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Unknown Input Observer Design for a class of
Semilinear Hyperbolic Systems with Dynamic
Boundary Conditions
(Extended Version)

Andrea Cristofaro’ and Francesco Ferrantet

Abstract—The problem of unknown input observer design is
considered for coupled PDE/ODE systems subject to incremental
sector bounded nonlinearities and unknown boundary inputs.
Assuming available measurements at the boundary of the dis-
tributed domain, the synthesis of the unknown input observer is
based on Lyapunov methods and convex optimization. Numer-
ical simulations support and confirm the theoretical findings,
illustrating the robust estimation performances of the proposed
nonlinear unknown input observer.

Index Terms—Distributed parameter systems, Estimation,
LMls, Unknown input observers.

I. INTRODUCTION
A. Background and motivation

Several complex physical processes are characterized by
spatial distributed phenomena and, as such, their evolution
is governed by partial differential equations. Examples may
be found in hydraulic networks [1], multiphase flow [2],
transmission networks [3], road traffic networks [4] or gas
flow in pipelines [5].

Actuators and sensors are typically placed at the boundary
of the spatial domain, whereas the state variables in the
interior are neither directly controlled nor measured. Classical
problems such as feedback control or state estimation become
particularly interesting and challenging in this context, leading
to the task of designing boundary controllers and boundary ob-
servers. Among the wide range of systems governed by PDEs,
the class of hyperbolic systems has been largely considered
in the control community. In this regard, sufficient conditions
for controllability and observability of first-order hyperbolic
systems are discussed in [6]. The problem of stabilization
of hyperbolic systems by means of boundary controls has
been studied by many authors, see for instance [7] [8] [9]
and the references therein. Observer design for linearized
first-order hyperbolic systems based on Lyapunov methods
has been addressed in [10] and, for quasilinear first-order
hyperbolic systems, similar results are proposed in [11] based
on a backstepping approach.

In some cases, the evolution of a process may have both a
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distributed and a finite-dimensional behavior, this resulting in
a dynamics described by partial differential equations coupled
with ordinary differential equations. Typically, such intercon-
nection takes place at the boundary of the space domain,
with the output of the ODEs providing dynamic boundary
conditions for the PDEs. In this context, boundary observer
design for conservation laws with static and asymptotically
stable dynamic boundary control is proposed in [12], where
sufficient conditions based on matrix inequalities are provided.
A design procedure for backstepping observers is proposed
in [13] based on the solution of an auxiliary set of PDEs
for computing a suitable change of coordinates, while several
solutions relying on Lyapunov methods have been established
in [14]-[16].

B. Contributions

Adopting a setting similar to [12], [16], the problem of
observer design in the presence of sector bounded nonlin-
earities [17] and unknown inputs is considered in this paper.
Assuming that partial measurements are available at both
boundary points of the domain, the goal is to design a full
state, i.e. infinite-dimensional, nonlinear observer with the
property of providing an estimation error completely decou-
pled from the unknown inputs. In the literature, estimators
with such property are referred to as Unknown Input Ob-
servers (UIOs) and have been recognized as an excellent tool
for robust estimation and fault diagnosis [18]-[20]. In the
infinite-dimensional context, the problem of linear UIO design
has been previously investigated in [21] from an abstract
viewpoint. The related problem of active disturbance rejection
is considered, for example, in [22] and [23].

The construction proposed in this paper, which extends
the preliminary work [24] by including nonlinear terms and
allowing for space-dependent coefficients, relies on geometric
conditions and combines the left and right boundary outputs
in order to guarantee an exponentially stable error dynamics.
Furthermore, a LMI-based procedure for the synthesis of
observer gain matrices is given.

It is interesting to note that, unlike in the finite-dimensional
case, a new feature arises in the design of Unknown Input
Observers for coupled PDEs/ODEs: the finite-dimensional part
of the observer is allowed to be not internally stable, whereas
a compensation is provided by the interconnection with the
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infinite-dimensional part which yields overall system stability.
In this paper we focus on the class of 1-D hyperbolic systems
in order to deliver a constructive design procedure. However
it is worth stressing that, adapting the same arguments, the
constructive design of UIOs may be extended to other classes
of systems governed by partial differential equations.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Sec-
tion II presents the problem we solve in the paper along
with an outline of the proposed observer. Section III provides
sufficient conditions to ensure the convergence of the observer.
Section IV is devoted to the design of the observer. Finally,
some numerical examples are illustrated in Section V.

C. Notation

The sets R>o and R represent the set of nonnegative
and positive real scalars, respectively. The symbols S and
D7 denote, respectively, the set of real n x n symmetric
positive definite matrices and the set of diagonal positive
definite matrices. For a matrix A € R™*™_ AT denotes the
transpose of A and when n = m, He(A) = A+ AT. The
symbol ® stands for the Kronecker product. For a square
matrix A € R™*™, the spectrum is denoted by spec(A). For
a symmetric matrix A, positive definiteness (negative definite-
ness) and positive semidefiniteness (negative semidefiniteness)
are denoted, respectively, by A = 0 (A < 0) and A > 0
(A = 0). Given A,B € S'*, we say that A < B (A = B)
if A—B =<0(A—B = 0).Given A € S, Anax(A) and
Amin(A) stand, respectively, for the largest and the smallest
eigenvalue of A. In partitioned symmetric matrices, the symbol
e stands for symmetric blocks. Given z,y € R", we denote by
(x,y)rn the standard Euclidean inner product. Given a set S,
the notation coS indicates its convex hull. Let % C R and ¥
be a separable Hilbert space, we denote by L°(%; ¥) the set
of equivalence classes of measurable functions f: Z — ¥
and, for any p € (0,00), LP(%;¥') stands for the set of
f € L% ¥) suchthat ||fl|co = ([, |f(x)]} dx)7 is finite.
Given f,g € L2(U; V), (f,9)c2 = [, (f(x),g(x))ydx. Let
# be a bounded interval

HYI V)= {f€£2 (&;¥):fis absolutely continuous on .#,
d 2 }

where d% stands for the weak derivative of f. Let X and Y be

normed linear spaces, f: U — Y, and x € U, we denote by

Df(z) the Fréchet derivative of f at x. The symbol C*(U; V)
denotes the set of k-times differentiable functions f: U — V.

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT AND OUTLINE OF SOLUTION

A. Problem Setup

Let Q := (0, 1), we consider a system of n, semilinear 1-D
conservation laws with dynamic boundary conditions formally

written as:

Opx(t,z) + A(2)0,x(t,z) + Sf(Tx(t,2)) =0
x(t,0) = Mx(t)
x(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t) + Ew(t)
y1(t) = Cx(t, 0)
ya2(t) = Nx(t,1)
(f, Z) S RZQ x Q
(1)
where 0;x and 0.« denote, respectively, the derivative of x
with respect to “time” and the “spatial” variable z, (z —
x(-,2),x) € L2((0,1);R™) x R™ is the system state,
u € R™ is a known boundary input, w € R™* is an unknown
boundary input and y = [y1 y2] € R"v is a measured output.
We assume that A € C([0,1];D}"), M € R"*"x A €
Rnxxnx’ B c Rnxxnu’ E c Rnxxnw’ C c Rnylxnm’
N € R § € R"X™ and T € R™*"= are given and
known.
Inspired by [17], henceforth, we assume that the non-
linearity f satisfies the following incremental sector bound
condition:

.
1= 12 Y1 — Y2 .

Fy) = f(y2)} M {f(yl) - f(yz)} 20 Vyy2 € R(z)

where = {_ He(-U v UleUQ} and U, > Uy > 0 are

given matrices. The result given next, whose proof is reported
in the Appendix, shows that under the considered assumption,
it turns out that f is globally Lipschitz continuous.

Lemma 1. Suppose that (2) holds. Then, f is globally
Lipschitz continuous. 0

Existence and uniqueness of mild solutions to (1) follow
from [25, Theorem 1.2] and [26, Theorem A.6]. Indeed the
cascade PDE-ODE system (1) can be regarded as a Lipschitz
perturbation of the class of linear systems addressed in [26]
and [27]. The goal of the paper is to design an observer pro-
viding an exponentially convergent estimate (z — (-, 2), X)
of the state (z — x(-,z), x), irrespectively of the unknown
input w.

B. Outline of the Proposed Observer

We propose an unknown input observer of the following
form (the dependence on the variables ¢ and z is omitted when
there is no ambiguity)

it + A(2)0.2+ Sf(T2)=0
2(t,0) = Mx(t)
Y= Fi+ RBu+ Ky + L(y2 — 2)
X=v¢+ Hy
92(t) = N&(t, 1)
(t,Z) S Rzox Q

3)
where matrices F, R, K, H, L are to be designed. At this stage,
define the following two estimation errors €, = x — & and

€y = X — X. Then, the dynamics of the interconnection of



observer (3) and plant (1) in coordinates (x, X, €5, €,) can be
written as follows

Or + A(2)0,x + Sf(Tx) =0

z(t,0) = Mx()

X =Ax+ Bu+ Ew

Orer + A(2)0€, + Sp(z,e;) =0

€:(t,0) = Me, (t)

& =—FY+ Guu+ Guw+ Gyx — LNeg(t,1)

(t,Z) S RZ()X Q

(4a)
where:
pa,ex) = f(Tz) - f(T'(r —€))  Vz,e, € R™ (4b)
and
G,=(I—-R-HCM)B
Gy =(I—-HCM)E (4¢)
GX

= (A— HCMA - KCM)

Paralleling the literature of unknown input observers [18],
[20], in the result given next we propose a selection of the
observer gains R, F', and K enabling to decouple the error
dynamics (4a) from the input w and the state x.

Proposition 1. Let K7 € R™*™1 and select:

R=(I—HCM) (5a)
K=K +K>, Ko=FH (5b)
F=A—-HCMA - K,CM (5¢)

Then, the dynamics of the error variables in (4a) turn into:

Oer + N(2)0e, + Sp(z,e,) =0
€x(t,0) = Me, (t)
é&y = Fe, + REw — LN¢€,(t,1)

(t, Z) S RZO x Q
(6)

Proof. Using the identity ¢p = x — Hy; = X — HCMy in
the last equation in (4a), the result can be easily proven by
noticing that the selection of the matrices R, K, and F in (5)
implies that matrices G, and G, in (4¢c) satisfy G, = 0 and
Gy=F—-K,CM=F—-FHCM. O

As a second step, to decouple the error dynamics (6)
from the unknown input w, we select R, or actually H,
such that RE = (I — HCM)E = 0. To ensure that a
feasible solution for the above identity exists, we consider the
following assumption:

Assumption 1. The matrix CME is full column rank.

Indeed, as long as the above assumption is in force, CM E
is left invertible and one can pick:
H=E(CME)"CME)"Y(CME)" (7

This selection ensures that the matrix G,, in (4c¢) vanishes.
Namely, the error dynamics are totally decoupled from the

unknown input w. In particular, under (5) and (7) the error
dynamics read:

Orex + A(2)0z€. + Sp(z,€,) =0

€2(t,0) = Mey(t)

€y = Fe, (t) — LNeg(t, 1)

(f, Z) S RZQ x Q
(®)

The well-posedness of error system (8) follows from Propo-
sition 3 in the Appendix, exploiting the same arguments used
in the proof of [16, Proposition 1].

C. Abstract Formulation of the Error Dynamics
To analyze interconnection the error dynamics (8) we refor-
mulate those as an abstract differential equation on the Hilbert
space X == £2((0,1); R"=) x R™x endowed with its natural
inner product, namely for all (z1,x1), (T2, Xx2) € X
((@1,x1), (T2, X2)) x = (71, 22) £2 + (X1, X2)R"X

and consider the effect of the plant state x on the error
dynamics as an exogenous input. Consider the following linear
operator &7 : dom.o/ — X

M(:{) = (_A((f)d% 2)(Zi)+(—woew(1))

with
dom o = { (ez,6y) € H'((0,1); R™) x R™x:
€2(0) = Mey }
and let h: £2((0,1);R") x £2((0,1); R™) — X be defined

as:

(e e)(z) = (5P )

(9a)

(9b)

vz e[0,1] (10)

The following result, whose proof is a direct consequence
of Lemma 1 and (2), provides some useful properties for the
function h.

Lemma 2. The function (z,e;) — h(x,e;) is globally
Lipschitz continuous on L£L2((0,1); R"=) uniformly with respect
to x. Moreover, for all x,e, € L2((0,1);R") and any
7 € L2((0,1);R>g) the following inequality holds:

[ L) w5y =0 an
0

By interpreting the variable x as an exogenous input
given by the x-component of a solution to (1) with z €
C%(domz, £L2((0,1); R"=)), the error dynamics (3) can be
formally written as the following abstract differential equation
on the Hilbert space X’

()= () e

Therefore, since from [16, Section III.A] % generates a Cy-
semigroup on X, thanks to Lemma 1, Proposition 3 entails
uniqueness and global existence of maximal solutions pairs
to (12).

12)



Hinging on the discussion above, we aim at solving the
considered state estimation problem by providing sufficient
conditions for UGES of the origin of (12). This is the objective
of the next section.

III. STABILITY ANALYSIS OF THE ERROR DYNAMICS

The following detectability property is instrumental to
decide the approach for designing the observer gains. In
particular, while stability of the observer is essentially granted
under the validity of such property, in the opposite case the
observer synthesis requires an additional effort.

Property 1. [Detectability] Let Assumption 1 hold, pick H as
defined in (7) and set R = (I — HCM) accordingly. The pair
(RA,CM) is detectable. o

The analysis of the stability of the error system depends on
whether the Property 1 holds or not. Therefore, we analyze
the two cases separately.

A. Stability with detectability

The following result provides sufficient conditions for the
design of the proposed observer when Property 1 holds.

Theorem 1. The origin of (12) is UGES if there exist i,k €
R0, P €D}, Q € SiX,Kl € R" X" and L such that

D(z) <0 Vz €[0,1]
[ —enp NTLTQ
S=1 e He(FTQ) + MTPM

13)

<0 (14)

where for all z € [0,1], D(z) is defined in (15) (at the top of
the next page) and F = RA — K,CM.

Proof. For any element of the state space (e, €y) € X, let us
introduce the candidate Lyapunov functional

1
V(ex, €x) ::/0 C_MZEI(Z)A_l(Z)PEm(Z)dZ-FEIQEX (16)

In particular, observe that for all (e;,€y,2) € dom.a/ X
£2((0,1); R™) one has

arl(ex, €)]* < V(e,n) < asl(ex, )] 17
where
—1 —
o = min /\min (|:A (Z)Pe . 0:|) ,
2€[0,1] o Q (18)
Q9 = max \ ({Ail(z)P O})
2 = 2e[0.1] max ° Q

are strictly positive. Moreover, it can be easily shown that for
all (e5,€y) € A

() -+ DV (e ) ()

X

= éf“zeTz L2 Pwy(2)dz + €] Qu
—2(/0 T(2)A <>Px<>d+xc2x>

Thus, for any (g, €, ) € dom 7, one has

Vierex,0) = DV(eq, ) (o (&) +h(a, ) ) =

X
1
d
—2/ e Ml (2)P—e
0

1
- 2/0 e M el (2)A"H2)PSp(x(2), €x(2))dz
+ e, He(QF)ey — 2¢, QLNe,(1)

Integrating by parts the first term in the right-hand side and
using the boundary conditions, for (¢, €,) € dom 27 one gets:

L paGhoen(e) T o)
. B plx(2), (2 plx(2), ex(2
V(ez,ex,:c)—/o (1) U(2) (1) dz
where for all z € [0, 1]
—pe™H*P  —e PATY(2)PS 0 0
¥(e) = : (-) —59“P —NTOLTQ
° . ° He(QF)#*]\JTP]W
From (2)
pteChrente) T o)
. B plx(2), ex(2 - plx(2), ex(2
View, ey, ) _/0 D a) (P g
ke 187”2 Te.(2) i Te,(2) .
/0 P ] Wi o N
with
T 0" [T 0
U(z) = () + e H? {0 I} M {0 I} 0

0

o

= e "*blkdiag(D(2), T)

where § is defined in (14) and the zero blocks have consistent
dimensions. The latter, by using (13)-(14) shows that for all
(€2, €y, ) € dom o/ x L2((0,1); R")

Viez, €y, x) < —043|(6m76)()|2 (19)

where ag = min_ |[Amax (\i/(z)) | > 0. By the virtue of (17)
z€[0,1]

and (19), Theorem 3 ensures that the origin of (12) is UGES.
This ends the proof. O

Remark 1. Let us emphasize that the bottom-right block
in (14) can be made negative-definite only if Property 1 is
fulfilled.

Remark 2. It can be noticed that a somewhat trivial solution
to the previous matrix inequality can always be found setting
L = 0. In other words, in the case of detectability of
(RA,CM), there is no need to use the right boundary output
ya2 in the observer design. On the other hand, by tuning the
gain L, the observer transient performance might be improved
(see also [12, Section 3]).
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D(z) =

B. Stability without detectability

When Property 1 does not hold, we can directly
set K1 = 0, and consider the following more sophisticated
Lyapunov functional inspired by the construction in [16]:

Wiene)= [ IERECIER

} dz  (20)
€x X
with
e AT )P AT 2)Y T
II(z) :=
. Q
Accordingly, we can derive a sufficient condition for exponen-
tial convergence.

Theorem 2. Let Assumptionl hold, select H as in (7) and set
F =RA R=1—-HCM. The origin of (12) is UGES if
there exist ji, s € Rso, P € D1* Y € R Q) € S, and
L € R™*™ sych that

II(z) = 0
_ [T(Z) I'(z)

° —rl

vz € [0,1] 1)

D(2): } <0 Vz € [0,1] (22)
where for any z € [0,1], Y(2) and I'(z) are defined as in (23)

(at the top of the next page).
Proof. The proof follows the same lines as the proof of

Theorem 1. In particular, let, for all (eg,e,) € X, W be
defined as in (20). Then, for all (e, €,) € X one has:

Bil(es, €)% < Wlea,€x) < Bol(ear )l (25)

where

61 ‘= min )\min (H(Z))7

0] B2 = max Amax (II(2)) (26)

z€[0,1]

are strictly positive due to (21). Similarly as in [16] and
exploiting (11), for all (e, €y, ) € dom .« x L£2((0,1); R™=)
we have

W (e, ) o= DW(ea,e) (o () + 0l e0)) =

€x

1
/0 w(z2) ®(2)w(z)dz
Te,(2)
e

1 T
-5 / ] @
(27)

where w(2) = (€2(2), €2(1), €y, p(2(2), €4(2))). At this stage
notice that from (22), there exists 83 > 0 such that:

O(z) X =PI Vzel0,1]

(28)

and in particular 3 = min.c 1] [Amax ((i(z)) |. Combin-
ing (27) and (28) gives for all (ez,€y,x) € dome/ X
L2((0,1);R™):

W (er, ex,7) < —Psl(ex, )| (29)

Thanks to (25) and (29), Theorem 3 ensures that the origin of
(12) is UGES. This concludes the proof. O

—Ail(Z)PS + KTT(Ul + UQ)

—kI (15)

IV. OBSERVER DESIGN

In this section, we show how the proposed observer can be
designed via the solution to some linear matrix inequalities
coupled to a line search on two scalar variables.

A. Observer Design with Detectability

We assume that Property 1 holds. In this scenario, the design
of the observer can be performed by relying on Theorem 1.
On the other hand, the conditions in Theorem 1 have two
drawbacks that render their use tricky. First, they are nonlinear
in the decision variables. Second, they need to be satisfied
over an uncountable set, i.e., the interval [0, 1]. To overcome
these drawbacks, next we propose a set of computationally
affordable sufficient conditions for the design of the observer.

Proposition 1. Assume that Property 1 is fulfilled. For i =
1,2,...,n4 and all z € [0,1], let d;(z) be the (i,i) entry

of the matrix A~(z). Define for all i = 1,2,...,n,, d; =
min d;(z) and d; = max d;(z) and let
z€[0,1] z€[0,1]

G = {D ebi*: D= Zri(ei ®e;),r; € {gli,gi}}

i=1
where {€;}i=1, . n, Stands for the canonical basis. The origin
of (12) is UGES if there exist ji,k € Rso, P € D", Q €
SZX,X € R™*™1 and J € R™*™2 such that:
Q(D) <0, VD e G
o -NTJT

. He(QRA— XCM)+ M'"PM

where Q(D) is defined in (24) (at the top of the page).

In particular, the observer gains can be selected as L

Q'J K =Q'X.

(30)

<0 @3

Proof. As first step, notice that by replacing the expressions of
L and K; into (31) one gets (14). To show that (30) implies
(13), first observe that by continuity of the functions z —
d;(z), it turns out that

range(z — A1 (z2)) C

{(DeD*: D=> ri(e;®e),r; € [d;,di]} = coG
i=1
where the last equality is straightforward. Now, observe that
since D — Q(D) is affine, Q(coG) = coQ(G). Hence, (30)
implies that, for all z € [0,1], Q(A(z)) < 0. The latter, by
simply observing that for all z € [0,1] Q(A(z)) = D(z),
shows that (30) implies (13). O

B. Observer Design without Detectability

Following similar arguments as in the previous subsection,
the following result can be established to deal with the scenario
outlined in Section III-A.



—pe =P — kT THe(U U)T  —A~Y(2)YTLN A Y)Y TF
T(z) = . —e HEP YT -NTLTQ
. . He(QF +YM)+ M"PM @3)
KT T (Uy + Us) — e #*A~1(2)PS
L(z) = 0
~YAY(2)S
_ _ T _ T
Q) = | P HT He(U\Uy)T  —DPS + kT (Uy + Us) 4)
° -kl
—pwP — kKTTHe(U1U)T 0 DYTF KT T(Uy + Uy) — wDPS
- . —wP YT -NTJT 0
E(w, D) = . o He(QF+YM)+MTPM _YDS (32)
[ ] [ ] [} _KJI

Proposition 2. For ¢ = 1,2,...,
si(z) be the (z i) entry of the matrix e**A~!
all i = 1,2,

and let

@ = {b\é Dim 5: Zri(ei ®ei),ri S {§i’§i}}

i=1

ng, and all z € [0,1], let
(2). Define for

Mg, §; = min s;(z) and 3; = max_s;(2)
2€[0,1] z€[0,1]

The origin of (12) is UGES if there exist j,k,0 € Ry, P €
D}, Q e Si" and J € R™*™2 sych that:

‘Dp DYT

=0 VDeG (33)
. Q
[ =(1,D) ©(D) 6zTJT
. —0Q 0 <0 vDeG (34)
L ° . —00Q
[ Z(e#,D) ©(D) 0Z'JT
° —6Q 0 <0 VDeG (35)
L ° ° —0Q
where Z(w, D) is defined in (32) (at the top of the next page)
and
e()=[-YyD 0 0 0", Z=[0 NT 0 0.

In particular, the observer gain can be selected as L = Q™1 J.

Proof. As a first_step, notice that since for all z € [0,1],
A~1(2)et* € coG, by following similar arguments as in the
proof of Proposition 1, it follows that the satisfaction of (33)
assures

et AT (2)P  e*AT(2)Y T
. Q
which, by a simple congruence transformation, is equivalent
to (21). To conclude the proof, let

}>0 Vz € [0,1]

_ |, D) (’5(w,D)}
Pw, D) = ) —k1
where U(w, D) and &(w,D) are defined, respectively, by

)
A~Y(2) and e "* by D and w,
1

replacing in Y (2) and T'(2),
[0,1], P(e™*,A71(2)) = 2(2).

which gives for all z €

Moreover, as pointed out in the proof of Proposition 1,
range(z — A7!(z)) C coG and similarly range(z
e M*) = [e™#, 1]. Hence, using the fact that 3 is biaffine
with respect to w and D, it turns out that (22) holds if
PB(1,D) <0, P(e™*,D) =<0 vD € G. (36)

The proof can be completed by noting that, using the bounding
technique in [27, Proposition 4], (34) and (35) imply (36). [

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES
In this section, we showcase the application of the proposed
observer in two numerical examples.
Example 1. In this first example, we consider the following

data:
0

1 0 10
A=| -1 0 0|,B=0E=|0 ’N:{o J
0 0 0 1
111 _1+220} _H
M‘{010}’A(2)_{ 0 e o
T=1[1 0],C=[1 1], f(y) = tanh(y). In particular, for

the above selection of f, it can be easily shown that U; = 0

and Uy = 5; see, e.g., [17]. From (7) and (5) one gets
T 1 0 0
H' =[003330333],R= {—0.333 0.333 —0.333}
—0.333 —0.667 0.667

At this stage, notice that spec(RA) ~ {0,—0.167 + j0.553}
and that rank [ 5] = 3, thereby showing that the pair
(RA,CM) is detectable, i.e., Property 1 holds. Thus, the
design of the observer can be performed via the use of
Proposition 1. Following this approach, we obtain:

9.28 0 —
p=01k=1375P=1[%" %], L=0
21.96 —6.954 4.087 T
Q= {—6.954 16.13 —1.041} , K, =[0.6597 0.4537 0.358 ] .
4.087 —1.041 10.13
Indeed, as mentioned in Remark 2, in this case there is no need
of using the output ys. To finalize the design of the observer,
we plug the gains R and K into (5¢) and (5b) to get:
—0.6597 —0.3194 —0.6597
—0.7871 —1.241 —0.4537
0.3086 —1.049 —0.358
K, =[-0.3264 —0.5648 —0.4692] .

|
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t
Fig. 1: Evolution of the squared norm of the estimation error
(y-axis is in log scale) from the initial condition in (37).

To validate our theoretical findings, next we present some
simulations of the proposed observer'. In these simulations
w(t) = sin(2t) and

21(0,2) = 0.5(sin(272) — 1) Vz €[0,1]

x2(0,2) = 0.5(sin(4nz) — 1) Vz €[0,1]

x(0) = (0.5, —0.5, —0.5) (37)
2(0,2) =0 Vz € [0,1]

x(0)=0

The effectiveness of the proposed observer in reconstructing
the plant state is confirmed by Fig. 1 in which the evolution
of norm of the estimation error is reported.

Example 2. In this second scenario, we select A, B,E,N,S,

M, and f as in Example 1 and A = [\{? g} , T
[0 1},0:[1 0]Fr0m(7)0negetsHT:[O 0 1 }
Hence using (5) with K1 = 0 yields:

R:{é ?8],1::{—01 0 8},}(2:0
—1-10 1 —-10

Notice that the pair (RA,CM) is not detectable. This can be
checked by using the PBH-test of observability: in particular,
it easy to verify that rank [Rgfj\‘j] ] = 2. This prevents one
from using Proposition 1 to design an unknown input observer.
To overcome this problem, we make use of Proposition 2.

Following this second approach, we obtain

~0.01306 —0.02304
L= [0.008322 0.279 } =1,0=1 P=[928_0
01568 03531 ) H ’ ’ [%6° 1476
~1.146 0.2738 21.96 —6.954 4.087
Y = {—2.177 —11.58} = [—6.954 16.13 —1.041}
~1.684 0.5115 4.087 —1.041 10.13

In these simulations initial conditions and the unknown input
w are unchanged with respect to the previous example.

VI. CONCLUSION

The design of unknown input observers (UIO) for a class
of coupled PDE/ODE semilinear systems subject to unknown
boundary inputs has been addressed in this paper. In particular,
distributed nonlinearities are assumed to satisfy an incremental
sector boundedness condition. The structure of the proposed
UIOs is analogous to their finite-dimensional version, and the
interconnection with the system to be estimated is made by
means of injection of the boundary outputs. The synthesis of

'Numerical integration of hyperbolic PDEs is performed via the use of the
Lax-Friedrichs (Shampine’s two-step variant) scheme implemented in Matlab®
by Shampine [28].

0 10 20 30 40 50
t
Fig. 2: Evolution of the squared norm of estimation error (y-

axis is in log scale) from the initial condition in (37).

observer parameters and gains is based on Lyapunov methods
and convex optimization techniques. An interesting feature of
the considered infinite-dimensional UIO is that, even though
the finite-dimensional part lacks of detectability in some cases
(namely, the dynamic system driving the boundary conditions
might be not detectable), the complete error system may
still be made exponentially stable by using the injection of
the right boundary output. Properties and performance of the
observer are illustrated through numerical simulations. Future
research directions include the use of the proposed estimation
scheme to generate fault detection/isolation filters [18], [20]
and the application of LMI-based techniques to the synthesis
of unknown input observers for other classes of distributed
parameter systems.
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APPENDIX
AUXILIARY RESULTS AND DEFINITIONS

We consider abstract semilinear dynamical systems of the
form:

é:%C‘f‘U(U,C)

where ( € Z is the system state, v € U/ is the system input,
Z is the state space that we assume to be a separable real
Hilbert space endowed with the inner product (-, -) z, U is the

(38)
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input space, Z: dom &/ C Z — Z is a linear operator, and
0: Z xU — Z satisfies the following assumptions:
(¢) forall ¢ € Z, v o(v,() is continuous;
(i4) o is globally Lipschitz continuous uniformly in v, i.e.,
there exists £ > 0 such that for all v e U, (1,(o € Z

(o(v,¢1)=0(v,C2),0(v,C1)—0(v,(2)) < {(C1—C2, C1—C2)

Definition 1. A pair (p,v) € C°(dom ¢; Z)x L% (dom v;U) is
a solution pair to (38) if dom ¢ = dom v, dom ¢ is an interval
of R including zero, v is locally essentially bounded, and
forallt € domy

t
/ @(s)ds € dom Z
0

o) =0)+ 7 [ otsids + [ o). pls)is

Moreover, we say that (p,u) is maximal if its domain cannot
be extended and it is global if sup dom ¢ = oc. o

The result given next establishes existence and uniqueness
of maximal solution pairs to (38).

Proposition 3. Let Z be the infinitesimal generator of a Cy-
semigroup on Z and let o be globally Lipschitz uniformly in u.
Then, for any £ € Z and u € L°(dom u;U) locally essentially
bounded, there exists a unique maximal solution pair (@, u)
to (38) such that ©(0) = £. Moreover, such a pair satisfies:

t
o(t) = y(t)ﬁ—i-/ T (t—s)o(u(s), p(s))ds Vit € dom ¢

’ (39)
where  (t) is the Co-semigroup generated by # on Z. In
addition, if & € domZ, (p,u) is a strong solution pair to
(38), namely ¢ is differentiable almost everywhere, ¢ is locally
integrable, and

P(t) = Zp(t) + o(ul(t), o(t))

for almost all t € dom ¢
(40)

Proof. As a first step, we show that under the considered
assumptions, “integrated solutions” as in Definition 1 and
solutions to the integral equation (39) coincide. From [29,
page 218], since dom Z is dense in X' (Z is the infinitesimal
generator of a strongly continuous semigroup on X&) it follows
that any “integrated solution” as in Definition 1 satisfies (39).
Now we show the other implication. Let (¢, u) be a solution
pair to (39) with £ € X. Notice that since Z is the infinitesimal
generator of a strongly continuous semigroup on X and f
is globally Lipschitz continuous (uniformly in ), a simple
adaptation of [25, Theorem 1.2., page 185] enables to show
that for all £ € X and all u € £°(domu;U), there exists a
unique ¢ with dom ¢ = domw satisfying (39). For the sake
of exposition, let us rewrite ¢ as follows:

o(t) =T )¢+ () Yt € dom ¢ 41)

where:

) = / T (t — ) (u(6), 0(0))d8
0

Observe that ¢ is continuous. Moreover, since % is the
infinitesimal generator of the strongly continuous semigroup



{7 (t)}ters,» from [30, Theorem 2.1.10, page 21] it follows
that for all £ € Rx>q

t t
/ T (s)&ds € dom Z, 3?/ T (8)€ds = T(t)¢ — ¢
0 0 2)
Pick any ¢t € dom ¢, then one has:

[ves= [ [ 7605000

We now make use of Fubini’s theorem to obtain a simpler
expression of the above righthand side integral term. To this
end, observe that (s,0) — 7 (s—0) f(u(f), (0)) is Lebesgue
measurable with respect to the product o-algebra generated
by rectangular sets of the form X x Y, with XY C R
Lebesgue measurable. This can be proven by noticing that
0 — (s — 0)f(u(8),p(d)) is Lebesgue measurable’ and
that s — J(s — 0)f(u(8),¢(0)) is continuous. Moreover,
by relying on the fact that 7 is strongly continuous and
that 6 — f(u(@),p(#)) is locally Lebesgue integrable, so is
(s,0) — T (s —0)f(u(d),p(0)). Hence, a direct application
of Fubini’s theorem, along with a simple change of variables,
yields

At @_/(/ 7

At this stage notice that since % is the infinitesimal generator
of the strongly continuous semigroup {.7 (¢) }+er-,, from [30,
Theorem 2.1.10, page 21] it follows that for all § € [0,¢],
g+(0) € dom Z and in particular

K9:(0) = T (t=0)f(u(8),(0))— f(u(0), £(6))

(0))dbds

u(0), ())dp> g (43)

Vo € [0, 1]

(44)
Bearing in mind (43), Fubini’s theorem enables to conclude
that for all 8 € [0,¢], g: € £1((0,0); X) and, thanks to (44)
and the assumptions considered on f, u, and .7 being strongly
continuous, it turns out that Zg; € £1((0, 6); X). Thus, since
Z is closed (Z is the infinitesimal generator of a strongly
continuous semigroup; see [30, Theorem 2.1.10, page 21]) by
applying [31, Theorem 3.7.12] and using (43), it follows that
for all t € dom ¢

t t
/ U(s)ds ¥ / 9:(0)d € dom % (45)
0 0
and in particular
%/ @_/%% (46)

Therefore, from (42) and (45) it follows that for all ¢ € dom ¢
t
/ w(s)ds € dom %
0

%Lebesgue measurability of § — 7 (s — 0) f(u(8), »(6)) can be proven
by using the fact that .7 is strongly continuous and 6 — f(u(0), p(6))
is locally Lebesgue integrable; see [30, Example A.5.14, page 625]. In fact,
local Lebesgue integrability of 6 — f(u(6), p(0)) follows from u being
measurable, © — f(u,z) being continuous for any z € X, and f being
globally Lipschitz continuous uniformly in .

Now we show that ¢ satisfies the identify in Definition 1. Let
t € dom ¢, from (46), by using (44) one gets

%/OtW(s)ds_

| (7= 0)5(u0),0(6)) - £(u0), (60

0

Hence, by recalling (41) and combining the above expression
with (42) one has:

%/Ogo(s)ds =7
+/0 (T (t = 0)f(u(®), p(0)) — f(u(®), p(0)))do

Therefore using the expression of ¢ in (39), one has

oo [ 1

which, recalling that ¢(0) = &, corresponds to the identity in
Definition 1. The steps carried out so far enable to fully replace
the notion of solution in Definition 1 with (39). In particular,
due to the above mentioned uniqueness of maximal solutions
to (39), existence and uniqueness of maximal solutions to (38)
is established.

The proof can be simply concluded by showing that if £ €
dom %, the unique solution to (39) is differentiable almost
everywhere, it satisfies (40), and ¢ is locally integrable due to

(1) —¢

t
A0 = 0(0) + [ (#pl5) + F(uls).pls))ids Ve € dom
namely ¢ is locally absolutely continuous. O

Definition 2. We say that the origin of (38) is uniformly
(with respect to u) globally exponentially stable (UGES) if any
maximal solution pair (¢, u) to (38) is global and it satisfies:

lp(t)] < re™Mp(0)],

Sfor some (solution independent) A\, k > 0.

vVt € dom ¢

The following result provides sufficient condition for UGES.

Theorem 3. Let Z be the infinitesimal generator of a Co-
semigroup on Z. Assume that there exists a Fréchet differen-
tiable functional V : Z — R and positive scalars o, o, s,
and p such that the following items hold:

(i) Forall ¢ € Z
ar|]P < V(Q) < ezl
(ii) For all ¢ € dom %, v €U
V(O(ZC +0(v, Q) < —as|].
Then, the origin of (38) is UGES for (38). O

Proof. First we prove UGES of the origin for strong solutions
to (38); see Proposition 3. In particular, pick £ € dom Z and
u € L%domu;U), and let (p,u) be the unique maximal
solution to (38) with ¢(0) = £. Then, from Proposition 3
it follows that ¢ is differentiable almost everywhere and
o(t) = Zp(t) + f(u(t), p(t)). In particular, notice that since



strong solutions are solutions in the sense of Definition 1, it
turns out that for all ¢ € dom ¢:

ww=wm+%4w@w+AfW@w@ws

— 4 (0) A

t t

+ | Zp(s)ds +/ F(u(s),@(s))ds (47)
. 0

=)+ [ glo)is

where the first identify follows from [31, Theorem 3.7.12] due

to # being closed, ¢(t) € domZ for almost all ¢t € dom ¢,

and Z being locally integrable. Namely, (47) shows that ¢ is

locally absolutely continuous on dom (. Define for all ¢ > 0,

W (t) == V(p(t)). Observe that since V' is Fréchet differen-

tiable everywhere and ¢ is differentiable almost everywhere,

it follows that for almost all ¢ € dom ¢

. d .

W(t) = 2 W(p(t)) = DV (e(t))4(t)
In particular, since V' is Fréchet differentiable (and so locally
Lipschitz), and ¢ is locally integrable, if follows that W =
V o is locally absolutely continuous on dom . Then, since
@ is a strong solution to (38), for all almost all tdom ¢ one
has:

W(t) = DV (p(1))(Ze(t) + f(u(t), ¢(t)))

Hence, using items (i) and (44), for almost all ¢ € dom ¢ one
has:

W) < -=2wi(t)

a2
which, by using the fact that W is locally absolutely continu-
ous on dom ¢, from the comparison lemma [32, Lemma 3.4,
page 102] for all ¢ € dom ¢, one gets:

W(t) < W(O)e_%gt Yt dom ¢
the latter, thanks to item (i), gives:
1
ag\? _oa
el < (2) e el veedomg

thereby showing uniform global exponential stability of the
origin for strong solutions. We now extend the proof to
all solutions to (38). Let (¢, u) be a maximal solution to
(38). Since by assumption % is the infinitesimal generator
of a Cyp semigroup {7 (¢)}ier., on Z, from [33] it follows
that dom % is dense in Z. Thus, there exists a sequence
{&x} € dom Z such that & — ©(0). Now, let for all £ € N

wmw:9@&+A:ﬂPﬂHW®me vt dom g

Observe that for all £ € N, thanks to Proposition 3, ¢y, is a
strong solution to (38). Thus for all k, as shown earlier:

1
« P _ @3
|<Pk(t)|§(a—j) e stpp(0)]  Vtedomep  (48)

10

Pick any t € dom . Then, for all £ € N
lor(t) — @) =7 ()& — &)

+A:7@—$UWG%%@»—fW@%M$»%

t
SMm—a+m%]m@—ﬂww

where M = m[ax] |7 (t)||. Hence the latter, via Gronwall’s
s€[0,t
inequality, yields

| (t) = p(t)] < Mg — € M
This shows that, for all ¢ € dom ¢

i [or(t) — ()] =0 (49)

the latter, combined with (48), via a simple application of the
triangle inequality, enable to show that (48) holds for ¢. This
concludes the proof. o

Proof of Lemma 1. From (2), one has that for all y;,yo € R™
—67 6 — 6, He(5182)8, + 26, (S1 + S2)6; >0

where ¢ = f(y2) — f(y1) and 6, = y2 — y1. The latter,
thanks to Young’s inequality, yields for all F > 0

1-F

Tajlsf +0, (—He(S152) + F [[S1 + S2|[1) 6, > 0

Pick F > max{l, Anax(He(S5152))/||S1 + S2||}, then the
above inequality yields:

916765 + 920, 6, > 0

with g1 == % < 0and g2 == Amax (— He(S199) + FI) > 0,
which in turn shows that f is globally Lipschitz continuous
with Lipschitz constant £ = g[g; *|. O
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