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A Systematic Methodology for Modeling and
Attitude Control of Multi-body Space Telescopes
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Abstract—This paper derives a symbolic multi-body rigid
nonlinear model for a space telescope using Stoneking’s im-
plementation of Kane’s method. This symbolic nonlinear model
is linearized using Matlab symbolic functions diff and inv
because the analytic linearization is intractable for manual
derivation. The linearized system model is then used to design
the controllers using both linear quadratic regulator (LQR) and
robust pole assignment methods. The closed-loop systems for the
two designs are simulated using both the rigid model as well as
a second model containing flexible modes. The performances of
the two designs are compared based on the simulation testing
results. Our conclusion is that the robust pole assignment design
offers better performance than that of the LQR system in terms
of actuator usage and pointing accuracy. However, the LQR
approach remains an effective first design step that can inform
the selection of real eigenvalues for robust pole assignment. The
proposed method may be used for the modeling and controller
designs for various multi-body systems.

Index Terms—Modeling, space telescope control, multibody
dynamics, LQR, robust pole assignment.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE Large UV Optical Infrared Surveyor (LUVOIR) (see
Figure 1), to be placed to Sun-Earth L2 point, is a concept

proposed for the key science goal of characterizing a wide
range of exoplanets some of which are potentially habitable.
Although the telescope is still in the concept phase, NASA has
engaged multiple engineering disciplines to conduct prelimi-
nary design studies [1]. The telescope is a typical multi-body
dynamical system.

Multi-body dynamical systems can be found in many
applications including machine design, spacecraft dynamics,
and robotics. Modern modeling techniques for multi-body
dynamics are based on d’Alembert’s principle in which dy-
namical systems were essentially converted into static ones
through the introduction of inertial forces. In 1788, Lagrange
formalized this approach by combining the fundamental ideas
of d’Alembert’s principle with explicit descriptions of vir-
tual work and generalized coordinates [2]. An extension of
d’Alembert’s principle valid for holonomic systems was pre-
sented in 1909 by Jourdain [3]. As many engineering systems
are nonholonomic, Kane extended d’Alembert’s principle to
this general case in 1961 [4]. Kane’s method has many applica-
tions particularly in robotics for systems of rigid bodies linked
by rotational joints that have an arbitrary number of degrees
of freedom (see [5]–[7]). Therefore, it is now included in a
few engineering handbooks, such as [5], [8]. Although Kane’s
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method has become popular, controversy exists surrounding
its originality and efficiency when compared with the Gibbs-
Appell equations [9], [10]. Recently, Piedboeuf indicated that
Kane’s equations are consistent to the Jourdain principle [11].
In [12], Stoneking demonstrated that Kane’s method can be
particularly useful in modeling the case of multiple rigid
bodies connected via rotary joints, e.g., space telescopes. As
this was a conference paper, it was limited in both scope as
well as exposure. The implementation, however, is available
as open source software [13].

Using Kane’s method as described by Stoneking [12], Bentz
and Lewis derived a two-body rigid dynamics model for
the LUVOIR telescope and simulated the initial condition
response of a LQR design [14]. This work was followed by
similar testing of a higher fidelity three-body rigid dynamics
model in [15]. However, the derivation is brief and typos
exist (which may mislead the readers). In addition, the full
derivation for the three-body model is left to but can be
difficult for the readers. As linked multi-body systems are
widely seen in robotics and space applications, we extend
the preliminary research of [14], [15] and provide all detailed
derivations, which, to our best knowledge, are not available
in any published work. Through the derivation of our three-
body model, we aim to generate further exposure within
the aerospace community of Stoneking’s implementation of
Kane’s dynamics and analysis technique that can efficiently
model rigid multiple bodies, connected via rotary joints having
arbitrary degrees of freedom, arranged in tree topologies.

Although plenty of flexible system modeling methods exist
(for example [16]–[18]), we are particularly interested in rigid
model because the rigid model size is much smaller and its
states are normally measurable. Therefore, the rigid model
is more suitable for the control system design than flexible
models, and using a rigid model for the controller design
is widely used in practice. Our ultimate goal is to design
a controller for the LUVOIR telescope in compliance with
some arbitrary pointing requirement. As Kane’s multi-body
dynamics are nonlinear, and many powerful control techniques
such as LQR and robust pole assignment are based upon linear
models, we have chosen to linearize the symbolic model for
the purpose of controller design. Two controllers are designed
based on the linearized model and their performances are
compared for both rigid and flexible models to give us some
confidence that the designed controller will work for the real
system.

There are other multibody modeling methods in the lit-
erature. For example, Li et al [19] discussed a flexible
multibody spacecraft modeling which has a center service
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Fig. 1. The concept of LUVOIR telescope.

module, supporting trusses, and a mirror module. It is assumed
that the center service module and the mirror module are
rigid but the trusses are flexible. In addition, the rigid center
service module’s translational motion is not considered, and
connection of the rigid center service module and the trusses
are fixed. Therefore, their model is more specific than the one
discussed in this paper because we do consider translational
motion for all bodies and all connections are not fixed. Hu
et al [20] derived a more general flexible multi-body system
modeling method, which has much more states. Therefore, the
model is more suitable for validating the controller design but
is not practical for controller design.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section II
presents some useful background and formulas to be used
in the rest of the paper. Section III provides the detailed
derivations of the three-body rigid nonlinear time invariant
dynamics models. Section IV discusses linearization of the
dynamics models, and two different controller designs, LQR
and robust pole assignment, based on the rigid linearized time
invariant dynamics model. Since the LUVOIR telescope is
a flexible structure, we need to validate the designs using
both the rigid linearized time invariant model as well as the
higher fidelity flexible model. Redesigns are necessary if a
design works for simulation testing on the rigid linearized
time invariant model but fails the simulation testing on the
high fidelity flexible model. The final LQR and robust pole
assignment designs are tested and their performances for the
rigid linearized time invariant model and flexible model are
compared in Section IV which highlights the advantages of
robust pole assignment.

II. PRELIMINARY

This section provides important concepts and formulas in
dynamics theory to be used in this paper and a brief discussion
of Kane’s method.

A. Basic concepts and important formulas

Before we proceed, we present some basic concepts and
important formulas which can be found in [7] and will be
used repeatedly in the remainder of the paper. Let BF =

[b1,b2,b3] be a set of bases of the frame F , then a general
vector v⃗ resolved in frame F can be written as:

v⃗ = v1b1 + v2b2 + v3b3 = [b1,b2,b3][v1, v2, v3]
T = BFv,

(1)
where v = [v1, v2, v3]

T. Let ω⃗B/A be the angular rate of frame
B relative to frame A resolved in B. Invoking [7, (2.3.1)], for
any moving vector x⃗ resolved in B, its derivative in frame A
and frame B can be related as:

dx⃗

dt

∣∣∣
A
=
dx⃗

dt

∣∣∣
B
+ ω⃗B/A × x⃗, (2)

where × denotes the cross multiplication of two vectors. If x⃗
is fixed in frame B, then dx⃗

dt

∣∣∣
B
= 0. Therefore, we obtain (see

[7, (2.1.2)]),
dx⃗

dt

∣∣∣
A
= ω⃗B/A × x⃗. (3)

The angular velocity of a rigid body B relative to a reference
frame A can be expressed in the following form involving n
auxiliary references A1, . . . , An [7, (2.4.1)]:

ω⃗B/A = ω⃗B/A1
+ ω⃗A1/A2

+ · · ·+ ω⃗An/A. (4)

The angular acceleration of a rigid body B relative to a
reference frame A is defined as the first time-derivative in
A of the angular velocity of ω⃗B/A as [7, (2.5.1)]:

α⃗B/A =
dω⃗B/A

dt
. (5)

If P and Q are two points fixed on a rigid body B having an
angular velocity ω⃗B/A relative to a reference frame A, then
the velocity of P in A, denoted as v⃗P/A, and the velocity of Q
in A, denoted as v⃗Q/A, are related to each other as [7, (2.7.1)]:

v⃗P/A = v⃗Q/A + ω⃗B/A × r⃗, (6)

where r⃗ is the position vector from Q to P. The relationship
between the acceleration of P in A, denoted as a⃗P/A, and
the acceleration of Q in A, denoted as a⃗Q/A, is given as [7,
(2.7.2)]:

a⃗P/A = a⃗Q/A + ω⃗B/A × (ω⃗B/A × r⃗) + α⃗B/A × r⃗. (7)

B. Kane’s method

We will derive the three-body rigid nonlinear model for
LUVOIR telescope by using Kane’s method [12]. The nota-
tions in this section are defined in [7], [12] and will become
clear for the readers who follow the derivation to the end
of the next section. At that time, readers will see the beauty
of Stoneking’s form of Kane’s method [12]. Let {τ} be the
general torque vector of the system, [J] be the general inertia
matrix of the system, {α} be the general angular acceleration
vector of the system, {ω} be the general angular rate vector
of the system, {h} be general angular momentum vector of
the system, {f} be the general force vector of the system,
[M] be the general mass matrix of the system, {a} be the
general linear acceleration vector of the system, Ω be the
partial angular velocity dyad, and V be the partial velocity
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dyad (Ω and V will be defined in (24) and (34)). The Kane’s
equation in matrix form can be expressed as

ΩT ({τ} − [J]{α} − {ω × h}) +VT ({f} − [M]{a}) = 0,
(8)

where the expression in the first parentheses is Euler’s equa-
tion, and the expression in the second parentheses is Newton’s
second low of motion. Therefore, formula (8) appears at first
glance to be trivial; however, there are some significant merits
to using Kane’s equation for multi-body models as discussed
in [12]. We will see that the following relations hold in the
rest development.

{α} = Ωẋg + {αr}, (9a)
{a} = Vẋg + {ar}, (9b)

where xg is the generalized speeds of the multi-body system,
{αr} and {ar} are items that do not include ẋg . Substituting
equations (9a) and (9b) into (8), and then grouping on ẋg

yields Stoneking’s form of Kane’s equation(
ΩT[J]Ω +VT[M]V

)
ẋg

= ΩT ({τ} − [J]{αr} − {ω × h})
+VT ({f} − [M]{ar}) , (10)

which is the rigid multi-body system model. A similar idea
was proposed and a similar formula to (10) is obtained by Hu
et al [20] in 2012 for flexible multi-body system modeling.
The advantages of using Kane’s method for multibody system
modeling with tree structure was discussed in [21]. In the next

section, we will provide details of using (10) for rigid multi-
body system modeling.

III. THREE-BODY RIGID MODEL FOR LUVOIR TELESCOPE

The LUVOIR-A telescope model is assumed to be com-
posed of three rigid bodies connected in serial by two rotary
joints as illustrated in Figure 2.

The three bodies are the spacecraft bus, the boom (tower, or
payload articulation system), and the payload. Spacecraft bus
includes many subsystems such as electrical power system,
propulsion, attitude control system, avionics, command and
data handling, thermal management system, mechanical and
structure. The boom can repoint the payload to any position on
sky. The payload includes optical telescope assembly, the high
definition imager, the extreme coronagraph for living planetary
system, and ultraviolet multi-object spectrograph [1]. Several
frames of the LUVOIR telescope will be considered. Let the
spacecraft body frame be denoted as Fs = [xs,ys, zs], the
inertial frame be denoted as FI = [xI ,yI , zI ], the boom body
frame be denoted as Fb = [xb,yb, zb], the payload body frame
be denoted as Fp = [xp,yp, zp]. The spacecraft frame may be
defined relative to the inertial frame by

FT
s = Os/IFT

I . (11)

where Os/I is the orientation matrix whose subscript s/I
represents that the orientation of Fs is relative to FI .
Using standard 3 − 2 − 1 sequence of the intrinsic Euler
angle rotations by yaw angle ψ, pitch angle θ, and roll
angle ϕ, the orientation matrix Os/I can be expressed as

Os/I =

 1 0 0
0 cos(ϕ) sin(ϕ)
0 − sin(ϕ) cos(ϕ)

 cos(θ) 0 − sin(θ)
0 1 0

sin(θ) 0 cos(θ)

 cos(ψ) sin(ψ) 0
− sin(ψ) cos(ψ) 0

0 0 1

 . (12)

Since orientation matrix Os/I is an orthogonal matrix, we
have

OI/s = OT
s/I (13)

Let the boom gimbal angle be γ and the payload gimbal
angle be λ. The boom body frame to spacecraft body frame
orientation matrix can be expressed as

Ob/s =

 cos(γ) 0 − sin(γ)
0 1 0

sin(γ) 0 cos(γ)

 . (14)

The payload body frame to boom body frame orientation
matrix can be expressed as

Op/b =

 cos(λ) 0 − sin(λ)
0 1 0

sin(λ) 0 cos(λ)

 . (15)

The payload body frame to spacecraft body frame orientation
matrix can be expressed as

Op/s =

 cos(γ + λ) 0 − sin(γ + λ)
0 1 0

sin(γ + λ) 0 cos(γ + λ)

 . (16)

Fig. 2. The description of the three bodies of LUVOIR telescope.

Let the angular velocity of the boom relative to the inertial
frame be denoted as ω⃗b/I . We will use similar notations in the
remainder of this paper, for example, ω⃗b/s, ω⃗p/b, and ω⃗s/I .
Let Γ1 = [0, 1, 0]T and Γ2 = [0, 1, 0]T, σ1 = γ̇ and σ2 = λ̇
be the generalized speeds of the rotary joints of G1 and G2.
Then the angular rate of the rotary joint G1 represented in
the boom frame and the angular rate of the rotary joint G2
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resolved in the payload frame can be written as 1

ω⃗b/s = Γ⃗1σ1, ω⃗p/b = Γ⃗2σ2. (17)

Using these notations and (4) (as consistent with [7, (2.4.1)]),
we have

ω⃗b/I = ω⃗b/s + ω⃗s/I = Γ⃗1σ1 + ω⃗s/I . (18)

Let BI be the bases of inertial frame, Bs be the bases of the
spacecraft frame, Bb be the bases of the boom frame, Bp be
the bases of the payload frame. Then, we may write (18) as

Bbωb/I = BbΓ1σ1 +Bsωs/I . (19)

By premultiplying BT
b , we may clear the base dyads and

obtain
ωb/I = Γ1σ1 +Ob/sωs/I . (20)

Similarly,

ω⃗p/I = ω⃗p/b + ω⃗b/s + ω⃗s/I = Γ⃗2σ2 + Γ⃗1σ1 + ω⃗s/I . (21)

We may write (21) as

Bpωp/I = Bpωp/b +Bbωb/s +Bsωs/I

= BpΓ2σ2 +BbΓ1σ1 +Bsωs/I , (22)

and we may clear the base dyads by pre-multiplying BT
p and

obtain

ωp/I = Γ2σ2 +Op/bΓ1σ1 +Op/sωs/I . (23)

Combining (20) and (23) yields ωs/I

ωb/I

ωp/I

 =

 I3 031 031 033

Ob/s Γ1 031 033

Op/s Op/bΓ1 Γ2 033


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Ω


ωs/I

σ1
σ2
vs/I

 ,
(24)

where I3 is the three-dimensional identity matrix, 031 is the
3×1 all zero matrix, 033 is the 3×3 all zero matrix, and vs/I

is the velocity vector of the center of mass of the spacecraft
relative to the inertial frame.

Now, we consider the linear velocity of the center of the
mass for the boom and the linear velocity of the center of the
mass for the payload. First, we introduce a notation. For any
vector a = [a1, a2, a3]

T, let a skew symmetric matrix related
to a be defined as

a× =

 0 −a3 a2
a3 0 −a1
−a2 a1 0

 . (25)

The cross product of two vectors a × b can be written as a
multiplication of the matrix a× and the vector b, i.e., a×b. Let
v⃗s/I be the velocity of the center of mass of the spacecraft in
the inertial frame, v⃗b/I be the velocity of the center of mass
of the boom in the inertial frame, v⃗G1/I be the velocity of
G1 in the inertial frame (see Figure 2), r⃗G1/s be the position
vector from the center of mass of the spacecraft to the joint

1For LUVOIR-B where the connection between payload and boom has two
degrees of freedom, the following equations may be replaced by (24) in [12],
but the rest derivation remains essentially the same.

G1, r⃗G1/b be the position vector from the center of mass of
the boom to the joint G1, v⃗p/I be the velocity of the center
of mass for the payload in the inertial frame, v⃗G2/I be the
velocity of G2 in the inertial frame, r⃗G2/p be the position
vector from the center of mass of the payload to the joint G2,
r⃗G2/b be the position vector from the center of mass of the
boom to the joint G2. Note that all these v⃗ and r⃗ vectors are
in the inertial frame (see Figure 2). Since G1 is a point on
both the spacecraft and the boom, from (6) (see [7, (2.7.1)]),
we have

v⃗G1/I = v⃗s/I + ω⃗s/I × r⃗G1/s, (26a)
v⃗G1/I = v⃗b/I + ω⃗b/I × r⃗G1/b. (26b)

Substituting (26a) into (26b) and invoking (18) yield

v⃗b/I = v⃗s/I + ω⃗s/I × r⃗G1/s − ω⃗b/I × r⃗G1/b

= v⃗s/I + ω⃗s/I × r⃗G1/s − (ω⃗b/s + ω⃗s/I)× r⃗G1/b

(27)

We may represent each vector in an appropriate basis and write
(27) as

BIvb/I = BIvs/I +Bsωs/I ×BIrG1/s

−(BbΓ1σ1 +Bsωs/I)×BIrG1/b (28)

Using the notations that rG1/s|I = BIrG1/s (where rG1/s|I
means that the vector rG1/s is expressed in the inertial frame)
and rG1/b|I = BIrG1/b, we may clear the base dyads by
pre-multiplying BT

I and obtain

vb/I = vs/I − rG1/s|I ×OI/sωs/I + rG1/b|I ×OI/bΓ1σ1

+rG1/b|I ×OI/sωs/I

= vs/I |I +
[
rG1/b|×I − rG1/s|×I

]
OI/s︸ ︷︷ ︸

V21∈R3×3

ωs/I

+ rG1/b|×I OI/bΓ1︸ ︷︷ ︸
v22∈R3×1

σ1. (29)

Applying the same idea to the joint G2 and invoking (6) (see
[7, (2.7.1)]), we have

v⃗G2/I = v⃗b/I + ω⃗b/I × r⃗G2/b, (30a)
v⃗G2/I = v⃗p/I + ω⃗p/I × r⃗G2/p. (30b)

Substituting (30a) into (30b) and invoking (21) yield

v⃗p/I = v⃗b/I + ω⃗b/I × r⃗G2/b − ω⃗p/I × r⃗G2/p

= v⃗b/I + (ω⃗b/s + ω⃗s/I)× r⃗G2/b

−(ω⃗p/b + ω⃗b/s + ω⃗s/I)× r⃗G2/p

= v⃗b/I − ω⃗p/b × r⃗G2/p + ω⃗b/s × (⃗rG2/b − r⃗G2/p)

+ω⃗s/I × (⃗rG2/b − r⃗G2/p). (31)

We may represent each vector in an appropriate basis and write
(31) as

BIvp/I = BIvb/I −BpΓ2σ2 ×BIrG2/p

+BbΓ1σ1 × (BIrG2/b −BIrG2/p)

+Bsωs/I × (BIrG2/b −BIrG2/p) (32)
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vp/I = vb/I + rG2/p|I ×OI/pΓ2σ2 + (rG2/p|I − rG2/b|I)×OI/bΓ1σ1 + (rG2/p|I − rG2/b|I)×OI/sωs/I

= vs/I +V21ωs/I + v22σ1 + rG2/p|I ×OI/pΓ2σ2

+(rG2/p|I − rG2/b|I)×OI/bΓ1σ1 + (rG2/p|I − rG2/b|I)×OI/sωs/I

= vs/I +
[
rG1/b|×I − rG1/s|×I + rG2/p|×I − rG2/b|×I

]
OI/s︸ ︷︷ ︸

V31∈R3×3

(ωs/I)

+
[
rG1/b|×I + rG2/p|×I − rG2/b|×I

]
OI/bΓ1︸ ︷︷ ︸

v32∈R3×1

σ1 + rG2/p|×I OI/pΓ2︸ ︷︷ ︸
v33∈R3×1

σ2. (33)

Combining (29) and (33) yields vs/I

vb/I

vp/I

 =

 033 031 031 I3
V21 v22 031 I3
V31 v32 v33 I3


︸ ︷︷ ︸

V


ωs/I

σ1
σ2
vs/I

 . (34)

In the sequel, we show that Ω, defined in (24), and V, defined
in (34), are the same ones defined in the differential equations
(9) which will be used to obtain the multi-body system model
(10). Let α⃗s/I be the angular acceleration of the center of
the mass of the spacecraft relative to the inertial frame, α⃗b/I

be the angular acceleration of the center of the mass of the
boom relative to the inertial frame, and α⃗p/I be the angular
acceleration of the center of the mass of the payload relative to
the inertial frame, respectively. Taking the derivative for (18)
and invoking (2), we have

α⃗b/I =
dω⃗b/I

dt
=
d(ω⃗b/s + ω⃗s/I)

dt

=
dω⃗b/s

dt
+
dω⃗s/I

dt

= Γ⃗1σ̇1 + ω⃗b/I × Γ⃗1σ1 + α⃗s/I . (35)

Representing each vector in an appropriate base yields

Bbαb/I = BbΓ1σ̇1 +Bbωb/I ×BbΓ1σ1 +Bsαs/I . (36)

Pre-multiplying BT
b on both sides of (36) clears the base dyads

and yields

αb/I = Γ1σ̇1 + ωb/I × Γ1σ1 +Ob/sαs/I

= Γ1σ̇1 +Ob/sαs/I + αr
b/I , (37)

where

αr
b/I = ωb/I × Γ1σ1, ωb/I = Ob/sωs/I . (38)

Taking the derivative for (21) and invoking (2) yields

α⃗p/I =
dω⃗p/I

dt
=
d(ω⃗p/b + ω⃗b/s + ω⃗s/I)

dt

=
dω⃗p/b

dt
+
dω⃗b/s

dt
+
dω⃗s/I

dt

= Γ⃗2σ̇2 + ω⃗p/I × Γ⃗2σ2 + Γ⃗1σ̇1

+ω⃗b/I × Γ⃗1σ1 + α⃗s/I .

(39)

Representing each vector in an appropriate base yields

Bpαp/I = BpΓ2σ̇2 +Bpωp/I × Γ2σ2 +BbΓ1σ̇1

+Bbωb/I × Γ1σ1 +Bsαs/I . (40)

Pre-multiplying BT
p on both sides of (40) clears the base dyads

and yields

αp/I = Γ2σ̇2 + ωp/I × Γ2σ2 +Op/bΓ1σ̇1

+Op/bωb/I × Γ1σ1 +Op/sαs/I

= Γ2σ̇2 +Op/bΓ1σ̇1 +Op/sαs/I + αr
p/I . (41)

where

αr
p/I = ωp/I × Γ2σ2 +Op/bωb/I × Γ1σ1

= ωp/I × Γ2σ2 +Op/bα
r
b/I , ωp/I = Op/bωb/I .

(42)

Denote α1 = σ̇1, α2 = σ̇2, and

ẋg = [ω̇s/I , σ̇1, σ̇2, v̇s/I ]
T. (43)

Combining (37) and (41) yields

{α} :=

 αs/I

αb/I

αp/I



=

 I3 031 031 033

Ob/s Γ1 031 033

Op/s Op/bΓ1 Γ2 033


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Ω


ω̇s/I

σ̇1
σ̇2
v̇s/I


︸ ︷︷ ︸

ẋg

+

 031

αr
b/I

αr
p/I


︸ ︷︷ ︸

{αr}

= Ωẋg + {αr}, (44)

which is equivalent to (9a). We also showed that Ω defined in
(24) is the same as the one defined in (44) or in (9a). Next,
we derive equation (9b). Let a⃗s/I be the acceleration of the
center of the mass of the spacecraft relative to the inertial
frame, a⃗b/I be the acceleration of the center of the mass of
the boom relative to the inertial frame, a⃗p/I be the acceleration
of the center of the mass of the payload relative to the inertial
frame, a⃗G1/I be the acceleration of the joint G1 relative to
the inertial frame, and a⃗G2/I be the acceleration of the joint
G2 relative to the inertial frame, respectively. Since G1 is a
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point on both the spacecraft and the boom, applying (7) to the
joint G1, we have

a⃗G1/I = a⃗s/I + ω⃗s/I × (ω⃗s/I × r⃗G1/s) + α⃗s/I × r⃗G1/s,
(45a)

a⃗G1/I = a⃗b/I + ω⃗b/I × (ω⃗b/I × r⃗G1/b) + α⃗b/I × r⃗G1/b.
(45b)

Substituting (45a) into (45b) yields

a⃗b/I = a⃗s/I + ω⃗s/I × (ω⃗s/I × r⃗G1/s) + α⃗s/I × r⃗G1/s

−ω⃗b/I × (ω⃗b/I × r⃗G1/b)− α⃗b/I × r⃗G1/b. (46)

Representing each vector in an appropriate base and invoking
(36) yields

BIab/I

= BIas/I +Bsωs/I × (Bsωs/I ×BIrG1/s)

+Bsαs/I ×BIrG1/s

−Bbωb/I × (Bbωb/I ×BIrG1/b)

−Bbαb/I ×BIrG1/b

= BIas/I +Bsωs/I × (Bsωs/I ×BIrG1/s)

+Bsαs/I ×BIrG1/s

−Bbωb/I × (Bbωb/I ×BIrG1/b)

−(BbΓ1σ̇1 +Bbωb/I × Γ1σ1 +Bsαs/I)×BIrG1/b.

(47)

Pre-multiplying BT
I on both sides of (47) clears the base dyads

and yields

ab/I

= as/I +OI/sωs/I × (ωs/I × rG1/s|I)
+OI/sαs/I × rG1/s|I
−OI/bωb/I × (ωb/I × rG1/b|I)
−(OI/bΓ1σ̇1 +OI/bωb/I × Γ1σ1 +OI/sαs/I)× rG1/b|I

= as/I + (rG1/b|I − rG1/s|I)×OI/s︸ ︷︷ ︸
V21∈R3×3

αs/I

+ rG1/b|I ×OI/bΓ1︸ ︷︷ ︸
v22∈R3×1

σ̇1 + arb/I , (48)

where

arb/I = OI/sωI/s × (ωs/I × rG1/s|I)
−OI/bωb/I × (ωb/I × rG1/b|I)
+rG1/b|I × (OI/bωb/I × Γ1σ1)

= OI/sω
×
I/s(ω

×
s/IrG1/s|I)−OI/bω

×
b/I(ω

×
b/IrG1/b|I)

+rG1/b|×I OI/bα
r
b/I . (49)

Applying (7) to the joint G2, we have

a⃗G2/I = a⃗b/I + ω⃗b/I × (ω⃗b/I × r⃗G2/b) + α⃗b/I × r⃗G2/b,
(50a)

a⃗G2/I = a⃗p/I + ω⃗p/I × (ω⃗p/I × r⃗G2/p) + α⃗p/I × r⃗G2/p.
(50b)

Substituting (50a) into (50b) yields

a⃗p/I = a⃗b/I + ω⃗b/I × (ω⃗b/I × r⃗G2/b) + α⃗b/I × r⃗G2/b

−ω⃗p/I × (ω⃗p/I × r⃗G2/p)− α⃗p/I × r⃗G2/p. (51)

Using the notations that rG2/b|I = BIrG2/b and
rG2/p|I = BIrG2/p, and invoking (29), we may clear
the base dyads by pre-multiplying BT

I in (32) and obtain
Representing each vector in an appropriate base yields

BIap/I = BIab/I +Bbωb/I × (Bbωb/I ×BIrG2/b)

+Bbαb/I ×BIrG2/b

−Bpωp/I × (Bpωp/I ×BIrG2/p)

−Bpαp/I ×BIrG2/p. (52)

Pre-multiplying BT
I on both sides of (52)

to clear the base dyads, and substituting
(37), (41), and (48) into the formula yields

ap/I = ab/I +OI/bωb/I × (ωb/I × rG2/b|I) +OI/bαb/I × rG2/b|I −OI/pωp/I × (ωp/I × rG2/p|I)−OI/pαp/I × rG2/p|I
= as/I + (rG1/b|I − rG1/s|I)×OI/sαs/I + rG1/b|I ×OI/bΓ1σ̇1 + arb/I

+OI/bωb/I × (ωb/I × rG2/b|I) +OI/b(Γ1σ̇1 +Ob/sαs/I + αr
b/I)× rG2/b|I

−OI/pωp/I × (ωp/I × rG2/p|I)−OI/p(Γ2σ̇2 +Op/bΓ1σ̇1 +Op/sαs/I + αr
p/I)× rG2/p|I

= as/I + (rG1/b|I − rG1/s|I + rG2/p|I − rG2/b|I)×OI/s︸ ︷︷ ︸
V31∈R3×3

αs/I

+(rG1/b|I + rG2/p|I − rG2/b|I)×OI/bΓ1︸ ︷︷ ︸
v32∈R3×1

σ̇1 + rG2/p|I ×OI/pΓ2︸ ︷︷ ︸
v33∈R3×1

σ̇2 + arp/I , (53)

where

arp/I = arb/I − rG2/b|I ×OI/bα
r
b/I

+rG2/p|I ×OI/pα
r
p/I

+OI/bωb/I × (ωb/I × rG2/b|I)
−OI/pωp/I × (ωp/I × rG2/p|I). (54)

Combining (48) and (53) yields

{a} :=

 as/I
ab/I
ap/I



=

 033 031 031 I3
V21 v22 031 I3
V31 v32 v33 I3


︸ ︷︷ ︸

V


˙ωs/I

σ̇1
σ̇2
v̇s/I


︸ ︷︷ ︸

ẋg

+

 031

arb/I
arp/I


︸ ︷︷ ︸

{ar}

:= Vẋg + {ar}, (55)
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which is (9b). We also showed that V defined in (55) is the
same as the one defined in (34) or in (9b).

Model (10) is a very general multi-body rigid system model.
For a three-body rigid system like LUVOIR, assume that the
3 × 3 inertia matrices for the spacecraft, the boom, and the
payload are given as Js, Jb, and Jp, then we have

[J] =

 Js 033 033

033 Jb 033

033 033 Jp

 . (56)

Assume that the masses of the spacecraft, the boom, and the
payload are given as ms, mb, and mp, then we have

[M] =

 msI3 033 033

033 mbI3 033

033 033 mpI3

 . (57)

Assume there are no external forces acting on the rigid bodies,
then we have {f} = 0. Assume that the control torques u on
the spacecraft, the boom, and the payload are τs, τb, and τp,
i.e.,

u = [τTs , τ
T
b , τ

T
p ]T, (58)

then, we have

{τ} =

 τs − τb
τb − τp
τp

 . (59)

Finally, we can express {ω×h} in terms of the angular rates
ωs/I , ωb/s, and ωp/b of the spacecraft, the boom, and the
payload as follows:

{ω × h} =

 ωs/I × Jsωs/I

ωb/s × Jbωb/s

ωp/b × Jpωp/b

 . (60)

Let
L =

(
ΩT[J]Ω +VT[M]V

)
, (61)

r1 = ΩT ({τ} − [J]{αr} − {ω × h}) , (62)

and
r2 = VT ({f} − [M]{ar}) . (63)

Substituting (56), (57), (59), (60), (61), (63), and {f} = 0 into
(10), we have the three-body rigid system model:

Lẋg = r1 + r2, (64)

or
ẋg = L−1(r1 + r2). (65)

Equation (65) looks very simple, but it is a nonlinear system
because L, r1 and r2 have nonlinear components of the state
and control variables. We need a linear system model so that
we can apply LQR or robust pole assignment designs. First,
we must rescope the model for the purpose of pure attitude
control. We take our generalized speeds xg , discard the vs/I

component which decouples from the attitude states, and add
the spacecraft’s Euler angles ϕ, θ, and ψ in order to define our
state vector x = [ϕ, θ, ψ, γ, λ, ωs/I , σ1, σ2]

T. The kinematical
differential equations associated with these Euler angles in the

reference inertial frame are given as [22, Page 429, Space-three
1-2-3]: ϕ̇

θ̇

ψ̇

 =

 〈
ωs/I , [1, sin(ϕ) tan(θ), cos(ϕ) tan(θ)]T

〉〈
ωs/I , [0, cos(ϕ), − sin(ϕ)]T

〉〈
ωs/I , [0, sin(ϕ) sec θ, cos(ϕ) sec θ]T

〉
 ,

where ⟨a,b⟩ denotes the inner product of two vectors of a
and b. Therefore, the revised state space nonlinear system is
given as:

ẋ :=



ϕ̇

θ̇

ψ̇
γ̇

λ̇
ω̇s/I
σ̇1
σ̇2


=



⟨
ωs/I , [1, sin(ϕ) tan(θ), cos(ϕ) tan(θ)]T

⟩⟨
ωs/I , [0, cos(ϕ), − sin(ϕ)]T

⟩⟨
ωs/I , [0, sin(ϕ) sec θ, cos(ϕ) sec θ]T

⟩
σ1
σ2

[I3, 035] (L−1(r1 + r2))

[0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0] (L−1(r1 + r2))

[0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0] (L−1(r1 + r2))


. (66)

Remark 3.1: The procedure of the 3-body modeling can
easily be applied to any multibody system with tree structure,
and the modeled system has the structure described in [12].
It is also worthwhile to note that the final state space model
discarded some states in xg and added some states into x,
therefore, the dimensions of xg and x are different. Finally,
(66) involves an analytic inverse matrix L−1 (its computation
will be discussed in the next section), and is slightly different
from Stoneking’s implementation (10).

IV. LINEARIZATION AND CONTROLLER DESIGN

To use popular controller design methods, we need to have
a linearized rigid dynamics model.

A. Linearization

Now, we linearize the nonlinear system (66) about a de-
sired new equilibrium state (when this equilibrium state is
attained, u = 0) so that we will have a symbolic lin-
ear system. Assume that this equilibrium state is at xd =
[ϕd, θd, ψd, γd, λd, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0]

T and the control torques
are zeros, i.e., u = 0. Therefore,

ẋ =
∂f(x,u)

∂x

∣∣∣∣∣ x = xd

u = 0

(x− xd) +
∂f(x,u)

∂u

∣∣∣∣∣ x = xd

u = 0

u.

(67)
where ϕd = π/2, and θd = ψd = γd = λd = 0.

Remark 4.1: In this case, the target equilibrium state is a 90o

rotation of the spacecraft in roll axis from the current state.
Our simulation in the next section will show that the designed
controller works in such a large rotational maneuver. In the
next section, we will discuss a method to obtain the analytic
formula for (67).

B. Symbolic inverse for linearization

Clearly, it will be very tedious, if it is not impossible, to
find the analytic partial derivatives for (67), which involves the
calculation of the analytic partial derivatives of L−1. Bentz
and Lewis suggested in [14] using Matlab symbolic function
‘diff’ and the symbolic inverse function ‘inv’ for matrix L.
For this 8× 8 matrix L, even using Matlab symbolic inverse,
the computation is still too complex to handle. Fortunately, we
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are only interested in the first five states in (65), (see (43)),
which are the last five states in (66), We can use the method
proposed in [15]. Let

L =

[
L1 L2

LT
2 L3

]
, p = r1+r2 =

[
p1

p2

]
, ẋg =

[
ẋg,1

ẋg,2

]
,

then, we have

[
L1 L2

LT
2 L3

] [
ẋg,1

ẋg,2

]
=

[
p1

p2

]
. (68)

Solving the second equation of (68) for ẋg,2 gives

ẋg,2 = L−1
3 (p2 − LT

2 ẋg,1). (69)

Substituting (69) into the first equation of (68) gives

ẋg,1 =
(
L1 − L2L

−1
3 LT

2

)−1 (
p1 − L2L

−1
3 p2

)
, (70)

which involves symbolic inverses of a 3× 3 matrix L−1
3 and

a 5× 5 matrix
(
L1 − L2L

−1
3 LT

2

)−1
.

C. Representation of vectors in inertial frame

All constants in the multi-body model are provided by
mechanical engineers according to the spacecraft designs.
Some constants in the multi-body model are independent to
the frames, such as mass of spacecraft, mass of payload, etc.,
but some constants are dependent to the frames. Most likely,
the distance vectors in a rigid body are given in that rigid body
frame, but we need to represent these distance vectors in the
inertial frame in the model (70) as discussed in the previous
section.

Let rG1/s|s = a1xs + a2ys + a3zs be the position vector
from the center of mass of the spacecraft pointing to the joint
G1 represented in the spacecraft frame, rG1/b|b = b1xb +
b2yb + b3zb be the position vector from the center of mass
of the boom pointing to the joint G1 represented in the boom
frame, rG2/b|b = c1xb + c2yb + c3zb be the position vector
from the center of mass of the boom pointing to the joint
G2 represented in the boom frame, and rG2/p|p = d1xp +
d2yp + d3zp be the position vector from the center of mass
of the payload pointing to the joint G2 represented in the
payload frame. Denote rG1/s|I be the the position vector from
the center of mass of the spacecraft pointing to the joint G1

represented in the inertial frame, rG1/b|I be the the position
vector from the center of mass of the boom pointing to the
joint G1 represented in the inertial frame, rG2/b|I be the the
position vector from the center of mass of the boom pointing
to the joint G2 represented in the inertial frame, and rG2/p|I be
the the position vector from the center of mass of the payload

pointing to the joint G2 represented in the inertial frame, then
using (12), (13), (14), (15), and (16), we have

rG1/s|I = OI/srG1/s|s = OI/s[a1, a2, a3]
T

= OT
s/I [a1, a2, a3]

T, (71a)

rG1/b|I = OI/b[b1, b2, b3]
T = OT

b/I [b1, b2, b3]
T

=
(
Ob/sOs/I

)T
[b1, b2, b3]

T, (71b)

rG2/b|I = OI/b[c1, c2, c3]
T = OT

b/I [c1, c2, c3]
T

=
(
Ob/sOs/I

)T
[c1, c2, c3]

T, (71c)

rG2/p|I = OI/p[d1, d2, d3]
T = OT

p/I [d1, d2, d3]
T

=
(
Op/sOs/I

)T
[d1, d2, d3]

T, (71d)
rG1/p|I = rG2/p|I − rG2/b|I + rG1/b|I , (71e)
rs/b|I = rG1/b|I − rG1/s|I , (71f)
rs/p|I = rG1/p|I − rG1/s|I . (71g)

Using the definition of (25), we can write

rs/b|×I =

 0 −rs/b3 rs/b2
rs/b3 0 −rs/b1
−rs/b2 rs/b1 0

 , (72)

rs/p|×I =

 0 −rs/p3
rs/p2

rs/p3
0 −rs/p1

−rs/p2
rs/p1

0

 , (73)

and similarly, we can define rG1/b|×I , rG1/p|×I , and rG2/p|×I .
Using the parameters of the LUVOIR telescope, we use a

Matlab code (which is provided in [15]) to generate the rigid
linearized time invariant model

ẋ = Ax+Bu (74)

with A and B given as follows:

A =



0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 −1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


,

B = 10
−5



0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

0.027838 0.000983 0.011040 −0.001203 −0.000149
0.000983 0.337771 0.007301 −0.473521 0.142849
0.011040 0.007301 0.082504 −0.009908 0.002876

−0.001203 −0.473521 −0.009908 0.835383 −0.391328
−0.000149 0.142849 0.002876 −0.391328 0.331638


.

Remark 4.2: The correctness of the rigid linearized model
is indirectly validated when the controller designed by this
rigid model stabilizes a separately developed flexible telescope
model.
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D. LQR and robust pole assignment designs

Using the linearized model obtained from Stoneking’s form
of Kane’s method, we consider two well-known state-space
controller design methods: LQR and robust pole assignment.
For the linearized control system, the LQR design is to find
an optimal feedback gain matrix KLQR to minimize the
following cost function [23]:

J =
1

2

∫ ∞

0

(xTQx+ uTRu)dt (75)

under the state space system constraint ẋ = Ax + Bu with
A and B being given in the previous section; while the
robust pole assignment design is to find an optimal feedback
gain matrix Krpa such that (a) the close-loop eigenvalues of
(A−BKrpa) are in the desired locations for the rigid model,
and (b) the sensitivity to the modeling uncertainty (because
of using less accurate rigid model in controller design) of the
close-loop eigenvalues of (A − BKrpa) is minimized [24],
[25]. Let Λ = diag(λ1, . . . , λn) and X = [x1,x2, . . . ,xn]
be the closed-loop diagonal eigenvalue matrix and the corre-
sponding eigenvector matrix of (A − BKrpa), the object of
the robust pole assignment design is to solve the following
optimization problem [24], [25]:

min
1

2
det(XHX)

s.t. (A−BKrpa)X = XΛ (76)
xH
i xi = 1, i = 1, . . . , n,

where the superscript H is used for complex-conjugate trans-
pose, it reduces to a transpose if all elements of Λ are real. A
very efficient algorithm is developed to solve this problem in
[25]. A Matlab code that implements the algorithm of [25] is
available on the website of [26]. For more details on robust
pole assignment design discussed in this paper, the readers are
referred to [25], [27]. A concise description of the robust pole
assignment is available in [28, Appendix C].

The LQR design has been widely used in aerospace appli-
cations because it is considered a good choice when energy
consumption is a major consideration. Pole assignment design
is not as popular as the LQR design in this case because it is
not clear whether the design will consume more energy than
the LQR design. However, users have noticed that robust pole
assignment design [25] normally generates a small feedback
gain matrix which is a good sign of efficient use of energy.
There are two other merits associated with the robust pole
assignment approach. First, the performance of the closed-loop
system is robust to modeling errors. This is important because
the high fidelity model of LUVOIR used in testing will include
flexible modes that are ignored during control system design
due to modeling complexity. Second, robust pole assignment
can predict approximations of closed-loop system performance
characteristics such as settling time, oscillation frequency, etc.,
by assigning the closed-loop poles in desired areas [29]. For
example, to avoid the oscillations for a second order system, all
poles should be assigned to be real according to [29, Chapter
5]. For higher order systems, the performance is determined
by dominate poles which are closer to the imaginary axis,
therefore, the dominate poles should be assigned to be real.

LQR cannot do this. Our strategy is to use LQR approach as
an effective first design step that informs the selection of the
real eigenvalues for robust pole assignment such that these
poles are close to the real parts of the closed-loop eigenvalues
of LQR.

E. Simulation testing on rigid model
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Fig. 3. LQR and robust pole assignment design comparison for rigid model:
(a) x1 initial state response (b) x2 initial state response.

We calculated state feedback gain matrices for both LQR
and robust pole assignment designs. Then, we compared the
system performances by analyzing initial state responses and
energy consumption. The Q and R matrices we used in LQR
design are exactly the same as the ones used in [15]. The
target of robust pole assignment is to have a similar settling
time to the LQR design but with fewer oscillations—this is
of particular importance to space telescopes with precision
pointing requirements. This can be achieved by choosing
the prescribed closed-loop eigenvalues of the robust pole
assignment design to have similar real parts to that of the
LQR design, i.e., placing all closed-loop eigenvalues on the
real axis of the complex plane.

For LQR design, the Q and R matrices are selected exactly
the same as the ones in [15]:

Q =

[
1000I8 082

028 2000I2

]
, R = I5. (77)

For robust pole assignment design, the prescribed close-loop
eigenvalues are selected as (-0.0141, -0.0135, -0.0059,
-0.0058, -0.0037, -0.0036, -0.0029, -0.0028, -0.00265, -
0.00262) which are close to the real parts of the eigenvalues
of (A − BKLQR). The feedback gain matrices of the
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KLQR = 104


0.0031 0.0000 0.0000 −0.0000 0.0000 1.5433 0.0030 −0.1319 0.0045 0.0053

−0.0000 0.0000 0.0031 −0.0000 0.0000 0.0030 1.2432 −0.0113 0.7782 0.4049
0.0000 −0.0031 0.0000 −0.0000 0.0000 −0.1319 −0.0113 0.8907 0.0019 0.0000
0.0000 −0.0000 0.0000 0.0031 −0.0000 0.0045 0.7782 0.0019 0.9157 0.5169

−0.0000 0.0000 −0.0000 0.0000 0.0031 0.0053 0.4049 0.0000 0.5169 0.8071



Krpa = 104


−0.0088 −0.0013 0.0067 −0.0000 −0.0025 −3.8298 1.8600 0.5231 0.0202 −0.6649
0.0052 0.0005 −0.0112 −0.0025 −0.0042 1.4826 −4.5333 −0.0981 −1.8008 −2.2176
0.0013 0.0022 −0.0010 −0.0002 0.0008 0.5224 −0.2667 −1.1273 −0.0748 0.2379
0.0040 0.0004 −0.0089 −0.0023 −0.0044 1.1578 −3.6498 −0.0756 −1.6557 −2.2215
0.0023 0.0001 −0.0056 −0.0015 −0.0045 0.6759 −2.3400 −0.0008 −1.1043 −2.1248


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Fig. 4. LQR and robust pole assignment design comparison for rigid model:
(a) x3 initial state response (b) x4 initial state response.

We demonstrated that the controllers stabilize both the rigid
linearized time invariant model and the flexible LUVOIR
telescope model via simulation using Matlab and Simulink.

1) Oscillation comparison of the two designs: Figures 3−7
compare the three-body rigid linearized model initial state
responses of the LUVOIR telescope for LQR and robust pole
assignment designs. It is clear that the initial state responses
of robust pole assignment design have fewer oscillations in
general for all 10 states (indicating more stable pointing). If
we amplify the figures, for the LQR design, the oscillation still
can be seen after 5000 seconds, but robust pole assignment
initial state responses do not have this kind of long term
oscillations. This meets our expectation as discussed earlier.
Since both controller designs are based on rigid model, when
the controllers are applied to the rigid model, we don’t see
the jitter that will be seen when the controllers are applied
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Fig. 5. LQR and robust pole assignment design comparison for rigid model:
(a) x5 initial state response (b) x6 initial state response.

to flexible model. Figure 8 depicts the long term oscillation
effects of x9 and x10. The osculations will adversely affect
the telescope pointing because disturbances can occur at any
time for many different reasons.

2) Energy consumption comparison of the two designs:
Using the least energy consumption to achieve the desired per-
formance is always an important design consideration in space
missions. Therefore, we compare the energy consumption of
the two designs. For both LQR and robust pole assignment
designs, the energy consumption can be measured by∫ ∞

0

∥u(t)∥dt, (78)

where ∥·∥ denotes the Euclidean norm. Using formula (78), we
get

∫ 10000

0
∥uLQR∥dt = 1.45506e+05 and

∫ 10000

0
∥urpa∥dt =



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON AEROSPACE AND ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS, VOL. XX, NO. XX, AUGUST 2024 11

1.28432e + 05, which shows that robust pole assignment
consumes noticeably less energy.
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Fig. 6. LQR and robust pole assignment design comparison for rigid model:
(a) x7 initial state response (b) x8 initial state response.
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Fig. 7. LQR and robust pole assignment design comparison for rigid model:
(a) x9 initial state response (b) x10 initial state response.
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Fig. 8. LQR and robust pole assignment design comparison for rigid model:
(a) x9 initial state response (b) x10 initial state response.

F. Simulation testing on the flexible model

0 100 200 300 400 500

-2

-1.5

-1

-0.5

0

0.5

0 100 200 300 400 500

-0.5

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

Fig. 9. LQR and robust pole assignment design comparison for flexible model:
(a) Roll angle initial state response (b) Pitch angle initial state response.

The LUVOIR flexible model has 20 modes on the space-
craft, 9 on the boom, and 100 on the payload [15], the
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Fig. 10. LQR and robust pole assignment design comparison for flexible
model: (a) Yaw angle initial state response (b) Roll angular rate initial state
response.
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Fig. 11. LQR and robust pole assignment design comparison for flexible
model: (a) Pitch angular rate initial state response (b) Yaw angular rate initial
state response.

system has about 260 states and most of these states are
not measurable. To have an attainable design and a seamless
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Fig. 12. LQR and robust pole assignment design comparison for flexible
model: (a) Pitch augular rate initial state response (b) Yaw angular rate initial
state response.
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Fig. 13. LQR and robust pole assignment design comparison for flexible
model: (a) Gimbal 1 torque initial state response (b) Gimbal 2 torque initial
state response.

implementation, we designed the controllers based on the
coarse rigid model. Since the rigid model approximates the
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flexible model, we need to validate the designs by using the
simulation for the high fidelity flexible model and examining
the performances. Modeling a flexible mechanical system
has been discussed in [30] and a Simulink implementation
for the LUVOIR telescope was described in [15], [31]. As
mentioned in the introduction section, if LQR and/or robust
pole assignment designs stabilize the rigid model but cannot
stabilize the high fidelity flexible model, then, redesigns are
necessary. As a matter of fact, the feedback gain matrices given
in the previous section are the ones of the final design which
are obtained after a few iterations.

For the designs given in the previous section, the total
energy consumption is 1.5448e+ 03 for the LQR design and
is 1.2683e+03 for the robust pole assignment design. Again,
the energy consumption for the robust pole assignment design
is slightly less than the one for the LQR design.

The performances of these two designs are compared and
displayed in Figures 9-13. The LQR design settles the space-
craft faster than the robust pole assignment design, which
is good. It can also be seen, from Figures 13, that torques
requested for LQR design have oscillations at about 0.45 Hz,
which is not good because not only does it consume more
energy, but it may also introduce jitters to the telescope.
Figures in 12 (a) and (b) are the amplified pitch and yaw
angular rate of the spacecraft body, which shows the 0.45 HZ
oscillations after 200 minutes.

We summarize the systematic space telescope design
methodology in the following procedure:

1. Develop a rigid symbolic nonlinear multibody model
using Stoneking’s form of Kane’s equation (10).

2. Take symbolic inverse for Kane’s model to obtain the
symbolic nonlinear state space model ẋg = fg(x,u).

3. Determine spacecraft kinematical differential equations
associated with the spacecraft Euler angle using the
method provided in [22].

4. Determine rotary angular dynamics.
5. Extract relavent states from the symbolic nonlinear state

space model ẋg = fg(x,u).
6. Combine states obtained in Steps 3, 4, and 5 to form a

rigid nonlinear symbolic state space model ẋ = f(x,u).
7. Symbolically linearize the nonlinear system about the

desired equilibium point to get a symbolic rigid linear
system model.

8. Using the spacecraft parameters to populate the symbolic
model to get the spacecraft specific rigid linear system
model.

9. Design a LQR controller which stabilizes both the rigid
linear system model and the flexible system model (de-
veloped separately from the rigid linear system model).

10. Design a robust pole assignment controller, whose desired
closed-loop poles are all real and the value of the real
poles are close to the real part of the closed loop poles
of LQR design, such that the robust pole assignment
design stabilizes both the rigid linear system model and
the flexible system model.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we presented a modeling method for multi-
body system using Kane’s method. A rigid model for LUVOIR
telescope is established as a result. LQR and robust pole
assignment methods are used to design the controllers using
the linearized rigid model. Simulation test of the closed loop
system using both rigid and flexible models are performed. The
test result based on the rigid linearized time invariant model
shows that robust pole assignment has better performance in
terms of energy consumption and pointing accuracy (mea-
sured by the low frequency oscillation around the equilibrium
point). For the test on the flexible Simulink model (which
was developed by Roger Chen [31]), LQR design has a
shorter (better) settling time but the gimbal commands have
oscillations at about 0.45 Hz which may cause the jitters
problem and affect the image quality of the telescope; while
robust pole assignment design has a similar gimbal command
oscillation problem at the beginning, it attenuates fast to zero.
Overall, we recommend the robust pole assignment technique
for this application with the caveat that the LQR approach
is effective as a method of jump-starting the robust pole
assignment design. That is, the LQR approach allows the
designer to make an initial pass in which setting time and other
performance characteristics are tuned through the traditional
cost function weight matrices. This provides a set of desired
real eigenvalue components that can be targeted through robust
pole assignment in order to refine the performance, e.g., in
order to improve damping.
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