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STABILIZABILITY OF PARABOLIC EQUATIONS BY SWITCHING
CONTROLS BASED ON POINT ACTUATORS

BEHZAD AZMI!, KARL KUNISCH23, AND SERGIO S. RODRIGUES?

ABSTRACT. It is shown that a switching control involving a finite number of Dirac delta
actuators is able to steer the state of a general class of nonautonomous parabolic equa-
tions to zero as time increases to infinity. The strategy is based on a recent feedback
stabilizability result, which utilizes control forces given by linear combinations of appro-
priately located Dirac delta distribution actuators. Then, the existence of a stabilizing
switching control with no more than one actuator active at each time instant is estab-
lished. For the implementation in practice, the stabilization problem is formulated as
an infinite horizon optimal control problem, with cardinality-type control constraints
enforcing the switching property. Subsequently, this problem is tackled using a reced-
ing horizon framework. Its suboptimality and stabilizabilizing properties are analyzed.
Numerical simulations validate the approach, illustrating its stabilizing and switching

properties.

1. INTRODUCTION

The stabilizability of a general class of parabolic-like equations by switching Diracs is

investigated. To set the stage, we consider controlled parabolic equations of the form
%y(t7 1‘) - VAy(ta x) + CL(’JI, t)y(tv I‘) + b($, t) : Vy(t7 217) - u(t)éc(t)a (11a)
y(0,2) = yo(x), Gy(t,x)|5q =0, (1.1b)

with state y(¢, z) defined for = in an open convex, polygonal domain Q C R, d € {1,2,3},
and for time ¢ > 0. The delta distribution 8., supported at the point c(t) € €, represents
a switching actuator, where the mapping ¢t — ¢(t) € x C Q is piecewice constant, and x =
{z',22,...,2M} is a finite set containing the M € N pairwise distinct supports z7 € Q of
the actuators in {8,; | 1 < j < M}. The goal consists in establishing the existence of a
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stabilizing control (u(t),c(t)) € R x x and also its numerical realization, where
(u(t),c(t)) e R x x with wu € L?((0,+00),R) and c piecewise constant, (1.2)
so that the solution of (1.1) satisfies, for some constants C' > 1 and p > 0,
() lw-1.2(0) < Ce M [Wolw-1.2¢qy, forall ¢=>0. (1.3)

We thus focus on the stabilizability by finitely many Dirac measures with only one active at
any given time (switching property). The nonswitching case was treated in [21] where it was
proven that for sufficiently many actuators, depending on (v, a, b), stabilizability holds with
an explicitly given input feedback control, with control forces taking values in the linear
span of 8x. In (1.1), the operator G defines the boundary conditions. Our results are valid

for Dirichlet, Neumann, and periodic boundary conditions (bcs),

G =G0pir =1, for Dirichlet bes
G=0GNeu=n"-V, for Neumann bcs
G = Gper = 0, for periodic bes

where 1 stands for the identity operator, n = n(Z) stands for the unit outward normal
vector at the smooth points T € 9 of the boundary, and G = Gpe, simply means that
the boundary conditions are inexistent, by considering the evolution on the boundaryless
torus 2 = T4 ~ x?%_,[0,L,); T% = 0. We shall also assume that

a € L*((0,+00),C* () and be L*((0,+o00),C%(0))4, (1.4a)
and further that
b-n=0, if G=GCneu (1.4b)

As usual, we shall consider H = L?(2) as a pivot space and introduce the following Sobolev

subspace V', depending on the boundary conditions,

V = Vpi = {h € W"3(Q) | h|,q = 0}, for Dirichlet bes (1.5a)
V = WNeu = WH3(Q), for Neumann bcs (1.5b)
V = Vper = Wl’z(']T‘z), for periodic bces (1.5¢)

and denote the continuous dual of V by V’. Hence V.C H=H' Cc V.

1.1. Main stabilizability result. We shall prove a stabilizability result for a class of
abstract evolution equations, which we shall subsequently apply to the concrete system (1.1)

to obtain the following.

Theorem 1.1. Let Q C R?, d € {1,2,3}, be an open, conver, polygonal domain, let (a,b)
satisfy (1.4), and let p > 0. Then, there exist a constants C > 0, C,, > 0, and a finite
set x = {2' | 1 <i < M} CQ, M €N, such that for each yo € V', there exists a
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control u € L*((0,+00),R), and a piecewise constant path c(t) € x such that the solution
of (1.1) satisfies

ly(t, )y < Ce ™ yoly for all t>0. (1.6)

Furthermore, the mapping yo — u(yo) is bounded from V' into L?((0,+00),R), and we have
[w(m0)|r2((0,4-00),8) < Culyoly. Finally, for fited v > 0, the number of actuators depends

only on an upper bound for the operator norm |al +b - V|£(H’V,)

Remark 1.2. The auxiliary (nonswitching) stabilizability result from [21] that we use, was
applied to rectangular/box domains in [21], where it is also mentioned that it can be applied
to some classes of convex domains; see [21, Rem. 5]. In fact, it can be applied to general
convex polygonal /polyhedral domains Q C R as explained in [6, Rem. 2.8], using the fact
that such domains are the union of a finite number of simplexes and each simplex can be
successively partitioned into smaller rescaled simplexes while keeping the number of used
congruent classes bounded; see [13, Sect. 3] [9, Thm. 4.1].

Remark 1.3. In the literature, stabilizability often entails the property that (1.6) is achieved
by controls in feedback form [27, Sects. 1.2.5 and IV.3.3]. In this manuscript this is not the
case, since it is not required that the control input pair (u(t), c(t)) is given as a function of
the time-state pair (¢,y(t)). Following [23, Sect. 5.5], stabilizability by means of nonfeedback

controls can be seen as asymptotic null controllability.

1.2. Computational approach. We also address the computation of a stabilizing switch-
ing control, which is a nontrivial task. Our approach will be as follows. We consider the

infinite time-horizon optimization problem

1

5/0 (Iy(t)|i2(9) +8 \u(t)|?2) dt — infimum,

with u € L2((0, +00), RM) and where (y,u) is subject to (1.1),

M
Jy—vAy+ay+b-Vy=> widy,  y0) =y,  Gylog =0,
j=1

and to cardinality control constraints
M
ut)]o =Y sign(|u;(t)]g) < 1,
j=1

where sign denotes the sign function, thus sign(0) := 0 and sign(r) = 1 for » > 0.
Hence, [u(t)|, € {0,1,..., M} counts the number of nonzero components of u(t). The de-
tails to deal with such nonsmooth and nonconvex optimization problem shall be presented in
Section 5, where we shall also employ a receding horizon strategy to approximate the infinite

M 2)%

time-horizon problem. Above, |-|,» denotes the Euclidean norm in R |v|,, == (>2j=17;
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1.3. Related literature. There are relatively few results in the literature on stabilizability
by means of switching controls, though it is an important problem for applications where it
is expensive to have several actuators active at the same time. Concerning switching controls
with focus on controllability results we can mention [28], where Fourier series representations
of solutions are used to tackle, among other cases, 1D heat equation with controls switching
between two delta actuators. We also mention [17] where controllability results for 1D wave
equations are investigated with switching boundary controls, and [22] which explores the
exponential stabilizability of feedback switching boundary controls for a class of switched
linear hyperbolic systems of conservation laws. In [18], feedback switching controls are
introduced for a specific class of semilinear hyperbolic systems within an augmented bounded
variation setting. To verify the stabilizability by switching controls, here we follow in part
appropriate variations of arguments as in [5], where indicator functions of small open spatial
subdomains, instead of delta distributions, were taken as actuators, and where the continuity
of solutions as the control varies in a so-called relaxation metric [14] is used.

Concerning numerical computations, the followed receding horizon framework, also known
as model predictive control, has garnered significant attention from researchers, due to its
flexibility, namely, in tackling high-dimensional problems with complex structures [15,24,25],
as well as control and state constraints [5, 6, 16].

Achieving the desired switching property is often enhanced/pursued either through con-
tinuous optimization algorithms incorporating (squared) ¢;-type regularization [2,10,11] or
via relaxation techniques for mixed-integer optimization problems [19]. Here, we utilize
a continuous optimization algorithm incorporating a gradient projection method inspired
by [8,26]; this approach ensures that no more that one actuator is active at each time

instant.

1.4. Notation. Given Hilbert spaces X and Y, the space of continuous linear mappings
from X into Y is denoted by L£(X,Y), and for X =Y we write £(X) = £(X,X). The
continuous dual of X is denoted X’ := L(X,R). The adjoint of an operator L € L(X,Y)
will be denoted L* € L(Y’, X’). If the inclusion X C Y is continuous, we write X — Y.
We write X i> Y, respectively X < Y, if the inclusion is also dense, respectively compact.

We write R and N for the sets of real numbers and nonnegative integers, respectively,
and we denote by R, := (0,400) and N := N\ {0}, their subsets with positive numbers.

For an open interval I C R, we denote W(I, X,Y) := {f € L*(I,X) | f € L*(I,Y)},
endowed with the norm |f|y; x vy = ’(f,f) XX L)

The space of continuous functions from X into Y is denoted by C(X,Y’). The unit sphere
in X shall be denoted by &x = {h € X | |h| = 1}, where |.| denotes the norm on X,

associated with the scalar product (-,-)x.



STABILIZATION OF PARABOLIC EQUATIONS BY SWITCHING POINT CONTROLS 5

By é[al,...,an] we denote a nonnegative function that increases in each of its nonnegative
arguments a; > 0, 1 < i < n. Finally, C, C;, i = 0, 1, ..., stand for unessential positive

constants, which may take different values at different places in the manuscript.

1.5. Contents. To analyze (1.1), it will be considered as a special case of the abstract

parabolic-like equation
U+ Ay + Aty = u(t)®(t),  y(0) =5, >0 (1.7)

This allows to simplify parts of the exposition. It also facilitates writing key properties
as abstract assumptions, which makes the results potentially applicable to other concrete
systems. In Section 2 we present the assumptions that are required on the operators A
and A,. above. The main abstract exponential stabilizability result is proven in Section 3.
This result is applied to concrete parabolic equations as (1.1) in Section 4, leading to the
proof of Theorem 1.1. Building upon the exponential stabilizability result of Theorem 1.1,
in Section 5 stabilizability of the receding horizon framework is investigated. Results of
simulations are presented in Section 6, showing the algorithmic behavior of the proposed
methodologies and the stabilizing performance of the switching receding horizon control.
Finally, Section 7 gathers concluding remarks on the achieved results and on interesting

subjects for potential follow-up studies.

2. ASSUMPTIONS

The result will be achieved under general assumptions on the operators A and A, defining
the free dynamics, and on a particular stabilizability assumption of (1.7) by means of controls
based on linear combinations of a large enough finite number M of Dirac delta actuators.
Hereafter, all Hilbert spaces are assumed real and separable.

Let us be given two Hilbert spaces V and H, with V. C H = H'.

Assumption 2.1. A € L(V, V') is symmetric and (y,z) — (Ay, z)v/ v is a complete scalar
product on V.

Hereafter, we suppose that V' is endowed with the scalar product (y, 2)v = (Ay, 2)v v,
which still makes V' a Hilbert space. Necessarily, A: V — V' is an isometry.

Assumption 2.2. The inclusion V C H is dense, continuous, and compact.
Necessarily, we have that
(y,2)v'v = (y,2)u, forall (y,z) e HxYV,
and also that the operator A is densely defined in H, with domain D(A) satisfying
d,c

D(A) <25 v LS g LSy LS pray.

Further, A has a compact inverse A~': H — H, and we can find a nondecreasing system

of (repeated accordingly to their multiplicity) eigenvalues (ay)nen, and a corresponding
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complete basis of eigenfunctions (e )nen, :
O<ar<as < - <ap, <apt1 — +oo and  Ae, = aye,. (2.1)

We can define, for every ¢ € R, the fractional powers AS, of A, by
4o +o00 +o00
Y= Z YnCn, ACy = A Z Yn€n = Z O‘%yneny
n=1 n=1 n=1

and the corresponding domains D(AlS!) :== {y € H | Ally € H}, and D(A~I) := D(AllY".
We have that D(AS) Bkt D(AS), for all ¢ > (1, and we can see that D(AY) = H, D(A!) =

1

D(A4), D(4z)=V.

For the time-dependent operator we assume the following:
Assumption 2.3. For almost every t > 0 we have A,. € L(H, V"), with a uniform bound
a8 |Ave| poo e £(r1,v7y) = Cre < H00.

For given T' € R and k € N, we denote the time interval

II = (KT, kT +T). (2.2)

We will also need the following norm squeezing property, by means of controls based on
linear combinations of M given actuators.
Assumption 2.4. There exist:
(a) a positive integer M ; positive real numbers T > 0 and 6 € (0,1);
(b) a linearly independent family {®; | j € {1,2,...,M}} C &p(ay; and
(¢) a family of functions {vy € L(V', L>=(IF,RM)) | k € N}, satisfying the inequality
Zlelg ‘UkIL(V’,LOC(IkT,]RM)) <K
such that: for all k € N the solution of
M
I+ Ay + Awe(D)y = > (k3 (0)) ()25, w(kT) = v, (2.3)

Jj=

=

with t € I,z, satisfies
ly(kT +T)|y < 0ol , forall veV'. (2.4)

Remark 2.5. Assumptions 2.1-2.3 are satisfied for a general class of parabolic equations
as (1.1). The satisfiability of Assumption 2.4 is nontrivial, and shall be proven for equa-
tions (1.1) evolving in convex polygonal /polyhedral domains 2 C R¢, by combining a result

from [21] together with tools from optimal control.

Remark 2.6. The requirements within Assumption 2.4 will be sufficient to conclude the
desired stabilizability with exponential rate prg = + log(Qf’W) > 0, with switching controls
(cf. Thm. 3.5). To achieve the complete stabilizability (i.e., with u fixed apriori) as stated
in Theorem 1.1 we shall need an extra argument (cf. Sect. 4.2), where we shall use the (not

necessarily switching) complete stabilizability result from [21].
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3. STABILIZABILITY WITH A SWITCHING CONTROL

Recall that we want to show stabilizability by means of switching controls, where at each
time instant, only one of the actuators ®; € D(A™1) is active.

It is convenient to work with more “regular”/“standard” solutions which we will have if
the actuators were in the pivot space H. For this reason, we borrow the idea from [21, Proof
of Thm 3.1] and consider the “regularized” state w := A~'y. In other words, in this section,

instead of looking for a switching control stabilizing (1.7) in the V’-norm,
§+ Ay + A (t)y = u(t)®(t), y(0) =yo € V', (3.1)
we shall be looking for a switching control stabilizing (3.2) in the V-norm,
W+ Aw + AL (Hw = u(t) A7 (t), w(0) = wy €V, (3.2)
where A2 (t) = A7 A (1) A.
Clearly, this two problems are equivalent, but now the “actuators” A’1<I>j € H are in the
pivot space and we can use more standard arguments concerning the solutions.

3.1. Auxiliary results. We shall use some auxiliary results, which we state in this section.

Lemma 3.1. Let A, and Cy. be as in Assumption 2.3. Then, the operator AA(t) =

AT AL (t)A satisfies |A;‘}:’Lm(R+7£(D(A)7V)) < Che.

Proof. We have |Af(t)h],, = [Aw(t)Ahly, < Crc |A'h], = Crc [hlp ay- O
Let us take a more general forcing f in place of the control, and consider the system
W+ Aw+ Adw=f,  wkT)=rw, tecll, (3.3)
in the time interval I} = (KT, kT + T). The solution of (3.3) will be denoted by
D (w0, £)(t) = w(t).

Lemma 3.2. Given k € N, T >0, and (w, f) € V x L*(I}', H), there exists one, and only
one, solution w € W (I}, D(A),V) for system (3.3). Moreover, for a constant Dy > 0,
independent of k € N, there holds

2 2 2
‘w(t)|v SDY (|m|V+‘f|L2(Ig,H))7 tGIkT

Proof. The proof follows by slight variations of standard arguments. Since, it is often given
for a different class of operators when compared to that in Lemma 3.1, namely, for A7 €
L>(R4, L(V, H)) and since we need to recall some of these arguments later in Section 4.2,
we provide a few details here. The following apriori-like estimates also hold for standard
Galerkin approximations of the solution based on spaces spanned by a finite number of
eigenfunctions e; € D(A) of A, from which we can then derive the existence of the solution

as a weak limit of such approximations.
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Multiplying the dynamics in (3.3) by 2Aw, and using Lemma 3.1, we find
2 2
a8 [0l = =2 [wlp 4y — 2(Afcw, Aw) g + 2(f, Aw)y
2
< =2|wlpay + 20k [wlpay [y + 2| fl g [wlpay
2 2 2
< _|w|D(A) +20r20 lwly + 2| fl5 - (3.4)

Hence we can take Dy = 2¢2CwT Further, time integration of (3.4) yields
2 2 2 2 2
lw(kT + T)|y + [wlz2 (g7 prayy < [w(ET)y + 207, (wlzer vy + 21 L2 1) » (3.5)

which implies w € L*(I},D(A4)). Then, from the dynamics (3.3), we find that @ €
L*(IF,H), hence, w € W(I}',D(A), H). Finally, the uniqueness of the solution follows
from the linearity of the dynamics with (to, f) = (0,0). O

From (2.3), by denoting w := Ay, we arrive at the dynamical system

M
W+ Aw + Apw = 3 (U j(0) AT P, wkT) =vw,  tell, 56
i=1 3.6

with w0 =A"to,  Tp(w)=uvp(Av), |47, = 1.

Corollary 3.3. Let M, T >0, 0 € (0,1), ®;, vy, and &, be as in Assumption 2./. Then
there hold:
o the family {A71®; | j € {1,2,...,M}} C &y is linearly independent,
e the family {v, € L(V,L>°(IF,RM)) | k € N}, satisfies sup |6k|£(VLOO(IkT paryy < &,
keN ’ ’
Further, for all k € N the solution of (3.6) satisfies

|lw(kT +T)|, < 0wl , forall eV
Proof. The vectors A_1<I>j are linearly independent, due to the linear independence of

the ®;. To conclude the proof, we observe that |[vy(1)(t)|,2 = vk (Ar0)(t)],. < R|AW],, =
Rl and [w(kT +T)|, = |[Aw(kT 4+ T)|,,, < 0o, =6 |w|, . O

3.2. Norm squeezing with switching controls. The next result shows that we can

squeeze the norm of the state in each time interval IkT.

Corollary 3.4. There exists a switching and piecewise constant control
VES () = uf () @RS(1), M1)€ {®; |1 <5 < MY,

with ’uk’s(t)hR < MR|w|,,. Here, all the intervals of constancy are larger than some T > 0,

which can be taken independently of (k,w), such that for the solution of (3.3) with f =

VESWE e have the norm squeezing property

Dk (0, VO (RT + T)| |, < 22 o),

with 8 < 1 as in Corollary 3.3.
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Proof. Note that Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 correspond to [5, Assums. 2.1 and 2.2] and Corol-
lary 3.3 corresponds to [5, Assum. 2.4].

We cannot apply immediately the results in [5] because in [5, Assum. 2.3] it is assumed
that A,. € L(V, H), while in Assumption 2.3 we have A,. € L(H,V’). However, both As-
sumptions lead to the inequality in Lemma 3.2; see the analogue inequality in [5, Eq. (3.16)].
It is this inequality that is essential within [5, Proof of Thm. 3.3, Sects. 3.1-3.5], where the
fact A, € L(V, H) is not explicitly used. This means that, denoting our control in (3.6) as

M ~ ~
Vo) (t) = 3 (0k,;(0))®;, with &, = A"1d;, (3.7)
j=1
we can follow [5, Proof of Thm. 3.3] and construct a sequence of controls V!(w), V2(iv),
V3(r) and V() where, for all t € Il and n € {1,2,3,4},
S0 = [0,V () (KT + T) — Do, V" () (T + T)], < L olyy,  (389)

See the analogue equations in [5, Egs. (3.21), (3.40b), (3.43a), (3.58)]. Furthermore, see |5,
Eq. (3.43c)], the control V*(w) is switching and piecewise constant taking values in the
set {7"(/15]- | [r|g < X ()}, for some positive constant X () < MR |w|,,, where the intervals
of constancy are nondegenerate. Namely, by construction the actuators are activated as a

finite number of repetitions of the cycle
Dy Dy Dy > Dpy Dy > Dyyg e Dy o By, (3.9)

where each actuator is active for a period of time not smaller than a suitable 7 > 0 inde-
pendent of (k,w); see [5, Eq. (3.57b)]. Finally, by (3.8) it follows that

Dk (w0, V(1)) (KT +T)|,, < Ea+E3+ 2 + E1 + [Di(w, V0 (w)) (KT + T)|,,
< (4152 1 0) o], = 452 [ro],, .
That is, we can take V¥sWi(¢) = V4 (10)(¢). O
3.3. Stabilizability by means of switching controls. Let us now consider (3.3) in the
infinite time-horizon as
W+ Aw+ Adw=f,  w0)=weeV, t>0. (3.10)

The next result shows that by concatenating the controls in Corollary 3.4 we obtain a

control driving the system asymptotically to zero.

Theorem 3.5. Let us consider the concatenated control
u(t)@SWi(t) =Vhswiy o for tell,
with V*S¥i(t) given by Corollary 3.4. Then, the solution of (3.10) with f = uzI\)SWi, satisfies

lw(t)],, < é[Tﬂ*l,ﬁ,NI,CTc]e_#(t_S) lw(s)ly t>s>0,
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where [ = F log(ﬁ). Furthermore, [u(t)|g < Clg,m ol -

Proof. By concatenating the control forcings given by Corollary 3.4 we arrive at a concate-

nated control u®s"i and, for the associated solution, we find that
[w(kT +T)ly < 252 [w(kT)|, < (3522)* ool
3 0\k
and  [u(t)l < MR[wED]y max |8;] < M ooy .

Note that the magnitude of the control is bounded by M & |w(kT)|,, in Corollary 3.4.
Now, by choosing k¥ € N such that t € Il = (KT, kT + T] and recalling Lemma 3.2, it
follows for every ¢ > 0 that

1 1 1
lw(t)]y, < Dy (Iw(kT)IV + prleug,m) < Dy (2 (1 +T’-’Mﬁ) ooy,
which implies
w(t)]y < DY (14 TMR) De " oy,

with D = H% and 1 = — £ log(#£22). Note that, since ¢t € I, with ¥ := 2£3¢ < 1 we
t—T
have that 9% < 97 = ¢~ 197t Thus, the result follows for the concatenation of the inputs

given in Corollary 3.4. ]

4. PROOF OF THEOREM 1.1

I order to apply the results derived for the abstract evolutionary equations, we start by
writing (1.1) as (1.7),

U+ Ay + Ay =ude, y(0) =yo, t>0, (4.1)
with A= —vA+1 and A,z = Ae(t)z == (a(t,-) — 1)z +b(t,-) - Vz.

4.1. Satisfiability of Assumptions 2.1-2.3. The satisfiability of Assumptions 2.1-2.3,
under (1.4), is shown in [21, Sect. 5.1] where A € L(V,V’) is considered under the given
boundary conditions (bcs). Namely, with pivot space as H = L?(f2) and the space V as
in (1.5).

Note that, we can also rewrite (4.1) above under normalized actuators 5. as in (1.7),

simply by rescaling u accordingly,
ud, = Ud, with u= 18¢|p(ay v and 5, = \60|5(1A)/ 8.

Therefore, it remains to check the satisfiability of Assumption 2.4 and to specify the
application of the abstract result to our concrete system with Dirac delta actuators. This

is done in the following sections.

4.2. Satisfiability of Assumption 2.4. Recalling Remark 2.6, to show the complete sta-
bilizability result in Theorem 1.1, we need a stronger result than the one in Assumption 2.4,

in order to allow us to impose the rate pr g = % log( ) > 0 as in Theorem 3.5.

_5
2436
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Let us fix an arbitrary desired rate p > 0. Let us also fix = 6y € (0,1) and set T :=
pt log(ﬁ). We show that Assumption 2.4 holds with (7, 0) = (1o, 0o), which gives us
the desired exponential decrease rate i, g, = 7 108(5730; +%9 ) = p as in Theorem 3.5.

We set 77 := log(6y 1) Ty *. From [21, Thm. 3. 1] we know that

M

Y+ Ay + Ay = —A Z<6w1aA_ly>D(A)’,D(A)Sz-7a y(0) =yo € V',
=

is exponentially stable with rate & in the V/-norm, for A > 0 and M large enough, where the
delta actuators are located at appropriate positions in the spatial domain, z7 € x € Q C R,
d € {1,2,3}; see [21, Sect. 5.2]. Furthermore, the V’-norm will be strictly decreasing. In

other words, the solution will satisfy
()l <e P y(s)|y,  t>s>0. (4.2)
In particular, we find that for all k € N,

KT+ To)lys < & [y(kTo)lys = 60 [y(KTo)ly (43)
with 6y € (0,1) and Tp := p~* log(

5
24360 )

which gives us (2.4) with (T, 0) = (Tp, 6p) as claimed above.
It remains to show the satisﬁability of points (b)—(c) in Assumption 2.4. We can simply
normalize the delta distributions ®; = |8, |D( Ay 8z to obtain the satisfiability of (b). Then

it remains to check (c) concerning the control input
o(t) € RM with  vj(t) == =\ |84 (ay (825, A y(t)) DAy D) (4.4)

Recalling the notation A/ = A=1A4,.A € L(D(A),V), for w = A~y we find
M
W+ Aw + Afw = —/\ZvjA_l
with w(0) = A7'yy € V, and we have
fw(t)ly < e w(s)ly,, =520, (4.5)

By arguments as in (3.4) we find that

2
% |U’|%/ =2 |w|2D(A) (A w, Aw)g — 2/\2 844, W)D(A), D(A))

2 2
= =2wlp 4 — 2(Afw, Aw)y < — |w‘D(A) +CF wly - (4.6)
After time integration of (4.6), it follows that, for all t > s > 0,

2 2 2 2
W)y + [W[72((s.00,p0ay < W)y + Che [w[72 (5,001 - (4.7)
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In particular, using (4.5),

|w|2L2((s,+oo),D(A)) < Clw(s)fy, (4.8)
with C =1+ C’fcﬁ. By (4.8), the input control v* = (vf,v3,...,v},;) with
v = =84, W)p(a)y,D(A)
satisfies v* € L?((s, +00), RM) and, with ||8] :== maxi<j<m 1827 |pay
\U*|2L2((s,+oo),RM) <N ||5||2 \w|i2((s,+oo),D(A)) < N ||5||2 C |w(5)|%/~ (4.9)

This square integrability bound is not enough for (¢) in Assumption 2.4, where the input
is required to be essentially bounded. Next, to obtain such boundedness we will use tools
from optimal control. For this purpose, it is convenient to work with initial states in the
pivot space H. Thus, we consider z := A_%y = A2 w, which satisfies

M
E4+ Az 4 Ziez = = Z<6‘W , A7%2>D(A)’,D(A)A7%6xj; (4.10)

j=1
with Z. = A~2 A,cA? and initial state z(0) = A~2yy € H. Due to (4.7), we find
2051 + 1222 o0y < 126) 5 + O 2L o) - (411)

Recalling (4.9), we have that 1 |(z, v*)|%2(]RS,H><]RM) is bounded. This suggests to look for a

control ¥ and corresponding state Z minimizing the functional

2
Ts(z,0) =3 (2, 0)|L2®, mxr) (4.12a)

For a given generic initial state h € H, we consider the minimizer (zZ,7),

Js(Z,7) = min Js(z,v), (4.12b)
(z,v)EX)
in the set
Xy = {(z,0) € X | 2+ Az + Zycz = Bv and 2(s) = b}, (4.12¢)
with
XY= W(R,,V, V') x L*(R,, RM), (4.12d)
M
1
BeL®RM V'), v Bui=) v;A728,;. (4.12¢)
j=1

Note that this is a linear convex optimization problem, for which we have one, and only
one, minimizer (Z,7) = (%Z,7)(h), for each h € H. Recalling (4.5) and (4.9), by minimality
we have that the optimal cost satisfies J5(Z,7) < C \hﬁ{ with Cjy := %max{i7 22|82 CY.
It is also well known that it can be written as 3 (II(s)h, h) i, where II(s) € L£(H) is a nonneg-
ative symmetric operator solving a differential Riccati equation in the time interval (s, +00).

Combining first order optimality conditions and the dynamical programming principle, we
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find that the optimal control is given by
u(t) = —B*TI(t)z(t) = —B*p(t), (4.13)
where p = IIZ is the adjoint state, which satisfies
p(t) € H for all t > s, and p(t) € V for almost all ¢ > s, (4.14)

and also the dynamics
p=Ap+ Z.p—7Z, for all t > s. (4.15)

which is a parabolic-like equation, when seen backwards in time.
In order to show the essential boundedness of the control input required in Assumption 2.4

we will show that we have the improved analogue of (4.14) as follows,
p(t) € V for all t > s, and p(t) € D(A) for almost all ¢ > s. (4.16)

For that we have a closer look at the reaction-convection term A,.h = ah+b-Vh, with (a,b)

satisfying (1.4). Observe that, by writing

(Arch, ®)p(ay p(a)y = (h,ap + V- (bp))v' v, (4.17)

we can see that A,.(t) € L(V',D(A)’) (for a.e. t > 0). Note also that the definition in (4.17)
holds for smooth tuples (h, a, b, @), as a consequence of direct computations using integration
by parts; then, we can indeed write (4.17) due to a density argument.

Therefore, Zye = A"3 A, A% € L(H,V') and consequently Z* € L(V,H). The latter
allows us to conclude (4.16), from standard energy estimates for strong solutions. Further-
more, we have the smoothing property of parabolic equations as follows (cf. arguments
in [20, Sect. 4.2]),

2 2 =2 2
Ip(t)]y, < C1 <|p(t + Dl + |w‘L2((t,t+1),H) + |p|L2((t,t+1),H)
_ 2, =2 PN
< Co (J2(t+ DI + s usnin) SCsZO, =,
from which we derive, for the optimal input (4.13),
N2 « 2 |2 PN
()2 = [B*p(t)[p: < |B*| V,RM Cs |Z()[5 - (4.18)
( )
Hence the optimal state satisfies
Z+4 AZ + Z,.Z + BB*IIz = 0,

which combined with the cost boundedness J5(Z,7) < Cj |h|iI and with Datko’s Theorem
[12, Thm. 1], leads us to
Z(t)]7 < De™=C) z(s) 3, (4.19)
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for suitable constants € > 0 and D > 1. By (4.18), the essential boundedness of the control

input follows as
2
2 —/ N2 1_
01700 (5,547 r0) < RIZ(8)[r = R‘A2 z(s)‘w , foralls>0, T >0,

with & = | B|Z g 1) C3D. Now, for § := A%% we find

M
-~ — — ~ —1 . o~ —
Y+ Ay + Ay = E 0 |84 |D(A), 8, with ;=8 |D(A)/ ;.
Jj=1

Note that, the control input v satisfies

2 2 2 a2

01700 (5,547 80) S Ol 100 (5,541, m00) S 1817 RIY(s)fy, foralls >0, T'>0,
and we conclude that point (c) in Assumption 2.4 is satisfied with v = .

4.3. Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let A and A,. be as in (4.1) and let p > 0. We already know
(from Sects 4.1 and 4.2), that the Assumptions 2.1-2.4 are satisfied for suitable normalized
actuators ®; = |8, |5(1A), 8,5, 1 < j < M. In particular, Assumption 2.4 holds with (T, 6) =
(T, 00) asin (4.3). By Theorem 3.5, with M as in Corollary 3.4, we can construct a switching
control force u(t) A=1®5Vi(t), with ®Vi(¢) € 8x and such that w solves, for t > 0,

W+ Aw + A2 w = uATIV w(0) = A"y €V, (4.20)
and satisfies |w(t)];, < e (%) |w(s)],, for t > s > 0. Therefore, y = Aw solves, for ¢t > 0,

U+ Ay + Ay = uds™M, y(0) =yo €V, (4.21)

and satisfies |y(t)[;,, < e #(=%) |y(s)|,,. Finally, note that, necessarily ®*Vi(t) = 8., with

a suitable piecewise constant function c(t) € x. O

5. RECEDING HORIZON CONTROL

It is a standard procedure to look for stabilizing controls as the minimizers of appropriate
energy-like functionals. This is also important for applications where the minimization of

the spent energy represented by those functionals is demanded.

5.1. The framewok. In order to simplify the exposition, we denote the solution of
M
I+ Ay + AWy =D wi()8,,  ylto) =Ty, fo<t<Io+T, (5.1)
j=1

for a given tuple (%o, T,7,) € Ry x (R U {oo}) x V', and u € L%((t, 0 + T),RM) by
Yr (o, Josw)(t) = y(t), with u(t) = (w(t),...,un(t) € RY.

Then we fix # > 0 and define the functional

- 1 to+T - 2 2
Jr(ustogo) =5 [ (Ve @l + 6 mOf)
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Finally, we denote the set of admissible controls as

U = {ue L ((fo,To + T),RM) | [u(t)|, < 1, for a.e. t € (fo,fo + T)}.

a

For a given initial state yo € V', we would look for a stabilizing input as the solution of
the following infinite horizon problem
inf  Joo(u;0,y0). (5.2: P%:v0)
weu ;™
To address problem (5.2: P%:%0) we utilize a receding horizon framework, where the solu-
tion is obtained through a sequence of finite time-horizon optimal controls problems defined

over the time intervals (Zo, ¢y + T'), namely, problems as

inf Jp(w;to, 7). (5.3:Plo-¥o)
ueu;‘j’T

Remark 5.1. We emphasize that ||, is neither continuous nor convex and the sets of
admissible controls Z/lng and L[ao(’fo are not weakly compact. Consequently, the existence of
minimizers remains unclear. We, thus, make the assumption that all finite horizon problems

(5.3:1:’;(”170) within the receding horizon strategy are well-posed (see Assum. 5.2).

Assumption 5.2. For every initial data (to,7,) € (Ry,V’) and prediction horizon T > 0,

the finite horizon problem (5.3:P;”'g“) admits a solution. That is,

JT(utTo’y”’*;zo@o) = min_Jp(u;to,To)-
uEL{;g’T

In Algorithm 1 we recall the receding horizon strategy.

Algorithm 1 Receding horizon control, RHC(4,T')

Require: The sampling time §, the prediction horizon T' > §, and the initial state yq.
Ensure: A stabilizing control input u,, € Ugéoo.

1: Set (t0,Tp) := (0,y0) and y,4(0) = yo;

2: Set T = 00;

3: while ¢ty < T, do ) -

4:  “Solve” the open-loop problem (5.3:P}”’y“) to find utTO’yO’* € ZJ;Z’T;

5. Forall t € [fo,To +0), set up (t) = u?" " (t) and y,u(t) = Yo (o, Gos up ™) (1);
6:  Update: (Fo,7p) + (fo + 6, Y (Fo, To; u '’ ") (o + 0);

7: end while

Remark 5.3. Note that Step 4 in Algorithm 1 is well-defined due to Assumption 5.2.
Regarding Step 2 in Algorithm 1, in practice, for numerical simulations we will fix a finite

number T, for the computation time.

5.2. Stabilizability and suboptimality. We show that the receding horizon control pro-
vided by Algorithm 1 is stabilizing. Further, we investigate the suboptimality of its associ-

ated cost to the optimal cost of the infinite-horizon problem.
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Let us reconsider system (3.3), now in the interval Z; = (to,%o +T)
W+ Aw+ Affw=f,  w(t) =W, teT. (5.4)

We shall need the following auxiliary result.

Lemma 5.4. The solution of (5.4) satisfies
2 —2 2 2
|w‘L2(I;0,D(A)) <D (‘m|v + |w|L2(IZO,V) + |f|L2(IZO,H)) ; (5.5)
—2 2 2
ly, < Dy |w|L2(I?0,D(A)) + |f|L2(I?0,H) ; (5.6)
where D1 = D1 (C\.) is independent of T, and Dy = Do(T, C.), with Ci as in Assump-
tion 2.5.
Proof. Proceeding as in Lemma 3.2 (see (3.5)), we have that (5.5) holds true. To show (5.6),
we start by introducing @ := THe=tw, for which we find that
W+ AT+ AL =T f Ly @) =1, @ +T)=0,
and by testing the dynamics with 2Aw gives
1@, +2 [@lpa) + 2(Af®, @) = 2(THe=f — Lw, @) p, w(tg) = 0.
Subsequently, time integration leads to
— [l +2 |{U\‘L2(I;O,D(A)) + 2(14??;@» @)LZ(IzWH) = 2(%f - %w’@)Lz(IzO,H)'
Using the Young inequality, and the fact that D(A) — V < H, we can obtain
—2 —~2 2 2
[wly < Culd@lia(r, peay + e m + 7 wlie i, a
which implies (5.6) with Dy := Cy + . O

Now we are in the position to investigate the stabilizability and suboptimality of Algo-

rithm 1. Beforehand, we need to define the finite- and infinite-horizon value functions.

Definition 5.5. For any yo € V' the infinite horizon value function V, is defined by

Voo(yO) = lng Joo(u;oayO)'

ueld, >~

Similarly, for every initial vector (fo,%,) € Ry x V’ and every prediction horizon T > 0, the
finite horizon value function Vp is defined by
VT(¥07?0) = mi,n JT(U§EO750)'
uEU:Q’T
Theorem 5.6. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 1.1 and Assumption 5.2 hold true.

Then, for every given sampling time 6 > 0, there exist numbers T* > §, and «a € (0,1), such

that for every fized prediction horizon T > T*, the receding horizon pair (Yrn, W) obtained
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from Algorithm 1 satisfies for every yo € V' the suboptimality inequality
Voo (Y0) < adoo(urn; 0,90) < Voo (o) (5.7)
and the exponential stability
e (t, )3 < Cone”yoli fort >0, (5.8)

where the positive numbers ¢ and Cyp, depend on «, §, and T, but are independent of yq.

Proof. The proof follows with similar arguments as in [2, Proof of Thm. 2.6]. There-
fore, we omit the details and restrict ourselves to the verification of the sufficient condi-

tions/properties P1-P3 in [2, Thm. 2.6] with respect to the V'-norm in place of the H-norm.

P1: For every (Eo,iyo) € Ry x V' and T > 0, every finite horizon optimal control problem

of the form (5.3:P;°’§“) admits a solution:
Property P1 follows by Assumption 5.2.

P2: For every T > 0, Vr is globally decrescent with respect to the V'-norm. That is, there

exists a continuous, non-decreasing, and bounded function v, : Ry — Ry such that
VTGO,?Q) < ’}/Q(T)‘yo‘%// for all (Eo,yo) € RJ’_ X V/, (59)
with v independent of (to,Yy)-

To address P2, we first show that for every given (%y,7,), there exists a stabilizing con-
trol u(y,) € L{;‘fi’oo. We start by observing that by shifting time, ¢ := s + tg, and denot-
ing g(s) :== g(s + to) we find that y = y(t) solves

SY+ Ay + AWy = u®)8eiry,  y(to) =T, > 1o, (5.10)

if, and only if, ¥ = y(s) solves
%g"_Ag"_ Arc(s)g: a(‘9)63(3)7 y(()) =Yg, 8> 0. (511)
In Section 4.1 we have addressed the satisfiability of Assumption 2.3 for the concrete

reaction-convection operator A, = al +b-V. The same assumption is still satisfied by Erc,

= 5rc < Cye. Therefore, Theorem 1.1 will hold true with the same
L= (R4,L(H, V"))
set of actuators. As a consequence, it follows that there exist a magnitude control func-

since ‘Arc

tion u € L?((o, +0),R), and a piecewise constant path c(t) € x for which the associated

solution of (5.10) satisfies

ly(t, )y, < Ce ") gl and  [u(t)] 2y o0y .) < CulToly (5.12)

for all t > %y, where the constants C and C,, can be taken as in Theorem 1.1, thus indepen-
dently of (t9,Jg)-
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Now, by defining the vector input u(t) = (ui(t),...,upn(t)) as

(), if e(t) = x7; _
u;(t) = for ¢ >, (5.13)
0 otherwise;

we see that

M
D ()8, = u(t)8ey  for t > . (5.14)
j=1
We can conclude that u € Ufo’oo with
2 — N2 _ 2
|u|L2((zo,oo);RM) = |U(yo)|L2((zo,+oo),]R) < Cg Wolv - (5.15)

Recalling the notation A2 = A71A,.A € L(D(A), V), for w := A~y satisfying (5.4) with
= A"y, and f = Z]Ni1 u;A7'6,;, and using (5.5) and (5.15), we can write for (5.1)
that

2
M

2 —
|y|L2(I;0,H) <Dy | ly(@o)f5 + |y|%2(170;v’) + Zujézi

=t L?(Z;:D(A))

_ 2 2
<D <y0%// + |y|%2(ITO;V/) + M1£njég§v[ 1823 [D(ay |u|L2(zt0;RM))

< DiDs(T) [Goly, . with Ds(T) = (1 + COG M max (85[0 03) -
Hence, necessarily the optimal (minimal) cost satisfies
Vr(to,Yo) < Jr(uito, ¥o) = % |y|iZ(I?0?H) + g |u|iZ(ITO;R]W)
< 3 (D1D5(T) + BCE) [Tl = 7 (T) [T v
which implies (5.9).

P3: For every T > 0, Vi is uniformly positive with respect to the V'-norm. In other words,

for every T > 0 there exists a constant v1(T) > 0, independent of (t9,7,), such that
Vr(to,5o) = (D) [Goly for all (fo,o) € Ry x V' (5.16)

To verify property P3, we use again the fact that w = A~y satisfies (5.4) with o =
A7y, and f = Zj\il u; A718,; for an arbitrary u = (uy,...,uy) € L*(Z;,RM). Then
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by (5.6) we find

2

M
_ 2 2
Yoly < Do |y|L2(I?07H) + Z u;(1)8, (5.17)
7=t L?(Zy, . D(A)')
2 2 2 —
< D, |y|L2(I;0,H) + M1£nj?§w |82 |D(A)’ ‘u‘m(z;o,]RM) < (T)Jr(u;to, ¥o), (5.18)
2 -1
. 1 M max [8:5]5 04y
with v (T) = 7 | max Dy, —F—— . (5.19)
In particular, by taking a minimizer u];«’%’* as in Assumption 5.2, we obtain that

— |2 kYo.*. 7 — T -
Vl(T) |y0|V’ S JT(uTyO ;t07y0) = VT(thyO)a

which gives us (5.16).

6. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

To illustrate the theoretical findings we present numerical experiments utilizing Algo-
rithm 1 applied to an unstable parabolic equation. Specifically, we address the infinite-
horizon problem (5.2:P%%0) on the spatial domain € := (0,1)?> C R? with homogeneous
Neumann boundary conditions, that is, § = Gney = n - V.

For all numerical experiments, we employed a conforming linear finite element scheme
utilizing continuous piecewise linear basis functions over a uniform triangulation for spatial
discretization as depicted in Fig. 1, where we also show the four scenarios for the locations
of the point actuators we shall consider in the simulations.

The resulting ordinary differential equations from spatial discretization were solved nu-
merically using the Crank-Nicolson time-stepping method with step-size of At =5 x 1073,
Additionally, we set v = 0.1, 3 =5 x 107% and for x := (21, 72) € R?, we chose

t+2
a(t,x) := —24+(2—x1) cos(mxe)—0.2|sin(t+x2)|, b(t,z) = (_(mltil(f;l;j(lm i)f;ios(ﬂ)’
and yo(z) := x1(1 + sin(2z2)).

For all the experiments, in Algorithm 1 we have set T' =1 as the prediction horizon and
0 = 0.25 as the sampling time.

Z(l ﬁ@D )

To simplify the exposition, let us fix (Zo,7,) and write (5.3:P as

Fu*) — min F(u), with  F(u) = Jr(u;to,7p)-
ueZ/l:S’T

To tackle the problem, we employed the proximal gradient method incorporated with the

non-monotone line search, as outlined in [1], leading to the iteration

) 1
Ut € PrOJU?g,T <u;C - akV}"(uk)) . (6.1)
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FIGURE 1. Placement of the M € {3,4,9,12} Dirac actuators.

Here, ProjuzO,T denotes the orthogonal projection onto Uj&’T defined pointwise in time as
ad

. 1
e (0) € Prodg, (we(t) - V()0 (62)
where U,q = {x € RM | |x|, < 1} and and Projg - RM — RM is defined as follows

Vs, if j = j, == min{i € 1,...,M V; = |V])e |3
w = Projg v, wj = ! S liet H il = ol ) (6.3)
0, otherwise ;

where [v];e = max |v;]g. Furthermore, to accelerate the proximal gradient method, we
_Z_

utilized the Barzial Borwein (BB) stepsizes [7]. Specifically, the stepsize oy was computed

by a non-monotone line search algorithm [1], which employs the BB stepsize corresponding

to the smooth part F as the initial trial stepsize. See [3,4] for more details. The optimization
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algorithm was terminated based on the following condition
| — uy <107°
K Uk_;,_l Uk LQ(Iﬂ)vRNI) -

All computations were carried out on the MATLAB platform. Further, for every RHC u,p,
obtained by Algorithm 1, we find the corresponding switching control by

upp(t) = Sign(urh (t); ) |urh(t)‘£°° and c(t) = 6zjurh,(t)7 (6'4)

Ju,.p, (1)

where jy,, 1) € {1,..., M} stands for the index corresponding the nonzero component of
u,,(t), as defined in (6.3). Based on the number and placement of the point actuators, we
provide the following two examples.

6.1. On the number and location of the actuators. First of all, we observe that free
dynamics is unstable, as illustrated in Fig. 2(a), where the norm of the uncontrolled state

is exponentially increasing. Next, we consider the cases of M € {3,4,9,12} point actuators

20 2 .,
10 = Uncontrolled 10 '/'
7
7 o
15[ T —=Uncontrolled
10 -7 10° —M=—3
- i - —M =4
= PR = —M=9
2 gt0h . - —M = 12
= 10 s R
= . 107
e
10°%¢ -7
-,
. 7 10*4 L
.
10° z ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 1 2 3 4 5
t t
(a) Free dynamics. (b) Controlled dynamics for several M.

FIGURE 2. Evolution of the V’/-norm

placed as in Fig. 1. The cases M € {3,12} are inspired by the sequence of families of
actuators leading to the nonswitching stabilizability result in [21] (see [21, Fig. 1]) that we
used to derive the switching stabilizability result in Theorem 1.1. The cases M € {4,9} are
rather inspired in the sequence proposed, for example, in [6, Fig. 2], which guarantees the
nonswitching stabilizability result in the case the actuators are/were indicator functions.
In Fig. 2(b), we see that the switching receding horizon control (RHC) is not stabilizing in
case M = 3, whereas it is in cases M € {4,9,12}. Fig. 3 depicts the switching pattern c¢(¥)
of the corresponding controls, recall that c(t) = 8, if u;(¢) # 0; see (6.3) and (6.4). Note
that, Fig. 3 confirms that, in all cases M € {3,4,9, 12}, no more than 1 Dirac is active at any
given time instant. The evolution of the magnitude |um(¢)|,2 = |uwn(t)|g (see (6.4)) of the
switching RHCs for cases M € {3,9} is illustrated in Fig. 4. As we can see, the magnitude

|, ()| tends to infinity for the nonstabilizing case M = 3, whereas it converges to zero
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input u;(¢)
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FIGURE 3. Switching RHC for M € {3,4,9,12} point actuators
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for the stabilizing case M = 9. Similar convergence to zero has been observed for the cases

M € {4,12}; thus, we did not illustrate these cases.

10" [=35 Dirac actuntors]
0oL a\\ «
v\'\‘\'\‘\A'\\\

s (E),

o

10

: J J\.'|\w" / "\‘ \'\\
‘-‘“‘ﬁ\:\p\,\\\\v\\\w\i\\«\"\\\, W\

107 P 5 6 7 B o 10
t
B8 o L —09 Dirac actuatorsh
Al ] ]
AN\ Yy :
F .
i — U
_= “‘\’\\ N\
% 1072 E '- \ ‘ 4
~ \‘l\ .
1074 & ™~ - . 5
; s
\h \:
I i I i I i I I i E|
o 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

FIGURE 4. Magnitude of RHC for M € {3,9} point actuators

Finally, in Table 1, we report on the value of the performance index Jr_(+;0,y0) (op-

timal truncated cost) and the V’'-norm of the controlled state at the final computation

time T, = 5. The results suggest that tendentiously by taking a larger number of delta

Number and placement of actuators | Uncontrolled M =3 M=4 M=9 M =12
Jr.. (50, 90) 1.779 x 10™° | 6.645 x 10?2 | 0.196 0.378 0.260
ly(-, Too) |y 1.504 x 10% | 2.873 x 10T | 0.001 | 1.898 x 1075 | 1.658 x 10~ *

TABLE 1. Numerical results for different placements for T, = 5

actuators we obtain a faster convergence to zero. Note that this fact may depend also on

the placement of the actuators, for example, combining the results in Table 1 and Fig. 2(b)

we see that the case of M = 9 actuators seem to provide a rate of stability similar to the case

of M = 12 actuators; for large t the state corresponding to M = 9 is definitely closer to zero

than the state corresponding to M = 12; and the cost corresponding to M = 12 is smaller
than the one corresponding to M = 9. Therefore, it is debatable which among M € {9,12}

provides the “best” performance.
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In conclusion, the results show that the number of actuators play crucial role in the stabi-
lizing performance of the control, and strongly suggest that the placement of the actuators

is important as well.

6.2. On switching and nonswitching controls. We focus on the case of M = 4 ac-
tuators, placed as in Fig. 1. The purpose of Fig. 5 is to compare the performance of the
switching RHC with the nonswitching analogue, where all of the actuators can be active si-
multaneously. This is motivated by the theoretical strategy where a (not necessarily optimal)

switching control was constructed from a (not necessarily optimal) nonswitching one. We

10° 7
Vi =Uncontrolled
/ == RH 4 switching Diracs
/7 == RH 4 nonswitching Diracs
l/‘
/
= 4

= o
= 10
=

10+ ‘

0 2 4 6 8 10

FI1GURE 5. Evolution of |y(t, )|

can see that the performance of the two controls are relatively close, which suggests that
the action of the switching RHC approximates the action of the nonswitching RHC one.
These facts are also validated by the results given in Table 2, reporting the truncated cost

and norm of the final state. Finally, to gain some intuition, Fig. 6 gathers time-snapshots

Number and placement of actuators | Uncontrolled | Switching for M = 4 | Nonswitching for M = 4
Jr.(0,90) 1.5 x 1032 0.196 0.099
ly(, Too) |y 4.354 x 10%° 5.452 x 107° 4.243 x 107°

TABLE 2. Numerical results for 4 actuators for T, = 10

of the switching RHC and corresponding state. We can see the effect on the state around

the location of the active actuator, at given time instants.

7. FINAL COMMENTS

Departing from a stabilizability result in [21] by means of control forcings given by lin-
ear combinations of a finite number M of delta-distribution actuators 8,;, we have used
the continuity of the solutions in a so-called relaxation metric [14] and tools from optimal
control to show the existence of a stabilizing (open-loop) control switching between those

actuators 8,;. We analyzed the performance and computation of a receding horizon (model
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7
o7 and employs a car-

predictive) control which involves the admissible set of controls ¢4,
dinality constraint to guarantee that only one actuator is active at each time instant. In
order to demonstrate the theoretical findings we presented results of simulations showing
the stabilization performance of the computed switching RHC.

Both the number M and location set x = {27 € Q | 1 < j < M} of actuators play an
important role on the stabilization performance of the switching control. The investigation

of a/the “best” location set of actuators is an interesting subject for future work.
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Other interesting subjects concern finite horizon optimal control problems and the com-

putational performance of the iterative procedure within Step 4 in Algorithm 1; see (6.1).

Namely, can we guarantee the existence of minimizers for these problems? Can we improve

the computational performance of the iterative procedure? If necessary, for example, by con-

sidering a different cost functional or a different projection onto the admissible set L{zg’T?
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