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Abstract— We introduce a dynamic event-triggering mecha-
nism for regulating the axonal growth of a neuron. We apply
boundary actuation at the soma (the part of a neuron that
contains the nucleus) and regulate the dynamics of tubulin
concentration and axon length. The control law is formulated
by applying a Zero-Order Hold (ZOH) to a continuous-time
controller which guides the axon to reach the desired length.
The proposed dynamic event-triggering mechanism determines
the specific time instants at which control inputs are sampled
from the continuous-time control law. We establish the existence
of a minimum dwell-time between two triggering times that
ensures avoidance of Zeno behavior. Through employing the
Lyapunov analysis with PDE backstepping, we prove the local
stability of the closed-loop system in L2-norm, initially for
the target system, and subsequently for the original system.
The effectiveness of the proposed method is showcased through
numerical simulations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent advancements in neuroscience have been achieved
from diverse perspectives such as mathematical analysis,
physics modeling, and engineering [14], [15], crucial for
understanding neuronal structure and function, and address-
ing neurological issues. One major challenge in this context
is the growth of axons, which are similar to wires and
are constructed through the assembly of tubulin proteins.
Axons serve as connectors between neurons for transmit-
ting electrical signals. Some neurological diseases, such
as Alzheimer’s disease [24] and spinal cord injuries [23],
can damage axons by impeding the assembly process of
tubulin proteins, leading to halted growth or degeneration.
Researchers are developing new therapies to treat these
diseases. One promising therapy is called ChABC which
involves injecting a bacterial enzyme that digests the axon
growth inhibitors [2]. Following this therapy, axon growth
can be sustained [16]. However, ChABC requires repeated
injections due to its rapid inactivation at 37◦C [22]. To
enhance the effectiveness of this therapy, the amount of
enzymes required to achieve the desired axon length and
the intervals for these repeated injections must be identified.

Studying the behavior of tubulin proteins can help achieve
the desired axon length. Numerous mathematical models
have been proposed for representing the axon growth by Or-
dinary Differential Equations (ODEs) and Partial Differential
Equations (PDEs) to clarify tubulin behavior [25]. Authors
of [7] model the axon growth process as a coupled PDE-
ODE with a moving boundary, akin to the Stefan problem,
effectively describing the associated physical phenomena.
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In this model, the PDE represents tubulin concentration’s
evolution along the axon, and the ODEs describe both the
evolution of axon length and tubulin concentration at the
growth cone. Given that this model captures this critical
information about axon growth, it is worthwhile to consider
designing a controller to regulate tubulin concentration and
axon length. Over the past two decades, boundary controls
of PDE systems have been developed by PDE backstepping,
to regulate PDEs by defining control laws at their boundaries
[21]. Following the development of this technique, boundary
control was expanded to the class of coupled PDE-ODE
systems [20], [30], [31]. While the majority of these contri-
butions are typically assumed to have a constant domain size
over time, some recent works focused on a parabolic PDE
with a moving domain over time, such as the Stefan problem,
which owns a nonlinearity in the moving boundary dynamics.
Boundary control for the Stefan problem was achieved in
[19] by backstepping design with global stability results by
using maximum principle for parabolic PDE. White, for
nonlinear hyperbolic PDEs, several works have proposed
local stability results, e.g. [3]. Our previous works achieved
local stability results for nonlinear parabolic PDEs with a
moving boundary of the axon growth [4], [6], and with input
delay in [5].

While the aforementioned control designs operate in con-
tinuous time, certain technologies require control actions
only when necessary due to energy, communication, and
computation constraints [12]. To address this, an event-
triggered control strategy is proposed for PID controllers in
[1], and for state feedback and output feedback controllers
for linear and nonlinear time-invariant systems in [13] and
[17]. Authors of [26] ensured asymptotic stability for a
closed-loop system with state feedback control laws by
employing an event-triggering mechanism, characterizing it
as a hybrid system. This characterization eased the con-
straints associated with the event-triggering mechanism and
this relaxation is detailed in [11] as a dynamic triggering
approach. In addition, the authors of [8] successfully applied
an event-triggered mechanism to boundary control hyper-
bolic PDE systems. This approach led to the use of event-
triggered boundary control in reaction-diffusion PDEs, as
demonstrated in [9]. For Stefan problem, both static and
dynamic event-triggered boundary control laws were devel-
oped by the authors of [27] and [28]. Furthermore, an event-
triggering mechanism was employed to transition between
safety utilizing CBFs and stability for Stefan problem with
actuator dynamics as discussed in [18]. In this paper, we in-
troduce a novel dynamic event-triggering mechanism for the
axon growth problem which consists of a coupled reaction-
diffusion-advection PDE and nonlinear ODEs with a moving
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Fig. 1: Schematic of neuron and state variables

boundary. With this dynamic event-triggering mechanism,
we aim to address the key question around appropriate time
intervals for administering therapy.

The contributions of this paper are (i) designing a control
law for neuron growth with actuation at the soma, (ii) de-
veloping a dynamic event-triggering mechanism for coupled
reaction-diffusion-advection PDEs and nonlinear ODEs with
a moving boundary, (iii) analyzing Zeno behavior avoidance,
and (iv) demonstrating local stability for the closed-loop sys-
tem. This work pioneers event-triggering boundary control
for axon growth and marks the first local stability analysis
using event-triggering mechanisms for PDE systems.

II. MODELING OF AXON GROWTH

In this section, we introduce a mathematical model for
axon growth and provide the steady-state solution for target
axon length and a reference error system.
A. Axon growth model by a moving boundary PDE

The evolution of tubulin along the axon serves as the
primary catalyst for the axon growth process, and to un-
derstand this process, we rely on two assumptions to create
a mathematical model which are described in our previous
work [4]. Thus, the axonal growth can be modeled as

ct(x, t) =Dcxx(x, t)− acx(x, t)− gc(x, t), (1)
cx(0, t) + c(0, t) =− qs(t), (2)

c(l(t), t) =cc(t), (3)
lcċc(t) =(a− glc)cc(t)−Dcx(l(t), t)

− (rgcc(t) + r̃glc)(cc(t)− c∞), (4)

l̇(t) =rg(cc(t)− c∞), (5)
In this model, the PDE state c(x, t) represents axonal

tubulin concentration. ODE states include cc(t) for tubulin
concentration in the growth cone, l(t) for axon length, and
qs(t) for tubulin concentration and flux in the soma. Tubulin
proteins move along the axon at rate a, degrade at rate g,
and axonal growth halts at equilibrium concentration c∞. The
diffusivity constant in (1) is denoted by D. Other parameters
are detailed in our prior works [4], [6].
B. Steady-state solution

For a desired axon length, ls, we first derive a steady-
state solution of the concentration. The steady-state solution
of (1)-(5) is obtained as follows

ceq(x) = c∞

(
K+e

λ+(x−ls) +K−e
λ−(x−ls)

)
, (6)

where

λ± =
a

2D
±
√

a2 + 4Dg

2D
, K± =

1

2
± a− 2glc

2
√

a2 + 4Dg
. (7)

The steady-state input for the concentration in the soma is
q∗s = −c∞

(
K+(1 + λ+)e

−λ+ls +K−(1 + λ−)e
−λ−ls

)
. (8)

C. Reference error system
Let us consider the following reference error states

u(x, t) = c(x, t)− ceq(x), (9)
z1(t) = cc(t)− c∞, z2(t) = l(t)− ls, (10)

U(t) = −(qs(t)− q∗s ). (11)
where U(t) is the reference error input. Utilizing (9)-(11),
(6) and (8) in the governing equations (1)-(5), we derive the
reference error system as

ut(x, t) = Duxx(x, t)− aux(x, t)− gu(x, t), (12)
ux(0, t) + u(0, t) = U(t), (13)
u(l(t), t) = h(X(t)), (14)

Ẋ(t) = AX(t) + f(X(t)) +Bux(l(t), t), (15)

where the state vector, X(t) ∈ R2 as X(t) =
[z1(t) z2(t)]

⊤ and constants in (12)-(15) are

A =

[
ã1 −βã2

rg 0

]
, B =

[
−β
0

]
, κ =

rg
lc
, β =

D

lc
, (16)

f(X(t)) = −κz1(t)
2 + βã2z2(t) + βc∞

a− glc
D

− βc∞
(
K+λ+e

λ+z2(t) +K−λ−e
λ−z2(t)

)
(17)

h(X(t)) = z1(t) + c∞
(
1−K+e

λ+z2(t) −K−e
λ−z2(t)

)
, (18)

ã1 =
a− rgc∞

lc
− g − r̃g, ã2 = c∞

(
λ2
+K+ + λ2

−K−
)
. (19)

III. CONTINOUS-TIME AND SAMPLE-BASED CONTROL
DESIGN

We linearize nonlinear ODEs in (15) around zero states as

ut(x, t) =Duxx(x, t)− au(x, t)− gu(x, t), (20)
ux(0, t) + u(0, t) =U(t), (21)

u(l(t), t) =H⊤X(t), (22)

Ẋ(t) =A1X(t) +Bux(l(t), t), (23)
where the vector H ∈ R2 is defined as

A1 =

[
ã1 ã3

rg 0

]
, H =

[
1 − (a− glc)c∞

D

]⊤
, (24)

where ã3 = a2+Dg−aglc
D2 . Our continuous-time control de-

sign, detailed in [4], employs a backstepping transformation,
mapping the linear reference error system (u,X) to the target
system (w,X) using the following transformations.

w(x, t) =u(x, t)−
∫ l(t)

x

k(x, y)u(y, t)dy − ϕ(x− l(t))⊤X(t),

(25)

u(x, t) =w(x, t) +

∫ l(t)

x

q(x, y)w(y, t)dy + φ(x− l(t))⊤X(t),

where k(., .) ∈ R, q(., .) ∈ R ∈ R, ϕ(.) ∈ R2 and φ(.) ∈ R2

are the gain kernel functions are explicitly described in [4].
The corresponding target system is

wt(x, t) = Dwxx(x, t)− awx(x, t)− gw(x, t)− l̇(t)F (x,X(t)),

(26)

wx(0, t) + w(0, t) = − 1

D
(H − ϵ)⊤ Bu(0, t), (27)

w(l(t), t) = ϵ⊤X(t), (28)

Ẋ(t) = (A1 +BK⊤)X(t) +Bwx(l(t), t), (29)



where ϵ ∈ R2 is chosen in the stability analysis and K ∈ R2

is chosen to ensure the stability of A + BK such that it
is Hurwitz, satisfying k1 >

ã1

β , k2 > ã3

β . Furthermore, we
describe the redundant nonlinear term F (x,X(t)) ∈ R in
(26), arising from the moving boundary, as F (x,X(t)) =(
ϕ′(x− l(t))T − k(x, l(t))HT

)
X(t).

A. Control law

The continuous-time control law is obtained based on the
boundary condition (27) of the target system at x = 0,
utilizing the gain kernel solutions as detailed in [4].

ϕ(x)⊤ =
[
(H − ϵ)⊤ K⊤ − 1

DH
⊤BH⊤] eN1x

[
I
0

]
, (30)

k(x, y) = − 1

D
ϕ(x− y)⊤B, (31)

where N1 is defined in equation (37) in [4]. Substituting
x = 0 into the transformation (25) yields the control law

U(t) = − 1

D

∫ l(t)

0

p(x)Bu(x, t)dx+ p(l(t))X(t), (32)

where p(x) = ϕ′(−x)⊤ + ϕ(−x)⊤. It is worth noting that
the solutions of the inverse gain kernels q(x, y) and φ(x)
can be found in [4]. This invertibility of the backstepping
transformation is essential for demonstrating the stability of
the (u,X)-system.

B. Sample-based control law
We aim to stabilize the closed-loop system (1)-(5) using

sampling for the controller defined in (32) with the increasing
sequence (tj)j∈N. The control input is then:

U(tj) =− 1

D

∫ l(tj)

0

p(x)Bu(x, tj)dx+ p(l(tj))X(tj) (33)

which implies that the boundary condition (13) is modified
and therefore, the reference error system is rewritten as

ut(x, t) = Duxx(x, t)− aux(x, t)− gu(x, t), (34)
ux(0, t) + u(0, t) = U(tj), (35)
u(l(t), t) = h(X(t)), (36)

Ẋ(t) = AX(t) + f(X(t)) +Bux(l(t)t). (37)
To establish stability results, we transform the reference

error system in (34)-(37) to the target system using the
transformation in (25). Thus, the target system is

wt(x, t) = Dwxx(x, t)− awx(x, t)− gw(x, t)− l̇(t)F (x,X(t))

− ϕ(x− l(t))⊤f(X(t))−G(x, l(t))h∗(X), (38)

wx(0, t) + w(0, t) = d(t)− 1

D
(H − ϵ)⊤ Bu(0, t), (39)

w(l(t), t) = h∗(X(t)) + ϵ⊤X(t), (40)

Ẋ(t) = (A+BK)X(t) + f(X(t)) +Bwx(l(t), t), (41)

where h∗(X(t)) = h(X(t))−H⊤X(t) and the error between
continuous-time control law in (32) and sample-based control
law in (33) is defined as

d(t) = U(t)− U(tj). (42)
and the nonlinear term is G(x, l(t)) :=(
ϕ′(x− l(t))⊤ + a

Dϕ(x− l(t))⊤
)
B. We also apply

the following transformation
ϖ(x, t) = w(x, t)− h∗(X(t))

so this transformation gives us
ϖt(x, t) = Dϖxx(x, t)− aϖx(x, t)− gϖ(x, t)

+ gh∗(X(t))− l̇(t)F (x,X(t))− ḣ∗(X(t))Bϖx(l(t), t)

− ϕ(x− l(t))⊤f(X(t))−G(x, l(t))h∗(X)

− ḣ∗(X(t)) ((A+BK)X(t) + f(X(t))) , (43)

ϖx(0, t) +ϖ(0, t) = d(t)− 1

D
(H − ϵ)⊤ Bu(0, t) + h∗(X(t)),

(44)

ϖ(l(t), t) = ϵ⊤X(t), (45)

Ẋ(t) = (A+BK)X(t) + f(X(t)) +Bϖx(l(t), t) (46)

IV. EVENT-TRIGGERED BASED BOUNDARY CONTROL

In this section, we introduce the event-triggered state-
feedback control approach, deriving sampling times for our
control law to trigger events.
Definition 1. The design parameters are γ > 0, η > 0, ρ > 0
and βi > 0 where i ∈ {1, ...5}. The event-based controller
consists of two trigger mechanisms:

1) The event-trigger: The set of all event times are in
increasing sequence and they are denoted as I =
{t0, t1, ...} where t0 = 0 with the following rule

• If S(t, tj) = ∅, then the set of the times of the
events is {t0, ..., tj}.

• If S(t, tj) ̸= ∅, the next event time is tj+1 =
inf (S(t, tj)) where
S(t, tj) = {t ∈ R+|t > tj ∧ d2(t) > −γm(t)} (47)

for all t ∈ [tj , tj+1), d(t) is given by (42) and
m(t) satisfies the ODE

ṁ(t) = −ηm(t) + ρd(t)2 − β1X(t)2 − β2X(t)4

− β3X(t)6 − β4|w(0, t)|2 − β5||w(x, t))||2 (48)

2) The control action: The feedback control law that is
derived in (33) for all t ∈ [tj , tj+1) where j ∈ N.

Lemma 1. Under the definition of the state feedback event-
triggered boundary control, it holds that d2(t) ≤ −γm(t)
and m(t) > 0 for t ∈ [0, F ), where F = sup(I).

Proof. The proof closely resembles that of Lemma 2 in [29],
and thus omitted for brevity.
Lemma 2. For all t ∈ (tj , tj+1) where j ∈ N, it holds
that

(ḋ(t))2 ≤ρ1d
2(t) + α1X(t)2 + α2X(t)4 + α3X(t)6

+ α4w(0, t)2 + α5||w(x, t)||2, (49)
for the following positive constants and defined functions:
ρ1 = 7|p(0)B|2, (50)

α1 =
21

2

∣∣∣∣∣ 1Dζ(y)B

∫ l(t)

0

φ(x− l(t))⊤dx

∣∣∣∣∣
2

+ 28(p(0)Bp(l(t)))2

+21
((

p(0)
(
1− a

D

)
+ ṗ(0)

)
B
)2

(φ(0)⊤)2 + 28(p(l(t))A)2

+14
(∣∣∣ṗ(l(t)) + a

D
p(l(t)) +

rg
D

e1p(l(t))
∣∣∣BH⊤

)2
, (51)

α2 = 7
(
rge1ṗ(l(t)) + 2kn

∣∣∣ṗ(l(t)) + a

D
p(l(t))

∣∣∣B + p(l(t))κ
)2

(52)

α3 = 7

(
2kn
D

rge1p(l(t))B

)2

+ 28 (kmp(l(t)))2 , (53)

α4 = 21
((

p(0)
(
1− a

D

)
+ ṗ(0)

)
B
)2

, (54)

α5 = 7

∣∣∣∣ 1Dζ(y)B

∣∣∣∣2
(
9

2
+

9

2

(∫ l(t)

0

∫ l(t)

x

q(x, y)2dydx

))



+21
((

p(0)
(
1− a

D

)
+ ṗ(0)

)
B
)2

Ḡ(l(t))2, (55)

ζ(y) :=

∫ l(t)

0

Dp̈(y)− aṗ(y) + gp(y)− p(0)Bp(y)dy, (56)

Ḡ(l(t)) :=

∫ l(t)

0

q(0, x)dx (57)

Proof. The proof closely resembles that of Lemma 2 in [29],
and thus it is omitted.

V. MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we present the analysis for the avoidance
of Zeno behavior and closed-loop system stability.

A. Avoidance of Zeno Behavior

The event-triggering mechanism dictates when to sample
the continuous-time control signal, reducing computational
and communication complexity. However, defining these
sampling times is challenging due to the potential for Zeno
behavior, where specific instances may result in infinite trig-
gering within finite time intervals, limiting the mechanism’s
applicability. To address this, we prove the existence of a
minimum dwell-time in the following theorem.
Theorem 1. Consider the closed-loop system of (1)-(5) in-
corporating the control law given by (33) and the triggering
mechanism in Definition 1. There exists a minimum dwell-
time denoted as τ between two consecutive triggering times
tj and tj+1, satisfying tj+1 − tj ≥ τ for all j ∈ N when βi
is selected as follows:

βi =
αi

γ(1− σ)
(58)

where σ ∈ (0, 1), i = {1, ..., 5} and the values of αi are
provided in equations (51)-(55).

Proof. By using Lemma 1, we define the continuous func-
tion ψ(t) in [tj , tj+1) to derive the lower bound between
interexecution times as follows:

ψ(t) :=
d2(t) + γ(1− σ)m(t)

−γσm(t)
(59)

As described in [10], one can show that
ṁ(t) =− ηm(t) + ρd(t)2 − β1X(t)2 − β2X(t)4

− β3X(t)6 − β4|w(0, t)|2 − β5||w||2 (60)
Taking the time derivative of (59) and using Lemma 1, we

can choose βi as described in (58). Thus, we get ψ̇(t) ≤
a1ψ(t)

2+a2ψ(t)+a3, where a1 = ρσγ > 0, a2 = 1+2ρ1+
(1−σ)ρ+η > 0 and a3 = (1+ρ1+γ(1−σ)ρ+η) 1−σ

σ > 0.
Using the comparison principle and the argument in [10], one
can prove that there exists a time minimum dwell-time τ as
follows:

τ =

∫ 1

0

1

a1s2 + a2s+ a3
ds (61)

which completes the proof.

B. Stability Analysis

In this section, we initially introduce the main theorem,
which establishes stability.
Theorem 2. Consider the closed-loop system comprising the
plant described by (1)-(5) along with the control law spec-
ified by (33) and employing an event-triggering mechanism

that is defined in Definition 1. Let

ρ ≥ d21D

δ1
(62)

and η > 0 be design parameters, σ ∈ (0, 1) while βi for
i = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5} are chosen as in (51)-(55). Then, there
exist constants M > 0, c > 0 and Γ, such that, if initial
conditions is such that Z(0) < M then the following norm
estimate is satisfied:

Z(t) ≤ cZ(0)exp(−Γt), (63)
for all t ≥ 0, in L2-norm Z(t) = ||u(., t)||2L2

+X⊤X which
establishes the local exponential stability of the origin of the
closed-loop system.

To establish local stability on a non-constant spatial in-
terval, we rely on two system properties from [4], outlined
below:

0 < l(t) ≤ l̄, |l̇(t)| ≤ v̄, (64)
for some l̄ > ls > 0 and v̄ > 0. Then, we consider the

following Lyapunov functionals

V1 =
1

2
||ϖ||2 :=

1

2

∫ l(t)

0

ϖ(x, t)2dx, (65)

V2 =X(t)⊤P1X(t), V3 =
1

2
X(t)⊤P2X(t) (66)

where P1 ≻ 0 and P2 ⪰ 0 are positive definite and positive
semidefinite matrices satisfying the Lyapunov equations:
(A+BK⊤)⊤P1 + P1(A+BK⊤) = −Q1,

(A+BK⊤)⊤(P1 + P2) + (P1 + P2)(A+BK⊤) = −Q2

where

P1 =

[
p1,1 p1,2
p1,2 p2,2

]
, P2 =

[
Dϵ1
β − 2p1,1 0

0 0

]
(67)

where we pick ϵ ∈ R2 as ϵ1 ≥ 2lcp1,1 and ϵ2 =
p1,2

lcd1
for

some positive definite matrices Q1 ≻ 0 and Q2 ≻ 0. We
define the total Lyapunov function as

V (t) = d1V1(t) + V2(t) + d2V3(t)−m(t), (68)
where d1 > 0 and d2 > 0 are parameters to be determined.

Lemma 3. Assume that the conditions in (64) are satisfied
with v̄ = D

16(D+1) , for all t ≥ 0. Then, for sufficiently large
d1 > 0 and sufficiently small d2 < 0, there exist positive
constants ξi for i = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5} such that the following
norm estimate holds for t ∈ (tj , tj+1), j ∈ N:

V̇ ≤ −α∗V +

4∑
i=1

ξiV
(1+ i

2
) (69)

where α∗ = min
{

g
2 ,

1
2λmin(P1+P2)

, η
}

.

Proof. We take the time derivative of the Lyapunov func-
tional (65)-(66) along the target system, substituted boundary
conditions for t ∈ (tj + tj+1), j ∈ N with

ϖx(l(t), t) = B̄
(
Ẋ − (A+BK)X(t)− f(X(t))

)
(70)

where B̄ = [−β−1 0]. Then, applying Poincaré’s, Agmon’s,
and Young’s inequalities, (62), along with (48), and using
the following inequalities

|h(X)| ≤ 2knX
⊤X + |H⊤X|, (71)

f(X(t)) ≤ κX⊤X + 2km|X⊤X|3/2, (72)

where kn = c∞ max{K+λ
2
+,K−λ

2
−} and km =

c∞ max{K+λ
3
+,K−λ

3
−} by utilizing −ex + x + 1 ≤ x2

for x ≤ 1.79, the expression for (68) can be transformed



into:
V̇ ≤− α∗V + ξ1V

3/2 + ξ2V
2 + ξ3V

5/2 + ξ4V
3 (73)

where

ξ1 =

(
Dd1|ϵB̄|+ 2d2

∣∣P⊤
1 BB̄

∣∣)κ2 +
d1rg
2

(1 + L1) + rg

d
3/2
2 λmin(P1 + P2)3/2

(74)

ξ2 =
Ξ1

d22λmin(P1 + P2)2
, ξ3 =

4d2km|P1|
d
5/2
2 λmin(P1 + P2)5/2

, (75)

ξ4 =
Ξ2

d32λmin(P1 + P2)3
, (76)

taking into account l̇(t) = rge
⊤
2 X and choosing the constants

d1 and d2 to satisfy

d1 ≥ max

{
8l̄ (D + 2) + 16l̄β4

D
,
4β5 + 7

g

}
, (77)

d2 ≥ 4

λmin(Q2)

(
Dd1

∣∣ϵB̄|(A+BK)
∣∣+ β1

)
+

4

λmin(Q2)

((
D + 2 +Dd1 +

d1a

2
+ 2β4

)
2

β2

)
. (78)

Note that the positive constants in (74)-(76) are given as

F (0, X(t))2 ≤ L1X
⊤X,

∫ l(t)

0

(
ϕ(x− l(t))⊤

)2
dx ≤ Ln2 ,∫ l(t)

0

(
ϕ′(x− l(t))⊤B − ak(x, l(t))

)2
dx ≤ Ln3 (79)

Ξ1 = 4Dd1|ϵB̄|k2
m|P1|2 + 8d2

∣∣∣P⊤
1 BB̄

∣∣∣ k2
m|P1|2 + β2

+ 2d21Ln3k
2
n +

d21
2
Ln2κ

2 + d21c
2
∞r2gkl + 8d2κ|P |β5kl

+ 2d2κ|P |
(
d21
(
β2(1− ϵ1)

2 (1 + Ḡ(l(t))2
)
+D

))
kl (80)

Ξ2 = d21c
2
∞r2gkl +

d21
2
Ln24k

2
m|P1|2 + β3

+
(
d21
(
β2(1− ϵ1)

2 (1 + Ḡ(l(t))2
)
+D

)
+ 4β5

)
kl (81)

kl = max {|K+λ+| , |K−λ−|}2 (82)
which completes the proof of Lemma 3.

In this next section, we ensure the local stability of the
closed-loop system with the event-triggering mechanism.
Lemma 4. In the region Ω1 := {(ϖ,X) ∈ L2 ×R2|V (t) <
M0} where t ∈ (tj , tj+1) j ∈ N, there exists a positive
constant M0 > 0 such that the conditions in (64) hold.

Proof. See the proof of Lemma 2 in [4].

From the proof of Lemma 4, we have M0 = λmin(P )
d2

r2

for t ∈ (tj , tj+1), j ∈ N. Next, we analyze stability within
the time interval t ∈ (tj , tj+1) for j ∈ N, and subsequently
for t ∈ (0, t). Within this interval, we establish the following
lemma:
Lemma 5. There exists a positive constant Mj such that
if V (tj) < Mj then the following norm estimate holds for
t ∈ (tj , tj+1), where j ∈ N:

V (tj+1) ≤ V (tj)e
−α∗

2 (tj+1−tj) (83)

TABLE I: Biological constants and control parameters
Parameter Value Parameter Value

D 10× 10−12m2/s r̃g 0.053
a 1× 10−8m/s γ 104

g 5× 10−7 s−1 lc 4µm
rg 1.783× 10−5 m4/(mols) ls 12µm
c∞ 0.0119 mol/m3 l0 1µm

(a) The axon length, l(t) successfully converges to the desired length by
t = 4.5 mins for both event-triggered and continuous-time control law.

Fig. 2: The closed-loop response of the continuous-time and event-triggered
control law for ls = 12µm

Proof. For Mj > 0, we easily demonstrate that Mj < M0

using Lemma 4, ensuring the norm estimate from Lemma 3
holds. Thus, we set Mj ≤ p∗, where p∗ is a non-zero root
of the polynomial for V > 0.

−α∗V + ξ1V
3/2 + ξ2V

2 + ξ3V
5/2 + ξ4V

3 = 0 (84)
Since α∗, and ξi are all positive, at least one positive root

exists for the polynomial in (84). Therefore, (73) implies

V̇ (t) ≤ −α
∗

2
V (t) (85)

for t ∈ (tj , tj+1), j ∈ N where Mj = min {M0, p
∗}. The

continuity of V (t) in this interval implies V (t−j+1) = V (t)

and V (t+j ) = V (tj) where t+j and t−j are right and left limits
of t = tj , respectively. Thus, we have

V (tj+1) ≤ exp(−α∗(tj+1 − tj))V (tj) (86)
which completes the proof of Lemma 5.

For any t ≥ 0 in t ∈ [tj , tj+1), j ∈ N, we obtain
V (t) ≤ e−α∗(t−tj)V (tj) ≤ e−α∗tV (0) (87)

Recalling m(t) < 0 and (68), we have
d1V1(t) + V2(t) + d2V3(t) ≤ e−α∗tV (0). (88)

Utilizing the norm equivalence principle between the
(ϖ,X) system and the (w,X) system, and leveraging the
invertibility of the backstepping transformation, we establish
the local exponential stability of (u,X) in the L2-norm.

VI. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS
In this section, we numerically analyze the plant dynamics

(1)-(5) using the control law (32) and the event triggering
mechanism as in Section IV. The model employs biological
constants and control parameters from Table 1, with initial
conditions set to c0(x) = 1.5c∞ for the tubulin concentration
along the axon and l0 = 1µm for the initial axon length.
The control gain parameters are chosen as k1 = −0.001 and
k2 = 3 × 1013. The event-triggering mechanism parameters
are set as follows: m(0) = −0.5, β1 = 4.0849 × 108,
β2 = 1.307 × 1010, β3 = 1.642 × 1011, β4 = 6.536 ×
1011, β5 = 7.35 × 1011, ρ = 4 × 1022, η = 800 and
σ = 0.5. In Fig. 3a and 3b, we present the evolution of
tubulin concentration along the axon for both continuous-
time control law and event-triggered control. Fig. 2 shows
axon growth convergence under continuous-time and event-
triggered control laws. Both methods achieve the desired
12µm length from an initial 1µm in about 4.5 minutes.



(a) Event-triggered control

(b) Continuous-time control

Fig. 3: The closed-loop response of the designed full-state feedback control
system for continuous-time and event-triggered control law.

VII. CONCLUSION
This paper explores a dynamic event-triggering boundary

control approach for axonal growth modeling, addressing
Zeno behavior avoidance and providing a local stability
analysis of the closed-loop system. Future research will focus
on periodic event-triggering and self-triggering boundary
control methods, better suited for digital implementations.
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