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Abstract

Autonomous landing on sloped terrain poses significant challenges for small, lightweight spacecraft, such as

rotorcraft and landers. Unlike larger spacecraft, these vehicles have limited processing capability and payload capacity,

which makes advanced deep learning methods and heavy sensors impractical. However, flying insects, such as bees,

exhibit remarkable landing capabilities despite relying on minimal neural and sensory resources. Their control strategies

offer valuable inspiration for spacecraft landing solutions. Flying insects heavily rely on optical flow for navigation

and landing. By maintaining a constant flow divergence, a measure of vertical velocity divided by height, they achieve

smooth landings where both velocity and height decay exponentially to zero simultaneously. However, adapting this

bio-inspired strategy for spacecraft landings on sloped terrain presents two key challenges. First, conventional global

estimates of flow divergence average the influence of the sloped surface, which makes them insensitive to terrain

inclination. Second, the nonlinearity inherent in flow divergence estimates for landing control can lead to instability

when employing conventional linear controllers for spacecraft landing. To address these challenges, this paper proposes

a nonlinear control strategy that leverages two distinct local flow divergence estimates to regulate both thrust and attitude

during vertical landings. The control law is formulated based on Incremental Nonlinear Dynamic Inversion (INDI)

to handle the nonlinear characteristics of flow divergence. The thrust control ensures a smooth vertical descent by

keeping a constant average of the local flow divergence estimates, while the attitude control aligns the vehicle with the

inclined surface at touchdown by exploiting their difference. To validate the proposed approach, numerical simulations

are conducted using a simplified 2D spacecraft model. Multiple landing scenarios are tested with varying surface

slopes and flow divergence setpoints to assess the method’s robustness and its effect on landing dynamics, respectively.

The results demonstrate that by regulating the average flow divergence, the vehicle achieves stable landings, with both

velocity and height decreasing exponentially to zero at nearly the same time. In addition, using the difference of the

local divergences for attitude control enables effective alignment with the terrain inclination near touchdown, ensuring

a safe and controlled landing on inclined surfaces. Overall, this work demonstrates a lightweight and robust landing

strategy that improves the feasibility of autonomous planetary missions with resource-constrained vehicles.

1. Introduction

Reliable autonomous flight is essential for extraterres-

trial rotorcraft, as the several-minute communication delay

between Earth and planetary bodies makes remote pilot-

ing infeasible. Therefore, onboard sensing and control

systems are critical for enabling safe and effective flight

operations.

NASA’s Ingenuity Mars helicopter has demonstrated

the feasibility of autonomous flight on Mars, yet it also

highlights the challenges of emergency landings on un-

structured terrain [1]. Even though some vehicles are

equipped with algorithms to select safe landing sites [2,

3], unplanned situations may still require landing on non-

ideal terrain. In particular, sloped surfaces pose a signif-

icant risk: inadequate perception of ground inclination

or improper touchdown alignment can lead to instability,

vehicle rollover, or rotor damage [4]. These challenges un-

derscore the need for lightweight, robust landing strategies

that can ensure controlled touchdown even under resource

and sensing constraints.

Flying insects provide an important source of inspi-

ration for lightweight aerial vehicles. Despite their tiny

neural and sensory capacity, they perform highly agile

flight maneuvers and precise landings in cluttered envi-

ronments. A key element of their strategy is the use of

visual information, particularly optical flow, as the main

sensory cue for stabilization and navigation [5, 6].

Optical flow captures the apparent motion of features

in the visual scene, from which insects can extract cues

for hovering [7], obstacle avoidance [8, 9], and landing

[7, 10, 11]. One specific observable, the flow divergence,

defined as the ratio of vertical velocity to height [12], has

been shown to play a crucial role in insect landings. By

regulating flow divergence to a constant value, insects

achieve smooth landings, where both height and velocity

decay exponentially to zero at the same time [7]. Inspired
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by these biological strategies, optical flow–based methods

have been extensively studied for Micro Aerial Vehicles

(MAVs) and offer a lightweight alternative for spacecraft,

where payload and computational resources are similarly

constrained.

However, exploiting optical flow observables for con-

trol introduces significant challenges due to their nonlinear

dependence on vehicle states. Classical control strategies,

such as PID controllers, have been widely applied to track

optical flow for stabilization and landing [11]. However,

their linear nature limits stability and performance to spe-

cific operating conditions. Gain-scheduled variants at-

tempt to address these limitations [13], but require careful

parameter tuning and accurate models, which are often

unavailable in real-world settings.

Learning-based approaches offer greater performance,

yet they introduce heavy computational demands and often

depend on pre-training [14, 15], which makes them unsuit-

able for planetary vehicles. Nonlinear control frameworks

provide an alternative, with Nonlinear Dynamic Inver-

sion (NDI) establishing a direct input–output relationship

[16]. However, conventional NDI relies on precise models,

which are rarely available in practice. To overcome this,

Incremental Nonlinear Dynamic Inversion (INDI) was de-

veloped, leveraging real-time sensor feedback to compen-

sate for model inaccuracies while retaining the efficiency

of NDI [7, 17, 18]. INDI has proven effective in han-

dling nonlinear systems and uncertain dynamics, making

it a strong candidate for flow-divergence–based landing

control.

This paper introduces a bio-inspired landing strategy

for lightweight spacecraft that enables smooth and con-

trolled touchdowns on sloped terrain using only optical

flow divergence. Unlike conventional methods that rely

on global estimates, our approach leverages two locally

observed flow divergences to regulate thrust and attitude

through an INDI-based nonlinear controller, which en-

sures robust flow divergence tracking despite model un-

certainties. In addition, we propose a final touchdown

strategy tailored for inclined surfaces: roll actuation is ac-

tivated when a slope is significantly observed in the flow

divergences, and ventral flow observations, defined as the

ratio of horizontal velocity to height, are incorporated to

mitigate lateral drift during the final phase. The method is

validated in numerical simulations of landings with vary-

ing slope angles and divergence setpoints, demonstrating

exponential decay of height and velocity to zero while

adaptively adjusting attitude for safe and precise touch-

downs. This work thus provides a lightweight, practical

alternative to conventional landing strategies and repre-

sents a step toward autonomous planetary landings with

resource-constrained vehicles.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.

Section 2 introduces the vehicle dynamics model and

formulates the optical flow divergence used for landing

control, including the classical constant flow divergence

strategy and its extension to multiple downward-looking

cameras. Section 3 presents the proposed control ap-

proach, where an INDI framework is developed to regulate

thrust and attitude using local flow divergence estimates,

followed by an extension to the touchdown strategy on

inclined terrain. Sections 4 and 5 report numerical sim-

ulation results, including landings on horizontal and in-

clined surfaces with different slopes, to evaluate tracking

performance and touchdown behavior. Finally, Section 6

concludes the paper with a summary of key findings and

an outlook for future work.

2. Vehicle Dynamics and Optical Flow Divergence

For this preliminary study, we consider the simplified

2D dynamics of a spacecraft shown in Fig. 1, defined

in the world reference frame ($F.F/F) and the body-

fixed reference frame ($1.1/1). The translational and

rotational dynamics are given by:

¥. = −
D1

<
· B8=(q),

¥/ =
D1

<
· 2>B(q) − 6,

¥q =
D2

�GG
,

[1]

where < is the vehicle mass, �GG is the moment of inertia

about the body G-axis,D1 is the total thrust, D2 is the control

moment, q is the roll angle, and 6 is the gravitational

acceleration.

$F .F

/F

$1

/1
.1

w: world

b: body

,

D1 D2
q

U

camera L camera R

spacecraft

Fig. 1. Simplified 2D spacecraft model during landing on

an inclined surface.
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To illustrate how optical flow can be utilized for land-

ing, we begin the discussion with the classical case of a

single downward-looking camera attached to the origin of

the vehicle’s body. During descent, the optical flow ob-

served in the camera’s field of view exhibits a divergent

pattern, which we define as flow divergence:

o =

¤ℎ

ℎ
, [2]

where ℎ is the vehicle’s height above the ground and ¤ℎ

its vertical velocity. A widely used control strategy is to

regulate the flow divergence to a constant negative setpoint,

o = o· < 0, duringdescent. This constant flow divergence

control strategy leads to exponentially decaying height,

velocity, and acceleration trajectories:

ℎ(C) = ℎ04
o ·C , ¤ℎ(C) = o·ℎ04

o ·C , ¥ℎ(C) = o·2ℎ04
o ·C , [3]

where ℎ0 is the initial height. As C → ∞, the vehicle ap-

proaches the surface with simultaneously vanishing veloc-

ity and acceleration, which ensures a smooth touchdown.

While effective for landing on horizontal terrain, this

formulation does not account for inclined surfaces. To

address this, we consider a vehicle equipped with two

downward-facing cameras mounted at opposite ends of

its body, as shown in Fig. 1. We assume that both cam-

eras always point vertically downward in the world frame,

regardless of vehicle rotation. During descent, the corre-

sponding local flow divergences observed at the left and

right cameras are then defined as:

o! =
¤ℎ!

ℎ!
,

o' =

¤ℎ'

ℎ'
,

[4]

where the subscripts ! and ' denote the left and right cam-

eras, respectively, with ℎ!, ℎ' the corresponding heights

above the ground and ¤ℎ!, ¤ℎ' their vertical velocities. In

addition, movement in the Y-axis can also be observed via

ventral flow which can be expressed using Eq. (5):

oH =
¤.

ℎ
. [5]

The height of the vehicle’s body center above the

ground, ℎ, together with the camera heights ℎ! and ℎ',

can be expressed as:

ℎ = / − . · C0=(U),

ℎ! = ℎ − Δℎq + ΔℎU,

ℎ' = ℎ + Δℎq − ΔℎU,

[6]

where Δℎq = 12 · B8=(q), ΔℎU = 12 · 2>B(q) · C0=(U),

and 12 is the distance from the camera to the center of the

vehicle.

By substituting ℎ into ℎ! and ℎ' and simplying them

using small angle approximation, we obtain:

ℎ! = / − . · C0=(U) − 12 · q + 12 · C0=(U),

ℎ' = / − . · C0=(U) + 12 · q − 12 · C0=(U).
[7]

By taking the time derivatives of Eq. (7),

¤ℎ! = ¤/ − ¤. · C0=(U) − 12 · ¤q,

¤ℎ' = ¤/ − ¤. · C0=(U) + 12 · ¤q.
[8]

3. Nonlinear Landing Control Strategy

As presented in the previous section, the system dy-

namics in Eq.(1) are inherently nonlinear, involve uncer-

tain model parameters, and provide only partial state in-

formation through the flow divergence measurements in

Eqs.(4) and (5). To address these challenges, we employ

an Incremental Nonlinear Dynamic Inversion (INDI) ap-

proach. Section 3.1 introduces the INDI framework under

the assumption of full state availability. Building on this

foundation, Section 3.2 formulates a control law based

on observed optical flow to enable effective and smooth

landing on inclined terrain using only optical flow. Lastly,

Section 3.3 further extends this formulation with a touch-

down strategy designed to ensure safe and stable contact

on inclined terrain.

3.1 Incremental Nonlinear Dynamic Inversion

We begin with the general form of a nonlinear input-

affine system:

¤x = f (x) + g(x)u, [9]

y = η(x), [10]

where x ∈ R= is the system state, u ∈ R< is the system

input, y ∈ R ? is the system output or the observations,

f : R= → R= and η : R= → R ? are smooth vector fields,

and g : R= → R=×<, whose columns are smooth vector

fields.

The first step in the INDI framework is input–output

linearization, achieved by differentiating the outputs until

the control input appears explicitly [7, 17, 18]. For the

;-th output, the first derivative is

¤H; =
3[; (x)

3C
=

m[; (x)

mx

3x

3C

= ∇[; (x) [f (x) + g(x)u]

= ! 5 [; (x) + !6[; (x)u,

[11]

where ∇ denotes the Jacobian operator, and ! 5 [; (x) =

∇[; (x)f (x) is the Lie derivative along f (x) [16]. If
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!6[; (x) ≠ 0, the system is input-affine at first order. Oth-

erwise, further differentiation is required until:

H
(A; )

;
= !

A;
5
[; (x) + !6!

A;−1

5
[; (x)u, [12]

where A; ≥ 1 is the relative degree of the ;-th output. The

total relative degree is A =
∑?

;=1
A; , bounded by ? ≤ A ≤ =.

In compact form, the input–output dynamics can be

written as:

y
(r)

= !r

5η(x) + !6!
r−1
5 η(x)u. [13]

This form enables cancellation of nonlinearities and the

design of desired linear dynamics [16]. A virtual input ν

is introduced to yield a linear outer-loop relation:

y
(r)

= ν, [14]

while the nonlinear inner-loop dynamics remain

ν = !r

5η(x) + !6!
r−1
5 η(x)u. [15]

The physical control input u can then be recovered by

inversion of Eq. (15):

u = !6!
r−1
5 η(x)−1 [ν − !r

5 η(x)], [16]

where ν is typically selected via linear feedback in the

outer loop, such as PID or polynomial pole placement, to

guarantee exponentially stable dynamics.

However, the above NDI approach relies on the exact

cancellation of both state-related terms and input-related

terms, which is generally impractical, particularly in opti-

cal flow–based control scenarios. To reduce model depen-

dency and improve stability, the INDI approach will be

employed by approximating Eq. (13) using the first-order

Taylor series expansion around (x0,u0):

y
(r) (C) ≈ y

(r)

0
+ � (x0,u0)Δx(C) + � (x0,u0)Δu(C),

[17]

where � (x0,u0) =
m[!r

5
η (x)+!6!

r−1
5

η (x)u]

mx
|x0 ,u0

∈ R ?×= ,

and � (x0,u0) = !6!
r−1
5

η(x) |x0
∈ R ?×<. This relation

can be simplified under a time-scale separation assump-

tion, which holds when changes in the control input occur

significantly faster than changes in the system state with

high sampling frequencies and instantaneous control ef-

fects:

y
(r) (C) ≈ y

(r)

0
+ !6!

r−1
5 η(x0)Δu(C), [18]

Note that, for non-affine input-output relations or unknown

dynamics, INDI can also be extended via data-driven ap-

proaches [7, 18]. Based on the linearized input–output

model, the control increment is then obtained by sub-

stituting the differentiated output with the virtual input

y
(r) = ν and inverting Eq. (18):

Δu(C) = !6!
r−1
5 η(x)−1 [ν − y

(r)

0
] . [19]

Finally, when the total relative degree A < =, stability

of the internal dynamics must be ensured to guarantee

effective control.

3.2 Incremental Nonlinear Dynamic Inversion for Flow

Divergence Tracking Control

To design an INDI controller for landing on in-

clined terrain, we first define the state vector as x =

[., /, q, ¤., ¤/, ¤q]) , the control input as u = [D1, D2]
) , and

the system output as y = [H1, H2]
) , as given in Eq. (20).

The outputs are selected to capture the symmetric and dif-

ferential components of the flow divergence measured by

the two cameras:

H1 =
o' + o!

2
,

H2 = o' − o! .

[20]

The first output H1 corresponds to the average flow di-

vergence, which governs vertical thrust control, while H2

captures the flow divergence difference, which reflects ter-

rain inclination and guides attitude control.

The time derivatives of the flow divergences are ob-

tained as:

¤o' =
¥ℎ'

ℎ'
−

¤ℎ2
'

ℎ2
'

,

¤o! =
¥ℎ!

ℎ!
−

¤ℎ2
!

ℎ2
!

.

[21]

We first solve for the first and second derivatives of the

right camera height:

¤ℎ' = ¤/ − ¤. · C0=(U) + 12 · ¤q,

¥ℎ' = ¥/ − ¥. · C0=(U) + 12 · ¥q.
[22]

By substituting the vehicle dynamics from Eq. (1), we

obtain:

¥ℎ' = −6 +
D1

<
· 2>B(q) +

D1

<
· B8=(q)C0=(U) + 12 ·

D2

�GG

≈ −6 +
1 + q · C0=(U)

<
· D1 +

12

�GG
· D2.

[23]

Similarly, for the left camera,

¤ℎ! = ¤/ − ¤. · C0=(U) − 12 · ¤q,

¥ℎ! = ¥/ − ¥. · C0=(U) − 12 · ¥q

≈ −6 +
1 + q · C0=(U)

<
· D1 −

12

�GG
· D2.

[24]

When 12 ≪ ℎ, ℎ! ≈ ℎ', differentiating the outputs H1

and H2 yields approximate affine relations with respect to

4



the control inputs:

¤H1 =

¤o' + ¤o!

2

=

¥ℎ'

2ℎ'
+

¥ℎ!

2ℎ!
+ Z1(x)

≈
1 + q · C0=(U)

< · [/ − . · C0=(U)]
· D1 −

6

/ − . · C0=(U)
+ Z1(x),

¤H2 = ¤o' − ¤o!

=

¥ℎ'

ℎ'
−

¥ℎ!

ℎ!
+ Z2(x)

≈
212

�GG · [/ − . · C0=(U)]
· D2 + Z2 (x),

[25]

where Z1 (x) = −
¤ℎ2
'

2ℎ2
'

−
¤ℎ2
!

2ℎ2
!

and Z2 (x) = −
¤ℎ2
'

ℎ2
'

+
¤ℎ2
!

ℎ2
!

are

only functions of states.

In line with the INDI formulation, we introduce two

virtual control inputs in the outer-loop: one for tracking

the desired flow divergence o· :

a1 = ¤H1 = :1 · (o
· −

o' + o!

2
) = :1 · (o

· − H1), [26]

and another for stabilizing the difference of local flow

divergences at zero:

a2 = ¤H2 = :2 · (o' − o!) = :2 · (−H2), [27]

with proportional gains :1, :2 > 0. The inner-loop dy-

namics become:

a1 = ¤H1 +
1 + q · C0=(U)

< · [/ − . · C0=(U)]
· ΔD1,

a2 = ¤H2 +
212

�GG · [/ − . · C0=(U)]
· ΔD2,

[28]

Inverting the dynamics to find the control increment:

ΔD1 =
< · [/ − . · C0=(U)]

1 + q · C0=(U)
· (a1 − ¤H1),

ΔD2 =
�GG · [/ − . · C0=(U)]

212
· (a2 − ¤H2).

[29]

Finally, the physical inputs are updated incrementally as:

D1,: = D1,:−1 + ΔD1,

D2,: = D2,:−1 + ΔD2.
[30]

3.3 Final Touchdown Strategy on Inclined Surfaces

The INDI controller enables robust flow divergence

tracking during descent. However, additional measures

are required to guarantee a controlled final touchdown on

inclined surfaces. In particular, the roll control input D2 is

not continuously active during the descent phase; instead,

it is engaged only when the differential flow divergence

H2 exceeds a prescribed threshold nH . This event indicates

the imminent presence of a surface inclination, and roll

actuation is then applied to align the vehicle with the slope.

Furthermore, because the vehicle is underactuated, ex-

cessive roll adjustments during touchdown can induce un-

desirable lateral drift from the initial landing position. To

mitigate this effect, we introduce an additional observation

based on ventral flow oH , denoted as H3, which compen-

sates position drift during the final phase. This observation

and its time derivative can be expressed as:

H3 = oH =
¤.

ℎ
,

¤H3 =
¥.

ℎ
−

¤.

ℎ2
· ¤ℎ

=
−B8=(q)

< · [/ − . · C0=(U)]
· D1 + Z3 (x),

[31]

where Z3(x) = −
¤. ¤ℎ
ℎ2 is a function only of states.

The ventral flow H3 is then incorporated into the thrust

channel by deriving an incremental correction for D1.

Analogous to the derivation of ΔD1 for H1, we define the

virtual input:

a3 = ¤H3 = :3 · (−oH) = :3 · (−H3), [32]

with its proportional gain :3 > 0. It yields an additional

contribution to the thrust command increment, denoted as

ΔD′
1
:

a3 = ¤H3 +
−B8=(q)

< · [/ − . · C0=(U)]
· ΔD′1,

ΔD′1 =
< · [/ − . · C0=(U)]

−B8=(q)
· (a3 − ¤H3).

[33]

The final thrust input is then updated as:

D1,: = D1,:−1 + ΔD1 + ΔD′1, [34]

where the corresponding corrective increment is incorpo-

rated into the thrust command D1, thereby stabilizing the

vehicle’s ground contact point while maintaining a soft

touchdown on the slope.

This combined strategy ensures that attitude regula-

tion for inclined-surface alignment is only activated when

necessary, while position stability is preserved through an

augmented thrust control law.

4. Landing Experiments on Horizontal Terrain

This section evaluates the tracking performance of the

proposed INDI controller during landings on a horizontal

surface. The experiments were conducted using different

flow divergence setpoints, namely -0.1, -0.2, and -0.3 rad/s.

Larger negative setpoints correspond to more aggressive

descent dynamics, which makes the tracking problem in-

creasingly challenging.

As shown in Fig. 2, the vehicle consistently follows

5
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0

Fig. 2. Landing experiments on horizontal terrain with flow divergence setpoints of o·
1

= -0.1, o·
2

= -0.2, o·
3

= -0.3 rad/s.

Plots (left to right) show the height ℎ, vertical velocity ¤ℎ, observed flow divergence H1, and control input D1 of the

vehicle. The INDI controller achieves accurate tracking of the flow divergence setpoints, resulting in the expected

exponential decay of height and velocity, with initial acceleration followed by deceleration toward touchdown.

the expected exponential decay behavior: the height and

vertical velocity both decrease smooth to zero at the same

time, with the velocity profile exhibiting an initial accelera-

tion followed by a deceleration toward touchdown. Impor-

tantly, the controller is able to accurately track the desired

flow divergence across all tested setpoints. Even for the

most aggressive case of -0.3 rad/s, where nonlinear effects

become more pronounced, the INDI controller maintains

stable tracking.

These results demonstrate that the proposed method

effectively compensates for the nonlinearities in the ob-

servation model and provides accurate flow divergence

tracking. Table 1 further quantifies this performance by

comparing the Root Mean Square Errors (RMSEs) of the

INDI controller with a fine-tuned classical PID controller.

It can be seen that the INDI approach achieves consistently

lower RMSEs across all tested flow divergence setpoints.

Although RMSEs increase for larger setpoints for both

controllers due to the more challenging descent dynamics,

the INDI controller maintains superior accuracy, ensuring

smooth and reliable autonomous landings on horizontal

terrain.

Table 1. Landing performance on horizontal terrain us-

ing INDI and PID controllers, evaluated with the Root

Mean Square Errors (RMSEs) of various o· tracking.

Controller
RMSE of o· Tracking (rad/s)

-0.1 -0.2 -0.3

INDI 0.0112 0.0310 0.0569

PID 0.0352 0.0541 0.0735

5. Landing Experiments on Inclined Terrain

This section investigates the performance of the pro-

posed INDI controller during landings on inclined sur-

faces. To focus on the effect of terrain inclination, we

fixed the flow divergence setpoint at −0.2 rad/s, chosen

as a representative value from the previous experiments.

Experiments were conducted on slopes of 10◦, 20◦, and

30◦. The results are summarized in Fig. 3, which shows

the evolution of the vehicle’s height ℎ, roll angle q, flow

divergence observation H2, and control inputs D1 and D2.

For all tested slopes, the vertical motion exhibits the

expected exponential decay prior to touchdown, as clearly

shown in the height plots in Fig. 3, similar to the landing

case on horizontal terrain. This descent is governed pri-

marily by the thrust input D1, which regulates the average

flow divergence and ensures smooth vertical dynamics.

Near touchdown, the roll angle begins to adjust toward the

slope inclination, as evident from the roll angle plots in the

same figure. This alignment is triggered when H2 becomes

significant, indicating a large difference between the left

and right flow divergences, and is then driven toward zero

to complete the attitude adjustment. The corresponding

control input D2 shows the activation of roll control during

this phase. Simultaneously, D1 adapts to mitigate the lat-

eral drift induced by rolling. The alignment occurs during

a slow descent phase, which provides a safe and stable

touchdown on the inclined surface.

The landing trajectories are further illustrated in Fig. 4,

which shows the evolution of the vehicle position in the (/ ,

. ) plane. Snapshots of the vehicle configuration are over-

laid at fixed time intervals. The plots reveal the expected

phases of the maneuver: an initial acceleration phase with

large inter-snapshot spacing, a subsequent deceleration

phase with progressively smaller spacing, and finally a

stable touchdown with the vehicle roll angle aligned with

the slope. In these cases, lateral drift is effectively com-

pensated by our method. In contrast, the rightmost plot

in Fig. 4 shows landings without drift compensation for

6
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Fig. 3. Landing experiments on inclined terrain with slopes of 10◦, 20◦, and 30◦ (left to right). Plots show the vehicle’s

height ℎ, roll angle q, flow divergence difference H2, and control inputs D1 and D2. The results demonstrate exponential

decay of height, activation of roll alignment near touchdown as H2 is regulated to zero, and coordinated thrust and

attitude control for stable landings across all slopes.
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Fig. 4. Landing trajectories on inclined terrain with slopes of (a) 10◦, (b) 20◦, and (c) 30◦ using the proposed method,

and a final touchdown without drift compensation (rightmost). (a-c) Vehicle motion is shown in the (/,. ) plane with

snapshots overlaid at fixed time intervals. The sequence highlights the initial acceleration (large spacing between

snapshots), gradual deceleration (smaller spacing), and final touchdown with the roll angle aligned to the slope. The

rightmost case without drift compensation shows the vehicle drifting far away from the intended landing site.

Table 2. Landing performance on inclined terrain for various U using INDI and PID controllers (with drift compensa-

tion), evaluated with the RMSE of H2 regulation (rad/s), final roll angle q 5 (◦), and lateral drift .drift (m).

Controller

U = 10◦ U = 20◦ U = 30◦

RMSE q 5 .drift RMSE q 5 .drift RMSE q 5 .drift

INDI 0.0150 7.9 -0.02 0.0119 18.6 -0.14 0.0104 31.0 -0.41

PID 0.1413 9.4 -0.43 0.1216 20.1 -1.05 0.1010 32.2 -1.75

the same slopes. Here, the vehicle drifts increasingly

farther from the intended landing site, highlighting the

importance of the proposed compensation strategy.

Furthermore, we also compare it with a fine-tuned PID

controller for landings on inclined terrain. Table 2 summa-

rizes the results in terms of RMSE of H2 regulation, final

roll angle during touchdown q 5 , and lateral drift .drift.

The RMSE of INDI is consistently smaller than that of

the PID controller across all tested slopes. Although the

PID controller achieves roll angles closer to the slope for

the first two inclinations, it exhibits overshoot for the 30◦

case with a larger deviation. Most importantly, INDI pro-

vides superior drift compensation, maintaining the vehicle

closer to the intended landing site.

Overall, these results validate that the INDI-based con-

troller enables robust landings on inclined terrain by effec-

tively coordinating vertical descent control through D1 and

attitude alignment through D2. The combination of flow-

divergence-based regulation and adaptive attitude control

provides smooth touchdown performance with reduced

lateral drift even under steep slope conditions.

6. Conclusions

This paper presented a bio-inspired landing strategy

for lightweight spacecraft that leverages optical flow di-

vergence observables from two cameras and an Incre-

mental Nonlinear Dynamic Inversion (INDI) controller to

achieve smooth, controlled touchdowns on inclined terrain.

By regulating the average divergence for thrust control

and their difference for attitude alignment, the proposed

method enables exponential decay of height and velocity

on horizontal surfaces and robust slope alignment during

inclined landings. Simulation results demonstrated suc-

cessful landings with stable performance across different

8



flow divergence setpoints and terrain slopes, which high-

lights the controller’s ability to handle nonlinearities with

only optical flow observables. This approach offers a

practical alternative to conventional landing methods and

provides a foundation for extending bio-inspired strategies

to future autonomous planetary landing missions. Future

work will focus on generalizing the framework to 3D dy-

namics, incorporating sensor noise and delays, exploring

integration with vision-based terrain perception, and vali-

dating the method in real-world flight experiments.
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