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Abstract

In this work, we consider the dynamics of repairable systems characterized by three
distinct states: one signifying normal operational states, another representing degraded
conditions and a third denoting failed conditions. These systems are characterized
by their ability to be repaired when failures and/or degradation occur. Typically
described by transport equations, these systems exhibit a coupled nature, interlinked
through integro-differential equations and integral boundary conditions that dictate the
transitions among all the states. In this paper, we address two less-explored facets: 1)
the well-posedness and the asymptotic behavior of such systems with maximum repair
time being finite; and 2) the bilinear controllability of the system via repair actions.
In particular, we focus on the case where only one degraded and one failed states
exist. We first discuss part 1) for given time-independent repair rates and then design
the space-time dependent repair strategies that can manipulate system dynamics to
achieve the desired level over a finite horizon. Our objective is to enhance the system
availability- the probability of being operational when needed over a fixed period of
time. We present rigorous analysis and develop control strategies that leverage the
bilinear structure of the system model.

1. Introduction

In real life practice, systems often encounter challenges stemming from failures or degrada-

tion. These issues are prevalent across various applications such as product design, inventory

systems, computer networking, electrical power systems, and complex manufacturing pro-

cesses. All these systems are susceptible to degradation or failure but are able to be restored

to satisfactory operation through repair actions (e.g., [1, 2, 4, 9, 10]). Repairable systems are

capable of undergoing repair/maintenance actions when failures and/or degradation occur.
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Figure 1: Transition digram of a three-state repairable system. Here 0, 1, 2 denote good,
degraded and failed states. Good state can degrade or fail with rates λ1 and λ2, respectively.
Degraded and failed states can be repaired at rates µ1 and µ2, respectively. The degraded
state can also fail with rate λ2.

Our current work focuses on a three-state repairable system, characterized by its transitions

among three states: the functioning (good), the degraded, and the failed ones. The digram

of the model is presented in Fig.1.

The mathematical model considered here is described by transport equations, collectively

interwoven through an integro-differential equation. Moreover, an integral boundary condi-

tion is prescribed to the transport equation which is a crucial element that governs the tran-

sitions of the states. This type of mathematical models for repairable systems was derived

using Markov chain and supplementary variable techniques (e.g., [5, 6, 8, 25]). Specifically,

we consider the mathematical model proposed by Gupta and Agarwal in [8]

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






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

ṗ0(t) = −
2
∑

i=1

λip0(t) +
2
∑

i=1

∫ L

0

µi(x)pi(x, t)dx

∂p1(x, t)

∂t
+

∂p1(x, t)

∂x
= −(µ1(x) + λ2)p1(x, t)

∂p2(x, t)

∂t
+

∂p2(x, t)

∂x
= −µ2(x)p2(x, t)

(1.1)

with boundary conditions

p1(0, t) = λ1p0(t), (1.2)

p2(0, t) = λ2p0(t) + λ2

∫ L

0

p1(x, t) dx, (1.3)

and initial conditions

p0(0) = φ0 ≥ 0, p1(x, 0) = φ1(x) ≥ 0, p2(x, 0) = φ2(x) ≥ 0. (1.4)

Here

1) λ1 > 0 and λ2 > 0 represent the failure rates of the system from the good mode to the

degraded and to the failed states, respectively (see Fig. 1). It is assume that the system

has the same failure rate λ2 from the degraded to the failed state.
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2) µ1(x) ≥ 0 and µ2(x) ≥ 0 represent the repair rates of system in the degraded and the

failed states with an elapsed repair time x ∈ [0, L] for 0 < L < ∞, respectively. Assume

that

∫ l

0

µi(x) dx < ∞, for 0 < l < L, (1.5)

and

∫ L

0

µi(x) dx = ∞, i = 1, 2. (1.6)

We further assume that there exists some positive integer N ∈ N
+ such that

lim
x→L

µi(x)(L− x)N < ∞, i = 1, 2. (1.7)

3) p0(t) represents the probability of the system in good state at time t;

4) p1(x, t) and p2(x, t) represent the probability density distributions of the system in the

degraded and the failed states, respectively, at time t with an elapsed repair time x;

5) Let p̂1(t) and p̂0(t) denote the probabilities of the system in the degraded and the failed

states at time t, respectively. We have

p̂1(t) =

∫ L

0

p1(x, t) dx and p̂2(t) =

∫ L

0

p2(x, t) dx. (1.8)

6) The initial probability distributions of the system satisfy

φ0 +
2
∑

i=1

∫ L

0

φi(x) dx = 1. (1.9)

Assumptions associated with the system. (1) The failure and degradation rates are constant.

(2) All failures are statistically independent. (3) The system can fail in the degraded state

and the failure rate is the same regardless of whether the system is good or degraded. (4)

The repair time for the degraded or the failed device is arbitrarily distributed. (5) The repair

process begins soon after the device is in failure state. (6) The system has only one repair

facility and repair is to the same quality as new. Repair never damages anything.

In [8], Laplace transport was used to solve system (1.1)–(1.4) and its steady-state without

discussing the well-posedness and the stability of the system model. Recently in [11], Hu et al.

discussed the degradation and failure rates identification of this system, however, the well-

posedness issues were not in their scope. In the current work, we will first rigorously address

these issues using C0-semigroup theory with repair rates being given and time-independent.

Since repair actions play an essential role in ensuring the system performance, it is natural
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to employ them as control inputs for the system. Furthermore, due to the bilinear structure

between the repair rates and the system states. This immediately leads to a bilinear control

problem. While the optimal bilinear open-loop control design of similar systems has been

considered in [3, 15], the bilinear controllability keeps open. Our main objective of this work

is to establish this result of the system via repair actions, where we assume that repair actions

are allowed to be time-dependent and we propose explicit feedback laws for the actions to

steer the system behavior to the desired one at a given final time.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we first establish the well-

posedness of system (1.1)–(1.4) by showing that the system operator generates a positive

C0-semigroup of contraction. Moreover, it can be shown that zero is a simple eigenvalue

of the generator and the only spectrum on the imaginary axis. Lastly, by showing the

eventual compactness of the semigroup, we are able to obtain the exponential convergence

of the time-dependent solution of the system to its steady-state. In Section 3, we employ

the repair actions as the system control inputs and construct explicit space-time dependent

repair rates in feedback forms. The closed-loop system shares similar attributes of the open-

loop. Finally, we establish the bilinear controllability of the system by making use of its

exponential stability and conclude our work in Section 4.

2. Well-posedness and Asymptotic Behavior of the System

In this section, we address the well-posedness of system (1.1)–(1.4) and its asymptotic sta-

bility using C0-semigroup theory.

Let X = R×L1(0, L)×L1(0, L) be equipped with the norm ‖·‖X := | · |+
∑2

i=1 ‖·‖L1(0,L).

It is clear that the Banach space structure (X, ‖ · ‖) is compatible with the order structure

(X,≤), that is, |f | ≤ |g| for f, g ∈ X implies f ≤ g, thus X is a Banach lattice. Let

~p(t) = (p0(t), p1(·, t), p2(·, t))
T. Then system equations (1.1)–(1.4) can be written as an

abstract Cauchy problem in X :

{

~̇p(t) = A~p(t),
~p0 = (φ0, φ1, φ2)

T ,
(2.1)

where the system operator A : D(A) ⊂ X → X is defined as

A =





−
∑2

i=1 λi

∫ L

0
µ1 · dx

∫ L

0
µ2 · dx

0 −( d
dx

+ µ1(x) + λ2) 0
0 0 −( d

dx
+ µ2(x))



 , (2.2)
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with domain

D(A) =

{

~p =(p0, p1(·), p2(·))
T ∈ X : pi ∈ W 1,1(0, L),

∫ L

0

µipi dx < ∞, i = 1, 2,

and
(

p1(0) p2(0)
)T

= Γ1p0(x) +

∫ L

0

Γ2p1(x)dx

}

, (2.3)

where

Γ1 =

(

λ1

λ2

)

and Γ2 =

(

0
λ2

)

. (2.4)

The well-posedness of the repairable systems governed by the coupled transport and

differential-integral equations has been well-studied in literature using C0-semigroup theory,

where the majority focuses on the case that the maximum repair time L = ∞ (e.g. [12, 13,

15, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31]). However, in real life applications it is more realistic

to assume L < ∞, as no system can be under repair forever. In this case, the repair rates

µi, i = 1, 2 would have a singularity at x = L, as shown in the assumptions (1.5)–(1.6). This

leads to some different system properties compared to the situation when L = ∞ (e.g., [14]).

In this work, we consider that L is finite and provide a complete proof of the well-posedness

of the system (2.1) for the convenience of the reader.

Let σ(A) and ρ(A) denote the spectrum and the resolvent set of A, respectively. To start

with, we first show that the right open half-plane is contained in the resolvent set of A.

Proposition 2.1. For the operator A with its domain D(A) defined in (2.2)–(2.3), we have

the following statements hold:

(1) ρ(A) contains the set

Ψ = {r ∈ C : Re(r) > 0 and r = ia, a 6= 0}; (2.5)

(2) the resolvent operator R(r,A) is compact for r ∈ ρ(A);

(3) zero is a simple eigenvalue of A and the only real eigenvalue.

Proof. To analyze the properties of the resolvent set and the resolvent operator, we first let

r ∈ Ψ, ~y(·) = (y0, y1(·), y2(·))
T ∈ X , and consider the operator equation

(rI −A)~p = ~y,

that is,

(

r +
2
∑

i=1

λi

)

p0 −
2
∑

i=1

∫ L

0

µi(x)pi(x) dx = y0, (2.6)

dp1(x)

dx
+ (r + µ1(x) + λ2)p1(x) = y1(x), (2.7)

dp2(x)

dx
+ (r + µ2(x))p2(x) = y2(x), (2.8)
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with the boundary conditions

p1(0) = λ1p0, p2(0) = λ2p0 + λ2

∫ L

0

p1(x) dx. (2.9)

Solving (2.7) and (2.8) yields

p1(x) =λ1p0e
−

∫ x

0
(r+λ2+µ1(s)) ds +

∫ x

0

e−
∫ x

τ
(r+λ2+µ1(s)) dsy1(τ) dτ (2.10)

and

p2(x) =λ2p0e
−

∫ x

0 (r+µ2(s)) ds + λ2λ1p0e
−

∫ x

0 (r+µ2(s)) ds

∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

0 (r+λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx

+ λ2e
−

∫ x

0 (r+µ2(s)) ds

∫ L

0

∫ x

0

e−
∫ x

τ
(r+λ2+µ1(s)) dsy1(τ)dτ dx

+

∫ x

0

e−
∫ x

τ
(r+µ2(s)) dsy2(τ)dτ. (2.11)

Substituting (2.10)–(2.11) in (2.6) gives

Φ(r)p0 = Fr(y),

where

Φ(r) =r +
2
∑

i=1

λi − λ1

∫ L

0

µ1(x)e
−

∫ x

0 (r+λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx

− λ2

∫ L

0

µ2(x)e
−

∫ x

0
(r+µ2(s)) ds dx

− λ2λ1

(
∫ L

0

µ2(x)e
−

∫ x

0
(r+µ2(s)) ds dx

)(
∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

0
(r+λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx

)

and

Fr(y) =y0 +

∫ L

0

µ1(x)

∫ x

0

e−
∫ x

τ
(r+λ2+µ1(s)) dsy1(τ)dτ dx

+ λ2

(
∫ L

0

µ2(x)e
−

∫ x

0
(r+µ2(s)) ds dx

)(
∫ L

0

∫ x

0

e−
∫ x

τ
(r+λ2+µ1(s)) dsy1(τ)dτ dx

)

+

∫ L

0

µ2(x)

∫ x

0

e−
∫ x

τ
(r+µ2(s)) dsy2(τ) dτ dx. (2.12)

Note that for any r ∈ C,
∫ L

0

µi(x)e
−

∫ x

0
(r+µi(s)) ds dx = −

∫ L

0

e−rxd e−
∫ x

0
µi(s) ds

= −(e−rLe−
∫ L

0
µi(s) ds − 1)− r

∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

0
(r+µi(s)) ds dx (2.13)

= 1− r

∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

0 (r+µi(s)) ds dx, i = 1, 2, (2.14)
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where from (2.13) to (2.14) we used the assumption that
∫ L

0
µi(s) ds = ∞, i = 1, 2. In

particular, when r = 0,

∫ L

0

µi(x)e
−

∫ x

0 µi(s) ds dx = 1. (2.15)

Thus

Φ(r) =r +

2
∑

i=1

λi − λ1

(

1− (r + λ2)

∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

0
(r+µ1(s) dx+λ2) ds dx

)

− λ2

(

1− r

∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

0 (r+µ2(s)) ds dx
)

− λ2λ1

(

1− r

∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

0
(r+µ2(s)) ds dx

)

∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

0
(r+µ2(s)+λ2) ds dx

=r
(

1 + λ1

∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

0
(r+µ1(s) dx+λ2) ds dx+ λ2

∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

0
(r+µ2(s)) ds dx

+ λ2λ1

∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

0
(r+µ2(s)) ds dx

∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

0
(r+λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx

)

. (2.16)

To understand Fr in (2.12), we have for any r ∈ C,

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ L

0

µi(x)

∫ x

0

e−
∫ x

τ
(r+µi(s)) dsyi(τ) dτ dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ L

0

(
∫ L

τ

µi(x)e
−

∫ x

τ
(r+µi(s)) ds dx

)

yi(τ) dτ

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ L

0

(

−

∫ L

τ

e−r(x−τ) de−
∫ x

τ
µi(s) ds

)

yi(τ) dτ

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ L

0

(

1− r

∫ L

τ

e−
∫ x

τ
r+µi(s) ds dx

)

yi(τ) dτ

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ sup
τ∈[0,L]

∣

∣

∣

∣

1− r

∫ L

τ

e−
∫ x

τ
r+µi(s) ds dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

· ‖yi‖L1(0,L)

≤ (1 + L|r|eL|Re(r)|)‖yi‖L1(0,L). (2.17)

Therefore, from (2.12) and (2.17) it is easy to see that Fr : X → R is a compact integral

operator. Furthermore, if Φ(r) is invertible, then

p0 = Φ(r)−1Fr(~y). (2.18)

It is clear that for any r ∈ C, r ∈ ρ(A) if and only if Φ(r) 6= 0. In fact, Φ(r) is an analytic

function defined on the complex plane C and thus there are at most countable isolated zeros

of Φ(r). Moreover, from (2.16) it is easy to verify that Φ(r) 6= 0 if Re(r) > 0, and zero is

a simple root of Φ(r) and the only real root, which implies that zero is a simple eigenvalue

of A and the only real eigenvalue of A. In addtion, from (2.10)–(2.11) it is easy to see that

the resolvent operator R(r,A) is a Volterra type of integral operators on X , and hence it
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is compact for any r ∈ ρ(A). We now have established the statements (2)–(3) and the first

part of (1). It remains to show that there is no other spectra on the imaginary axis except

zero. The proof is elementary yet takes some space. We will leave it in Appendix 5.

With Proposition 2.1 at our disposal, we are in a position to establish the well-posedness

of the system (2.1) using Phillips Theorem (e.g. [16, Theorem 2.1]).

Theorem 2.1. The system operator A with its domain D(A) defined in (2.2)–(2.3) generates

a positive C0-semigroup of contraction on X, denoted by T (t) = eAt, t ≥ 0.

Proof. According to Phillips Theorem (e.g. [16, Theorem 2.1]), it suffices to show that (1)

D(A) is dense in X ; (2) The range R(I −A) = X ; and (3) A is dispersive.

(1) To show that D(A) = X , we first let

S = R× C∞
0 [0, L]× C∞

0 [0, L].

Since S = X , it suffices to prove that S ⊂ D(A). Let ~y = (y0, y1, y2)
T ∈ S and consider the

sequence {~pn = (p0,n, p1,n, p2,n)
T}n≥1, where p0,n = y0,

p1,n(x) :=

{

λ1y0(1− nx)2 + y1(x), for x ∈ [0, 1
n
),

y1(x), for x ∈ [ 1
n
, L],

and

p2,n(x) :=

{

(λ2y0 + λ2

∫ L

0
y1(x)dx)(1− nx)2 + y2(x), for x ∈ [0, 1

n
),

y2(x), for x ∈ [ 1
n
, L].

It is clear that ~pn ∈ D(A) based on the assumption (1.7), for all n ∈ N. Moreover,

‖~pn − ~y‖X = |p0,n − y0|+

∫ L

0

|p1,n(x)− y1(x)| dx+

∫ L

0

|p2,n(x)− y2(x)| dx

≤

∫ 1/n

0

|λ1y0(1− nx)2| dx+

∫ 1/n

0

|(λ2y0 + λ2

∫ L

0

y1(x)dx)(1− nx)2| dx

≤ (λ1|y0|+ |(λ2y0 + λ2

∫ L

0

y1(x)dx)|)
1

3n

holds for all n ∈ N. Therefore, S ⊂ D(A), and hence X = S ⊆ D(A) ⊆ X . It follows that

D(A) = X .

(2) From Proposition 2.1, we have 1 ∈ ρ(A) and thus, for any ~y ∈ X , there exist a unique

~p ∈ D(A) such that (I −A)~p = ~y.

(3) It remains to show that A is dispersive. For ~p = (p0, p1, p2)
T ∈ D(A), let

~q(x) =

(

[p0]
+

p0
,
[p1(x)]

+

p1(x)
,
[p2(x)]

+

p2(x)

)

, (2.19)
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where

[p0]
+ =

{

p0, if p0 > 0,

0, if p0 ≤ 0;
[pi(x)]

+ =

{

pi(x), if pi(x) > 0,

0, if pi(x) ≤ 0, i = 1, 2.

Note that the dual space of X is give by X∗ = R×L∞(0, L)×L∞(0, L) and Ψ ∈ X∗. Then

the duality pairing

〈A~p, ~q〉 =

(

−
2
∑

i=1

λip0 +
2
∑

i=1

∫ L

0

µi(x)pi(x) dx

)

[p0]
+

p0

−

∫ L

0

(

dp1(x)

dx
+ µ1(x)p1(x) + λ2p1(x)

)

[p1(x)]
+

p1(x)
dx

−

∫ L

0

(

dp2(x)

dx
+ µ2(x)p2(x)

)

[p2(x)]
+

p2(x)
dx.

Let Wi = {x ∈ [0, L] : p1(x) > 0} and W c
i = {x ∈ [0, L] : p1(x) ≤ 0} for i = 1, 2. Then

∫ L

0

dpi(x)

dx

[pi(x)]
+

pi(x)
dx =

∫

Wi

dpi(x)

dx

[pi(x)]
+

pi(x)
dx+

∫

W c
i

dpi(x)

dx

[pi(x)]
+

pi(x)
dx

=

∫

Wi

dpi(x)

dx

[pi(x)]
+

pi(x)
dx

=

∫ L

0

d[pi]
+

dx
dx = [pi(L)]

+ − [pi(0)]
+.

Recall that µi(x) ≥ 0, i = 1, 2, for x ∈ [0, L]. Thus

〈A~p, ~q〉 =−

2
∑

i=1

λi[p0]
+ +

2
∑

i=1

∫ L

0

µi(x)pi(x)dx
[p0]

+

p0
− [p1(L)]

+ + [p1(0)]
+

−

∫ L

0

(

µ1(x)[p1(x)]
+ + λ2[p1(x)]

+
)

dx

− [p2(L)]
+ + [p2(0)]

+ −

∫ L

0

µ2(x)[p2(x)]
+dx

≤−
2
∑

i=1

λi[p0]
+ +

2
∑

i=1

∫ L

0

µi(x)[pi(x)]
+ dx− [p1(L)]

+ + λ1[p0]
+

−

∫ L

0

(

µ1(x)[p1(x)]
+ + λ2[p1(x)]

+
)

dx

− [p2(L)]
+ + λ2[p0]

+ + λ2

∫ L

0

[p1(x)]
+ dx−

∫ L

0

µ2(x)[p2(x)]
+dx

=−

2
∑

i=1

[pi(L)]
+ ≤ 0,

which indicates that A is dispersive and this completes the proof.
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With the help of Theorem 2.1, the following results hold immediately.

Corollary 2.1. For a non-negative initial datum ~p0 = (φ0, φ1, φ2)
T ∈ X, there exists a

unique and non-negative solution given by ~p(·, t) = T (t)~p0 to the Cauchy problem (2.1).

Moreover, if ‖~p0‖X = 1, then

‖~p(·, t)‖X ≤ 1, ∀t ≥ 0.

Next we address the asymptotic behavior of system (2.1). According to Proposition 2.1

(3), we know that zero is a simple eigenvalue of A, thus setting

A~p = 0,

one can easily solve the unique steady-state solution of system (2.1), which is the eigen-

function corresponding to the eigenvalue zero. Denote it by ~pe(x) = (pe0, pe1(x), pe2(x)),

where

pe1(x) = λ1pe0e
−

∫ x

0 (λ2+µ1(s)) ds, (2.20)

pe2(x) = λ2pe0e
−

∫ x

0 µ2(s) ds + λ1λ2pe0e
−

∫ x

0 µ2(s) ds

∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

0 (λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx, (2.21)

and pe0 satisfies

pe0 =
1

(1 + λ1C0)(1 + λ2C1)
(2.22)

with C0 =
∫ T

0
e−

∫ x

0 (λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx and C1 =
∫ L

0
e−

∫ x

0 µ2(s) ds dx.

When the maximum repair time L is finite, we can further show that the semigroup T (t)

is eventually compact, i.e., there exists t0 > 0 such that T (t0) is compact. Consequently, we

can establish the exponential stability result.

Proposition 2.2. The C0-semigroup T (t) is compact on X when t > 2L.

Proof. Since the resolvent operator R(r,A) for r ∈ ρ(A) is compact based on Proposition

2.1 (2), it remains to show that T (t) is continuous in the uniform operator topology for

t > 2L by [17, Cor. 3.4, p. 50], that is,

lim
h→0

‖T (t+ h)− T (t)‖L(X) → 0, (2.23)

uniformly as h → 0. To prove (2.23), we first solve the equations (1.1)–(1.4) using the

method of characteristics and obtain that

T (t)~p0 = (p0(t), p1(·, t), p2(·, t))
T ,
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for ~p0 = (φ0, φ1, φ2)
T ∈ X , where

p0(t) = e−
∑2

i=1 λitφ0 +

2
∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∫ L

0

e−
∑2

i=1 λi(t−τ)µi(x)pi(x, τ) dxdτ, (2.24)

p1(x, t) =

{

λ1p0(t− x)e−
∫ x

0
(µ1(τ)+λ2)dτ , if t > x,

φ1(x− t)e−
∫ x

x−t
(µ1(τ)+λ2)dτ , if t ≤ x,

(2.25)

and

p2(x, t) =































(

λ2p0(t− x) + λ1λ2

∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

0
(µ1(τ)+λ2)dτp0(t− 2x) dx

)

e−
∫ x

0
µ2(τ)dτ , if t > 2x,

(

λ2p0(t− x) + λ2

∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

2x−t
(µ1(τ)+λ2)dτφ1(2x− t) dx

)

e−
∫ x

0 µ2(τ)dτ ,

if x < t ≤ 2x,

φ2(x− t)e−
∫ x

x−t
µ2(τ)dτ , if t ≤ x.

(2.26)

To establish (2.23), we have

‖T (t+ h)~p0 − T (t)~p0‖X =|p0(t+ h)− p0(t)|+

∫ L

0

|p1(x, t+ h)− p1(x, t)| dx

+

∫ L

0

|p2(x, t + h)− p2(x, t)| dx, (2.27)

for any ~p0 ∈ X and h > 0. From (2.24), we have

|p0(t+ h)− p0(t)| ≤ |e−
∑2

i=1 λi(t+h) − e−
∑2

i=1 λit| · |φ0(t)|

+
2
∑

i=1

(
∫ t+h

0

−

∫ t

0

)(

e−
∑2

i=1 λi(t+h−τ)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ L

0

µi(x)pi(x, τ) dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

dτ

+
2
∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∣

∣

∣
(e−

∑2
i=1 λi(t+h−τ) − e−

∑2
i=1 λi(t−τ))

∣

∣

∣
·

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ L

0

µi(x)pi(x, τ) dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

dτ

≤
(

2
∑

i=1

λi

)

h|φ0(t)|+

2
∑

i=1

∫ t+h

t

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ L

0

µi(x)pi(x, τ) dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

dτ

+

2
∑

i=1

∫ t

0

(

2
∑

i=1

λi

)

he−
∑2

i=1 λi(t−τ)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ L

0

µi(x)pi(x, τ) dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

dτ, (2.28)

where from (2.25) for t > 2L, we get

∫ L

0

µ1(x)p1(x, τ) dx dτ ≤ λ1

∫ L

0

|p0(τ − x)|e−λ1xµ1(x)e
−

∫ x

0 µ1(s)ds dx dτ

≤ λ1 sup
t≥0

|p0(t)| (2.29)
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and from (2.26) for t > 2L, we get

∫ L

0

µ2(x)p2(x, τ) dx ≤ λ2

∫ L

0

|p0(τ − x)|µ2(x)e
−

∫ x

0 µ2(τ)dτ dx

+ λ1λ2

(∫ L

0

e−
∫ x

0 (µ1(τ)+λ2)dτ |p0(τ − 2x)| dx

)

·

(∫ L

0

µ2(x)e
−

∫ x

0 µ2(τ)dτ dx

)

≤ λ2 sup
t≥0

|p0(t)|+ λ1λ2L sup
t≥0

|p0(t)|

= (λ2 + λ1λ2L) sup
t≥0

|p0(t)|. (2.30)

Combining (2.28) with (2.29)–(2.30) yields

|p0(t+ h)− p0(t)| ≤
(

2
∑

i=1

λi

)

h sup
t≥0

|p0(t)|+ λ1h sup
t≥0

|p0(t)|+ (λ2 + λ1λ2L) h sup
t≥0

|p0(t)|

+ (1− e−
∑2

i=1 λit) (λ1 + λ2 + λ1λ2L) h sup
t≥0

|p0(t)|

≤ c0(λ1, λ2, L)h sup
t≥0

‖T ~p0‖X , (2.31)

where c0(λ1, λ2, L) = 3
∑2

i=1 λi + 2λ1λ2L.

For the second term in (2.27), we obtain

∫ L

0

|p1(x, t + h)− p1(x, t)|dx ≤

∫ L

0

λ1e
−

∫ x

0 (µ1(τ)+λ2)dτ |p0(t+ h− x)− p0(t− x)| dx

=

∫ t

t−L

λ1e
−

∫ t−s

0
(µ1(τ)+λ2)dτ |p0(s+ h)− p0(s)| ds

≤ λ1Lc0(λ1, λ2, L)h sup
t≥0

‖T (t)~p0‖X , (2.32)

for t > 2L. Similarly, we can verify that

∫ L

0

|p2(x, t + h)− p2(x, t)| dx ≤ λ2L(1 + 4λ1L)c0(λ1, λ2, L)h sup
t≥0

‖T ~p0‖X . (2.33)

As a result of (2.31)–(2.33) and ‖T (t)‖L(X) ≤ 1 for t ≥ 0, we have

‖T (t+ h)~p0 − T (t)~p0‖X ≤ c1(λ1, λ2, L)h sup
t≥0

‖T (t)‖L(X)‖~p0‖X ,

≤ c1(λ1, λ2, L)h‖~p0‖X → 0,

uniformly as h → 0, where the constant c1(λ1, λ2, L) > 0 is independent of h. Therefore,

(2.23) holds and this completes the proof.

However, the eventual compactness of T (t) does not hold when L = ∞.
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Remark 2.1. Based on condition (1.6) and (2.24)–(2.26), it is clear that

p1(L, t) = p2(L, t) = 0, ∀t > 0. (2.34)

which implies that the probability density distributions of the system in degraded and failure

modes become zero once the repair time reaches its maximum. As a result, one can derive

that
dp0(t)

dt
+

2
∑

i=1

∂
∫ L

0
pi(x, t) dx

∂t
= 0, ∀t > 0.

Therefore, if ~p0 = (φ0, φ1, φ2)
T ≥ 0 and ‖~p0‖X = 1, then by the positivity of the semigroup

T (t), we have ~p(x, t) = T (t)~p0 ≥ 0 and

‖~p(·, t)‖X = ‖~p0‖X = 1, ∀t > 0. (2.35)

In other words, our system (2.1) is conservative in terms of ‖ · ‖X-norm. Moreover, it is easy

to verify that

~p(·, t) = T (t)~p0 ∈ D(A) for t > 2x, (2.36)

and pi(x, t) ∈ W 1,1(0, L) for t ≤ 2x, if φi(x) ∈ W 1,1(0, L), i = 1, 2. (2.37)

Finally, by eventual compactness and the fact that zero is a simple eigenvalue of the gen-

erator A and the only spectrum on the imaginary axis established in Theorem 2.1 and Propo-

sition 2.1, the exponential stability result follows immediately from (e.g. [18, Cor. 3.2,p. 330]).

Theorem 2.2. For ~p0 ∈ X, let ~p(·, t) = T (t)~p0 be the solution to the Cauchy problem

(2.1), then it converges exponentially to its steady-state solution ~pe = (pe0, pe1, pe2)
T given by

(2.20)–(2.22), that is,

‖~p(·, t)− ~pe(·)‖X ≤ M0e
−ε0t, (2.38)

for some constant ε0 > 0 and M0 ≥ 1.

3. Bilinear controllability via time-dependent repair actions

In this section, we will focus on the investigation of bilinear controllability of system (2.1)

via system repair actions. Our main objective is stated as follows.

Problem Statement. Given tf > 0, let ~p0(·) = (φ0, φ1(·), φ2(·))
T ∈ X and ~p∗(·) =

(p∗0, p
∗
1(·), p

∗
2(·))

T ∈ X be non-negative initial and desired states, respectively, with ‖~p0‖X =

‖~p∗‖X = 1. Find a vector of space-time dependent repair rates ~µ(x, t) = (µ1(x, t), µ2(x, t))
T

such that the solution ~p(·, t) to system (2.1) satisfies ~p(x, tf ) = ~p∗(x) for x ∈ [0, L].
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However the desired states can not be arbitrary. Due to the properties of non-negativity

and conservation of the system, the desired states should also satisfy these attributes de-

scribed by (2.34)–(2.37) and the boundary conditions (1.2)–(1.3). In addition, we assume

that the desired probability density distribution of the system in degraded and failure modes

are strictly decreasing functions. In other words, while under repair, it is not expected that

the desired density distributions of these two modes increase. Specifically, we assume that

~p∗ = (p∗0, p
∗
1, p

∗
2)

T ∈ R×W 1,1(0, L)×W 1,1(0, L) (3.1)

and

p∗1(0) = λp∗0, p∗2(0) = λ2p
∗
0 + λ2

∫ L

0

p∗1(x) dx (3.2)

p∗i (L) = 0, i = 1, 2, (3.3)

where

p∗0 = 1−

2
∑

i=1

∫ L

0

p∗i (x) dx. (3.4)

Moreover,

p∗i (x) ≥ 0, i = 1, 2, ∀x ∈ [0, L], (3.5)

dp∗1(x)

dx
≤ −ǫ < 0 and

dp∗2(x)

dx
< 0, ∀x ∈ (0, L) (3.6)

for some ǫ > 0. Observe that if the repair rates are time-independent, then setting the

steady-state solution given by (2.20)–(2.22) to be the desired distribution, that is, letting

p∗0 = pe0

p∗1(x) = λ1pe0e
−

∫ x

0
(µ1(s)+λ2) ds, (3.7)

p∗2(x) = e−
∫ x

0
µ2(α) ds

(

λ2pe0 + λ2λ1pe0

∫ L

0

(

e−
∫ x

0
(µ1(s)+λ2) ds

)

dx

)

, (3.8)

we can obtain from (3.7)–(3.8) that

µ1(x) = −(
d

dx
(ln p∗1(x)) + λ2) = −

(

p∗1x
p∗1

+ λ2

)

(3.9)

and

µ2(x) = −
d

dx
(ln p∗2(x)) = −

p∗2x
p∗2

, (3.10)

which satisfy (1.5)–(1.6). This observation implies that if the repair rates are set as (3.9)–

(3.10), then the system solution converges to ~p∗ exponentially. On the other hand, one may

possibly adjust the repair rates in time to steer the system to such a state at some final time.

This motivates us to consider the space-time dependent repair rate design in the following

section.
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3.1. Bilinear Control Design of the repair actions

Now we investigate the bilinear controllability of the repair actions when they are allowed to

depend on system running time t. Note that for any tf > 0 we can always choose a constant

r0 > 0 such that r0
∑∞

k=1
1
k2

= tf . In fact,
∑∞

k=1
1
k2

= π2

6
and hence r0 =

6tf
π2 . Inspired by

[19, 20], we consider the space-time dependent repair rates µi(x, t), i = 1, 2, in the following

feedback forms

µ1(x, t) = −
1

p1(x, t)

∂p1(x, t)

∂x
+ α1j

1

p1(x, t)

∂(g1(x)p1(x, t))

∂x
− λ2, (3.11)

µ2(x, t) = −
1

p2(x, t)

∂p2(x, t)

∂x
+ α2j

1

p2(x, t)

∂(g2(x)p2(x, t))

∂x
, (3.12)

for t ∈ [r0
∑j−1

k=1
1
k2
, r0
∑j

k=1
1
k2
) and i ∈ Z+, where gi(x) =

1
p∗i (x)

, i = 1, 2 and αi > 0, i = 1, 2

are some constants to be properly chosen. Here we set
∑j

k=1
1
k2

= 0 if j = 0 and let tj =

r0
∑j

k=1
1
k2
, j ∈ Z

+, in the rest of our discussion. Observe that in (3.11)–(3.12), µi, i = 1, 2,

are weighted in time t by j on each interval [tj , tj+1) and it is straightforward to verify that

µi ≥ 0 if α1 ≥ max{λ2

ǫ
p∗21 (0), p∗1(0)}, for all t ≥ 0 and α2 ≥ p∗2(0). In fact, to have µ1(x, t) ≥ 0

for x ∈ [0, L] and t ≥ 0, we need

α1j
1

p1(x, t)

∂(g1(x)p1(x, t))

∂x
≥

1

p1(x, t)

∂p1(x, t)

∂x
+ λ2,

where

α1j
1

p1(x, t)

∂(g1(x)p1(x, t))

∂x
= α1jg1x(x) + α1jg1(x)

p1x(x, t)

p1(x, t)

and

g1x(x) = −
p∗1x(x)

p∗21 (x)
≥ ǫ > 0.

Thus it suffices to have α1jg1x(x) ≥ λ2 and α1jg(x)
p1x (x,t)
p1(x,t)

≥ p1x (x,t)
p1(x,t)

. Since j ≥ 1, it suffices

to choose α1 ≥ max{supx∈[0,L]
λ2

g1x (x)
, supx∈[0,L]

1
g1(x)

}, i.e.,

α1 ≥ max{ sup
x∈[0,L]

(

− λ2
p∗21 (x)

p∗1x

)

, sup
x∈[0,L]

p∗1(x)},

therefore, we take

α1 ≥ max{
λ2

ǫ
p∗21 (0), p∗1(0)}. (3.13)

Similarly, we set

α2 ≥ p∗2(0). (3.14)
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The assumptions (1.5)–(1.6) will be verified for after investigating the properties of the

closed-loop system. The following two theorems establish the main controllability results of

this work.

Theorem 3.1. Given tf > 0, let ~p0 = (φ0, φ1(·), φ2(·))
T ∈ X and ~p∗(·) = (p∗0, p

∗
1(·), p

∗
2(·))

T ∈

X be non-negative initial and desired states, respectively, with ‖~p0‖X = ‖~p∗‖X = 1. As-

sume that ~p∗ satisfies (3.1)–(3.6). Then there exists a vector of repair rates ~µ(x, t) =

(µ1(x, t), µ2(x, t))
T in the feedback forms given by (3.11)–(3.12), such that the solution ~p(·, t)

to our system (2.1) satisfies ~p(·, tf) = (p∗0, p
∗
1(·), p

∗
2(·))

T .

Based on the feedback control designs (3.11)–(3.12), a natural question is that wether

~µ(x, t) stays bounded as j → ∞, i.e., t → tf , where x ∈ [0, l] with 0 < l < L. Our answer is

affirmative under appropriate conditions.

Theorem 3.2. Let

α1 ≥ max{
λ2

ǫ
p∗21 (0), p∗1(0),

1

r0
} and α2 ≥ max{p∗2(0),

1

r0
}. (3.15)

If p∗i (x) ∈ W 1,∞(0, L), i = 1, 2, and tf > 2
∑2

i=1 p̃
∗
i (L), then the feedback control law ~µ(x, t)

is bounded for x ∈ [0, l] with 0 < l < L and 0 ≤ t ≤ tf .

3.2. Proofs of Theorems 3.1–3.2

The proofs of Theorems 3.1– 3.2 mainly utilize the exponential convergence of the closed-loop

system to its steady-state. To start with, incorporating the feedback laws in (3.11)–(3.12),

we obtain the closed-loop system as follows















dp0,j(t)

dt
= j

2
∑

i=1

αi

∫ L

0

∂(gi(x)pi,j(x, t))

∂x
dx,

∂pi,j(x, t)

∂t
= −jαi

∂(gi(x)pi,j(x, t))

∂x
, i = 1, 2,

(3.16)

where p0,j(t) := p0(t) and pi,j(x, t) := pi(x, t) for i = 1, 2, and (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (tj−1, tj) for

j ∈ Z+, with boundary conditions

p1,j(0, t) = λ1p0,j(t), (3.17)

p2,j(0, t) = λ2p0,j(t) + λ2

∫ L

0

p1,j(x, t) dx, (3.18)

and the initial conditions

p0,j(0) = p0,j−1(tj−1), pi,j(x, 0) = pi,j−1(x, tj−1), i = 1, 2. (3.19)
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We first apply the method of characteristics to analyze the transport equations in (3.16).

To this end, we let ϕ0,j(t) = p0,j(t) and ϕi,j(x, t) = jαigi(x)pi,j(x, t) for t ∈ (tj−1, tj) and

j ∈ Z+. Then the closed-loop system (3.16)–(3.19) becomes










dϕ0,j(t)

dt
=

2
∑

i=1

∫ L

0

∂ϕi,j(x, t)

∂x
dx,

∂ϕi,j(x,t)

∂t
= −jαigi(x)

∂ϕi,j(x,t)

∂x
, i = 1, 2,

(3.20)

with boundary conditions

ϕi(0, t) = jα1g1(0)pi,j(0, t), i = 1, 2, (3.21)

and initial conditions

ϕ0,j(0) = p0,j(0), ϕi,j(x, 0) = jαigi(x)pi,j(x, 0). (3.22)

Let dx
dt

= jαigi(x) with x(0) = x0. Then
dx

αigi(x)
= 1

jαi
p∗i (x) dx = dt. Let

p̃∗i,j(x) =
1

jαi

∫ x

0

p∗i (s) ds, i = 1, 2. (3.23)

Then p̃∗i,j(x) = t+ 1
jαi

∫ x0

0
p∗i (s) ds. Since

dp̃∗i,j
dx

= 1
jαi

p∗i > 0 for x ∈ (0, L) by (3.5), this implies

that p̃∗i,j(x) is a monotonically increasing function for x ∈ [0, L], and hence invertible. It is

worth to point out that by (3.23), (3.6) and (3.13)–(3.14) we have

p̃∗i,j(L) =
1

jαi

∫ L

0

p∗i (s) ds ≤ L, j ∈ N
+, i = 1, 2.

Now let ξi,j = p̃∗i,j(x)− t. Then x = (p̃∗i,j)
−1(t+ ξi,j). Define

Ψi(t) = ϕi((p̃
∗
i )

−1(t+ ξi,j), t).

Then we have

dΨi,j

dt
=

∂ϕi,j

∂t
+ αigi(x)

∂ϕi,j

∂x
= 0. (3.24)

For ξi < 0, i.e., p̃∗i,j(x) < t, the solution to (3.24) is determined by the boundary conditions

(3.21), so we integrate (3.24) from some t such that x = (p̃∗i,j)
−1(t+ ξi,j) = 0, i.e., t+ ξi = 0,

and hence t = −ξi,j. Integrating (3.24) from −ξi,j to t follows

Ψi,j(t) = ϕi,j(0,−ξi,j) = ϕi,j(0, t− p̃∗i,j(x))), i = 1, 2. (3.25)

For ξi,j ≥ 0, i.e., p̃∗i,j(x) ≥ t, the solution to (3.24) is determined by the initial conditions

(3.22). So we integrate (3.24) from 0 to t and obtain

Ψi,j(t) = ϕi((p̃
∗
i,j)

−1(ξi,j), 0)

= ϕi,j

(

(p̃∗i,j)
−1(p̃∗i,j(x)− t), 0

)

. (3.26)
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To simplify the notation, we let

hi,j(x, t) = (p̃∗i,j)
−1(p̃∗i,j(x)− t), p̃∗i,j(x) ≥ t.

Therefore, according to the boundary and initial conditions (3.21)–(3.22), we have

ϕi,j(x, t) =

{

jαigi(0)pi,j(0, t− p̃∗i,j(x)), if t > p̃∗i,j(x);
jαigi(hi,j(x, t))pi,j(hi,j(x, t), 0), if t ≤ p̃∗i,j(x).

Solving ϕ0,j(t) from (3.20) yields

ϕ0,j(t) =

2
∑

i=1

∫ t

0

(

ϕi(L, τ)− ϕi(0, τ)
)

dτ + ϕ0,j(0).

Thus

p0,j(t) =
2
∑

i=1

∫ t

0

(

ϕi,j(L, τ)− ϕi(0, τ)
)

dτ + p0,j(0)

=j

2
∑

i=1

αi

∫ t

0

(

gi(L)pi,j(L, τ)− gi(0)pi,j(0, τ)
)

dτ + p0,j(0), (3.27)

p1,j(x, t) =
1

jα1g1(x)
ϕ1(x, t) =







g1(0)

g1(x)
λ1p0,j(t− p̃∗1,j(x)), if t > p̃∗1,j(x);

g1(h1(x,t))
g1(x)

p1,j(h1(x, t), 0), if t ≤ p̃∗1,j(x);
(3.28)

and

p2,j(x, t) =
1

jα2g2(x)
ϕ2(x, t) =















g2(0)

g2(x)
λ2

(

p0(t− p̃∗2,j(x)) +

∫ L

0

p1(x, t− p̃∗2,j(x)) dx

)

,

if t > p̃∗2,j(x),
g2(h2(x,t))

g2(x)
p2,j(h2(x, t), 0), if t ≤ p̃∗2,j(x).

=







































g2(0)

g2(x)
λ2

(

p0,j(t− p̃∗2,j(x)) + g1(0)λ1

∫ L

0

p0,j(t− p̃∗1,j(x)− p̃∗2,j(x))

g1(x)
dx

)

,

if t > p̃∗1,j(x) + p̃∗2,j(x);
g2(0)
g2(x)

λ2

(

p0,j(t− p̃∗2,j(x)) +
∫ L

0

g1(h1(x,t−p̃∗2(x)))p1,j (h1(x,t−p̃∗2(x)),0)

g1(x)
dx
)

,

if p̃∗2,j(x) < t ≤ p̃∗1,j(x) + p̃∗2,j(x),
g2(h2(x,t))

g2(x)
p2,j(h2,j(x, t), 0), if t ≤ p̃∗2,j(x).

(3.29)

By virtue of (3.28)–(3.29), it is easy to verify that µi, i = 1, 2, in the feedback forms

(3.11)–(3.12) satisfy (1.5)–(1.6) due to gi(x) < ∞ for x ∈ [0, l] and gi(L) = ∞.
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Since j is a weight parameter of the system in each time interval (tj−1, tj), j ∈ Z
+, without

loss of generality we first analyze the closed-loop system (3.16)–(3.19) for j = 1. In this case,

p̃∗i,1(x) =
1

αi

∫ x

0

p∗i (s) ds, i = 1, 2.

For simplicity, we denote p̃∗i,1(x) by p̃∗i (x), i = 1, 2 in the following discussions.

Define the closed-loop system operator Ac : D(Ac) ⊂ X → X by

Ac =







0 α1

∫ L

0
d(g1(x)·)

dx
dx α2

∫ L

0
d(g2(x)·)

dx
dx

0 −α1
d(g1(x)·)

dx
0

0 0 −α2
d(g2(x)·)

dx






, (3.30)

with domain

D(Ac) =
{

~p =(p0, p1(·), p2(·))
T ∈ X : pi, gipi ∈ W 1,1(0, L), i = 1, 2,

and (p1(0) p2(0))
T = Γ1p1(x) +

∫ L

0

Γ2p2(x)dx
}

, (3.31)

where Γi, i = 1, 2 are defined in (2.4). Note that gipi ∈ W 1,1(0, L) implies gipi ∈ C[0, L] by

Sobolev imbedding, and hence

∫ L

0

d(gi(x)pi(x))

dx
dx = gi(L)pi(L)− gi(0)pi(0) < ∞. (3.32)

We keep the integral forms in our formulation to better demonstrate the structure of the

closed-loop system. Moreover, since limx→L gi(x) = limx→L
1

p∗i (x)
= ∞, i = 1, 2, based on the

assumption (3.3), we must have pi(L) = 0, i = 1, 2 for pi ∈ D(A).

Now the closed-loop system (3.16) for j = 1 can be formulated as

{

~̇p(t) = Ac~p(t),
~p0 = (φ0, φ1, φ2)

T .
(3.33)

It can be shown that (3.33) inherits the properties from the open-loop system (2.1). Specif-

ically, the system is conserved in terms of ‖ · ‖X-norm. Moreover, applying the similar

procedures as in the proof of Theorem 2.1, we can establish the well-posedness of system

(3.33) as follows.

Proposition 3.1. The closed-loop system operator Ac with its domain D(Ac) defined in

(3.30)–(3.31) generates a positive C0-semigroup of contraction on X. Denote it by Tc(t) =

eAct, t ≥ 0. Then there exists a unique solution to system (3.16) given by ~p(x, t) = (Tc(t)~p0)(x)

for ~p0 ∈ X.
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It can be verified that zero is also a simple eigenvalue of Ac and the only spectrum on

the imaginary axis as in Theorem 2.1. Moreover,

~pc =
(

p∗0,
1

g1(x)
,

1

g2(x)

)T

=
(

p∗0, p
∗
1(x), p

∗
2(x)

)T

is the eigenfunction corresponding to zero, where p∗0 satisfies (3.4). Furthermore, we can

obtain the eventual compactness property of the closed-loop system as well.

Proposition 3.2. The C0-semigroup Tc(t) is compact on X when t > 2
∑2

i=1 p̃
∗
i (L).

Proof. Following the similar approaches as in the proof of Proposition 2.1, we can show

that Ac has compact resolvent. It remains to show that Tc(t) is continuous in the uniform

operator topology for t > 2
∑2

i=1 p̃
∗
i (L), that is,

lim
h→0

‖Tc(t+ h)− Tc(t)‖L(X) → 0. (3.34)

Since p̃i(x) is monotonically increasing for x ∈ [0, L], if t ≥ p̃∗1(L) + p̃∗2(L), from (3.27) we

have

|p0(t+ h)− p0(t)| =
∣

∣

∣

2
∑

i=1

αi

∫ t+h

t

(

gi(L)pi(L, τ)− gi(0)pi(0, τ)
)

dτ
∣

∣

∣

≤ α1g1(0)λ1

∫ t+h

t

|p0(τ − p̃∗1(L))− p0(0, τ)| dτ

+ α2λ2g2(0)

∫ t+h

t

∣

∣

∣

(

p0(τ − p̃∗2(L)) +
g1(0)λ1

α1

∫ L

0

p0(τ − p̃∗1(x)− p̃∗2(x))

g1(x)
dx

)

−
(

p0(τ) +

∫ T

0

p1(x, τ) dx
)∣

∣

∣
dτ

≤ 2α1g1(0)λ1h sup
t≥0

|p0(t)|+ 2α2g2(0)λ2h sup
t≥0

|p0(t)|

+ α2g2(0)λ2h
(g1(0)λ1

α1

sup
t≥0

|p0(t)|+ sup
t≥0

‖p1‖L1

)

≤ C0h sup
t≥0

‖Tc(t)~p0‖X , (3.35)

where C0 = 2
∑2

i=1 αigi(0)λi + α2g2(0)λ2max{ g1(0)λ1

α1
, 1}. Moreover, from (3.28), we have

∣

∣

∣

∫ L

0

p1(x, t+ h)− p1(x, t) dx
∣

∣

∣
= g1(0)λ1

∣

∣

∣

∫ L

0

1

g1(x)

(

p0(t+ h− p̃∗1(x)− p0(t− p̃∗1(x)
)

dx
∣

∣

∣
.

(3.36)

Let t̃ = t− p̃∗1(x) > 0, then x = (p̃∗1)
−1(t− t̃) and dt̃ = −p∗1(x)dx, and hence (3.36) satisfies

∣

∣

∣

∫ L

0

p1(x, t + h)− p1(x, t) dx
∣

∣

∣
≤ λ1

∫ t

t−p̃∗1(L)

∣

∣

∣

(

p0(t̃+ h)− p0(t̃)
)∣

∣

∣
dt̃. (3.37)
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Furthermore, in light of (3.35) for t− p̃∗1(L) > p̃∗1(L) + p̃∗2(L) we get

∣

∣

∣

∫ L

0

p1(x, t + h)− p1(x, t) dx
∣

∣

∣
≤ C1h sup

t≥0
‖Tc(t)~p0‖X , (3.38)

for C1 = λ1p̃
∗
1(L)C0.

Using similar analysis, letting t̃ = t− 2p̃∗1(x) one can verify that

∣

∣

∣

∫ L

0

p2(x, t+ h)− p2(x, t) dx
∣

∣

∣
≤ g2(0)λ2

∣

∣

∣

∫ L

0

1

g2(x)

(

p0(t+ h− p̃∗2(x))− p0(t− p̃∗2(x))
)

dt
∣

∣

∣

+ g2(0)λ2g1(0)λ1

∣

∣

∣

∫ L

0

∫ L

0

p0(t+ h− p̃∗1(x)− p̃∗2(x))− p0(t− p̃∗1(x)− p̃∗2(x))

g1(x)
dx dx

∣

∣

∣

≤ λ2

∫ t

t−p̃∗2(L)

∣

∣

∣
p0(t̃+ h)− p0(t̃)

∣

∣

∣
dt̃+ g2(0)λ2λ1L

∫ t

t−p̃∗1(L)−p̃∗2(L)

∣

∣

∣
p0(t̃+ h)− p0(t̃)

∣

∣

∣
dx

(3.39)

≤ C2h sup
t≥0

‖Tc(t)~p0‖X , (3.40)

for some constant C2 > 0, where from (3.39) to (3.40) we need t > 2p̃∗1(L) + 2p̃∗2(L) in order

to apply the estimate in (3.35).

As a result of (3.35)–(3.40) we have that for t > 2
∑2

i=1 p̃
∗
i (L),

‖Tc(t+ h)~p0 − Tc(t)~p0‖X ≤ Ch sup
t≥0

‖Tc(t)~p0‖X ≤ Ch‖~p0‖X → 0

uniformly as h → 0 for any ~p0 ∈X, where C > 0 is a constant independent of h. This

completes the proof.

Corollary 3.1. For ~p0 ∈ X, let ~p(·, t) = Tc(t)~p0 be the solution to the closed-loop system

(3.33), then it converges exponentially to its steady-state solution ~p∗ = (p∗0, p
∗
1, p

∗
2)

T satisfying

(3.1)–(3.6), that is,

‖~p(·, t)− ~p∗(·)‖X ≤ Mce
−εct, (3.41)

for some constant εc = εc(α1, α2) > 0 and Mc ≥ 1.

Note that the decay rate εc depends on α1 and α2. One can increase εc by increasing

both of these parameters. With the result of Corollary 3.1, we are ready to prove our main

Theorems 3.1–3.2.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. According to (3.16), the closed-loop system is now weighted by j

for t ∈ [tj−1, tj), j ∈ Z+, and hence the decay rate of the system solution to its steady-state
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becomes jεc for t ∈ [tj−1, tj). Further note that tj−tj−1 =
r0
j2
. Consequently, by Corollary 3.1

we have

‖~p(·, r0

j
∑

k=1

1

k2
)− ~p∗(·)‖X ≤ Mce

−
∑j

k=1 kεc
r0
k2 ≤ Mce

−εcr0
∑j

k=1
1
k . (3.42)

Since tf = r0
∑∞

k=1
1
k2

and limj→∞

∑j
k=1

1
k
diverges, we conclude that

~p(·, tf) = ~p∗(x),

which completes the proof.

To show the boundedness of the feedback law ~µ(x, t) as stated in Theorem 3.2, we first

note that pi,j(x, t) → p∗i (x) as j → ∞, where p∗i (x) is strictly positive and bounded for

x ∈ [0, l]. Thus pi,j(x, t) is strictly positive in [0, l] for j sufficiently large. Moreover, if

p∗1 ∈ W 1,∞(0, L), then
pi,jx (x,t)

pi,j(x,t)
converges to

p∗ix
p∗i (x)

, i = 1, 2, as j → ∞, which are in L∞[0, l].

Therefore, from (3.11)–(3.12) it suffices to show that jαi supx∈[0,l] |
∂(gi(x)pi(x,t))

∂x
| is finite for

j ∈ Z+ sufficiently large. To this end, we establish the following result.

Proposition 3.3. Let α1 and α2 satisfy (3.15). For tf > 2
∑2

i=1 p̃
∗
i (L), the solution ~p(·, t) =

(p0(t), p1(·, t), p2(·, t)
T to the closed-loop system (3.33) satisfies:

lim
j→∞

(

jαi sup
x∈[0,l]

∣

∣

∣

∂(gi(x)pi(x, t))

∂x

∣

∣

∣

)

< ∞, i = 1, 2.

Proof. For tf > 2
∑2

i=1 p̃
∗
i (L), there exists a j ∈ Z+ large enough such that tj−1 ≥ 2

∑2
i=1 p̃

∗
i (L).

Thus for t > tj−1 we have t > 2
∑2

i=1 p̃
∗
i (L), and hence by (3.28)–(3.29),

p1,j(x, t) =
g1(0)

g1(x)
λ1p0(t− p̃∗1,j(x)),

p2,j(x, t) =
g2(0)

g2(x)
λ2

(

p0(t− p̃∗2,j(x)) + g1(0)λ1

∫ L

0

p0(t− p̃∗1,j(x)− p̃∗2,j(x))

g1(x)
dx

)

.

Note that the integral term in p2,j(x, t) only depends on t. Therefore,

jαi
∂(gi(x)pi,j(x, t))

∂x
= jαigi(0)λi

dp0(t− p̃∗i,j(x))

dt

(

−
p∗i (x)

jαi

)

= −gi(0)λi

dp0(t− p̃∗i,j(x))

dt
p∗i (x). (3.43)

Since p∗i (x), i = 1, 2, are bounded for x ∈ [0, l], it remains to show that

sup
x∈[0,l]

∣

∣

∣

dp0,j(t− p̃∗i,j(x))

dt

∣

∣

∣
< ∞, i = 1, 2, as j → ∞. (3.44)
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With the help of (3.27), we get

sup
x∈[0,l]

∣

∣

∣

dp0,j(t− p̃∗i,j(x))

dt

∣

∣

∣
≤j

2
∑

n=1

αn sup
x∈[0,l]

∣

∣

∣
gn(L)pn,j(L, t− p̃∗i,j(x))− gn(0)pn,j(0, t− p̃∗i,j(x))

∣

∣

∣
,

for i = 1, 2. Combining the exponential decay result in (3.42) together with (3.28)–(3.29)

for tf > 2
∑2

i=1 p̃
∗
i (L), we have

sup
x∈[0,l]

∣

∣

∣
g1(L)p1(L, t− p̃∗i,j(x))− g1(0)p1(0, t− p̃∗i,j(x))

∣

∣

∣

= sup
x∈[0,l]

∣

∣

∣
g1(0)λ1p0,j(t− p̃∗i,j(x)− p̃∗i,j(L))− g1(0)λ1p0(t− p̃∗i,j(x))

∣

∣

∣

≤ g1(0)λ1 sup
x∈[0,l]

(∣

∣

∣
p0,j(t− p̃∗i,j(x)− p̃∗i,j(L))− p∗0

∣

∣

∣
+
∣

∣

∣
p0,j(t− p̃∗i,j(x))− p∗0

∣

∣

∣

)

≤ g1(0)λ1

(

sup
τ∈[t−p̃∗i,j(l)−p̃∗i,j(L),t−p̃∗i,j(L)]

∣

∣p0,j(τ)− p∗0
∣

∣+ sup
τ∈[t−p̃∗i,j(l),t]

∣

∣p0,j(τ)− p∗0
∣

∣

)

≤ 2g1(0)λ1 sup
τ∈[t−2p̃∗i,j(L),t]

∣

∣p0,j(τ)− p∗0
∣

∣

≤ 2g1(0)λ1‖~p(·, t− 2p̃∗i,j(L))− ~p∗‖X . (3.45)

Following the same approach as in (3.45), we have

sup
x∈[0,l]

∣

∣

∣
g2(L)p2(L, t− p̃∗i,j(x))− g2(0)p2(0, t− p̃∗i,j(x))

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2g2(0)λ2‖~p(·, t− 2p̃∗i,j(L))− ~p∗‖X . (3.46)

Thus from (3.45)–(3.46) it follows

sup
x∈[0,l]

∣

∣

∣

dp0,j(t− p̃∗i,j(x))

dt

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2j

(

2
∑

n=1

αngn(0)λn

)

‖~p(·, t− 2p̃∗i,j(L))− ~p∗‖X , i = 1, 2. (3.47)

Recall that
∫ L

0
p∗i (x) dx ≤ 1 and αi ≥

1
r0
, i = 1, 2, by (3.15). We have

p̃∗i,j(L) =
1

jαi

∫ L

0

p∗i (x) dx ≤
r0

j
, i = 1, 2.

Let j ≥ 2. Then t− 2p̃∗i,j(L) ≥ tj−1 −
2r0
j
. In light of Corollary 3.1 and (3.42) we get

‖~p(·, t− 2p̃∗i,j(L))− ~p∗‖X ≤ Mce
−

∫ t−2p̃∗i,j(L)

0 εj(τ) dτ

≤ Mce
−

∫ tj−1−
2r0
j

0 εj(τ) dτ

= Mc(e
−

∫ tj−1
0 εj(τ) dτ · e

∫ tj−1

tj−1−
2r0
j

εj(τ) dτ

)

≤ Mce
−εcr0

∑j−1
k=1

1
k · e(j−1)εc

2r0
j ,
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where εj(τ) = jεc for τ ∈ [tj−1, tj), j ∈ N
+. Consequently,

sup
x∈[0,l]

∣

∣

∣

dp0,j(t− p̃∗i,j(x))

dt

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2j

(

2
∑

n=1

αngn(0)λn

)

Mce
−εcr0

∑j−1
k=1

1
k · e(j−1)εc

2r0
j , (3.48)

where

lim
j→∞

e
(j−1)εc

2r0
j = e2r0εc . (3.49)

It remains to analyze the property of je−εcr0
∑j−1

k=1
1
k when j is sufficiently large. Let J = j−1.

Then

je−εcr0
∑j−1

k=1
1
k = (J + 1)e−εcr0

∑J
k=1

1
k

= Je−ε0r0
∑J

k=1
1
k + e−εcr0

∑J
k=1

1
k

= e−(− ln J+εcr0
∑J

k=1
1
k
) + e−εcr0

∑J
k=1

1
k .

Since limJ→∞(− ln J +
∑J

k=1
1
k
) = γ > 0 is the Euler-Mascheroni constant [21, Sec.1.5], if

εc ≥
1
r0
, then

lim
J→∞

(e−(− lnJ+ε0r0
∑J

k=1
1
k
) + e−εcr0

∑J
k=1

1
k ) ≤ e−γ . (3.50)

The condition εc ≥ 1
r0

can be always achieved by increasing both α1 and α2. Finally,

combining (3.48) with (3.49)–(3.50) yields the claim (3.44). It is worth to point that if

εcr0 = 1 + η for some η > 0, then (3.50) converges to zero as J → ∞, and hence (3.44)

converges to zero. Consequently,

µi(x, t) → −
p∗ix(x)

p∗i (x)
as j → ∞, i.e., t → tf , i = 1, 2,

and this completes the proof.

As a result of Proposition 3.3, Theorem 3.2 holds immediately and this concludes our

current work.

4. Conclusion

In this work, we have established the well-posedness of a repairable system with a degraded

state and its bilinear controllability via system repair rates. The repair rates are constructed

in feedback forms. Our approach essentially makes use of the exponential convergence of the

closed-loop system solution to its steady-state and then weights the repair actions in time as

to steer the system to the desired distribution in a finite time interval. It is worth to point

out that there are many other ways of choosing the control weights in time in (3.11)–(3.12),

as long as the series in (3.42) diverges. Our analysis mainly employs the classic method of

characteristics and the C0-semigroup tools. The control design is generic and applicable to

a general family of repairable systems that share the similar attributes.
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5. Appendix

Proof of Proposition 2.1 (1): ia ∈ ρ(A) for a 6= 0.

Suppose that there exists r = ia with a 6= 0, such that φ(r) = 0. Then by (2.16),

1 + λ1

∫ L

0

(cos(ax)− i sin(ax))e−
∫ x

0 (λ2+µ1(s)) dsdx

+ λ2

∫ L

0

(cos(ax)− i sin(ax))e−
∫ x

0
µ2(s) dsdx

+ λ1λ2

(
∫ L

0

(cos(ax)− i sin(ax))e−
∫ x

0
µ2(s) ds dx

)

·

(
∫ L

0

(cos(ax)− i sin(ax))e−
∫ x

0 (λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx

)

= 0,

where the real components satisfy

1 + λ1

∫ L

0

cos(ax)e−
∫ x

0 (λ2+µ1(s))dsdx+ λ2

∫ L

0

cos(ax)e−
∫ x

0 µ2(s) ds dx

+ λ1λ2

(
∫ L

0

cos(ax)e−
∫ x

0 µ2(s)dsdx

)(
∫ L

0

cos(ax)e−
∫ x

0 (λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx

)

− λ1λ2

(
∫ L

0

sin(ax)e−
∫ x

0
µ2(s)dsdx

)(
∫ L

0

sin(ax)e−
∫ x

0
(λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx

)

= 0,

or
(

1 + λ2

∫ L

0

cos(ax)e−
∫ x

0
µ2(s)ds dx

)(

1 + λ1

∫ L

0

cos(ax)e−
∫ x

0
(λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx

)

− λ1λ2

(∫ L

0

sin(ax)e−
∫ x

0 µ2(s)ds dx

)(∫ L

0

sin(ax)e−
∫ x

0 (λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx

)

= 0, (5.1)

and the imaginary components satisfy

λ1

∫ L

0

sin(ax)e−
∫ x

0 (λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx+ λ2

∫ L

0

sin(ax)e−
∫ x

0 µ2(s)ds dx

+ λ1λ2

∫ L

0

sin(ax)e−
∫ x

0 µ2(s)ds dx

(∫ L

0

cos(ax)e−
∫ x

0 (λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx

)

+ λ1λ2

∫ L

0

cos(ax)e−
∫ x

0
µ2(s)dsdx

(
∫ L

0

sin(ax)e−
∫ x

0
(λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx

)

= 0. (5.2)

From (5.2) we further have

λ1

(

1 + λ2

∫ L

0

cos(ax)e−
∫ x

0 µ2(s)ds dx

)(
∫ L

0

sin(ax)e−
∫ x

0 (λ2+µ1(s))ds dx

)

+ λ2

(
∫ L

0

sin(ax)e−
∫ x

0
µ2(s)ds dx

)(

1 + λ1

∫ L

0

cos(ax)e−
∫ x

0
(λ2+µ1(s))ds dx

)

= 0. (5.3)
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To simply the formulations, we let

I1 = 1 + λ2

∫ L

0

cos(ax)e−
∫ x

0 µ2(s)ds dx, I2 = 1 + λ1

∫ L

0

cos(ax)e−
∫ x

0 (λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx

I3 =

∫ L

0

sin(ax)e−
∫ x

0 µ2(s) ds dx, and I4 =

∫ L

0

sin(ax)e−
∫ x

0 (λ2+µ1(s)) ds dx.

Using (2.15) and integration by parts we have

I3 =
1

a

∫ L

0

(1− cos(ax))µ2(x)e
−

∫ x

0
µ2(α) ds dx, (5.4)

I4 =
1

a

∫ L

0

(1− cos(ax))(λ2 + µ1(x))e
−

∫ x

0 (λ2+µ1(s)ds dx. (5.5)

Combining (5.1) with (5.4)–(5.5) follows that

I1I2 =λ1λ2I3I4 > 0, (5.6)

for a 6= 0. However, from (5.3) we have

I1

I2
= −

λ2

λ1

I3

I4
< 0,

which contradicts with (5.6). Therefore, φ(r) 6= 0 for r = ia where a 6= 0, and thus r ∈ ρ(A).

This completes the proof. �
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