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Abstract— Recent successful lunar landing missions have
generated significant interest among space agencies in estab-
lishing a permanent human settlement on the Moon. Building
a lunar base requires multiple and frequent landing missions to
support logistics and mobility applications. In these missions,
maximizing payload mass—defined as the useful cargo for
human settlement—is crucial. The landing mass depends on
several factors, with the most critical being the maximum thrust
available for braking and the engine’s specific impulse (ISP).
Generally, increasing engine thrust for braking reduces flight
duration and, consequently, gravity losses. However, higher
thrust also introduces trade-offs, such as increased engine
weight and lower ISP, which can negatively impact payload
capacity. Therefore, optimizing the descent trajectory requires
careful consideration of these parameters to achieve a global
solution that maximizes payload mass.Most existing research
focuses on solving optimal control problems that minimize
propellant consumption for a given thrust. These problems are
typically addressed through trajectory optimization, where a
minimum-fuel solution is obtained. The optimized trajectory
is then executed onboard using polynomial guidance. In this
paper, we propose an outer-layer optimization approach based
on a Pareto-optimal solution. This method iterates on the
maximum available thrust for descent trajectory optimization
while incorporating a penalty/loss function that accounts for
engine mass and ISP losses. By applying this approach, we
identify a globally optimal solution that maximizes payload
mass while ensuring an optimal landing trajectory.

I. INTRODUCTION

Lunar exploration has garnered significant interest among
various space agencies, with the goal of establishing a per-
manent human presence on the Moon and ensuring long-term
survivability. The Artemis III mission aims to send astronauts
by 2028, marking the first crewed lunar landing since Apollo
17. China’s Chang’e mission plans to send astronauts by
2030, while India’s first successful lunar landing [1] has
paved the way for future exploration, with a target to send
its first astronaut by 2040. These missions will focus on
long-term sustainability and the establishment of a permanent
lunar settlement.

A sustained human presence on the Moon requires fre-
quent heavy-duty cargo deliveries to support astronauts.
Therefore, maximizing payload mass is a key objective. In
this context, payload mass is defined as the cargo a lander
can transport to the lunar surface, while any system that does
not contribute to cargo delivery is considered dead weight.

Extensive research has been conducted on optimal trajec-
tory design [2], primarily focusing on minimizing propellant

1The authors are associated with U R Rao Satellite Center, Indian Space
Research Organization, Bengaluru, Karnataka, India{adityar, surajk, rijesh,
ckrao, bharat}@ursc.gov.in

consumption for a given thrust-to-mass ratio. Trajectory
optimization seeks to determine the optimal powered descent
start point relative to the landing site, minimizing propellant
usage for a given thrust. These milestones are tracked using
closed-loop onboard guidance, which generates a suboptimal
flight performance [3] [4].

For lunar landing missions, high-thrust deep-throttling
engines [5] are generally desirable to achieve fuel-optimal
trajectories. However, higher thrust comes with trade-offs,
such as increased engine mass and lower specific impulse
(ISP), which ultimately reduce the payload capacity. These
losses must be accounted for within an optimization frame-
work to determine a globally optimal payload-maximizing
solution, known as a Pareto-optimal solution.

In this paper, we propose an outer-layer optimization
framework that extends traditional trajectory optimization by
incorporating engine thrust and ISP losses. This approach en-
ables the generation of a global solution aimed at maximizing
payload mass. The paper is organized as follows: Section II
discusses the dynamics of a typical lunar landing problem
and trajectory design considerations. Section III presents the
optimization framework for fuel-optimal trajectory design,
incorporating engine mass as a constraint. Section IV an-
alyzes simulation results and findings with conclusion and
future scope in section V.
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Fig. 1: Spherical Coordinate Frame for dynamics

II. LUNAR LANDER TRANSLATIONAL DYNAMICS

Lunar lander translational dynamics can be expressed in
moon centered moon fixed reference frame using spherical
co-ordinate reference. The translational dynamics for trajec-
tory optimization is considered in the moon-centered inertial

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

00
76

7v
1 

 [
ee

ss
.S

Y
] 

 3
0 

N
ov

 2
02

5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.00767v1


frame. The 3D equations of motion are given by,

ṙ = w

θ̇ =
u

rcosϕ

ϕ̇ =
v

r

ẇ =
Tsinβ

m
− µ

r2
+

(u2 + v2)

r
(1)

+ (−2uωcosϕ+ rω2cos2ϕ)

u̇ =
Tcosαcosβ

m
+

(−uw + uvtanϕ)

r
(2)

+ (−2wωcosϕ+ 2vωsinϕ)

v̇ =
(Tsinαcosβ)

m

(−vw − u2tanϕ)

r
(3)

+ (−2uωsinϕ− rω2sinϕcosϕ)

ṁ = − T

Ispg0
(4)

Here, r represents the radial distance from the moon
centre, θ, ϕ represents the lander latitude and longitude
respectively; ω represents moon rotational velocity; u, v, w
represents the tangential, across and radial velocity compo-
nents respectively; m represents the mass of the lander; µ
represents the moon’s gravitational constant; Isp represents
specific impulse of the engine and g0 = 9.81. The thrust
vector is parameterized in the body frame by its magnitude
T , declination angle, β, and right ascension angle α.

Generally, global trajectory is segmented into a multi-
phase trajectory composed of rough braking phase, fine
braking phase, and terminal descent phase [1], [6]. These
milestones are derived based on mission and sensor con-
straints. Here we will focus on a single phase trajectory
design for inner loop optimization.

III. FUEL OPTIMAL TRAJECTORY DESIGN

The objective of trajectory optimization is the minimiza-
tion of propellant consumption which, equivalently, is posed
as the maximization of vehicle mass at the final time as,

J = −m(tf ) (5)

The state variables are given as [r, θ, ϕ, w, u, v,m]T and the
control variables are [T, α, β]T . The dynamics governing the
motion are given in Equation (1).

The initial conditions at t0 are:

r(t0) = r0, θ(t0) = free, ϕ(t0) = free (6)
w(t0) = w0, u(t0) = u0, v(t0) = v0 (7)
m(t0) = m0 (8)

The final conditions at tf are:

r(tf ) = rf , θ(tf ) = θf , ϕ(tf ) = ϕf (9)
w(tf ) = 0, u(tf ) = 0, v(tf ) = 0 (10)

where (rf , θf , ϕf ) corresponds to the target landing site.

The control constraints are:

0 ≤ T ≤ Tmax (11)
|α| ≤ αmax, |β| ≤ βmax (12)

It can be seen that in following trajectory optimization
framework maximum thrust available is considered as fixed.
Also, the cost function does not include effective payload
mass.

IV. PARETO OPTIMAL FRAMEWORK

Classical trajectory optimization problem doesn’t address
the problem of finding optimal thrust required to maximize
the payload mass. Here, we propose the following augmenta-
tion to the trajectory optimization problem by modifying the
equations of motion and cost function to explicitly consider
the mass, thrust and ISp engines.

• Case 1: Consider a case where maximum thrust from
engine is fixed but number of engines can be varied to
generate higher thrust required for trajectory optimiza-
tion. Then updated cost function is given as,

J = −(m(tf )−
n∑

i=1

meng,i) (13)

where meng,i is the dry mass of ith engine and n is the
total number of engines. The updated mass flow rate
dynamics is given as,

ṁ = −
n∑

i=1

Ti

Isp,ig0
(14)

where Ti, Isp,i is the thrust and ISp from ith engine.
The maximum thrust, Tmax is given as

Tmax =

n∑
i=1

Tmax,i (15)

where Tmax,i is the maximum thrust from ith engine.

The number of engine,n, is the additional variable in
the optimization.

• Case 2: Consider a single engine is used and maximum
thrust from engine can be increased with a quadratic
penalty on mass and ISp based on maximum thrust
engine can deliver

J = −(m(tf )−meng) (16)

where meng is the dry mass of the engine which can
be defined as

meng = m0 + C1Tmax + C2T
2
max (17)

Similarly ISp of the engine can be defined as

Isp = Isp0 +D1Tmax +D2T
2
max (18)

the co-efficient C1, C2, D1 and D2 can be derived based
on engine characteristics/ experimental data.
Following problem can now be solved using non-linear
programming.



TABLE I: Simulation Parameters

Parameter Value
Lunar gravity (g) 1.62m/s2
Initial mass (m0) 4000 kg
Initial altitude 30000m
Initial vertical velocity 0.0m/s
Initial horizontal velocity 1688m/s
Final altitude 800m
Final velocity 0m/s

TABLE II: Case 1 Engine Parameters

Parameter Value
Engine Max Thrust (Tmax) 900N
Engine ISp (Isp) 310 s
Engine Mass 8 kg

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

The simulation was carried out using a set of parameters
representative of a typical lunar landing scenario. Table
1 represents the list of parameters assumed for trajectory
design and arriving at optimal thrust requirement. Table 2
shows the typical engine parameters taken for study to arrive
at optimum number of engines which maximizes payload
mass. Table 3 shows the engine characteristics as defined in
equation [17] and [18], used to arrive at optimum thrust for
maximizing payload mass. Figure [1] shows the engine mass
and ISp as a function of maximum thrust engine can deliver
which is again used for pareto studies.

Figures 3 through 8 present the typical trajectory parame-
ters—altitude, vertical velocity, downrange distance, horizon-
tal velocity, and pitch angle—as functions of time, obtained
through trajectory optimization. Both cases were optimized
using nonlinear programming, and Figure 9 summarize the
overall results.

It can be observed that the payload mass, which was
maximized using classical trajectory optimization, exhibits
an increasing trend with higher maximum thrust, eventually
approaching saturation. However, the effective payload mass,
as defined in Equations [13] and [17], initially increases with
maximum thrust but then begins to decline beyond a certain
point. This clearly indicates the existence of an optimal thrust
value that maximizes the effective payload mass.

The results suggest that if the lunar lander is designed
with the thrust level identified through Pareto analysis, the
effective payload mass can be maximized. It is interesting to
note that optimal thrust mass ratio obtain from the study is 3
m/s2 which is mass independent. We observe the literature
of thrust to mass ratio used in various landing mission is
close to the number observed through this study [7] [8].

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have extended the classical trajectory
optimization framework by incorporating additional system-
level parameters, specifically engine thrust, specific impulse
(Isp), and engine mass. This enhancement enables a more
comprehensive analysis aimed at determining the optimal
engine thrust that maximizes the effective payload mass
delivered to the lunar surface.

TABLE III: Case 2 Engine Parameters

Parameter Value
Engine Mass Coefficient

M0 2.229
C1 0.006288
C2 -7.109e-08

Engine Isp Coefficient (Isp)
Isp0 311.3
D1 -0.0005976
D2 4.755e-09

Fig. 2: Mass and ISp of engine as function of maximum
throttling

Our studies show that the effective payload mass exhibits a
global maximum when the maximum thrust available during
powered descent is systematically varied. This behavior
highlights the presence of an optimal thrust level beyond
which further increases in thrust result in diminishing returns
or even a reduction in effective payload capacity due to
increased engine mass and associated penalties.

By integrating these parameters into the trajectory opti-
mization process, the proposed framework allows for the
identification of the thrust configuration that yields the most
favorable trade-off between engine performance and payload
delivery. Consequently, this approach provides valuable in-
sight for the preliminary design and sizing of lunar landers,
ensuring that the effective payload mass is maximized within
the constraints of propulsion system characteristics.



Fig. 3: Altitude Profile

Fig. 4: Vertical Velocity Profile
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Fig. 7: Crossrange profile

Fig. 8: Pitch profile

Fig. 9: Pareto optimal curve
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