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H -optimal control of coupled ODE-PDE systems
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Abstract—In this paper, we present a dual formulation for
Lyapunov’s stability test and Bounded-real Lemma for Partial
Integral Equations (PIEs). Then, we use this formulation to solve
the H..-optimal controller synthesis problem for ODE-PDEs
that can be converted to a PIE. First, we provide a general
dual criterion for the Lyapunov stability and the Bounded-real
Lemma for PIEs using quadratic Lyapunov functionals. Then,
we use a class of operators called Partial Integral (PI) operators
to parametrize the said Lyapunov functional and express the
dual criterion as an operator-valued convex optimization problem
with sign-definite constraints on PI operators — called Linear
PI Inequalities (LPIs). Consequently, the optimal controller
synthesis problem for PIEs, and thus, for PDEs, is formulated as
LPIs. Finally, the LPI optimization problems are solved using a
computational toolbox called PIETOOLS and tested on various
examples to demonstrate the utility of the proposed method.

Index Terms—Distributed Parameter Systems, Optimal Con-
trol, Optimization, Linear Matrix Inequalities

I. INTRODUCTION

Models of Ordinary Differential equations (ODEs) coupled
with Partial Differential Equations (PDEs) are used to de-
scribe many phenomena such as spatially-distributed chemi-
cal/nuclear reactions (e.g., chemical reactors and tokamaks),
the motion of soft-robots (for e.g., octopus-inspired robots),
etc. Typically, the coupling with the ODE arises due to the
inclusion of a lumped state (for example, wall temperature in
chemical reactors or central robot body in the case of soft-
robots), and the coupling can be through the boundary or the
dynamics. Various methods have been developed to design
controllers for systems modeled as coupled ODE-PDEs, such
as, the method of Backstepping (See e.g. [L1]), frequency-
domain methods [1]], and discretization-based methods (See
e.g. [8], [9l, [3]). However, these approaches have limitations
(as will be discussed below) and this paper aims to propose
a new computational approach for controller design that can
overcome those limitations.

In Backstepping methods, control input acts through the
boundary, and as such, these techniques, in most cases, provide
an explicit controller with provable stability properties. How-
ever, the controllers so obtained are not optimal in any sense.
In the latter two cases (frequency-domain and discretization-
based methods), H.-optimal controllers are designed for an
ODE approximation of the PDE system. Unlike the backstep-
ping method, these controllers typically do not have provable
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stability (or input-output) properties when used on the original
PDE, i.e., the Hy-norm of the ODE-PDE system is not the
same as the H.,-norm of the ODE approximation, and indeed,
the resulting closed-loop system can become unstable. Further-
more, frequency-domain approaches (for example, [20], [12])
design an optimal controller using the transfer function of the
ODE-PDE system. However, the concept of a transfer function
is not extendable to systems with multiple inputs/outputs and,
thus, may require decoupling of the equations in the ODE-PDE
before the application of analysis or control design techniques.

Thus, this paper aims to propose computational methods
that can be used to solve the H,-optimal control problem for
the coupled ODE-PDE systems where the control input can
act through the boundary, in-domain, or both. The methods
proposed here are similar to Linear Matrix Inequality (LMI)
methods used to design a controller for ODEs. To use LMIs
for controller design, ODEs are first written in a standard
form such as 9-matrix representation [2]] and then the dual
formulation of the Lyapunov stability test is used to find
the controller. A standard representation is necessary in a
computational tool to minimize the number of ad-hoc steps
needed to define and solve an optimization problem, whereas
the dual stability test is needed since the controller synthesis
problem is a non-convex optimization problem as shown
below.

The fundamental issue in controller synthesis for both finite-
dimensional and infinite-dimensional systems is the bilinear
constraint. In simple terms, for either a finite or infinite-
dimensional system of the form

(t) = Az(t) + Bu(t), =z(t)e X
finding a stabilizing control u(¢) = Kxz(t) and a corresponding
Lyapunov functional V'(t) = (x(t), Pz(t))y with negative
time-derivative leads to a bilinear problem in variables K and
P of the form (A + BK)*P + P(A+ BK) <0.

In case of linear ODEs, the linear operators P, IC, A and B
are just matrices P, K, A and B. In absence of a controller,
the Lyapunov stability test (referred to as primal stability test)
can be written as an LMI in positive matrix variable P >
0 such that ATP 4+ PA < 0. Since the eigenvalues of A
and AT are the same, there is an equivalent dual Lyapunov
inequality of the form AP + PAT < 0 (referred to as dual
stability test). Then the test for the existence of a stabilizing
controller K and a Lyapunov functional P which proves the
stability of the closed-loop system can now be written as: find
P > 0 such that (A + BK)P + P(A+ BK)T < 0. The key
difference, however, is the bilinearity can now be eliminated
by introducing a new variable Z = K P which leads to the



LMI constraint AP + BZ + (AP + BZ)T <0.

Linear PDEs (and, by extension, ODE-PDEs), however,
neither have any standard representation nor does there exist a
dual formulation of Bounded-real Lemma for PDEs. The first
step, then, is to present a parametric form for the class of ODE-
PDEs (a standard representation) for which the optimal control
problem is solved in this paper. While the representation for
linear PDEs introduced in [15] does provide a standard repre-
sentation for PDEs with 2"?-order spatial derivatives, coupled
ODE-PDEs with inputs and outputs cannot be represented in
that form. Thus, we first extend the representation to include
parameters related to the ODE, the inputs, and the outputs.

The second step is finding a dual stability test for PDEs.
For infinite-dimensional systems, Theorem 5.1.3 of [4] is
analogous to the primal stability test for ODEs, however, a
dual version for the stability of PDEs does not exist. The
primal stability test for PDEs is similar to that of ODEs in the
sense that matrices in the constraints of the primal stability
test for ODE are replaced by linear operators for infinite-
dimensional systems, i.e. a test for the existence of a positive
operator P > 0 that satisfies the operator-valued constraint
A*P + PA < 0. However, there does not exist a dual form
of the stability test for infinite-dimensional systems. In [13],
a dual Lyapunov criterion for stability in infinite-dimensional
systems was presented. However, the result was restricted to
infinite-dimensional systems of the form

x(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t)
and included constraints on the image of the operator P of
the form P(X) = X where X = D(A) is the domain of
the infinitesimal generator .A. Furthermore, because A for
PDEs is a differential operator, this approach provides no
way of enforcing the negativity of the dual stability condition.
These difficulties in analysis and controller synthesis for PDE
systems led to the development of the Partial Integral Equation
(PIE) formulation of the problem - wherein both system
parameters A, B,C,D,T and the Lyapunov parameter P lie
in the algebra of bounded linear Partial Integral (PI) operators.

A. Benefits of PIE representation: LPI tests for PIEs

PIEs have a 12 PI representation, analogous to 9-matrix
representation of linear ODEs, as shown in Eq. ().
Tx(t) + Tww(t) + Tot(t) = Ax(t) + Biw(t) + Bau(t)
z(t) = C1x(t) + D11w(t) + Digu(t)
y(t) = CQX(t) + Dglw(t) + DQQU(t)
(L
where x(t) € R™ x L%[a,b] is Fréchet differentiable, w(t) €
RP?, u(t) € R? are differentiable, and the operators T, Ty, Tus
A, B;, C;, D;; are 4-PI operators as defined in Section
Similar to the use of LMIs for ODEs, there exist Linear PI
Inequalities (LPIs) to test for stability [15]], find H..-gain [19]]
and design H,-optimal estimator [S]] for PIEs. Furthermore,
just like LMIs, LPIs are convex solvable inequalities and are
solved using the toolbox PIETOOLS [18]].
For example, if 7,, = 7T, = 0 and inputs are zero, then the
LPI for the stability of the PIE is given by
P=0

APT +T*PA<O0. 2)
Thus, if an ODE-PDE can be rewritten in the form Eq. ,
then the stability of ODE-PDE can be proved using the LPI
@.

Since it has been shown that almost any ODE-PDE system
in a single spatial dimension has an equivalent PIE system
representation [17] (see Sec. which preserves both stability
and I/O properties, we can use LPI tests to indirectly prove
properties of the ODE-PDE system. More specifically, these
methods apply for linear ODE-PDE systems in 1 spatial
variable with a very general set of boundary conditions in-
cluding Dirichlet, Neumann, Robin, Sturm-Lioville etc. The
resulting LPIs are solved numerically using PIETOOLS, an
open-source MATLAB toolbox to handle PI variables and set
up PI operator-valued optimization problems.

B. Benefits of PIE representation: Duality in PIEs

In this paper, we consider the problem of H.,-optimal
state-feedback controller synthesis for Partial Integral Equation
(PIE) systems of the form

Tx(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t), =x(0)=x0€ R™ x L}

z(t) = Cx(t) + Du(t) 3)
where T, A, B,C, D are PI operators and u(t) € RP. The dual
(or adjoint) PIE system is then defined to be

T*x(t) = A*x(t) + C*u(t), %(0) =%g € R™ x LY

z(t) = B*x(t) + D*u(¢) 4)
where * denotes the adjoint with respect to R X Lo-inner
product. It should be noted, however, that the formulation in
Eqn. (@) does not allow for inputs directly at the boundary -
rather these must enter through the ODE or into the domain
of the PDE. The case where the inputs directly enter through
boundary is addressed separately.

Using the dual PIE system, we propose dual stability and
performance tests wherein all operators lie in the PI algebra
and do not include additional constraints such as P(X) =
X. Specifically, the results (A) and (B) lead to LPIs which,
by using the variable change trick used in finite-dimensional
systems, allows us to propose convex and testable formulations
of the stabilization and optimal control problems - resulting in
stabilizing or H, optimal controllers for coupled ODE-PDE
systems where the inputs enter through the ODE or in the
domain. For example, the LPI presented in Eq. (2) has a dual
form given by

P =0

APT* +TPA" <0. 5)
Before finding dual LPI tests for stability or H,, state-
feedback controller synthesis, we first prove the following
results.

(A)  Dual Stability Theorem: We show that the PIE system
(3) is stable for v = 0 and any initial condition x(0) € Lo
if and only if the dual PIE system (@) is stable for any
initial conditions X(0) € Lo and @ = 0.

(B) Dual Ly-gain Theorem: For u € Ly(]0,00)) and x(0) =
0, any solution of the PIE system satisfies ||zl <
7 [lul| 1, if and only if any solution to the dual PIE system



Eq. @) satisfies ||z][;, < ~v|lal/,, for x(0) = 0 and
@ € Ls([0,00)).

(C) Ho-optimal Control of PIEs: The stabilization and H -
optimal state-feedback controller synthesis problem for
PIE systems (3) may be formulated as an LPL

In addition to optimal in-domain control of PDEs, we also
present a convex LPI to find an optimal boundary controller for
PDEs as described in Section Finally, we note that this is
the first result to achieve H ,-optimal control of coupled ODE-
PDE systems without discretizing the PDE. Although we are
currently restricted to inputs using an ODE filter or in-domain,
we believe the duality results presented here can ultimately be
extended to cover inputs applied directly at the boundary. We
note that methods like Backstepping [L1]], [LO] can be used to
find boundary feedback controllers for PDEs, however, there
is no established computational tool or framework which can
find boundary feedback controllers for a general class of ODE-
PDE using Backstepping methods.

C. LPIs for Boundary Control of ODE-PDEs

The class of ODE-PDEs that have boundary feedback was
omitted in [16] because the presence of inputs at boundary
lead to a PIE formulation with (7, # 0) and the bilinearity in
the derivative of Lyapunov functional changes to a quadratic
expression in unknown variables (JC and P) as explained
below. We can show that any ODE-PDE with boundary
feedback (u = Kx) when converted to a PIE takes a general
form

(T + T.K) x(t) = (A + BK) x(t) (6)
where K is the unknown controller parameter. Using the dual
LPI for stability Eq. (3), the optimization problem to prove
stability of the PIE (or the ODE-PDE) is given by

find P, K, s.t.
P=0
(A+BK)P (T +T.K) +(T + TK)P(A+ BK)* <0

(N
which is not bilinear (but is quadratic). The change of variable
trick used in case of ODEs does not convexify the non-convex
constraints.

The approach to find a stabilizing controller for PIEs
of above form, is to tighten the constraints in Eq. that
permits the use of an invertible variable change to obtain
an LPI constraint which is convex. To find the tightened
constraint, we use Young’s Lemma by using the completion
of squares. If the tightened constraint is satisfied then the
original constraint Eq. (7) is satisfied, however, the converse
is not always true and hence such a controller may not exist
or maybe conservative. Although the optimal control problem
for boundary input is not addressed in this work, we believe
this work is a necessary step to initiate more inquiry in that
direction.

The paper is organized as follows. After introducing pre-
liminary notations in Section II, in Section III and IV, we
introduce the general form of ODE-PDE and PIE under con-
sideration. In Section V, we define the conditions under which
PIE and ODE-PDE as equivalent followed by equivalence in

stability and H..-gain in Section VI. Section VII discusses
the properties of adjoint PIE systems. In Section VIII and
IX, we derive the dual stability theorem and dual H..-gain
theorem for PIEs. Sections XI through XIV present the LPIs
developed using dual stability theorem and dual H..-gain
theorem. Examples are illustrated in Section XV and followed
by conclusions in Section XVI.

II. NOTATION

We use the calligraphic font, for example A, to represent
linear operators on Hilbert spaces. The set of all square-
integrable functions on the domain [a,b] C R, where R is
the set of real numbers, is given by L%[a,b]. The bold font,
x, is used to denote functions in L%[a,b]. We use d?x to
denote the partial derivative % whereas x is used to denote
the partial derivative %’;. The Sobolev space W' [a,b], with
standard Sobolev inner-product (-, ), is defined as

Witla,b] :={f € L3[a,b] | 03 f € Ls[a,b] for all n < k}.
RL5""[a, b] denotes the space R™ X L% [a, b] which is equipped
with the inner-product

X1 Y1 T X1 Y1 m,n
b e]),,, =t v ] o) eme

ZmAnit[a,b] denotes the space R™ x Hﬁ\;o W/ [a,b]
that is endowed with the canonical inner product on R x
Hf\io W/""[a, b] denoted by (-, -)y;,. Occasionally, we omit the
domain [a, b] when clear from context and simply write L3,
W, RLy"™ or Zm A} where the letters correspond to the
inner-product spaces defined above. We use the notation 0,, ,
to represent the zero matrix of dimension m x n whereas
an n X n square matrix with zeroes is simply written as 0,,.
Similarly, I,, for the identity matrix of dimension n X n. The
subscript is omitted when the dimensions are known from the
context, in which case we simply write 0 or I. We define the
Dirac operator A. on a function x € W}"[a,b], where k > 0,
as A.x(-) = x(c) for some ¢ € [a, b].

III. A GENERAL CLASS OF LINEAR ODE-PDE SYSTEMS

In this section, we introduce a representation for the class
of ODE-PDEs that may have inputs and ODE-coupling terms
acting both at the boundary and in the domain. In [15[], any
ODE-PDE that can be written in the form Eq. was proven
to have a PIE form Eq. (10).

We parameterize an ODE coupled with a linear PDE with
N order spatial derivatives as

.’,E(t) A Bw Bu Br I(t)

Z(t) _ Cz Dzw Dzu DZT’ w(t)
()]  |Cy Dyw Dyu Dyr| |u(t)]|’
(

(
t) Cy, Dyw Dy, 0 r(t
X(t,s) = Ao(s)(D'x)(t, s) + By (s)o(t) + By (s)(Bx)(t),

r(t)—/b

Y
v

C(s)(D%)(t, s)ds + Dy(B°%)(t), (8)

a
whose the domain is given by

x . A
Xy = € R" x il;IOHi [a,b] :
BuyBx = By,v,v = Cyz + Dypw + Dyt

€))



where w € RP is the dlsturbance u € R? is the control
N

input, D¢ : [ H["[a,b] — H H21 0™ [q, b] is a differential
=0
operator mappmg x to all allowable spatial derivatives of x,

and B? :

to all well- deﬁned boundary values of x (including boundary
values of derivatives of x). The coupled system also has output
signals z € R’ and y € R¥ stand for regulated and observed
outputs, and interconnection signals v € R™> and r € R™ that
represent ODE influence on the PDE and the PDE influence
on the ODE. An ODE-PDE of the Form (8)) can be completely
defined by specifying the 3 parameter sets G,, Gy, and Gy
where

H H['[a,b] — R? YL s an operator mapping x

G, ={A4,By,Bu,B:,Cx, Dy, Dy Dy,
Cy, Dyw, Dy, Dyr, Cyy Dy, Dy }
Gy, = { B, B }
G, ={Ao, By, By, Cy, Dy}
For a coupled ODE-PDE parameterized as above, we can
define the notion of a solution as follows.

Definition 1. For given initial conditions io] € Xu(0),u(0)
0

as defined in @) and w € La([0,00);R™), u €
L2([0,00); R™) such that BpyDyww and By, Dy are dif-
ferentiable for all t > 0, we say that x : [0,00) — R™,
x : [0,00) — Hij\;OWim[a,b], z : [0,00) = R™, y :
[0,00) = R™, v : [0,00) — R", r : [0,00) — R"r
satisfy the ODE-PDE (8)) if  is differentiable and x is Fréchet
|:(E(0) o ZL'():|
x(0)|  |xo|

[x } € Xu(t),u(t) and Equations @) hold for almost all
t>0

differentiable almost everywhere on [0, c0),

IV. PARTIAL INTEGRAL EQUATIONS

Using the formulae in Fig. 5] we can convert any ODE-
PDE parameterized as shown in the previous section with
admissible boundary conditions (refer [17, Section 4.1] for
details on admissibility criteria) to a PIE of the form

Tx(t) + Tww(t) + Tou(t) = Ax(t) + Biw(t) + Bau(t)
Z(t) = Clx(t) + Dllw(t) + Dlgu(t)
y(t) = Cox(t) + Da1w(t) + Daou(t)
(10)
where the 7, A : RLy""[a,b] — RLy""[a,b], Ty : RP —
RLy""[a,b], Ty : R — RLy""[a,b], By : RP — RL;""[a, b],
By : R4 — RLy""[a,b], C1 : RLYy"[a,b] — R*, Cy :
RLgn"n[a,b] — Rl, D1y € RkXp, Dqo € Rqu’ Doy € RIxp
and D,y € RIX7 are 4-PI operators (defined in Def. .

Definition 2. (PI Operators) A 4-PI operator is a bounded
linear operator between RLy""[a,b] and RLY[a,b] of the

form
(s)ds

X €T b 1S S
Pt o) - [ o

(1)

where P € RP*™ s a matrix, Q1 : [a,b] — RP*™, Qq :
[a,b] — RI*™ are bounded integrable functions and Pp,y :
L%]a,b] — Lila,b] is a 3-PI operator of the form

(Priyx) () := Ro(s)x(s) +/ Ry (s,0)x(0)do

+ /b Ry(s,0)x(6)db.

Given the 4-PI operators that define the PIE, any function
x that satisfies the PIE Eq. (I0) must satisfy the following
constraints.

Definition 3. For given initial conditions xo € RLy""[a,b]
and v € Ly([0,00);RP), w € L([0,00);R?) such that
Tww and Ty,u are differentiable, we say that x : [0,00) —
RL5""[a,b] and z : [0,00) — R" satisfy the PIE (10) defined
by {T,Tw,Tu, A, Bi,C,D;;} if x is Fréchet differentiable with
respect to the norm induced by T almost everywhere on
[0,00), x(0) = xq and the equations are satisfied for
almost all t > 0.

We denote the solution space for a given
PIE with inputs w and uw as X,, = {x |
x satisfies the conditions of Def. [3] for any xo € RL2}.

V. THE DUAL PIE

Once we convert the PDE to a PIE of the form Eq. (T0),
we may associate the following dual (adjoint) PIE the same
way one can associate a dual ODE to an ODE.

T*x(t) = A*x(t) + C*w(t)
z(t) = B*x(t) + D*w(t)
where T A* RL5""[a,b] — RLy""[a,b], B*

RL5""[a,b] — R™, C* : R"# — RLy""[a,b] and D* €
R™wX"H are 4-PI operators.

When the PIE system Eq. (3) is constructed from a PDE
system, then the dual PIE system Eq. (@) may also be con-
structed from a PDE system. An illustrative example is given
here.

Example 4. Consider the transport equation
V(s,t) +vs(s,t) =0, s €[0,1],t >0,
v(0,t) =0, v(-,0) € W1[0,1].

The PIE form Eq. (12) is

12)

(Pio,1,03%)(t) = (P=1,0,0y%)(t), t>0.
The corresponding dual PIE is
(Pr0,0,13¥)(t) = (P=1,003¥) (1), t>0.

The dual PIE may be constructed from the following PDE
z(s,t) — zs(s,t) = 0, s €10,1],t >0,
z(1,t) =0, z(-,0) € W1[0,1].

The above example suggests that if a PDE defined by A, an
infinitesimal generator of a Cy-semigroup on a Hilbert space
(See [4] for semigroup representation and analysis of PDEs),

x(t) = Ax(t), x(t) € D(A)
leads to a PIE of the form 7v(t) = Av(t), then the PDE
z(t) = A*z(t), z(t) € D(A")
leads to the dual PIE of the form 7*y(t) = A*y(t) where A*
is the adjoint operator of A. In other words, D(A) = im(T)



and D(A*) = im(T*). However, as we see in the following
example, this relation between the dual PIE and dual PDE is
not always true. Look at the following example for details.

Example 5. Consider the reaction diffusion equation

v(s,t) = av(s,t) +bvs(s,t) +cvss(s,t), se[0,1],t>0,
v(0,t) =0 =vs(1,t), v(-,0) € W[0,1]. (13)
The PIE form Eq. (12) is

(P{0’70775}5{)<t7 8) = (7){6’,ag,,as,b}x)(t)7 t>0.
The corresponding dual PIE is
(’P{O,—O,—s}y)(t) = (P{c,—aﬁ—b,—as}y)(t)a t>0.

If z = Pyo,—¢,—5)Y, satisfies a PDE, the boundary conditions
implied by Pyo,—g,—s) are z(0,t) = 0 = z,(1,t). Thus, the
range of the PI operator

im(Pyo,—0,—s3) = 1z € W2(0,1) | z(0,t) = 0 = z,(1,t)}
However, if we define Av(s) = av(s)+bvg(s)+cvgs(s) with

D(A) ={v e W5(0,1) | v(0,t) =0 =vg(1,¢)},

then, the adjoint A* (w.r.t. Lo-inner product) is given by
A*z(s) = az(s) — bzs(s) + czss(s)
D(A*) ={z € W5(0,1) | z(0,t) = 0 = bz(1,t) — czs(1,1)}.
Clearly, D(A*) and range of Pyo,—o,—s}, for any b # 0, are
not the same.

Thus, we note that while the dual PIE may also represent
a PDE system, this PDE system is not necessarily the same
as the definition of a standard ‘dual PDE’ as defined in [6],
[4]. However, the result of interest (as will be shown in the
following section) is that the dual PIE has the same internal
stability as the primal PIE. Since finding the dual of a PIE is
easier than finding the dual of a PDE, using the PIE form of
a PDE is more convenient to find and test the dual stability
criteria.

VI. DUAL STABILITY THEOREM

As previously described, the stability criteria for the dual
ODE (also referred to as dual stability criteria) is a crucial
step in formulating a convex optimization problem to solve
for optimal controllers in the case of ODEs. In the following
results, we show that equivalence in stability of primal and
dual forms is valid for PIEs. In the following sections, for a
given Hilbert space H we denote (-,-), as (-,-) without the
subscript.

Theorem 6. (Dual Stability of PIEs:) Suppose T and A are
bounded linear operators on a Hilbert space H and let H'
be the corresponding dual space (with H" = H). Then the
following statements are equivalent.
1) tlim Tx(t) — 0 for any x that satisfies T%(t) = Ax(t)
— 00
with initial condition x(0) € H.
2) tlim T*%(t) — O for any X that satisfies T*X(t) =
—00
A*X(t) with initial condition X(0) € H.
Proof. Suppose x satisfies T%(t) = Ax(t) with initial con-
dition x(0) € H and lim; .o, Tx(t) — 0. Let X satisfy
T*x%(t) = A*x(t) with initial condition X(0) € H. Then for
any finite ¢ > 0, using integration-by-parts, we get

/0 (x(t —s), T%(s))ds

t
= (x(0), Tx(t)) — (x(t), Tx(0)) —/ (0sx(t — 5), Tx(s)) ds.
0
Then, we use a change of variable on the last integral term
to show,

/0 (0,%(t — 5), Tx(s)) ds = /t ((0), Tx(t — 0)) db
_ /0 C(TrR0), Xt — 0)) do

where 8 = ¢ — s. Furthermore, using the same variable change
on integral on the following integral we get

/ (x(t —s5),Tx(s))ds = / (x(t—s), Ax(s)) ds
0 . 0 .
_ / (%(0), Ax(t — 0)) df — / (A*%(0), x(t — 0)) db.
0 0

Substituting the above two equality relations into the first
equation, we have

/0 (A*%(0),x(t — 6)) do = (x(0), Tx(t)) — (x(t), Tx(0))

t
+/ (T*x(0),x(t — 0)) df.

However, A*x(0) = T*x(0) f(;)r all 0 € [0,t] and hence

(x(0), Tx(t)) — (x(t), Tx(0)) =0 vt > 0.

Since lim;_, o Tx(t) = 0, we have lim;_, o (7*x(¢),x(0)) =

lim;_ o (X(t), Tx(0)) = 0 for any x(0) € H. We conclude

that lim;_,, 7*%(¢) = 0. Since the dual and primal systems

are interchangeable, necessity follows from sufficiency. O

VII. DUAL Ly-GAIN THEOREM

As seen in the Section stability of a PIE system and its
dual are equivalent. In this section, we show that for x(0) = 0,
input-output performance of primal and dual PIE in the Lo-
gain metric is equivalent.

Theorem 7. (Duality on Ls-gain bound of PIEs:) Suppose
T, A, B, C and D are bounded linear operators on a Hilbert
space H and let H' be the corresponding dual space (with
H'" = H). Then the following statements are equivalent.
1) For any w € Ly(]0,00);R?), x(0) = 0 and w(0) = 0,
any solution x(t) € H and z(t) € R? of the PIE system
Tx(t) = Ax(t) + Bw(t),
z(t) = Cx(t) + Dw(t)
satisfies ||z]|, < [lwl,-
2) For any @ € Lo([0,00); RP), %(0) = 0 and w(0) = 0,
any x(t) € H' and zZ(t) € R? of the dual PIE system
T*x(t) = A*x(t) + C*w(t),
Z(t) = B*x(t) + D*w(t).
satisfies ||z]| , <[],
Proof. Suppose that for any w € Ly([0, 00); R?) and x(0) =
0, w(0) = 0 let x(t) € H and z(t) € RP satisfy the PIE
system. For w € L3([0,00);R?) and %X(0) = 0, w(0) = 0,
let X(t) € H' and z(¢t) € R? satisfy the dual PIE system
such that ||z||,, < v|lwl|,. Then for any finite £ > 0, since

x(0) = x(0) = 0, we have
(A)/0 (x(t—s),Tx(s))ds

(14)

15)

= (x(0), Tx()) = (x(t), Tx(0)) +/O (T x(0),%(t — 0)) df



- /Ot (T"%(0), x(t — 0)) do

where 6 =t — s. Furthermore, by the same variable change,

(B) /0 (x(t — ), Tx(s)) ds
:/ <>’<(tfs),Ax(s)>ds+/ (x(t —s),Bw(s))ds

e .
=/ <A*i(9),x(t—9)>d9+/ (B*x(0),

0 0
Combining the relations (A) and (B), we obtain

/0 T R(0),x(t — 0)) dB
:/0< (e),x( )>d9+/0'<3 %(0), w(t — 0)) do.

However, 7*x(t) — A*x(t) = C*w(t). Then
(C* (60),x(t - 0)) do
= — A*x(0),x(t — 6)) do

- / (B*x(6), w(t — 0)) db.
0
Since z = Cx + Dw, we obtain

/(w(&),z(t70)>d0—/ ((0), Dw(t — 0)) b

0 t 0 t

:/ <w(9),cx<t—9)>d9=/ (B (0), x(t — 0)) df
0 0

t

_ /0 (B*%(0), w(t — 0)) do.

Likewise, we know z = B*xX + D*w. Hence

/0<(9) w(t — 0))do — /D*

/0 (B*(6), w(t — 0)) do
:/(w(e),z(t—e))de—/ (@(0), Du(t — 0)) do.
0 0

We conclude that for any ¢ > 0, if z and w satisfy the primal
PIE and z and w satisfy the dual PIE, then

/ (3(0), w(t — 0)) do :/ (B (0), 2(t — 0)) db.
0 0

Now, for any w € L5, suppose z solves the primal PIE for
some x. For any fixed T' > 0, define w(t) = 2(T —t) for
t < T and w(t) = 0 for ¢ > T. Then w € L and for this
input, let z solve the dual PIE for some x. Then if we define
the truncation operator Pr, we have

|Pra|l2, = / (2(5), 2(5)) ds = / (2(s), 0(T — 5} ds

— 0))do

T
- / (w(s), 2(T — 3)) ds < || Pruw],, | Prz|,,

< |1Prwl, 12, <vIPrwl, 1o,

=7 Prwlg, |Prolly, =y Prwlly, [|Prz)L, -
Therefore, we have that || Prz|| ;. < || Prw||,, forall T > 0.
Hence, we conclude that [|z]|,, <~ [lw| ;. Since the dual and
primal systems are interchangeable, necessity follows from
sufficiency. O

w(t — 0)) do.

VIII. LINEAR PARTIAL INTEGRAL INEQUALITIES

Having introduced the duality theorems, we now apply these
results to derive solvable optimization problems by focusing
on systems that are defined by PI operators and the solution of
the system lies in the Hilbert space defined by the Lebesgue
space H = RLJ"" equipped with the standard R x Lo inner
product. Such optimization problems have PI operator decision
variables, Linear PI Inequality constraints called Linear PI
Inequalities (LPIs), and take the form

&P [gripiny | F+F P [grigay ] € 0. 16)

where the decision variables are P € S™, Q : [a,b] — R™*™,
Ro : la,b] — S™, Ry,Ry : [a,b]> — R™" such that
Ri(s,0) = Ra(0,s)T for all 5,0 € [a,b] and &, F : R™ x
L%a,b] - R™ x L%[a,b] are given 4-PI operators.

LPI optimization problems can be solved using the MAT-
LAB software package PIETOOLS [18]]. In the following
sections, we present applications of Theorems [6] and [7] in the
form of LPI tests for dual stability, dual Ls-gain, stabilization,
and H ., -optimal control of PIE systems, each with associated
code snippets using the PIETOOLS implementation.

IX. A DUAL LPI FOR STABILITY
Now that we have established the equivalence of stability
between the primal and dual PIE systems, we present Lya-
punov method based convex optimization problems to test
stability for those PIE systems and these tests will be referred
to as the primal and dual LPIs for stability of a PIE system.

Theorem 8. (Primal LPI for Stability:) Suppose there ex-
ists a self-adjoint bounded and coercive operator P
RLy""[a,b] — RLy""[a,b] such that

T*PA+ A*PT <0 (17)
for some € > 0. Then any x € RLy""[a,b] that satisfies the
system

Tx(t) = Ax(t), x(0)=x9 € RLy""[a,b]

we have lim; o || Tx(t)||gy, = 0.

Proof. The proof can be found in the [17]. O

Theorem 9. (Dual LPI for Stability:) Suppose there ex-
ists a self-adjoint bounded and coercive operator P
RL5""[a,b] — RLy""[a,b] such that

TPA*+ APT* <0 (18)
for some € > 0. Then any x € RL""[a,b] that satisfies the
system

Tx(t) = Ax(t), x(0) =x9 € RLy""[a,b]

we have limy o0 | Tx(t)||gL, = 0.

Proof. Define a
(T"%, PT*X)gp,
£ > 0 such that
*— 112 — * (|12
al|T X“RL2 <V(x)<BIT XHRL2 :
The time derivative of V' (x) along the solutions of the dual
PIE

Lyapunov  candidate V(X) =
. Since P is coercive, there exist a > 0 and

Tx(t)
is given by

V(x(t) =

= A"x(t), x(0) € RLy""[a, b]

(T%(), PT%(t))p, + (T"%(t), PT*X(t) )5, .



=(T"x(t), PA"X(t))g 1, + (A"X(1), PT*X(t))g
= (x(t), TPA™X(t))gp, + (X(t), APT"X(t) )1,
<0.

Then, by integrating both sides and
t — oo we have lim;,.V(X(f)) = 0 and hence
limg o0 [|[T*%()|l[g;, = 0. Therefore, the dual PIE
(and, from Theorem [6] the original PIE) is asymptotically
stable. O

taking  limit

X. PRIMAL KYP LEMMA

The duality theorem for Ly-gain presented in the previous
section is restricted to PIE without terms involving derivative
of input w. However, we can derive LPIs to estimate the
Ly-gain even in presence of such terms using a trick where
differentiable inputs, w, are redefined as an additional state x
(with dynamics &(t) = ¢(t) for some ¢ € L) and added to
the state vector to get an augmented PIE system. This leads
to an extension of KYP lemma for PIE systems as follows.

Theorem 10. Suppose there exist € > 0, v > 0, a bounded
linear operator P : RLy""[a,b] — RLy""[a,b], such that P
is self-adjoint, coercive and

0 0 0
0 [Tw 0"PB+BP[T, 0] [Tn 0]"PA
0 AP [T, 0] 0
—I D c I 0 0
+ | DY A1 B*PT <—€|0 I O
c* T*PB T*PA+APT 00 7T
19)

Then, for a w,w € Lo such that w is differentiable, if z
satisfies

Tx(t) 4+ Tow(t) = Ax(t) + B [w

g
—~
~+
~— —
[ E—

2(t) = Cx(t) + D [38} ,
x(0) =0, w(0) = w(0) =0,
(20)
for some x, then ||z||L, <~ (||w||W1 + Hﬂ)HLz)
Proof. Define V(x,w) = ((Tx + Tww), P(TXx + Tww))pL, -

Suppose P is as stated in the Theorem statement. Then there
exists a > 0 and 8 > 0 such that

« HTXH]RL2 <V(x,0)<8 ||TX||RL2 .
The time derivative of V' along the solutions of Eq. (20) is
given by

V() = <Tx(t) + Tow(t), P(Ax(t) + B [38} )>

(e 8 [P+ ewt),
:< E:(E:ttf)ﬂ ’{T*(;?B Tpi*fzgﬂ] égﬁbm
N E =] =)

For any w(t) € Rp,w(t)
that satisfies Eq.

€ R?, v(t) € RY, and x(t) € Z

01 o (" O [roke
w(t 0 ()V*+BP[Tw 0 OF a(t
<[[w(t)ﬂ, [0 ()A*P [Tw[ 0] b [1:((:))] RL
2
v(t) * * olt)
" —~I () Qi w
gk [D* B o Henr] |5
¢ TTPB ()T HATPT] | N RL

+<x
-l

= V(x(t
+ (2(1), v(t))g < €| Tx(t)zy,
and t > 0. Let v(t) = 12(t). Then

5
(x(t), w(t))
2
w(t)] 1 2 2 2 2
< - + = |lz(t — —|lz(t —e||Tx(t
[+ 3 10l = 2 o - ehmxcon,
2
w(t)] 1 2
- - —1z(0)|g -
]| 3 1=
Integrating forward in time with the initial condition x(0) =
w(0) = 0, we get

1 w
L S”HH
Y L w Lo

o

2

— 7 llo®lz + (0(1), 2(0)x

€
<-3 ITx(t)l5r, +

< (lwlly, + ll@llL,) -

XI. DuAL KYP LEMMA

We formulate the following dual LPI for Lo-gain of PIE
system in the form Eq. (20) as follows.

Theorem 11. (LPI for Ls-gain:) Suppose there exist € >
0,7 > 0, bounded linear operators P : RLy""[a,b] —
RL3""[a,b], such that P is self-adjoint, coercive and

—~I D CPT* I 0 0
() = B S—e|0 I 0
() ) O+ TAP) 00 7T
@D
where

~ I 0 - 0 O

T:[Tw T}’ A:[Bw ,4}’

. I 0 - -

B:{O . e=[pw . D=[o Ds.

Then, for a w,w € Lo such that w is differentiable, if z
satisfies

TR(t) + Toti(t) = Ax(t) +

z(t) = Cx(t) +
D:=

x(0) = 0, w(0)
for some x, then |12, <~ (|wlly, +[l@ll,)-

= %(0) =0,

Proof. Define a Lyapunov candidate function V(X) =

<7~'*>_<, 777~'*>_C>RL . Since P is coercive and bounded, there
exists o > 0 and ZB > 0 such that
. 2
aHT*x’ <V(x <5H7’**‘ )
RLQ RLZ




The time derivative of V' (X) along the solutions of

T*x(t) = A*x(t) + C*w(t),
2(t) = B*x(t) + D*w(t), %(0)=0, @(0)=0 (22)
is given by
V(x(t))
- <f*s<(t),7>ff*>'z(t)>m2 + <T*§(t),73’f*>z(t)>RL2
< T*x(t), PC @ )> <(f*w(t)7737~'*i(t)>m2

For any w(t) € R? and x(¢

)

w() -

()7

(t) [

< t}[ (CPT*)
t * 4+ T(AP)*

®l - vman (vt

6 RL, that satisfies Eq. (22)),

'yI D* C~P~7~'* w(t)
v —fyI B* v(t) ] >
X )" 4 TAP) | LX)

RLo

; IEN
s

(). B=(t)D"(t))_
v(t)>R
=V@u»—ﬂ[ﬂ3]R+@wxamR+@u»mmR

~ 2
S ]

for any v(¢t) € R? and ¢t > 0. Let v(¢t) = % Z(t). Then
V()
_ 2 1 ~ 2 2 ~ 2 T% = 2
<A@ + > IZOIE ~ Z 1201 — e [T,
<5 [T H +vw)nk—fu<m%

Integrating forward in tlme with the 1n1t1a1 condition x(0) = 0,
we get

L2 2

2, < v, -
Using Theorem [7] the adjoint PIE system of Eq. (22) has the

same bound on Lg-fain from input to output. In other words,

ﬂ € Lo, any

7 [e) =[] + 8 [ata)
At)=C Htﬂ +D {pgtﬂ :
. By substituting the 4-PI

x(t t
4
a1y,

operators as defined in the Theorem statement, we can say
that for any p,q € Lo, if x, x and z satisfy

i(t) = q(t), z(0) =0, ¢(0) =0,
Tx(t) + Twi(t)

= Ax() + [Bw  Ba] ["”ﬂ . x(0) =0, p(0) =0,

for and z that satisfy equations

x(0) =0

~

we have [z[,, < ~v

2(t) = Cx(t) + [P Dyl [“Tgt;

p(t
then we have |[z][;, <~ H [2 H . For any w,w € Loy such
that w is differential, let ¢ = w and p = w. Then, p,q € Lo.

Substituting x, ¢ and p in terms of w, w in the above PIE, we
get
5 )
0(1)
5]
5(t)

=7 (I, + @l ,)

T%(t) + Tpw(t) = Ax(t) +

z(t) = Cx(t) +

p
z <
HM_WHL}M

<v(lwlw, +1@lL,)-

XII. STABILIZING CONTROLLER SYNTHESIS

Now that we have a convex optimization problem to test for
dual stability of the PIEs, we can use the change of variable
trick to eliminate bilinearity that appears in the controller
synthesis problem. In this section, given a PIE of the form,

Tx(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t)

the present the LPI that is used to find a stabilizing state-
feedback controller of the form u(t) = Kx(t) where K :
RL5""[a,b] — RY is a 4-PI operator.
Corollary 12. (LPI for Stabilizing Controller Synthesis:) Sup-
pose there exist bounded linear operators P : RLy"" [a,b] —
RL5""[a,b] and Z : RLy""[a,b] — R, such that P is self-
adjoint, coercive and

(AP+B2)T*+T(AP +BZ)" < —eTT".
Then, for u(t) = Kx(t), where K = ZP~
RL5""[a,b] that satisfies the system

Tx(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t), x(0)=x0 € RLy""[a,b]

also satisfies lim;_, . ||Tx(t)]| = 0.
Proof. Let Z = KP. Define a Lyapunov candidate as V (y) =

(T*y, PT*y)g,- Then there exists an o > 0 and 8 > 0 such
that

(23)
1, any X €

T llir, V) <BIT g,
The time derivative of V' (y) along the solutions of the PIE
Ty(t) = A"y(t) + K*By(t),  y(0) € RLy""[a, ]
is given by
V(y(t))
= <T*y(t)ﬂPT*y(t)>RL2 + <T*y(t)7PT*y(t)>RL
= (T7y (@), PA" (), + (ATy(0), PT"y(t) g,
H{T7y(6), PK*B y())g, + (KB y(1), PT y(t))pv,
= (y(&), TPA () g, + (W), APT y(t))g L,
+ (), TZ" B y(t))p, + (W), BZT y(t))g,

< = Iy Oller, < 5V 0).
Then, by using Gronwall-Bellman Inequality, there exists
constants M and k such that
V(y(t) < V(y(0)Me.
As t — oo, V(y(t)) — 0 which implies || T*y(t)||gy, — O.
Then, from Theorem |§|, [Tz(t)|lgz, — 0 where = satisfies
the equation

Ti(t) = Ax(t) + BKz(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t)
for any z(0) € RLY""[a, b]. O



XIII. STABILIZING BOUNDARY CONTROLLER SYNTHESIS

In case of ODE-PDE systems with inputs at the boundary,
i.e., By,Dy, # 0, the PIE representation of the ODE-PDE is
necessarily of the form

Tx(t) + Tou(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t).
For such PIEs (with T, # 0), the following LPI can be used to
find a stabilizing state-feedback controller of the form u(t) =
Kx(t) where K : RLy""[a,b] — R? is a 4-PI operator.

Corollary 13. (LPI for Stabilizing Controller Synthesis:) Sup-
pose there exist bounded linear operators P : RLy""[a, b] —
RL5""[a,b], such that P is self-adjoint, coercive and

(AP + BEP)(T + TuK)* + (T + TuK)(AP + BKP)*
< —e(T + T KT + TK)*. 24
Then, for u(t) = Kx(t), any x € RLy""[a,b] that satisfies

the system
Tx(t)+T.Ku(t) = Ax(t)+Bu(t), x(0)=x¢€ RLy""[a,b]
also satisfies lim;_, o ||Tx(t)|| = 0.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof for Corollary [12]
Replace 7 by T + T, K everywhere. O

To eliminate the quadratic terms in the inequality Eq. (24),
we use the result, Young’s relation for matrices [21]], and
extend it to PI operators.

Lemma 14. For any Z; : RL;n’n — RLg’q, 29 : RL;”’” —
RLL* and P : RLY™™ — RLY™™, such that P > 0,

(2, Z1PZ3y) + {y, ZoPZix) < {x, Z1PZ{2) + (y, Z2PZ3y)
where © € RL5? and y € RLLF.

Proof. Suppose P is coercive. Then the following sequence
of inequalities hold.

0= ((Ziz - Z2y), P(Ziz — Z3y))
= (z, Z1PZ17) — (y, Z22PZ1iz) — (v, 24P 2Z3y) + (y, 22 P Z2y)
Therefore, by rearranging the terms in the inequality,
(x, Z1PZ1z) + (y, Z2PZ5y) = (y, Z2PZ1x) + {x, Z1PZ5y) .
O

Similar to Schur’s complement for matrices, we can also
find the Schur’s complement for the 4-PI operators.

Lemma 15. Suppose &, F, and G are 4-PI operators where
G is positive definite. Then
q
=0

&

F* G
if and only if £ — FG1F* = 0.
Proof. Suppose £, F, and G are as stated above. Then G~!
exists and is positive definite (refer Theorem 2 of [14]). Then

the inequality Eq. (23) holds if and only if the following
sequence of inequalities are equivalent.

(25)

& F
B
1 -Fg Y [E F[I -FG "
R
(&~ FG'F* 0
AR

£—FGLF =0,

Using the above Lemmas, we can derive the LPI to find a
stabilizing controller for PIEs of the form Eq. (6) as follows.

Theorem 16. Suppose there exists a P > 0 and Z, such that

Py T2 BZ
z2*Try —-P 0 <0 (26)
Z*B* 0 —P
where X s
n =TPA+APT +|T.Z BZ] [’741] +[A 7] [‘;Zﬂ ,
Then the system,
(T + T.K)x(t) = (A + BK)*x(t)

is Lyapunov stable for KK = ZP~1.

Proof. Define a quadratic Lyapunov functional, V (x(t)) =
(T +Tw)x(t),P(T +Tu)x(t))gy, where P = 0. Since
P =0, V(x(t)) > 0 for all ¢ > 0 such that x(¢) # 0. Suppose
there exists a Z such that P and Z satisty the LPI Eq. 26).
If x satisfies the equation

(T + T K)x(t) = (A+ BK)*x
then the time derivative of V' (¢) is

V(1)

= (x

(t)7

(), (T + TuK)YP(A" + K" B)x(1))g .,
(x(t), (A+ BIC) (T + KT,
= (x(8), (TPA" + APT)x()) 1,
(x(t), (TLKPA* + BEPT*)x(t))gy,
+ (x(t), (APK* T} + TPK B*)x())gy,
+ (x(t), (TLKPK*B* + BEPK T, )x())gy,
= (x(8), Pux(t))gp,
+ (x(t), (TLKPK*B* + BEPK T, )x(t)) gy, -

However, using Lemma if we choose Z; = T, K and Z; =
BK then

TJKPK*B* + BEPK* T, < TWKPK*T, + BCPK*B*.

27)
Then,
V(t)
< (x(), Pux(t)) g1, (28)
+ (x(t), (TKPK*T; + BKPK*B*)x(1))gp,
= (x(t), Pux(t))gp,
+(x(t), (T ZP7' 2°T; + BZP ' 2 B)x(t))y
(29)

where we have substituted P = Z. Let £, F, and G be 4-PI
operators defined as follows.

g =
(TPA" + APT™ + TWZA" + BZT* + AZ*T,] + TZ"B"),
P 0
=Tz BZ], d=-|, p|

Then, the inequality in Eq. (Z8) can be compactly written as
V() < (x(0). (€ ~ FGIFI)x(D)gy, - (0)
Furthermore, the LPI Eq. (26) can be written in a compact



form as
[ ]_i ‘g} <0, a3
where G < 0 and invertible because P is coercive (refer
Theorem 2 in [14]). Then, by Lemma [T3]
(E—-FG'F*) <o.
Combining the inequalities, Eq. (30) and (31)) we get

(32)

V(t) < (x(t), (€ = FG F)x(t))g,, <0, ¥x(t) € RL3"".

Hence the system is Lyapunov stable. O

XIV. Ho,-OPTIMAL CONTROLLER SYNTHESIS

For PIE systems with inputs and outputs, we can use The-
orem [/ to pose the H,-optimal controller synthesis problem
as an LPI Specifically, we formulate the following LPI for
finding the H ., -optimal controller for a PIE system in the form
Eq. (T0) where 7, A : RLy""[a,b] — RLy""[a,b], By : R? —
RL5""[a,b], B2 : RP — RLy""[a,b], C : RLy""[a,b] — R",
D11 : R? — R” and D5 : RP — R".

Theorem 17. (LPI for H., Optimal Controller Synthesis:)
Suppose there exist v > 0, bounded linear operators P :
RL5""[a,b] = RLy""[a,b] and Z : RLy""[a,b] — R?, such
that ‘P is self-adjoint, coercive and

—vI Dny (CiP+D122)T*

() = By

O O (O +TAP+By2)"
Then, for any w € Lo, for u(t) = Kx(t) where K = ZP ™1,
any x and z that satisfy the PIE (10) also satisfy ||z||,, <
Y ||w||L2'

Proof. Define a Lyapunov candidate function V(z) =
(T*z,PT*x)g,. Since P is coercive and bounded, there
exists o > 0 and 3 > 0 such that

al|T*z|g,, < V(z) < BT 2|z, -

The time derivative of V' (z) along the solutions of

<0. (33)

T*x(t) = (A + B2K)*x(t) + (C + D12K)*w(t),
z(t) = Bix(t) + D w(t), =x(0)=0 (34)
is given by
V(x(t) = (T z(t), P(A+ BoK) x(t)) gy,
+ (A+ B2K) 2(t), PT x(t))ay,
<7' z(t), P(C + Dr2K) w(t)) gy,
((C + D12K) w(t), PT z(t )>RL2 .

For any w(t) € RP and x(t) € RLy that satisfies Eq. (34),

< [ ‘| [ ~vI D11 (CiP+ D12 2)T* w(t)‘| >
A 5 (1)
) : * ) X(t) RLo

+ T(AP + B2 2)*
<[ tt [ )+ T(AP + B2 )Hx((t))DRL

Cfp + Dlzz)T*

—ylw®)ll; — 7||U( )iz + (v(t), Bix(t) + Dj w(t))g
+(Bix(t) + Diyw(t), v(t))g
V(x(t) - ’Y||w( )”R Ylo@lg + (), 2(t)g
+ (2(1), v())g

for any v(t) € IRP and t>0.Letv(t) =
. € | s 1
V) < =g 1T xWllaz, + 7wz = S 12Oz

%z(t) Then

Integrating forward in time with the initial condition x(0) = 0,
we get

L2 2
5 120z, < lwlz, -
Using Theorem [7} the adjoint PIE system of Eq. (34) has the

same bound on Ly-gain from input to output. In other words,
for w € Lo, any x and z that satisfy equations

Tx(t) = Ax(t) + Brw(t) + Bau(t),
Z(t) = CX(t) + an(t) + D12U(t)
with u = Kx and K = ZP~!, we have |z[|,, < vlw|,,.
O

x(0) =0

XV. H,,-OPTIMAL BOUNDARY CONTROLLER SYNTHESIS
ODE-PDE with inputs at the boundary, necessarily, have the
PIE form given by
Tv(t) + Tou(t) = Av(t) + Biw(t) + Bau(t),
Z(t) = Clv(t) + an(t) + Dlgu(t), (35)
where z is the regulated output, w is the disturbance, and u
is the input at the boundary. If a state-feedback controller of
the form u(t) = Kv(t) is used then the system is written in
the form
(T + T K)v(t) = (A+ B2K) v(t) + Biw(t),
Z(t) = (Cl + D12]C) V(t) + an(t).
The dual PIE for Eq. (36) is then given by
(T+T.K) v(t) = (A+ BoK)" 9 (t) + (C1 + D12K)" w(t),
=(t) = Biv(t) + Dy a(t). (37
In this subsection, we solve for an H,-optimal boundary
controller for the dual PIE Eq. (37) which, as a consequence
of Theorem [/| guarantees same performance for the primal

PIE Eq. (36).

Theorem 18. (LPI for H., Optimal Boundary Controller
Synthesis:) Suppose there exist ¢ > 0,y > 0, bounded
linear operators P : RLy""[a,b] — RLy""[a,b] and Z :
RL5""[a,b] — RP, such that P is self-adjoint, coercive and

(36)

T D C
() —-P zZ <0
() () )+ (TPA ++T ZA* + TZ*B;)

(38)

r—|7 9 c¢= By
0 ~|’ (CPT* + CL2*T* + D12 2T%) |

00 D P 0 0 V2Z* Ty
D= [0091%} P=[(0 P 0|, Z=| 2*B;
12 0 0 P 0

Then, for any w € Ly, for u(t) = Kx(t) where K = ZP~ 1,
any v and z that satisfy the PIE (36) also satisfy |z||,, <
Y ||wHL2'

Proof. The proof is stated in the APPENDIX. O

XVI. FINDING THE CONTROLLER GAINS K

In this section, we focus on constructing the controller
from the feasible solutions P and Z to the LPIs described
in previous sections. The controller gains C is given by
the relation X = ZP~!. However, P~!, although is a 4-
PI operator, may not have polynomial parameters. Hence



the inverse is calculated numerically. First, we propose a
numerical method to find the inverse of P. Then, we use the

numerical inverse to construct the controller gains. To find
{g‘} ], we first find
the inverse of 3-PI operators of the form Py; 7, r,) and then

P Q
&7 ] in terms of’P{IH H)

the inverse of a 4-PI operator, P [ 0

express the inverse of P {
where H; are dependent on the parameters {P, Q, R;

A. Inversion of Pig,y

First, we note that any matrix-valued polynomial H(s,#)
can be factored as F'(s)G(6). Then, for any given 3-PI opera-
tor Pyr w1, 1, With matrix-valued polynomial parameters H;
and H,, we have

Pirm, 12y = Pi1,-FiGy,-FoG,), Where
H;(s,0) = —F;(s)G;(0),
for some matrix-valued polynomials F; and G,. We can now
find an inverse for Py; g, m,y using the following result.

Lemma 19. Suppose F} : [a,b] — R"*P, Gy : [a,b] — RP*™,

Fy: [a,b] = R™4, Gy : [a,b] — RY*™ and U is the unique
function that satisfies the equation

B s G1(t)Fi(t)
U(S)ff<p+q>+/a U(t) [_GQ(t)Fl(t) —Gz() ()

where U is partitioned as

U= Ui Urz s U11(8) € RPXP, UQQ(S) € R7*4,
U1 Ua2
Then, the 3-PI operator P(r _p,G,,— F,G,} I invertible if and

only if Uaa(b) is invertible and

(P{I,*F1G1,*F2G2})_1 = P{LLlﬁLz}’
where
L = (Al R UEVE | G- Lo,

(39a)
G1(t)
39b
G|+ B9
_ [ Opxp Oqu}
UQQ(b)_1U21(b) Iq ’
and V' is the unique function satisfying the equation

La(s.6) =~ [(s) R U PV() [ €

t
_ Gi(s)Fi(s)  Gi(s)Fa(s)
V(t) = I(p-i-q) 7/(1 |:—G2(S)F1(S) _GQ(S)FQ(S>:| V(s)ds.
Proof. Proof can be found in [7, Chapter IX.2]. O

Using Lemma 2.2. of [/, Chapter IX.2], we can use an
iterative process and numerical integration to approximate U
and V' functions in the above result to find an inverse for the
3-PI operators of the form P¢r r, r,} Where R; are matrix-
valued polynomials. By extension, given an R invertible, we
can obtain the inverse of a general 3-PI operator as shown
below.

Corollary 20. Suppose Ry [a,b] — R™ ", Ry, Ro
[a,b]> — R™ ™, with Ry invertible on [a,b]. Then, the inverse
of the 3-PI operator, P(g,y, is given by P{Roﬁl,éz} where
RO(S) = Ro(s)_l, ]A%l(s,G) = LZ‘(S,Q)R()(Q), 1€ {1, 2},
where Ly and Lo are as defined in for functions F; and
G; such that Fl(S)Gl(G) = R0(5)71R1<8,9).

Proof. Let R; be as stated above.
(P{Ro(s),R1(5,0), Ra(,0)})
= (P{Ro(5),0.01 P{I.Ro(5)1 Ry (5,0),Ro (5)~1 Ra(5.0)}) "

= (P(1,Ro(s)~1 R1 (5,0),Ro(5)~1 Ra(5,0)})  (P{Ro(5).0,0}) "

= P1,11(5,0),L2(5.0)} P{Ro(5)1,0,0}
= P{Ro(s)=*,L1(5,0) Ro(6) =1, La(5,0) Ro(6) 1 }
where L; are obtained from the Lemma |19] and the composi-

tion of PI operators is performed using the formulae in [[17].
O

Note the above expressions for the inverse are exact, how-
ever, in practice, R ! may not have an analytical expression
(or very hard to determine). Thus, finding F; and G, such
that F;(s)G;(8) = Ro(s)"*R;(s,0) may not be possible. To
overcome this problem, we approximate R, ! by a polynomial
which guarantees that R, 'R; are polynomials and can be
factorized into F; and G;. Using this approach, we can find
an approximate inverse for Pyp,} using Lemma @}

B. Inversion of 4-PI operators

Given, Ry, R1, Ry with R, invertible, we proposed a way
to find the inverse of the operator Prgr,;. Now, we use this
method to find the inverse of a 4-PI operator P [ = Q}
Given P, Q and R; with invertible P and Ry, define the 3-PI
operator P,y with parameters H;

Ho(s) = Ro(s), Hi(s,0) = Ri(s,0) — Q(s)" P~'Q(6),

ie{1,2}.
Next we suppose that P,y is invertible. We will use the

inverse of this 3-PI operator to find the inverse of the 4-PI
operator as follows.

Corollary 21. Suppose P € R™*™, Q : [a,b] — R™*",
Ro : [a,b] = R™ ™ and Ry, Rz : [a, b]?> — R™*™ are matrices
and matrix-valued polynomials with P and Py, invertible
such that (Pyy,y)~" = Pyv,}, where

Ho(s) = Ro(s), Hi(s,0) = Ri(s,0) — Q(s)" P7'Q(0),
for i € {1,2}. Then, the inverse of P %} is given
by

Pl Q 1\'_ Q
(P o tar)) P{ {R}}

where P, Q, R; are defined as
Ro(s) = Ro(s)~!, Ri(s,0) =

A b A~
p=pl4p? (/ (Q(s)Ro(s)Q(s)™

Li(s,0), foriec{1,2},
b
= [C@ore.se0" @
+ [ " Q)L (0, S)Q(G)Tde) 451

b
Qs) =P (Q(S)Ro(S) +/ Q(O)L1(8,5)dd

+/ Q(0) L (6, s)d9> .

Proof. The proof is attached in the Appendix [XIX O

(40)



C. Construction of controller gains

Once the LPIs are solved to obtain P and Z, Corollary @]
can be used to find P~ and then the controller gains can be
reconstructed using the relation X = ZP~!. Consequently,
we get the following result.

P | Q
& [ [ o i}
erator and Z is defined as follows

Lemma 22. Suppose P } is a 4-PI op-

T

z M (s) = Zoz + / b Z1(s)x(s)ds.
: m (t), then

Proof. This can be proved by substituting the parameters of

. P |
Zand P =P o T ki f
formulae provided in [19].

} ] in the composition

Theorem 23. Given an coupled ODE-PDE defined by the
parameters {n, Gy, Go, Gy}, suppose there exist v > 0,
bounded linear operators P : RLy""[a,b] — RL5""[a, b] and
Z : RLy""[a,b] — RP, such that P is self-adjoint, coercive
and

I Dn

() = Bi

O O O+ TAP+B2)"
where T, A, B1,B2,C1, D11, D12 are as defined in Eq. Block
Bl Then, for any w € Lo, for

b
u(t) = Kox(t) —|—/ K1(s)(D7x)(t, s)ds

a
any {x,x,z,y} that satisfy the ODE-PDE @) also satisfy
lzllp, <vllwlly, where Ko and Ky are as defined in Lemma
and DT x = col(xq, 0sx1,- -+ ,ONxnN).

(C1P +D122)T*

<0 @D

Proof. The proof is presented in the Appendix [XXIl O

XVII. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

In this section, use various numerical examples to demon-
strate the accuracy and scalability of the LPIs presented in
this paper. First, we verify the stability of PDEs, where the
stability holds for certain values of the system parameters
(referred to as a stability parameter). We test for the stability
of the system using the dual stability criterion and change
the stability parameter continuously to identify the point
at which the stability of the system changes. The second
set of examples will focus on finding in-domain controllers
to stabilize an unstable system. Finally, we also present a
numerical example of systems with inputs and outputs to find
H-optimal controllers.

A. Stability Tests Using Dual Stability Criterion

Example 24. Consider the scalar diffusion-reaction equation
with fixed boundary conditions.

ug(s,t) = Au(s, t) + uss(s, t),

u(0,t) = u(1,t) = 0,u(s,0) = ug
We can establish analytically that this system is stable for A <
2. We increase )\ continuously and determine the maximum
value for which the system is stable. From our tests, we find
that the system is stable for X < (1 + le=5)m?.

s€0,1],t>0,

Example 25. Let us change the boundary conditions of the
previous example. Then the bound on the stability parameter
changes to A < 2.467.

ur(s,t) = Au(s, t) + uss(s, t),

u(0,t) = us(1,t) = 0,u(s,0) = ug
Testing for stability using the dual Lyapunov criterion we find
that the system is stable for X < 2.467 + 5e~*.

s€0,1],t >0,

B. H,-optimal dynamic boundary control

In this subsection, we use a dynamic controller at the
boundary to stabilize the three PDE systems and estimate the
H.-norm bound.

Example 26. Consider the following diffusion-reaction equa-
tion with an output and disturbance with coupled to an ODE
(a dynamic controller). We use the LPI from the Thm.
to design an in-domain controller. Then we reconstruct the
controller gains using Thm. and simulate the closed loop
system for simulation.

z(t,s) = —z(t) + u(t),
x(t,s) = Ax(t, s) + xss(t, 5) + w(t),
x(t,0) = 0,x(¢,1) = z(¢),
x(0, s) = sin(ws), s € [0, 1]
2(t) = {fol Xu(@)s)ds]
where z is the regulated output, u is the control input and
w is the disturbance input. By solving the optimal controller
LPI for A = 10, we can prove that control input,

u(t) = —7.07a(t) + A " Ko(s)0Px(t, 5)ds

stabilizes the PDE with an H.o-norm bound of 2.8 x 10*
where K1 is the tenth order polynomial approximation of the
controller gains given by
Ki(s) = —0.25"0 — 3.25% +- 1.15% + 15.45" — 125° — 145°
+ 18.85% — 953 + 0.45% + 2.75 — 0.62.
In Figures 1 and 2, we plot the system response for a

disturbance w(t) = sml(OltOt) with the above initial conditions.

Example 27 (Wave equation). Wave equation is a conser-
vative system and stable. However, the states of the wave
equation do not converge to zero with time, and hence, the
wave PDE is not asymptotically stable. In this example, we use
a dynamic controller to drive the states of the wave equation
PDE via boundary inputs to zero. First, we perform a change
of variable to cast the PDE in the standard form shown in



Time evolution of PDE states, x, plotted against space, s

Fig. 1: Ex. Surface plot of closed loop response x(t, s)
against ¢ and s under the disturbance w(t) = sin(10¢)/(10¢t)

Output/Disturbance input vs Time

Of\."»— - = —x—2,(t)

z(t) & w(t)

Fig. 2: Ex. 26 Plot of output z(t) = [ x(
under the disturbance w(t) = sm(lOt) / (IOt)

s)ds against ¢

Sec.[[Tl} Consider the wave equation with initial and boundary
conditions specified below

ii(t, s) = 92n(t, s) + w(t),
n(0,s) = sin(ws), 1(0,s) =0,
n(t,0) =0, 9sn(t,1)=xz(t),
o(t) = —z(t) + u(t),
- f (t,s)ds
=Pt “2)

where w is the input required to drive w(t,-) to zero through
the coupling with the controller state x(t), z is the regulated
output and d is an Lo-bounded external disturbance. We use
the change of variable x = col(9sn,n) to obtain the following
system in the standard form (as presented in Sec.

_ x(t
}1010

mmmmﬁ

t)
)

g

)

S

13

o) = [} ] oxtes)+ [J] wio,
)

1
r(t) = /0 [(1—3s) 0] x(t,s)ds,

0 1 0 0] [x(0)]| |0

[o 01 0] [x(t,l)} = H #(t)-
Using PIETOOLS, we obtain a feedback law of the form
u(t) = K [igg] with an H.,-norm of 2.2 x 10%, where

the K is a 4-PI operator as defined in Eq. (&3). In Figures
3 and 4, we plot the response of the closed loop system
for a disturbance input w(t) = sin(10t)/(10t) with initial
conditions set to as sin(ws) for all PDE states and 0 for ODE
states.

K — P[LH%H, P=-0.17322, Qi(s)=10"° [81;8]
(43)

Q11(s) = 55® — 205" + 30s° — 20s°
— 700s® + 200s — 8,

Qi2(s) = 25° — 75" +0.65° + 65° — 50s*
+ 8005 — 205 — 400.

— 300s* 4 600s>

—200s°

Time evolution of PDE states, x, plotted against space, s
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Fig. 3: Ex. Surface plot of closed loop response x(t, s)
against ¢ and s under the disturbance w(t) = sin(10t)/(10¢)

C. Stabilizing Boundary Controller

In this subsection, we present a numerical example where
the LPI was used to find a boundary control law using
PIETOOLS. However, note that, due to the conservatism the
optimization problem was solvable only when the stability
parameter \ of the reaction-diffusion PDE was close to stable
values. For larger values of A the LPI was unable to find a
feasible solution for low order polynomial parametrization of
the decision variables P and Z.

Example 28. Consider the PDE in Example Suppose
A = 10. Then the system is unstable. This time, we use a
static boundary input to stabilize the system as opposed to the



5 Output/Disturbance input vs Time

05 J

z(t) & w(t)

Fig. 4: Ex. Plot of output z(t) = fol 7(t, s)ds against ¢
under the disturbance w(t) = sin(10t)/(10t)

dynamic boundary controller used in the previous examples.
The goal of this exercise was to determine if the conservative
LPI derived in Theorem [I3| can perform better than the
dynamic boundary controller approach. Given the PDE
x(t,s) = Ax(t, s) + 9%x(t, s)
x(t,0) =0, x(t,1) = u(t), x(0,s) = sin(ws),
we try to find a control law u(t) = fab K (s)02x(t, s)ds by
solving the LPI in Theorem [I3] Preliminary tests indicate that
conservatism of the Young’s inequality LPI is too high and a
stabilizing static boundary controller could not be found for
the PDE for large \ as documented below.

A\ Dynamic Static
Boundary Control | Boundary control

10 feasible feasible

12 feasible feasible

15 feasible infeasible

30 feasible infeasible

XVIII. CONCLUSIONS
In this article, we solved the controller synthesis problem for

a general class of linear ODE-PDEs by rewriting ODE-PDEs
as PIEs and then using computational tools used in controller
synthesis for PIEs. First, we presented a dual stability result
for PIEs which allows us to formulate controller synthesis
problem as convex optimization problems called as LPIs. The
LPI result was then used to find stabilizing and H.-optimal
controllers for ODE-PDEs where the controllers act in the
domain. Furthermore, we showed that the boundary control
problem for ODE-PDE:s lead to a PI inequality that is quadratic
and provided a tightened PI inequality that can be written
as an LPI. Finally, we use numerical examples to compare
the conservatism of the method with other controller design
techniques for ODE-PDEs.
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FORMULAE TO CONVERT ODE-PDE TO A PIE

N N N J
Nx = E ng, nNg, = E ng ns= E ng, MNij = E N,
i=0 j=i i=1 k=i

T171(S) TLQ(S) cee Tl,N(S)
ST [ 0ne e xome.s 0 Too(s) -+ Ton(s) n
no) = g | ] o= | T L e
0 0 TN’N(S)
U% _ |:Oni><ni+1;N- c R”Sixnsi+17 U2 _ [diag(UQ,o’ Ce ,U27(N1)):| c R(nx"!‘nS)XWS?
Ini+1:N OTLNXTLS
s - Uio
Uy = |: n; c R"s: Xni, U, = c R(ns+nx)><nx’
Oni+1:N><ni_ U
1N
0 T()(S)Ini
0 Tl(S)InHl Ql.(S) ngxn
Ql(s) = : . Y Q(S) = N 6 R s xa
0 TN—i<S>InN QN(S)
p— T(O) npc Xns _ —1 0
Br:=B {T(b _ a):| €R ) BQ(S) =—-B;'B Q(b I
1, 0
Go=|" , Go(s,0) = ,
' { 0<nx-noj 0 [Tﬂs—a)BQ@]
0 0
Gi50) = | o )| HC00 Gl = [y i |

Rp2(s,0) = UT(s — a)Bg(0) Rp(s,0) = Rpa(s,0) + U2Q(s — 0)

D et | [ 2.

]"'u Onrxnz
Br'B, Bg(s
T(b—a)B;' By T'(b—a)Bg(s) +Q(b—s)

UsT(s — a)B; By | {U1,Rp,1,Rp,2}
T=Plwter] TPl
d=r[ifity] o=r L] o=rl3G] 2emr [ty
T=lee, 7 "= lapu o "= lab. o
A

A _ + BITDT"UC’U B(E’I;CT B _ Bmw + B{I/”I‘DT’UD’U’LU B . BZU + BIT’DT"UD’UH
N B’UC’U A ’ t= Bvaw ’ 2T B’UDUU ’

Cl = [Cz + DzrDerv Dzrcr] s D11 = Dzu) + DZTDT'UDvwa D12 = Dzu + DZTD’I"UD’U’LL'

Fig. 5: Formulae based on parameters {n, Gy, G, Gp}.

XIX. APPENDIX: PROOF OF LEMMA 211

Lemma 29. Suppose P € R™*™, @ : [a,b] = R™*", Ry : [a,b] — R™ " and Ry, Ry : [a,b]*> — R™ "™ are matrices and
matrix-valued polynomials with P and Pyy,y invertible with the inverse being Py, where

HO(S) = RO(S)v Hi(sa 0) = Rz(579) - Q(S)TpilQ(G)a

for i€ {1,2}. Then, the inverse of P { ; {go} ] is given by

(P lor Ty D_lzp{%}’

where ]3, Q, Ri are defined as

Ro(s) = Lo(s), Ri(s,0) = Li(s,0), forie{1,2},

b b s
P=p 4P ( [ @oLeee” + [ awnie.0e s+ [ aw)Lae s>Q<e>Td0) dsp!



Qs) =P (Q(s)ms) + / QO)L1 (9, 5)d8 + / s Q(G)Lz(975)d9> -

Proof. We prove this by verification of inverse. Let

Plarter] =P et ety )

Then, by the composition formulae for 4-PI operators, we have

A= pﬁ+/ Q)7 (s)ds

=P (Pl +p! (/b(Q(s / Q(O)L1(0,5) )Td9+/SQ(H)L2(0,5)Q(0)TCZ9> dsP1>
—/bQ(s)< / Q(A)L1(6,s) )Tdt9+/SQ(H)LQ(G,S)Q(H)TM) P~ lds
=1.
Next, for B, we have the formula
B(s) = PQ(s) + Q(s)R /Q R10sd9+/Q )R2(6, 5)do
Q()+Q( /Q L198d9+/Q (0)L2(0,s)d0 =

Lastly, for C;, we have
00(8) = R()(S)R()(S) = RO(S)LO(S) = Ro(S)Ho(S)_l = RO(S)RQ(S)_l = I,

C1(5.0) = Q5)TQUO) + Ral(s)Ra5.0) + Fa (. 0)Ro0) + | " By (s.m) Bl 0)n + / " Ra(s,m) a0, 0)d
+ [ " Rl ) a1, 0)d
=—Q)TP'Q(9)Lo(0) s)Tp~t (/:Q YL1(s,0) ds+/ Q(s)La(s,0)ds )
+ Ro(s)L1(5,0) + R (s,0) Lo (6 +/9R1 (s,1)La(n, 0 dn+/ Ri(s,n)L1(n, 0)dn
+ / b Ro(s,7) L1 (n, 0)dn = 0.
Then, clearly, P [, ‘{1%} }P[ Pl o } — I,,. Likewise, we can show thatp{ P Q} }P[ e | =

QT | QT | {Riy QT | {Ri
I, O

XX. APPENDIX: PROOF OF THEOREM[IS]

Theorem 30. Suppose there exist ¢ > 0,y > 0, bounded linear operators P : RLy""[a,b] — RL""[a,b] and
Z : RLy""[a,b] — RP, such that P is self-adjoint, coercive and PP < 0 Then, for any w € Lo, for u(t) = Kx(t)
where KK = ZP~, any v and z that satisfy the PIE (36) also satisfy 2]z, < vllwllg,

Proof. Let V(t) = ((T + TuK)" x(t), P (T + TuK)" x(t)),, be a candidate for Lyapunov function where z € RL;"" and
z € R! satisfy the dual PIE (37). Since P is coercive and bounded, there exists a > 0 and 3 > 0 such that

e’ H(T+ 7;IC)*:EHH <V(z)<p ||(T+ EIC)*xHH Ve € Z.
The time derivative of V (¢) along the solutions of Eq. is given by
V(t) = (T + TuK)" x(t), P(A+ BoK) (1)), + ((A+ BoK) x(t), P (T + TuK)" x(t))
< (T + ToK)" 2(t), P(C + D12K)*w(t )> <(C+D121C)* t),P (T+RK)*x(t)>H
= (x(t), (TPA* + APT* + AZ*T; + TWZA" + TZ"B5 + B2 ZT ") x(t))

+ (@), (TLZP 2" By + B.ZP 1 2°T1) a(t))

+ (2(t), (TPCy + TuZCy + T Z" D) w(t)) y + (w(t), CLPT* +Ci 2T, + D12 ZT7) x(t))

+ (2(t), TuZP ' Z"Diyw(t)) ,, + (w(t), D12 ZP ' Z* T 2(t)) ,
where we have used a change of variable KP = Z. Furthermore, using Lemma [T4] we have

V(t) < (x(t), (TPA" + APT* + AZ* T + TLZA* + TZ2*Bs + Bo 2T %) z(t))



+{(x(t), (TWZP 12T + BZP ' 2*B3) x(t))
+ (@(t), (TPC; + TZC; + TZ*Dip) w(b)) + (w(t), (CLPT* +CL2"T; + D1 ZT*) ()
+{z(t), TuZP ' Z2* T 2(t)) + (w(t), D12 ZP~ ' Z*Diyw(t))
Suppose, P and Z satisfy the LPI (38). Then, by taking Schur’s complement, the following inequality is equivalent to LPI

(33).

Di, Bi 1"[—» o o o0]7'[Dh B;
—y (CyPT*+Ci 2T + D12 Z2T7) n Z*Diy 0 0o —-P 0 0 Z*Diy 0
() )+ (TPA" ++T, ZA* + T Z*Bs3) 0 V2Z*Tr 0o 0 -P 0 0 V2Z*Tr
0 Z*B3 0 0 0 -P 0 2By
For any given w( t 6 R?, let z(t) and x(t) € Z satisfy Eq. (37). Then,
’y (CLPT* + CLZ*TF + D12 2T¥) w(t)
x(t () + (TPA" + +T, ZA* + TZ*B3)| | x(t)
m1 B ][ o o o] [Dn B
/] (2D 0 0O -P 0 0 Z*D;, 0 w(t)
x(t) "] 0 V22T 0o 0 -P 0 0 V22T | [ x(1)
0 Z*B; 0o 0 0 -P 0 Z*Bs
= (x(t),(TPA* + APT" + AZ*T; + TW.ZA* + TZ"B; + B2 ZT ™) x(t))
+ (x(1), (TPC} + Tu2Ci + TZ*Diy) w(t)) + (w(t), CrPT* + Q2" Ty + Di2ZT7)x(t)) — v [w(?)|?
1
. @)1 + (x(t), (T 2P~ 27Ty + B 2P 2°B3) x(1))

+(x(t), TuZP ' Z* T x(t)) + (w(t), D12 ZP~ ' 2" Diyw(t)) > V(t)—vllw(t)IIQJr%||2(t)||2
Then, for any ¢ > 0,
V() =y llw®)]* + % [EGIRE(

Integrating forward in time with the initial condition x(0) = 0, we obtain

17 2 r 2
wn+;A W@HﬁSVAIW@Hﬁ

which can be further simplified by using the fact V'(¢) > 0 for any ¢, resulting in the constraint

1T 2 T 2
*/IMﬂHﬁSW/IW@Hﬁ-
7 Jo 0

Then, by taking the limit ¢ — co, we get ||z||2Lz <42 Hw||2Lz Using Theorem (7} the dual PIE of Eq. (37) has the same bound
on Lo-gain from input to output. In other words, for w € Lo, any x and z that satisfy equations Eq. (36) with © = Kx and
K= 2P, also satisfy the constraint ||z]|, <~ [jw]|,,. O

XXI. APPENDIX: PROOF OF THEOREM 23]

thm Given an coupled ODE-PDE defined by the parameters {n, Gy,, G,, Gy}, suppose there exist v > 0, bounded linear
operators P : RLy""[a,b] — RLy""[a,b] and Z : RLy""[a,b] — RP, such that P is self-adjoint, coercive and
—yI D (C1P +D122)T*
() = By <0 (44
() ) () +TAP+B2)"
where T, A, By, B2, C1, D11, Do are as defined in Eq. Block El Then, for any w € Lo, for
3

u(t) = Koa(t) + /zamaﬂ>u@@

any {x,x,z,y} that satisfy the ODE-PDE (8) also satlsfy IEA| L < 7w, with zero initial conditions where Ko and K;
are as defined in Corollary [22 n and D/x = col(xq, Dsx1, -+ ,0N xN) thm

Proof. Let v >0, P : RLy""[a,b] = RLy""[a,b] and Z : RLy""[a,b] — R? be such that P is self-adjoint, coercive and
—’yI Dll (017) + Dlgz)T*
() = Bi <0 (45)
O 0 () TAP+BZ)"

where 7, A, B1, B2, C1, D11, D12 are as defined in Eq. Block 5| for given parameters {n, Gy, Go, Gp}.

<0



Then from Theorem (17, any x; and z that satisfy the PIE (T0) for any w € Lo, for u(t) = ZP 'x;(t) also satisfy
lzllz, <~ lwl,- From Corollary 6.1 of [17], col(z,x) := Tx; and z satisfy the ODE-PDE defined by {n, Gy, Go, Gp}
for zero initial conditions and inputs w and

b
_ o1 _op-1 | x(t) | s
u(t) = ZP "x4(t) = ZP [Dfx(t)] = Kox(t) —&—/a K1(s)(D'x)(t, s)ds
while also satisfying ||z[[,, <~ [|lwl|,- O
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