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Computer simulations of spacecraft dynamics are widely used in industry and academia to
predict how spacecraft will behave during proposed mission concepts. Current technology and per-
formance requirements have placed pressure on simulations to be increasingly more representative
of the environment and the physics that spacecraft will encounter. This results in increasingly
complex computer simulations. Designing the software architecture in a modular way is a crucial
step to allow for ease of testing, maintaining, and scaling of the software code base. However, for
complex spacecraft modeling including flexible or multi-body dynamics, modularizing the software
is not a trivial task because the resulting equations of motion are fully-coupled nonlinear equa-
tions. In this dissertation, a software architecture is presented for creating complex fully-coupled
spacecraft simulations with a modular framework.

One obstacle when attempting to modularize spacecraft dynamics formulations is that de-
pending on the method used to derive the equations of motion, the state variables chosen, the choice
of coordinate frames, and the assumptions made dictate the final form. Therefore, there can be
an infinite number of ways to describe the equations of motion for a particular dynamics problem.
This poses a problem when implementing in software because determining a pattern to modularize
the equations can be difficult or sometimes impossible. This dissertation provides a solution to this
problem by defining a systematic approach and a general form for developing equations of motion
of spacecraft that will enable agreement between different dynamics problems and the final form
of the equations of motion. The development makes minimal assumptions to make the solution
applicable to a wide variety of problems commonly seen by spacecraft. Additionally, the approach
is shown to be applicable to Newtonian/Eulerian mechanics and Kane’s Method.

In addition to the general form for the equations of motion, this dissertation introduces a
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back-substitution method that analytically modularizes the equations of motion. A major issue
with dynamics problems from an software architecture standpoint, is that the second order state
derivatives are coupled resulting a non-diagonal system mass matrix. Breaking a part this coupling
while retaining the fully-couple nature of the problem is solved by analytically manipulating the
equations to solve the system mass matrix in a two-step process called the back-substitution method
which allows the math to computed in a modular fashion. Additionally, energy and momentum
conservation is a key tool to verify the equations of motion and software implementation are correct,
and this dissertation provides a modular form for the energy and momentum calculations.

Since the development of the equations of motion can result in an infinite number of solutions,
the literature is lacking on common dynamics problems solutions seen by spacecraft that agree with
a common form. This results in the necessity to re-derive the equations of motion for complex
problems which can be a time consuming task and is susceptible to analytical development errors.
This dissertation provides ready-to-implement solutions to prevalent spacecraft dynamics problems
that all conform to the general equation of motion form presented. Some examples are flexing
appended bodies, fuel slosh, and imbalanced VSCMGs.

The final contribution of this dissertation is introducing a modular software architecture
using the general equation of motion form, the back-substitution method, and the modularized
energy /momentum calculations. This architecture is introduced by UML class diagrams and pseudo
code to help explain the software implementation. The architecture allows for ease of testing,
maintaining and scaling that is usually cumbersome with regards to dynamics problems. This
architecture is implemented in the Basilisk astrodynamics software package and is a fully tested

example of the proposed software architecture.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Motivation

Spacecraft are becoming more and more complex which results in spacecraft exhibiting com-
plicated dynamics. For example, spacecraft can have many appended bodies that have flexible
behavior, spacecraft structures are becoming large enough that a large portion of the structure can
no longer be assumed to be rigid, and robotic structures attached to spacecraft can have complex
interrelations between appendages. Figure[l.I]shows an illustrative example of a complex spacecraft
exhibiting such features. Furthermore, spacecraft mission performance requirements are becoming
more strict resulting in the need to have a more complete knowledge of the dynamics. For exam-
ple, some missions have extremely tight requirements on the fine pointing of the spacecraft, which
requires high fidelity simulations of the dynamics to show adherence to these tight requirements.
If the simulation is not high enough fidelity, the results might not be able to be trusted.

This increase in complexity results in a huge increase in the complexity of the governing
equations and the resulting software implementation of the equations. To implement simulation
code attempting to describe the motion of a spacecraft like the one shown in Figure usually
results in massive interconnected code that is extremely difficult to test, maintain, and scale. For
example, for a project of that size, sometimes something as simple as adding or removing a flexible
solar panel to/from the equations of motion can take a lengthy amount of time to change in the
software and result in non-functioning code or bugs that result in disagreement between the code

and the underlying physics.



Figure 1.1: Artist rendition of ATV docking with Russian Zvezda module, http://www.dlr.de

Additionally, the complexity of the underlying physics for the problems can result in lengthy
derivations, are prone to errors, and are sometimes spacecraft specific which results in re-derivation
for different spacecraft. There is a need to have general solutions to common physical phenomenon
that spacecraft encounter that can be applied to a wide range of spacecraft. Finally, computational
efficiency needs to be considered due to the length of simulation time required for spacecraft analysis,
and the complexity of the mathematics required to solve the dynamics. This dissertation is aimed
at developing general spacecraft Equations of Motion (EOMs) and developing a modular software

architecture to avoid these common problems.

1.2 Background

1.2.1 General Form for Spacecraft Specific Equations of Motion

An issue with multi-body dynamics is the EOMs can come in many different forms [I], 2]. This
is a drawback from a software implementation perspective because having such variability can lead
to disorganized and inconsistent implementation of different dynamical systems. The form of the
EOMs depends on the chosen state variables, the method used to develop the EOMs, the coordinate
frames chosen, and the assumptions used. This results in an infinite number of solutions available to

describe the motion of an individual dynamics problem. To give further context, a simple example



shown in Figure [1.2is used to show how different state variables and methods used to develop the

EOMs can lead to different results.

n
2, Lo

T

>
n1

Figure 1.2: Two degrees of freedom dynamics problem

In Figure[1.2] the problem represented is two masses, m1 and mg, connected by a spring with

linear spring constant k. The masses are constrained to move freely only along the n; axis and

there are no external forces acting on the system. Since this system has two degrees of freedom,

two state variables are needed, at a minimum, to completely describe the motion. There are three

variables defined that could be used as state variables: the inertial position of mq, x1; the inertial

position of mo, xo; and the relative distance between mq and mo, x.

For this example, there are three cases chosen to compare the form of the solutions. Case

1 uses the state variables x1 and x and the EOMs are derived using Newtonian mechanics. To

solve Case 1, Newton’s Second Law is evaluated on both m; and my and the results can be seen in

Eqgs. and .

mla'él =kx

mQ(il + .T) = —kxo
Putting these equations into State Space Representation [3] yields

miq 0 1'131 0 k I

me Mo T 0 —k T
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Equation (1.3]) is the matrix form of the differential equations that describe the motion of the two
masses for Case 1.
Case 2 uses the state variables x7 and xo, and Newtonian mechanics to derive the EOMs of

the system. Similar to Case 1, Newton’s Second Law is performed on both m; and msy and the

results can be seen in Equations (1.4]) and (|1.5)).

mljél = k(.ﬁlfg — .%'1) (1.4)

mgig = —k(l’g — 331) (15)

The equations are placed into State Space Representation and the results can be seen in following

equation:
mi; 0 T -k kK T
= (1.6)
0 mol| |29 kK —k| |z
Lastly, Case 3 uses the same state variables used in Case 1, 1 and x, but uses Lagrangian

mechanics to develop the EOMs. First, the Lagrangian is defined:

1 1 1
L= §m1:'n% + gmaldn + )% — §k:r2 (1.7)

Next, Lagrange’s equation is performed on state variable x1:

oL d <6£

dry dt 6:c1> = (m1 + m2)@1 + mei =0 (1.8)

Similarly, Lagrange’s equation is performed on state variable x:

oc d <8£

oL dfoLyN _ o, oL L
9 d (%:) kx — mod1 — meod =0 (1.9)

Finally, Eqs (|1.8) and ([1.9) are placed into State Space Representation:

mi+mo Moy I 0 O X1
= (1.10)
mo mo X 0 —k T
Comparing the forms of the solutions for Case 1, 2, and 3 in Eqgs (1.3, (1.6, and (1.10)), it

shows that each form is different with respect to the system mass matrix on the left hand side of the



equations and the dynamics matrix on the right hand side of the equation. This is a simple example
but highlights the difficulty at arriving at a common form because there are an infinite number
of ways of representing the system dynamics. This non-conformity is an issue from a software
architecture perspective because the design has to incorporate the variability of the form of the
EOMs which can lead to disorganized and unmaintainable code, or a highly complex architecture.

In the literature on spacecraft dynamics, there is a strong history of development of solutions
for complex spacecraft dynamics. For example, flexible solar arrays is a common phenomenon
affecting spacecraft and their is a breadth of research presenting models of flexing solar arrays.
However, similar to the simple example provided, the models presented often vary in form and
there is not a standard way to arrive at the EOMs. For example References [4, [5, [6] present models
of spacecraft dynamics with appended solar panels but each have a different form. From a software
implementation stand point, this non-conformity provides difficulty because as new models are
added, they do not fit a specific pattern. This results in scalability issues[7] because adding new
models can result in losing functionality of the code and requiring major architectural changes.

One method to combat this is to auto-generate equations of motion using software packages.
Motion Genesis is a software package that uses Kane’s Method [8] to programatically find the EOMs
for complex multi-body dynamics [9]. MathWorks Simscape Multibody [10] can also generate EOMs
to be integrated and can output simulation code to Matlab or C code. However this approach has
a similar problem where each system will result in different equations depending on the spacecraft
and configuration, therefore implementing these equations into software can be time consuming
and not scalable [7]. Developing a software architecture surrounding one of the auto-generation
software packages that would allow for scalability would be a difficult task. Also, the product would
rely heavily on another code base that if changed could present maintainability [7] issues. Finally,
validation and verification of software models is an important aspect of the spacecraft design process
therefore the ease of testing [7] the code base can be a concern.

There is need to solve the issue of non-conformity between different dynamics problems

commonly affecting spacecraft. More specifically, there is a need to develop a standard structure



for the EOMs that can be consistent for a wide variety of spacecraft configurations, assumptions

and derivations.

1.2.2 Development of Common Spacecraft Dynamics Problems Solutions

As discussed in the previous section, there is a rich history on complex dynamics problem
solutions for spacecraft, but the solutions provided come in many different forms, and because of
this when implementing a new simulation model in software, often times re-derivation is required
to fit in the form needed for the architecture.

In contrast to already developed solutions, there are systematic methods to develop EOMs for
complex mult-body systems. The field of multi-body dynamics has extensive research on modeling
dynamics but some of the EOMs presented in the literature are generalized for complex and diverse
problems [I1], [12]. This results in re-derivation of equations because of generality [13] [14] [15] 16,
17, 18] 19]. These re-derivations can be very time consuming and error prone.

There is a need in the literature to have ready-to-implement solutions to common physical
phenomenon affecting spacecraft that have energy and momentum verification tools available. This
removes the need for re-derivation and testing which can be a time consuming task. Also using
a standard EOM form introduced in the previous section would allow for conformity between the

solutions and allow for ease of implementation into software.

1.2.3 Software Architecture for Spacecraft Dynamics Simulations

An important aspect when considering software design is the scalability, maintainability, and
testability of the software[7]. If the software is not designed well, adding complexity (scalability),
maintaining functionality amidst a changing code base (maintainability) and the ease of verifying
functionality (testability) can become extremely laborsome [20]. For complex simulations of space-
craft, this methodology needs to be considered to avoid these complications. However, multi-body
dynamics poses a difficult problem because of the coupled nature of the system through the non-

diagonal system mass matrix [I]. This mass matrix relates the dynamical effect of the second order



state variables between all of the interconnected bodies.

Although multi-body dynamics is a complex challenge not only from an equation of mo-
tion (EOM) development perspective but from a software implementation perspective, there is an
abundant amount of open source software packages simulating multi-body dynamics. Bullet [21]
is an open source multi-body dynamics software package that utilizes the Gauss-Seidel Method
to solve the system mass inverse for diagonally dominant matrices [22]. Project CHRONO is an
open source multi-physics software package that utilizes parallel computing to solve multi-body
dynamics with a large number of degrees of freedom [23]. Rigid Body Dynamics Library is an open
source multi-body dynamics software package that utilizes the Articulated Body Algorithm and
Composite Rigid Body Algorithm for solving the dynamics [24]. Moby is a multi-body dynamics
software package that uses interior point quadratic solver to solve for constraints [25]. Although
these software packages are powerful for simulating a large number of bodies at a time, adding
spacecraft specific environmental factors and incorporating flight software into these open source
packages can be laborsome and is not the intended use of these software packages. Additionally,
validation and verification of the simulation is important for spacecraft missions and the capability
to provide the necessary information for that process is not always a key feature of these open
source packages.

In contrast to the open source packages, there are commercial software packages that are
solving multi-body dynamics problems. COMSOL is a multi-physics software package that has a
multi-body dynamics module for simulating multi-body dynamics [26]. As this is a commercial
software, the details of the software architecture and the method for solving the complex multi-
body dynamics is not readily available. MathWorks Simscape Multibody [10] can generate EOMs
to be integrated and can output simulation code to Matlab or C code. Motion Genesis uses
Kanes method[2, 18] to output simulation code to Matlab, C, or Fortran and includes energy
and momentum verification [9]. One downfall of these equation of motion generators is that the
equations are specific to that system which introduces scalability, maintainability, and testability

issues for software architecture. Additionally, these software packages, although general, present



issues with computational efficiency.

Computer graphics also has a strong influence in physics engine software, even though being
visually realistic typically takes precedence over the dynamics accuracy. For example, Interactive
Computer Graphics has a library called Position Based Dynamics Library [27] that uses position
based dynamics. This method, which integrates position and velocity using kinematics, avoids
physical constraints but is focused on being visually realistic. This results in the dynamics being
not as accurate, but the computations being extremely fast. Indeed, the software can simulate a
very large number of degrees of freedom and is visually appealing[28, 29]. Additionally, Interactive
Computer Graphics has another physics engine called IBDS Physics Library which uses both for-
ward dynamics and position based dynamics [30), BI]. Not only is the loss of accuracy a downfall
of these methods with regards to spacecraft applications, but additionally energy and momentum
verification tools are not available which makes validating and verifying the code difficult.

In contrast to general multi-body dynamics software, there are software packages that focus
only on spacecraft simulation because of the unique environment that spacecraft encounter, and the
specific challenges that modeling spacecraft dynamics entails. STK SOLIS is a software package
for modeling spacecraft with both translational and attitude dynamics but does not model distur-
bances that can change the center of mass of the spacecraft, for example flexing solar arrays [32].
The Jet Propulsion Laboratory has a software package, Dynamics Algorithms for Real-Time Sim-
ulation (DARTS) [33]. This simulation software package utilizes spacial operator algebra for the
development of the multibody dynamics [34] to create the system mass matrix in a form that can
be solved efficiently with a recursive algorithm [35]. NASA’s open source software package named
42 [36], allows for spacecraft composed of multiple rigid or flexible bodies using tree-topology [16]
to formulate the dynamics resulting in a system mass matrix inversion solution. Orekit is an open
source software package for spacecraft simulations and flight software and models the spacecraft as
a rigid body and the dynamics are primarily focused on defining perturbations as external forces
and torques [37].

The spacecraft specific software packages described that involve multi-body dynamics have



to populate a system mass matrix and either have to find the inverse of the matrix or use other
linear algebra techniques [34], [35]. Populating the system mass matrix while retaining a modular
software architecture is difficult because the system needs to know the locations of the states in
the system mass matrix and also know the relative locations of other coupled states. Additionally,
inverting the system mass matrix can be computationally expensive because the calculation scales
with N3, with N being the number of states.

Removing the need to invert the full system mass matrix to solve the fully-coupled dynamics
problem would greatly simplify the software architecture while retaining the full system dynamics.
Additionally, arriving at a modular software architecture would be easier because the second order
states would no longer be coupled in the system mass matrix. Additionally, energy and momentum

verification would still be available because the full solution is being calculated.

1.3 Research Goals

In summary, the overarching novel contribution from this dissertation is to standardize the
EOMs of spacecraft while being applicable to a wide range of spacecraft configurations, introduce a
back-substitution method to remove the need to invert the entire system mass matrix which results
in a modular form of the EOMs, and develop a modular software architecture that leverages the
modularized equations. While prior methods allow for general multi-body setups, this method is
specifically developed for common spacecraft configurations where there is a single rigid spacecraft
hub onto which additional bodies (both rigid and flexible) are attached. This assumption is a
key enabler that leads to an elegant modular framework that can be implemented in numerical
simulations without dropping any dynamical coupling between the components. This allows for
the underlying physics to be retained which enables energy and momentum conservation checks to
be completed.

Additionally, this dissertation aims to develop EOMs to common physical phenomenon seen
by spacecraft. This removes the need to re-derive EOMs for the chosen set of dynamics problems

which can be time a consuming and error prone task. The dissertation provides ready to implement
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solutions that fit the generalized form of the EOMs introduced in the dissertation and also provides
examples on the systematic approach for developing EOMs for the introduced modular software
architecture.

The resulting dynamics software architecture and the solutions to common dynamics prob-
lems provide a ready-to-implement solution that allows the user to rapidly configure a broad range
of spacecraft configurations without having to derive equations of motion or integrate auto-coded
equations. The modular form allows for new types of dynamic forces and torques to be added with-
out having to re-derive all the other spacecraft equations of motion, enabling a layered approach
to increase the simulation modeling capabilities.

In summary, below is a list of the research goals providing the scope of the research project:

(1) Modularization of Equations of Motion
e Introduce a generalized EOM form for spacecraft dynamics that applies to a wide
variety spacecraft applications

e Manipulate these generalized EOMs into a modular form using a method called the

back-substitution method
e Manipulate the energy and momentum calculations into a modular form

e Expand the modular EOMs to multiple spacecraft which can dock and detach

(2) Spacecraft Specific Equations of Motion Solutions

e Develop and provide ready-to-implement solutions for common phenomenon seen by
spacecraft that avoids the need for re-derivation and provides examples to arrive at

the general equation of motion form

e Provide examples that confirm Kane’s method can be used to also arrive at the gen-

eralized EOM form

(3) Modular Software Architecture for Spacecraft Dynamics Simulations
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e Introduce a modular software architecture that will leverage the equations of motion
form and result in code that is easy to test, scale, maintain and is computationally

efficient

e Expand this architecture to allow for multiple spacecraft to dock and detach from one

another



Chapter 2

Modularization of Spacecraft Equations

There are an infinite number of ways to describe the motion of a system with EOMs. The
final form of the EOMs depend on the chosen assumptions, state variables, coordinate frames and
methods used to arrive at the solutions. In Section the simple example seen in three
different forms of the EOMs are shown depending on the state variables and the derivation method
used. This shows that when deriving EOMs for spacecraft, which can be much more complicated,
quickly there is a disagreement on the form of the EOMs for a single system. Additionally, when
considering a new system with different dynamics, the form of the EOMs can look even further
different.

This section’s goal is to develop a standard form for spacecraft EOMs that is applicable
to a wide range of spacecraft. Using this standard form, a back-substitution method is used to
modularize the EOMs that removes the need to invert the full system mass matrix while retaining
the full solution. Finally, the modularized energy and momentum calculations are introduced that

provides an efficient way to verify the implementation of equations in software.

2.1 Spacecraft Specific Compact Equations of Motion Form

An important consideration when first developing the EOMs are the associated assumptions
because they will ultimately dictate how applicable the mathematical structure is to different
dynamical systems. Figure shows an example spacecraft with flexing solar arrays and lumped

mass fuel slosh and will be the reference when discussing the assumptions[38]. Since both of these
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Figure 2.1: Complex spacecraft with multiple degrees of freedom

types of physical phenomena change the center of mass of the spacecraft, they are good examples
for the multi-body spacecraft problems. The common aspect the majority of spacecraft share is
that, at least, a small portion can be assumed to be rigid. In Figure the rigid portion of the
spacecraft is the gray cylinder. This portion is called the rigid-body hub. The hub is assumed to
have a non-zero mass, mp,p, a center of mass location, B, and an inertia tensor defined about its
center of mass, Iy, B.)-

The most important aspect of the rigid-body hub is that it is the object that the body frame,
B: {61,52,33}, is attached to. To keep the formulation as general as possible, the body frame
origin, point B, does not have to be coincident with the hub’s center of mass, point B.. It is
common to make the assumption that these two points are coincident, and makes the derivation of
the EOMs simpler [2] [§], however, allowing point B to be located at any location fixed with respect
to the rigid hub gives more generality. It is also common in spacecraft missions that a structure
frame is defined by the structural engineering team where its origin is not coincident with the rigid-
body hub’s center of mass. Therefore, it gives flexibility in where the body frame origin can be
defined. An additional assumption that keeps the formulation as general as possible, is the inertia
tensor [Ihub,B,| does not need to be diagonal when defined as a matrix in body frame components.

The formulation would be simpler but less general if a diagonal matrix were used. [8, 39, [40]
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Now that the rigid-body hub is defined, the state variables that define the state of the hub at
any given time are: the position of point B with respect to the origin of the inertial frame N, rg/n,
the inertial velocity of point B with respect to point N, rp/y, the Modified Rodrigues Parameters
(MRPs) representation of the body frame B with respect to the inertial frame N, o/, and the
inertial angular velocity vector of the body frame B with respect to the inertial frame N, wg IN-
The MRPs are the chosen attitude parameterization set because its a minimal set of 3 parameters
with elegant non-singular implementations [39]. However, the dynamics are independent of the
chosen attitude parameterization, therefore any attitude description can be used. These 4 variables
represent the 6 degrees of freedom that the rigid-body hub exhibits and represents the 12 state
variables that are needed to implement a second order differential equation in software. These, at
a minimum, are the states required for the system. All of the additional degrees of freedom on the
system will be referenced to the body frame, B.

Now that the important parameters have been defined for the rigid-body hub, other degrees
of freedom need to be introduced and generalized. Figure [2.1] shows an example with flexing solar
panels and lumped mass fuel slosh as additional degrees of freedom as an example system. Each
of these models are labeled as “effectors”. Each effector is assumed to have a mass, meg, a center
mass location, E., and a position vector from point B to E., rg p. If the effector has inertia
properties, it also has a frame, &£ : {€1, €2, €3}, and an inertia tensor, [leg g, ], that is defined about
its center of mass, F..

With the hub parameters and the effector parameters defined, the general form proposed
in this research for the hub’s EOMs is shown in Egs. and . This general form is for-
malized by using a systematic approach for multiple dynamics problem formulations including
flexible solar arrays[41], lumped mass fuel slosh[38], imbalanced reaction wheels[42], fully-coupled

mass depletion[43], and imbalanced variable speed control moment gyroscopes[44, 45]. The first



15

equation proposed for this general form is the translational motion equation:

Neg NDOF,i
msc".;B/N — MgcC X wB/N + Z Z UTrans,LHSijdij = Fext — 2mscw8//\f x
i=1 j=1
Neg
— MycWp/N X (wB/N X C) + Z'UTrans,RHSi (2.1)
=1

The system parameters in Eq. include the total mass of the spacecraft, mg., the vector from
point B to the instantaneous center of mass of the entire spacecraft, ¢, and the body frame relative
time derivative with respect to the body frame of ¢, ¢/. Neg is the number of effectors, Npor ;
is the i*? effector’s degrees of freedom, UTrans,LHS,; is a vector for the translational equation that
corresponds with the j* degree of freedom of the i" effector’s second order derivative of its state,
@;j, and VTvansRHS, 1S the ith effector’s vector contribution to the forces on the right hand side of
Eq. . This proposed equation of motion form is general and common for any effector attached
to a spacecraft. Later in this dissertation specific formulations are illustrated for a select set of
effectors.

The rotational EOMs form are proposed to be of the following form

N.g NDOF,i
MscC X T/N + [ISC,B]wB/N + Z Z ’URot,LHSZ-]-dij =Lp —wp/n X ([Isc,B]wB/N)
i=1 j=1
Neff
— [l plws/n + Y Vrotrms, (2.2)
=1

where [/, 5] is the inertia tensor of the total spacecraft (hub and effectors) about point B, [I{, p] is
the time derivative with respect to the body frame of [Is p], URot,LHS,, is a vector for the rotational
equation that corresponds with the j** degree of freedom of it! effector’s second order derivative of
its state, ;;, and vRot,RuS, is the ith effector’s vector contribution to the torques on the right hand
side of Eq. .

Finally, the individual effector degree of freedom EOMs are proposed to fit the following
form:

NpoF,i

ajjidij + Z ajkidik =Qq,; - 7.°'B/N + baij . “:’B/N + Cay; (2.3)
k=1;k#j



16

where each effector has Npor; EOMs needed to fully describe the motion of that effector. If

Npor,; = 1 for an effector, Eq. (2.3]) simplifies to:
Qi = Qq, - T/N + ba, - wp/N + Ca, (2.4)

Eqgs. — are the generalized EOMs that can apply to a wide-variety of spacecraft.
Utilizing this common form yields consistent EOMs that enable the modular software architecture.
While looking at Egs. and , it should be pointed out that the i** effector EOM does not
include the second order state variables from other effectors, only the individual effectors and their
corresponding degrees of freedom. This is a key assumption that will allow for modularity between

all of the effectors attached to the rigid-body hub.

2.2 Multi-Rigidly Connected Spacecraft Equations of Motion Form

A goal of this dissertation is to allow for multiple spacecraft to simulated at a time and allow
for docking and detachment of spacecraft. A diagram depicting this multi-spacecraft architecture
can be seen in Figure In the diagram the primary spacecraft has the primary hub frame P in
which all of the dynamics will be computed with respect to. However, this only corresponds to the
connected spacecraft. In Figure the unconnected spacecraft will act just like the independent
spacecraft introduced in the previous section. An assumption with this research is that when the
spacecraft are attached, they are connected rigidly through their rigid-body hubs. This assumption
allows for the dynamics to retain a standard form. In other words, the resulting spacecraft system
has a larger rigid hub section but has the same form of the EOMs as presented in the previous
section. However, from a software architecture perspective, the EOMs of the system need to be

generalized. The translational equation is defined in Equation ({2.5)).

Nqg NDOF,i
MsysTp/N — Msys[Cp]w + v &ij = Foxt — 2mgc[@p/n]c)
sys""P/N sys|CP|YP /N Trans,LHS; ; Ctj ext sc|WP/N|Cp
i=1 j=1
Neff

— M [(:Jp/j\/‘] [L:JP/N]CP + Z UTrans,RHS; (2'5)
i=1
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Figure 2.2: Multiple spacecraft diagram for multi-spacecraft dynamics

The total mass of the spacecraft system is labeled mgyg, the vector from point P to the center of
mass of the spacecraft system is defined as ¢p, and the time derivative with respect to the body
fixed frame P of cp, is cp.

Similarly, the proposed rotational EOMs form can be seen in Eq. (2.6). [Lsys,p] is the inertia
of the spacecraft system about point P, and [Iéys’ p| is the time derivative with respect to the body

frame of [Igys,p].

Neg NDOF,i
msys[@p)Fp/ + (Tys Pliop/n + Y D VRotis, &ij = Lp — [@p ] Tys plwpn
i=1 j=1
Neﬁ
— [Lys plwp/n + Y VRotkus, (2.6)
=1

Finally, the individual effector degree of freedom EOMs are similar to the EOMs in the
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previous section, but are now about the body frame origin of the system point P:

Npor,;

ajjidij T Y ajkin = @y FpN o+ bay,  @pjnCay, (2.7)
k=1;k#j

Oél = Qq, TP/N+ba1 w'P/N—i_COlz (28)

These equations will be used in software when the spacecraft are attached to each other. 7p,y and
wp, - would only need to be found for one of the spacecraft, the primary spacecraft, with their
states being integrated using those accelerations. Once the states rp/n, 7p/n, Op/a, wp A Of the
primary spacecraft are found the states of the other attached spacecraft can be found by kinematic
relationships. This results in the minimum amount of math required to solve the problem while

retaining the full system dynamics.

2.3 Back-Substitution Method

A product of multi-body dynamics is the dynamic coupling between the second order state
variables that results in a non-diagonal system mass matrix [§]. This can be troublesome in at-
tempting to integrate the EOMs in software. When integrating EOMs the form that is beneficial
is X = f(X,t) where X is the state vector, X is the time derivative of X, and f(X,t) is a
function of the current state and time, ¢. When there is a system mass matrix, [M], present, the
form changes to [M]X = f(X,t). Therefore, a system mass matrix needs to be inverted to solve
this complex problem. This results in two problems with inverting a system mass matrix. Firstly,
inverting a matrix can be computational inefficient because the calculation scales with cube of the
number of states. Secondly, the modularization of the dynamics from software implementation
perspective is a difficult task because the system needs to know the location of each effector within
the system mass matrix and locations relative to the other effectors. A back-substitution method
is developed to solve this problem.

To visualize the impact of the EOMs generalized form, the spacecraft seen in Figure [2.3] is

used as an example. The spacecraft has panels modeled as two interconnected rigid-bodies with a
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single rotational degree of freedom each. Figure[2.3Jonly shows 2 sets of dual-connected solar panels,
but the example is generalized to Ny number of sets. If the EOMs were put into the generalized
form from the previous section, the dynamical coupling of this complex system would be visualized

in the following schematic of the resulting coupled differential equations:

-3><3 3x3 3x1 3x1 3x1 3Ix1 . 3Ix1 3><1- -i*B/N- _3><1-
3x3 3x3 3x1 3x1 3x1 3x1 . 3x1 3x1| |wpN 3x1
1x3 1x3 1x1 1x1 0 0 . 0 0 011 1x1
1x3 1x3 1x1 1x1 0 0 . 0 0 015 1x1
1x3 1x3 0 0 1x1 1x1 . 0 0 by | = [1x1 (2.9)
1x3 1x3 0 0 1x1 1x1 . 0 0 025 1x1
1x3 1x3 0 0 0 0 . 1x1 1x1| |6y 1x1
1x3 1x3 0 0 0 0 . 1x1 1x1||60yo 1x1

Eq. (2.9) shows the form of the second order state variable coupling that results from this config-
uration. It confirms that the individual degrees of freedom for the sets of solar panels are coupled
with each other, but are not directly coupled through second order state derivatives with the other

sets of panels. This is a key insight and is exploited in the following back-substitution method.

Figure 2.3: Dual-hinged rigid-bodies frame and variable definitions
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Looking further into Eq. , all of the solar panel second order state derivatives are present
in the hub translational and rotational equations. On the other hand, the hub translational and
rotational second order state variables are present in the individual solar panel EOMs. This dynamic
coupling through the hub is another key insight that the back-substitution method will use to
modularize the EOMs.

This section of the dissertation expresses the vector equations shown in the past section as
matrix equations. These equations do not specify a frame in which the matrix components are
expressed with respect to but one must use a single frame when implementing these equations in
software. A common frame to express the equations in would be the body frame, B. Since these
equations are matrix equations the following notation will be used: the cross product is expressed
as [a]b, is expressed as a’b and the outer product is expressed as ab”.

The back-substitution method is presented for effectors that have Npor; = 1 for this section
but is extended to effectors with multiple degrees of freedom in Section [3.1.6] The first step in
the back substitution method is to substitute Eq. into both the translational and rotational
EOMs for the rigid-body hub. First, the substitution into the translational motion for Npor; = 1

is shown in the following equation:

Negt
MscPp/N — Mscl€lp/n + > Vlvans,LHS, [ang/N + bl wp/n + Cal} = Fox
i=1
Nest
— 2msc [‘IJB/N’]C, — Mige [‘Z)B/N] [(:JB/N’]C + Z ’vTrans,RHSi (210)
=1

Simplifying and combining like terms yields the translational EOM that has been decoupled from

the other effector accelerations:

Neg Neg
771 . ~ 77 -
|:msc [I3><3] + § UTrans,LHSiaai]er/N + |:_ Msc [C] + § vTrans,LHSibai}wB//\/‘ = Foxt
i=1 =1

Negt

— 2mge[@p/n]e — mec[@p n][@pnle + D {'UTrans,RHSi — UTvans,LHS,Ca; | (2.11)
=1
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Following the same pattern for the rotational hub EOM, Eq. (2.2)), yields:

Negr Negr
Mscl€] + Y VRot,LHS, @4, | P/ + |[Lse.B] + ¥ VRot,LHS, b, | Wi/ = L
| B/ /
=1 i=1
Neff
— (@M Ese, Blws v — [Te plwsn + Y [vRot,RHsi — URot,LHS,Ca; | (2-12)
=1

The following matrices are defined to yield a more compact notation:

Neff
[A] = msc[13><3] + Z 'vTrans,LHSZ-aZ;i (213)
i=1
Neﬁ
[B] = —mgc[€] + > Utvans Lus, b, (2.14)
i=1
Neff
[C] = Mgc [é] + Z URot,LHSiagi (2.15)
=1
Neﬂ
[D] = [ISC,B] + Z 'URot,LHSibg:i (2.16)
i=1
Neff
UTrans = Fext — 2Mgc [‘-DB//\/']C, — Mc [‘:’B/N] [&B//\/]C + Z |:'UTrans,RHSi — UTrans,LHS; Cai] (217)
i=1
Neﬁ
Vrot = Lp — [‘:‘}B/J\/] [ISC,B]wB/N — [IQQB]wB/N + Z |:'URot,RHSi - vRot,LHSicaz} (2.18)
=1

Using these definitions, the coupled translation and rotation hub EOMs are written compactly as

[A] [B]| |7B/N _ |vmans (2.19)
[C] [D]| |ws/n URot

Equation (2.19]) represents a system of 6 equations, that can be solved using the Schur complement

matrix formulation[46] for the partitioned form of the hub system mass matrix:

iy = (1]~ [CTAI'[B]) (wror — [CI[A] wrvane) (2.20)
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7:B/N = [A]_l('UTrans - [B]wB/N) (2.21)

This shows that the back-substitution method only requires two 3 x 3 matrix inverses. The ad-
ditional degree of freedom second order state derivatives are found by back-substituting these
solutions into Eqgs. and .

This back-substitution method, by leveraging the pattern of the system mass matrix, has
provided a way to avoid inverting the full system mass matrix, and perform the minimum amount
of math required to solve the fully-coupled problem. Energy and momentum tools are still available
because no compromising assumptions were made. The second order state variables are no longer
coupled in the system mass matrix which will allow for a modular software architecture. This allows
the software to not need to manage the interrelations between different effectors in the system mass

matrix. This will be further explained in Section [

2.4 Back-Substitution Method Computational Performance

The resulting formulation for the back-substitution method removes the necessity of inverting
the system mass matrix and only requires two 3 x 3 matrix inversions using the Schur matrix
formulation seen in Egs. and . This form of the solution is the same no matter what
system is being considered as long as the system adheres generalized EOM form introduced in this
dissertation. This results in a fixed size matrix implementation in software. In contrast, in solutions
having to populate a full system mass matrix the mass matrix can change in size which will result
in dynamically sized matrices and can impact computational performance.

To analyze these effects with respect to computational performance, a simulation was created
to attach a varying number of fuel slosh particles and flexing appended bodies [38] to see how the
performance scales with respect to the number of degrees of freedom. Both the back-substitution
method introduced in this paper for this system and the full system matrix solution is considered in

this analysis. The specific spacecraft parameters for the hub, fuel slosh and flexing appended bodies
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Number of Fuel Slosh Particles

Figure 2.4: Computational efficiency of back-substitution method

are not included here because the computational performance is independent to those parameters.
The associated mathematical operations are the critical component, not the numerical values being
computed.

A computationally efficient C++ library named Eigen [47] is used for all of the matrix algebra.
Eigen has different methods included on how to solve a system of equations and one of these methods
is called QR decomposition. This method does not require the solution of the system mass matrix
inverse, but rather solves directly for the solution to the system which will increase the speed of
calculations. The method also leverages the pattern of the matrix being solved [47] and therefore is
more applicable to diagonally dominant matrices which is common in dynamics formulations [34].
Because the back-substitution method is solving the full solution, the QR decomposition method
was chosen because other methods can affect the accuracy of the solution.

The computational performance results are illustrated in Figure [2.4L The quantity used to
define the performance is the times longer for the system mass matrix solution. Therefore, the
higher the number the more efficient the back-substitution method is. Also, it should be noted that
the figure uses an interpolation function to try and smooth the curves between the different data

points. The data points are discrete integer values with respect the number of fuel slosh particles
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and solar panels and so the discontinuities are expected. The results shows that at a minimum
the back-substitution method is 3 times as fast and the speed improvements positively scale with
the number of attached fuel slosh particles and flexing appended bodies. When there are 10 fuel
slosh particles and 10 appended flexing bodies, the system mass matrix solution takes 8 times
longer to compute the solution. The back-substitution method is always more efficient because a
dynamically allocated size matrix is not required for this solution. The reason that the number
of solar panels does not scale as quickly as fuel slosh particles is because of the complexity of the
EOMs. There are more calculations required when implementing the flexing equations than the
fuel slosh equations, therefore the speed up is not as high as the fuel slosh. These results quantify
the expected computational performance of the the back-substitution method and furthers the

applicability of the back-substitution method for complex spacecraft simulations.

2.5 Modularization of Energy and Momentum Calculations

A key part of EOM development is expressing the total energy and momentum of the space-
craft for verification purposes. This section describes the proposed method for how the energy
and momentum is calculated and modularized for each effector to add their contributions to the
overall total energy. It is advantageous to define energy and momentum of the center of mass
of the spacecraft (orbital) and about its center of mass (rotational). This is because the orbital
and rotational energies typically have different orders of magnitude and so separating these terms
will avoid numerical issues in the verification process, and both quantities should be conserved in
applicable scenarios.

First, the orbital energy is analytically expressed to be in terms of the state variables. The

total orbital kinetic energy (i.e. kinetic energy of the center of mass) of the spacecraft is

1 . .
Torb = 5MscTC/N “TC/N (2.22)

Expanding 7¢/y to be in terms of 7,y and ¢ results in

1 . . . .
Torb = §msc(7’B/N +é)- (TB/N +¢) (2.23)
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This simplifies to the final desired equation

1 . . . S
Tory, = imsc(TB/N‘TB/N+QTB/N'C+C'c) (2.24)

Each effector contributes to ¢ and ¢, but does not have direct individual contributions. Additionally,
in this form each effector does not need to know about the center of mass location of the spacecraft
which is advantageous from a modularity perspective.

The total orbital potential energy depends on what type of gravity model is being used or if
other conservative external forces are acting on the spacecraft. For simplicity, the orbital potential
energy due to point gravity is included here but spherical harmonics and other higher order effects

could be included.

W
’TC/N\

Vorb = — (2.25)

It is convenient to combine the kinetic and potential energies into one term, FE;,, because
the total orbital energy of the spacecraft must be conserved when there are no non-conservative

external forces and torques acting on the spacecraft. This is shown in the following equation.
Eorb = Torb + Vorb (226)

Next, there is the expression of the rotational energy. The total rotational and deformational

kinetic energy (i.e. kinetic energy about the center of mass) of the spacecraft is

1 1 . .
Trov = Gwss/w + b, pcJws/ar + imhub""Bc/C “TB./C

1
+Z< WeIN - effEu]wcf//\/“‘QmeffTEm/C TR, /C) (2.27)

Expanding and combining like terms results in

Neff
1 1
Trov = gwp/n -~ [Thub,B.Jws/n + 5P/ - 'rBC/BJFZ[ we N Left B lwe, /v
=1
Neg Nest

1 . . . . o1 .o
+ imeffTEC‘i/B : TEC,Z-/B} - {mhubTBc/B + ; meff’T’ECYZ./B} -C+ 3 [mhub + Zl meff] ¢-¢ (2.28)
= 1=
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Performing a final simplification yields the desired result where each effector adds its contributions
to the rotational energy
1 1 . .
Trot = Swr/w - [Thub, B, Jwi /A + S MhubT BB TB./B
2

Neﬁ
1 1 . ) 1 ..
+ Z [5%//\/ et B, Jwe N+ S MelTE, /B - TEM/B] — gMacC - € (2.29)
=1

This form is advantageous because each effector does not need to know the location of the center
of mass of the spacecraft but rather they define their contributions with respect to point B. From
software architecture stand point, this form will prove to be desirable.

The total rotational potential energy is specific to each effector. For example, the spring joint

potential energy for a hinged rigid-body is shown in the following equation.
L9
Vit = 51{90 (2.30)

Fach effector might not have a potential energy contribution, however each effector will have the
ability to add their contribution to the total potential energy. Since the total rotational energy of
the system is conserved when there are no non-conservative internal or external forces or torques
acting on the system, it is convenient to combine the kinetic and potential energies into one term,

FEot. This is shown in the following equation.
Erot = Trot + Viot (2.31)
The total orbital angular momentum of the spacecraft about point IV is
Hom N = MscTo/n X To/n (2.32)
Expanding in terms of the state variables yields
Howm N = mse(rp/n +¢) X (Fp/n + €) (2.33)

The final form of this equation which does not have direct contribution from effectors outside of

their contributions to ¢ and ¢ is

H,, Ny = msc[rB/N X 'f'B/N +7rp/N X ¢c+cx 'f'B/N +cxe (2.34)
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The total rotational angular momentum of the spacecraft about point C is

Nest

Hiot,0 = [Thup,B.Jws/n + MabTB,/0 X 0+ D [ off F, ;| We N+ MefiTE, ,jo X TE, /C} (2.35)
=1

Expanding these terms yields

H,o1.c = [Ihab,B.Jws /N + mhub(TBc/B —¢) % (p./p — ¢)
+ Z [ off, . ;| We, N+ Met(TE, ;)5 — €) X (TE,, /B —€¢)| (2.36)

Distributing this result and simplifying yields the final equation

H,ot,c = [Ihub,B.]JwB/N + MuubTB,./B X TB,/B
+Z|: effECZWg/N—f—meff'l“E /BXTECZ/B —mSCCXé (237)

Again, this form is desirable because the effectors define their contributions with respect to the
body fixed point B as opposed to the commonly used center of mass location point C which is
varying and depends on the other effectors. This will be leveraged in the modular form of the

software architecture.

The results seen in Egs. (2.26)), (2.31), (2.34)), and (2.37) are the modularized equations for
energy and momentum where effectors provide contributions to orbital terms through ¢ and ¢ and
to rotational terms through direct contributions. This form is vital to retain the modularity of the

system, and also validate the software implementation of the dynamics.



Chapter 3

Spacecraft Equations of Motion Solutions

Since EOMs come in many different forms, the literature involving dynamics solutions for
spacecraft varies widely on the form of the solutions. This section aims to develop EOMs for
common phenomenon affecting spacecraft. This will remove the need to re-derive EOMs for the
provided problems and are tested, ready to implement solutions. The solutions all conform the
generalized EOM form introduced in Section [2] and provide examples on using the systematic
approach to arrive at the generalized EOM form and can be readily implemented in the modular
software architecture presented in Section [4

This dissertation develops EOMs for spacecraft with a variety of effectors attached to it, and
extend this to multi-rigidly connected spacecraft where each spacecraft can have general number
of effectors attached to them and spacecraft can detach and dock to one another. These solutions
are developed in a frame independent and compact vector notation, which is beneficial for both
analytical development and when implementing in software. Additionally, the EOMs are derived
in a fully-coupled manner meaning that the dynamics retains the ability to check for energy and
momentum conservation when applicable. Having energy and momentum checks is a crucial tool
when developing the equations for simulations.

When developing EOMs of multi-body systems, an important consideration is determining
what analytical method to use to arrive at the EOMs. Lagrangian mechanics [Il, 2], 48|, 49] 50],
Newtonian and Eulerian Mechanics [39, 40], and Kane’s Method [8, 51] are the three most common

methods for spacecraft. Each have their advantages and disadvantages [2], and in some situations
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a certain method can be more beneficial than the others. For example, the Lagrangian mechanics
approach is a desirable method based on the simple form of the method, however special identities
and algebraic manipulation are required to convert from generalized coordinates and generalized
coordinate rates to the desired angular velocity vector form [49, [50]. The EOMs developed in this
section can be found by using both Newtonian/Eulerian mechanics and Kane’s Method and both

methods are included to show agreement.

3.1 Development of Spacecraft Equations of Motion

For single spacecraft it is proposed to develop general models for flexing solar arrays or ap-
pended bodies, spring mass damper based fuel slosh, pendulum based fuel slosh, thruster based
mass depletion, imbalanced reaction wheels, and imbalanced variable speed control moment gyro-
scopes. These are common physical phenomenon affecting many spacecraft and the derivations to

arrive at these solutions can be time consuming and error prone.

3.1.1 Hinged Rigid-Bodies
3.1.1.1 Introduction

Spacecraft designs include a range of shapes and sizes, as well as deployable structural com-
ponents such as large solar panels or antennas. Typically these components are connected to the
spacecraft as cantilevered elements, therefore they are susceptible to flexing behavior. In many
situations, this behavior needs to be included in the dynamics. Consider the scenario of perform-
ing an orbit insertion about a planet where the attitude is controlled with the primary thrusters
off-pulsing and the attitude thrusters control the rotation about the primary thrust axis. In this
common scenario the on-off behavior of the thrusters provides sharp impulses to the spacecraft
system which can excite flexing. The spacecraft is typically assumed to be a rigid-body in ini-
tial modeling, but this assumption degrades the fidelity of the simulation if there are components

that flex. Flexing impacts both the translational and rotational motion (and associated stability
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margins) of the spacecraft, as well as sensor modeling such as accelerometers and rate gyros. For
simulation and analysis purposes flexing is very important because it can impact performance,
requirements and success of the mission.

There are many different ways to model flexible dynamics [12]. One method is to assume
that the primary impact will be on the attitude dynamics of the spacecraft so the translational
motion coupling is ignored [40]. Also, in some scenarios the effects of flexing can be assumed to
only impact one plane of motion [40), 48, [I]. These methods are helpful in the early stages of a
mission, but lack fidelity and are limited in application in that they do not allow general three-
dimensional closed loop dynamics to be considered. In the orbit insertion problem it is critical to
model scenarios where vehicle is tumbling after a fault and needs to recover aggressively to apply
the needed burn during in the insertion time window. Here the spacecraft would be performing a
general three-dimensional rotation, and the general cross-coupling terms between the flexing and
rigid hub must be considered.

The field of multi-body dynamics has extensive research on modeling flexible dynamics and
the equations of motion presented are generalized for complex and diverse problems [IT], 12]. This
results in re-derivation of equations because of generality [13], [14] 15l 16l 17, 18] [19]. These methods
are required for unique and complex systems because the equations of motion depend on how many
joints are interconnected. For example, in robotic systems, the number of interconnected joints
varies widely, and the equations of motion are specific to that system [52], [53]. Since there are
many spacecraft that have similar designs with appended rigid-bodies, there is a need to develop
equations of motion that could be readily applied to these spacecraft. However, as is illustrated in
this dissertation, deriving complete equations of motion for a general spacecraft configuration is a
challenging and time consuming task.

Related to the work in this dissertation, multiple publications present models of spacecraft
dynamics with appended solar panels [4, 5l [6]. However, this previous research is mainly focused on
the deployment of solar panels and how the deployment affects the dynamics of the spacecraft [4]

D, 6]. Also, the previous research on deployable solar panels are specific to solar panels that are
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composed of interconnected bodies. This dissertation considers systems where the solar panels are
single rigid-bodies.

There is a need for a general solution to model flexing behavior of spacecraft that can be
readily implemented into software and be computationally efficient. This dissertation introduces
a solution for modeling the flexible dynamics of the solar panels by assuming that the hub of the
spacecraft and the solar panels are rigid-bodies, but the solar panels are connected to the hub
by single degree-of-freedom torsional springs. This is a first-order approximation to the actual
structural deflection phenomenon, but from a simulation and analysis purposes this approximation
is beneficial to computational speed and control system performance analysis. The torsional spring
constants can be attenuated to match the natural first-order frequencies of the solar panels found

from Finite Element Analysis or testing.

Figure 3.1: Components, variables and coordinate frames used for this derivation.

3.1.1.2 Problem Statement

A goal of this dissertation is to develop differential equations of motion describing a general
spacecraft configuration with flexible appendage dynamics that can be readily integrated into a
computer simulation. This avoids the need of deriving equations of motion for future spacecraft
mission concepts. This formulation is developed in a general manner that applies to a wide range

of spacecraft configurations and panel locations. The description of the spacecraft, components,
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coordinate frames and variables are introduced in Figure [3.1

The particular spacecraft in Figure [3.1] is composed of a rigid-body hub connected to two
solar panels by one degree-of-freedom joints. These joints are modeled as torsional hinges with
a linear spring constant of k;, and an angular rate damping term, ¢;. Two panels are shown for
simplicity, however, the following formulation assumes there are Ny number of solar panels, each
with a general location and hinge axis.

There are four coordinate frames defined for this formulation. The inertial reference frame
is indicated by N : {n1,n9,n3} and is the reference frame that the dynamics are developed with
respect to. The body fixed coordinate frame, B : {51, bo, 53}, is defined with its origin, B, which
can be located anywhere fixed to the hub and the B frame can be oriented in any configuration.
The i*™? solar panel frame, S; : {8; 1, 8;2, 8; 3}, has its basis vectors oriented in the same direction
as the principle axes of the solar panel and its origin is coincident with the i hinge joint, Hj.
The S; frame is oriented such that 8;; points anti-parallel to the center of mass of the solar panel,
S;, and the variable d; defines the distance between points H; and S;. The §; 2 axis is defined as
the rotation axis that would yield a positive 6; using the right-hand rule. The i*" hinge frame,
H; - {flijl,ﬁm,f%g}, is a frame fixed with respect to the body frame, and is equivalent to the
respective S; frame when the solar panel is undeflected. As it can be seen in Figure 82 = fzi72,
therefore 0; defines a single axis rotation of the S; with respect to the H; frame.

The location C' is the center of mass location of the entire spacecraft, and B, is the body-fixed
center of mass location of the the rigid-body hub. The vector ¢ points from the origin of the body
frame to the center of mass of the spacecraft. It is important to acknowledge that points B, B,
and C' are not necessarily coincident and this assumption can be very useful when defining the
spacecraft parameters. Simulation teams typically work very closely with structural engineering
teams to define the spacecraft mass properties and the general point B assumption gives much

more flexibility in this technical interchange.
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3.1.1.3 Derivation of Equations of Motion

Next the equations of motion (EOMs) are derived using Newtonian and Eulerian mechanics.
This approach allows for a general set of rigid hub attitude coordinates to be used while still
describing the hub rotation rate through the convenient body angular velocity vector. EOMs are

required for the translational, rotational, and solar panel motion.

3.1.1.4 Spacecraft Translational Equations of Motion

The derivation of the hub translational equations of motion begins with Newton’s second law
for the center of mass of the spacecraft

F ext

Msc

To/N = (3.1)

where r¢/y defines the vector pointing from point N to point C, Fext is the sum of the external
forces acting on the spacecraft and mg. is the total mass of the spacecraft. Finding the hub EOM

requires describing the acceleration of the origin of the body frame, point B

Tp/N =To/N —C (3.2)
where the center of mass vector, ¢ is
Ns
MhubTB./B + Y Msp, TS, /B
i=1
c= (3.3)
Msc

with the total mass of the spacecraft defined as

N

Msc = Mpub + Z Megp, (34)
=1

To find the inertial time derivative of ¢, it is first convenient to find the time derivative of ¢
with respect to the body frame. A time derivative of a vector v with respect to the body frame
B is denoted by v’; the inertial time derivative is labeled as ©. The first and second body-relative

time derivatives of ¢ are shown in Eqgs. (3.5)) and ({3.6).

N ,
2 Msp;T's; /1,
="t (3.5)

Mgc
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N "
,Z Msp; s,/ H,
= (3.6)

Mgc

The variable rg, /p, is easily defined using the 8;; axis
rs,/m; = —diSi (3.7)

To populate Egs. (3.5) and (3.6)), the first and second time derivatives with respect to the body
frame of rg,  , are taken

v, m, = difidi3 (3.8)

’r'gvz/Hl = di <é¢§i73 -+ (922§271) (39)
Substituting these results into Eqgs. (3.5)) and (3.6)) yields

N .
> Mgp,dif;3; 3
1

== (3.10)

Msc

Ns .. .
Z Megp, d; (9i§i’3 + 9?51'71)
¢ == (3.11)

Mgc

The transport theorem [39] maps the time derivative of a vector v as seen by one frame B into the
time derivative as seen by another frame N through

N B
%:1}:%—'—‘.}8/]\/)(’0:’0/—1—(06//\/‘)(” (312)

Using the transport theorem the inertial second derivative € is expressed in terms of body relative

derivatives of ¢ as
¢ =c"+2wp)n X & +wpn X c+wp/n X (wp/n X c) (3.13)

where wp/z is the angular velocity vector of frame B with respect to frame N. Substituting

Eq. (3.13) into the translational equations of motion in Eq. (3.2|) results in

Ppn =Ton — ¢ = 2wp/ny X & — gy X e—wp/n X (wp/n X ¢) (3.14)



35

It is evident by looking at Egs. (3.11)) and (3.14]) that the angular acceleration of the body,

wp/ N> and the angular acceleration of each solar panel angle, 6;, are coupled with the translational
acceleration, 7p/y. Because these are accelerations of state variables and will ultimately populate
a system mass matrix, Eq. is rearranged with the second order state variable terms isolated
on the left-hand side of the equation. The mass of the spacecraft mg. is multiplied on both sides
of the equation which results in the substitution of the sum of the external forces applied on the
spacecraft seen in Eq. .

It is also convenient to replace the cross products with the matrix equivalent skew symmet-

ric matrix. Here the vector equation a x b is equivalent to the matrix expression [a]b of these

vectors [39].
NS .
msci;B/N — Msc [5]“}5//\/ + Z Msp; di8i30; = Foxt — 2msc [GJB/N]C,
i=1
N, '
— M @pnl[@p/nle = Y map,dibi 81 (3.15)
i=1

This equation describes the translational motion of the body frame point B with respect to the
inertial frame and is in terms of the rotational motion and solar panel motion. This equation

conforms with the general translational EOM form introduced in Eq. (2.1]).

3.1.1.5 Spacecraft Rotational Equations of Motion

Next the EOM for the hub rotational motion is developed. The rigid-body rotational motion
is most conveniently expressed by separating the kinematic and kinetic differential equations. This
allows for any choice of attitude coordinates to be used to describe the orientation, while the con-
venient use of the quasi-velocity vector wp/y is retained. In this dissertation the three-dimensional
hub attitude is expressed using the Modified Rodrigues Parameters (MRPs) op/y [54, [55, 56].
Combined with their shadow sets the MRPs form a convenient non-singular 3-parameter descrip-

tion with a discontinuity at 180 degrees principal rotations [57,[58]. The associated MRP differential
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kinematic equations of motion are given by [39]

) 1
OB/N = *[B<0'B/N)]BWB/N (3.16)
4

where
[B()] = (1 — oT0)[I3x3] + 2[6] + 2007] (3.17)

and Bwp /N 1s the B-frame matrix representation of the wpg,/y vector. The following derivations are
not tied to the use of MRPs, and other rigid-body attitude coordinates could readily be substituted.
The kinetic rotational EOM derivation starts with Euler’s equation when the body fixed

coordinate frame origin is not coincident with the center of mass of the body [39]
Hy.p = L +mgip/y % c (3.18)
Here the vector Lp is the total external torque about point B. The definition of the angular
momentum vector of the spacecraft about point B is:
Hgc.p = [Ihb,B.Jws/n + MhubTB./B X TB,/B
+ Z ( sp:,Si | WB/N T 015, 2h; 2 +msp,Ts,/B X T, /B> (3.19)

The solar panel frame S; is assumed to be a principle frame such that the solar panel inertia

tensor about its center of mass is

Sir -
IS’L 1 0 0
Lspossl= | 0 I, 0 (3.20)
0 0 I,

The inertial time derivative of Eq. (3.19)) is evaluated again using the Transport Theorem [39]

to related vector derivatives as seen by different rotating frames and yields
Hy. g = [Ihb,.)05/8 + ws/n X [Thab, B W N + MhabTB. /B X 5.8
+ Z( ep,, S wB/N + Usp,,s:lws/n + wiyn X [Lsp, s, ]ws/ar

+ 6,1, 2hi o + wp/N X 015, 2hio + Msp, TS, /B X 'FS,-/B) (3.21)
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The terms 7p_ /p and 7g, p are also found using the Transport Theorem and taking advantage of

T,/ being fixed with respect to the body frame.

TB./B = WB/N X TB./B T wWi/N X (WB/N X TB./B) (3.22)
".;Sl-/B = Tgi/B + leg//\/ X rf")'i/B +‘;JB/N X Ts,/B + WBR/N X (wB/N X TS,-/B) (3.23)

Incorporating Eqgs. (3.22) and (3.23)) into Eq. (3.21)) and simplifying the extensive algebra results

in the intermediate result:

Hgc.p = [Ihb,B.Jws/n + WA X [Thub,BJws/n + MhubT B, /B X (WE/A X TB./B)
N,
+MhubTB,/B X |WB/N X (wB/N X TBC/B)] + Z ([I;pi,si]wB/N+ [Ispi,Si]wB/NerB/N X [Ispiysi]wB/N
=1

+ éﬂsi’zﬁi,g +wp/n X éilshgfzz-,g + Mgp, 75, /B X rgi/B + QmSpfSi/B X (WB/N X rfsi/B)

+msp, 75,8 X (WB/N X Tg,/B) + Msp, s, /B X [wp/n X (WB/n X "“Si/B)]) (3.24)

Applying the matrix tilde operator to replace the vector cross product, and using the inertia tensor

parallel axis theorem [39] the following are defined:

[Tnub,8] = [hub,B.] + M [Fp,/B][F5./8]" (3.25)
[ISPpB] = [ISpi,Si] + mSpi [/FSZ/B] [FSZ'/B}T (326)
P

[ISC,B] = [Ihub,B] + Z[Ispi,B] (327)

Ns
Les) = Y |y, 5] = mep, (75,5l 7,/ 5] + [P, m]I75, 5] (3.28)

i=1
[Iépﬁ Si] needs to be defined and is conveniently expressed by leveraging the assumption that the

inertia matrix is diagonal and can be written in terms of its base vectors:
[Ispi,Si] = ISi,lgialéz?:l + ISi,2'§i72'§3:2 + ISi,s '§i73‘§3:3 (3‘29)
Taking the body time derivative of Eq. (3.29) results in

! _ o aT a..alT ol aT a. alT ol aT a. . alT
Lsp..5.] = Lsi1 851801 + Lsi18i1801 + Ls, 289810 + Is, ,8i28i 5 + Is, 487 38i 3 + Is, ;83873 (3.30)
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The B-frame relative time derivatives of s; ; are

é;,j = wSi/B X ~§i,j = 9i§i72 X '§i,j§ j = 1,2,3 (331)

Substituting Eq. (3.31)) into Eq. (3.30) and simplifying results in the following body-relative time

derivative expression of the solar panel inertia tensor.
[I;pi,Si] = éi(ISi,s - Isi,l)(§i7l'§g;3 + '§i73-§3:1) (3'32)

Using these definitions greatly simplifies the expression in Eq. (3.24)) yielding the compact

expression
Ns
H,.p = [Ise.Blwp/n + wi/n X [Lse,Blwp/n + [Lie glwn/n + Z{Wsmhm
i=1

+wp/n X 9'1-[31.72%,2 + Msp, T, /B X rgi/B + Msp, Wp/ A X (frsi/B X "“fsy/B)} (3.33)

Next Egs. (3.18]) and (3.33) are equated to yield

N

Lp + msip/n X ¢ = [Lse, Blwp/n + wp/n X [se,Blwp/n + e lwp/n + Z{éﬂsi,zﬁi,z
=1

+wpn X Oils 2R sy T,y X TG, sy Wi/ X (Tsz-/B X 7‘@/3)} (3.34)

Finally, Eq. (3.34]) is written into compact matrix form and rearranged to have all acceleration

terms on the left hand side again.
NS ..
mse[€]Fp N + [Lse,Blwp/n + Z{I&L,th,Q + msp,d; [fsi/B]§i,3}9i =
=1

N,
— @/ se,Blwsyn — Ui, Blws/n — Z{Gi [&5)x] (fsi,zhi,z + Misp, d; [fsi/B]éi,:a)
i=1

+ mspidié? [fSi/B]éi,l} +Lp (3.35)

This expanded rotational equations of motion a rigid hub with N hinged panels illustrates the
additional terms required to account for the panel flexing and thus the system center of mass

location shift relative to the body. This equation conforms with the general rotational EOM form

introduced in Eq. (2.2)).
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3.1.1.6 Hinged Panel Equations of Motion

The set of EOMs required to solve this system of differential equations are related to the
hinged rigid panels which can represent solar panel flexing. In this development the i*" solar panel
frame S; is assumed to be a principal coordinate frame of the panel, yielding the diagonal inertia
tensor representation shown in Eq. .

Let Ly, = L;18;1+ Li28;2+ L; 38, 3 be the total torque acting on the solar panel about the
hinge point H;. The corresponding hinge torque component about the body-fixed hinge axis 8; 2 is
given through

Lio = —kib; — ci0i + 8i2 - Text.H, (3.36)

The hinge structure produces the other two torques L;1 and L;3. The vector Text g, is the net
external torque on the solar panel and is projected onto the 8;9 direction to find its contribution

to L; 2. Gravity, for example would apply the following torque on the solar panel about point H;
Tg,H, = Ts,/H; X Fy (3.37)
The inertial angular velocity vector for the solar panel frame is
Ws, N = Ws,/H; T Wi, /B T WA (3.38)

where wg, JH = 02.§12 Because the hinge frame H; is fixed relative to the body frame B the
relative angular velocity vector is wy;, ;5 = 0. The body angular velocity vector is written in

S;-frame components as

wp/N = (8i1 - wp/n)8i1 + (8i2 - wp/n)Si2 + (8i3 - wi/n)8i3 (3.39)

= Wsz‘,léiﬂ + wsz‘,zéiﬁ + "‘)Si,s‘éi,i’) (3.40)

Fortunately using this definition greatly simplifies the following algebraic development. Finally, the

inertial solar panel angular velocity vector is written as

W, /N = Ws, 1 85,1 + (W, + 0:)8i2 + ws, 813 (3.41)
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As 8;9 is a body-fixed vector, note that

: Bd . Bd . : A
wSi,Z = a (wB/N . Si72> = a (wB/N) . SZ‘72 = wB/N . Si72 (3.42)

The notation %d/dt(z) denotes a body-frame B relative time derivative operation of the vector .
Substituting these angular velocity components into the rotational equations of motion of a
rigid-body with torques taken about its center of mass [39], the general solar panel equations of

motion are written as

Isi,lwsi,l = *(151,3 - I8¢,2)(w8¢,2 + éi)wsi,3 + Lsi,l (3'43)
ISi,Q (wsm + 91) - _(Isi,l - Isi,S)wsi,BwSi,l + LSi,Q (3'44)
Isi,Swsi,S = _(Isi,Z - Isi,l)wsi,l(wsi,2 + ‘91) + LSi,S (3'45)

where Lg, = Ls, ; 8;1+ Ls, ,8i 2+ Ls, 5 8i 3 is the net torque acting on the solar panel about its center
of mass. Note that the second differential equation in Eq. (3.44) is used to get the desired equations
of motion of #;. The first and third equation could be used to back-solve for the structural hinge

torques embedded in Ls,, and Lg, , if needed.

54,3

Let Fg, be the net force acting on the solar panel. Using the superparticle theorem [39] yields

The torque about the solar panel center of mass can be related to the torque about the hinge point
H; using

LHi:LSi—i-’I'Si/Hi XFSi (347)
Solving for the torque about .S; yields
Ls, = Ly, —7s,/m; X Msp,Ts,/N (3.48)

Taking the vector dot product of Eq. (3.48) with 8; 2 and using rg,/y, = —d;8;1 allows for a scalar
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equation to be developed that relates the hinge axis torque Ly, ,.

Lsm = §i72 . LS¢ = '§i,2 . LHi _'§i,2 . (TSZ./HZ. X mSPi’i;Si/N) (349)
—_——
L;o
= —kif — cib; + Bio - Text.H, + Mep, di8i2 - (81 X g, /n) (3.50)

Solving for the second order inertial time derivative of rg, /v = 7y, /v — d8; 1 yields
TS, /N = TH,/N — Ws; /N X (ds; 1) — ws, /N X (WS,-//\/ x (dsin)) (3.51)
Substituting this inertial acceleration into the above L, , expression provides
L,y = —kifi — cif; +map, didiz - (851 X Py, ) + map,di8io - (851 % (85,1 X Ws, /7))
— mspid?.éi,g (81 % (wsi//\/ X (wsi/N X 8;1))) (3.52)

Using the double vector cross product identity, as well as a - (b x ¢) = (a x b) - ¢, the Ly, , torque

component is simplified to
Ls,, = —kib; — citi + 82 Text,H; — Msp,di8i3 - T, /N
2, - 2 2
— Mip,d; 852 - wp N — Misp, d;0; + msp, djws, ;ws;, (3.53)

Substituting this torque into the differential equation seen in Eq. (3.45)), yields the desired scalar
hinged solar panel equation of motion
(Is, o + map,d7) 8t owp/n + (Ls,s + Mip,d2) O; + My, di8] 57 5, v + ki + ci6;

AT 2
— 8;,2Text,H; + (ISi,l - ISi,3 - mSpidi) Ws; sWs; 1 = 0 (3'54)

The final task is to expand 7',/ in terms of the translational motion 7p,y. Recalling that

the hinge location is a fixed point on the body, Eq. (3.54)) is changed to the following form:

(Ls, o + msp,dy ) 81 06p/n + Masp,di) 3(Fp/n + Wi/ X T, 5 + Wi X (W X T, B))

t Lo,y + msp,d7) 0; + ki + ci0; — 8o Texemr, + (L, — L,y — Misp,d3) W, y0s,, =0 (3.55)
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The final expression again groups the second order state variables conveniently to the left-hand side

of the equation and the cross products are replaced with the skew symmetric matrix operators:

AT 2\ T AT [ .
Msp,di8; 37 /N + (Ism + mSpidi) 8i0 — Msp,di8; 3[Tp, /Bl | wWB/N
2\ 4 AT 2
+ (Ism + mSpidz‘) 0; = —kib; — c;0; + S; 2Text,H; + (IS¢,3 - Isi,l + mspidi) Ws; 3Ws; 1

— map,di 8] 3[0p /N1 [@s/N]TH, B (3.56)

Eq. (3.56) provides Ny scalar hinged panel EOM required to describe the motion of the spacecraft.

This equation conforms with the general effector EOM form introduced in Eq.

3.1.1.7 Back-Substitution Formulation

The equations presented in the previous sections result in Ng + 6 coupled kinetic differential
equations. Note that the various kinematic differential equation for hub motion and rotation, as well
as the flexing angles, are already decoupled in this formulation. Therefore, if the remaining N + 6
kinetic EOMs were placed into state space form, a system mass matrix of size Ns; + 6 would need
to be inverted to numerically integrate the dynamical system. This can result in a computationally
expensive simulation for a large number of panels. In the following developments the EOMs are

manipulated using the back-substitution method introduced in Section [2.3]

3.1.1.8 Solar Panel Motion Manipulation

In Eq. (3.56)), the solar panel motion is coupled with both the translational motion and the
rotational motion. In addition, both the translational and rotational EOMs include the solar panel

accelerations. To decouple the hub acceleration vectors from the panel accelerations, Eq. (3.56) is
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solved for the angular accelerations 6;.

.. 1 o R R B )
91' = ) < — mspidisngB/N — (Isi’2 + mspid?) 33:2 — mspidisg::s[rHi/B]} (.UB/N

(Lo + misp,

k3

- klel - CZQZ + §g:27-ext,Hi + (Isi73 - ISiJ + mspid?) wSi,BwSi,l
— msp,di8] 5[5 M [@n N7, /B) (3.57)

Eq. (3.57)) is rewritten into the following compact form and will be utilized multiple times through-
out this formulation

0; = ag,ip/N + by,wp/n + o, (3.58)

where ag,, bg,, and cg, are defined as

msp,di R
aei = — i 5473 (359a)
(ISi,Q + mspid%) ‘
1
0; (Ism + mspidzz) [( 84,2 Mgp, z) 7,2 Mgp, z[ HZ/B] ,3 ( )
1 . R
co; = 2 ( — ki — cibi + 8i2 - Text,rt; + (Lsis — Lsiy + mspid?) Ws, 4 Wsi 1
(Ism e di) (3.590)

— mgp, i8] 31@p N1 [@p /N7 H, /B)
3.1.1.9 Decoupled Translational and Rotational Accelerations

To solve for the translational and rotational accelerations, Eq. (3.58]) is substituted into
the translational and rotational EOMs. The result of this substitution for the translation EOM,

Eq. (3.15)), is seen in the following equation:

Ns
. . N T . T .
MscTg/N — Msc[€lwp/n + Z Mep,d;i8; 3 (aeiTB/N + by, wp/n + cei)
i=1

N

= Fuxt — 2Mse@p/n1€ — mec[@p/n][@p/nle = > mep difi i1 (3.60)
=1
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Simplifying and combining like terms yields the translational EOM that has been decoupled from

the solar panel acceleration:

N N
(msc[f3x3] + stpidiéi,fiag;)'ﬁB/N + ( — Mec[€] + Z mspidigi’gbg;)wlg/_/\[

=1 =1
N .
= msch/N 2msc[wB/N]c — msc[wg//\/ wB/N Z (mspidieg&,l + mspidiceigi,?)) (3.61)
=1

Following the same pattern for the rotational hub EOM, Eq. (3.35), yields:

N
[msc 6]+ (Is,8i,2 + msp,d; [fsc,i/B]@,B)aeTJ TB/N
=1

+ [[Isc,B] +) (Tan8i2 + mspidi[fsc,i/B]f‘?i,a)bawB/N = —[©p/n]Lse,Blwp/n — [Lie Blwn)/n
=1

_ Z{ "'JB/N' + ¢y, [ngg]) (ISi,? 82+ mspidi [fSc,i/B]éi,?)) + mspidiéf [fSc’i/B]gi,l} +Lp (3.62)

The following matrices are defined to adhere to the back-substitution method as seen in Section

N
[A] = el Iaxs] + > map,didi 3ag, (3.63)
i=1
N
Bl = —mgc[é] + Y map diSi3b) 3.64
pz ) 97,
=1
N
[C] = mgelé] + Y (I, 1852 + mep,dilFs, /5] 8i3) ag, (3.65)
i=1
N
(D] = [Ise.5] + Z si08i2 + map,di[Fs, /5]8i3) by, (3.66)
=1

Utrans = msc'i;C'/N — 2msc [‘ZJB//\/'] c - Msc [‘ZJB/J\/'] [‘Z)B/N]C

N _ (3.67)
- Z (mspidieggi,l + mspidiCOigi,i’»)
=1
N .
Vrot = — Z{ (0il@p/n] + co,[T3x3]) (fsz-,2§i,2 + Msp, d; [fsc,i/B]éi,za)
i1 (3.68)
+ Msp, dif} [fsc,i/B]S?i,l} — [@p/n]Lse,Blws/n — [Lae 5lwp/n + L

Defining these matrices was the final step required to adhere to the general EOM form introduced
in Section [2 Now the EOMs can readily be implemented in software to approximate the flexing

phenomenon.
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3.1.1.10 Conclusion

Spacecraft with large appended solar panels have flexing effects that are generally non-
negligible and should be included in simulations of the spacecraft. This dissertation presents a
very convenient and compact closed-form formulation for a first-order approximation of flexible
dynamics that can be applied to spacecraft with appended solar panels or hinged structural sub-
components that can be modeled as single rigid-bodies. It is not applicable to appended solar
panels that consist of multiple interconnected panels. Numerical simulation results for a spacecraft
with flexing solar arrays using this model can be seen in Section

The equations produced in this dissertation are compact, frame independent, and modular
equations of motion which will result in organized and flexible software implementations. Addition-
ally the back-substitution method equations are more computationally efficient because it removes
the need for a fully-coupled system mass matrix inverse. Modeling the flexing effect using this
first-order approximation is an excellent way to analyze the impact of flexing on the spacecraft
by running simulations through the life of missions and narrow down scenarios susceptible to un-
wanted flexing behavior. Formulating the equations of motion for flexible multi-body dynamics can
be a time consuming task and this dissertation provides a solution that can readily implemented

in software.

3.1.2 Fuel Slosh - Lumped Mass Spring Mass Damper Model
3.1.2.1 Introduction

Another important physical phenomenon that affects many spacecraft is fuel slosh. Math-
ematically, the EOMs of the structure and the liquid are tightly coupled[59, [60]. In space, the
liquid is subjected not only to inertial forces, but also to microgravity, viscous, and surface tension
forces[61], [62]. Furthermore, a moving liquid inside a tank produces a change in the position of the
center of mass of the whole system in addition to internal torques and forces when a liquid wave

hits the walls of the tank.
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The most rigorous mathematical approach to sloshing phenomena is given by the Navier-
Stokes equations with nonlinear boundary conditions[63]. Several Computational Fluid Dynamics
(CFD) methods have been applied to solve this problem using different formulations[59, [64] [60], 65,
60]. Quasi-simultaneous methods can be used to solve the coupled EOMs[59]. The combined CFD-
rigid-body model, although more exact, has some drawbacks from a simulation point of view. First,
the inherent complexity of the combined model might not be feasible in early stages of the design.
Second, integrating continuum and lumped models can be computationally time consuming[67, [68].

To avoid these complications, often simplified slosh models are used for control loop mod-
eling [61], 62, [69] [70]. Slosh is comprised of several different kinds of movement, many of which
are highly nonlinear. Small-amplitude waves and stable nonlinear rotary slosh can be approxi-
mated using lumped mechanical multi-mode models[61, [62) [7T], including either masses, springs,
and dampers or pendulums. Using a lumped model may be a useful simplification in a dynamic
model for control design purposes. It can be viewed as a complement of the more accurate CFD
approach. In this work, a systematic approach to slosh modeling is proposed using approximated

multi-mode mechanical models.

3.1.2.2 Problem Statement

The formulation assumes that there is a rigid hub, with Np lumped masses in the tank for
the fuel. Subscript j is used to indicate the jij, fuel slosh mass, m;. Figure @ displays the frame
and variable definitions used for this formulation.

There are two coordinate frames defined for this formulation. The inertial reference frame
is indicated by N : {n1,7n92,M3}. The body fixed coordinate frame, B : {51,132,53}, which is
anchored to the hub and can be oriented in any direction.

There are a few more key locations that need to be defined. Point B is the origin of the body
frame, and can have any location with respect to the hub. Point B, is the location of the center
of mass of the rigid hub. P; is the undeflected or equilibrium position of each corresponding slosh

mass, while point P, ; is the current position of that slosh mass.
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Figure 3.2: Frame and variable definitions used for formulation

Figure [3.3] provides further detail of the fuel slosh parameters. As seen in Figure [3.3] an
individual slosh particle is constrained to move along its corresponding p; direction while connected
by a spring with a linear spring constant value k; and by a linear damper with a damping coefficient,
c¢;. The variable, p; is a state variable and quantifies the displacement from equilibrium for the

corresponding slosh mass.

Figure 3.3: Detailed description of single slosh particle

Using the variables and frames defined, the following section outlines the derivation of equa-

tions of motion for the spacecraft.

3.1.2.3 Rigid Spacecraft Hub Translational Motion

The derivation begins with Newton’s first law for the center of mass of the spacecraft.

F

SC

To/N = (3.69)



Ultimately the acceleration of the body frame or point B is desired

/N =Tc/N — €

The definition of ¢ can be seen in Eq. (3.71]).

Np

<mhub7°BC/B + Z m;Tp, ; /B)
J=1

1

C =
SC
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(3.70)

(3.71)

To find the inertial time derivative of ¢, it is first necessary to find the time derivative of ¢ with

respect to the body frame. A time derivative of any vector, v, with respect to the body frame is

denoted by v'; the inertial time derivative is labeled as ©. The first and second body-relative time

derivatives of ¢ can be seen in Egs. (3.72) and (3.73)).

N,
&= (S myrh )
s \ I P /B

Np

"o o/
T OO
Jj=1

Tp, /B 18 defined in the following
Tp.;/B =TpP;/B t+ PiPj
And, the first and second body time derivatives of rp, ./ p are

, — A . A .
Tp.;/B = PiPj

" TR
Tp.;/B = PiPj

Eqgs. (3.72) and (3.73)) are next reformulated to include these new definitions:

Np

1 L
¢ = ( > mjﬂjpj)
Mge \ <
7=1
1 /3
' = ( > mjﬁjﬁj)
mSC JZI

Using the transport theorem[39] yields the following definition for é

¢ =c"+2wp)n X & +wpn X+ wp/n X (wp/n X c)

(3.72)

(3.73)

(3.74)

(3.75)

(3.76)

(3.77)

(3.78)

(3.79)
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Eq. (3.70) is updated to include Eq. (3.79)
PpN =Ton — ' —2wp/ny X ¢ —wpy X e—wpg/n X (wp/n X ¢) (3.80)

Substituting Eq.(3.78)) into Eq.(3.80)) results in

1

Mgc

Np
TB/N = To/N — [ijpjﬁj] —QwB/NXCI—wB/NXC—wB/NX (WB/NXC) (3.81)
=1

Moving second order terms to the left hand side and introducing the tilde matrix[39] to replace the

cross product operators simplifies the equation to

Np

> mipip; = oy — 20@pnle — (@ ll@p e (3.82)
j=1

1

iy — [Eopn + —
B/N — [€lwp/n o~

Equation (3.82) is the translational motion equation and is the first EOM needed to describe the

motion of the spacecraft. The following section develops the rotational EOM.

3.1.24 Rigid Spacecraft Hub Rotational Motion

Starting with Euler’s equation when the body fixed coordinate frame origin is not coincident

with the center of mass of the body[39]

Hi.p=Lp+msrp/n %Xc (3.83)

where Lp is the total external torque about point B. The definition of the angular momentum

vector of the spacecraft about point B is

Np
Hge g = [Ihb,B.]JwB/N + MuubTB,/B X TB,/B + Z m;Tp, /B X TP, /B (3.84)
=

Now the inertial time derivative of Eq. (3.84) is taken and yields

Hge g = [Ihb,B.Jws /N + wi/A X Thub,B.Jws /A + MuhabTB. /B X TB./B
Np

+ Zm]"l’pc’j/B X ’i;Pc,j/B (385)
7=1
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The terms g /p and 7'p, . /p are found using the transport theorem and knowing that rp_/p is

fixed with respect to the body frame.

TB./B = WB/N X TB,/B T WB/N X (wp/n X TB./B) (3.86)
Pp/B=Th /BT 2WB/N X Tp_ )+ WB/N X TP, /B +ws/n X (Wen XTp,;yB)  (3.87)

Incorporating Eqs. (3.86)) - (3.87)) into Eq. (3.85)) results in

Hgc.p = [Inb,B.Jws/n + WA X [Thub,BJws/n + MhubTB,/B X (WE/A X TB./B)

Np
+MhubTB./B X [wB/Nx (wB/erBC/B)] +Z m;rp, /B X [r%cyj/3+2w3//\/><r;gcyj/3+w3//\/xrpcyj/B
j=1

+wp/n X (wp/nv X TP, ;/B)| (3.88)

Applying the parallel axis theorem the following inertia tensor terms are defined as

[Tnub,8] = [Ihub,B.] + M [Fp,./B][F5./8]" (3.89)
Np

Fse,5] = [Toun,B] + Y mjlip, /pllFe, /8] (3.90)
j=1

Taking the body-relative time derivative of Equation (3.90)) yields

Np
Les) = =Y mi (17, ll7r, ) + r,, 51, 6)) (3.91)
j=1

Using Eq. (3.90) to simplify results in Eq. (3.92). The Jacobi Identity, (a x b) x ¢ = a x (b x
c) — b x (a x ¢), is used to combine terms and produce the following simplified equation

Np

H.e = [Le.8lWp/n + wp/n X [TseBlwpn + e plwsn + [mjrpc,j/B X TP /B
j=1

+ mywin % (Tr,,m X rgjcyj/B)] (3.92)

Eqgs. (3.83) and (3.92) are equated and yield
Np

L +meeipn % € = [LeBlip/n + wp/n X [l Blwpn + L plwsnv + ) [ijPC,j/B X T'p, /B
j=1

+ mij/N X (rPc,j/B X T;Dc,j/B):| (393)
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Finally, using tilde matrix and simplifying yields the modified Euler equation, which is the second

EOM necessary to describe the motion of the spacecraft.

Np
e, Blaop/n = —[@p/n] [ se. Blws/n — [T slwsn =D (mj [Pr.,/BITT, /B
j=1

sl i, ) + B = mclliny - (3.9)

Rearranging Eq. (3.94)) to be in the same form as the previous sections results in:

Np
TTLsc[é]’i;B/N + [Isc,B}wB/N + ij[ch,j/B]ﬁjﬁj = —[(:JB/./\/’} [[5073](4)3//\[ — [Iéc,B]wB/N
j=1
Np
= mjlesnl[Fe,, BT 5+ L (3.95)
7j=1

3.1.2.5 Fuel Slosh Motion

The fuel slosh motion is being approximated by a lumped mechanical multi-mode model[61],
62, [71]. Figure shows that a single fuel slosh particle is free to move along its corresponding
p; direction and this formulation is generalized to include Np number of fuel slosh particles. The

derivation begins with Newton’s law for each fuel slosh particle:
mji;pc‘j/N =Fg+ Fo — kjpjﬁj — ij'jﬁj (3.96)

Where Fg is the force of gravity and F¢ is the constraint force that maintains the fuel slosh mass
to travel along the direction p;. The forces due to the spring and damper are explicitly included
in Eq. and result in a restoring force and damping force. # P.;/N 18 defined in the following
equation.

Tp, /N =TB/N + TP, /B (3.97)
The inertial acceleration vector 7p, . p is defined in Eq. . Plugging this definition into

Eq. (3.96) results in

m; {7‘3/1\/ + pjBj + 2w /N X Tp, g+ WB/N X Tp, B+ wsN X (WB/N X TR, /B)

=Fqs+ Fo — ]{jpjﬁj — ijjﬁj (3.98)
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Equation (3.98)) is the dynamical equation for a fuel slosh particle, however, the constraint
force, F, is undefined. Since the fuel slosh particle is free to move in the p; direction, the
component of F¢ along the p; direction is zero. Leveraging this insight, Eq. (3.98) is projected

into the p; direction by multiplying both sides of the equation by Iij-

m; (Iijf“'B/N + 2P wpn X T, g+ i WryN X TE, T Py wen X (Wi X 7"PC,J-/B))

=p; Fo —kjpj —cjpj (3.99)

Moving the second order terms to the left hand side and introducing the tilde matrix notation
yields the final equation needed to describe the motion of the spacecraft with fuel slosh. These

EOMs match the generalized EOM form introduced in Section

AT e AT~ . .
m;p;” TN — miP; [Tp, /Blws/n + mjp;

=p;  Fg —kjpj — cjpj — 2mj1§jT[‘:’B/./\/']T;3m/B —m;p;" W/ [@pnITe,, 5 (3.100)

3.1.2.6 Back-substitution Method

The equations presented in the previous sections result in Np + 6 coupled differential equa-
tions. Therefore, if the EOMs were placed into state space form, a system mass matrix of size
Np + 6 would need to be inverted to numerically integrate the EOMs. This can result in a com-
putationally expensive simulation. In the following section, the EOMs are manipulated to fit the
form of the back-substitution method seen in Section 2.3

First, the slosh equation is manipulated to isolate the slosh acceleration to the left hand side

of the equation:

5o L (s T 5Tl ‘
pi =\ = mibj Tpn +mPi [Pe.; Blws/ v
J
+8; o — kjpj — ¢jpj — 2mp;” [@pnrp, /i — iy [@8/n] [‘DB//\/’]"'PCJ/B) (3.101)

The equation is placed in a more compact form

pj = a) ipN +b, wpn+cp, (3.102)
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while utilizing the variables defined in the following equations:

ay; = —P; (3.103)

by, = [Fp.,61P; (3.104)

1 /. . T~ T~ -
= (P‘TFG — kjpj — ¢jpj — 2mp; " [@p T, 5 — M) [@s/N @B/ TR, /B) (3.105)

To decouple the translational EOM from the slosh equation, Eq. (3.102)) is substituted into

Eq (3.82) resulting in

Np

ijﬁj (az;j’i;B/N + b?;j(f.:g//\/ + ij> = 'FC/N — Q[GJB/N]C/
j=1

1

TN — [Clwg/n +

— [wp/nllws/nle (3.106)

Simplifying this result and multiplying both sides by msg. yields

Np Np
(msc[I3><3] —+ Z mjﬁja/{J,)i*B/N + ( — msc[é] + ijﬁ]bg;)wB/N
i=1 =t
Np
= mscj;C'/N — 2msc[@B/N]C/ - mSC[GJB/N] [‘:’B/N]C - Z ijpjﬁj (3107)
j=1

Following a similar pattern for the rotational dynamics, the slosh equation is plugged into
the rotational EOM of the spacecraft and yields

Np

msc[€]Tp/N + [Lse,Blwp/n + Z m;[Tp, . BDj (afj"'*B/N + bfjwzs//\/ + ij> =
j=1
Np
— [@5x)[Lse,Blwnn — Lo slwsin = > mjl@s/n][Fe,, /875, /5 + Lp (3.108)
j=1

Combining like terms and rearranging the equation to fit the back-substitution method form results
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in the following equation:

Np Np
[msc [E+> my [ch,j/B]ﬁjaZ;} TB/N+ [[fsc,B]JrZ m;[7p, lPiby. |ws/n = @8N s, Blwp)n
=1 =1
Np
— I plwsnv = (mj (s p,,/BITE, /5 + My, TR, /B]ﬁj) +Lp (3.109)
j=1

Finally, the back-substitution matrices are defined in the following equations:

Np
[A] = msc[f3><3] + Z mjﬁja,gj (3.110)
7=1
Np
[B] = —mgc[é] + Y m;p;b]. (3.111)
j=1
Np
[C] = mec[é] + > mlFp, , plBjal, (3.112)
j=1
Np
[D] = [se,] + Y mjlPp, , B0y, (3.113)
j=1
Np
Utrans = msc'i;C/N - 2msc[£’8//\/’]cl - msc[‘-bB/N] [(L’B//\[]C - Z mjcpjﬁj (3114)
j=1

Vot = — @/ n][Lse, Blwp/n — [ie plws/n

Np
=" (mylos i, plrh, 5 + micy, [Fr., 6lB;) + Lp - (3.115)
j=1

This completes the necessary definitions to describe the motion of a spacecraft approximating the
sloshing fuel with the lumped mass spring mass damper model. These equations fit the general-
ized EOM form introduced in Section [2| and can be readily implemented in software. Numerical

simulations of this model can be seen in Section [6.4l
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3.1.3 Imbalanced Reaction Wheels
3.1.3.1 Introduction

Momentum exchange devices are a fundamental component of most spacecraft for both coarse
attitude control and precision pointing. Many modern spacecraft include three or more reaction
wheels (RWs), which consist of a flywheel attached to a motor and bearing fixed to the spacecraft.
A challenge to using RWs is that they may induce jitter due to mass imbalances in the RW. Char-
acterization and mitigation of RW induced jitter on a spacecraft is important to many missions due
to the increasingly rigorous attitude stability requirements and the necessity of avoiding excitation
of the spacecraft’s structural modes. Excessive vibration of a spacecraft may be detrimental to
its instruments and operation. Additionally, many instruments require the spacecraft to be held
extremely steady in order to effectively operate or collect data. Optical instruments in particular
often require attitude stability of less than one arc-second per second in order to avoid optical
smear or similar effects [72, [73]. Vibration isolation has long been a method of dulling the effects
of wheel jitter[74]. Various methods of vibration isolation have been proposed, including magnetic
suspension of RWs as a means of circumventing the jitter problem [75] [76].

RW induced vibration on a spacecraft is usually characterized through experimentation prior
to flight in order to validate requirements. Empirical models of RWs allow static and dynamic
imbalance parameters to be extracted [77]. In addition to experimental demonstration of RW
performance on an integrated spacecraft, it is of interest to use an analytic model of a RW for
simulation in the early stages of spacecraft development. A popular simplified model of RW jitter
involves including forces and torques resulting from RW static and dynamic imbalances as external
disturbances [78], [79] [74]. Static imbalance is when the center of mass of the reaction wheel is not
coincident with the spin axis, and dynamic imbalance is due to off-diagonal inertia matrix terms
with respect to the spin axis frame. This model is well established and attractive due to its low
computational requirements — force and torque of jitter are simply proportional to wheel speed

squared. Furthermore, the simplified formulation allows a model to be constructed directly from
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the typical RW manufacturer imbalance specifications: static imbalance and dynamic imbalance.
This allows RW mass imbalances to be implemented as lumped parameters instead of using specific
terms such as RW center of mass location and inertia tensor [74]. Previous literature puts emphasis
on empirical modeling of RW jitter and the effects of RW jitter within context of spacecraft flexible
dynamics [80] 81l [82].

Regarding modeling the momentum exchange device jitter with a first-principles approach,
Zhang and Zhang discuss a fully-coupled model of control moment gyro (CMG) imbalance[83].
While this contains gyro frame imbalance modeling not required for RWs, the results are presented
without a full derivation and the paper does not provide the complete system equations of mo-
tion. This partial imbalanced momentum exchange device results also does not discuss how to
tie typical manufacturers’ imbalance specifications directly to the imbalance parameter modeling.
Reference [76] develops the spacecraft equations of motion with magnetically suspended RWs where
the RW center of mass moves relative to the body. However, this magnetic levitation introduces
additional degrees of freedom and modeling challenges not present in a body-locked imbalanced
RW as studied in this dissertation.

The simplified model for representing RW jitter due to static and dynamic imbalances is not
physically realistic due to the nonconservative nature of adding a system-internal forcing effect as
an external disturbance [39]. The resulting model only considers the impact of the wheel onto
the spacecraft, but neglects how the spacecraft impacts the wheel motion. The resulting one-way
coupled simplified model has the primary benefits of algebraic simplicity of the jitter equations and
the associated fast computational evaluation. For spacecraft dynamics analysis purposes the non-
physical nature of the simplified model does not necessarily present a problem if the RWs are well
balanced with respect to the overall size of the spacecraft. However, depending on the quality of
the reaction wheel balance in relation to the spacecraft size this approach may become problematic.
Furthermore, the simplified model does not allow for energy and momentum code validation checks.
When verifying the computer simulation code the spacecraft energy and momentum checks are

critical tools of the dynamics validation process. Even for a spacecraft simulation that only includes
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RW jitter, complete verification of the model is difficult because without energy and momentum
checks a truth model is difficult to create. If the model of the spacecraft has other complex behaviors
such as solar panel flexing or fuel slosh, the importance of energy and momentum checks increases
rapidly. The coupled nature of these complex spacecraft systems results in severe challenges with
debugging and verification. The energy and momentum checks become essential in this process.
An offset in the center of mass of the RW from the spin axis, denoted static imbalance,
results in an internal force and torque on the spacecraft. An asymmetric distribution of mass
about the RW spin axis is denoted as the dynamic imbalance and produces an internal disturbance
torque onto the spacecraft. Figure explains these imbalances geometrically. I, is a line that is
coincident with the center mass of the RW and illustrates a principal axis of the RW. The static
imbalance results in a center of mass offset of the RW but does not change the direction of the
principal axes. The dynamic imbalance is result of the principal axes not being aligned with the
spin axis. Deflection of the RW wheel bearing due to static and dynamic imbalances further affects
the vibrational modes of the system, however, this effect is beyond the scope of this work and is
not being considered. This dissertation investigates modeling these classical static and dynamic
imbalance behaviors in a first-principles based approach. With this jitter model the RW is still
treated as a rigid component with a body-fixed rotation axis, but the rotation axis is not necessarily
aligned with the RW principle axes, and the RW center of mass is off-set from this rotation axis by

a distance d;.

Static Imbalance Dynamic Imbalance

9s

Ip

Figure 3.4: Reaction wheel static and dynamic imbalance.

When deriving the equations of motion (EOMs) for a spacecraft with Ny, reaction wheels,
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an important assumption is made in that the reaction wheels are symmetric and results in the
EOMs to be simplified to a convenient and compact form [39]. However, if the reaction wheels
are imbalanced the EOMs have to be re-derived to account for the fully-coupled dynamics between
the RWs and the spacecraft. This dissertation follows a development path using Newtonian and

Eulerian mechanics using a formulation that uses a minimal coordinate description [39].

3.1.3.2 Problem Statement

Figure 3.5: Reference frame and variable definitions.

Figure [3.5] shows the frame and variable definitions used for this problem. The formulation
involves a rigid hub with its center of mass location labeled as point B., and Ny, RWs with their
center of mass locations labeled as W,,. The frames being used for this formulation are the body-
fixed frame, B : {by,bo, b3}, the motor frame of the i RW, M; : {rn,, iy, 13} which is
also body-fixed, and the wheel-fixed frame of the i*" RW, W : {g,,, ws,, w3, }. The dynamics are
modeled with respect to the B frame which can be generally oriented. The W; frame is oriented
such that the g, axis is aligned with the RW spin axis which is the same as the motor torque axis
mg,, the Wy, axis is perpendicular to g,, and points in the direction towards the RW center of

mass W,,. The ws, completes the right hand rule. The M; frame is defined as being equal to the
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W; frame at the beginning of the simulation and therefore the W; and M; frames are offset by an
angle, 0;, about the Mg, = gs, axes.

A few more key variables in Figure need to be defined. The rigid spacecraft structure
without the RWs is called the hub. Point B is the origin of the B frame and is a general body-fixed
point that does not have to be identical to the total spacecraft center of mass, nor the rigid hub
center of mass B.. Point W; is the origin of the VW, frame and can also have any location relative
to point B. Point C is the center of mass of the total spacecraft system including the rigid hub
and the RWs. Due to the RW imbalance, the vector ¢, which points from point B to point C, will
vary as seen by a body-fixed observer. The scalar variable d; is the center of mass offset of the
RW, or the distance from the spin axis, gs, to W¢,. Finally, the inertial frame orientation is defined

through N : {f1, 2, N3}, while the origin of the inertial frame is labeled as N.

3.1.3.3 Balanced Reaction Wheel Discussion

Before showing the EOMs of a spacecraft with imbalanced reaction wheels, it is useful to
explain how the commonly seen EOMs of balanced reaction wheels fit into the generalized EOM
form and the back-substitution method. The equations of motion of a balanced reaction wheel
are provided in Reference [39] and are slightly modified to adhere to the standard form seen in
Section [2] Since a balanced reaction wheel does not change the center of mass location of the

spacecraft, the translational equation of motion is not coupled with 2 as shown below:
Msc[I3x3]F /N — Msc[Clwp/n = Fext — 2msc|@pnle’ — msc[@p/nl[@n/nle (3.116)

The rotational equation of motion includes § terms, and is thus coupled with the wheel motion as
seen in the following equation:

NI‘W
TTLsc[é]'FB/N + [ISC,B}(';)B/N + Z JsigsiQi = _[[‘}B//\f] [ISC,B]wB//\/
=1
NI‘W
=) (wpn % S Qigs,) + L (3.117)
=1
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The motor torque equation is coupled with wp/\ as shown below.

. Ue. R .
Q; = J—sl—g;";wlg//\/ (3.118)
Si

3.1.3.4 Back-Substitution Derivation

Since translation is not coupled with wheel speed, the back-substitution equation may be

obtained readily following the same method used in the prior derivations:

Niw Nrw
msc{é]fB/N + ([Lse,B] = Z JsiQSigg;)d’B/N = _[‘:’B/N] [Isc,B]wB/N - Z(QSiUSi twp/n X Js;82igs; )
i=1 i=1

e plwsy +Lp (3.119)

The back-substitution matrices can quickly be defined for balanced reaction wheels seen in the

following equations:

[A] = msc[I3x3] (3.120)
[B] = —msc[€] (3.121)
[C] = msclé] (3.122)
N
[D] = [Le.8) = Y Js;85. 90, (3.123)
=1
Virans = Fext — 2Msc [C:’B/N]C/ — msc[(:JB/N] [L:JB/N]C (3124)
Nrw
Urot = _[‘-DB/N] [ISC,B]wB/N - Z(gsiusi + wp/N X JSiQigSi) - [I;C,B]L‘JB/N +Lp (3'125)
=1

This concludes the necessary definitions for balanced reaction wheels and shows that the only
contributions from RWs to the back-substitution matrices are to the [D] and v,o4 matrices. This
agrees with intuition since balanced reaction wheels do not change the mass properties of the

spacecraft and therefore only affect the rotational dynamics EOMs.

3.1.3.5 Imbalanced Reaction Wheel Back-Substitution

The derivation of equations of motion of an imbalanced reaction wheel can be seen in Refer-

ence [84], and the EOMs are repeated here for the reader’s convenience. The translational equation
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of motion is

Nrw
/N — [Elwg/n + - Z M, diW3, QY = Foyn — 2[@p/vlc’ — [@p/nll@p/nle
%=1
1 Nrw )
w212, (3.126
t o ; Mo, di§ W2, ( )

The rotational equation of motion can be seen in the following equation:

Nrw
mSC[é]ﬁB/N + [Isc,B}wB/N + Z ([Irwz-,Wci]gsz' + mrwz'di[chi/B]"b&)Qi
i=1
Nrw

DN L O e o R TO Co [ (T AT (R e e |

i=1

— [@g/N s, Blws/n — Use,B] wg/n + Lp  (3.127)

The motor torque equation is as follows

[T, i3, | 75 3 + [(J11; + Maw, d3)GE + Ji3, 03 — Muw, di3 [Py, /8] |@p/n + [J11, + M, d7] Qi

2 ST~ ~ T
= —J13,Wu, Ws; + Wy, W, (S22, — J33, = Marw, 7)) — Mew, di3, [wp ] @/ IPwi /B + s, + G, Teat,i

(3.128)

These equations conform to the standard EOM form as seen in Section
The back-substitution method derivation starts by solving for €; in the motor torque equa-

tion:

. M, Ay WL 1
Qz:—( Wi 73

— =7 - (11, + My, d2)gL
Jlli +mrwzd3) B/N J111+mrwld% [( 11; TW; 7,)952

+ J13iw£:€ - mrwidiwg; [fWi/BHwB//\/ + (wwzi Wuws, (J22i

Ji1; + Mo, d2

K3

— J33i — mrwid?) — Jlgiww%wsi — mrwidiﬁ’g; [‘ZJB/N] [‘:"B/N']TWZ'/B + usi) (3.129)

The following coeflicients are defined and are used to de-clutter the final equations.

mrw-di N
an) = —————— W=, 3.130
Q; Jlli 4 erZde 3i ( )
1 . . - .
bo (11, + M, d)@s, + J13,W3, + Maw, di[Fyy, plabss, | (3.131)

' Ji1; + My, d?
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1
—Ji1, A M, 42

k3

2
(wUJQi w’u}g,i (JZQZ' - J33¢ - mrwi dz ) - J132‘ wwgi Ws,'

cQ,
— Maw, i3, [@p /N [@5/ N ]Tw, B + Us, + flg,;Tezt,z‘) (3.132)
Writing the equation to fit the compact form seen in Eq [2.4] yields:

Qi = agﬂ.;B/N + bgin/N + co; (3.133)

Plugging in the equation into the translational EOM, rearranging and multiplying both sides by

Mg yields:
Nrw Nrw
mSC[ngg] + Z mrwidiuﬁgiag{i] 'i;B/N —+ | — msc[é] + Z mrwidiwgibgi] wB/N
i=1 =1
Nrw
= Lext — Qmsc[‘;’B/N‘}CI — msc[d)B/N] [‘:JB/./\/']C -+ Z [mrwidiQ?in - mrwidicﬂiw&] (3.134)
=1

Eq. (3.134)) is the de-coupled translational equation for the back-substitution method. Following
the same steps as before, the de-coupled rotational EOM for imbalanced reaction wheels can be

seen in the following equation.

Nrw
[mSC e+ Z (Urwi’w%]gsi + M di [chi/B]UAJSz')a’gi] TB/N

=1
Nrw
+ | Tee8] + <[frwz-,wci]gsz- +mrwz-dz‘[fwc,./B]wsi)b&]wB/N
=1
= _[‘:’B/N] [ISC,B}WB/N - [Isc,B],wB/N + Lp
Nrw
+ > lmrm [Fw., /Bl i w2, — [T, ] Quds, — [%/N]([Irwz-,wci]ﬂzﬁsi + M, [P, /BT, /B)

=1

- ([IrWi7Wci]g5i + Mrw,; di [chi/B]w?’i) CQz‘] (3.135)

All of the information needed to define the back-substitution matrices for imbalanced reaction

wheels has been found. The imbalanced reaction wheel back-substitution matrices are given by,
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Nrw
[A] = e[ Taxs] + Y My, diths,ad, (3.136)
=1
Nrw
[B] = —mgc[€] + > mrw, dita, by, (3.137)
=1
Nrw
(O = macld+ 3 (Ui Js: + M il )i, ), (3.138)
NRW
[D] = [Isc,B] + Z ( rw;, We, 19s; + Mrw, d; [chi/B]UA’Si)bgi (3.139)
Nrw
Virans = Fext — 2mSC[“~"8//\/]CI — Mge [&B/N] [‘:JB/N]C + Z [mrwidiQ?li)Qi — mrwidiCin?)i] (3.140)
=1
Vrot = — @ N Lse,Blws/n — [Ise,B)'wp/n + L
Nrw
+ Z Mrw; [chZ/B]deZQsz - [IrWi,Wci]/Qigsi - [‘DB/./\/'] <[IrWz‘,Wci]QigSi + My, [IFWCZ-/B]T{/VCZ./B>
=1

- ([IrWi7Wci]g5i + Mrw,; di [chi/B]’w&') ch] (3.141)

This concludes the necessary definitions for balanced and imbalanced reaction wheels to fit the

standard form for the EOMs introduced in Section 2

3.1.4 Thruster Based Mass Depletion
3.1.4.1 Introduction

Another common physical phenomenon seen by spacecraft is thruster based mass depletion.
Majority of spacecraft simulations assume that the only dynamical effect caused by thrusters is the
well-known thruster force and the corresponding torque. However, when thrusters are ejecting mass
out of the spacecraft, the spacecraft is changing its physical properties. Therefore, the resulting
dynamics depends on the relative mass property change inside the fuel tanks compared to the mass
that is being ejected at the thruster nozzle.

The simplest way to take into account the ejection of propellant is to use an “update-only”

approach, thus updating the center of mass position and the inertia during the simulation in the
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EOMs without considering the dynamical influences of the mass depletion. This results in a easy-
to-implement model whose limitations consist in the lack of detailed attitude and translational
motion prediction for high-fidelity purposes. A more accurate approach considers the spacecraft as
an open system whose mass changes in accord with the fuel flows and, consequently, the dynamical
variables are transported out of the system using the Reynolds theorem[85, [86), 87, 88, [R9L [R5]. Past
works[90, 911, [92], 03] present the derivation of a variable mass rocket with an axial-symmetric design
with a single axial-symmetric burn chamber and a circular nozzle. These assumptions decouple the
rocket axial spin from the transverse angular velocity and results in a closed solution to the problem.
Other works[94], [95] present the EOMs considering a system of coaxial bodies with different angular
velocities. The studies present an analysis of the nutation angle in the case of a two-body satellite,
like a spacecraft with a coaxial wheel. The equations must be specified accordingly with the
number of interconnected bodies and this results in the need of re-derivation for a specific system
of interconnected bodies and to take into account how particles leave the system. A more recent
work[96] considers a body fixed reference origin and develops the translational and rotational EOM
for a reentry module. The model lacks in a defined approach to connect the dynamical properties
variation with the ejected mass characteristics.

In Reference [43], the fully-coupled dynamics is considered for this problem and the EOMs

are developed using the standard from seen in Section [2}

3.1.4.2 Problem Statement

To help define the problem, Figure [3.6] is displayed. This problem involves a spacecraft
consisting of a hub which is a rigid-body and has a center of mass location labeled as point B.. The
hub has T' number of tanks and N number of thrusters attached to it. The figure only shows one
tank and one thruster but the analytical development is general. The 4, tank has a center of mass
location labeled as F¢; and the jg, thruster is located at Nc¢;. The body fixed reference frame B:
{51 , by ,133} with origin B can be oriented in any direction and point B can be located anywhere

fixed to the hub. This means that point B and the center of mass location of the spacecraft, C,
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Figure 3.6: Thruster based mass depletion schematic

are not necessarily coincident. As a result, the vector ¢ defines the vector pointing from the body
frame origin to the center of mass fo the spacecraft. The inertial reference frame N: {7,792, N3}
is centered at IV and is fixed in inertial space.

Another important description of this problem are the assumptions being used. The following

list organizes the assumptions that are used for this formulation:
e The spacecraft hub is rigid and deformations are not considered

e The mass flow among the tanks, the thrusters and in the combustion chamber are considered

to be second order effects and neglected

e The relative motion between the propellant and the fuel tanks is not considered in this

present work

e The particles are accelerated instantaneously from the spacecraft velocity 7,y to the

exhausted velocity vexn at the nozzle exit

e The particle exhausted velocity veyy, is considered constant and parallel to the nozzle’s

normal 1
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3.1.4.3 Equations of Motion

The thorough development of the EOMs of a spacecraft with thrusters considering the fully-
coupled problem can be seen in Reference [43]. The final form of the EOMs are included in the
dissertation to show how the EOMs fit the standard form of the EOMs seen in Section 2l The

translational EOM can be seen in the following equation:

msci;B/N — Mgc [é] wB/N = Finr — 2Myel (C/ + [G)B/N] X C) B mscc” — 2mMsc [(‘DB/N] c
N

— MgcMfyel € — Mge [‘:’B/J\/] [GJB/N] c+2 Z Moz, [‘7’8//\/ ] T'N;/B
j=1
N

+ Z mnOerFCj/B + F‘ext7 vol T Fext, surf (3142)
j=1

The rotational equation is also repeated here and is shown in Eq. (3.143)).

[se, B] wB/N + msc [€] 7."-B/N = [‘-‘:’B/J\/}T [Ise, B] WBIN — (K] wWB/N

M
+ Z (mfueli [Fre,/ B]T e /B T Miuel; [GJB/N]T [7Fe/B) Tre /B
=1

N
. ~ T
+ Miyel; [TFCi/B] T/Fci/B) + LB,vol + LB,surf+ § LBthrj (3143)
i=1

Looking at Equations -, it is evident that thruster based mass depletion is
unique to the models described up until this point because there are no second order state variables
for this model. This is because thrusters do not add a degree of freedom to this system but rather
act as an external force and torque on the system. However, this model does provide the fully-
coupled solution to the problem and takes into account the dynamical effect of the changing mass

properties of the spacecraft. Equations (3.142))-(3.143)) fit the standard form introduced in Section

and provide another ready to implement solution into simulation software.



67

3.1.5 Dual-Hinged Rigid-Bodies
3.1.5.1 Introduction

The model described in Section [3.1.1]is a first order approximation to a flexing body attached
to a spacecraft. That model is limited in that only one frequency can be present per appended body.
For some analysis purposes, that model is sufficient, but in some case more flexibility is desired.
In this section, a model is introduced that approximates a flexing body as two interconnected
hinged rigid-bodies. This provides the ability to model two frequencies at a time and also model

deployment of a set of two panels. This section provides the derivation of the EOMs for this system.

3.1.5.2 Problem Statement

This formulation assumes that there is a rigid hub, with Ng dual-linked solar panels (or
appended rigid-bodies) and subscript ¢ is used to indicated the i, pair of solar panels. Figure

displays the frame and variable definitions used for this formulation.

Figure 3.7: Frame and variable definitions used for dual-hinged rigid-bodies formulation

There are six coordinate frames defined for this formulation. The inertial reference frame is
indicated by N : {n1,n2,n3}. The body fixed coordinate frame, B : {131, by, 53}, which is anchored

to the hub and can be oriented in any direction. The first solar panel frame, S;i1 : {811, 8i1,2, $i1.3},
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is a frame with its origin located at its corresponding hinge location, H;;. The S;; frame is oriented
such that 8;; 1 points antiparallel to the center of mass of the first solar panel, S.;1. The ;12
axis is defined as the rotation axis that would yield a positive 6;; using the right-hand rule. The
distance from point H;; to point S.;1 is defined as d;;. The total length of the first panel is l;;
The hinge frame, H;1 : {ilil’l, ﬁim’ ’A?,il’g}, is a frame fixed with respect to the body frame, and is
equivalent to the respective §;1 frame when the corresponding solar panel is undeflected.

The other two frames S;o and H;o are frames attached to the second solar panel. The H;o
frame is located at the joint between the two solar panels and ilil,g = ﬁig,g. The il,i271 completes
the definition of the H;o frame and can be oriented in any direction while orthogonal to the fzim
axis. This allows for the simulation to model undeployed solar panels,for example, and defines the
undeflected direction of the second solar panel. The S;2 frame is defined by being equal to the H;o
when the second solar panel is undeflected from its equilibrium point and rotates about the ili272
axis.

There are a few more key locations that need to be defined. Point B is the origin of the body
frame, and can have any location with respect to the hub. Point B, is the location of the center
of mass of the rigid hub. Using the variables and frames defined, the following section outlines the

derivation of equations of motion for the spacecraft.

3.1.5.3 Rigid Spacecraft Hub Translational Motion

Following a similar derivation as in previous work [41], the derivation begins with Newton’s

first law for the center of mass of the spacecraft.

F

SC

o = (3.144)

Ultimately the acceleration of the body frame or point B is desired

PN = Fon — € (3.145)
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The definition of ¢ the location of the center of mass of the entire spacecraft, can be seen in Eq.

(3.146).

Ns

[mhuerc/B + Z (mSpilrsc,il/B + mSpi2’rSc,i2/B):| (3.146)
=1

1
C =

SC

To find the inertial time derivative of ¢, it is first necessary to find the time derivative of ¢ with
respect to the body frame. A time derivative of any vector, v, with respect to the body frame is

denoted by v'; the inertial time derivative is labeled as ©. The first and second body-relative time

derivatives of ¢ can be seen in Egs. (3.147) and (3.148)).

Ng
1
¢'= m Z (mSpingc,il/B + mSPizr,/S’cyiQ/B) (3,147)
5¢ =1
1 s
C” - m Z (mspilrgc,il/B + mspi27‘gcyi2/3) (3148)
5¢ =1

The vector rg, ,,/p is readily defined using the 8;; axis
TS, /B = TH; /B — di18i1,1 (3.149)
The vector rg, ,/p is defined similarly
TS..n/B = TH;/B — li18i11 — di28i21 (3.150)

Now the first and second time derivatives with respect to the body frame of rg_, ,p are taken

T50/p = dit0i18i (3.151)
74 n/p = dindinbin + dinb7 8 (3.152)

Similarly the body time derivatives of rg_,,/p are defined in the following

75, /5 = linfi8inz + dio (01 + 0i2) 32 3 (3.153)
" = (I18i1.3 + din8in.3)0i1 + dinin 300 + ;162 811 + dio (01 + 012) >3 3.154
rSc,iz/B = ( i1541,3 + 22812,3) i1+ i2872,3Vi2 + i1 i15i1,1 + 12( i1+ 22) Si2.1 ( i )

Egs. (3.147) and (3.148]) are next reformulated to include these new definitions:

Ns
1 . . . oo
c = Z (mspi1 [dileilsil,i’)] + Megp,, |:li107;15i1,3 + dig (01 + 91-2)3,-2,3}) (3.155)

m,
¢ =1
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1 )
" o 2 A
c = E Msp,, dit (051 8i1,3 + 0;718i1,1)

+ Msp,, [lﬂ <9z1§z’1,3 + 9?1§i171) + dia (61 + 0i2) 8in.3 + dio (01 + éi2)2§i2,1}> (3.156)
Using the transport theorem[39] yields the following definition for é
é ="+ 2wp /iy X € +wpy X et wpn X (wp/n X ¢ (3.157)
Eq. is updated to include Eq.
Pp/N =Ton — ¢ —2wpg/n X & —wp/n X ¢—wpg/ny X (wp/n X ¢) (3.158)

Substituting Eq.(3.156)) into Eq.(3.158|) and moving the second order state variables to the left
hand side results in

Ns

/N +wg/n X C+ - E [mspildilsil,?) + msp,,li18i1,3 + mspﬂdi23i2,3] Oi1 + msp,,di28i2 30i2
SC .
=1
1 &
= don = —— O Mapy dir0F 811 + map, | 1104 8111 + din (031 + 012) 5
C/N M sp;; #il1V41941,1 spo | L11Y31541,1 12\ Vil 2 12,1
i=1

—2wB/NXC/—wB//\/X (wB/Nxc) (3159)

Introducing the tilde matrix[39] to replace the cross product operators and multiplying both sides
by mg. simplifies the equation to

Ns
MscT p/N — Msc[€lwp/n + Z < [msp“dﬂ@ﬂ,:a +mgp, li18i1,3 + mspiQdi2§i2,3} 0i1 +msp, d¢2§i2,39i2>
i—1
= F — 2my[@p/n]c — msc|@p/n][@p/nle
Ns

- Z (msp“dilézzléil,l + mgp,, [li19§1§i1,1 + d;2 (@1 + éi2)2§i271:|) (3.160)
i=1

Equation (3.160]) is the translational motion equation and fits the standard form of the

translational EOM introduced in Section 2



71

3.1.5.4 Rigid Spacecraft Hub Rotational Motion

Starting with Euler’s equation when the body fixed coordinate frame origin is not coincident

with the center of mass of the body[39]
Hyp=Lp+ mipn X c (3.161)

where Lp is the total external torque about point B. The definition of the angular momentum

vector of the spacecraft about point B is
H.p = [Ihub,Bc]wB/N + MhubTB./B X T'B,./B
+ Z ( Spllv c,il LUB/N + 011[87«1 2811 2 + mspzlrsc 11/B X TSC 11/B

+ [ISPiz»Sc,iz]wB/N + (921 + 012) si2, 2312 2+ Msp;, TS, 12/ B X rSc ZQ/B) (3162)

Both solar panel inertia’s about their center of masses’ are assumed to be defined along principal

inertia axes and are of the form

Siir .
Iszl 1 0 0
Uspiy.Sen] = 0 Iy, O (3.163)
0 0 Isil 3
Sia T 1
ISiQ,l 0 0
Lsp,y.Se.ia) = 0 Iy, O (3.164)
0 0 I,

Now the inertial time derivative of Eq. is taken and ylelds
Hye g = [Inu,.)0s/n5 + @s/n X [Thub,BWE/N + MbabTB. /8 X 5.8
+ Z( i1 sSeit JWB/N T+ Lsp,1,Seia JWB/N + wWB/N X [Lsp,y,Se.0]wB/n

+ 92'1]81'172 gil,? + UJB/N X 9i1]5i1,2§i172 + mspilrsc,il/B X ,i;Sc,il/B
! .
+ [IspiQ,SC,ig]wB/./\/' + [ISPi27Sc,i2]wB/N +w3//\f X [ISP¢27Sc,i2]wB/N

+ (911 + 912) si228i2,2 T wWp/N X (9i1 + éiz)fsi2,2§z‘2,2 + Msp, TS, 1n/B ¥ 1"5672.2/3> (3.165)
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The terms 7p_/p, s, ,, /B and 7s_,,/p are found using the transport theorem and knowing that

rB,/B is fixed with respect to the body frame.

TB./B = WB/N X TB,/B +Wi/N X (WB/N X TB,/B) (3.166)
fi&Sc,il/B = Tgc,il/B + 2("JB//\/ X rfgc,il/B + wB//\/ XTs,.1/B T WB/N X (“"B/N X 'rScﬂ-l/B) (3.167)

S, i0/B =TS, /B T 20BN X T /g +WB/N X Ts, /B T we/N X (We/N X Ts, 5/8)  (3.168)

Incorporating Eqgs. (3.166)) - (3.168)) into Eq. (3.165) results in

Hg. g = [Thub,B.Jwp/n + wa/n X [Thab,B.Jws/A + MhubTB./B X (WB/A X TB,/B)

Ng
+ MpubT B, /B X [‘*’B/J\/ X (wp/n X 7‘BC/B)} +y ([Iépﬂ,sc,ﬂ]WB/N + Usp,y, 500 lwn/n
=1

+wpin X sp,y 0w/ + it Lo 282 + wign X it Lo 280 + Mep, s, /8 X TSy /m
+ 2m5pi1r5c,i1/3 X (wB/N X T/Sqﬂ/B> + Msp; TS, i1 /B X (wB/N X T'Sc,n/B)
! .
+ Msp,, TS, 11 /B X [wzs//\/ x (wp/n X Tsc,ﬂ/B)} + [Lep,y.Se.00)0B/N + Lspiy,Se.ilwB/n
+ wp/n X Lspyy.Sewp/n + (01 + 0i2) L,y 58122 + wpyn X (01 + 0i2) L, 5 8i,2

" /
+ Msp;5 TS, 12/B X TSCJ-Q/B + QmspiQTSc,iQ/B X (wB/N X TSCJ;Q/B)

+ Mspu TS, 2/B X <wB/N X 1“5571.2/3> + Msp;y TS, 12/B X [wB/N X (wB/N X TSc,iz/B)}> (3.169)

Applying the parallel axis theorem the following inertia tensor terms are defined as

[Thub,B] = [Thub, ) + v [P, 8] [F5. 8] (3.170)

[Ispil,B] = [Ispil»sc,il] + mSP“ [FSC,U/B] [,FSC’“/B]T (3171)

[ISPZQ,B] = [Ispizvsc,z?] + Msp,, [’FSC,Z'Q/B] [FSCJLQ/B:IT (3172)
Ns

ses5] = o5 + 3 (Fopyy.5] + [Fip, ) (3.173)
=1

Because the tilde matrices are skew-symmetric, taking the body-relative time derivative of Equa-



73

tion (3.173)) yields

Ng
Les) = Y |y 500) = Mspus (75, 5P s8] + [P 67, 5]
i=1
Uy oia) ~ M ([P, 815, /8] + syl ynl) | (3174)
[ ép-l, s. il] needs to be defined and can be conveniently expressed by leveraging the assumption that

the inertia matrix is diagonal (as seen in Eq. (3.163])) and is written in terms of its base vectors:
— I g4 51 05T 51 25T
Uspyr,Sein] = Lsiy 1 8118511 + Lsiy 2 8i1,2871 2 + Is;y 58113801 3 (3.175)

Taking the body time derivative of Eq. (3.175)) results in

/ _ o aT a.. _alT o aT
[Isp”,sml] =I5, 180801 T Lsin 1 811851 + Lsiy 8012801 2

A AT Al AT a N/
+ Ls;y 58012871 0 + Ls;y 5811 38013 + Isin 581138513 (3.176)

Using the transport theorem for each basis vector in the frame: égl,j = wg,, /B ¥ 8i1; = 018112 X851 5,

applying this to Eq. (3.176)), evaluating the cross products, and simplifying results in

(L, 0] = O (s 5 — L5y ) (8011871 5 + 8013871 1) (3.177)

Applying the same methodology for [Iép_27 s, ,) and using the following definition: &, ; =

wgiz/lg X 512’3' = (97,1 + éi2)§i2,2 X §1'27j results in
[IépiQ,Sc,iQ] = (921 + 012) (ISiQ,S - ISi2,1)('§i2,1'§£,3 + ‘§i2,3§£,1) (3'178)

Substituting Eq. (3.177)) and Eq. (3.178)) into Eq. (3.169) and using Eq. (3.173|) to simplify results
in Eq. (3.179). The Jacobi Identity, (a xb) x ¢ = a x (bx ) —bx (a x ¢), is used to combine terms.

Factoring out wp/ s and, selectively, wg s and utilizing the tilde matrix transforms Eq. [3.169| into
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Eq.(3.179) so that [Is g| can be extracted.

Ng

HSC,B = <[Ihub,Bc] mhub[TBc/BHTBC/B + Z ( Spll’S(‘7i1} + [Ispi27sc,i2] — Mspy,y [f.Sc,il/BHFSc,il/B]
=1

— Mygp., [fsc,iQ/B][fsc,m/B]))d’B/N + wp/n X <[Ihub,Bc] — muub[TB. /Bl [T B,/ B+
Ng
Z <[ISP¢17Sc,11] + [ISpiZ’Sc,iQ] — Mgp,, [,':Sc,il/B] [fSC’“/B] — Mesp,y [fSw-g/B] [fSC’iz/B])>wB/N
=1

.. R . R "
+ Z( sP;1,5¢,i1 wB/N + 0i1[5i1,23i172 + WB/N X 9i1[5i1,28i172 + Msp; TS, i1 /B X TSc,il/B

+ 2mspi1TSc,il/B X (WB/N X T‘ISC’“/B) + [IépiQ,Sc’iQ]wB/N + (011 + 922) 832 QS’L2 2+
WB/N X (021 + éi?)ISiz,Q 8i22 + Mesp;yTSe,ia/B < rISI'c,iz/B + 2m5pi2rsc,i2/3 X <wB/N X rlSc,iz/B>>
(3.179)

Eqgs. (3.170))-(3.173|) further simplify the equation to the following:

HSCB = [Isc B]wB/N + wB/N X [ISC,B]wB/N
.. R : ,\ "
+ Z( SP;1,5¢,i1 wB//\f + 0i1[8¢1,23i1,2 +wp/N X 0i1[8¢1,28i1,2 + Msp TS, i1 /B X TS../B

+ 2mspi1rsc,i1/3 X (wB/N X rgc’il/B) + [Iépm,Sc,ig]wB/N + (01/1 + 922) 512 2812 2+
Wp/N X (Gil + 9i2)Isi2,2 §i272 + Msp;y TS, in/B X rg‘c,ig/B + 2m5p¢2r5c,i2/3 X (wB//\/ X rg}yg/B))

(3.180)

Using the Jacobi Identity again, followed by tilde matrix substitution yields:

HSCB = [Isc B]“JB/N+WB/N X [ sc B]wB/N

+ Z( 5p7,17 c,il UJB/N msp“ <[fsc,i1/B] [T,Scyil/B] =+ [TISC’“/B] [fSC,H/B])wB/N + éiljs“g §i1,2

g A " /
twp/n X Oitls, 5812 + Mep, P50 /B X TS, 1 /8 + Mspy TS, 01/ B X (wB/N X TS /B>

+ (L5 5. 0)90B/8 — Map,, ([fsc,n/B][’:’sc,ﬂ/B] + s, /8] [fsc,iz/BDwB/N + (i + 0i2) i3 8022
g X (01 + 02) LozBi22 + Map T, /B X T,y + MipaTsam X (w80 X quc,iQ/B))

(3.181)
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Factoring out wg/ -, and substituting in from Eq. (3.174)) leaves:

Ng
Hiep = [Ise,Blés/n + wp/n X [Tse Blwsn + Lo plwsn + Y [91113“,2&1,2
=1
+ CUB/_/\/‘ X 0i1[3i1,2§1172 + mspilTSc,il/B X {r‘g’c,il/B + mspile/N x (Tsc,il/B X rgcyi1/3>

+ (61 + éiz)fsi2,2§z‘2,2 +wp/n X (61 + éi2)15i2,2§i2,2

+ Mespy TS, i/ B X Tgc,n/B + Msp,,WB/N X (rSc,m/B X rgc,i2/3> :| (3.182)

Eqgs. (3.161]) and (3.182) are equated and yield

Ns

Lp + mseipn % € = [L,Blwp/n + win X [TseBlwsyn + [T plwpn + |:éi1]8i1,2‘§i1,2
=1

A A " /
+wp/n X Oinls; 58112 + Msp, T, 1 /B X T, /B T Mspyy WB/N X (TSC,H/B X "“sc,“/3>
+ (0i1 + 0i2) Is,y 58122 + wpn % (0i1 + 0i2) Lo,y 5 8i,2

+ Msp,, TS, 5/B ¥ rgm/B + Mep,, WB/N X (rscﬂ/B X r/Sc,iQ/B> } (3.183)

Finally, using tilde matrix and simplifying yields the modified Euler equation:

Ns

M@ p/n + [Lse,Blwp/n + Y [92115“,2%1,2 + Msp, [Fs, /BTG, /8
i=1
+ (01 + 0i2) L5 58022 + Misp, [T, o BITS, 5 | = —@5/8] e, Blwp v — (e plws v

Ns
-3 [[‘:’B/J\/]eillszlggilQ + Mp,, (@50 ][Fs. 1 /8IS, 1 /8
=1

+ @/ (01 + bi2) L 0 Bi22 + M, [@5 /N )P o /BITS, L, 5| + L (3.184)



76

The second order terms need to be combined and results in:

Nsg
mscl€lp/N + [Ise,Blwp/n + Z [(Isﬂ,g 8i1,2 + Msp, di[Fs, ;, /Bl8i1,3 + Is;5 58122
=1
+ Map,,lit[Fs, 15/ B]8i1,3 + Msp,, di2[Ts, /B]§i2,3) b1 + (Isig,zén,z + Map,, [T, 1o /B]di2§i2,3> §i2]
Ng
= —[@s/n ] se.Blwpn — e plwsiv — Y [[@B/qufsﬂ,z&'l,z + mep,, 03 [Fs, ., /B)i1

=1
+ Mo Lin 03 [Fs, 18010 + My, (@88 [Fs, 0 8ITs, 5 + (@8] (O + 0i2) L5,y ,8i2

+ mgp,, di2 (97,1 + 9}2)2[7:5071-2/3]&2,1 + Msp,, [©B/ ] [fSc,iz/B]ri%,iz/B] +Lp (3.185)

The terms r?, . and 7, ., contain second order state variables, therefore replacing their
Sc,zl/B SC,ZQ/B ’

definition seen in Egs. (3.152)) and (3.154) and simplifying the expression yields

Nsg

Msc[C]7 p/Nn+ [Isc,B}‘-bB/N‘i'Z [(Isim 8i1,2tMsp, di[Fs, ;, /Bl8i1,3+ 5,5 58122+ Msp , lin [Ts, 1,/ B]8i1,3
i—1

+ Mip,, di2[Ts, 5 B18i2,3)0i1 + (Lsiy,8i2.2 + Mep,, di2 [fsc,iz/B]§i2,3)9iz]
Ng
= —[@p/n ) Tse.Blwpn — e plwsn — > [Hilfsﬂ,z [©5/x)801,2 + masp,, [@5/N[Fs, 0 /BITS, 0 /B
=1

+ e din 071 [Fs, 81801 + (01 + 0i0) L, (O 0 3i2,2 + Mp |G/ [P,y BITS, /5

- . ~ . . 2 -
+ Map,, [Fs, /8] (11078011 + diz (011 + 0i2) 31‘271)] +Lp (3.186)
Equation (3.186]) is the rotational motion equation for dual-hinged rigid-bodies and fits the standard
form for the rotational EOM introduced in Section 2
3.1.5.5 Dual Linked Solar Panel Motion

Let Ly, = Li1,18i1,1 + Li1,28i1,2 + L;1,38:1,3 be the total torque acting on the first solar panel

at point H;;. The corresponding hinge torque is given through
Lita = —kit0in — cilin + kiobio + ciobia + 8112 - Textyy iy + 8i1,2 - THy Hy ¥ F1y2i (3.187)

Where F} 9; is the reaction of solar panel 2 acting on solar panel 1. It is important to point out

that Fl/?i = _F2/1i'
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To define the F}/9;, F5/1; needs to be defined. This is done performing the super particle

theorem on the second solar panel:
Fo)1i + Fextyy = MepyoTs, 1o /N (3.188)

The sum of the external forces on solar panel 2, Fey,,, is separate because it does not contribute

to the reaction force at the joint. With this definition Fyy; is defined as
F]./Zi = Fextig — mspiQ’i’;SC!ﬂ/N (3189)
Plugging this definition into Eq. (3.187)) yields

Lirg = —kinOi — ci10i1 + kinbio + ciobin + 8i19 - Textyy 1y + 81,2+ [T'Hig/Hil X (Fextyy — Mepys fsc,iz/N)]

(3.190)
The hinge structure produces the other two torques L;1,1 and L1 3. Text;,,H;, 1S the external torque
on the solar panel and is projected onto the §; o direction to find its contribution to L;; 2. Gravity,
for example would apply the following torque on the solar panel about point H;;

Tg,Hin =TS, 1/Hy X Fg (3.191)

The inertial angular velocity vector for the solar panel frame is

WS /N = WS /Ha T WHi /B T WB/N (3.192)
where wg,, JHi = H'iléil,g. Because the hinge frame H;; is fixed relative to the body frame B the
relative angular velocity vector is wy;,, /5 = 0. The body angular velocity vector is written in
S;1-frame components as

wp/n = (8i11 - wp/n)8i1 + (812 - wp/n)8in2 + (81,3 - wi/n)8i13 (3.193)
= w3i1,1§i171 + w8i1,2‘§i1,2 + w3i1,3'§i173 (3'194)
Using this definition greatly simplifies the following algebraic development. Finally, the inertial

solar panel angular velocity vector is written as

WS /N = w3i1,1‘§i1,1 + (w3i1,2 + 9i1)§i1,2 + Ws;1 3 §i1,3 (3.195)
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As 8;12 is a body-fixed vector, note that

B B
. d ~ d . . .
Dsire = 35 (wp/n - Bi12) = T (wp/n) - 8i1,2 = wp/n - Bi1,2 (3.196)

Substituting these angular velocity components into the rotational equations of motion of
a rigid-body with torques taken about its center of mass[39], the general solar panel equations of

motion are written as

ISil,lwsil,l = 7(132'1,3 - ISi1,2)(w3i1,2 + éil)wsil,s + LSi1,1 (3'197)
Isi1,2 (wsil,z + 921) - _(ISil,l - ISi1,3)w5il,3w5i1,1 + L5i1,2 (3'198)
ISi1,3w5i1,3 = _(Isi1,2 - Isil,l)wsil,l(w5i1,2 + ‘911) + L3i1,3 (3'199)

where Lg, ;, = Ls;, 1811 + Ls;; 8112 + Ls;; 58i1,3 is the net torque acting on the solar panel about
its center of mass. The second differential equation is used to get the equations of motion of ;.
The first and third equation could be used to back-solve for the structural hinge torques embedded
in L

and L if needed.

Si1,1 $i1,3

Let Fg, ,, be the net force acting on the first solar panel. Using the superparticle theorem[39]
yields

FSc,il = mSpﬂ "":SC,ﬂ/N (3200)

The torque about the solar panel center of mass can be related to the torque about the hinge point

H;; using
LHil = LSc,il + Tscyil/Hil X FSc,il (3201)
Solving for the torque about S, ;1 yields
LSc,il = LHil —TSein/Hin X mSPu?-;Sc,n/N (3'202)
Taking the vector dot product with 8;1 2 and using rg_, JHi = —d;1841,1 results in
Lsi1’2 = §i1,2 . LSc,il = '§i172 . LH“ _éil,Q . (Tsc,il/Hil X mspil’lx‘gc’“/]\/’) (3203)
—_——

Li12
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Ls;y , = —ki10i —ci1bin +kio0io +ciobia + 841 2 Textyy Hyy +8i1,2 [7“1{,-2/Hi1 X (Fextys —mspm?'“'scﬂ/]v)]

+ mspildiléilﬂ . <-§i1,1 X 'i;SC,“/N) (3.204)

Expanding a couple of definitions yields:

Ls;, = —kin0in — i1 + kiolio + ciobio + 8112 - Textyy 1y — linSir2 - (8i1,1 X Fextyy)
+ mspi2li1~§7j1,2 . |:-§Z'1,1 X (,FSC,Z'Q/N)] + mspildﬂéﬂ,g . (éil,l X Ii;Sc,z‘l/N) (3205)
Using the double vector cross product identity results in:
Ls;y, = —kin0in — i1 + kiobia + ciobio + 8112 - Textsy Hy + 1i18i13 - Fextyy
— Mpylinins - ,i’;Sc,iQ/N - mspildiléil,S : 'i’;Sc,il/N (3.206)
The following definitions need to be defined:
TS../N =TB/N +Ts5..,,/B

= PN T, /B 2WB/N X T, B WBIN X T /B wpn X (Ws/n X TS, /) (3.207)

TS,.0/N =TB/N +Ts,.,/B

=7g/N + rgc,iQ/B + 2wp /N X rgm?/B + WA X TS, /B T WB/N X (wB/N X TSM.Q/B) (3.208)
Substituting these definitions into the torque equation results in:
Ls;y , = —kin0in — cinbin + kiobiz + ciobia + 8i1.2 * Textsy Hy + 1118113 - Foxtyy — Mep,, di18i1,3 - ['i';B/N
+ 78, /B T 2wB/N X T%c,ﬂ/B +Wp/N X Ts, /B win X (WB/N X Tsc,il/B)}

A~ . " / .
— Mpylitin3 - [T‘B/N + 75, 8T 2wp /N X TS,.0/B T WB/N XTS5, /B

+wpn X (Wpg X rsm/B)} (3.200)
Substituting this torque into the earlier differential equation

ISil,Q (w5i1,2 + Hll) = _(Isu,l - ISi1,3)w8i1,3wSi1,1 + L5i1,2 (3'210)



80

leads to the desired scalar hinged solar panel equation of motion

. " : :
Is;y 5 (851 owiyn +0i1) = —(Is;yy — Lsiy 5)Wsin 5Wsin 1 — Kin0in — cinfin + kioliz + ciobiz
R ~ ~ . Y/ /
+ 8i1,2 * Texty1,Hiy + li18i1,3 - Fextyo — Mep,, di1 81,3 - |:7'B/N + 7, /BT 2WB/N X TS, /B
. A .. " /
T WB/N X T, /BT wp/N X (Wp/n X Tsc,ﬂ/B)} — Mipylin8in3 - [TB/N TTS, /B T 2WB/N X TS, /B

+ wB/N XT3, .2/BTWB/N X (wB/J\/ X TSc,iZ/B):| (3.211)

Moving second order variables to the left hand side of the equation yields:

T T s T N T 1 :
Mep,, di1 81,3 Mesps lia Si1,3} rp/Nt |:Isi1,2 sil,Z_mSpildil 51,3 [TSC,H/B] _msmzlilsil,S [TSC,iQ/B]] WB/N
+ I, 001 + di 85 47 - 185 37 = —(Isy, — Iy s) — ki0s1 — ci16;
841,241 T Mspy llsil,SrSC,ﬂ/B Mspio %131‘1,37’56712/3 - Si1,1 $i1,3)Wsi1,3Wsi1,1 i1Ui1 — Ci1U51
, ~ A~ A /
+ ki2iz + cizbiz + Si1,2 - Texty,Ha T li18i1,3 - Fextyy — Msp,, i1 8i1,3 - [QWB/N XTg /B

+ wp/N X (wB//\/' X TSC,“/B)] — Mgp,lin8in3 - | 2wp N X T’sc,iz/B twp/n X (WB/N x TSc,m/B)

(3.212)

Expanding the rgc /B and Tgc i2/B terms, replacing cross products with the tilde matrix and again

isolating the second order variables results in:

AT T AT T 1= A .
[msp“dilsim‘*'mspm lia 31'1,3} Tp/NT |:Isi1,2 Si1,2— Mspy, din 3i1,3[TSC,“/B]—mspizlilsil,s[TSL.,Z-Q/B]] WB/N
I a2 12 lirdio8Y 38i0.3|0; lirdia8Y 28i0.3|6;

+ 8i1,2 + Mep,, A7 + Mespipbip + Mgpslin i2841,3542,3 | Vil T+ | Mispia it 12871,3542,3 | Vi2
] ) AT AT
= —(Ls;y = Isiy 5 )Wsiy 3Wsipy — kinbin — cnbin + kioblia + cioblio + 851 oTextiy 1y + li1 851 3Fextsy

— Mp,, di18]) 3 [2 (ws/NITS, 5 T (@8] [&’B/N]Tsc,ﬂ/g]

- mspizliléiTl,?, [2[‘7’8//\/]7{96’1-2/3 + [ws/ Nl [@WB/NITs, 108 T 1102811 + di (911 + éi2)2*§i2,1:| (3.213)

Eq. is the EOM that describes the motion of the first solar panel with a linked
secondary panel attached at the end. The final step is to find the EOM of the secondary panel.
Following a similar pattern the EOM for the second panel is found. First the torque about point
H;s is defined as:

Lino = —kiobiz — ciobiz + 8i2.2 - Textyn Hio (3.214)
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The relationship between the torque about the center of mass of the solar panel and about the
hinge point is defined as:

LHi2 = _LSCJ.2 + rSC,iQ/HiQ X FSc,iz (3215)

The torque about 3;2 2 is the only torque that is required:

L5i2,2 = '§i272 ) LSc,m = '§i2,2 : LH¢2 _‘§i2,2 : (rsc,iQ/HiQ X mSPiQ'FSc,iz/N) (3'216)
————

Lo 2

Substituting Eq. into the previous equation yields
Lsy, = —kigbia — Ciobia + 8i9.9 - Textin Hiy — Msp,,di28i2,3 * T'5,_ 1 /N (3.217)
Substituting this torque into the modified Euler’s equation for the second panel
Loipp (D00 + 01 + i) = =(Lsizy = Lo g )@s1050510,1 + Lisi (3.218)
yields the following equation:
Isi o (Wsynp + 01 + 0i2) = ~(Lsypy = Lsip 5 )Wsio 5Wsin, — Kinbiz — ciobio + S’iTg,zTextiz,Hig
— Misp,, dind o 375, o (3:219)
Substituting the definition of #5_,,/y into Eq yields:
Igip 5 (Wsin 0 + 01 + 0i2) = ~(Lsiny = Lsjn5)Wsin sWsioy — kinlio — ciobia + §£,27exti2,H¢2

AT . /i / .
_ mSpizdi23i2,3 Tp/N + TS, 12/B + 2wp /N X TS, .12/B +wp/N X TS, /B

+wp/n X (WB/N X TS, .,/B) | (3.220)

Expanding rgc w2/ B isolating second order state variables to the left hand side and introducing the

skew symmetric matrix:

T s T T is . 2
|:mspi2di2si273i| TB/N + |:ISz‘2,2 Si22 — mSpigdi23i2,3[TSc,i2/B]} wp/N T [Isiz,z + Mep,, i

AT A 2 .
+ mspi2li1di23@'2,33i173] 0i1 + [Isim + mspi2d7j2:| Oio = —(Ls;n.1 — Lsi0.5)Wsin sWsi1 — Kizliz — ciobia

+ 8Jg o Textin Hiy — Mspyydiz8ia 3 [2[%//\/]7“30,2-2 /8 + @B @B/NITs, o5 + L5801 | (3.221)
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Eq. (3.221]) is the last EOM needed to describe the motion of the spacecraft. The dual-hinged
rigid-body EOMs conform the generalized EOM form introduced in Section [2l The next section
develops the back substitution method for interconnected panels and gives meaningful insight on

how effectors connected to other effectors dynamically couple to the spacecraft.

3.1.5.6 Back Substitution Method

First, Eq. (3.213) and (3.221]) are rearranged so that the second order state variables for the

solar panel motions are isolated on the left hand side. This manipulation results in Eqs (3.222])-

(3.223).

|:I57,'1,2 + mSpndzzl + mspmlzzl + mspizlildi2§zi,3§i2,3} 0i1 + [mspmlildizégﬁéiz:?’ Oia =
B [mspildil §£,3 TMsp;y lin égi,?’} Ii;B/N_ [Isi1,2 '§211,2_mSPi1 di1 '§£73 [fsc,il/B] T Mespis lilég’?’ [ff’SC'Q/B]] wB/N
= (Ls;yy = Lsiy 5)Wsiy sWsiny — kinbin — cinli1 + kizbia + ciofin + 811 oTextn Ha + 11801 3Fexts
— Mgp,, di181 3 [2[&B/N]r’sc7“ /BT [@B)N] [&B/N]rsc,il/B]

~ - -~ - . ~ . . 2 ~
— Maplin 81 3 [2[%/]\/]7“36,1-2/3 + (@ )[@wB/NITS, a8 + linb18i11 + dig (01 + 0i2) Sz‘2,1} (3.222)

2 AT s 2
[Isim + msp,, dis + mspﬂlildi231‘2733i1,3} 01 + [Isim + mspizdﬂ} Oio =
AT ] e AT AT ra .
- [mSpizdiQ'siQ,Z&} TB/N — |:I-9i2,28i2,2 + mSpigdi25i2,3[TSc,¢2/B]]wB/N - (I8¢2,1 - Isi2,3)w5i2,3w5i2,1
) A T ~ !
— kigbia — cia0ia + 8i9 9 Textyn, Hiy — Msp,,di28i2 3 [Q[C«st//\f]rsm2 /B

+ (g [@s/NITs, oyp + 167801 | (3.223)

Now, defining a matrix, [A;], with elements defined as:

2 2 AT A
a;1,1 = Is¢1,2 + mspi1di1 + mspﬂlil + mspi2li1di23i1733i273 (3224&)
AT A
air2 = Mspplindindiy 35i23 (3.224b)
2 T A
ai21 = Ls;y 5 + Msp,, dig + Map, lindin i 38i1,3 (3.224c¢)

iz = Ly + Msp,diy (3.224d)
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And defining the row elements of a matrix [F;] as:
fii=— (mspiglil + Msp,, dil)'égi’g (3225&)
fi2 = _mspmdﬁg;‘g’?, (32251:))

With a 2 x 3 matrix, [G;], which has row elements defined as the following:

T

~T T = N A
gi1 — — |:Isi1,28i1,2 — mSpildilsil,E}[TSc,il/B} — mspi21i18i173[7'sc’i2/3] (3226&)
T AT s T
gi2 = — |:ISi2,2Si2,2 - mspiQdiQSiQ,B[TSc,iQ/B} (3.226b)
Also defining the vector v; as as 2 x 1 with the following components:
Vi1 = —(Lsq — Lsiy 5)Wsip sWsip 1 — Kirbin — cibin + kiolio + ciolin + §’£727-exti17H“ + li1-§31,3Fexti2

— Mp,, di1 8] 3 [2 (©@s/NITS, 5 T (@8] [&B/N]rsc,il/B]

— Mapylin 8] 3 [2 @B/NITs, 5+ (@B M@B/NITS, o8 + 11051811 + diz (01 + éi2)2§i2,1} (3.227)

) AT
Vi2 = _(ISiZ,l - ISiZ,B)w5i2,3w$i2,1 — ki2liz — ci20i2 + Si2,2Texto,Ho

— M, di28}y 3 2@p/NITs, /5 T @8N [@B/NTS, /B T li19.1‘21§z'1,1} (3.228)

Using all of the definitions just defined, Eqgs. (3.222) and (3.223) can now be re-written as:

ai110i1 + a1 200 = FaTp/N + giwp/n + vit (3.229)

ai210i1 + o000 = JioTB/N + Giswp /N + Vi2 (3.230)

Egs. (3.229) and (3.230) are combined and written in matrix form to utilize some linear

algebra techniques.
[Ai] | | = [FBlfpn + [Gilwpn + vi (3.231)
Oi2
Eq. (3.343) can now be solved by inverting matrix [4;]. Note the definition [E;] = [4;]7 .
9.21 .o .
| = [EllE]Fs/N + [EilGilwsn + [Eilvs (3.232)
Oio
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And the subcomponents of [F] are defined as

[E] = (3.233)

Since the modified Euler’s equation has ;1 and 6;5 terms, it is more convenient to use the expression

for HZ as
O = el [F)ip/n + eh[Gilwp/n + e v; (3.234)
éig = 6;-1; [Fz}TB/N + eg[Gz]wB/N + 6351)1' (3.235)

The next step in the back substitution method is to analytically substitute Eqgs. (3.346|) and

(13.235)) into the translational and rotational EOMs. Performing this substitution for translation

yields:
Ng
MscP /N — Msc[€lwp/n + Z ([mspildiléil,?) + Msp,, li18i1,3 + mspﬂdi2§i2,3} (631 [E]7 BN
i=1

+ e [Gilwp v + 6311%) + mgp,, di28i2,3 (635 [Fil#p/n + eh]Gilap/n + 63%)) = F — 2my[wp/v]c

Ns

— mse[wp/ (@B N — Z <mspildi19?1§i1,1 + Msp,, [1119§1§z‘1,1 + dio (@‘1 + 9i2)2§¢2,1}> (3.236)
i—1

Combining like terms results in:

Ng
o ~ ~ T ” T .
{msc[13x3]+ E [(msp“dﬁsﬂ,&; +mspigli13i1,3+mspi2di23i2,3>ei1 [Fi]+msp,,din8i2 365 {Fz}:| }"“B/N
i=1

Ng
+ { —Mie[€] + Z |:(mspi1 d;18i1,3+Msp,,li18i1,3+Msp,, di2§i2,3> eh[Gi) +msp,, din8i2 3¢ [Gz]] }QB/N

=1
Ng
= F — 2mye[@p)nlc’ — macl@pnll@pnle — > <mspﬂdi1931§i171 + Mp,, [zﬂeflgﬂ,l + diz (01
=1

N2 . A - T s T
+ 0i2) 82‘2,1} + [msp“dﬂsﬂ,s + Mmgp,, li18i1,3 + mspi2di23i2,3i| €10 + mspizdi23i2,3€i217i> (3.237)
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Performing the same substitution into the rotational equation of motion and simplifying yields:
Ng
{msc[é] +) |:(I5i1,2§i172 + msp,, di1[Ts, ;1 /B]8i1,3 + Ls,5,8i2,2 + Msp,lin[Ts, 1, /B]8i13
i=1
+ Map, dia[Ts, 1, 5]8123) €n[Fi] + (Lsipn8i2.2 + mep,dialTs, ,,/518i2.3) € [Fz']] }*B/N
Ng
+ {[ISC,B] + Z [(Is“,zgim + Msp,, di1[Fs, 1 /Bl8i13 + sy 5 8i2.2 + Msp,li [T, /88013

i=1

+ Msp,, diz [fsc,i2/3]§i273)€£ [Gi] + (Isiz,zgﬂ,? + Msp,, di2 [55671.2/3].%2,3)63; [GZ]:| }wB/N’
Ng
= —[@p/n ) Lse,Blwsn — e plwsn — > [92‘113“,2 [©5/n18i12 + msp, (@5 N [Fs, 1 /8IS, 0 /B
=1
+map, dinb3[Fs, /81801 + (0 + 0i2) L,y , (@8 518i2.2 + Misp,, (08N [Fs, 0/ BITS, 0/ 5
_ " - N2 . _ . .
+ My, [Fs, o8] (1007801 + dia (61 + 012) 8i2.1) + (Is, ,801.2 + map,, din[Fs, /81813 + L8022

- " - N T ~
+ Msp,,li[Ts, 1o/ B]8i1,3 + Msp,, di2 [Tsc,ig/B]Siz,:s)eﬂvi + (L5105 8i2,2

+ Map,, dia[Fs, ., /B]8i2:3)elvi| + Ly (3.238)

Now that the translational and rotational EOMs have been decoupled from the solar panel
accelerations the back-substitution matrices can be defined. At this point it is useful to define the
matrix contributions in a slightly different way than before by specifically the contributions from

an effector. These modified definitions can be seen in following equations:

[A] = Msc [I3><3] + [Acontr] (3239)
[B] = —Msc [é] + [Bcontr] (3.240)
Vtrans = £ — 2migc [G)B/N] ¢ — Msc [&B/N] [‘DB/N]C + Utrans,contr (3241)

[C] = mSC[é] + [Ccontr] (3242)
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[D] = [ISC,B] + [Dcontr} (3243)

Vrot = — @5/ Lse,Blwp/n — Lie, 8lws/a + LB + Vrot,contr (3.244)

Using these new definitions, the back-substitution matrices contributions for dual-hinged rigid-

bodies are defined as:

Ns -
. . . T s T
[Acontr] = E (mspildilsil,i’)+mspi2lilsil,3+mspi2di23i2,3)ei1[Fi]+mspi2di2312,36i2[ﬂ] (3.245)
i=1 L ]
Ns -
. . . T s T
[Beontr] = E (mspﬂdilsim+mspi2li18i1,3+mspi2dz‘23i2,3>6i1[Gi]+msp¢2di28i2,3€¢2[Gz‘] (3.246)
=1 L J
Ng
_ d+02 5. 1162 §. dio (6 0. 25
Utrans,contr = Mesp,, @i10718i1,1 + Msp,, |Li10718i1,1 + 12( i1 + 22) 8i2,1
i=1

. . . T A T
+ [mspildil 8i1,3 + Msp,lin8i1,3 + mspiQdi23i2,3i| eV + mspizdi28i2,3€7j2vi> (3.247)

Ng

[Ceontr] = E [(Isi1,2§z‘1,2 + msp,, di1[Fs, 1 /Bl8i13 + Lsip 5 8i2.2 + Msp,lit [T, /88113
i1

+ Misp,, di [fsc,iz/B]giQB)ezi [Fi] + (I5i2,2§i2,2 + mspiQdiZ[fSc,ig/B]§i2,3)€£ [E]:| (3.248)
Ns
[Deontr] = Z [(Isﬂ,g 8i1,2 + Msp, din[Ts, ;1 /B18i1,3 + Is;p ,8i22 + Msp,lin[Ts, ,/B]8i1,3
i—1
+ Msp,, dia [fsc,ig/B]giQB)eg; (Gi] + (Isi2,2§i2,2 + mspizdiz[’FSMQ/B]§Z‘273)6£ [Gl]:| (3.249)
Ng
[Vrot.conts] = = ) [ez‘lfsﬂ,z[a’sw]gim + s, @8/ ][Fs, 0 /BITS, o/ + Mspy dinbii[Fs, /]800
i—1
+ (0 + 0i2) Ly, (05518122 + M, [08/N 1T, 10/ BITS, 10y 8 + Mo [T, /8] (11071 8i1,1

. . 2 ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~
+ dig(0i1 + 0i2) "8i2,1) + (Ls 28012 + Mesp, din[Ts, . /B)8i1 3 + Lon8i22 + Mmsp,lit[Ts, . /8813

+ Mgp,, di2 [fsc,i2/3]§i2,3)6¢T1’Ui + (Is;g08i2.2 + Msp,, di2 ['FSC,iz/B]giQ,S)eg;'vi (3.250)
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This concludes the derivation of EOMs for dual-hinged rigid-bodies conforming to both the gener-

alized EOM form and the back-substitution method seen in Section

3.1.6 Imbalanced Variable Speed Control Moment Gyroscopes
3.1.6.1 Introduction

Similar to reaction wheels, variable speed control moment gyroscopes (VSCMGs) are also
susceptible to jitter disturbances. In Reference [45], a dynamics model is developed using the
standard EOM form and back-substitution method introduced in this dissertation. This work is

summarized in this section to show conformity with these equations.

3.1.6.2 Problem Statement

The problem consists of modeling static and dynamic imbalance of any number of wheel +
gimbal assemblies attached to a rigid spacecraft. In order to develop the equations of motion in
a general way, arbitrary locations, inertia tensors, and center of mass locations for the spacecraft
hub, gimbal, and wheels are considered. Additionally, the wheel center of mass is not assumed to
lie on the gimbal axis of the VSCMG, and the wheel frame origin and gimbal frame origin are not
assumed to coincide.

The development considers the body frame and N gimbal and wheel frames as well as the

inertial frame. The body frame is denoted B. The basis vectors of the body frame are
B:{B,by, by, b3} (3.251)

The 4P gimbal and wheel frames are denoted G; and W;, respectively. The basis vectors of G; and

W, are defined as

g’i : {Gi,gsivgtpggi} (3252)

Wi : {WZ7 gSi? in, ’li]gl} (3253)

It is assumed that the gs, vectors of the G; and W; frames are always parallel.
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Parameters relating to the spacecraft hub are denoted with a subscript text B. Parameters
relating to the The i gimbal and wheel are denoted with subscripts text G; and W;, respectively.
The hub, gimbal, and wheel each are allowed center of mass offsets from their respective coordinate
frame origins. The hub’s center of mass location is labeled as B.. This location is described with
respect to the body frame origin as rg./p. The gimbal is also allowed a general center of mass
offset from the gimbal frame origin. This location is labeled as G, and is located with respect
to the gimbal frame origin as TG, /Gy The wheel’s center of mass location is labeled somewhat
differently. The wheel center of mass is assumed to lie on the w9, axis a length d; from the wheel
frame origin. This does not result in loss of generality since the parameters L; and ¢; describe
the axial and transverse offset, respectively, of the wheel origin. Thus, the wheel center of mass
location is allowed to vary in three dimensions with respect to the gimbal frame (and thus the body
frame as well, since the gimbal origin location does not vary with respect to the body). Since the
gimbal and wheel centers of mass change with time, so does the overall spacecraft center of mass.

The time-varying center of mass of the entire system is denoted c.

Figure 3.8: Reference frame setup and variable definitions for the spacecraft + VSCMG problem.
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3.1.6.3 Balanced VSCMG Back-Substitution

The balanced VSCMG equations of motion are reproduced here for the reader’s convenience.
The balanced translational equation of motion is given below. Note that translation is not coupled
with  or s

msc'i':B/N - msc[é]w =F - 2mSC[‘I)]CI - mSC[(:J]QC

The rotational equation of motion includes €; and #; terms, and is thus coupled with VSCMG
motion as seen below.
N N '
Mael€lFp/n + TseBlw + Y Iv, G5 + > Tw,, 85

i=1 i=1

= Lp — [Isc,5]'w — [@][Lsc, 5w — Z ["’ Iy, ¥yg, + Qz”.Yi(IWsi - IWti)gti
=1

+ (@[, 6., Yige, + (@l Tw, W, Jwow, /B
The gimbal torque equation can be seen in the following equation.
Iv,, (94 @+ i) = ug, + (Iy, — Iv, Jwswi + I, Qi
The wheel torque equation is described below.
Iw,, (gg;w +Q) = —Iw,, we¥i + us,

For the back-substitution method, first the gimbal torque equation is solved for %; in terms

of LUB/_N‘
1

= e <ugi + (Iv,, — Iv, Jwswr + Tw, Qi — Iy, g;w) (3.254)
94

Additionally, the wheel torque equation is solved for €; in terms of WE/N

U = —wds — GLw + (3.255)
W,
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Plugging into the rotational equation of motion and group like terms.

N
mecl@li g+ [[ees] = 3 (Iv,, 90,906 + I, 6,6%) |

=1

= Lp — [Le.n)w = @]l sl = Y [ (s, = Tw, i) e, + Iw,, 3,
=1

+ (ug, + (Iv,, = Iv,, Jwswi + Tw,, Qwr) gg, + [@][1a, 6., 1Yide, + [@)[Iw, w., Jww, /|  (3.256)

All of the information needed to define the back-substitution contribution matrices for a balanced

VSCMG is defined. The balanced VSCMG back-substitution contribution matrices are given by:

[Acontr] = [03><3] (3257)
[Bcontr] = [03><3] (3258)
[Ccontr] - [03><3] (3259)
N
[Dcontr] - - Z [Ivglﬁgzggl + IW%QSZQS]:] (3260)
=1
Vtrans,contr — 0 (3261)
N
Urot,contr = — Z [(USZ - IWsth;Yi)gsi + IWS,L' Q/}/gtz + (“gi + (IVSZ» - IVti )wswt + IWsi int)gg,-
=1

+ (@I, 6., Vids, + @]l Jow,s|  (3262)

3.1.6.4 Imbalanced VSCMG Back-Substitution

The EOMs representing a spacecraft with N imbalanced VSCMGs were derived in Refer-
ence [45] and are repeated here to show conformity between the EOMs and the generalized EOMs

provided in this dissertation. The first step is to rewrite the translational equation of motion in a
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convenient form. The original equation is,

N N
.. i 1 = . N
/N —[Ew+ — > [mGi 9¢.]7G., /c; — mw, dicbigs, + mwi@gti} i+ —— > [mw, ditby, |

SC i=1 SC 1
N ~
— ity — 2[@)d — @ll@le — —— 3" [ma4ilde It /o
Mse 5= '
+ mw, [(2d27291591 éﬂ/z ) - dl% Cezgt sz?’wm] :| (3'263)

This equation may be abbreviated as,

Pp/N — [Ew + i+ Q= ioy —2l@)d — Z k.  (3.264)
=1
where,
Uy, = ma,[9g)7c., /6, — mw,dictids, + mw,Lig, (3.265)
vy, = mw,d;ws, (3.266)
k,«i = mGZ% [égi]rch./B + mw, [(2(1@’}/2928(92 — 52712) QSZ. — dz’)/?cezgtz — dzgf’ﬁizl] (3.267)

The next step is to rewrite the rotational equation of motion in a convenient form. The original

equation is,
N

meclliny + e slo + Y [[l6,6,196, +ma[Fe., plldeIre., 6. + w196,
=1

N
+mw, [Fw., /] (€igy; — di<39z'ﬁsi)} B+ [[Iwi,wci]ﬁsi + mw, di[Fw,, /B]w:ai] €
1

.
Il

=Lp — [ISC,B],w - [‘:J] [ISC,B]W -

M=

{UGZ-,G%]'%Q& + [Wllle, 6., ¥ige, + ma,[@][Fe., /8lra, /5
1

+mailfa,, /pl9e)rG., o T Iwowe, [5G0 + Twow,, ] ww, s + (@) Tw,w., Jow,/s

+mw, [@][Fw,, /Bl /5 +mw [P, /8] [ (2diiQus0; — 657) Gs, — diricige, — s, ] }

This equation may be abbreviated as,

N N
mSC[&]’i;B/N + [ISC,B]L“J + Z uwl%, + vaiﬂz

=1 =1 (3.268)

= LB - [ISC,B]/w - [‘:J] [ISC,B]w - Z kwi
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where,

wy, = I, 695, +mai[Fe., 80 rc., 6 + Tw,w., 19,

+ mw, [Fw, /B](Ligt, — dicbigs,) (3.269)

Vo, = [Iw, w195, + mw, di[Fw,, s plws, (3.270)

ko, = GG, %igs, + [©)lc, 6., Jigs, + ma:[@[Fe., /8lrG, 5 + maeilfe,, /8l9]76, /a,
+ [Tw,we, [, + [Tw,we, [ ww, s + (@] [Tw, we, Jww, /s + mw, [@][Fw, /5l /5

+ mw, [chi/B] [(QdZ%QZSHQ — EZ’}/ZQ) gsi — dﬂfcﬁzgtz — szZQ’uAJQZ] (3.271)
Again, including the equations from Reference [45], the gimbal torque equation is:

PpiN + Gg, | [Iv.v., )+ mv. [Py, e )lPv, Bl | @+ dg, | a6, 196,

9s, [mvi [7v., /6]

+ [Tw, ., Gg, + [P (i, — dicbigs,) + [Q[9g,Irc., ja, | Hi + 8g. | Tw,w.,)@s, + [Pilditbs, |

= —g,, |1lQill9e]rG, 6, + [PI[ (2di%iSust; — €37) gs, — dir¥i chige, — di2a,]

+ a6,/ wa, v + @c 6., Jwg, /v + [Tw,w., 109G + [Tw,w., ] ww, n + (@] [Iw, we, Jow, /v
+ma,[Fa,, v, |G, v, +@Pra, v.,) + mw[Fw, v, ] @Iy, v

+@Prw,, v,) +mv v, el @@, + @y, p) | +ug,  (3.272)
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where,

v, v.,) = [La; v, | + [Tw;,v.. ] (3.273)
lcv.,) = e, c.) + mailFe., v ) [Fa, v, )T (3.274)
Iw, v.,] = [Iw, w., ] +mw, [":WCZ./VCZ.][FWCZ./V%]T (3.275)
[Pi] = mw,pc,[Fw., v.,] — ma.pwi [P, v, ] + mw, [Py, /)] (3.276)
[Qi] = me,pw[Tc,, v.. | — mw,pc, [Tw,, v..] + ma, [Py, jc)] (3.277)
[@]? = [@][@] (3.278)

Finally, the wheel torque equation is defined as:
[mw, diw3,] #p/n + {QST [Tw,we, ] + mw, digl [ws,] ['FW%/B]T} w
+ [J12,80; + Jis,c0; — mw, dilis0] §i + [Ji1, + mw,d; | Q
=—g. [[Iwi,wci]/wwi v+ @] [Tw, we, Jww, a + mw, difis,] [2[7:{/[/% /5w + (@] [‘N‘J]TWCZ-/B}]

+ (Jlgisei - Jlglcel)ﬂ’y — mwld?’yfcelsez + Us, (3279)

To begin the back-substitution method, first the gimbal torque equation is solved for %; in

terms of 7,y and wp/\ and Q

Y = al Fpn + bl b+, Qi +d,y, (3.280)

where,
a,, = e;ilmvi [FVCi/Gi]Qgi (3281)
by, =~ ([Ivi,vci]Tﬁgi —mv, [Py, /Bl[Tv,, /Gi]ggi> (3.282)

¢ = =3 (98 1hw,w. 19 + digh [P, (3.283)
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dy, = —¢3' gy, | 9ilQillge)re, s, + [Pl[ (2388 — £i47) Gs, — diicbigr, — i, ]
+ a,6.) wo v + [@lla, 6. Jwg v + [Tw,we, [5G + [Tw,w., ) ww, v + (@] [Tw, we, lww, /v
+ma,[Fa,, v, )@@, v, + @Pre, v,) + mwFw, v, @@y, v+ P v,)

+my,[Fy, o) 2@l s+ @y, p) | + e ug,  (3.284)

ey, = 0 |1c,.6., 19, + [Tw,w.,19g; + [Pi](t:gy, — dictigs,) + [Qillge, )76, /Gi] (3.285)

Next, the wheel torque equation is solved for €; in terms of 75 /N and wp/n and

Qi = ab, 7N + bh,wp/n + ca i + do, (3.286)
where
ag, = —eg mw, dibs, (3.287)
bo, = —eqg! (w7 Ge, = mw,dilFw, /5]li02.]s,) (3.288)
cQ, = —6(_21_1 (Jlgisei + Jlgicei - mwldz&sez) (3.289)
do, = —eg! [ﬁsj; [Tw,we,Vww, v + 90 1@ [Tw, w,, Jww, i + mw, digl (s, [2 ., 5] w
(3.290)

—i—[(:)] [‘ZJ]TWCi/B] + (Jl?)isai — J12iC9i)Q"')/ — mwldffyfcé?zsez + us,

eq;, = Ji1, + mw,d> (3.291)

Substituting Eq. (3.280) into Eq. (3.286)) decouples the gimbal and motor torque equations and

yields:

Qi :agi"xB/N + bgin/N + cq, [a%;’i;B/N + b%;w + C’YiQi + d%] + sz

T T T T
ag, + a0y, . bQi + CQib’)’z’ - do, + cq,dy,
=— TN+ w+

(3.292)
1 —cq,cy,

1- €0, Cy; 1- CQ; Cys

=p; Pp/N + G @+ si
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where,

py = Bt Cady, (3.209
1 —ca,cy
- boi +caiby (3.204)
' L —cq;cy; .
dgq, d.,
5; = da, + ca,dy (3.295)
1- €Q; Cy;

Similar to prior back-substitution methods, Eq. (3.280]) is substituted into the translational equation

of motion Eq. (3.264]).

N
’I”B/N—[é] Zum[a TB/N—’_b w+c%Q +d,y} L vaQz

=1 (3.296)

T

= fon — 2wl —

Substituting Eq. (3.292) and grouping like terms, and multiplying each side of the equation by mgc

results in:
N T T
vi+uici a’-+CQia’i ..
[T)’LSC ngg + Z (un a, r Tl’Y_)C( fczl Y. ) >] 5N
i—1 Q; Cv
v + up. e ) (b + co. bL
— meelé] + Z <u 4 Lo - ”’)Ci F— ”)>]w (3.297)
- i Vi
N
~ ~ v 7 +u iC 7 & zd 7 + d 7
= F — 2mg [@]c — mg.[@]*c — Z (kzri + U, dy, + ( - Tl 1)0522 g ¢ )>

The translational EOM is now decoupled from the other second order state variables. The rotational
EOM needs to be decoupled in a similar manner and is completed by substituting Eq. (3.280)) into

the rotational equation of motion Eq. (3.268)):

N N
[msc{é} + Z uwiail 75N + | Lse,B] + Z uwibg
i=1

N
w + Z (vle + uwic%)Qi
i=1 i=1

N

Z (kw; + uw,dy,)

i=1

(3.298)

= LB - [ISC,B],“J - ["‘N)] [IsC,B]w -
Mgc
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The final step is to substitute Eq. (3.292) into Eq. (3.298]) and group like terms. This yields:

N T T
lmsc CEDY (u of 4 ot vacr)(an, + co,a,) )
=1

1 —cq,cy, "B/N
N T T
Vy,; + Uy, Cy; ) (b, + cq,bs, )
+ [ Le,B] + Y | wa,b, + (s + thics,) (B, DA (3.299)
= : 1 —cq,cy,
N
- Vi, + U, Oy, ) (C,dy; + do,
= L (e p)'w — (@)l plo— Y (k:wi o, + - v)cé oy ))
i=1 i Vi

Now that the analytical back-substitution method has been performed on the EOMs, the

back-substitution matrices contributions can be defined. The contributions are:

N
[Acontr] = Z [uriazi + ('Un- + u,ﬂic%.) p;[] (3.300)
i=1
N
Beons] = > [uribﬂ + (Vpy + Uncy,)qF ] (3.301)
i=1
N
[Ceontr] = Z [uwiai + (ve; + uwic%)pﬂ (3.302)
i=1
N
[Deonsr] = Y [uwibi + (Vs + Ugyey, )l } (3.303)
i=1
N
Utrans,contr — — [kr, + urid'yi + (7-77‘1' + uric'yi)si} (3304)

I
—

i

Urot,contr — — E

=1

—

Rty + (v, + 2,03, 51 (3.305)

This development confirms that the model for both the balanced and imbalanced VSCMGs conform
to the standard EOM form introduced in this dissertation and a ready to be implemented model
into software simulation.

3.1.7 Fuel Slosh - Pendulum Based Model

3.1.7.1 Introduction

Fuel slosh is a complicated phenomenon that sometimes requires multiple models to bound

the dynamical behavior. The spring mass damper model introduced earlier is a good model when
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dealing with translational movement, but does not cover all of the dynamical behavior when per-
forming rotational maneuvers. In contrast, a spherical pendulum model does perform better with
rotational maneuvers. This section describes the EOM and back-substitution method for a spher-
ical pendulum model representing fuel slosh. This work was completed with collaborator Paolo

Cappuccio of La Sapienza University of Rome during July - September of 2017.

3.1.7.2 Problem Statement

The spacecraft model is composed by a rigid hub, a fuel tank and Np lumped masses sim-
ulating the propellant. Subscript j indicates the ji, propellant slosh mass, m;. Figure shows
reference frame and key point definitions used for this formulation.

n3

N

ny

Figure 3.9: Frame and variable definitions used for formulation

Four coordinate frames are defined for this formulation. The inertial reference frame is
indicated by N : {n1,7n2,n3}. The body fixed coordinate frame, B : {61, by, 133}, which is fixed
with respect to the hub and can be oriented in any direction. Point B indicates the origin of
the body fixed reference frame, which can be any point fixed with respect to the hub. The initial
pendulum frame, Py ; : {Po;,1,Po, 2, Po; 3}, is a frame with its origin located at the tank geometrical

center, T'. The Py ; frame is a fixed frame with respect to the body frame, oriented such that po; 1
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points to the propellant slosh mass in its initial position, P;. The constant distance from point T
to point P; is defined as [;, while with [; is indicated the vector from T to P ;.

The remaining key points to be defined are: point B, is the location of the center of mass
of the rigid hub and point P, ; is the instantaneous position of the propellant slosh mass m;. d is
vector from the center of the body reference system to the tank geometrical center.

Figure |3.10| provides further detail of the propellant slosh parameters and reference frames.
As seen in Figure[3.9] an individual slosh particle is free to move in every direction while connected
by rigid weightless rod to the geometrical center of the tank. A linear damper effect is considered
using a damping matrix, D. The variables, ¢; and ¥; are state variables and quantify the angular

displacement from initial position for the corresponding slosh mass.

Po;3

Poj2

Pc,j‘mj

Figure 3.10: Further detail of propellant slosh and reference frames

Using the variables and frames defined, the following section outlines the equations of motion

for the spacecraft.
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3.1.7.3 Equation of Motion

The translational EOM was found to fit the standard form seen in Section Pl and can be seen

in the following equation:

Tp/N — [€]

Z ml; [(sm ©;) cos(ﬁj)ﬁoﬁl — cos(p;) cos(ﬂj)ﬁojg)gbj
+ <cos(cpj) sin(ﬂj)ﬁ()ﬁl + sin(¢;) Sin(ﬁj)ﬁoﬁg + cos(ﬂj)ﬁ0j73> 79]} =To/N — Q[GJB/J\/]C'

= [wp/n]le

ij [( — cos(¢;) cos(V)Po,,1 — sin(p;) cos(ﬂj)ﬁoj,g)gb?

+ (= coslip;) cos(d;)bo, 1 — sin(p;) cos(d; o, 2 + sin(V;)fo, 3 ) V2

+ (2 sin(goj) Sin(ﬁj)ﬁoj’l -2 COS((pj) sin(ﬂj )ﬁo]ﬂ) (,0]79]:| (3306)

Similarly, the rotational EOM was developed and yields:

Np

Msel€lFpn + Tse.Blwpn — > myli[Fp, /5] [( sin(g;) cos(¥;)Po,,1 — cos(g;) COS(ﬁj)ﬁojg)@j
j=1

+ (cos(apj) Sin(ﬂj)ﬁon + sin(yp;) sin(ﬁj)ﬁoﬁg + cos(?; )Po;, )19 } Lp— [WB/NH c B]WB/N

— L plwsn — > mj{[@zs//v] [Pp.;/BI7P, ;5 T lilTP. /8] [( — cos(¢p;) cos(V;)Po, 1
j=1

— sin(p;) cos(9)Bo, 2 ) @3 + ( — cos(ip;) cos(9)Po,,1 — sin(i;) cos(d;)o, 2 + sin(d;)Po, 3 ) 93

+ (2sin(py) sin(9;)po, 1 — 2cos() sin(ﬁj)ﬁojg)(quéj] b (330m)

To help define the sloshing equation, I; from Figure is defined in Eq. (3.308]).

PO,] r T
cos(¢p;) cos(¥;)

li =1 sin(¢;) cos(1¥;) (3.308)

— sin(ﬁj)
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The body frame relative first and second time derivatives of I; also need to be defined and can be

seen in the following equations:

=1

Poj T . 1
—Pj SiIl(ng) COS(??j) - 193‘ COS(‘PJ') Sin(ﬁj)
;=1 pj cos(ip;) cos(¥;) — U sin(p;) sin(¥;)
—; cos(V;)

—;sin(ip;) cos(v;) — 15 cos(ip;) sin(¥;) — ¢2 cos(i;) cos(V;)

—19? cos(¢pj) cos(9;) + 29bj19j sin(¢p;) sin(d;)

5 cos(p;) cos(¥;) — U sin(p;) sin(¥;) — @2 sin(p;) cos(v;)

_19? sin(p;) cos(¥;) — 2gbj1§‘j cos(p;) sin(?;)

—d; cos(V;) + 193 sin(v;)

(3.309)

(3.310)

Using these definitions, the sloshing equations were found and can be seen in Eqgs (3.311])-

(3-312).

m;l3¢; cos®(9;) — mpg, 5[] ([15] + [d) s/ + mpo, 5[11# s/ n = —m;pg, 5[l [@pn] [@5/1]d

+ B4, 3 Ly + 2mil3 0 cos(9;) sin(9;) — m;pg, (1] [2 [@p/n Il + (@8] [‘:’B/J\/]lj} (3.311)

m;l30; — m;pg o[l ([15] + [d)épn + mypg. olli175/n = —m Py oll;][@s/n][@p/n1d

+ P oL — m;l3eF cos(9;) sin(d;) — m;pg. o[l5] [2 @s/n W + (@] [QB/N]IJ (3.312)
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3.1.7.4 Back-substitution Method

A step-by-step derivation of the back-substitution method is presented in the following sec-

tion. Starting from Eq. (3.311)), the ¢; is isolated on the left hand side of the equation

.. 1 . == . . = .. T T~ -
Q5 = rnjl?cx)s?(w{mjpg sl (4] + [d)wp/n — mjpgj,:s[lj]TB/N - mjpg;yg[lj][wsm] [©p/n]d

+ P, 3 L1 + 2m;l5 40 cos(95) sin(9;) — m;pg, (1] | 2(@pn 1L + [@p/] [‘:’B//\/]lj] } (3.313)

and is simplified to a simpler form:

. 1 LT T 7
$j = a2 cos2(0;) <mjpg- sG] ([L5] + [d) s — mypi, 5[l]ip N + %j) (3.314)

Further simplification yields a familiar form

Bj = al ipN +bL wp/n + (3.315)
using the following definitions:
Po 3lL;]
T
e PGV 3.316
G, lj2 cos2 (0]) ( )

r Do sllI([E] + [d))
¥i % cos?(¥;)

(3.317)

1

~T (717~ ~ AT
Cp; = mjljzcosg(ﬁ]){ — m;Po, sllj][@s/n]|@s/n]d + Do, 3Lt

+2m;l3;0 cos(9;) sin(d;) — mpg, 5[] [2[‘:}8/]\/][;' + [@5/n] [GJB/N]lj] } (3.318)
Following a similar process for Eq. (3.312))

05 = e {mgpo], L51([45) + [d)@p v — mibo, oll1F 58 — miby, o[l[@n/n (@8 n)d
J

+ Py oL — mjl3eF cos(9;) sin(d;) — mpg. oll; ]{ [@p/n Il + [@p/n] [JJB/N]IJ']} (3.319)

which results in a simpler form:

. 1 - _ _ . .
v = 2 ( m;bg. ol (1] + [d))&op/n — m;pg. o[l;]F 5N + aﬂj) (3.320)
J
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Modifying to the equation to be consistent with the standard form:

0j = ag iy + by, wpn + (3.321)
using the following definitions:
T f’ofz[lj]
ay, =~ (3.322)
J

by, = —~ 7 (3.323)

1 - .
Cy; = mjp{ m;Bo) ol15]1@5 x5 (@8 /1 + Po) o Lrj — myl3 55 cos(;) sin(d;)
J

s o) 2wty + Bt |} (3:20)

The next step of the back-substitution method is to decouple the translational EOM:

/N — [Elwp/

Z mjl; [( sin(ie;) cos(;)Bo,.1 — cos(py) cos(9,)Po, 2 (aT i

+ b wp/n + cp;) + (COS(%‘) sin(d;)Po, 1 + sin(p;) sin(J;)Po,,2 + COS(ﬁj)ﬁoj,g) (af, 75N
Np
8 -+ o,)| = g — 2omn1e — oy ]@sle - Z s (= costop) cost
— sin(yp;) cos(ﬁj)ﬁojvg) gb? + ( — cos(¢;) cos(¥)Po,,1 — sin(p;) cos(I;)Po, 2 + sin(ﬁj)ﬁoj73> 19?

+ (2 Sin(tp]’) Sin(’ﬂj)ﬁon -2 COS((pj) Sin(ﬁj )ﬁOj,Q) @]79]:| (3.325)
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Simplifying this result and combining like terms the final decoupled translational equation is:

{msc I3ys] — Zm] [(Sm ¢j) cos(V;)Po,,1 — cos(w;) cos(ﬁj)ﬁojyg)agj + (Cos(cpj) sin(d;)Po; 1
. . ~ N T .. N
+ sin(g;) Sln(ﬁj)Poj,Q + COS(ﬂj)Poj,:s)aﬁj] }TB/N + { — Mgc|C Z ml; [(Sln ©j) Cos(ﬂj)Poj,l

—cos(g;) cos(ﬂj)ﬁojg)bgj + <COS((pj) sin(d;)Po;,,1 +sin(p;) sin(d;)po; 2 + cos(ﬁj)ﬁojg) bgj} }wB/N
Np

= maetoyn — 2Mmee@p e — maeldpnl@pnle — Y myl; [( — cos(¢p;) cos(V;)Po; 1
j=1

— sin(ep;) cos(ﬂj)ﬁoj,g) gb? + ( — cos(p;) cos(ﬁj)ﬁoj,l — sin(yp;) cos(ﬁj)ﬁoj’g + sin(ﬁj)ﬁojg,) 19?
+ (2 sin(g;) sin(J;)Po;,1 — 2 cos(g;) Sin(ﬁj)ﬁojz)%ﬁj - <Sin(<Pj) cos(9;5)Po; 1
— cos(p;) cos(ﬂj)ﬁojg)c%. — <cos(cpj) sin(ﬂj)ﬁon + sin(p;) sin(ﬁj)f)oj,g + cos(ﬂj)ﬁ()wg) 079]}
(3.326)
The final step of the back-substitution method is to decoupled the rotational EOM. Following a
similar pattern to the translational EOM, the substitution results in:
Np
mclli g n + L slonn — > myl[Fe., /5] [( sin(;) cos(d;)po, 1
j=1
— cos(p;) COS(ﬁj)ﬁoj,z) (al,#p/n + b, wp/n + Cp,) + (COS(%‘) sin(d;)Po,,1 + sin(p;) sin(V;)Po; 2
+ cos(ﬂj)ﬁojjg) (agji*B/N + bgij/N + Cﬁj):| —

Np

L — @5 lse.slwsn = Weplomin = Y mi{[@snl e, )7,
7j=1

+1l7p, ;8] | ( — cos(y;) cos(¥;)Po; 1 — sin(ew;) cos(9;)Po, 2 )95 + ( — cos(i;) cos(9;)Po, 1
¢

— Sin(goj) COS(ﬁj)ﬁon + Sin(ﬂj)ﬁoj’g)’léjz + (2 Sin(ng) sin(ﬂj)ﬁon -2 COS((,OJ') Sin(ﬁj)ﬁoj’2>(,bj’l§j:| }

(3.327)
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Simplifying and combining like terms yields the desired decoupled rotational EOM:
{mecld = > milsle, /] [( sin(p;) cos(9)po, 1 — cos(ip;) cos(d;)o, 2 ) al,
. . . . ~ . T ..
+ (Cos(goj) sin(v;)Po;,,1 + sin(p;) sin(d;)po; 2 + cos(ﬂj)poj,3> aﬁj] }T’B/N + {[ISC’B]
P
= > myljlip,,/8] [( sin(p;) cos(V;)po, 1 — cos(e;) cos(d;)Po, 2 )b, + (cos(ipy) sin(d;)o, 1
+ sin(p5) sin(9;)Bo, 2 + coswnﬁoj,g)b%j] boown = L — (@] el — (e, slos
P
-> mj{[@zs//\/] [Fp.,/BITp, 5 T lilTE. /8] [( — cos(p;) cos(V;)Po,,1 — sin(p;) COS(ﬁj)ﬁOj,z) H
j=1
+ ( — cos(¢;) cos(¥)Po,,1 — sin(p;) cos(I;)Po, 2 + sin(ﬁj)ﬁ()wg) 19? + (2 sin(e;) sin(v;)Po, 1
— 2cos(p;) Siﬂ(ﬁj)ﬁojz)%iéj - (Siﬂ(soj) cos(¥;)Po,,1 — cos(g;) Cos(ﬂj)ﬁoj,g) Cy,

- (cos(goj) sin(dJ;)Po;,,1 + sin(p;) sin(d;)po; 2 + cos(ﬁj)ﬁojyg) ng] } (3.328)

The back-substitution analytical method steps have now been completed and the following

back-substitution matrices definitions are defined:

1= {3t s o = o os, )

+ ((cos(ipy) sin(9)Bo,,1 + sin(;) sin(9;)po, 2 + coswjmoj,g)agj] b(3:329)

8] = { — mafe ij (sintis) cos(0; ), — cos(os) cos(0) ), 2

+ (cos(¢j) sin(d;)po, 1 + sin(i2;) sin(9;)po, 2 + cos(ﬁj)poj,;;) bgj] } (3.330)

[C] = {msc ng [*p.;/B [(Sin(w)COS(ﬁj)ﬁoj,l - COS(Wj)COS(ﬁj)ﬁoj,z) al,

+ (cos(goj) sin(;)po;,1 + sin(p;) sin(J;)Po, 2 + cos(ﬁj)ﬁ0j73)a5j] } (3.331)
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Np
D) = { e8] = > mjlsle, /] {(Sin(%’) cos(d;)pu, 1 — cos(p;) cos(i;)po, 2 ),
j=1

+ (cos(goj) sin(v;)Po;,,1 + sin(p;) sin(d;)po; 2 + cos(ﬂj)ﬁojyg) bgj] } (3.332)

Utrans = msciﬂ.C’/N — 2msc [&B/N]c, — Msc [‘:’B/N] [&B/N]C
Np
- Z myl; [( — cos(¢;) cos()Po,,1 — sin(yp;) cos(ﬂj)ﬁojvg) gb? + ( — cos(¢;) cos(d;)Po, 1
j=1

— sin(p;) cos(V;)Po, 2 + sin(ﬂj)ﬁoj,;;) 79? + (2 sin(g;) sin(;)Po; 1
— 2cosl(gy)sin(i;)po, 2 ) 50 — ( sinliey) cos()p, 1 — eos(ip) cos(i; o, 2 ) e,

— <cos((pj) sin(d;)Po,,1 + sin(ip;) sin(;)Ppo; 2 + cos(ﬂj)ﬁojvg) 019]} (3.333)

Vot = Lp — [‘:JB/,/\/'] [ISC,B]WB/N - [Iéc,B]wB/./\/'

Np
=S mi{[@snllFe., mlrt,, 5+ lFp., /6] [( — cos(ip5) cos(9;)Bo, 1 — sin(ip;) cos(9;)B, 2 ) 2
j=1

+ (= cos(ipy) cos(d;)Bo, 1 — sin(p;) cos(d;)o, » + sin(9)Bo, )93 + (2sin(p;) sin(9;)Po, 1
— 2c0s(ip;) sin(9)Bo, 2 ) #5705 — (sin(ip5) cos(95)Po, 1 — cosli;) cos(9)Po, 2 ),
- (COS(%’) sin(d;)po, 1 + sin(p;) sin(d;)Ppo; 2 + COS(ﬂj)ﬁoj,?,) 619]-] } (3.334)
These equations conclude the necessary steps required for the fuel slosh spherical pendulum

model. These equations conform with the standard form of the EOMs and the back-substitution

method introduced in Section 2l
3.1.8 N-Connected Hinged Rigid-Bodies

3.1.8.1 Introduction

The last model included in the examples of fully-coupled spacecraft dynamics problems is
the extension of hinged rigid-bodies to N-Connected hinged rigid-bodies. This extension allows for

general number of interconnected panels to be connected to the spacecraft and retains the standard
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EOM form introduced in this dissertation. This work was completed with collaborator Iosto Fodde
of Delft University of Technology during August - December of 2017.

Figure shows a schematic of N-connected hinged rigid bodies and follows a similar
definition of the panels as seen in the dual-hinged rigid-bodies formulation and the single hinged

rigid-bodies formulation.

Figure 3.11: Frame and variable definitions for the system discussed here, where IV, = 2.

3.1.8.2 Equations of Motion

The translational equation has been developed and results in the following equation:

N, N,
M BN — Macl€wp/n + Y [Z(Q[Np — k] + 1)dmp'§k’3} 0i = Foxi — 2msc|@p e’
=1 b=

Np

— mael@p/n][@p/nle =Y [( > 9'k)2(2[N,, — i)+ 1)dmp3i1| (3.335)
i=1 k=1
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Similarly the rotational equation of motion can be seen in Eq. (3.336]) and fits the familiar form

throughout this dissertation.

Np Np Np Np
Meel@lip/ + [Tse,Blop/n + Y [Z Iy ,8k2+ ) [[fsk/B] + > Q[fsn/B]} mpdgm} 0i
=1 k=i k=1 n=k+1
Np
— @5/ se.Blwsn — e glwsv — Y (mp ©n/n][Fs,/B]TS, /5
i=1

+ <29> |:rS/B + Z ’I"S /B]mpdsu-l—fsw Zek wB/N]sﬂ) —l—LB (3336)
k=1

n=i+1 k=1
The N hinged rigid-body equation of motion is:

Np Np

[dmp ] 3 + Z 2dmp ?3} ’I"B/N + |:Isj 28?2 mpds [’l"s /B Z 2mpd5 [’l"s /B]i|w3//\/+
1=j+1 i=j+1
Np Np

Z [Isj’gH[j — Z] + mpd2.§}:3 Z(2§k73 + 4§k,3(Np — ]) — H[k: — j]4§k73(k2 — ])) - H[] - ’L']§j73] 91
=1 k=i

=K+ 2d§£3F€$t,j+1 - (Isj,l - ISj,s) Ws;3Wsj1 — mpd‘égjii [2[&B/N]ri$‘j/3 + [‘DB/./\/'] [&}B/N:Irs_j/B+

NP
> (4[‘:’3/N Irs, 5+ 21@s/n] (@55 ]Ts, /B)
i=j+1 |
(Z 0, ) (2851 + 481 (N, — §) — H[i — j]48i1(i — j) — (Z éi)ng,l)} (3.337)

n=1
where H x| is the Heaviside function. It has been verified that when Np = 1, Eq. (3.337)) matches

Eq. (3.56) and similarly for the dual-hinged rigid-body equations.

3.1.8.3 Back Substitution Method

The back substitution method is used to gain a simpler expression that combines the three

equations of motion. First, Eq. (3.337) is rearranged so that the second order state variables for
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the panel motions are isolated on the left hand side:

Np Np

3 [IS].,QHU — i)+ mpd®8T S (2845 + 4843(N, — ) — Hlk — j4343(k — 5)) — H[j — i]§j73] 4;
i=1 k=i
P Np
= — |:dmp§§:3 + Z 2dmp§§:3}i*B/N — {Isjgéfz — mpds s[7s,/B] — Z 2mpds 3[Ts, /B]}wlg//\/
i=j+1 1=j+1

+ K + ngngFext,j-‘rl - (ISj 1 ISj 3) WsjgWsjq — mpdégj?) [Q[QB/N]TAISJ'/B + [GJB/./\/'} [‘:JB/N]TSJ-/B

+ Z ( @p/nITs, B + 2@s N [@5 /8T, /B)
i=j+1

(ZG) (28i1 +48;1(Np —j) — H[i — jl48,1(i — j) (20) 331} (3.338)

Now, defining the elements of a matrix [A] as:
NP

aj; = Iy, 2 H[j —i]+mpd®s] 5 Z <2§k73—|—4,§k73(Np—j) —H[k—j]4§k73(k:—j)> —H[j—1i]3;3 (3.339)
k=i

And defining the row elements of a matrix [F] as:
Np
fin=—ldmpsls+ > 2dmys],] (3.340)
i=j+1
with a matrix [G] which has row elements defined as:

Np

gj1= —[Isj,2§§:2 — mpds 3[Ts, /B Z 2mpds 3[Ts, /B] (3.341)
1=7+1

Also by defining the vector v

Vi1 =K +2d8] 3 Foprji1 — (Is;, — Ls;5) s, 5ws;, — mpds] 5 {2[598//\/]""5- /6 T @s/n][@s/N]Ts; /B
NP

+ Z ( [©@s/nTs, /5 + 208 n][@5 N7, /B)
1=j+1

(Ze) (2851 + 481 (N, — §) — H[i — j]43:.1(i — 5) (Ze) §i1) } (3.342)
Equation (3.338)) can then be written in matrix form to utilize some linear algebra techniques.
61

[A] = [F]?uB/N + [G]wlg//\/ +v (3.343)
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Eq. (3.343)) can now be solved by inverting matrix [A]. Note the definition [E] = [A] ™.

i, |
— [B|[F)ign + [E)[Glogy + [Elv (3.344)

O,

And the subcomponents of [E] are defined as

E]=| : (3.345)

T

Since the modified Euler’s equation, Eq. (3.336)), has 6; terms, it is more convenient to use the
expression for 6; as

0; = e [Flig/n + ¢f [Glaop v + el v (3.346)

The next step in the back substitution method is to analytically substitute Eq. (3.346)) into the

translational and rotational EOMs. Performing this substitution for translation yields:

Np  Np

maci i — Ml + Y | 32Ny — ] + Ddmpysle] [Flisn + ] (Gl + el 0]
i=1 k=i
No L2
= Fu — 2mycl@p/nle’ — mclagnll@snle — Y [( 9k) 2N, — i] + 1)dmp§i,1} (3.347)
i=1 k=1

Combining like terms yields:
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{mse Isys] + Z [Z — k| + 1)dmp§k,3} e;[F]}FB/N
i=1

=1

+ { — mgelé] + z,,: [Z — k] + 1)dmp§k,3} ezT[G]}wB/N

=1 k=i

= Foy — 2mSC[wB/N]c — msc[wB/N] [WB/N c— Z [(ZGk) N, —i] + l)dmpéi,l}
=1

- Zp [Z — k] + 1)dmp'§kz,3€ZT’U} (3.348)
=1

=1

Substitution into the rotational equation of motion:

Np Np
Meel€lFpn + [Tse.Bl0B/N + D [Z Ls28k2 + [[fsk/B]
i=1 k=1

+ Z [7s,,/8] }mpdsk s)lef [Flitp/y +€¢T[G]wB/N+€iTU]} = —[@p/n]Lse,Blws/n — Ui plws/n
n=k+1

Ny i
—Z<mp[ws/m[fsi/31rgi/3+(2 ) [t7ss] + Z [7s,/5]| mpdsis
=1 k=1 n=i+1

+ I ( Z ) [‘:’B/J\/]gi,2> +Lp (3.349)
k=1

Combining like terms yields:

P NP
{msc + Z [Z sr2Sk2 T [[fsk/B] + > 2[fsn/3]}mpd§k,3)€?[F]} }*B/N

=3 n=k+1
Np : Np
{ sc,B +Z[Z Loy 28k,2 + {[fsk/B]Jr > 2[fsn/3]}mpd§k,3)6?[G]}}wsw
i=1 =1 n=k+1
No P2
1@/ el — (e plwsyn =3 <m @y nlrs, s+ (22 0) |[Foys
=1 k=
Nyp i ) Np Nyp '
+ 3 2, /B]}mpdéi,l +Isiy2(29k)[&3//\f].§i,2> +Lp-Y [Z(Ismgm
n=1+1 k=1 =1 k=3

|:rSk/B + Z ’I‘S /B:|mpd8k3)€ } (3350)
n=k+1

Now, the analytical steps have been completed for the back-substitution method and the ma-

trices contributions for the N-Connected hinged rigid-bodies can be seen in the following equations:
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N, N,
[Acontr] = Z [Z(Q{Np - k] + 1)dmp§k73} GZT[F] (3351)
i=1 k=i
Np  Np
[Beonta] = 3 | D_(2AN, = K] + Ddmysy s ef (6] (3.352)
i=1 k=i
Np i Ny, Np
Utrans,contr = _Z [<29k> (Q[Np_l]‘f‘l)dmpgl,l} —Z [Z(?[Np—k]—i—l)dmpék,ge;v (3353)
=kl =1 k=i
Ny Np Np
Coonts] = > [ S Lo+ [[Fsyml + Y 20, 5| mpdses)| el [F] (3.354)
i=1 k=i n=k+1
N, Np Np
[Deonte] = [ (Ioy »8k2 + [[fsk S 2, /B]} mpdgk,g)] Bl (3.355)
i=1 k=i n=k+1
i L2 N
['Urot,contr] = - (mp[‘:)B/N] [fSi/B]Ti%/B + (ZQ) [[fSL/B] + Z 2[7;5”/3]} mpdém
=1 k=1 n=i+1
i Ny Np ]\Z
+ 15132( Hk) [&B/N]§i72) - Z [Z(Isk,zgkﬂ + [['FS,C/B] + Z 2[7:5«”/3]:| mpd§k’3>} 6?@
k=1 =1 k=i n=k+1

(3.356)

These equations conclude the necessary steps for the N-Connected hinged rigid-body model and
confirms that the model agrees with the standardized EOM form and the back-substitution method
introduced in this dissertation.

It should be noted here before the section pertaining to Kane’s method development that
the derivation of equations of motion for N-Hinged rigid-bodies was actually completed solely using
Kane’s Method. This gives further validation of the systematic approach to developing the EOMs

using both Newtonian/Eulerian mechanics and Kane’s method.

3.2 Kane’s Method Derivation Comparisons

In Section it is explained that the final form of the equations of motion can depend

on the method used to derive the EOMs. The equations of motion solutions provided in the prior
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sections used Newtonian and Eulerian mechanics to derive solutions. This section is provided to
show that Kane’s method [2] can be used to derive the EOMs and still arrive at the introduced
standardized EOM form. This is an important result because Kane’s method is a very powerful

method in developing dynamics solutions particularly involving multi-body applications. [2].

3.2.1 Hinged Rigid-Bodies

The first step in Kane’s Method is to define the state variables and their respective chosen
generalized speeds. A powerful attribute of Kane’s method is the generalized speeds do not have to
be the direct time derivative of the generalized coordinates [I§]. For hinged rigid-bodies the states

and generalized speeds are defined in the following equation:

TB/N TB/N
OB/N wWB/N

X=| ¢ | u=|4 (3.357)
| O | | Ons |

Next, the velocities of the center of mass of all of the bodies and the angular velocities of the rigid

bodies need to be defined and can be seen in the following equations:

TB.N = TB/N +WB/N X TB./B = TB/N — [TB./Blws/N (3.358)

To/N =Tp/N +¢€ (3.359)

TN = TB/N + T, )5 +WB/N X Ts, /8 = TN + difi8i3 — [Fs,/Blwpn (3.360)
Ws/N = wWg/N T 91§i,2 (3.361)

Next, the following partial velocity table is created:
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Table 3.1: Partial velocity table for hinged rigid-bodies

r vBe wB v W
1-3 [I3x3] [0353] [I3x3] [0353]
4-6 | —[rp./B] | [Isx3] | —[Fs,/B] | [I3x3]

7—Ng [031] [031] d;8;3 8i2

Using these partial velocity definitions, the follow sections will step through the formulation

for the translational EOM development using Kane’s Method.

3.2.1.1 Rigid Spacecraft Hub Translational Motion

The definition of a generalized force is [2]:

N
F,=) o F (3.362)

Using this definition the external force applied on the spacecraft for the translational equations is
defined as:

Fi_g = [vf 3]" Foxt = Fex (3.363)

Using the definition of generalized inertia forces [2],

N
Fr=Y" [w,TT* + v,,T(—mrar)] (3.364)
T

the inertia forces for the hub translational motion are defined as

Ng Ng
Fl*—g = [vf_cg]T(—mhubec/N)—I—Z[Ulsig]T(—mspi’i’;Si/N) = _mhub"ch/N‘l'Z _mspi"xS,-/N (3.365)

K3 K3

Finally, Kane’s equation is defined as

F.+F'=0;, r=1,2,..N (3.366)
therefore,
Np
Fext — mhub’i;Bc/N + Z _mspi'i';si/N =0 (3367)

7
Expanding and rearranging results in
Ns
Myub(F5/N + TB./B) + Z Msp, (FB/N + T5,/B) = Fext (3.368)

7
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Plugging in definitions, combining like terms and rearranging yields the final equation:
N
msch/N msc[ ]“JB//\/' + Z Msp, d;8; 39 Foxt — 2msc[w8//\/']

7
Ns

— mel@p/n][@p/nle = Y mep,diff 81 (3.369)

i
Equation ([3.369) is identical to Eq. (3.15) found using Newtonian mechanics, which confidence in
both the solution to the dynamics problem and the applicability of the generalized EOM form.

3.2.1.2 Rigid Spacecraft Hub Rotational Motion

To begin the rotational dynamics formulation, the torque acting on the spacecraft, L needs

to be defined as a general active force. This definition can be seen in the following equation:
Fy ¢=[wh (JTLp = Lp (3.370)

To define the generalized inertia forces, the definition of T™ needs to be defined for a rigid-
body [18]:

T = —[I]w — [@][L]w (3.371)

Using this definition, the generalized inertia forces for the rotational dynamics equation is

Ng
* * c ot Si - *
Fi ¢= [U-’f—dTThub + [0576]T(_therc/N) + Z <[v46]T(_mSpir5i/N) [wy’ G]TTsp >
i

— [, Blws/n — [@8/x] [ Ihub,Blws/n — Muub[TB, /BT BN
+ Z < Msp, TS /B]"'S /N — [ISpi,Si]"bSi/N - [&Si//\r][lsppsi]wsi//\f) (3.372)

Using Kane’s equation, the following equation of motion for the rotational dynamics is de-

fined:

Lp — [Iwb,Blws/n — [@8/a]Thub, Blws/nr — Muun [TB,/Bl7 B, /N

+ Z ( Misp, [Fs, /BT s, /N — [Lsp,,5:]Ws,) 5 [wsi/NHIspi,si]wsi/N) =0 (3.373)
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Since the hinged rigid-body formulation has been developed in detail earlier in the dissertation, the
intermediate steps are chosen to not be included. Expanding and combining like terms yields the
following final rotational EOM:

Ns
mscl€¥ /N + [Lse, Blwp/n + Z |:Isl'72 8i2 + mygp,d; [fsi/3]§i,3} 0; = —[@0p/n]llse,Blws A

Ng
— [ Blws/n — Z (mspl- (©@s/n)[Fs, /BT, /5 + Mesp,dib} [T, /518i1

+IS¢,29i[&B/N]§i,2> +Lp (3.374)

This final equation is the same equation developed for hinged rigid-bodies using Newtonian/Eulerian

mechanics. The last EOM to check is the flexing equation of motion.

3.2.1.3 Flexing Equation of Motion

Following the similar pattern for translational and rotational equations, the generalized active

forces are defined:
F7 = wf’ . (_ki9i§i2 — Ciéié\ig) = §i,2 . (_kieigi,2 — Ciéiéig) = —k:l-«% — 0191 (3.375)
The generalized inertia forces are defined as:

Fr = wfi.T;;i—i-’vfi.(—mspi’i*si/N) = wa _[Ispiysi]wsi//\/_[&Si/N][ISpivSi]wsi/N} —i—vfi.(—mspi’i“'gi/N)
(3.376)

Using Kane’s equation the following EOM is defined:
—kifli — cib; + 82 - [ — [Lop, s:ws, v — [Qsi/N][fspi,Si]WSi/N} +didi3 - (—msp,Ts,n) =0 (3.377)

Omitting some analytical steps to the final solution:

Msp, di8] 37 p/N + [Isi,zgz — map,di8} 3 [fsi/B]] wg/N + {fslv,z + mgp, d; } b;

= —kib; — Clel + (ISi,:s - Isi,1) Ws; 3Ws; 1 — mSpidiég:S[&B/N] [GJB/N]TSi/B =0 (3'378)
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This equation concludes the Kane’s Method derivation of hinged rigid-bodies and confirms
that both Newtonian/Eulerian mechanics and Kane’s Method can be used to derive the EOMs and
still arrive at the standardized EOM form. This a promising result because Kane’s Method is a

powerful tool in developing EOMs for multi-body dynamics.

3.2.2 Fuel Slosh - Lumped Mass Spring Mass Damper Model

This section re-derives the EOMs for the spring mass damper based fuel slosh model that was
derived earlier using Newtonian/Eulerian mechanics. Starting with the definition of the generalized

coordinates and their respective generalized speeds are:

TB/N TB/N
OB/N WB/N

a=1| o | u=| (3.379)
L pNP . L pNP J

The necessary velocities and angular velocities needed to be defined can be seen in the following

equations:
TB/N =TB/N (3.380)
To/N =Tp/N T € (3.381)
Tp. ;N =TB/N T 7'3@/19 +wp/n X Tp, /B =TB/N + piPj — [Fr./Blws/n (3.382)

Now the following partial velocity table used heavily in Kane’s Method is created and can be
seen in Table 3.2
Using these partial velocity definitions, the follow sections will step through the formulation

for the translational, rotational and slosh EOMs developed using Kane’s method.
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Table 3.2: Partial velocity table for fuel slosh

r vB wB vl
I —3 | [I3xs] | [O3x3] [I33]
4—6 | [0sx3] | [I3x3] | —[7p.,/B]
7—Np | [03x1] | [O3x1] D;

3.2.2.1 Rigid Spacecraft Hub Translational Motion

Using the definition of the external force applied on the spacecraft for the translational

equation, the general active force is:
Fi_3 = [vf 4]" Foxt = Fext (3.383)

Using the definition of the generalized inertia forces, the inertia forces for the hub translational

motion are can be seen in the following equation.

Np Np
Fy g = [v 3]  (—muwfp/y) + > _[0125]" (=myitp,  n) = —muaipn + > —myip, iy (3.384)
J J

Finally, using Kane’s equation, the initial form of the EOM is:

Np
Fet — muanfp/n + Y —mjitp, v =0 (3.385)
J
Expanding and rearranging results in
Np
MubFp/N + Y my(FpN + 75, /5) = Fext (3.386)

j
Plugging Eq. (3.87) into Eq. (3.407)) results in

Np

mhub'i;B/N + ij ['FB/N + pipj + ZwB/N X T/PC’J_/B —i—dJB/N XTp, /B
J

+ wB/N X (UJB//\/’ X rPc,j/B) = Fext (3387)

Combining like terms and rearranging yields

Np
MseB/N — Msc[€lwp/n + ijﬁjﬁj = Foxt — 2msc [‘:’B/N’]CI — mse[@p/n][wn)nle (3.388)
j=1

which is identical to Eq. (3.82)) found using Newtonian mechanics.



118

3.2.2.2 Rigid Spacecraft Hub Rotational Motion
The general active forces acting on the spacecraft for the rotational equations is defined as:
Fyo=wig Lp=Lp (3.389)

Similar to the hinged rigid-body development the generalized inertia forces for the rotational equa-

tions in the fuel slosh model is:

Np

T * -
Fjo=w;q'T +§ [w3°6]" (=m;¥p, ;/N)
j
Np

— [T, Blés/n = (@80 [T, Blws/n + Y =[Fp, /8" (—myip, v)  (3:390)
J
Using Kane’s equation, the form of the rotational dynamics equation is defined in the following
equation:
Np
L — [T, 8)@s/x — [@p/x v, 8lws/n + Y —[Fp, /8l (myip,  n) =0 (3.391)
J

Plugging in definitions and combining like terms results in the same equation seen in Eq. (3.95))

found using Newtonian mechanics.

Np
msc[é]li';B/N + [ISC,B}U.‘JB/N + ij [FPc,j/B]ﬁjﬁj =
j=
Np
— [@5xLse,Blwnn — Lo slwsin = > mjl@s/n][Fr,, /BT, 5+ Le (3.392)
j=1

3.2.2.3 Fuel Slosh Motion

Following the similar pattern for translational and rotational equations the generalized active

forces are defined for fuel slosh motion equation:

Fr = v - (~kpjP; — cip;j) = —kpj — cp (3.393)

The generalized inertia forces are defined as:

Fy = vl (—myip,n) = D] (—m;Fp, N) (3.394)



119

Using Kane’s equation the following equations of motion are defined:

— kpj — cp— m;p; [fB/N + PjPj + 2wp/N X Tp, g+ WB/N X TP, /B
+UJB/N X (QJB/N X rPc,j/B) =0 (3395)

Rearranging and combining like terms results in:

miB;! N —miB;" [Fp. ; Blos/n +mp;
= —kjpj — ¢;pj — 2m;p;" [@p e, 5 — mP; " [@sn[@s/NTE, /B (3:396)
which is identical to Eq. (3.100]). This result finalizes the agreement between the Newtonian /Eulerian

mechanics development and the Kane’s method derivation for the fuel slosh model.

3.2.3 Dual-Hinged Rigid-Bodies

Another model chosen to derive the EOMs using Kane’s method is the dual-hinged rigid-
body model. Similar to the first derivations, the derivation begins defining the state variables and
generalized speeds. The choice of state variables and their respective chosen generalized speeds for

the dual-hinged rigid body model are:

-TB/N- -f'B/N-
OB/N wWB/N
01,1 011
X = 012 u = 9'1’2 (3.397)
Ong 1 Ong1
| Ong.2 | _9NS,2_

The necessary velocities and angular velocities needed to be defined can be seen in the following
equations:

TB./N =TB/N +WB/N X TB. /B =TB/N — [TB./Blws/N (3.398)
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TS,0/B=TB/N T T /5 +WB/N XTs, /B ="TB/N T dirbi18i13 — [Fs, . /Blws/n (3.399)

. . /
TSeia/B = TB/N T T3, /B T WB/N XTS, »/B

=7Tg/N + li10i13i1,3 + diz (01 + 012) 3in3 — (7S, 0/Blwn/n (3.400)

Ws; /N = WB/N T 0i18i1.2 (3.401)
WS,y /N = WB/N T (9i1 + éi2)§i2,2 (3.402)
To/N = TB/N T € (3.403)

Now the following partial velocity table can be created using the velocities defined. This

table can be seen in Table [3.3]

Table 3.3: Partial velocity table for dual-hinged rigid-bodies

, ’UTBC wf ,Ufc,il w;s“ Ufa,n wf&
1-3 [I3x3] O3x3] [I3x3] [033] [I3x3] [03 3]
4—6 | —[fp.sB] | Isxs] | =[Ps.../B] | [L3x3] —[7s. /B8] [3x3]

7 [031] 03x1] di1841,3 8512 | ln8in3+dindinz | Si22

3 [031] O3x1] [031] [031] diz3i23 Si2,2

Using these partial velocity definitions, the follow sections will step through the formulation

for the translational, rotational and flexing EOMs developed using Kane’s method.

3.2.3.1 Rigid Spacecraft Hub Translational Motion

The translational generalized active force can be seen in the following equation:

Fi_3 = [vf 4]" Foxt = Fext (3.404)
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Similarly, the inertia forces for the hub translational motion are defined as

Ng
* B. 1T .. Sec,i1 T .. Se,i21T ..
Fi_3 = [v7%] (_therc/N)—i_Z([’vlfSl] (—=msp,, s, 0 /v) + [0775] (—mspizf'sc,m/ND
7

Ng
= —mhub'isBc/N + Z ( - msp“’i*gc’“/N — mspiQIi;Sc,iQ/N) (3.405)
%

Using Kane’s equation the initial form of the translational EOM is

Ns
Fext — myun¥p, /N + Z ( — Mgp, Ts, ;1 /N = Msp, TS, 10 /N) =0 (3.406)
7

Expanding and rearranging results in
Ng
Muub(FB/N + TB./B) + Z [’mspi1 (PB/N + Ts,,1/B) + Msp, (Fp/N + 7';5671-2/3)} =F.  (3.407)
i

Plugging Eq. (3.167) into Eq. (3.407)) results in
Ng
Mhub? B/N + Mhub [GJB/N X Tp./B +wi/N X (WA X TBC/B)} + Z <mspi1 ['i".B/N +75../8
i

+ 2WB/N‘ X T*,Sc,il/B + wB/N XTS,.1/B + WB/N X (wB/N X rSc,il/B):| + Msp,q [’FB/N

+ rgc,iZ/B + 2(")B/N X Tnlgc,m/B + wB/N X TS, 2/B + Wp/N X (wB/J\/' X TSW-Q/B):|> = Foxt (3-408)

Combining like terms results in:

Ng
Mt /N — Mscldwp/n + Y (mspil [di1§i1,39i1 +dn 63 §i1,1}

)

+ Mgp,, [(li1§i1,3 + dindi2,3)0i1 + dinin30io + 1167 8i1,1 + dia (01 + éi2)2§i2,l}>
= Lext — 2msc[&8//\f]c/ - msc[‘:)[)’/,/\/] [(:JB/N]C (3409)

Rearranging and putting in final form:

Ng
MscTB/N — Msc[€lwp/n + E < [mspildilgil,S +msp, li18i1,3 + mspiQdi2§i2,3} Oi1 + msp., di2§i2,3‘9i2>
i

= Foxi — 2mie[@p/n]€ — msc|@p/n][@p/n]c
NS . . . . 2
- Z (mspildi19@'21§il,l + Mp,, | (L1071 81,1 + din (051 + 0i2) §i2,l}> (3.410)

7

which is identical to Eq. (3.160]) found using Newtonian mechanics.
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3.2.3.2 Rigid Spacecraft Hub Rotational Motion

The torque acting on the spacecraft, L g needs to be defined as a general active force. Using

Eq. (3.362), active forces acting on the spacecraft for the rotational equations can be defined as:
F4 6 — [w4 6] LB = LB (3.411)

The generalized inertia forces for the rotational motion equation for dual-hinged rigid-bodies can

be seen in Eq. (3.412)).

* B T Bc. 1T c,il1T . T
Fy ¢ = [wi_g] T, + (v %] (=MnubT B, /N )+ Z <'U4 61] (_mspilrsc,il/N) + [‘*’4 6] Tszﬂ
Se.i .. % . ~
+ [0y ) (e s, ) + Wi ) T, 1) = — [T, Blws/n — [@8/x ][ Thub, Blws /A
Ng
— Mhub [ch/B]’FBc/N + Z <_ Msp,, [FSC,M/B]’FSE,M/N - [ISP,-LSC,U]“.JSH/N [an/NH szl,Sc,il]wSu/N

i

— Msp, [T5, 10/BITS. 10/N = Lspig,Se ol @S0 /N — (@810 /A | [Lspy.5e. zz]WSzg/N) (3.412)

Using Kane’s equation, Eq. (3.366)), the following equations of motion for the rotational

dynamics are defined:

Lp — [Ihu, B]U'-’B/N — [@p/aTnub, Blws /A — Mhab [T B, /BT B, /N
+ Z < Msp,, TSC zl/B]TSc /N — [Ispz‘hs'c,ﬂ]wsﬂ//\f [wszl/NH SPi1,25c 11]"‘)511/N
- mspiQ I:fSCJQ/B:I'i/;SC’iQ/N - [Ispiz,sc,iQ]wSiz/N [wszz//\f” Sp,z,sc zz]w&g//\/') = O (3413)

Some analytical development is omitted since a thorough derivation has already been included

for dual-hinged rigid bodies. Expanding, simplifying, and moving the second order state derivatives
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to the left hand side:
Ng
msc[€]Fp/N + [Lse,Blwp/n + Z <|:Isi172 8i1,2 + Msp, dit[Fs, ; /Bl8i1,3 + Is;y 5 82,2

(2

+Msp, [Ts, /8] (li1 §i1,3+di2§i2,3)} Oi1+ s,y 5 82,2+ Msp,, dio [fsc,z-z/B]@m,?)éiz) = —[Op/n ]l se,Blwn A

Ng
— L plwsin = (mspildﬂ@% 75, /88011 + Ls,y 0001 (@5 5]801 2 + Msp, [On/0)[Ts. 1 /B]TS, 1 /8

KA
- .2 “ . . 2 ~ . . - ~
+ Msp,, TS, 1/B] [lileﬂsil,l + diz (61 + 0i2) 31’2,1} + Isy o (031 + 0i2) [wp/ar]8i2,2

+ mspm [JJB/N] [fSCviz/B]rlscyig/B> + LB (3414)

which is the same solution as the one which used Newtonian/Eulerian mechanics.

3.2.3.3 Panel 1 Flexing Equation

Following the similar pattern for translational and rotational equations the generalized active

forces are defined for the first interconnected panel:

Si1

Fr = w7 - {(—kﬂ@u — ¢i10i1)3i12 + (kinbia + cinbin)3in + Text“,H“} +vffi. Fy ) (3.415)

Expanding the terms in the generalized active forces for panel 1 results in:

Fr =312 [(—kﬂ@il —ci101)8i1.9+ (kiobio + cinbio)Bin o +Text¢1,H¢1} +1i18i13- |:Fexti2 _mspig'ﬁscyig/N]
(3.416)

Further simplification yields:
Fr = —ki0i1 — 0 +kiobio +cinbin+ 812 Toxtay 1 +1i18i1,3 Foxtiy — Mispinlin 81,3 P, /N (3.417)
The generalized inertia forces are defined as:

* _ .Si * Se,it ..
F7 = w7z . Tspil + vy . (—mspil’l“sc’“/N)

= '§i172 i [Ispilysc,il]QSil/N - [G)SA/N] [ISPi175'c,z‘1]w3i1/N + di1§i113 ’ (_mSPﬂ'FSc,ﬂ/N) (3‘418)
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Using Kane’s equation the first form of the EOM is defined as:

— kinbhin — cin0n + kigbio + cio0ia + 8i1.2 - Textyy 1y + li18i1,3 - Fextyy, — Mupyplin8in3 - T's, 1y /N
+3i12 - [_ Uspiy,Sei|wsi v — (@50 /8 Hspyy S, |Wsi 3| — Misp din8in 3 - Fs, v = 0 (3.419)

Omitting some analytical development, the equation further simplifies to:

aT N T 2T (= 2T 1= :
[mSpildilsil,3+m3pi2 li13i1,3} TB/NT [1811,2si1,2_m8pi1 dix 3i1,3[TSC,U/B]—mspiglilsu,s[TSC,Z-Q/B]] WB/IN
+ Iy, , + a4 + 12+ lidin8h 38405 |0i1 + lindin8Y, 3840360
51,2 msp“ i1 Mepiatil Mspiolil 1231173312,3 7l Mspiolil 12311,3312,3 72
) ) aT AT
= —(Is; — Isy 5 )Wsip 5Wsin 1 — kin0in — cinbin + kiabia + cinblio + 81 oTexty 1y + li18i1 3Fextss
T 1~ ~ aT ~ / ~ ~
— Msp,, din1 3@/ N ll@B/NITs. 1 /B = Mispinlin 813 [2 [ws/NITs, oy T [@B/N][@B/N TS, 0B

+ dia (01 + 9i2)2§i2,1} (3.420)

This equation is the same equation found using Newtonian/Eulerian mechanics.

3.2.34 Panel 2 Flexing Equation

The generalized active forces are defined for the second interconnected panel in the following
equation:
Fy = w;?” . [(_ki29i2 — cio0i2)Bi92 + Toxty, Hin (3.421)
Simplifying this result yields:
Fs = 3i29 - |(—kiabia — cinliz)Bina + Textig,Hig] = —kiobia — ciobia + 8i22 - Textin.Hin (3.422)

The generalized inertia forces are defined as:

* _ Sia * Se,i2 .
FS =wg - Tspig + vy ) (_mspi2rsc,i2/N)

= ‘§i272 i [ISPig,Sc,m]wSiz/N - ["DSiZ/N] [Ispmsc,m]wsiz//\f + di2§i273 : (_mspiz’i;sc,m/N) (3'423)

Using Kane’s equation the first form of the EOM can be seen in the following equation:

— kiolia — ciolio + 8122 * Textip Hip T 8122 | — [Lspyy.5ei2)Wsi /N — [@515/N] [Ispm,sc,ig]wsiz/fv]

_ mspigdﬁgg,?)'ﬁsc’ig/N =0 (3.424)
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Expanding and simplifying results in the final form of the equation:
d:08L . |7 I...8L . _ do8L [T ; T d2
Mesp,, 4i25;2 3 TB/N+ si2,28i22 = Msp,, 22312,3[7150,1-2/B] "‘JB/N"' 8i2,2 +mspi2 12
=+ mspi2li1di2§£,3§i1,3] 911 + |:I8i2’2 + mspi2d?2:| 912 = —([51271 - [5i2,3)w5i2,3w5i2,1 - kigeig — Cigéig
+ 8022 * Textyn Hiy — Mip,,dinlo 3 [ﬂ%//x/]ﬂgmz /5 + @B @B/NITs, o5 + L5811 | (3.425)
This concludes the necessary Kane’s Method development that confirms the arrival at the same

equations previously found using Newtonian/Eulerian mechanics.



Chapter 4

Modular Software Architecture for Spacecraft Dynamics Simulations

The final research goal of this proposed research is to design a software architecture that will
utilize the common structure of the generalized EOM form and the modularization of the coupled
EOMs from the back-substitution method. As mentioned before, multi-body dynamics simulations
can result in disorganized and massive software implementations or a complex interrelation between
the effectors and a system mass matrix. The proposed design alleviates this complicated interaction
while retaining the fully-coupled nature of the problem. Additionally the proposed research will
develop a modular architecture for multi-rigidly connected spacecraft that allows for deployment

and docking of the spacecraft.

4.1 Single Spacecraft Architecture

Figure shows the Unified Modeling Language (UML) class diagram for object oriented
computer programming languages proposed in this dissertation. This is the design that allows
complex fully-coupled dynamics to be implemented in software while retaining a modular archi-
tecture. Additionally, it aims to solve the issues of testability, maintainability, and scalability that
fully-coupled dynamics problems pose.

The dynamicObject seen in Figure4.1)is a parent class or abstract class that defines the base
functionality of the object that will control the calculation of the system EOMs and essentially solve
for the well-known state derivative vector X = f(X,t). However, the term state vector is used

loosely here because the stateManager organizes, stores, and controls all states of the system.
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stateManager
+ register()
+ getStates(stateName)

stateEffector _ + getStateDeriv(stateName)
+ updateEffectorMassProperties() dynamicEffector + setStates(stateName)
N ggiasjg%'g:i'e::ifg SS(()) + computeBodyForceTorque() | | | setStateDeriv(stateName)
+ updateEnerMomContributions() 4k
| gravity | '
- integrator
| + integrate()
thrusters
| SRP dynamicObject ﬁk
_ + equationsOfMotion()
reactionWheels | | + integrateState()
+ computeEnergyMom()
| fuelSloshLinear — , Z%
| spacecraftPlus |

[ hingedRigidBody |—1— fuelSloshPendulum |

| hubEffector ———{ dualHingedRigidBody |

Figure 4.1: UML Diagram for Modular Architecture.

The dynamicObject is an abstract or parent class because this would allow for different types
of systems to be implemented in the future which are not necessarily using the proposed back-
substitution method in this dissertation. Therefore, the spacecraftPlus is an instantiation of the
dynamicObject and is the class that is implementing the back-substitution method.

In the generalized EOMs introduced earlier in this dissertation, the term “effectors” is used
to define objects that are attached to the spacecraft and have dynamic states that need to be
integrated. Some examples are: reaction wheels, flexing solar arrays, fuel slosh, etc. In this modular
software architecture, those effectors are called stateEffectors and are illustrated in Figure [4.1

In contrast, dynamicEffectors are phenomena that result in an external forces or torques being
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applied to the spacecraft. Examples of these include: gravity, thrusters, SRP, etc.

The stateEffector abstract or parent class is the class that defines the necessary methods
(and variables) needed for each effector to provide contributions to the spacecrafts mass properties
(msc, [Ise,B]s ¢, etc.) using the method updateEffectorMassProperties and contributions to the
back substitution matrices ([A], [B]...UTvans, €tc.) using the method updateContributions. Each
effector needs to be able to compute their derivatives using the method computeDerivatives. Fi-
nally, the method computeEnerMomContributions is the method that enables effectors add their
contributions to the energy and momentum of the system for verification purposes. Additionally, it
should be noted that in Figure it shows that both stateEffectors and dynamicEffectors
are aggregated in spacecraftPlus. This allows for the modularity of the dynamics because
spacecraftPlus does not know the type of effectors attached to it, but rather has an array of
stateEffectors or dynamicEffectors which makes it general.

Another important aspect of the software architecture is the hubEffector instantiation of
stateEffector. The hubEffector is representing the rigid body hub defined in the generalized
EOM form and has translational and attitude states associated with it. The hubEffector is
unique to all of the stateEffectors because it is not included in the array of stateEffectors
that are looped over in spacecraftPlus but rather defined as an object in spacecraftPlus and
its methods are always called in equationsOfMotion(). This is because the assumption for the
back-substitution method and the generalized EOM form is that the spacecraft will always have a
rigid body hub with a body frame, B, attached and with the corresponding states: rp/n, 75/,
op/N and wg/ -

Since spacecraftPlus is an instantiation of dynamicObject, it inherits the methods that
are defined in Figure The method equations0fMotion() is the method that solves for all of
the state derivatives of the spacecraft system. To explain this method in more detail, Figure [4.2] is
included to show the flow in pseudo code. The spacecraft mass properties need to be calculated first
because in Eqgs. and the total spacecraft mass, msc, inertia, [Is. g| and other parameters

are needed. Next, the gravityEffector class is called to compute the gravity acting on the
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spacecraft. This is done at this location because some stateEffectors might need to know the
gravitational acceleration. Following this step, the stateEffectors are looped over to find their
contributions to the back-substitution matrices and the dynamicEffectors are looped over to get
their contributions to Fuyt and L. Now, all of the necessary values have been computed for the
hub state derivatives to be calculated using Eq. which is computed in the hubEffector’s
computeDerivatives. Finally, the stateEffectors are looped over to compute their derivatives

using rB/N and wB/N

| spacecraftPlus |

equationsOfMotion()

hubEffector.updateEffectorMassProperties()
for(effector in stateEffectors)

effector.updateEffectorMassProperties()
end

gravityEffector.computeGravField()

for(effector in stateEffectors)
effector.updateContributions()
end

for(effector in dynEffectors)
effector.computeBodyForceTorque()
end

hubEffector.computeDerivatives()
for(effector in stateEffectors)

effector.computeDerivatives()
end

end

Figure 4.2: Pseudo code for the equationsOfMotion() method within spacecraftPlus

Since the hubEffector’s derivative calculation is so vital in this structure, Figure is
shown to explain the calculations needed for this step. Again, this is shown using pseudo code.
Additionally, this method shows the interaction between the stateManager and the rest of the
system. The stateManager stores the states of the system in individual objects. These objects can
be accessed using a string and once the object has been accessed, the methods seen in Figure 4.1

under the stateManager class are available. For example, the getState method delivers the current
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value of the state stored in that state object. In Figure the hub effector uses those methods
to retrieve the desired information from the stateManager. Ultimately setting the derivative
values for the hubEffector is the goal of the computeDerivatives method and does so by using

setStateDeriv for both 75,y and wg/z -

| hubEffector |

computeDerivatives()

rBN_NState = stateManager.getStateObject(‘hubPosition')
rBNDot_NState = stateManager.getStateObject('hubVelocity')
sigmaBN_State = stateManager.getStateObject(‘hubRotPosition’)
omegaBN_BState = stateManager.getStateObject('hubRotVelocity')

rBNDot_N = rBNDot_NState.getState()
rBN_NState.setStateDeriv(rBNDot_N)

sigmaBNDot = omegaToSigmaDot(omegaBN_BState.getState())
sigmaBN_State.setStateDeriv(sigmaBNDot)

sy = (101~ [CIAI'B]) (o2~ [CIIA] " v0)

#5/n = [A] 7 (v1 — [Blagn)

omegaBN_BState.setStateDeriv(omegaBN_Dot)
rBNDot_NState.setStateDeriv(rBNDDot_N)

end

Figure 4.3: Pseudo code for hubEffector computeDerivatives() method

Another important method in this architecture is the computeDerivatives method for a
generic stateEffector. To highlight this method, the hinged rigid bodies example introduced in
this dissertation is used. Figure shows the pseudo code for the computeDerivatives method of
a hinged rigid body effector. When this method is being computed, 7p,x and wp,n have already
been calculated, therefore the hinged rigid body effector can use the state manager’s method called
getStateDeriv which gives access to those pre-computed values. Looking at Eq. , the hinged

rigid body effector utilizes 7,y and wg/y in its calculation, and utilized saved variables for faster
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results and is a benefit of the back-substitution method.

[ hingedRigidBody |

computeDerivatives()
theta_State = stateManager.getStateObject('panelTheta’)
thetaDot_State = stateManager.getStateObject('panelThetaDot')
hubVelocity_State = stateManager.getStateObject('hubVelocity')
hubRotVelocity_State = stateManager.getStateObject('hubRotVelocity')

thetaDot = thetaDot_State.getState()
theta_State.setStateDeriv(thetaDot)

rBNDDot_N = hubVelocity_State.getStateDeriv()
omegaDotBN_B = hubRotVelocity State.getStateDeriv()

02 = ag;’f‘B/N + b(,Tin/N + ¢y,

thetaDot_State.setStateDeriv(thetaDDot)

end

Figure 4.4: Pseudo code for hingedRigidBody computeDerivatives() method

The power of this design is that stateEffectors can just be attached to the spacecraft in no
particular order and the scalability of this design is unconstrained. Adding another effector does
not depend on any other effectors even though the fully-coupled nature is still retained. All of the
coupling is through the rigid body hub and the analytical form of the back-substitution method
allows for this modularity. Additionally, a fixed size system mass matrix is inverted as opposed
to a dynamically allocated matrix of varying size which is common in fully-coupled dynamics

simulations.

4.2 Multiple Spacecraft Architecture

A goal of this dissertation is to expand the modular software architecture to allow for multiple
spacecraft to be simulated at a time and allow for docking and detachment. Figure shows a

diagram of the desired ability of this architecture with multiple spacecraft that can either be docked
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to the primary spacecraft or unattached. However, the architecture should allow for spacecraft to
dock and detach as much as desired throughout the link of the simulation.

Further description is needed for this multi-spacecraft architecture. For the purposes of this
dissertation the attached spacecraft must include the primary spacecraft. In other words, the
primary spacecraft must always be included in the docked spacecraft (its valid if there are no
docked spacecraft) throughout the length of the simulation. For example, if the rocket problem
was to be simulated, the primary spacecraft would need to be defined as one of the last spacecraft
to stay attached. Using Figure as an example, if the primary spacecraft were to detach from the
spacecraft with the flexing solar arrays, the other smaller spacecraft could not connect directly to
the flexing solar array spacecraft. However, if the flexing solar array spacecraft re-attached to the
primary spacecraft, the smaller spacecraft could choose to dock with either spacecraft. Additionally,
closed chain docking is not allowed. This architecture could be easily expanded to allow for multiple
primary spacecraft, but the current formulation does not allow for that for sake of simplicity.

Another assumption is that contact physics between docking spacecraft is not being discussed
in this architecture, therefore the docking between spacecraft is assumed to be “soft docks”. In other
works, the exchange of momentum between docking spacecraft is not being considered. However,
this architecture is not limited by this assumption. Contact physics and the exchange of momentum
between docking spacecraft could be implemented using this architecture but it is beyond the scope
of this dissertation.

In Section[2.2] the EOMs that describe the motion of a spacecraft system is introduced. Using
those equations and leveraging the software architecture designed for a single spacecraft, the UML
class diagram that can be used to develop a simulation with multiple spacecraft can be seen in Fig-
ure [4.5] This architecture is meant to replace the single spacecraft architecture if multi-spacecraft
is desired. Therefore all of the stateEffectors dynamicEffectors defined from the prior class
diagram can be re-used. The class diagram is very similar to the class diagram for single spacecraft
simulations. One main difference is the class change from spacecraftPlus to spacecraft. This

change is more than a name change because as it can be seen, the new spacecraft class is no longer
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inheriting from the dynamicObject class. This a key change because now the spacecraft class

is an object that defines a total spacecraft with stateEffectors and dynamicEffectors attached

to it but no longer has the job of controlling the integration and equation of motion generation

as spacecraftPlus does in the single spacecraft architecture. However, each spacecraft has very

similar mathematics to calculate and so retaining an object that essentially defines a spacecraft is

very useful.

The spacecraftDynamics class is the new class in Figure and is the class that inherits

from the dynamicObject. With that, comes the responsibility of controlling the integration with

the integrateState method, and the logic required to do both the multi-spacecraft simulation
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| spacecraftDynamics |

equationsOfMotionSys()

primarySC.hubEffector.updateEffectorMassProperties()

for(effector in primarySC.stateEffectors)
effector.updateEffectorMassProperties()

end

for(attachedSC in vectorOfAttachedSC)
attachedSC.hubEffector.updateEffectorMassProperties()
for(effector in attachedSC.stateEffectors)
effector.updateEffectorMassProperties()
end
end

primarySC.gravityEffector.computeGravField()

for(effector in primarySC.stateEffectors)
effector.updateContributions()
end

for(attachedSC in vectorOfAttachedSC)
for(effector in attachedSC.stateEffectors)
effector.updateContributions()
end
end

for(effector in primarySC.dynEffectors)
effector.computeBodyForceTorque()
end

for(attachedSC in vectorOfAttachedSC)
for(effector in attachedSC.stateEffectors)
effector.computeBodyForceTorque()
end
end

primarySC.hubEffector.computeDerivatives()

for(effector in stateEffectors)
effector.computeDerivatives()

end

for(attachedSC in vectorOfAttachedSC)
for(effector in attachedSC.stateEffectors)
effector.computeDerivatives()
end
end

end

Figure 4.6: Pseudo code for the equations0fMotionSys () method within spacecraftDynamics

and back-substitution in the equationsOfMotion method. Since the back-substitution method

was already implemented in the spacecraftPlus equationsOfMotion method, this calculation is
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stored in the new spacecraft class under its equations0OfMotion method. However this method
is now only applicable to spacecraft that are unattached from the primary spacecraft.

There are three additional methods that the spacecraftDynamics class defines and the
first one is the equationsOfMotionsSys method. This method controls the logic of the primary
spacecraft computing the acceleration of the state variables of the primary spacecraft hub and
getting contributions from the other spacecraft. However, as seen in Figure all other attached
spacecraft to the primary spacecraft do not calculate their own hub derivatives. This is key feature
because it removes unnecessary math being calculated and relies on the fact that all of the other
connected spacecraft hub states can be found from the kinematic relationships between the primary

hub and the attached spacecraft hubs.

| spacecraftDynamics |

equationsOfMotion()
equationsOfMotionSys()
for(unAttachedSC in vectorOfUnAttachedSC)
unAttachedSC.equationsOfMotionSC()

end

end

Figure 4.7: Pseudo code for the equations0fMotion() method within spacecraftDynamics

Now that both the spacecraftDynamics class equations0fMotionSys and the spacecraft
class equationsOfMotion methods have been described, the final method that needs to be described
related to the dynamics calculations is the spacecraftDynamics equationsOfMotion method that
it inherits from the dynamicsObject class. This simple pseudo code seen in Figure shows how
the calculations for the equations can be separated into the connected system of spacecraft and
the unattached independent spacecraft equations. This again is leveraging the modularity of the
equations developed in Section

The final method that needs to be described for this multi-spacecraft architecture is the

integrateState method in the spacecraftDynamics class seen in Figure This shows that
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| spacecraftDynamics

ntegrateState()
integrate()
determineAttachedSCStates()
computeEnergyMomentumSys()
for(unAttachedSC in vectorOfUnAttachedSC)
unAttachedSC.computeEnergyMomentumSCy()

end

end

Figure 4.8: Pseudo code for the integrateState() method within spacecraftDynamics

the integrate method is called to step the states one step forward in time but after this call the
spacecraft attached to the primary spacecraft have not had their hub states updated. This is the
job of the determineAttachedSCState method in the spacecraftDynamics class. This method
uses the primary hub’s states and the kinematic relationships to find the other attached space-
craft states. After these methods have been computed, the computeEnergyMomentumSys method
which computes the attached spacecraft system energy and momentum is called. Finally, the
unattached independent spacecraft have the opportunity to calculate their energy and momentum
with computeEnergyMomentumSC calls.

Both the single spacecraft and multi-spacecraft software architectures described utilize the
back-substitution method and the generalized EOM form introduced in Section |2, These architec-
tures could be implemented in any object oriented language and result in elegant modular software
implementations that solve the problems of maintainability, testability, and scalability for multi-

body spacecraft dynamics problems.
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Basilisk Astrodynamics Software Package Validation and Verification

The Basilisk Astrodynamics Software Package is chosen as the implementation code base
for the modular software dynamics architecture. However, this validation and verification section
and the rest of the dissertation is not dependent on the chosen software package. This software
architecture could be implemented in any object oriented language. Every dynamics model that
has been introduced in this dissertation has been implemented in Basilisk and this section explains
some of the methods used to validate and verify both the EOMs and the software implementation
of the equations.

The terms validation and verification can have different meanings depending on the appli-
cation. The validation and verification process used in this dissertation is similar to the formal
spacecraft validation and verification (V&V) process that many spacecraft missions utilize. The
process is meant to determine whether the functions of the software are meeting the desired ca-
pability, also known as validation. Verification is ensuring that the actual implementation of the
software is properly performing the previously described functions. This process can be performed
on any software, but the most common portions of code from a spacecraft mission perspective that
involve V&V related tasks, are flight software algorithms and the simulation models. The details
of the actual V&V process can depend on the resources and time available for the project. For ex-
ample, in this dissertation, it is known it is not an exhaustive validation and verification procedure
and does not involve comparison to experimental data. However, the procedure for validating and

verifying the software is rigorous and gives confidence in both the equations motion developed and
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the implementation of the equations in software.

5.1 Validation Examples

Validation of analytical development of spacecraft EOMs and software implementation can
be a difficult task, especially when experimentation is not available. To validate dynamics models,
one method is to define tests that might simplify the complicated problem to something simpler
and that can confirm the software is providing the expected results. Additionally, writing out the
expected functions and assumptions/limitations of each model will ensure that the developer is
aware of all of the expected functionality of the code. From a validation perspective, the process
is typically not exhaustive without doing experimental comparisons. However, for this dissertation
the validation examples coupled with verification effort discussed in this chapter is sufficient to

ensuring expected results and validating/verifying the models.

5.1.1 SpacecraftPlus
5.1.1.1 Introduction

spacecraftPlus is an instantiation of the dynamicObject abstract class. This abstract class
is representing systems that have equations of motion that need to be integrated and therefore the
main goal of this dynamic object is finding the state derivatives and interfacing with the integrator
to integrate the state forward in time. spacecraftPlus is representing a spacecraft that can be
simulating only the translational movement which would mean the spacecraft only has mass (for
gravity only simulations, setting the mass is not necessary), it could be simulating only rotational
dynamics which would result in the spacecraft only having inertia, and finally both translational
and rotational dynamics can be simulated at a time which results in the spacecraft having mass,
inertia and center of mass offset.

spacecraftPlus is the module where the equations of motion of the spacecraft are computed

including the interaction between the hubEffector, stateEffectors and dynamicEffectors. The
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hubEffector is where the translational and rotational derivatives are computed, the stateEffectors
give contributions to spacecraftPlus and computes their derivatives and the dynamicEffectors
provide force and torque contributions to spacecraftPlus.

5.1.1.2 Model Functions

This module is intended to be used as a model to represent a spacecraft that can be decom-
posed into a rigid body hub and has the ability to model state effectors such as reactions wheels,
and flexing solar panels, etc attached to the hub. The following is a list of functions that this model

should achieve.

e Updates the mass properties of the spacecraft by adding up all of the contributions to the

mass properties from the hubEffector and the stateEffectors

e Adds up all of the matrix contributions from the hubEffector and stateEffectors for

the back substitution method and gives this information to the hub effector
e Adds up the force and torque contributions from dynamicEffectors and gravityEffector

e Calls all of the computeDerivatives methods for the hub and all of the state effectors

which is essentially solving X = f(X,t)
e Integrates the states forward one time step using the selected integrator
e Calculates the total energy and momentum of the spacecraft by adding up contributions
from the hub and the state effectors
5.1.1.3 Model Assumptions and Limitations

Outlining the assumptions and limitations of a module can give perspective on how the

simulation was meant to be designed. Below is a summary of the assumptions/limitations:

e stateEffectors that are changing the mass properties of the spacecraft are considered

new bodies that are added to the mass properties of the spacecraft
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e The limitations of the simulation are primarily based on what configuration are set for
the spacecraft in (i.e. what state effectors and dynamic effectors that are attached to the
spacecraft). Additionally it is limited to the current capability of the models in regards to

state effectors and dynamic effectors.
e The accuracy of the simulation is based upon the integrator and integrator step size

e As discussed in the description section, the body fixed frame B can be oriented generally
and the origin of the B frame can be placed anywhere as long as it is fixed with respect to

the body. This means that there are no limitations from the rigid body hub perspective.

5.1.1.4 MRP switching test

An important aspect of spacecraft dynamics simulations involving MRPs are the ability
to switch to the shadow set of the MRPs to avoid singularities [39]. In Basilisk the MRPs are
switched to the shadow set in hubEffector after one step of the integration using the method
modifyStates() which is available to all stateEffectors that need to change their states to a

different but equivalent form. The MRP switching adheres to the following equation[39]:

if [s=|o(t+dt)|]]>1 then

o(t+dt)

i (5.1)

o(t+dt) = ———

end if

To check that the switch in the simulation is behaving the way it should, the following check
was developed. If the switch happened at time tg, then there are two variables from the sim that
will be used: o(ts1) and o(ts). The intermediate MRP that is switched in the simulation is not
an output of the simulation, but needs to be defined: o (ts). To check the switching the following

math occurs:

(ts1) — o (ts2)
At

oo(ts) ~ o(ter) + 2 At (5.2)
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where this is an Euler approximation to the intermediate MRP before the switch occurs. Now using
Eq. (5.1) the following definition is made:

B Uo(ts)
oo (ts)[?

Where o, (ts) is the MRP to check vs. the simulation MRP. Therefore, in this test, it is making

Uch(ts) = (53)

sure that o (ts) ~ o (ts).
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Figure 5.1: Attitude of Spacecraft in MRPs

Figure 5.1 shows the MRPs over the simulation time of the test and it shows that the switch
occurs at around 4 seconds. Figure |5.2] shows the values being saved from Basilisk at the time of
switching. The results of the test confirm that the switching is being computed properly because
with a time step of 0.01 the relative accuracy of o (ts) ~ ou(ts) is 1076, Additionally, the results
are dependent on the time step because of the Euler approximation used in the test. As the time
step goes down the accuracy approaches zero with agrees with intuition. This test gives validation

in the analytical development and software implementation.

5.1.1.5 Rotational Dynamics Validation Test

To validate the rotational dynamics, a relationship that involves both the attitude and at-

titude rate was chosen. The following calculation is a modified example from Reference[39] and
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Figure 5.2: MRP Switching

repeated here for convenience. To begin this example, the angular momentum vector is chosen to

be aligned with the inertial frame:

Nre -
0
NH = -Hiaz= | o (5.4)
—H
The following relationship is written: -
BH — [BNIVH (5.5)

Since MRPs are the attitude parameterization chosen for Basilisk, then the direction cosine
matrix [BN] is written in terms of the current MRPs. If there are no external torque’s acting on the
spacecraft, then the angular momentum vector will be conserved in the inertial frame. Therefore,
using the definition of transformation from MRPs to the direction cosine matrix[39], the following

relationship will always hold:

Br A Br 1 Br A
H1 80’10’3*40’2(1*0’2) Ilwl
Hy| = —-H 8903 + 40’1(1 — 0'2) = | lowo (56)
Hj 4(—0? — 03 +02) + (1 — 0?)? Isws



143

Finally, the current angular velocity components in the body frame can be found from the current

MRPs using the following relationship:

H
wy = 1 [80103 —4oo(1 — 02)} (5.7)
H
wp = — [80203 +doy(1— 02)} (5.8)
I
H
=7 [4<_a% 2o (1 02)2} (5.9)

This gives a closed form solution between the current MRPs and the angular velocity of the
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Figure 5.3: Basilisk vs Validation Test Calculation For Rotation

spacecraft. The test picks 5 points during a simulation and verifies that this relationship holds
true.

Figure shows the results of this test which gives validation for both the analytical devel-
opment and the software implementation. With a time step of 0.01, Basilisk provides a relative
accuracy of 10710, Again, these results are dependent on the time step of the simulation but as

the time step goes down, the relative accuracy approaches zero.
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5.1.1.6 Translational Validation Calculation Scenario

The translational BOE calculation can be seen in Figure In this test a positive force is
placed on the hub in the b, direction with no torque and no initial rotation of the spacecraft. This
results in a one degree of freedom problem as seen in Figure The force is applied for some
length of time, left off for another length of time, and then a negative force is applied to the system
for an additional length of time. The test is ensuring that Basilisk is giving the same results as the

analytical development described below.

bo
A
Lo
A
= >
F ». > B]
m
>
n;

Figure 5.4: Schematic of translational validation example

Figure [5.5] shows that there is a closed form solution to both the position and velocity of
the block in Figure with respect to time. These values can be described with the following

equations. The acceleration during the first length of time that the force is applied is

il
_ 5.10
a“ m ( )

and when the negative second force is applied the acceleration is

F

i (5.11)

as =

The velocity at t; as seen in Figure is described in the following equation:

v = a1t1 (5.12)
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Figure 5.5: Velocity vs time curve for translational validation example

Using vy, v can be found simply:
vy = U1 (5.13)

Finally, vs can be found using v as seen in the following equation:

V3 = V2 + ag(tg - tg) (5.14)

Like the velocities, there is a closed form solution for each position using the common re-
lationship between position and velocity for constant acceleration problems. These values can be

seen in the following equations.

1
Trl = §U1t1 (515)
To = X1 + Ug(tg — tl) (516)
1 1
r3 = To + 51)2(150 — tQ) + 5’03(153 — to) (5.17)

to and Aty are two values that need to be found. First, Atg, can be found using the following

equations.

0=1wv + GQ(AtO) (5.18)
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Atg = ——= 1
0 ” (5.19)

Next, the relationship between tg, to and Aty can be used to define tg:
to = to + Aty (5.20)

Now that all of the necessary variables have been defined the translational validation test can
be implemented. The results from this validation test can be seen in Figures The position
and velocity curve of the spacecraft from Basilsik was plotted against each of the three position
and velocity points that come from the analytical development. The results confirm that Basilisk
is giving expected results with regard to the simple translational example and providing an relative
accuracy of 10719 with a time step of 0.01 seconds. This provides validation of the model and gives
confidence in both the analytical development of the model and the software implementation of the

model.
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Figure 5.6: Translation Velocity Validation Test



147

0.5

—— Basilisk
® BOE

X (m)
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5.1.1.7 Dynamics Calculated About Point B Validation Test

The dynamics for the spacecraft have been derived in relation to the body frame origin,
point B, which is not necessarily coincident with point C'. Therefore the dynamicEffectors and
stateEffectors define their torques about point B as oppose to about point C'. This allows the
simulation to have multi-body dynamics where the center of mass of the spacecraft can move with
respect to the body frame. However, in rigid body dynamics it is very common to have the body
frame origin coincident with the center of mass of the spacecraft. Therefore, to confirm that the
dynamics has been developed correctly to handle this torque mapping a test has been created.

The test runs two simulations: one with the body frame origin defined at the center of mass
of the spacecraft, and one with the body frame origin not coincident with the center of mass. An
external force and corresponding torque is applied to the spacecraft in both cases: in the first case
the torque is being defined about point B = (', and in the second case the torque is being defined
about point B # C. Both simulations are given identical initial conditions and the expectation is
that the simulations should give identical results. The following parameters describe the success

criteria.
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e Agreement between both simulations for the translational states

e Agreement between both simulations for the attitude states
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Figure 5.8: PointB vs PointC Translation
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Figure 5.9: PointB vs PointC Attitude

The results from this test can be seen in Figures [5.8 The results show that the test is

working and Basilisk is giving an agreement between the two data sets of about 107'% which is right
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around machine precision. This gives validation in the formulation, the software implementation,

and gives further confidence in the results.

5.1.2 HingedRigidBodyStateEffector

The hingedRigidBodyStateEffector class is an instantiation of the stateEffector ab-
stract class. The stateEffector abstract class is a base class for modules that have dynamic
states or degrees of freedom with respect to the rigid body hub. Examples of these would be
reaction wheels, variable speed control moment gyroscopes, fuel slosh particles, etc. Since the
stateEffectors are attached to the hub, the state effectors are directly affecting the hub as well
as the hub is back affecting the state effectors.

Specifically, a hinged rigid body state effector is a rigid body that has a diagonal inertia with
respect to its S; frame as seen in Figure It is attached to the hub through a hinge with a linear

torsional spring and linear damping term.

5.1.2.1 Model Functions

This module is intended to be used an approximation to a flexing body attached to the
spacecraft. Examples include solar arrays, antennas, and other appended bodies that would exhibit

flexing behavior. Below is a list of functions that this model performs:

Compute it’s contributions to the mass properties of the spacecraft

Provides matrix contributions for the back substitution method

Compute it’s derivatives for § and 6

Adds energy and momentum contributions to the spacecraft

5.1.2.2 Model Assumptions and Limitations

The hingedRigidBodyStateEffector is designed in Basilisk with the following assump-

tions/limitations:
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e [s a first-order approximation to a flexing body

e Is developed in such a way that does not require constraints to be met

e The hinged rigid body must have a diagonal inertia tensor with respect the S; frame
e Only linear spring and damping terms

e Will only approximate one flexing mode at a time

e Cannot simulate multiple interconnected panels

e The hinged rigid body will always stay attached to the hub (the hinge does not have torque

limits)

e The hinge does not have travel limits, therefore if the spring is not stiff enough it will

unrealistically travel through bounds such as running into the spacecraft hub

e The EOMs are nonlinear equations of motion, therefore there can be inaccuracies (and
divergence) that result from integration. Having a time step of <= 0.10 sec is recommended,

but this also depends on the natural frequency of the system

e When trying to match the frequency of a physical appended body, note that the natural
frequency of the coupled system will be different than the appending body flexing by itself:

use eigenvalues to find the coupled frequency

5.1.2.3 Steady State Deflection Validation Test

The validation calculation for the steady state deflection can be seen in Fig. This
test involves an initially at rest spacecraft, and a constant external force is applied to the rigid-body
hub for the length of the simulation. There is damping in the torsional joints of each panel and the
spacecraft is symmetrical. With these descriptions the spacecraft should only move in the direction
of the applied force and the spacecraft should not rotate. Initially there will be a transient of the

deflection of the solar panels but they will eventually dampen to the steady-state value, 0.
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Figure 5.10: Steady state deflection validation problem description

To find the steady-state value first the sum of the forces acting on the solar panel using

Figure [5.10(b)| as reference for the free body diagram is found:

Y F = Fpy = myas (5.21)

where mg, is the mass of each solar panel, and ag is the steady state acceleration of the panel.
Since the force is being applied continuously, once the transient dies out, the acceleration of the

solar panel is

F
g = —2 (5.22)
mSC
The mass of the spacecraft, msg. is
Mge = Mhub + 2Msp (5.23)
Performing the sum of the torques about point H at steady state results in
Z T = —kbss — Fpdcos(fss) =0 (5.24)

Using these definitions and manipulating the equations the resulting steady state deflection does

not have a closed form solution. Therefore, the function

1
f(bss) = kbss + —mgp F'd cos(bss) (5.25)
m

SC
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defines the root function that must be solved. A Newton-Raphson method was chosen and the
success criteria for this test is whether Basilisk gives the same results as this calculation within a

certain tolerance.
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Figure 5.11: Validation Test Calculation for Steady State Theta 1 Deflection vs Simulation
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Figure 5.12: Validation Test Calculation for Steady State Theta 2 Deflection vs Simulation

The results seen in Figures [5.11 show that the test working Basilisk is achieving the

expected results with respect to the analytical development. This gives validation in the model.
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5.1.2.4 Frequency and Max Deflection Validation Test Description

The validation calculation for the frequency of oscillation of flexing hinged rigid bodies when

a constant force is being applied to the spacecraft is done by making the following assumptions:

e The force is being directed through the center of mass of the spacecraft, along the by

direction

e The panels are initially undeflected and they are symmetric therefore the body will not

rotate

e Rotation is no longer apart of the equations so the translation and solar panel equations

are the only equations needed
e 3;3 is assumed to be equal to ibi’g in the equations of motion
e No external torque is being applied directly to the hinged rigid bodies

e Non-linear terms are neglected

Using the third assumption from above, the rotational motion is taken out of the equations

of motion:

N N
msc":B/N + Z mspidi§i739i = Foxt — Z mspidieggi,l (526)
7 )

mspidz‘S’ngB/N + (L, + mesp,d7) 0; = —k;0; — cif; + ~§;'1:27-ext,Hi (5.27)

Next, assumptions 4-6 are applied:

N
mscﬁB/N + Z mspidiﬁiﬁei = Foxt (528)
%

mspidiﬁg::g’i;B/N + (Isi,2 + mspid?) 92 = —kﬂ, - 62(91 (529)
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Finally, knowing that the force is being directed along the by axis and that the spacecraft will not

rotate, the equations simplify to:

N
MscB/N + Z mep, dif; = F, (5.30)
mSpidin/N + (ISi,Q + mSpidz‘Q) 91 = —k;0; — Czaz (5.31)

Converting these equations to State Space Representation [3]:

_1 0 0 0 0 0 _ _yB/N_
0 Msc 0 Msp, dy 0 Msp, do yB/N
0 0 1 0 0 0 0,
0 mepdi 0 Iy, +mgpd 0 0 )
0 0 0 0 1 0 0,
0 map,dz 0 0 0 Loy, +map,d3| | 2 |
_0 1 0 0 0 0_ _yB/N_ _0_

00 0 0 0 0| |umsw F,

00 0 1 0 0 6, 0
= |+ (5.32)
0 0 —kl —C1 0 0 91 0
00 0 0 0 1 0- 0
00 0 0 —ky —co 0 0

Equation ([5.32)) is written in a more compact form:

M]X =[A]JX + F (5.33)
The equivalent dynamics matrix for this coupled system is:

[A] = [M][A] (5.34)

Finding the eigenvalues of [A] will describe the coupled natural frequencies of the combined
system. The integrated test for this scenario ensures that the analytical coupled frequency of

oscillation matches the frequency obtained from the simulation.
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The next validation calculation that is needed is to find the maximum deflection while the
force is being applied and when the force is not being applied (with the assumption that there
is no damping). When the force is being applied the following max deflection can be seen in the
following equation:

Omax = 20ss (5.35)

which uses the definition of fgg from Fig. [5.10
Finally, the maximum deflection when the force is not being applied uses energy techniques.
Once the force is no longer being applied, energy is conserved and the velocity of the center of mass

is constant. The energy when the force is turned off is represented in the following equation:

1 , L AT |
Ey = §mhuby129/N +2 §msp7'sp "Tsp t+ §ISP02 + §k92 (5.36)

Where 7, is
—df sin(h)
Tsp = ' (5.37)
Yp/N + d cos(0)

Next, the velocity of the center of mass of the system is defined in the following equation:

1
UVCoM = m

(mhubyB/N + 2Tnsp'f'sp,y) (538)

tot
This value can be computed from the values at the time the force is shut off and is a conserved
quantity.

When the panels are deflected at max deflection, 6 =0. Leveraging this assumption the final

energy is defined as follows:

1 1
Ep = imtotU%oM +2 |:§k6r2nax} (5.39)
Conservation of energy states
1
Ey= 5mtotvgoM + k02 (5.40)

Therefore, 0.« is found using the following equation:

Eo — tmyorv?
Hmax = \/ 0 2let tUCOM (541)
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Table 5.1: Frequency and amplitude test results for hinged rigid-bodies

Name Calculation Basilisk Results Relative Error
Frequency 0.182710919651 0.183486238532 0.00424341841673
Theta Max 1 | -0.00105263143315 | -0.00105259806106 | 3.17034890432¢-05
Theta Max 2 | 0.000848883927341 | 0.000848853165165 | 3.62383770165¢e-05
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The test results for this validation test can be seen in Figure and Table Both of these
results give confidence in the analytical development of the EOMs and the software implementation

of the code.

5.1.2.5 Lagrangian vs Basilisk Scenario

In this scenario the equations of motion for a planar simulation of a spacecraft hub and two
hinged rigid bodies using Lagrangian mechanics was developed using Mathematica. This simulation
is ran independently in the validation test and the results are compared vs Basilisk results. A force
and torque is applied for a certain amount of time, then turned off. Then another pulse of a force
and torque is applied and turn off and the simulation runs for another few seconds. The results
can be seen in Figures [5.1445.18] The results show that Basilisk and the Lagrangian formulation
give identical results and they actually agree down to approximately machine precision. This test
gives further validation of system and gives confidence in both the analytical development and the

software implementation.
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5.1.3 ReactionWheelStateEffector

The reactionWheelStateEffector class is an instantiation of the stateEffector abstract
class and is the model attempting to represent the dynamics of a reaction wheel. The reaction
wheel can model both balanced reaction wheels, and imbalanced reaction wheels. This validation

section goes over the expected functions, assumptions/limitations and a validation test.

5.1.3.1 Model Functions

This model is used to approximate the behavior of a reaction wheel. Below is a list of

functions that this model performs:

e Compute it’s contributions to the mass properties of the spacecraft

e Provides matrix contributions for the back substitution method

e Compute it’s derivatives for # and €2

e Adds energy and momentum contributions to the spacecraft

5.1.3.2 Model Assumptions and Limitations

Below is a summary of the assumptions/limitations:

The reaction wheel is considered a rigid body

e The spin axis is body fixed, therefore does not take into account bearing flexing

e For balanced wheels and simple jitter mode the mass properties of the reaction wheels are
assumed to be included in the mass and inertia of the rigid body hub, therefore there is
zero contributions to the mass properties from the reaction wheels in the dynamics call

when the reaction wheels are balanced

e For fully-coupled imbalanced wheels mode the mass properties of the reaction wheels are

assumed to not be included in the mass and inertia of the rigid body hub
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e For balanced wheels mode the inertia matrix is assumed to be diagonal with one of it’s
principle inertia axis equal to the spin axis, and the center of mass of the reaction wheel is

coincident with the spin axis

e For fully-coupled imbalanced wheels the inertia off-diagonal terms, Ji2 and Js3 are equal
to zero and the remaining inertia off-diagonal term Ji3 is found through the setting of the

dynamic imbalance parameter Uy: Jiz3 = Uy. The center of mass offset, d, is found using

the static imbalance parameter Ug: d = mU—rSW
5.1.3.3 Validation Calculation Scenario

The validation test for this scenario can be seen in Figure This involves a rigid body
hub connected to a reaction wheel with the spin axis being aligned with both the hub’s center of
mass and the reaction wheel’s center of mass. This problem assumes the hub and reaction wheel
are fixed to rotate about the the spin axis and so it is a two degree of freedom problem. The test
sets up Basilisk so that the initial conditions constrain the spacecraft to rotate about the spin axis.

bl:gs

Iw

hub

Figure 5.19: Schematic for validation example of reaction wheels

The analytical expressions for the angular velocity of the hub, wi, the angle of the hub, 6
and the reaction wheel speed, ) are found in the below equations.

First, the angular momentum of the spacecraft is defined

Hy. = Liwy + Js(wl + Q) (542)
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and the corresponding inertial time derivative of Hg. is found in the following equation and set to

zero since there are no external torques on the spacecraft:
Hye = Ny + Jo(01 + Q) = 0 = (I + J5)in + J,Q (5.43)
The same approach is completed for the reaction wheel, however, there is an internal torque, wug:

Hyw = Jy(w1 + Q) (5.44)

Hyy = Js(1 + Q) = ug (5.45)

The equations of motion are placed into State Space Representation

(Il + Js) Js d)l 0
= (5.46)
Js Js Q Ug
and the inverse of the left hand side matrix produces
w1 —Us
— ( h) (5.47)
I1+Js)us
Q llle

Equation ([5.47)) is set of linear differential equations that produce the following close form

solutions for wi(t), O(t) and Q(¢):

w1 (t) = —%t + wo (548)
o(t) = — 2u[1 % + wot + 0o (5.49)

I + Js)us

Q(t):( Tt (5.50)

The results seen in Figures [5.20] confirm that the analytical expressions agree with the

Basilisk simulation and gives further validation in the software implementation of Basilisk.
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5.2 Energy and Momentum Conservation Verification

The Basilisk astrodynamics software package was chosen as the implementation code base
for the modular dynamics architecture. A key feature that Basilisk needed to retain was the ability
to check energy and momentum conservation paricularly for verification purposes. For a model
to be verified, the model must conserve the four conservation quantities introduced in Section
orbital angular momentum, rotational angular momentum, orbital energy, and rotation energy,
in the applicable scenarios. This verification process coupled with the validation process, gives
confidence in both the analytical development and the software implementation of the equations.
This section only gives two examples of the verification results for models: hinged rigid-bodies
and the multi-spacecraft architecture. However, the verification results of the remaining models
that have been introduced in this dissertation can be seen in the Appendix [A] The importance
verification tool cannot be stressed enough and is necessary for debugging and verifying software

implementation.

5.2.1 Hinged Rigid-Bodies Verification

The scenario that is implemented to verify the conservation quantities for hinged rigid-bodies
is a scenario where a spacecraft with two hinged rigid-bodies attached to it is placed into orbit
around earth and has a non-zero initial angular velocity and non-zero deflected solar panels. No
damping terms were included in this test. The results can be seen in Figure [5.23] and confirms that
the hinged rigid-body model is conserving the four conservation quantities. This gives confidence

in the analytical and software implementation of the EOMs.

5.2.2 Multiple Attached Spacecraft Verification

One scenario that is implemented to verify the conservation quantities for the multi-spacecraft
architecture is a scenario where a spacecraft with one hinged rigid-body attached to it is docked to

a spacecraft with no stateEffectors attached to it but is docked to another spacecraft with one
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Figure 5.23: Simulation verification results for a rigid hub with two hinged panels

hinged rigid-body attached to it. The total spacecraft system is identical in mass properties the
hinged rigid-body verification scenario. The spacecraft system is placed into orbit around earth and
has a non-zero initial angular velocity and non-zero deflected solar panels. No damping terms were
included in this test. The results can be seen in Figure [5.24] and confirms that the multi-spacecraft
architecture is conserving the four conservation quantities. This gives confidence in the analytical

and software implementation of the EOMs.
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Figure 5.24: Simulation verification results for two spacecraft attached to the primary spacecraft
with two solar panels attached



Chapter 6

Applications, Simulations and Results

6.1 Linearization and Stability Analysis

6.1.1 Introduction

Many spacecraft have appended solar panels or appended bodies that exhibit flexible behav-
ior. Depending on the characteristics of the appended body, the effects due to this flexible phe-
nomenon sometimes cannot be considered negligible. To quantify the closed-loop attitude pointing
performance of these effects, a stability analysis can be performed. This will also show how the
control system performs while taking the dynamical effect of flexing solar arrays into consideration.

Stability analysis has extensive history and there are many methods to analyze the stability
of a system. When the system is linear, or can be linearized, there are classical techniques used to
perform stability analysis which include but are not limited to Bode plots, Nyquist plots, Root Locus
plots, and gain and phase margins [3, 97, 08]. When the system is nonlinear, there are techniques
that can used with Lyapunov theory to bound the stability of the system [97, 39]. Finally, if the
system has multiple inputs and outputs, there are robustness stability analysis techniques such as
Nyquist multiple input multiple out stability criteria and h-infinity stability analysis [99]. For this
dissertation, the classical techniques are used because the equations of motion can be linearized
well using some assumptions.

One task required to perform a stability analysis is developing the equations of motion that

describe the system in consideration. In this case, the unique system under consideration is a
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spacecraft with flexible solar arrays. One method is to develop the equations of motion considering
the appended body as a Bernoulli beam or a continuous flexing structure [100}, 40} [39]. Another
method is to assume that the appended body is a rigid body but attached to the spacecraft through
a torsional spring [41]. For this dissertation, the latter method is chosen because of the ease of
linearizing the differential equations.

This dissertation aims to summarize methods that can be used to perform a stability analysis
of a spacecraft with flexing solar arrays or appended bodies. The equations of motion are linearized,
placed in state space representation, and converted to transfer functions. Then the classical stability
analysis tools can be used. This dissertation is also comparing the linear stability analysis results to
the full nonlinear simulation results to show the impact of the linearization process. The following

section introduces the equations of motion of a spacecraft with flexing solar arrays.

6.1.2 Derivation of Equations

The frame and variable definitions used for the hinged rigid body EOMs development can
be seen in Figure Using these definitions, Newtonian/Eulerian mechanics [39), 40] and Kane’s
Method [8] 2] were used independently to derive the equations of motion. The equations of mo-
tion are introduced in Reference [41] and are repeated here for convenience. The compact, frame

independent translational EOM for the hub was found and can be seen in Eq. (6.1) [41].

Ns
msci;B/N - msc[é]wB/N’ + Z mspidigi,36i = Foxt — 2msc[‘bB/,/\/’]C,
i=1
Ns
— mec[@p/nl[@pnle =D mep,difisi1 (6.1)
=1

Similarly the hub rotational EOM can be seen in the following equation[41]:

N,
Msc[€]7 /N + [Ise,Blwn /A + Z{Isiﬂhi,Q + mesp, d; ['f'Si/B]gi,i’)}ai

N,
= Ly — [@p/nIse, Blwp/n — [T, Blws/n — Z{Qi [@p/n] (Isi,zhz',z + Msp, di [fSi/B]‘éi,fi)

+ msp, di6] [";Si/B]gi,l} (6.2)
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Figure 6.1: Hinged rigid bodies frame and variable definitions

Lastly, the hinged rigid body single degree of freedom differential equation can be seen in Eq. (6.3]) [41].

2T 2\ 2T AT (= .
Msp, di8; 37 B/N + (ISi,Z + mspidi) Sio — mSpidisi,S[rHi/B] WB/N

+ (Isi,Q + mSpidzz) Hi = _kiei - 0191 + §3:2Text,Hi + (Ism - Isi,l + mspid?) Ws; 3Ws; 1

— mp, i8] 3[@p ] [@p/N T 5 (6.3)

Eqgs. — provides the 6+N; EOMs required to describe the motion of the spacecraft with
flexing appended bodies. Although these equations are general for Ny number of solar panels, for
this dissertation the number of appended solar panels will be N; = 2. These equations need to
be linearized to use classical stability analysis techniques, and this is performed in the following

section.

6.1.2.1 Linearization

To complete a stability analysis using classical techniques, these equations need to be lin-
earized. One of the first steps of the linearization process is assuming the translational and rota-
tional EOMs are decoupled. Looking at Egs. and , it shows that this coupling comes
through the offset vector, ¢, between the body frame origin and the center of mass of the spacecraft.
Therefore, throughout the remainder of this work, the body frame origin and the center of mass of
the spacecraft will be assumed to be coincident. This is a good assumption when the body frame

origin is placed at the equilibrium position of the center of mass of the spacecraft, and when the



169

flexing solar arrays do not change the center of mass location by a substantial amount. For the
remainder of this analysis, the cross coupling between the translation and rotational motion is ig-
nored and the translational equation, Eq (6.1)), will not be used. Next, it is assumed that nonlinear

and other higher order terms are dropped from the rotational equation:

Ns

M@ g/n + [Ise, Blwn/n + Z{fsi,zém + Msp, di [fsc,i/3]§i,3}éi =

i=1

Ng

—[‘:J sC, wB/NW— Z

mspidi[’ﬁSm/B]gi,S)
—i—msp,d-é-z NScyi/B]gi,l + Lp (64)
This simplification results in:

Nsg

[Isc,B]wB/,/\/’ + Z{Isi,zgiﬁ + mspidi[":SC’i/B]gi,S}éi =Lp (6.5)
=1

Following the same linearization techniques for the flex equation, Eq. (6.3]) simplifies to:

W%‘i‘ |:(Isi’2 + mspid?) .§3:2 — mSpldl‘§Z:3[fH2/B]:| LUB/N + (Isi72 + mspid?) 01

= —kif; — cifi + 812 oxt, H; + ( ; s
— mspidz@T " ~B/N]THi/B (6.6)

leading to the following linear relationship:
(L, + msp,d7) 815 — msp, did] [in/B]] wpip + (Lsys + msp,d}) 6 = —ki6; — ci6; (6.7)

In Eq. (6.7)), k; is the torsional spring constant and ¢; is the torsional damping term. Now the
nonlinear coupled equations of motion have been linearized to Egs. (6.5) and and linear

stability analysis techniques can be used.

6.1.2.2 State Space Representation

A convenient form to place the equations of motion into is a form called state space represen-

tation [3]. This form will allow for the classical stability analysis techniques to be used easily while
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leveraging linear algebra techniques. Since the dynamics are second order differential equations,
the associated kinematic differential equations need to be introduced. Modified Rodrigues Param-
eters (MRPs) are chosen for the attitude parameterization set and the associated MRP differential

kinematic equations of motion are given by [39]

. 1
OB/N = Z[B(UB/N)]B"‘)B/N (6.8)

However, these equations also need to be linearized seen in the following equation:

. 1
OB/N = ZBWB/N (6.9)

The linear approximation range for MRPs is with principal rotation up to about 120 degrees. The

other kinematic differential equation for the hinged rigid bodies is trivial:

d

b; = = (0) (6.10)

To simplify these examples to a two dimensional case, let’s assume that the solar array hinge
axes are directed along the by axis, and also assume that spacecraft is constrained to rotate only
about the by axis. Since the equations are linearized and decoupled, the flexing modes only show
up in the by axis so this is a good approximation. Additionally, the equilibrium direction §; for
the first solar panel is assumed to be directed along by, and the equilibrium direction §; for the
second solar panel is assumed to be directed along —b,. This drastically reduces the complexity of
the problem. Now the equations are placed into state space representation and yields the following

state vector:
T

X = o1 w1 61 91 0o 92 (6‘11)

where o7 is the first MRP coordinate and wy is the first body frame competent of wp/y. The

following state space form is used[3]:

[M]X = [A]X + [Blu (6.12)
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In most cases, the left hand side of the equation is comprised only of the state vector derivative

so the following manipulation was completed:

X = [M]7YA]X + [M] }[Blu (6.13)

Eqgs. (6.5), (6.7), (6.9), and (6.10)) are converted into the state space representation matrices

beginning with matrix [M]:

1 0 0 0 0 0
0 I 0 _Isp,2 - mspddSC/B 0 [sp,2 + mspddSC/B
0 0 1 0 0 0
(6.14)
0 —(Lsp2 +mgpd?®) —mgyddygp 0 Isp o + mgpd? 0 0
0 0 0 0 1 0
0 (Ispo +mepd?) +mgddyp 0 0 0 Ispo+ mgpd?

where I, o is the inertia of the solar panel about its second solar panel axis seen in Figure 111
is the inertia of the rigid body hub about the first body axis, dg_/p is the distance between the
body frame origin and the solar panels center of mass, and dp,p is the distance between the body

frame origin and the hinge location. Next, matrices [A], [B] and u are defined:

[A] = (6.15)

Bl=10 1 0 000 (6.16)
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where 7 is the control torque applied about the first body frame axis, by.

Next, the output equation is defined in the following equation:

Y:[C]X+[D]u: o1 wy O él ) 92 (6'18)

with [C] and [D] defined as

[C] = (6.19)

T
[DI=10 0 0 0 0 0 (6.20)

The output equation is meant to include all of the outputs so that when the equations are converted
to transfer functions, eigenvalues can be computed on the resulting matrices.
It should be noted that the matrices included above are the continuous time representation
of the system. The system can be converted to a discrete time representation by either using a
software package or the analytical conversion. This conversion is not discussed in this document.
Now that the state space representation has been defined (the open loop portion), the closed

loop definition of this problem is defined in the next section.

6.1.2.3 Closed Loop State Space Representation

First, the feedback definition for the control in the state space form is defined in the following
equation[3].

u=—[K|(X — Xief) =71 (6.21)

Where [K] is the gain matrix. The gain matrix chosen for this dissertation is[39]:

[K]=|K\P—-0.25K2I;; P 0 0 0 0 (6.22)
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If there is an integral term for o1, then the gain that is associated with f o1 is K7y K7. This addition
can easily be applied to the state space representation since the time derivative of [ o is o.

Finally, to complete the closed loop state space representation, the following equations are
needed:

X = [M]TMAX — [M] 7 [B][K]X + [B][K] Xret (6.23)

X = [M]7 (4]~ [BIIK]) X + [B][K] Xeer (6.24)

The state space representation for both the open loop and closed loop systems are useful
for simulating the linear response, and converting to the frequency domain space for completing
a phase and gain margin analysis. The following section will summarize the techniques used for

converting the between state space and the frequency domain.

6.1.2.4 State Space to Transfer Function Conversion

The following equation is used to convert from the time domain to the frequency domain:

G(s)] = [C](s1] — [41) B (6.25)

Where [G(s)] is the transfer function matrix and s is the frequency. where each element corresponds
the transfer function that relates an input to an output. This method can be used to find both the
open loop and closed loop transfer function matrices using the corresponding [A] and [B] matrices,
depending on which form.

However, another way to convert from the time domain to the frequency domain is to use

the following two equations:

G(s)lor = [C](sl1] — [4]) [BIK] (6.26)

G(s)ler = ——~77— (6.27)



174

Where the subscripts OL and CL are corresponding to open loop and closed loop respectively.
Now all of the equations of motion have been developed to perform a phase and gain analysis on

the system.

6.1.3 Results

This section uses the stability analysis tools on specific examples to highlight the effects of
flexing solar arrays on the stability of the spacecraft. The following table summarizes the physical
parameters used for the results in this section. There are two solar panels attached to the spacecraft

and they have the same physical parameters seen in Table

Table 6.1: Spacecraft parameters for stability analysis

Name Description Value Units
I Rigid body hub inertia about b; axis 500.0 kg-m?
Igpo Inertia of solar panel about 85 axis 100 kg-m?
Msp mass of solar panel 30 kg
distance from hinge location to CoM of solar panel 1.5 m
du/B distance from body frame location to hinge location 1 m
s./B | distance from body frame location to CoM of solar panel 1 m
spring constant 1200 N-m/rad
c damping constant 9 N-m-s/rad

6.1.3.1 Open Loop Stability Analysis Results

In general, an uncontrolled spacecraft is typically considered marginally stable, unless there
is some form of passive stability like gravity gradient. In our case, the spacecraft can be assumed
to be marginally stable, meaning that the dynamics matrix has values of zero for the pole locations
and if the system is perturbed by a step response, the spacecraft will just drift at a constant angular
speed.

For this open loop stability analysis, a bode plot is created for three different control gains.
These three scenarios are used to show the performance and robustness of the control system with
different gains.

The control gains used for each scenario is summarized in Table Figures [6.2H6.4] show the

results from the bode plots for the open loop system for each set of control gains. These are the



Table 6.2: Gain descriptions for the three scenarios for stability analysis

Scenario
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Figure 6.2: Open loop bode plot for Scenario 1 gains (blue is rigid response, green is flexible body

response)
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because it gives insight into how much the system is close to an instability region. Quantitatively,
these values are the gain and phase margins. Using the open loop bode plots the gain and phase
margin for each mode was found and can be seen Table It should be noted that both the
rigid body response and the flexible response is plotted on the bode plots. The green curve is
the flexible system response, and blue curve is the rigid body response. There is good agreement
between the rigid body and flexible system response at most all frequencies except for close to the
frequency of the solar arrays. The solar arrays first mode frequency is at 0.9 Hz, and there is a
noticeable difference between the rigid body and flexible system response. However, from the open

loop analysis, this does not greatly impact performance.
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Figure 6.4: Open loop bode plot for Scenario 3 gains

Table 6.3: Gain and phase margins for each scenario

Scenario | Gain (db) | Phase (deg)
Scenario 1 28 81
Scenario 2 12 72
Scenario 3 2.8 153
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6.1.3.2 Closed Loop Stability Analysis Results

The closed loop stability analysis is useful for looking at the closed loop performance, the
steady state response of the system, and how well the system will track a frequency response over
a frequency range. This is particularly useful in systems like this one that are marginally stable,
because the system will always be closed loop to elicit the desired control response. Using the
analytical development for converting the open loop to a closed loop system and converting the
continuous time state space model to the frequency a bode plot analysis was performed. A bode plot
was created for each set of control gains. The results from this analysis can be seen in Figures|6.5
It should be noted that again the rigid body response curve is in blue, and the green curve is
flexible body response. Additionally, simulation results using the Basilisk astrodynamics software
package can seen in Figs. labeled with the red hash marks. The Basilisk simulation results
use the full nonlinear equations of motion. The reason for doing this is to show the agreement
between the analytical frequency domain response using the linearized equations and the numerical

results from the full nonlinear equations simulation.
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Figure 6.5: Closed loop bode plot for Scenario 1 gains

The results show that the system tracks very well at low frequencies and at high frequencies

the performance degrades but the system does not go unstable. Additionally, the numerical sim-
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Figure 6.6: Closed loop bode plot for Scenario 2 gains

ulation agrees well with the analytical development, and the flexible dynamics better models the
system response than the rigid body response. The spikes in the bode plots that are near the solar
array frequency (0.9 Hz) and the Nyquist frequency (1 Hz) are due to the flexible dynamics and the
degradation of performance while nearing a Nyquist frequency. Further analysis will be completed
in this region, and to see why there is some disagreement between the numerical simulation and
the analytical frequency response at these frequencies. However, the results are promising and give

confidence in the control gains selected.

6.1.4 Conclusion

This dissertation summarizes some analytical tools that can be used to perform stability
analysis of spacecraft with flexing solar arrays using classical methods like Bode plot and gain and
phase margins. The stability analysis results include a comparison between rigid body stability
analysis and the proposed method. The results highlight the difference between the two and show
why this can be important to include in stability studies. Additionally, the linearized stability
analysis is compared to the full non-linear equations of motion stability results and these show

good agreement. However, there is some disagreement as the results got closer to the solar array
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Figure 6.7: Closed loop bode plot for Scenario 3 gains

frequency and the Nyquist frequency. Further investigation needs to be completed to fully quantify

the reason for this discrepancy.

6.2 Force and Torque Calculation Example

This section gives an example of how the provided equations of motion in Section [3| could be
used to calculate the force and torque that is being imparted on the spacecraft from the considered
model. For example, it might be important to know the torque being applied by appended solar
panels to ensure that the torque is not exceeding the yield strength of the hinge. Or another
example would be it might be helpful to know the time history of the force and torque that fuel
slosh is applying to the spacecraft to compare that to experimental data provided by a fuel tank
manufacturer.

In this section, the force and torque calculations are shown for hinged rigid bodies and
fuel slosh but this methodology could be extended to all of the dynamics models included in this

dissertation or other models using the same generalized EOM form.
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6.2.1 Force on Spacecraft from Hinged Rigid Bodies and Fuel Slosh
This is the translational EOM for the spacecraft with hinged rigid bodies and fuel slosh:

Ng Np

.1 . N
Z Mesp, d;8; 36; + o Z m;p;p; = Fon — 2wp/nlc
i=1 =1

. . 1
/N — [Elwg/n +

Mgc

1 s
> mepdif?si1 (6.28)
¢ =1

— lws/wllws/vle = —

To find the force and torque that each state effector places on the body, both sides of the

equation is multiplied by mygc.

Ny Np
msci;B/N - msc[é]wB/N + Z mspidigz’,?ﬁi + Z mjﬁjﬁj = msc'i:C/N - 27”50[‘1)8//\f]c/
i=1 j=1
Ng
— mec[@p/nl[@pnle =D mep,difi8i1 (6.29)
=1

Influences due to the state effectors are moved to the right-hand side of the equation:

mSCfB/N — msc[é]wlg//\[ = Fext - 2mSC[‘DB/N}c/

Ng Np
— Mge [(..N)B/N] [L:JB/N]C — Z (mspidigi,?ﬁi + mspidm?ﬁi,l) — Z mjﬁj,b'j (6.30)
=1 7=1

Also ¢ is moved over to the right hand side:

msci;B/N - msc[é]wB/N = FeXt - mSC[GJB/N] [G)B/N]C

Ns Ny
i=1 st
(6.31)
The force that each effector place on the spacecraft are as follows:
FG = — <mspidi§i,3éz‘ + mspidz‘é?gi,l + Q[QB/N]mspidiéiS\i,?)) (6.32)

F, = —(mjpyi; + 20@s n1m;s;p; ) (6.33)
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6.2.2 Torque on Spacecraft from Hinged Rigid Bodies and Fuel Slosh

The next step is to find the torque that each state effector is applying to the body. Here is

the rotational EOM with hinged rigid bodies and fuel slosh:

Ns Np
mscl€lPp N + [Ise,Blwp/n + Z{Isi,géi,z + Msp, d; [fsc,i/B]&,S}@i + > mylFp,, /BB =
i=1 j=1

Ng
— [@g/ N s, Blwn/n — i Blws/n — Z{9z [©5/n] (Isz-,zt"?z‘z + Msp, d; [fsc,i/B]f'?i,:a)
=1

Np

+ mspidiéiz['f'scyi/B]gi,l} — Z m; [‘:"B/N’} [FPc,j/B]r;DCJ/B + Lp (634)
j=1

The dynamical effects from the state effectors are moved to the right hand side of the equation:
Msc [é]"';B/N + [ISC,B}‘;’B/N = _[&B//\/] USC,B]“’B//\/
—Z{ (12812t mep, dilFs, /51833 ) Bict [Ty, 5. J=mop, (175, 6)[Fs..sm) + [P, /6], ] |

+ 6;(@p)n] (fsmgi,z + mep, di[Ts, /B]éi,s) + msp, di6} [fsc,i/B]gi,l}

Np
- Z (mj [Pp. ,/B1Pipj +mles/N[TE, /BT, /5 — ™ ([f}C,j/B][ch,j/B]
j=1

+ [P, 8)lF, 5 )wsin ) + I (6.35)

The torque that each effector places on the spacecraft about point B and point C are as

follows:

To.B = —{ (Isi,z 8i2 + mgp.d; [fsc,i/B]&',s)éi + [[Iépi,sc,i] — Mep, ([ﬁfgc,i/B][Fsc,i/B]

+ (75, )7, 6)) | ws i+ 0i@nyn] (L8iz + mep, dilfs, lsis)

+ msmdiéi2 [":SC,i/B]gi,l} (6.36)

To.c = —{ (Ism 8i2 + mgp,d; [fsc,i/c]§i,3> 0; + {[ $pi,Sei] — Msp, ([Flsw./c] [7s../c]

+ [7s../c] [F'fsc,i/C]>} wp/n + 0il@p/n] (Isi,zgz‘,z + Msp,d; [fsc,i/c]F?i,:a)

+ Mgp, dlgg [ﬁSc,i/C]éi,l } (637)
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+ [ 8l ] )ws ) (6:39)

Tpo = — (mj [Pp. ,/c1Pipj + mjl@sN[Te. ,/01Tp, ) — ™y ([fﬁs&j scllre, ;c)

6.3

+ [ el el Jwsin) (6.39)

Hinged Rigid-Bodies Numerical Simulations

To provide an example of the flexing behavior, a spacecraft similar to the one in Figure is

used. The hub is a cylinder with its center of mass located at the geometric center of the cylinder.

It has two identical solar panels modeled as rectangular prisms located opposite from each other.

There are two scenarios simulated: one that includes flexing and one that models the system as a

rigid-body.

Table 6.4: Simulation parameters for the flexing model

Parameter ‘ Notation ‘ Value Units
Number of solar panels Ngp 2 -
Total spacecraft mass Mec 950 kg
Hub mass Mhub 750 kg
Solar panel mass Map.i 100 kg
Br499.92 —1.76 —2.81
Hub inertia tensor [T, B, ] —1.76 400.01 -—1.12 kg-m?
—2.81 —1.12 350.08
Hub C.O.M. location w.r.t. B TB./B B[O —0.21 O]T m
Hinge 1 location vector TH,/B 8[0.5 1.0 O.O]T m
Hinge 2 location vector TH,/B 8[0.5 —-1.0 O.O}T m
-1 0 0
Body to Hinge 1 DCM [H, B] 0 01 -
0 10
1 0 0
Body to Hinge 2 DCM [H2B] 0 0 -1 -
0 -1 0
C.0O.M offset of solar panel d; 1.5 m
Torsional linear spring constant ki 300 N-m/rad
Torsional linear damping constant ci 0 N-m-s/rad

The two simulations are assembled to have the same mass properties when the panels have
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zero angular deflection. The spacecraft parameters can be seen in Tables and Additionally,
the rigid-body simulation is chosen to have the center of mass coincident with the body frame
origin therefore rp /g = rc/p = B[Q 0 0} T. This assumption is common in rigid-body dynamics
formulations [39, 40]. The initial conditions of the spacecraft simulations can be seen in Table
and it should be noted that the two simulations also have the same initial conditions allowing
the simulations to be directly comparable; the differences between the two simulations are solely
due to the impact of flexing. The simulations are given an impulsive body fixed force, Fext =
3{0 100 0} ' Newtons, from ¢ = 0 to t = 30 sec, and for the remainder of the simulation there

are no external forces or torques on the spacecraft.

Table 6.5: Simulation parameters for the rigid-body model

Parameter ‘ Notation ‘ Value Units
Total spacecraft mass Mg 950 kg
Pre57.81 —1.76  —2.81
Hub inertia tensor b, B, | —1.76 1300.01 —1.12 kg-m?
—2.81 —1.12 1407.97
Hub C.O0.M. location w.r.t. B TB,./B B[O 0 O]T m
Table 6.6: Flexing simulation initial conditions
Parameter ‘ Notation ‘ Value ‘ Units
Initial position TB/N N[O 0 O]T m
Initial velocity TB/N N[O 0 O]T m/s
Initial attitude MRP T8N [0 0 o -
Initial angular velocity WE/N 8[5.73 —8.59 5.73]T deg/s
External force on spacecraft from ¢ = 0 : 30 sec Foyt B[O 100 O]T N
Initial angular deflection of panels 9,1’ QQ 0 deg
Initial angular velocity of panels 01, 02 0 deg/s

The results from these simulations can be seen in Figures In Figure[6.8] the variables,
Ny, B/N» and Bog /n are plotted for both the flexing model and rigid-body simulations. The flexing
impact on the simulations can readily be seen from these plots and visually shows how this can

impact simulation fidelity and accuracy of simulated accelerometers. Figure shows the angular
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of each solar panel and these oscillations are what are driving the oscillations in the



185

translational and rotational motions.

6.4 Fuel Slosh and Hinged Rigid-Bodies Numerical Simulations

To give an example of the flexing and slosh behavior, a numerical simulation is setup. The
spacecraft is composed by a hub, two solar panels, and two slosh masses. The parameters used for
the simulation can be seen in Tables [6.7H6.91 Two different simulations are run: with and without
damping. The table shows the damping parameters for the damped case. For the undamped case

they are all zero.

Table 6.7: Hub simulation parameters

M (k9] 750
[hub,B,] [kg-m?] | diag([900 800 600])
Hub Brp.B [0.00133 —0.267 0]

Table 6.8: Solar panel simulation parameters

Mep, » Msp, [kg] 100
[Is,..]; [Is.,] [kg-m?] | diag([100 50 50])
By n [m] (05 1 0"
By, n [m] (<05 1 o]
-1 0 0
[H,B| 0 01
0 1 0]
(1 0 0]
[H, B] 00 -1
Solar Panels 01 0
Cll, d2 [m] 1.5
ko, ke [N] 13426.26
c1, c2 [Ns] 138.23

For simplicity, the spacecraft is given initial conditions that will constrain its movement to
planar motion. No external forces are acting on the body. The non-zero initial values are 61, = 5°,

p1, =D cm, pa, = —2.5 cm. All other initial values are set to zero.



Table 6.9: Slosh simulation parameters
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mi, ma [kg] 10, 20
B T
’I“pc 1/B [m] [01 0 O]
T
rPc,Z/B [m] [—01 0 O]
B,y B 1
P1, "P2 0 1 0
Slosh modes | ki, ky [N/m] | 3.95, 71.06
c1, ¢a [Ns/m] 2.51, 7.54
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(¢) Orientation of body frame, ¢.

Figure 6.10: Solar panel, slosh, and rotational motion.

To describe the one-dimensional planar rotation, the angle between b; and A3 is defined

as ¢. It should be noted here that ¢ is only defined for use in this planar case, but otherwise
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Figure 6.11: Translational motion of spacecraft.

3-dimensional orientation descriptions would need to be used to describe the relationship between

the B and N frames. The results from this simulation can be seen in Figures [6.10H6.11



Chapter 7

Conclusion and Future Work

7.1 Summary and Conclusion

Simulations of spacecraft dynamics are becoming increasingly more complex. Due to the
increase in complexity, special consideration must be taken with respect to the maintainability,
testability, and scalability of the software. However, spacecraft dynamics simulations provide their
own unique challenges. For example, the equations of motion (EOM)s of spacecraft can come in
an infinite number of different solutions to describe the same system. Once an additional system
is being considered, the variability between the EOMs grows very quickly. The assumptions made,
the state variables chosen, the coordinate frames used, and the methods used to develop the EOMs
all dictate the final form of the EOMs. These considerations require detailed planning throughout
the entire design process of the software architecture which begin at the development of the EOMs.

To combat the issue of having non-conformity between different equations of motion, a gen-
eralized EOM form is introduced in this dissertation that can apply to a wide range of spacecraft
applications. The elegant form is achieved by considering a specific spacecraft dynamical system
where a range of dynamical sub-systems are attached to a central rigid hub. Using this standard
form for the EOMs ensures that the dynamics solutions developed for a spacecraft mission or
spacecraft dynamics software will all adhere to the same form.

A key feature of this generalized EOM form is that a pattern is created in the system mass
matrix which creates modularity. One issue with multi-body dynamics is that the system mass

matrix is non-diagonal and needs to be inverted to solve the full system dynamics. Leveraging
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the pattern in the system mass matrix, a back-substitution method is introduced that analytically
solves the mass matrix inverse in the least amount calculations required and removes the need for
the system to populate the full system mass matrix. This introduces modularity to the spacecraft
dynamics which is leveraged in the design of the software architecture.

In addition to the modularity, since the full solution is being computed with the proposed
back-substitution method, energy and momentum tools are available for verification purposes.
When developing multi-body dynamics simulation software, energy and momentum tools are vital
for ensuring the code is implemented properly. This dissertation includes modularization of the
energy and momentum conservation values where each model provides contributions to the energy
and momentum calculations but does not need to know any information about other models.

Due to the variability in the dynamics formulations the literature is lacking on common
dynamics problems solutions seen by spacecraft that agree with a common form. This results
in the necessity to re-derive the equations of motion for complex problems which can be a time
consuming task and is susceptible to analytical development errors. This dissertation provides
ready-to-implement solutions to common spacecraft dynamics problems that all conform to the
general equation of motion form presented. The solutions included in this dissertation are flexing
appended bodies, spring mass damper based fuel slosh, pendulum based fuel slosh, thruster based
mass depletion, imbalanced reaction wheels, and imbalanced variable speed control moment gyro-
scopes. These examples are fully tested, ready to be implemented solutions to common phenomenon
affecting spacecraft.

This dissertation introduces a modular software architecture for fully-coupled spacecraft dy-
namics and solves the issue of maintainability, scalability, and testability for this problem. The
proposed software architecture is shown to be maintainable, allows for a fixed size system mass ma-
trix to be inverted, allows effectors to be attached to the spacecraft in no particular order, allows
for ease of testing the code base through energy and momentum conservation, and does not have
scaling limitations.

An additional contribution of this dissertation is the extension of the software architecture
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to allow for multiple spacecraft to be simulated at once, and allow for the spacecraft to dock and
detach from one another. This is completed by assuming that the connected spacecraft are docked
to one another rigidly through their rigid-body hubs. This creates a continuous rigid structure
between the spacecraft and essentially creates a larger spacecraft that utilizes the same generalized
EOM form. The architecture ensures that only the primary spacecrafts translational and rotational
states are integrated by calculating contributions from the other connected spacecraft. After an
integration step the software architecture solves for the other connected spacecraft states through
kinematic relationships.

The modular software architecture is verified using energy and momentum conservation and
is implemented in the Basilisk astrodynamics software package. This provides a fully implemented
and tested example of the modular software architecture to provide proof of concept but this

architecture could be implemented in any object oriented computer language.

7.2 Recommendations for Future Work

The included examples in this dissertation for common physical phenomenon affecting space-
craft is just a subset of all of the possible dynamics models affecting spacecraft. There are endless
possibilities of dynamics models for example dual-gimbal VSCMGs, robotic appendages with mul-
tiple arms, more realistic fuel slosh models, etc. If the generalized EOM form is used to develop the
EOMs, the modular software architecture could be used to implement these new models seamlessly.
The scalability of this architecture was a large consideration of this architecture and was meant to
allow for many different models to be added with ease.

Additionally, an assumption that was leveraged throughout this dissertation was the fact that
the effectors had to be attached to the the rigid body hub. For example if a developer wanted a
reaction wheel attached to a flexible appendage a new model would have to be created that defines
that system connected to the spacecraft. Future work could be completed on determining the
underlying physics and resulting architecture that would allow for effectors to be chained together

or allow for the rigid-body hub to become flexible.
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Appendix A

Energy and Momentum Verification

Al Rigid-Body Hub Verification

The scenario that is implemented to verify the conservation quantities for a rigid body hub
is a scenario where a spacecraft with a rigid body hub is placed into orbit around earth and has a
non-zero initial angular velocity. The results can be seen in Figure and confirms that the rigid
body model is conserving the four conservation quantities. This gives confidence in the analytical

and software implementation of the EOMs.
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Fuel Slosh - Lumped Mass Spring Mass Damper Model Verification

The scenario that is implemented to verify the conservation quantities for the spring mass

damper fuel slosh model is a scenario where a spacecraft with three fuel slosh particles attached

to it is placed into orbit around earth and has a non-zero initial angular velocity and non-zero

deflected fuel slosh particles. No damping terms were included in this test. The results can be seen

in Figure and confirms that the model is conserving the four conservation quantities.

gives confidence in the analytical and software implementation of the EOMs.
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A.3 Reaction Wheels Verification

A.3.1 Balanced Reaction Wheels

The scenario that is implemented to verify the conservation quantities for the balanced reac-
tion wheel model is a scenario where a spacecraft with three balanced reaction wheels are attached
to it is placed into orbit around earth and has a non-zero initial angular velocity and non-zero
wheel speeds. No friction terms were included in this test. The results can be seen in Figure
and confirms that the model is conserving the four conservation quantities. This gives confidence

in the analytical and software implementation of the EOMs.
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Figure A.3: Simulation verification results for a rigid hub with three balanced reaction wheels
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A.3.2 Imbalanced Reaction Wheels

The scenario that is implemented to verify the conservation quantities for the imbalanced
reaction wheel model is a scenario where a spacecraft with three imbalanced reaction wheels are
attached to it is placed into orbit around earth and has a non-zero initial angular velocity and
non-zero wheel speeds. No friction terms were included in this test. The results can be seen in
Figure [A4] and confirms that the model is conserving the four conservation quantities. This gives

confidence in the analytical and software implementation of the EOMs.
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Figure A.4: Simulation verification results for a rigid hub with three imbalanced reaction wheels
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A4 Dual-Hinged Rigid-Bodies Verification

The scenario that is implemented to verify the conservation quantities for dual-hinged rigid-

bodies is a scenario where a spacecraft with two sets of dual-hinged rigid-bodies attached to it is

placed into orbit around earth and has a non-zero initial angular velocity and non-zero deflected

solar panels. No damping terms were included in this test. The results can be seen in Figure

and confirms that the dual-hinged rigid-body model is conserving the four conservation quantities.

This gives confidence in the analytical and software implementation of the EOMs.
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Figure A.5: Simulation verification results for a rigid hub with two sets of dual-hinged rigid-bodies
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A5 Variable Speed Control Moment Gyroscopes Verification

A5.1 Balanced Variable Speed Control Moment Gyroscopes

The scenario that is implemented to verify the conservation quantities for the balanced
VSCMG model is a scenario where a spacecraft with two balanced VSCMGs are attached to it
is placed into orbit around earth and has a non-zero initial angular velocity and non-zero wheel
speeds and non-zero gimbal speeds. No friction terms were included in this test. The results can
be seen in Figure and confirms that the model is conserving the four conservation quantities.

This gives confidence in the analytical and software implementation of the EOMs.
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Figure A.6: Simulation verification results for a rigid hub with two balanced variable speed control
moment gyroscopes
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A.5.2 Imbalanced Variable Speed Control Moment Gyroscopes

The scenario that is implemented to verify the conservation quantities for the imbalanced
VSCMG model is a scenario where a spacecraft with two imbalanced VSCMGs are attached to it
is placed into orbit around earth and has a non-zero initial angular velocity and non-zero wheel
speeds and non-zero gimbal speeds. No friction terms were included in this test. The results can
be seen in Figure [A.7] and confirms that the model is conserving the four conservation quantities.

This gives confidence in the analytical and software implementation of the EOMs.
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Figure A.7: Simulation verification results for a rigid hub with two imbalanced variable speed
control moment gyroscopes
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A.6 N-Connected Hinged Rigid-Bodies Verification

The scenario that is implemented to verify the conservation quantities for N-Connected hinged
rigid-bodies is a scenario where a spacecraft with two sets of N-Connected hinged rigid-bodies
attached to it (one with four panels and one with three panels) is placed into orbit around earth
and has a non-zero initial angular velocity and non-zero deflected solar panels. No damping terms
were included in this test. The results can be seen in Figure and confirms that the model is
conserving the four conservation quantities. This gives confidence in the analytical and software

implementation of the EOMs.
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Figure A.8: Simulation verification results for a rigid hub with one panel with four sections and
another panel with three sections
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A7 Fuel Slosh - Pendulum Model

The scenario that is implemented to verify the conservation quantities for the pendulum
based fuel slosh model is a scenario where a spacecraft with three fuel slosh particles attached to it
is placed into orbit around earth and has a non-zero initial angular velocity and non-zero deflected
fuel slosh particles. No damping terms were included in this test. The results can be seen in
Figure and confirms that the model is conserving the four conservation quantities. This gives

confidence in the analytical and software implementation of the EOMs.
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Figure A.9: Simulation verification results for a rigid hub with three pendulum based fuel slosh
particles
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Multi-Spacecraft Verification - Attached Spacecraft and Unattached

Spacecraft

Another scenario that is implemented to verify the conservation quantities for the multi-

spacecraft architecture is a scenario where a spacecraft with one hinged rigid-body attached to it is

docked to a spacecraft with no stateEffectors attached to it but is docked to another spacecraft

with one hinged rigid-body attached to it. Two other spacecraft with rigid body hubs are simulated

unattached to the primary spacecraft. The spacecraft system is placed into orbit around earth and

has a non-zero initial angular velocity and non-zero deflected solar panels. No damping terms were

included in this test. The results can be seen in Figures and confirms that the multi-

spacecraft architecture is conserving the four conservation quantities for the spacecraft system and

the unattached spacecraft. This gives confidence in the analytical and software implementation of

the EOMs.
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Figure A.10: Simulation verification results for two spacecraft attached to the primary spacecraft
with two solar panels attached



Relative Difference

Relative Difference

Relative Difference

Relative Difference

Relative Difference

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
Time (s) Time (s)

(a) Change in Orbital Angular Momentum (b) Change in Orbital Energy

le—15 le—15

IS
-

I
= o

Relative Difference
N

L L |
N o AW

o
o

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Time (s) Time (s)

(c) Change in Rotational Angular Momentum (d) Change in Rotational Energy

Figure A.11: Simulation verification results for first unattached spacecraft
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Figure A.12: Simulation verification results for second unattached spacecraft
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