding Jacobian matrices A.
The linearized stability properties are determined from the
eigenvalues of each A, and some of the important properties
are summarized as follows [10,20]:

1. All three equilibrium configurations are dynamically
unstable and the stability properties remain constant

da
N
\
\\
.
e
Mass Center
. : Keplerian

(x.y.2.9) ¢€r Orl[:it

I ———

m,
b m,

Mass Center
= Keplerian

(X:,2.2:.0:)

i

m,

Fig. 2. Two-craft Coulomb formation equilibrium configurations in
the hill-frame: (a) radial and (b) orbit-normal.

Table 1
Two-craft Coulomb formation equilibrium conditions.

Configuration Craft 1 position, r; Potential product @, (V?)

Radial X1 =ML —3w2kemymyL3ed/ 2

yi=2=0 R, Miot(1+L/Aq)
Orbit-normal x1=y;=0 @?kem,y m2L3e(L//ld)

Z1 =ML REMior(1+L/ )
Along-track x1=21=0

= ML 0

(i.e. there are no bifurcations, despite the eigenvalues
dependence on: A4, my, my, and ).

2. Radial: All eigenvalues are distinct. One is unstable and
the other is stable, and both are real (N, = N5 =1). The
stable/unstable eigenvectors are in the x-y plane. The
center eigenspace (N.=4) has one mode in the x-y
plane and the other along the z-axis.

3. Orbit-normal: All eigenvalues are distinct. One unstable
and one stable complex conjugate pair (N, =N =2),
resulting in oscillatory modes with components in the x,
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y, and z directions. The center mode is along the z-axis
(Ne=2).

4. Along-track: All eigenvalues associated with this con-
figuration have zero real part (N.=6), but there is a
zero modulus repeated eigenvalue with algebraic
multiplicity less than geometric multiplicity, making
it unstable (albeit weakly).

3. Invariant manifold theory applied to Coulomb
formations

The global stable and unstable manifolds (if they exist)
are subspaces containing all trajectories (or flows) gov-
erned by the original nonlinear system dynamics (F), with
the following properties:

1. Unstable manifold (W"): set of all trajectories which
depart X* asymptotically as t— oco.

2. Stable manifold (W®): set of all trajectories which
approach X* asymptotically as t — —oo.

3. The manifolds are invariant, and therefore a state
contained within W* or W* remains in that subspace
for all time (e.g. W < W?* flows cannot occur).

4. The manifolds are tangent to their respective eigen-
spaces, in both + directions at X*, and the + yields
two branches for W and W?. Also, the manifold
subspaces are 1-D higher than their corresponding
eigenspaces (i.e. W* has dimension of N, +1).

The manifolds are created by initiating a small man-
euver (AvY/S = + ¢EY/S), where EY indicates the velocity
components of the normalized eigenvectors which span
either E* or E°. When constructing W*, the perturbed
states X" = X* + ¢E;, are propagated forward in time using
F (from t =0-tY_,), whereas for W* the perturbed states
X® =X*+ ¢E;, are propagated backward in time (from
t=0-—t5

max )'

4. Generalized methodology for targeting optimal
Coulomb reconfigurations along manifolds

Uncontrolled flows along manifolds, that complete as
much of the transfer as possible, are sought first and provide
a discontinuous initial guess (IG) trajectory to maneuver
from some charged configuration to another. Control is then
introduced to a portion of the IG, to differentially correct the
flows to match continuity, while minimizing a scalar cost
function J (e.g. total AV). The optimization problem is solved
directly, by approximating the control functions ¢;(t) and
u;(t) (for each i craft), using a finite number of parameters.
The general procedure for formulating and solving optimal
Coulomb reconfigurations is outlined as follows:

1. Globalize the starting configuration unstable manifold
(X" ¢ W") and target configuration stable manifold
(X° ¢ W®). Then let X{' € W* and X} € W*® denote parti-
cular manifold state vectors at the times t;‘/ * where t!

and t} denote propagation times along the respective

manifold branches.

2. Define g’),- c (X§—X) to be a manifold state disconti-
nuity vector, which must be driven to zero for a
continuous trajectory. Next, ti' and ¢ are found that
minimize a scalar weighted norm function of ¥;
(denoted y;), within the bounds of Eq. (8). This yields
quality propagation times: t}, € {t&. .4, ... th } and

min’
s s s s
ttot € {tmin-t yoeo 'tmax}
u u u s s s
tmin = ttot = tmax' tmin = ttot = tmax (8)

An IG transfer is thgs established, with a state dis-
continuity function ¥ at the patch point time ¢; and
total duration bounded below by (th; +t,,) and
above by (t&_ +t5.). This trajectory is on W" for
t:0-(tio; =tr), and on W for ¢ : &y — (. +tp).

3. A number of control segments M (for each branch) and
corresponding start times (7} and t}) are introduced,

u/s

subject to Eq. (9), where M, 7 and Eq. (8) bounds are
inputs
O<tiy<ti<ty fr<T,<T<(r+li) Vi

ce{2...M} 9)

4. A vector of independent decision variables Xp is
defined, along with upper/lower limits on each ele-
ment, where the elements consist of combinations of:

o Impulsive changes to each X; (e.g. Av).
o The parameters used to approximate each ¢;(t) and
u;(t) piecewise, over each segment.
e Segment start times (r]%‘ and r;) and manifold
propagation times (t}; and t{,,).
A nonlinear programming solver is used to iterate on
Xp, to minimize some J, subject to ¥ =0 (and any
5. inequality constraints).

In addition to using invariant manifolds in this optimal
reconfiguration procedure, Jones [17] discusses some
other potential applications of the theory, for Coulomb
formation navigation and control purposes.

4.1. Charge control bounds for two-craft transfers

For the two-craft model presented in Sections 2.2-2.3,
some bounding functions on parameterized ¢;(t) are
derived by making the following assumptions:

1. The two potentials are equal in magnitude for all time
|$1(t)] = |¢,(t)|, and initially ¢, > 0. This then implies
that if @ <0 then ®1,(t)=—¢;(t)|p,(t)], otherwise
D12(t) = P1(D) |1 (D)].

2. The ¢,(t) control is approximated as either piecewise
linear ¢q(t) = ¢4(1j)+¢;(t—7;) or impulsive ¢,(t)=
$1(T)+Ad;.

3. The patch point time t; and segment start times 7:1’.1/ s

remain fixed (and r}’/ S are equally spaced).

With these assumptions, ¢, is denoted ¢ (¢, and ®q, are
computed explicitly), and ¢"(t) and ¢*(t) are used to denote
¢, on each branch (4" > 0). Enforcing ¢(t;) continuity
provides the establishment of a lower bound on the para-
meters, as given by Eqgs. (10a), (11a) for the impulsive model
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and Egs. (10b), (11b) for the linear model. These expressions
ensure that ¢"(ty) is capable of equaling ¢°(t); however, the
problem will not always be constrained to have ¢(ty)
continuity. Relaxing this continuity is reasonable so long as
the jump from ¢"(ty) to ¢*(ty) can occur in a relatively short
time. In the absence of power limits, this is generally valid
since ¢ can be throttled very quickly [2].

e Case 1: Pl - D} >0

‘Ad)U/S‘bnd > | Prer—Pret | (10a)

s ‘4)5 _('bu‘ cu ‘(/)S _d)Ll‘

b ‘bndzﬁ' ¢ ‘bndzﬁ (10b)
e Case 2: Qi - ;<0

‘A(/)U/s ‘bnd ¢ref + (/)ref (1 13)

s ‘(,ZSS +¢U | ‘(;bs +¢u ‘

¢ ‘bndZ%' |p \bndz%ﬂmf (11b)

Other requirements include |loy| > , and possibly a
maximum power Poyt < Pmax. EXpressions for the max-
imum possible Py as a function of: I, and parameter
bounds, are given by Eqgs. (12a)-(12b), for the impulsive
and linear models, respectively.

Pout = loue max{|¢"| +M|A$"|

ref

(12a)

max

u/s‘

Pout = Ien max{l¢u/s | + ‘tf ,Cu/5| ‘(]5

ref

(12b)

max

Lastly, an instantaneous ¢ change is only reasonable if
steady-state is reached on a time-scale much less than the
spacecraft dynamical response. An expression for ensuring
impulsive model accuracy, is then given by Eq. (13), where
(Atg)max 1s the maximum allowable A¢ transition time.
Eq. (13) can also be used in post-processing to determine
solution validity, when not enforcing ¢(t;) continuity.

kC(Atq)maxIOut
RSC

|Ap"°| (13)

max =
Numerical values for the parameter bounds, and maximum
required Poye and Ioyt, are computed based on the following
two cases:

1. Continuity of ¢(ty) is enforced. For the impulsive model,
|A¢"|, . and |A¢°| . are set equal to the bounds
given by Eq. (10a) or Eq. (11a), and Iy is increased
from I, until Eq. (13) is satisfied (Pout is computed
from Eq. (12a)). For the linear model, the parameters
are bounded using an input factor 0 <y < 1, according
to Eq. (14), where ¢,,,, denotes the larger of |¢7.¢| and
|prer |- And, the maximum possible power is computed
from Eq. (12b). For both models, a Pnax requirement
may be enforced by iterating on I, and ), respectively.

u/s
(7 |max =9

u/s

v
|bnd u/smaz.( ‘ (14

2. Contmulty of q,’)(tf) not enforced The parameter limits

inputs or computed from Eqgs. (12a)-(12b) with a PmaX

requirement. For the impulsive case, Eq. (13) is solved
for Iy using the larger |A¢"/*|

max”*

5. Particle swarm optimization

The methodology of the previous section formulated the
optimal Coulomb reconfigurations as nonlinear programming
problems, whose methods of solution can be classified as
either deterministic or stochastic. Deterministic or gradient
methods require derivatives of J with respect to Xp, and an
initial guess (IG) for Xp that is within some unknown
convergence tolerance, whereas stochastic methods generally
require neither. In the paper by Jones [17], a variety of
numerical difficulties encountered when applying a gradient
solver to this methodology, are discussed. These obstacles
(although not insurmountable), and the overall problem
sensitivity, led to the adoption of a stochastic method. The
stochastic method used here, is a variation of Particle Swarm
Optimization (PSO), and it has thus far avoided many of the
numerical and IG generation difficulties inherent in gradient
methods.

PSO, introduced by Kennedy and Eberhart [18], is inspired
by the motion of bird flocks searching for food. Pontani and
Conway (among others) successfully apply PSO to optimal
spacecraft trajectory problems including: impulsive and
finite-burn transfers, low-thrust maneuvers, and targeting
of Lyapunov orbit conditions in the CRTBP [19]. Moreover,
PSO is often able to avoid local minima (unlike gradient
methods) and in contrast to other stochastic methods it is
very simple to implement. Its minor drawbacks include
occasional difficulty in handling/satisfying constraints and
an increase in computational complexity (relative to gradient
methods) [19]. Specified bounds on the elements of X, are
required by PSO, but these may be justified using simple
analytical expressions (as demonstrated in Section 4.1). The
PSO implementation utilized in this work, closely follows that
of Pontani and Conway [19], summarized as follows:

1. Generate initial random population. A population of Mpop
individuals is created, each with a corresponding para-
meter vector Xp and an update/direction vector 6Xp. The
Xp components are uniformly and randomly generated
within specified upper and lower bounds, and the 6Xp
components (with bounds) are generated similarly.

2. Begin iteration, at Iy =1.

3. Augmented performance index ] is computed for each
individual at iterate I. The performance index | is aug-
mented with penalty function terms to account for and
handle constraints. The equality constraints (¥, = 0) are
treated according to Eq. (15a), where the weights o
must be provided as inputs to the algorithm. Inequality
constraints are handled differently as specified by Eq.
(15b), where a very large J is assigned if any inequality is
violated, thereby enforcing feasibility

j=1+2ak‘§j}k| (15a)
k

Inequality violation : J=oc0 &X,()=0 (15b)

4. Update X, from 6Xp and enforcerounds. The best para-
meter vector (yielding lowest J) for each i individual
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(from Iy ...I) is denoted as Z;',. And the best parameter
vector for the entire population (from [y...l) is
denoted as Z;, (with global best cost J.,). Each
individual’s direction and parameter vectors are

updated according to Egs. (16a)-(16c).
0Xp(I+1) = CoXp (D) + Cel[Zp()—Xp(D]

+ Cs[Zmin(D—Xp (D] (16a)
C= 1;“ , Cc=1.49445r,, Cs=1.49445r; (16b)
Xp(l+1)=Xp(h+0Xp(+1) (160¢)

where the terms rq, 5, and r3 are independent uniform
random-numbers distributed over the interval (0,1),
and computed at each [, and the terms C;, Cc, Cs are
inertial, cognitive, and social heuristics, respectively.
After the update, each component of 0Xp(I+1) is
forced to be within its bounds. Furthermore, if any
Xp component violates its bound, that element is set to
be on-boundary, and its corresponding éX, component
is set equal to zero.

Pontani and Conway use the heuristic functions of
Eq. (16b) (optimized for various problems during early
PSO performance research), and their procedure stops
when a maximum number of iterations is reached [19].
In this work, Eq. (16b) heuristics are also adopted,
but an alternate stopping criterion is proposed, where
convergence is said to occur when: Z.;, satisfies all
constraints to some tolerance (¢;), and the average j of
the entire population is within a small tolerance (¢;) of
Jmin- The few variables that must be tuned when using
this method are oy, Mpep, and parameter bounds. The
most problematic being the oy values (penalty function
weights), in that the PSO method has difficulty converging
to a continuous transfer (i.e. satisfying ¥ =0) when the
order of magnitude of any of these weights are set
improperly.

6. Numerical test cases: optimal two-craft Coulomb
formation reconfigurations

In this section, numerical demonstration cases are
presented for Radial and Orbit-Normal reconfigurations.'
For all numerical results, the two craft are assumed to
have equal mass and radius Ry, and Table 2 parameter
values are used. These values closely follow those of
Natarajan and Schaub [10], in their work on targeting
such transfers. The mean value for 4; at GEO is
used [11], and the environmental current I, is set at
the worst-case value for GEO,> based on the previous
research [2,23].

1 The Along-Track is emitted due to the lack of unstable/stable
modes in the linearized system.

2 I.n is dependent on many factors including whether the vehicle is
in sunlight or shadow and the magnitude of ¢.

Table 2
Numerical test cases: input parameters.

Parameter Value Units
ao 4.227 x 107 m

Rs¢ 1 m

Jd 180 m

m; =my 150 kg

® 7.2593 x 107° rad/s
ke 8.99 x 10° Nm?/c?
Len| 80 HA
(Atq)max 1 ms

€ 0.01 -
ar 1.0e—3 m
€v 1.0e-6 m/s
€ 1.0e7 -

6.1. Invariant manifold examples for the radial and orbit-
normal configurations

Following the aforementioned procedure, global invar-
iant manifolds associated with the Radial and Orbit-
Normal configurations are generated, for L=25m, and
integer values of the CM orbital period T, for the propaga-
tion times. Although the system flows are parameter
dependent (functions of A4, @, my, and my), no bifurca-
tions occur in the eigenspaces. Therefore, Figs. 3 and 4
(Radial) and 5(a), (b) (Orbit-Normal) are representative of
the overall manifold structures. There is a substantial
symmetry between stable and unstable branches (and the
two vehicles, since m; =my).

The Radial configuration manifolds are planar and
comparing Fig. 3 (stable) with Fig. 4 (unstable) sug-
gests that nearly tangential crossings of the respective
manifold branches are likely. Because of these obser-
vations, it is sensible to begin with transfers from one
Radial configuration to another, which can be expan-
sions (increase in L) or contractions (decrease in L).
However, the Radial manifold +branches result in close
encounters of the vehicles, and therefore targeting a
practical transfer may require introducing a minimum
allowable L constraint. The Orbit-Normal manifolds in
Fig. 5(a) and (b) are seen to exhibit an oscillatory
frequency in the x-y plane, and another along the
z-axis (resulting in multiple crossings or piercings of
the x-y plane).

6.2. Additional numerical reconfiguration assumptions

First, since two-craft formations are being considered,
only the trajectories of craft 1 are plotted. This is because
the CM condition of the Hill-frame model explicitly
ensures the transfer of craft 2. Also, the reconfigurations
along manifolds, once converged, are propagated for-
ward in time to ensure that complete transfers are, in
fact, achieved. A lengthly listing of the many permuta-
tions possible in the formulation of the optimal trans-
fers, and their relevance is given by Jones [17]. In this
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Fig. 3. Radial stable manifolds in hill-frame for spacecraft (S/C) 1 and
2: propagated 1T,
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Fig. 4. Radial unstable manifolds in hill-frame for spacecraft (S/C) 1 and
2: propagated 1T,

work, all results adhere to the following assumptions/
limitations:

1. Only time-fixed optimal transfers are considered, with
equally spaced control segments.

2. Coulomb thrusting is modeled as either impulsive or
piecewise linear ¢(t), and inertial thrusting is modeled
as impulsive Av; maneuvers occurring at the 2M+1
control segment nodes.

3. The performance index is ] = AV = S} 1A,

Also, Eq. (17_a)) is used to define i, a weighted norm
function of ¥, and its minimal value yields: manifold
propagation times (t};; and t};;) and IG trajectories

3 3
Vi= Z | Tk~ Tl | + Z 1000 | vi;—vig|
k=1 k=1

tu/s

min

u/s
i

<tus (17a)

< t max

where r};/r}; and v};/v;; denote unstable/stable position
and velocity vector k components at: t}'/t;.

6.3. Optimal radial expansion and contraction examples

As noted in Figs. 3 and 4, low-cost unstable to stable
manifold transfers are easy to visualize (and converge
upon) for the 2-D Radial configuration. Examples of a
converged expansion (Lo =25—Lf=50m) and a contrac-
tion (Lo =40— L = 15 m) are demonstrated in Fig. 6(a) and
(b). These optimized reconfigurations are generated with:
tox=0.x=10T, and &, =¢_. =0.5T, (total transfer

max max min
bounded to around 1-2 days), and each k component of all

a ==S/C 1+ Branch
==5/C 1 - Branch
==3S/C 2 + Branch

10 ==S/C 2 - Branch
. 5
E o
N
-5
=R ; : //()/100
-40 -20 0 20 40 -100 y(rn)
X (m)
10 . ;
5 ==S/C 1 + Branch
E ==8/C 1 - Branch
= 2 =—S]C 2 + Branch
-5 ==S/C 2 - Branch
-10

50 100

20 100 50 O
X (m) Y (m)

Fig. 5. Orbit-normal manifolds in hill-frame for spacecraft (S/C) 1 and 2:
propagated 2T): (a) stable and (b) unstable.
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Fig. 6. Example optimal radial — radial reconfigurations: (a) expansion
of: L=25-50m and (b) contraction of: L =40—-20 m.

Av maneuvers bounded by: Av, <1 cm/s. Also, these radial
reconfiguration examples have M=3, and rﬁ'/ % set such that
85-87% of the total transfer durations are uncontrolled.
Alinear ¢ parameterization with a ¢ discontinuity at ty
is used, and the maximum possible Py are 4.4 W for the
expansion (3.2 W for contraction). Optimal impulsive ¢
cases are also converged, for the same power bounds. The
impulsive and linear ¢ expansions net optimal costs
of AV=730mm/s and AV =6.76 mm/s, respectively
(transfer time of 1.54 days for both). The impulsive/linear
¢ contractions have AV =5.47 mm/s/AV =6.22 mm/s
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(transfer time of 1.68 days for both). As further illustra-
tion, the ¢(t) history and Av radial (ég) and transverse (é1)
component magnitudes are shown in Fig. 7(a) and (b), for
the linear ¢ optimal solutions.

6.4. Radial expansions for varying problem formulations

This section demonstrates how the optimization pro-
blem formulation, and the values assigned to parameters
in the methodology, affect the optimal solution. To
qualitatively understand these changes, problem formu-
lation parameters are altered, one at a time, from a
nominal set of parameters. This is done for an expansion
of Ly =25—Lf =30 m, chosen because of the relative ease
in obtaining converged solutions. An IG is targeted with total
transfer bounded between 1 and 2 days, and 84% of the
transfer uncontrolled (7} =0.08t; and tj—t; =0.08t},),
which yields the 1.03 day duration IG trajectory, shown in
Fig. 8. Nominal optimal costs of AV = 3.01 mm/s (impulsive)
and AV =275 mm/s (linear) are found, for the following
set of parameters: M=3, Mpep =30, |A¢“/S\male kv,

S u/s

|0 | hax =0.15V/s, Avpy<1cm/s, and ¢(ty) continuity
not enforced.

Tables 3 and 4 summarize changes to the optimal costs
and iterations to converge, versus different problem for-
mulation parameter values, for the impulsive model and
linear model, respectively. The changes in cost are rela-
tively small for all parameter variations, except for the
¢(t) continuity assumption. This illustrates that good
solutions are obtained with the nominal PSO setup.

40
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Fig. 7. Optimal control histories for radial — radial reconfiguration
examples: (a) expansion of: L=25-50m and (b) contraction of:
L=40-20m.
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Fig. 8. Radial — radial expansion IG (L =25—30 m).
Table 3

Optimal radial expansion cost and iteration changes from nominal for:
impulsive ¢ and L =25-30 m.

New parameter value AV Change Total iterate
(mm/s) change

Mpop =20 -0.5 -67

Mpop = 60 —0.032 -139

T =0.1t7, T —tr = 0.1, —0.557 -23

=028, 75—ty = 026, -0.931 +385

‘A¢u/s‘n1ax —2kV +0.105 +44

‘Aqbu/s‘max —09kV -0.270 —-13

¢(ty) continuous +4.18 0

However, because the Av’s are being applied at the same
times as ¢(t) switching events, the manner in which the
potentials are varied has a strong influence on the
maneuver solution to connect the two manifolds. Chan-
ging the potential smoothly allows for practical consid-
erations such as power usage to be included. But, the
resulting optimal solutions are sensitive to how this
smoothness is enforced.

In comparison, a ¢(t) feedback controller (no inertial
control) is used to expand and/or contract the Radial
formation in the work of Natarajan [10,21]. The presented
results using invariant manifolds are different in
approach, specifically in having ¢(t) held piece-wise
constant. It is hypothesized that the resulting AV for
expansions/contractions may be driven closer to zero
for: increased M, higher order approximations for wu(t)
and ¢(t), and further tuning of the PSO method. Moreover,
while Natarajan employs linearizing assumptions to
develop the reconfigurations, the presented method
makes no small departure assumptions (beyond linear-
ized gravity).

6.5. Optimal orbit-normal expansions and contractions

The manifolds associated with the Orbit-Normal con-
figuration evolve more slowly, due to those modes having
oscillatory parts, and therefore reconfigurations involving
them will generally require more time. Similar to the
Radial expansions, an Orbit-Normal expansion (Ly = 25—
Ly =50m) is provided as a numerical example, with a
total transfer time bounded between 3 and 6 days.
Fig. 9(a) and (b) illustrates the IG trajectory (with the
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Table 4

Optimal radial expansion cost and iteration changes from nominal for:

linear ¢ and L=25-30m.

New parameter value AV increase Total iterate

(mm/s) change
Mpop = 20 —0.245 -28
Mpop =60 +0.223 —-100
T =0.1t7, 5 —t; = 0.1t +0.249 +58
T =0.2t;, 5 —t; = 0.28, +0.355 +74
j ufs 0.318 24
|6, =03 Vs + +
‘(bu/s‘maxzo'l V/s +0.232 +25
¢(tr) continuous +2.43 +95
a == Unstable
=== Stable
mt
20 g
— 4 Gt
E 0 @ ,1_“.5
~7 0
201 e S
PPl s - -100
20 40 go_ 200  Y(m)
X(m)
—_ L"J'ns'tablé_gegs.
20 - Stable Segs.
10 ke ., B Control Seg. Nedes
3
':l' 0 o “raay,
-10 =
20l el
40 20 e e =100
0 20 40 o -200 Y (m)

Fig. 9. Example orbit-normal — orbit-normal reconfiguration, Craft 1 —
Craft 2, along manifolds: (a) IG expansion of: L=30-40m and
(b) optimal expansion of: L =30-40 m.

control start times fﬁ‘/s shown), and a converged optimal
solution, respectively. The reconfiguration is generated
with: |A¢"?|  =2.0KV (Pou <5.0W), Avy<1cm/s,
M=3, Mpop =30, 7§ =0.1t, and 75—ty =0.1t{ ;. Unlike in
the transfers between Radial equilibria, this reconfigura-
tion takes craft 1 from Lo to the craft 2 slot with Ly (and
craft 2 —to craft 1). This provides ease of convergence by
taking advantage of the anti-symmetry exhibited in the
manifolds, and is reasonable, so long as: m; =m, and for
¢(t) not changing sign in the solution (crafts 1 and 2 are
interchangeable). The transfer required AV =8.84 mm/s,
for a total duration of around 4.5 days.

6.6. Optimal orbit-normal to radial reconfigurations

The Orbit-Normal manifolds have multiple piercings of
the x—y plane, with bounded x and z components.
Whereas, the Radial manifolds are in the x—y plane, either
near the origin or unbounded. Unfortunately for Orbit-
Normal to Radial transfers, the x—y piercings occur at
increasingly large y values, and the initial crossings occur

such that the direction is opposite to that of any nearby
opposing (stable or unstable) Radial manifold branches.
Upon analysis, it can be concluded that the best use of
invariant manifolds for such transfers is having only the
Orbit-Normal branch controlled to target an unpropa-
gated Radial state. Moreover, the best IG result from craft
1 to craft 2 transfers, and for Radial configurations with L
slightly larger than the Orbit-Normal L.

An example Orbit-Normal — Radial expansion of this
type (Lo =15—L;=35m), is provided in Figs. 10(a)-(b).
The IG in Fig. 10 shows vehicle 1 transferring to the Radial
configuration craft 2 slot, which is stationary (unpropa-
gated). The optimal impulsive ¢ solution is: AV =
2.67 mm/s (total transfer of around 1.65 days), for:
A" x =3KkV  (Pour<52W), Ayy<lcm/s, M=4,
Mpop =30, and 7Y = 0.1t;. For this example, ¢(t;) continu-
ity is not required; however, for realistic Orbit-Normal to
Radial transfers this assumption would be a poor choice,
since the ¢(tf) discontinuity is necessarily large. This is
because @, (and therefore ¢) must change sign when
transferring between these equilibria. Nevertheless, the
example still demonstrates the best use of the invariant
manifolds for this class of transfer.

7. Conclusions and future studies

Active charge control of closely flying spacecraft, result
in Coulomb forces which supply a nearly propellant-less
propulsion system, that avoids the problem of thruster
impingement. These charged swarms admit numerous
equilibrium configurations, that render ‘virtual struc-
tures’, referred to as so-called Coulomb formations. In
the current work, a generalized method is developed for
formulating and solving optimal transfers from one Cou-
lomb configuration to another. The method exploits
uncontrolled flow along invariant manifolds to complete

a
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Fig. 10. Example orbit-normal — radial reconfiguration, Craft 1 — Craft
2, along unstable manifold: (a) IG expansion of: L=15-35m and
(b) continuous expansion of: L =15-35 m.
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as much of the trajectory as possible, and therefore is
useful for minimizing consumables; however, the natural
motions necessitate transfers on the order of days. Invar-
iant manifold theory is applied to two-craft Coulomb
formations for the first time, and numerical results are
presented, for these particular equilibria, demonstrating
how optimal reconfigurations are targeted using this
unique method.

A novel stochastic solver, Particle Swarm Optimization
(PSO), inspired by the random motion of bird’s seeking
food, is successfully used to solve the parameter optimi-
zation problems. The PSO method eases many of the
numerical and initial guess difficulties associated with
these sensitive transfers; however, consistent PSO con-
vergence remains challenging at times. Future work
should attempt to address this, in part, by improving the
numerical method, possibly by adopting a hybrid gradi-
ent/stochastic solver.

Further work will be directed in multiple directions.
The first will be to apply invariant manifold theory to
other known Coulomb formations (e.g. two-craft spinning
and three-craft static), and analyze this motion to deter-
mine if reconfigurations may be targeted using the gen-
eral method presented here. Second, inequality
constraints that account for thruster plume impingement
and minimum separation distance will be added to the
optimization problem formulation. And finally the two-
craft reconfigurations presented in this work will be
explored in higher fidelity. This should include free seg-
ment start times, higher-order control approximations,
and the inclusion of primary perturbations (i.e. solar
radiation pressure) to ascertain their effect on the mani-
fold structures and transfer trajectories.
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