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Reduction of Launch Vehicle
Injection Errors by Trajectory Shaping

Ricaarp RosEnBAUM™
Lockheed Missiles & Space Company, Palo Alto, Calif.

A method is presented for shaping a booster trajectory to minimize the sensitivity of termi-
nal constraints to variations in vehicle or atmosphere parameters. The unique feature of
the problem is that the payoff function depends not only on the state variables and the con-
trols, but also on the adjoint variables (Lagrange multipliers). In order to apply the gradient
optimization technique, two new sets of differential equations must be integrated. An ex-
ample, using the Scout booster, is given in which it is shown that the sensitivity of terminal
altitude to variations in first stage burn rate can be reduced by 50%,.
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Introduction

HE advent of the high-speed digital computer, together

with the development of the gradient method of trajec-
tory optimization, has made it possible to rapidly determine
the maximum performance of booster vehicles. In many
cases, however, the capability of the booster exceeds the
mission requirements. The payload to be placed in orbit,
for example, may weigh considerably less than the maximum
payload that the booster can deliver into orbit. A variety
of trajectories will satisfy the mission requirement. It is
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logical to inquire whether the excess booster capacity can be
used to improve some characteristic of the trajectory.

In this paper, a method is presented for using the excess
booster capability to shape the trajectory in order to reduce
the sensitivity of the terminal constraints to variations in
booster or atmosphere parameters. This is particularly
important if an open-loop guidance system is being used
because there is no way to correct the pitch program to com-
pensate for nonstandard conditions.

Trajectory shaping to minimize sensitivity has been em-
ployed in Refs. 1 and 2. Leondes and Volgenau! reduce the
impact error of a ballistic missile by finding a trajectory
which minimizes a weighted sum of the partial derivatives
of range with respect to the state variables at burnout. Their
payoff function is dependent only on the final values of the
state variables. A solution can therefore be found by using
one of the standard methods for solving the two-point bound-
ary value problem of the calculus of variations. They use
the Newton-Raphson method, and report a significant reduc-
tion in sensitivity. Watson and Stubberud? attempt to re-
duce the effect of atmospheric density variations on the im-
pact point of an entry vehicle. They develop a differential
equation for the sensitivity of range to sea-level density and
treat this sensitivity as a state variable. Their optimization
scheme requires the guessing of adjoint variables. They
reported difficulty in converging to the optimal solution and
were not able to reduce the sensitivity significantly.

The gradient method is used here. Orbital injection con-
straints are satisfied while minimizing a payoff function
which is the sensitivity of a terminal constraint to a parameter
variation. The unique feature of this problem is that the
payoff function depends not only on the state variables and
the controls, but also on the adjoint variables (Lagrange
multipliers). In order to determine the influence of a control
change on the payoff, one must take into account the change
in the adjoint variables as well as the state variables. Linear
perturbation analysis leads to two new sets of differential
equations with associated boundary conditions. One set of
equations is integrated forward along with the state equations
while the other set is integrated backwards along with the
adjoint equations.

Analysis

The gradient method of optimization is to be used to reduce
error sensitivities. In order to apply this method, the linear
perturbation equation relating changes in the control vari-
ables to changes in the sensitivity must first be obtained.

The equations of motion for a trajectory can be repre-
sented in the form

T = f(x,a,E,P,q) (1)

The control and system variables are functions which in-
fluence the trajectory over a period of time, while the param-
eters affect the trajectory at only one time. Thrust attitude
and the length of a coast between powered stages are ex-
amples of a control variable and a control parameter, respec-
tively. The system variables and parameters are the quan-
tities which cause trajectory errors when they have non-
nominal values. The control variables, once they have been
determined, become system variables because an error in the
control is one of the major error sources. Thrust magnitude
and atmospheric density are other examples of system vari-
ables and the burn time of a stage is an example of a system
parameter.

In general, one will be interested in reducing the effect of
all the significant error sources on all of the important termi-
nal constraints. * A discussion of this complete problem can
be found in Ref. 8. Here, the analysis will be simplified by
considering the effect of an error in only one system variable
on one terminal constraint. This simplification reduces the

REDUCTION OF LAUNCH VEHICLE INJECTION ERRORS 1229

complexity of the derivation without altering the essential
features of the problem. )

The linear perturbation equation relating changes in a
system variable to changes in a terminal constraint can be
written as

tr
oy = ft 7 ApPat @
where 8y is the change in the terminal constraint
Ap = \7(2f/0P) | @)

Ay is an n vector of adjoint variables which results from solv-
ing the set of differential equations

Ay = —(f/az)TNy 4
with boundary conditions
N () = (Q¥/dx)i=4 (5)

A derivation of this relation can be found in Ref. 4.

The change in the system variable 6P will be assumed con-
stant. The sensitivity of the constraint ¥ to the variable P
is thus given by

d i
dlf = t Apdt (6)
The quantity ¢ is the payoff to be minimized, or maximized,
depending on its sign. ¢ is a function of z,e, and the adjoint
variables associated with the constraint ¥. The unique
feature of this payoff is the dependence on the adjoint vari-
ables. In order to determine the influence of the control
on the payoff, one must take into account the change in the
adjoint variables as well as the state variables.

The linear perturbation equation relating small changes in
the sensitivity payoff to changes in the control has the same
form as Eq. (2)

= [ Aot )

The purpose of the derivation that follows is to determine
A, taking into account that ¢ is a function of the adjoint
variables. The approach is that of Ref. 5.

Form the quantity

F'(t,x,a‘:,)\.,,')\./,,a) = Ap(.’b,}\‘p,a) + VT<t) [f(x;a) - (IZ] +
pTO [Ny + @f/22)T™N] (8)

v(f) and u(f) are n-vectors of adjoint variables or Lagrange
multipliers. F is just the integrand of Eq. (6) so that

- ft ¥ Fa ©)

Now, proceeding formally, the differential of ¢ is given by

e [[(L) oo (L) e+
(aaf )5)\\0 + (aF> Sy + (aF ) Ba] £ (10)

The term involving 62 is integrated by parts to give

oF oF\ . I prud (oF
fl (ax)ﬁdt (a )69; ,.“ft, dt(a >6dt (11)

Substituting for F from Eq. (8) yields

oF
iTops — piToyr Toxdt (12
. (a>8xdt vitozi — virbes + 7 oréndt (12)

where the superseripts ¢ and f indicate values at times ¢: and
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THRUST dtn

P Fig. 1 Sketch of
thrust histories.

TIME

{7, respectively. Similarly the term involving 8\ becomes

f YO s\ydt = wTEN, — wiTEN, — [ wmongae (3)
t: b)\‘p t

After substituting Eqgs. (12) and (13) in Eq. (10), one obtains
do = piTdxt — piTox/ + u/ToNy — pToNy +

t [ (OF ) OF . OF
ﬁi [(a + uT> 5w -+ (SX - ,ﬂ)m + o Ba:ldt (14)

v and p are selected so that the coefficients of dz and 6Ny in-
side the integral are zero. This leads to the differential
equations

» = —(oF /om)T (15)
i = (QF/oNy)T (16)

The boundary conditions for these equations are chosen so
that d¢ is not a function of unknown quantities. The change
in the state at ¢y, 62/, is unknown. Therefore, its coefficient
will be set to zero. This coefficient will involve u/. Note
from Eq. (5) that

SNy (s) = (0/0x)(0Y/dx)Tbxf 17

Substituting Eq. (17) into Eq. (14) and setting the coefficient
of 6z to zero leads to the boundary condition for »

vIT = wT(0/0r)(dyY/0x) (18)

The adjoint variables Ay are specified at the terminal time.
The change in the variables at ¢; is unknown. Therefore,
the boundary condition for p is chosen to be

wil =0 (19)

The functions » and p can be interpreted as sensitivities.
»(¢) gives the change in ¢ due to a change in z at time .
This is identical to the relation between Ay and . () gives
the change in ¢ due to a change in Ay at time ¢.

If Egs. (15, 16, 18, and 19) are substituted into Eq. (14)
and 6z° is assumed to be zero, then Eq. (14) reduces to

So = f YOl it (20)
t Ou

Comparing Eq. (20) with Eq. (7), it is seen that the desired

influence coefficient A, is given by

A, = OF /da = dAp/0c + vTOfOa + ;
kT(0/0a) [(df/0z)TAy] (21)

How do the equations that have been derived here fit into
the gradient method of optimization? The initial conditions
for the equations involving u [Eq. (16)] are specified at ;.
These equations can, therefore, be integrated forward along
with the state equations. The initial conditions for the »
equations [Eq. (15)] are given at t;. ' These equations which
involve both w and A,, are integrated backwards along with
the usual adjoint equations [Eq. (4)]. A, which is a function
of »,u, and Ay, is evaluated and stored along this backward
run. A, is combined with the influence coefficients for the
terminal constraints in the usual manner and an expression
for 8a which will reduce the payoff while meeting constraints
is obtained. Thus, the basic sequence of forward and back-
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ward integration associated with the gradient method is
maintained. The only difference is that several additional
sets of differential equations must be integrated.

Numerical Example

The procedure described in the previous section will be
used to minimize the sensitivity of terminal altitude to first
stage burn rate for the Scout booster. The mission involves
placing a payload into a reentry trajectory. There are
terminal constraints on the altitude, flight-path angle, and
downrange location of re-entry. There is also a constraint
on dynamic pressure at the start of the second stage.

The Scout vehicle used for this mission has three stages.
The vehicle coasts between the powered stages and the length
of each of these coasts is a control parameter. Also, there
is no requirement that the third stage burn out at the desired
reentry point. Therefore, an adjustable coast is allowed
after the third stage. The thrust orientation angle, measured
with respect to an inertial coordinate system, is the control
variable.

Assumptions

In order to reduce the programing complexity, the follow-
ing simplifications have been made in the model: 1) motion
isrestricted to two dimensions; 2) an exponential atmosphere
is used; 3) the lift coefficient is zero and the drag coefficient
is independent of Mach number; 4) the thrust and mass flow
rate in the first stage are constant.

Sensitivity Function

The payoff to be minimized is the sensitivity of terminal
altitude to first stage burn rate. An increase in the burn
rate implies an increase in the thrust and a decrease in the
burn time such that the product of thrust and burn time re-
main constant. The burn rate variation will be represented
as a thrust variation where it is understood that a one pound
increase in thrust goes along with a decrease in burn time
given by the ratio of the nominal burn time to the nominal
thrust. Let the nominal stage time be broken up into seg-
ments of length df,. The thrust magnitude over each seg-
ment is T, as shown in Fig. 1. When the thrust is increased
to the perturbed value T,, the length of each segment is re-
duced to di,.

The change in the terminal altitude, éA(¢;), due to the per-
turbed thrust over the interval dt, can be expressed as

Sh(ty) = N7d(6z) (22)

where A is the vector of adjoint variables associated with the
altitude constraint and

d(0z) = x,(dty) — za(dts) (23)

i.e., the difference between the perturbed trajectory variables
after time interval di, and the nominal variables after time
dts.

The  component of d(éz) due to increased thrust is found
by writing the differential of the trajectory equations (Eq. 1)

o0& = (0f/oT)éT (24)
Over the time dt,, the change in z is
d(éxr) = (Of/0T)éTdt, (25)
The burn time is changed by
8t = —(dtn/To)8T (26)

If the rate of change of z is f, then d(8z) due to the reduced
burn time is

d(éz) = —(f/T.)8Tdt, 27
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The combined effect is found by adding Eqgs. (25) and (27) to
give

d(6z) = f/0T — f/T.)8Tdt, (28)
Substituting Eq. (28) into Eq. (22) yields
Shity) = NT(QQf/OT — f/Tn)oTdt, (29)

The change over an entire stage is found by integrating Eq.
(29). The resulting sensitivity is

dh _ o 1
a7 = tf ) AT (bT T,.)dt (30)
stage
The Ap of Eq. (6), then, is just
Ap = NTQQf/OT — f/T.) (31)

The sensitivity given by Eq. (30) is the payoff in the
optimization procedure. In order to determine whether an
improvement in payoff has been achieved on a forward run,
Eq. (30) must be evaluated. Note, however, that it de-
pends on the adjoint variables evaluated along that trajectory.
These adjoint variables are not known until a backward
integration of the trajectory has been made. Therefore,
at the end of every forward run which meets terminal con-
straints, a special backward run is made to integrate the ad-
joint equations so that the payoff can be evaluated.

Variational Equations

The equations for u are obtained by substituting Eq. (8)
into Eq. (16). The result is

&= (Of/0x)p + (QAr/ON)T (32)
From Eq. (19), the initial conditions are seen to be
pE:) =0 (33)

u is a five-component vector with one component for each
of the state variables, v,y,r,r,m. Of/0x is a 5 X 5 matrix.
The last term in Eq. (32) is added only during the first stage.
From Eq. (31) it is

(0Ap/ONT = (Of/0T — f/Th) (34
From Eq. (15), the equations for » are
= —(0Ap/0z)T — (Of/0x)™v —
{(0/02)[(0f/0x)™N\]} i (33)
with boundary conditions from Eq. (18) equal to
v(t;) =0 (36)

v is a five-component vector. The partial of Ap with respect
to z is given by

OAp/Ox = WNT[O¥/0Tox — (1/T.)0f/0zx] (37)

The quantity in parentheses in the last term of Eq. (85) is
the second-order partial of the Hamiltonian with respect to
the state variables.

The influence coefficient relating the control 8 to the sensi-
tivity is given by substituting 6 for « in Eq. (21). The result
is

A, = OAr/00 + »7(0f/00) + u7(0/06)[(0f/0x)TA] (38)
The partial of Ap with respect to 8 is given by
OAp/00 = NT[D%/dTO8 — (1/T,.)of/06] (39)
The final term in Eq. (38) can be written in the form
u”(0/00)[(0f/0z)"N] = uT{0%/060x]7A (40)

The matrices required to evaluate Eqs. (32-40) are given in
the Appendix.
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Adjustable Coasts

The length of the coast after each powered stage is an
adjustable parameter which must be optimized along with
the thrust attitude history. What influence does a change
in coast time have on the sensitivity? Referring to Eq.
(14) and using the sensitivity interpretations for v and g, it is
seen that the influence of perturbations in z and N on ¢ is
given by

6¢ = vTéx 4+ uToN 41)

where the superscripts of Eq. (14) have been dropped. If
the length of a coast is changed on a forward integration, a
oz will appear at the end of the coast of magnitude®

oz = i|4,0t (42)

On the other hand, \ is integrated backwards in time. A
change in coast length leads to a 6X at the beginning of the
coast given by

BN = — N0t (43)

The combined effect is obtained by substituting Egs. (42)
and (43) into Eq. (41) to give

d¢ = (vTi'[tcf - ,uT.)\lzci)Bt (44)

where ¢, and ., represent the times at the beginning and end
of the coast. The quantity in parenthesis in Eq. (44) gives
the effect of a change in coast time on the sensitivity payoff.
This quantity is required to optimize the coast times along
with the thrust attitude history as shown in Ref. 6.

Results

A number of cases were run to determine the reduction in
sensitivity that can be obtained as the burnout weight is
lowered. First, it was determined that the maximum burn-
out weight for the re-entry mission is 1392 Ibs. The burnout
weight was then fixed at lower values ranging down to 1200
Ib and the sensitivity was minimized for each burnout weight.
As the burnout weight is lowered, larger changes in the
trajectory shape become possible and the sensitivity can be
reduced to a greater degree. The results are shown in Fig. 2.
It is seen that lowering the burnout weight from 1390 to 1200
b makes a 509 reduction in sensitivity possible. The
general trend of the trajectory shaping is to steepen the
trajectory as shown in the altitude-range profiles in Fig. 3.
The initial trajectory is similar to the maximum burnout
weight trajectory. The control history for the maximum
burnout case was used as the nominal control history for
the 1200 1b case. The initial trajectory is the first trajectory
in the sequence of iterations that satisfies all the terminal
constraints. It should be noted that the sensitivity for the
initial trajectory is 42.3, which is almost as high as the sensi-
tivity for the maximum weight case. This indicates that
the reduction iin sensitivity is due to shaping the trajectory
and not merely to lowering the burnout weight.

The sensitivities plotted in Fig. 2 come from evaluating
the integral in Eq. (30). To check this integral, the burn
rate was perturbed for the two trajectories in Fig. 3 and the
change in terminal altitude was observed. A comparison of
the integral and the perturbation evaluation of sensitivity
is shown in Table 1. The agreement between the two calcu-
lations is good.

It is interesting to note that the trajectory that minimizes
the altitude sensitivity also reduces the sensitivity of the
other terminal constraints to burn rate changes. The effect
of a 400-1b change in thrust on the terminal constraints for
the two trajectories in Fig. 3 is shown in Table 2.

Conclusions

There are two conclusions to be drawn from this study:
1) trajectory shaping can significantly reduce the sensitivity
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44 G == (v/r — g/v) cosy + (T/mv)(Ca cosf + Cs; sing)
I=¢=vsiny, K =7=vcosy/r,N =m = —T/gl,,
wl- where
022 = COST COS7Y + sinr sin'y, Cas = 022
Cy; = —sinr cosy + cost siny, Cp = —Ca
36—
D = {p?CpA, Cp independent of Mach number
p = pee~Ph B = 1/23000
32
~ f is a column vector given by
5 fr=IFGILEN]
55 28
* The partial derivative matrix of f with respect to z is
24 rs ) oy or or om
26 26 20 2 W
ov e 2% or or om
20—
Offew = oL oL, 0
ov oy
i K K K 0
1 o oy or
121)0 12140 12’80 13‘20 13160 1400 __0 0 0 0 0_

BURNOUT WEIGHT (Ib)

Fig. 2 Minimum sensitivity as a function of burnout
weight.

of terminal constraints to variations in system parameters;
and 2) the gradient method of optimization ean be used to
find the minimum sensitivity trajectory. In view of the
success achieved in minimizing the sensitivity to one error
source, it would seem fruitful to apply this method to a
problem in which all the major error sources are included
simultaneously.

Appendix: Eqguations of Metion and Matrices

The equations of motion in the coordinate system shown
in Fig. 4 are

F =9 = —gsiny + (T/m)(Cez cosb + Cy 5ind) — D/m

The partial derivatives of f with respect to T' are
(Of/dT)T = [(OF/dT)(0G/dT) 0 0 DN /3T)]

The second-order partial of f with respeet to the vector
z and the scalar T is found by taking the partial of each term
in 9f/0x with respect to T.

0 Fey 0 Fp, Fra
Gro Gp, 0 Gr, Gra
OY/dTox =10 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

The second-order partial of the Hamiltonian is
H.. = (3/0x)[(0f/dz)TA]

800, 000
STAGE 3 IGNITION
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STAGE 3 BURNOUT
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Fig.3 Comparison of initial and minimum
sensitivity trajectories.
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Table 1 Sensitivity evaluation
Integral Perturbations
Initial trajectory 42.3 43.2
Minimum sensitivity 18.9 17.3
trajectory

The term in brackets is a column vector. Each component
of the vector is converted to a row when the partial with
respect to the state vector is taken. The components of H.,,
can be written as

(H. | [P @ 0 0 0]
., 0 Gy I, K., 0
Hvr = Fw G’vr 0 er 0 [)\]
H,, 0 Gyr 0 0 0
H,, Fon Gom 0 0 0
[~ H'Y'Y ] FF'Y'Y G'Y'Y I'Y'Y K'Y'Y 0—
Hy |_|Fv 6w 0 Ky 0f
Hy. | {Fyr Gy 0 0 0
| Hn| |[Fom Gm 0 0 0
CH. | [F. 6 0 K. O]
H, |=|F. Grr 0 0 0] [A]
| Hon | [Fn Gm 0 0 0
" H,,] [Fm G.. 0 0 0]
= [A]
- Hrm - _Frm G-rm 0 0 0_

The partial of f with respect to 8 is
(of/08)T = [(OF/06)(0G/d8) 00 0]

Table 2 Perturbations in terminal constraints

Minimum
Initial sensitivity
Constraint trajectory trajectory
Altitude, ft 17276 6901
Flight path angle, deg 0.08 0.02
Velocity, fps —59.6 —28.3
Range, naut miles -2.3 —-1.5
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Fig.4 Coordinate system for
equations of motion.

T
0
v
¥
1 \

The second-order partial of f with respect to the scalars T
and #is

0%f/0To0 = [(d%F/0Td0)(0*G/0T06) 00 0]

The second-order partial of f with respect to = and 8 is
found by taking the derivative of each component of df/dx
with respect to 8

0 Fo, For For Fom
G0v Go'y GOT Gﬁr GOm

0%/06dx = | 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

The components of these matrices are given in Ref. 3.
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