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Six-degree-of-freedom Optimal Feedback Control of Pinpoint
Landing using Deep Neural Networks

Omkar S. Mulekar ∗

University of Florida, Gainesville, FL

Hancheol Cho† and Riccardo Bevilacqua‡

Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University, Daytona Beach, FL

Machine learning regression techniques have shown success at feedback control to perform
near-optimal pinpoint landings for low fidelity formulations (e.g. 3 degree-of-freedom). Tra-
jectories from these low-fidelity landing formulations have been used in imitation learning
techniques to train deep neural network policies to replicate these optimal landings in closed
loop. This study details the development of a near-optimal, neural network feedback controller
for a 6 degree-of-freedom pinpoint landing system. To model disturbances, the problem is
cast as either a multi-phase optimal control problem or a triple single-phase optimal control
problem to generate examples of optimal control through the presence of disturbances. By
including these disturbed examples and leveraging imitation learning techniques, the loss of
optimality is reduced for pinpoint landing scenario.

I. Nomenclature

x = Lander state
u = Control input
u∗ = Optimal control input
𝑙 = Policy loss function
\ = Policy parameters or pitch angle
𝜋 = Policy function
𝐽 = Optimal control objective function
f = Function defining equations of motion
g = Function defining path inequality and equality constraints
e = Function defining endpoint constraints
𝐿 = Optimal control path cost function
Φ = Optimal control terminal cost function
𝑀 = Number of phases
𝜙𝑖 = Multi-phase optimal control problem transition functions

II. Introduction

Space agencies around the globe are making active efforts to deliver payloads to the surface of the Moon, Mars, and
other terrestrial bodies to collect scientific data, perform studies, and expand human presence [1–3]. Robotic surface

missions to the moon typically consist of a soft lander and a robot with data-collecting instruments.
There have been efforts to develop optimal feedback controllers for the pinpoint landing problem. As computing

power and use of Graphic Processing Units (GPUs) have increased, they have been leveraged to apply machine learning
techniques to train highly parametrized regression techniques like the deep neural network (DNN) to learn feedback
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control in many applications such as image recognition, speech recognition, and robotic control [4–6]. Optimal control
problems are generally formulated to minimize an integral objective function subject to various differential constraints
(ODEs), algebraic equality constraints, and algebraic inequality constraints[7].

Several studies have made use of these numerical methods to generate open-loop optimal trajectories for low-fidelity
formulations of the landing problem, and then imitation learning techniques have been used to train policies to duplicate
these trajectories in closed loop. These policies are often represented by deep neural networks, and are trained via
behavioral cloning or Dataset Aggregation (DAgger) [8–11]. Deep neural networks are one type of parametric regression
technique, i.e. they perform regression by tuning parameters (weights and biases) that define the model [12]. In the
realm of optimal landings, there has been limited work on maintaining optimality through a disturbance in the trajectory.

The objective of this research is to train a neural network to perform optimal feedback control of a 6 Degree-of-
Freedom (6DOF) pinpoint lander. By leveraging numerical optimization techniques and modeling disturbances as
either multi-phase optimal control or triple single-phase optimal control problems, a large dataset of open-loop optimal
trajectories is generated. Behavioral cloning is then employed to train the neural network to perform robust feedback
control and to mitigate loss of optimality in the presence of a constant, time-bound disturbance.

This paper first gives an overview of imitation learning, optimal controls, and their applications to the pinpoint
landing problem in Section III. Then, the formulations of interest and details on the policy and training techniques are
provided in Section IV. The performances of the trained policies are given and discussed in Section V. Finally, the paper
is concluded in Section VI.

III. Background

A. Imitation Learning
Imitation learning is a machine learning technique that involves training a policy to replicate the behavior of an

"expert" by leveraging provided demonstratons [13]. In many applications, agents are trained to mimic human behavior,
often in a feedback loop. Imitation learning strategies have been investigated for self-driving vehicles, tasks for robotic
arms, and video games [11, 14, 15]. Although imitation learning techniques have also been used to mimic the behavior
of non-human experts, e.g. when optimal control is the desired behavior, the core ingredients that make up an imitation
learning method are the same, and considerable success has been seen in the use of these techniques in the aerospace
domain.

The open-loop optimal trajectories are typically provided as a set of𝑁 ordered state-action pairs {(x1, u∗
1), (x2, u∗

2), ..., (x𝑁 , u∗
𝑁
)},

as well as environment that defines a state given an action in the previous state. The policy class, 𝜋\ for parametric or 𝜋
for nonparametric, is a classification or regression technique that calculates an action u given an input state x. The
objective is to train a policy to minimize a loss function 𝑙 that measures the deviation of policy predictions from expert
behavior u∗ = 𝜋∗ (x). One common example of a loss function is the squared error 𝑙 (u1, u2) = (u1 − u2)𝑇 (u1 − u2). For
parametric policy classes, this objective is formulated as arg min\ E[𝑙 (𝜋∗ (x), 𝜋\ (x))] where E is the expected value
given that states are sampled from policy behavior [16].

Behavioral cloning is the simplest imitation learning technique, which applies supervised learning on the provided
example state-action pairs. Training via behavioral cloning does not make use of interaction with the expert, nor does
it require rollout of the policy in the environment during training. For parametric policy classes, it is formulated as
arg min\ E[𝑙 (u∗, 𝜋\ (x))] where E is the expected value given that states are sampled from expert behavior [16].

B. Optimal Control
This study makes use of both single-phase and multi-phase optimal control problems. The single-phase formulation

for the optimal control problem can be written as

min
u(𝑡 ) ,𝑡 𝑓

𝐽 (x(𝑡), u(𝑡), 𝑡 𝑓 )

subject to
¤x(𝑡) = f (x(𝑡), u(𝑡), 𝑡)

g(x(𝑡), u(𝑡), 𝑡) ≤ 0
e(x(𝑡0), 𝑡0, x(𝑡 𝑓 ), 𝑡 𝑓 ) = 0

(1)
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Here, 𝐽 is a cost functional defined as

𝐽 (x(𝑡), u(𝑡), 𝑡 𝑓 ) =
∫ 𝑡 𝑓

𝑡0

𝐿 (x(𝑡), u(𝑡), 𝑡)𝑑𝑡 +Φ(x(𝑡 𝑓 ), u(𝑡 𝑓 ), 𝑡 𝑓 ) (2)

where 𝐿 is a path cost, Φ is a terminal cost, f defines the system equations of motion, g defines algebraic equality and
inequality constraints, and e defines endpoint constraints [7]. Here, the initial time 𝑡0 is fixed, and the final time 𝑡 𝑓 is
free to be optimized.

Direct numerical methods are used to find the optimal control u∗ (𝑡) and the optimal trajectory of states x∗ (𝑡). We
use the MATLAB package OpenOCL, which transcribes optimal control problems to nonlinear programming problems
(NLP) and numerically solves them using IPOPT [17–19].

If equations of motion, cost functions, or constraints change at different points in the trajectory (as is the case when
disturbances are present), multi-phase optimal control problems can be formulated. These multi-phase optimal control
problems are formulated as follows

min
u1 (𝑡 ) ,...,u𝑀 (𝑡 );
𝑡 𝑓 ,1 ,...,𝑡 𝑓 ,𝑀

𝑀∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐽𝑖 (x𝑖 (𝑡), u𝑖 (𝑡), 𝑡 𝑓 ,𝑖)

subject to
for 𝑖 ∈ {1, ..., 𝑀}

¤x𝑖 (𝑡) = f𝑖 (x𝑖 (𝑡), u𝑖 (𝑡), 𝑡)
g𝑖 (x𝑖 (𝑡), u𝑖 (𝑡), 𝑡) ≤ 0
e𝑖 (x𝑖 (𝑡0,𝑖), 𝑡0,𝑖 , x𝑖 (𝑡 𝑓 ,𝑖), 𝑡 𝑓 ,𝑖) = 0

for 𝑖 ∈ {1, ..., 𝑀 − 1}
𝜙𝑖 (x𝑖+1 (𝑡0,𝑖+1), x𝑖 (𝑡 𝑓 ,𝑖)) = 0

(3)

where 𝑀 is the number of phases, 𝑡0,𝑖 and 𝑡 𝑓 ,𝑖 are the initial and final times for phase 𝑖, respectively, and 𝜙𝑖 is a function
that defines the transition between phases 𝑖 and 𝑖 + 1. Since, for different phases, different equations of motion can be
defined, disturbances can be modeled into the multi-phase optimal control problem.

C. Applications to Pinpoint Landing
Several studies have made use of imitation learning to train policies to perform maneuvers in a variety of landing

formulations and scenarios. Sanchéz et al. generated optimal trajectories using direct methods, providing tens of
millions of state action pairs for a neural network to learn from for a low degree-of-freedom multicopter [20]. In a
similar study on the same formulation, the same authors used indirect methods to generate optimal trajectories, reducing
chatter in the optimal control [21]. Furfaro et al. combined these optimal demonstrations with a lunar surface image
generator that provided a lunar surface image given a lander state in order to train the feedback controller to take surface
images as inputs rather than the state directly [9]. In the reinforcement learning realm, Gaudet et al. approached the
6DOF fuel-optimal pinpoint landing problem by using the Advantage-Actor-Critic algorithm [22].

IV. Approach

A. Single Phase Formulation (SPOCP)
For the 6DOF lander problem in this study, x = [r𝑇 , ¤r𝑇 ,𝚽𝑇 ,𝝎𝑇 , 𝑚]𝑇 and u = [𝑢1, 𝑢2, 𝑢3, 𝑢4]𝑇 , where r = [𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧]𝑇

is the position vector, 𝚽 = [𝜙, \, 𝜓]𝑇 are the Euler angles corresponding to roll, pitch, and yaw, respectively, and
𝝎 = [𝑝, 𝑞, 𝑟]𝑇 are the angular velocities corresponding to rotations about the 𝑥, 𝑦, and 𝑧 axes, respectively, and 𝑚 is the
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mass of the lander.

min
u(𝑡 ) ,𝑡 𝑓

∫ 𝑡 𝑓

𝑡0

(𝑢2
1 + 𝑘 (𝑢2

2 + 𝑢2
3 + 𝑢2

4))𝑑𝑡

subject to

¥r =
1
𝑚
𝑢1 t̂𝜙 − g

¤𝜙 = 𝑝 + 𝑞 sin 𝜙 tan \ + 𝑟 cos 𝜙 tan \
¤\ = 𝑞 cos 𝜙 − 𝑟 sin 𝜙
¤𝜓 = 𝑞 sin 𝜙 sec \ + 𝑟 cos 𝜙 sec \

¤𝑝 =
1
𝐼𝑥

[𝑢2 + (𝐼𝑦 − 𝐼𝑧)𝑞𝑟]

¤𝑞 =
1
𝐼𝑦

[𝑢3 + (𝐼𝑧 − 𝐼𝑥)𝑟 𝑝]

¤𝑟 = 1
𝐼𝑧
[𝑢4 + (𝐼𝑥 − 𝐼𝑦)𝑝𝑞]

¤𝑚 = −

√︃
𝑢2

1 + 𝑘 (𝑢2
2 + 𝑢2

3 + 𝑢2
4)

𝐼𝑠𝑝𝑔0

(4)

where

t̂𝜙 =


sin 𝜙 sin𝜓 + cos 𝜙 sin \ cos𝜓
− sin 𝜙 cos𝜓 + cos 𝜙 sin \ sin𝜓

cos 𝜙 cos \


represents the axial vector that points up the lander body, and the gravity vector g = [0, 0, 𝑔]𝑇 is earth’s gravity
(i.e. 𝑔 = 9.81 m/s2). The end point constraints contain the initial conditions x(𝑡0) = x0 and the final conditions
r(𝑡 𝑓 ) = r 𝑓 = [0, 0, 0.1]𝑇 m, ¤r(𝑡 𝑓 ) = ¤r 𝑓 = [0, 0,−0.1]𝑇 m/s, 𝚽(𝑡 𝑓 ) = 𝚽 𝑓 , 𝝎(𝑡 𝑓 ) = 𝝎 𝑓 . The final mass 𝑚 is
unconstrained and free to be optimized, though it should remain positive. The control 𝑢1 is an axial force through
the lander body in the direction of t̂𝜙. The controls 𝑢2, 𝑢3, and 𝑢4 are applied moments to the lander. Each can be
considered to be caused by two opposing forces 𝑢𝑖/2 for 𝑖 ∈ {2, 3, 4} placed a distance of 1 m on both sides of the lander
center of mass. The constant 𝑘 = 1 N/(N*m) in the cost function serves as a unit conversion. A diagram of the control
forces applied to the 6DOF lander can be seen in Fig. 1.

Fig. 1 Diagram of 6DOF lander

For this problem, there are no path constraints on the lander state, though common constraints on lander state like
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glide-slope constraints can be included if needed for future studies. The constraints on the lander control are given as

0 ≤𝑢1 ≤ 20 N
−20 Nm ≤𝑢𝑖 ≤ 20 Nm for 𝑖 ∈ {2, 3, 4}

B. Multi-Phase Formulation (MPOCP)
The solution to the single-phase optimal control problem provides an optimal trajectory x∗ and optimal control

history u∗ in the nominal case without a disturbance. However, an optimal trajectory for the off-nominal case of a
disturbance applied at time 𝑡 ∈ [𝑡0,𝑑 , 𝑡 𝑓 ,𝑑] can be solved from a multi-phase optimal control problem (MPOCP) with
three phases: Phase 1 which uses nominal dynamics, Phase 2 which uses the disturbed dynamics, and Phase 3 which
again uses the nominal dynamics. Each phase uses the same cost function 𝐽1 = 𝐽2 = 𝐽3 = 𝐽.

Phases 1 and 3 use the same equations of motion, i.e. f1 = f3 = f. However, since disturbances are applied during
Phase 2, f2 ≠ f1. Simply, the disturbance is applied as a constant added to the acceleration equations defining ¥r

f2 (x, u, 𝑡) = f1 (x, u, 𝑡) + d

for 𝑡 ∈ [𝑡0,2, 𝑡 𝑓 ,2], and where d = [01×3, 𝑑 ¥𝑥 , 𝑑 ¥𝑦 , 01×8]𝑇 . The disturbances 𝑑 ¥𝑥 and 𝑑 ¥𝑦 are constants. The transition
functions 𝜙𝑖 are defined as

Phase 1-2: x2 (𝑡0,2) − x1 (𝑡 𝑓 ,1) = 0
Phase 2-3: x3 (𝑡0,3) − x2 (𝑡 𝑓 ,2) = 0

(5)

The same path constraints detailed in the single-phase formulation are kept for each phase of the multi-phase
formulation. The initial condition for Phase 1 and the final condition for Phase 3 come from the same initialization as
the initial condition and final condition for the single-phase formulation.

C. Triple Single-Phase Formulation (3SPOCP)
While the MPOCP fits well to problems where the dynamics change at specified points in the trajectory, when

applied to the disturbed landing problem in the context of feedback control, it implies that the disturbance is known at
initialization. A triple single-phase optimal control problem (3SPOCP) formulation is proposed here to demonstrate
the case where the disturbance is not to be known at initialization. Then, a comparison of the SPOCP, MPOCP, and
3SPOCP is done.

Similar to the MPOCP, the 3SPOCP uses three equations of motion f1, f2, and f3 such that f1 = f3 and f2 = f1 + d.
The 3SPOCP trajectory generation is acheived in four steps, each using the same cost function 𝐽:

1) Generate an SPOCP trajectory using nominal dynamics with no disturbance ¤x = f1 (x, u, 𝑡). Call the resulting
state and control history x1 (𝑡) and u1 (𝑡).

2) Use the state in the first trajectory at time 𝑡 = 𝑡0,𝑑 as the initial condition for an SPOCP using off-nominal
dynamics with the disturbance ¤x = f2 (x, u, 𝑡). Call the resulting state and control history x2 (𝑡) and u2 (𝑡).

3) Use the state in the second trajectory at time 𝑡 𝑓 ,𝑑 as the initial condition for an SPOCP using nominal dynamics
with no disturbance ¤x = f3 (x, u, 𝑡). Call the resulting state and control history x3 (𝑡) and u3 (𝑡).

4) The 3SPOCP trajectory can be arranged from the three SPOCP problems in a piecewise fashion as

x(𝑡) =


x1 (𝑡) 𝑡 < 𝑡0,𝑑

x2 (𝑡) 𝑡0,𝑑 ≤ 𝑡 ≤ 𝑡 𝑓 ,𝑑

x3 (𝑡) 𝑡 𝑓 ,𝑑 > 𝑡

(6)

u(𝑡) =


u1 (𝑡) 𝑡 < 𝑡0,𝑑

u2 (𝑡) 𝑡0,𝑑 ≤ 𝑡 ≤ 𝑡 𝑓 ,𝑑

u3 (𝑡) 𝑡 𝑓 ,𝑑 > 𝑡

(7)

D. Policy and Training
The policy class used to perform feedback control of the lander in this study is a DNN implemented using

TensorFlow [23]. Three policies are trained in this study: one on solely SPOCP trajectories, one on a combination of
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SPOCP and MPOCP trajectories, and one on a combination of SPOCP and 3SPOCP trajectories. We show that the
nominal, single-phase optimal control of the 6DOF lander (as formulated in Eqn. 4) can be performed by a DNN with a
fairly simple architecture trained on the SPOCP trajectories. The DNNs used in this study contain 5 fully connected
hidden layers and an output layer. The hidden layers use a hyperbolic tangent activation function 𝑎(𝑧) = tanh(𝑧), and
the output layer uses a linear activation function 𝑎(𝑧) = 𝑧. The hidden layers each contain 600 neurons. Given the
example state-action pairs generated in OpenOCL, behavioral cloning (i.e. supervised learning) is used to train the
DNN. The training loss function is the mean squared error with a batch size of 100, and the Adam optimization method
is used to train the DNN [24].

The first policy is trained on 20,000 SPOCP trajectories containing 2,000,000 state-action pairs. The second policy
is trained on the same 20,000 SPOCP trajectories as well as 100 MPOCP trajectories containing 30,000 state-action
pairs (300 pairs per trajectory), for a combined total of 2,030,000 state-action pairs. The third policy is trained on the
same 20,000 SPOCP trajectories and 100 3SPOCP trajectories containing 30,000 state-action pairs (again, 300 pairs per
trajectory), for a combined total of 2,030,000 state-action pairs.

V. Policy Performances

A. Nominal Performance
The policy trained solely on SPOCP trajectories was implemented in a closed-loop simulation. A block diagram of

the policy implemented in a feedback loop can be seen in Fig. 2.

Fig. 2 Block diagram of implemented policy in closed loop with applied disturbances

A plot of the policy-driven trajectory in nominal dynamics (i.e. no applied disturbance) is shown in Fig. 3. The
costs of the nominal trajectories are shown in Tab. 1.

From visual inspection, the policy-driven trajectory follows the open-loop optimal trajectory closely, though there is
a 4.4% increase in the evaluated cost as seen in Tab. 1. While the ability to perform feedback near-optimal control of a
6DOF lander alone represents a significant achievement, there is interest in assessing (1) the stability and robustness
of the controller, and (2) the ability of the controller to maintain optimality in the presence of disturbances (i.e. an
off-nominal trajectory). This paper primarily focuses on the latter assessment.

To see the performance of the policy in an off-nominal trajectory, a disturbance was applied as an added acceleration.
The trained policy was simulated for an off-nominal case with an added disturbance of 𝑑 ¥𝑥 = −𝑑 ¥𝑦 = 1 m/s2 for
0.9 s ≤ 𝑡 ≤ 1.1 s. The resulting trajectory is shown in Fig. 4. The evaluated costs of the trajectories resulting from
SPOCP-trained policy with and without the applied disturbance are given in Tab. 1.

Table 1 Costs of Nominal SPOCP trajectories

Trajectory Cost [N2 s]
Policy (nominal) 353.0
Policy (disturbed) 395.2
Optimal 338.0

The policy trained solely on SPOCP trajectories has demonstrated not just an ability to perform near-optimal
feedback control to a landing point, but that it can recover from a disturbance that puts it in an off-nominal trajectory.
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Fig. 3 Trajectory and control history for policy trained on SPOCP
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Fig. 4 Trajectory and control history for disturbed policy trained on SPOCP trajectories
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While this demonstration alone is not an analytical proof on the closed-loop stability of the trained policy, it does
represent an important achievement in producing a robust controller that can recover to its target landing point despite
the presense of a disturbance. The next two sections detail how the policy was retrained using disturbed open-loop
optimal trajectories to mitigate the loss of optimality in the presence of a disturbance.

B. Policy trained on MPOCP
After incorporating MPOCP trajectories into the training data, the policy was trained and simulated with the applied

disturbance. The resulting policy-driven trajectory along with the corresponding MPOCP trajectory is shown in Fig. 5.
The evaluated costs of the trajectories are shown in Tab. 2.

Fig. 5 Trajectory and control history for policy trained on MPOCP trajectories

Table 2 Costs of MPOCP trajectories

Trajectory Cost [N2 s]
Policy (disturbed) 431.2
Optimal 343.6

The policy trained on MPOCP trajectories demonstrated a loss in performance by a few metrics. First, from visual
inspection of Fig. 5, the policy does not demonstrate complete recovery to the landing site. While it does recover the
𝑥 and 𝑧 coordinates, the 𝑦 coordinate does not recover completely. Second, the evaluated cost of the policy-driven
trajectory is 25.5% higher than optimal as seen in Tab. 2. This demonstration represents a challenge in imitation learning
for multi-phase feedback optimal control.

C. Policy Trained on 3SPOCP
After incorporating 3SPOCP trajectories into the training data, the policy was trained and simulated with the applied

disturbance. The resulting policy-driven trajectory along with the corresponding MPOCP trajectory is shown in Fig. 6.
The evaluated costs of the trajectories are shown in Tab. 3.

Table 3 Costs of 3SPOCP trajectories

Trajectory Cost [N2 s]
Policy (disturbed) 374.9
Optimal 354.3

The policy trained on 3SPOCP trajectories demonstrated a gain in performance. First, the cost of the disturbed
policy-driven trajectory is 5.1% less than the cost of the trajectory driven by the policy trained solely on SPOCP

9



Fig. 6 Trajectory and control history for policy trained on 3SPOCP trajectories

trajectories. In addition, this cost is only 5.8% more than the corresponding 3SPOCP optimal trajectory. The reduction
in cost that resulted in including 3SPOCP trajectories in the training data represents a new capability to mitigate loss of
optimality when disturbances are present.

The difference in performance between the policy trained on MPOCP trajectories and the policy trained on 3SPOCP
trajectories should be noted. The former is optimized over the entire trajectory while the latter is optimized over each
"phase" individually. By optimizing over the entire trajectory for MPOCP, a successfully trained policy would represent
one that effectively knows that disturbance is to take place at a specific time-interval before it occurs. The entire
trajectory then becomes off-nominal (even before the disturbance is applied), as opposed to just the part of the trajectory
during and after the applied disturbance. Extracting a distribution of states for training data that accurately matches
the distribution of states seen in roll-out then becomes challenging when the goal is to train the policy on MPOCP
trajectories. When optimizing over each phase individually for 3SPOCP, the trajectory only becomes off-nominal once
the disturbance is applied, and the trained policy represents one that does not know about the disturbance until it drives
the lander into the distribution of states seen only by disturbed trajectories. It is therefore less challenging to extract a
distribution of states for training data that matches the distribution of states seen in rollout, since the disturbance is
applied in a similar way. Instead of the disturbance affecting the trajectory before its application (like in the MPOCP
case), the 3SPOCP trajectory is only affected after the disturbance is applied.

VI. Conclusion
This paper showed the ability of DNNs to learn from open-loop optimal trajectories and perform near-optimal

feedback control in a robust way. The optimal landing problem was cast to include the presence of constant disturbances
in defined time-windows. The use of multi-phase optimal control and single-phase optimal control were both investigated.
The policy showed a greater challenge in learning from MPOCP trajectories than from 3SPOCP trajectories. However, it
was shown that the policy can learn to mitigate loss of optimality in the presence of disturbance by including open-loop
trajectories from disturbed optimal landings in the training set.

While it was shown that given a relatively small amount of training data, a DNN with a simple architecture can learn
to perform near-optimal, feedback control of the 6DOF lander, this controller does not maintain near-optimality through
an applied disturbance during a finite time window. This study reconciled this loss of optimality by generating large sets
of multi-phase optimal trajectories and triple single-phase optimal control problems that correspond to control histories
that maintain optimality through the disturbance. Imitation learning techniques then used these large sets of optimal
examples with disturbances to train a policy that performed stable, near-optimal feedback control of a lander in the
presence of disturbances.

Future works should further explore the space of possible disturbances. In this study a constant disturbance was
applied in a finite time-window. Time-varying disturbances are also present in real applications, so they should also be
investigated. In addition, future works include analytical assessments and proofs on the stability of the the trained policy.
So far, stability has primarily been shown via demonstration, which does not allow for strong claims and assessments on
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stability. A rigorous, mathematical proof that shows that the policy is stable in the sense of Lyapunov would allow for
such a claim.

The previous works discussed in Section III.C have shown that DNNs can learn near-optimal feedback control from
numerically generated optimal examples for low-fidelity formulations like the 3DOF lander. Disturbances are present
in many optimal control applications, not just the pinpoint landing problem. Where appropriate, disturbances can be
modeled as either multi-phase optimal control problems to provide examples for policies to learn how to maintain
optimality in off-nominal trajectories where the disturbance is known, or as triple single-phase optimal control problems
to provide examples where the disturbance is not known. A library of disturbed, optimal trajectories can be built and
used to train the DNN, thus providing a way to train policies to not only perform near-optimal feedback control in
nominal trajectories, but to also mitigate loss of optimality when disturbances are present.
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