arXiv:1904.10091v2 [math.AP] 29 Apr 2020

A Generalized LMI Formulation for Input-Output Analysis of Linear Systems of ODEs Coupled with PDEs

Sachin Shivakumar^1 Amritam Das^2 Siep Weiland^2 Matthew M. Peet^1

Abstract— In this paper, we consider input-output properties of linear systems consisting of PDEs on a finite domain coupled with ODEs through the boundary conditions of the PDE. This framework can be used to represent e.g. a lumped mass fixed to a beam or a system with delay. This work generalizes the sufficiency proof of the KYP Lemma for ODEs to coupled ODE-PDE systems using a recently developed concept of fundamental state and the associated boundary-condition-free representation. The conditions of the generalized KYP are tested using a positive matrix parameterization of bounded operators resulting in a finite-dimensional LMI, feasibility of which implies prima facie provable passivity or L2-gain of the system. No discretization or approximation is involved at any step and there is no conservatism in the theorems. Comparison with other computational methods show that bounds obtained are not conservative in any significant sense and that computational complexity is lower than existing methods involving finite-dimensional projection of PDEs.

I. INTRODUCTION

Partial Differential Equations (PDEs) model systems with states which vary not only with time, but with respect to some additional independent parameter or parameters. Examples include: beam models, where the states are deflection and rotation; chemical reaction networks, where states are species concentrations; fluid flow, where the state can be velocity or pressure; and time-delay systems, where the state is the history of a finite-dimensional process. By contrast, Ordinary Differential Equations (ODEs) model systems whose states only depend on time, with common examples derived from rigid-body motion or RLC circuits.

Occasionally, we find systems where the dynamics of a PDE with distributed state are coupled to a system of ODEs - often at the boundary of the domain. This can occur naturally, such as in the case of, e.g.; an aircraft, where a rigid fuselage (ODE) is fixed to the root of a flexible wing (PDE); or in a time-delay system, where ODE state feeds directly into the distributed state (history); fluid flow over an accelerating mass [1]; and heat-exchange devices [2]. In other cases, the ODE-PDE coupling is the result of attempts to design ODE controllers to stabilize a PDE process - such as in the well-developed Port-Hamiltonian framework [3]. Furthermore, such systems have vector-valued distributed states, representing, e.g. temperature and flow velocities,

1 Sachin Shivakumar{sshivak8@asu.edu} and Matthew M. Peet{mpeet@asu.edu} are with School for Engineering of Matter, Transport and Energy, Arizona State University, Tempe, AZ, 85298 USA 2 Amritam Das{am.das@tue.nl} and Siep Weiland{s.weiland@tue.nl} are with Department of Electrical Engineering, Eindhoven University of Technology, 5600 MB, The Netherlands

displacement of flexible structures attached to rigid bodies or concentration of chemical subspecies.

In this paper, we consider a general class of vector-valued linear PDE systems whose internal dynamics are of the form

ż_1 ż_2 ż_3 (s, t) = A_0(s) z_1 z_2 z_3 (s, t) + A_1(s)∂_s [ z_2 z_3 ] (s, t) + A_2(s)∂^2_s z_3(s, t), z(s, 0) = 0; (1)

coupled at the boundary using

Bz_b(t) = B_1x(t) z_b(t) = col ( z_2(a, t), z_2(b, t), z_3(a, t), z_3(b, t), ∂_sz_3(a, t), ∂_sz_3(b, t))

with a linear ODE system

ẋ(t) = Ax(t) + B_2z_b(t), x(0) = 0,

where x(t) ∈ R^{nx} is the ODE state and z_i(s, t) ∈ R^{ni} are the distributed states. Here A is a matrix and A_0, A_1, A_2 are matrix-valued functions. We assume B has row rank n_2 + 2n_3. The difficulty in analyzing systems of this form is that the boundary conditions (and hence ODE state) do not appear explicitly in the dynamics of the PDE part of the system.

Illustrative Example To illustrate this framework, we use the example of a string coupled with an ODE; see [4]. The dynamics of the system can be written as ẅ(s, t) = cw_{ss}(s, t), ẋ(t) = Ax(t) + Bw(1, t), w(0, t) = Kx(t), w_s(1, t) = −c_0ẇ(1, t), (2)

where w(s, t) is transverse displacement of the string and x is the ODE state. These equations may be rewritten in the proposed form as [ ż_1 ż_3 ] (s, t) = A_0(s) [ 0 0 1 0 ] [ z_1 z_3 ] (s, t) + A_2 (s) [ c 0 ] ∂^2 ∂s^2 z_3(s, t)

ẋ(t) = Ax(t) + Bz_3(1, t), z_3(0, t) = Kx(t), z_{3s}(1, t) = −c_0z_1(1, t)

where z_1 = ẇ and z_3 = w.

Analysis of coupled ODE-PDE Systems We propose an algorithm to determine input-output properties of systems of the Form (1). Specifically, if we define inputs w(t) and outputs y(t) (See Equation 6) then we propose algorithms: 1) L_2 Gain: To find the smallest γ such that ‖y‖_{L2} ≤ γ ‖w‖_{L2} for all w ∈ L_2 and

2) Passivity: To verify ⟨y, w⟩_{L2} ≥ 0 for all w ∈ L_2, assuming dimensions of inputs and outputs are equal.

In this paper we present a computationally scalable LMIbased algorithms to prove passivity and obtain a bound on L_2 gain for systems in the form of (1). The class of systems includes linear ODEs coupled with the PDEs of parabolic, elliptic and hyperbolic type with Dirichlet, Neumann and mixed boundary conditions. The primary technical difficulty in analysis of coupled ODE-PDE systems is that the coupling occurs through the boundary conditions. Boundary conditions constitute implicit constraints on the state of the PDE and are not directly represented in the differential form of Eqn. (1). Furthermore, the effect of the PDE state on the ODE state is not bounded as the input to the ODE state is a single unmeasurable point of a larger distributed state. These limitations preclude obvious approaches such as construction of a Lyapunov functionals which depends on the joint ODE-PDE state (See earlier work in [5], [6], [7], [8]). Our solution to this problem is based on an alternative boundary-condition-free representation of the dynamics using a fundamental state, x_f , as proposed in [9] (See Section VI). In this representation, the effect of the boundary conditions is directly represented in the dynamics of the PDE state, which is defined by a bounded operator. Furthermore, the effect of the boundary on the ODE state is directly represented using a bounded operator on the fundamental state of the PDE. As a result, the KYP and Positive Real (PR) lemmas may be generalized to the dynamics of the ODE-PDE system by abstracting the original matrices to bounded operators(See Section III).

Given our boundary-free representation of the conditions of the KYP and PR lemmas, we parameterize the operator variables in these conditions using the PQRS framework (2.1). This framework uses matrices and matrix-valued polynomials to parameterize operators on R^m × L^n_2 and enforces positivity of such operators using LMI constraints on the matrices and polynomial coefficients. This PQRS framework is used to parameterize both the variables and the system matrices. Then, giving an algorithm for composition and transpose of PQRS operators, we are able to succinctly summarize the resulting LMI conditions in Theorems 4 and 5. Numerical examples are then used in Section VIII to show that the resulting L_2-gain bounds are not conservative in any significant sense.

Existing methods for analysis of coupled ODE-PDE systems involve approximating the PDE by a finite-set of ODEs using reduced basis methods, discretization, or other finite-dimensional projection methods [10], [11]. However, approximating a distributed state by a finite set of states often leads to large number of state variables. Furthermore, finite-dimensional projection of PDE may change system properties such as passivity, reachability, observability or stability. Consequently, the properties proven for the ODE approximation of a PDE are not provable for the PDE directly - requiring a posteriori tests to bound the errors that occur due to truncation. Methods for bounding the truncation error typically depend on method of discretization and may involve significant conservatism.

Other techniques, such as backstepping method [12], [13], [14], [15] and sliding mode control method [16], [17], rely on the use of Lyapunov functionals which are chosen a priori. This limits their utility in optimal controller or observer synthesis. Other methods, such as [5], [6], [7], [8], [18] use LMIs to search over a given set of Lyapunov functionals. However, these methods are largely restricted to scalar or vector-valued PDE systems with a specific choice of boundary conditions and are not applicable to coupled ODE- PDE systems with a general form of boundary conditions; the LMIs need to be recalculated manually for a different set of boundary conditions. Finally, [19] considered inputoutput analysis of vector-valued linear PDEs (with no ODE coupling). Note that coupled ODE-PDE systems can NOT be posed (even inefficiently) as a special case of the vectorvalued PDE framework.

II. NOTATION S^m ⊂ R^{m×m} is the set symmetric matrices. For a normed space X, define L^n_2 [X] as the Hilbert space of square integrable R^n -valued functions on X with inner product ⟨x, y⟩_{L2} = ∫_b a x(s)^⊤y(s)ds. The Sobolov spaces are denoted W^{q,n}[X] := {x ∈ L^n_2 [X] |^{∂k x}_{∂sk} ∈ L^n_2 [X] for all k ≤ q} with the standard Sobolev inner products. For a given inner product space, Z, the operatorP : Z → Z is positive semidefinite (denoted P ≽ 0) if ⟨z, Pz⟩_Z ≥ 0 for all z ∈ Z. Furthermore, we say P : Z → Z is coercive if there exists some ϵ > 0 such that ⟨z, Pz⟩_Z ≥ ϵ‖z‖^2_Z for all z ∈ Z. L(X, Y ) is the set of bounded linear operators from X → Y where L(X) = L(X, X). We use font as a pedagogical aid, where typically x indicates x ∈ R^n , x indicates x ∈ L^n_2 [X] and x̄ indicates x̄ ∈ R^m × L^n_2 [X] where m and n are clear from context. Likewise, for operators, A typically indicates A ∈ L(R^n ) is a matrix, A indicates A ∈ L(L_2[X]) and Ā indicates Ā ∈ L(R^m × L^n_2 [X]) (or some variation). The partial derivative^∂_{∂s} x is denoted as x_s.

III. I/O PROPERTIES OF AN ABSTRACT DPS Before we present our formulation of the coupled ODE- PDE system, we recall sufficient conditions for Passivity and L_2-gain of an abstract Distributed Parameter System (DPS) of the form

x̄_t(t) = Āx̄(t) + B̄w(t) y(t) = C̄x̄(t) + Dw(t), x̄(0) = 0, (3)

where, x̄(t) ∈ X is the state, y(t) ∈ R^{ny} is the output, w(t) ∈ R^{nw} is the exogenous input to the system, and Ā : X → Z, B̄ : R^{nw} → Z, C̄ : X → R^{ny} and D ∈ R^{nz ×nw} are linear operators.

Theorem 1. Suppose there exists a coercive, self-adjoint linear operator P : Z → Z and γ > 0 such that ⟨ z, PĀz ⟩ Z + ⟨¯ Az, Pz ⟩ Z + ⟨ z, PB̄w ⟩ Z + ⟨¯ Bw, Pz ⟩ Z ≤ γ^2 ‖w‖^2 − ‖ ‖C̄z ‖ ‖^2 − (C̄z)^⊤(Dw)

− (Dw)^⊤(C̄z) − (Dw)^⊤(Dw) (4) for all z ∈ X and w ∈ R^m . Then for any w ∈ L^m_2 ([0, ∞)) and y ∈ L^q_2([0, ∞)) which satisfy (3) for some x̄, ‖y‖_{L2} ≤ γ‖w‖_{L2} . Proof. The proof can be found in [19].

Theorem 2. Suppose there exists a coercive, self-adjoint linear operator P : Z → Z such that ⟨ z, PĀz ⟩ Z + ⟨¯ Az, Pz ⟩ Z + ⟨ z, PB̄u ⟩ Z + ⟨¯ Bu, Pz ⟩ Z ≤ (C̄z)^⊤u + u^⊤(C̄z) + (Du)^⊤u + u^⊤(Du). (5)

for all z ∈ X and w ∈ R^m . Then for any w ∈ L^m_2 ([0, ∞)) and y ∈ L^m_2 ([0, ∞)) which satisfy (3) for some x̄, ⟨w, y⟩_{L2} ≥ 0. Proof. The proof can be found in [19].

IV. OPERATOR REPRESENTATION OF COUPLED ODE-PDE SYSTEMS

Our generalized formulation for coupled linear ODE-PDE systems consists of a set of ordinary differential equations and a set of partial differential equations coupled either at the boundary or in-domain.

For some suitably differentiable functions x : R^+ → R^{nx} and z_i : R × R^+ → R^{ni} , we represent the internal dynamics of the system, for input w(t) ∈ R^{nw} and output y(t) ∈ R^{ny} , as ẋ(t) = Ax(t) + E z_1 z_2 z_3 (t) + B_{wo}w(t) ż_1 ż_2 ż_3 (s, t) = A_0(s) z_1 z_2 z_3 (s, t) + A_1(s) [ z_{2s} z_{3s} ] (s, t) + A_2(s)z_{3ss}(s, t) + E(s)x(t) + B_{wp}(s)w(t) y(t) = Cx(t) + C z_1 z_2 z_3 (t) + D_ww(t),

Cz_p := C_1z_b + b∫ a ( C_a(s) z_1(s) z_2(s) z_3(s) + C_b(s) [ z_{2s}(s) z_{3s}(s) ] ) ds,

Ez_p := E_1z_b + b∫ a ( E_a(s) z_1(s) z_2(s) z_3(s) + E_b(s) [ z_{2s}(s) z_{3s}(s) ] ) ds, (6) where w ∈ L^{nw}_2 and y ∈ L^{ny}_2 . For Z := L^{n1}_2 × W^{1,n2} × W^{2,n3} and n_z := n_1 + n_2 + n_3, the system can be represented by constant matrices A, C, B_{wo}, D_w and matrix valued polynomials A_0, A_1, A_2, B_{wp}, E . For linear operators E : Z → R^{nx} , C : Z → R^{ny} , C_a, E_a, C_b, E_b are matrix-valued polynomials and C_1, E_1 are constant matrices of appropriate sizes. This parametric form of C of combines boundary valued/distributed output of the state z_p.

For the distributed state, z_i, the boundary conditions are represented in the form

Bz_b(t) = B_1x(t) + B_2w(t)

where B, B_1 and B_2 are matrices of suitable dimensions, z_b = col ( z_2(a), z_2(b), z_3(a), z_3(b), z_{3s}(a), z_{3s}(b) ) . Note, B should have a row rank of n_2 + 2n_3 for (6) to have a unique solution. The matrices B_1 and B_2 represent the coupling with the ODE and disturbance at the boundary, respectively.

We can write this system in the form of (3) as [ ẋ ż_p ] (t) = Ā [ x z_p ] (t) + B̄w(t), y(t) = C̄ [ x z_p ] (t) + D̄w(t), (7)

where z_p = col(z_1, z_2, z_3). Linear operators Ā : R^{nx} ×Z → R^{nx} × L^{nz}_2 , B̄ : R^{nw} → R^{nx} × L^{nz}_2 , C̄ : R^{nx} × Z → R^{ny} and D̄ : R^{nw} → R^{ny} are defined as ( Ā [ x z_p ]) (s) = [ Ax + (Ez_p)(s) E(s)x + (Az_p)(s) ] , D̄w = D_ww, (B̄w)(s) = [ B_{wo}w B_{ws}(s)w ] , ( C̄ [ x z_p ]) = Cx + (Cz_p), (8) where

(Az_p)(s) :=

A_0(s) z_1(s) z_2(s) z_3(s)

+ A_1(s) [ z_{2s}(s) z_{3s}(s) ] + A_2(s)z_{3ss}(s).

Notation: The domain of system (7) is

D¯_A :={col(x, z_p) ∈ X : B z_b = B_1x(t) + B_2w(t)} (9)

where X := R^{nx} ×L^{n1}_2 [a, b]×W^{1,n2} [a, b]×W^{2,n3} [a, b]. For [ u v ] , [ x y ] ∈ X, we define the inner product as ⟨ [ x y ] , [ u v ] ⟩ X := x^⊤u + ⟨ y, v ⟩ L^{nz}_2 [a,b], and norm as | | | | | | | | [ x y ] | | | | | | | | 2

X =|| x ||^2_Rn_x + || y ||^2_Lnz_{2 [a,b]} . Example 1. Consider ẋ(t) = −x(t) + x(t − τ) + d(t), y(t) = x(t), x(s) = 0 s ∈ [−τ, 0]. This can be written as an ODE coupled with a PDE as follows. ẋ(t) = −x(t) + z(0, t) + d(t), y(t) = x(t), ż(s, t) = 1 τ z_s(s, t), z(1, t) = x(t), z(s, 0) = 0. This is written in the form of (1) using following matrices.

B = [0 1], B_1 = 1, A = −1, B_{wo} = 1, A_0(s) = 0, A_1(s) = 1, A_2(s) = 0, C = 1, E_1 = [1 0].

All other matrices are zero.

V. THE PQRS PARAMETRIZATION OF OPERATOR Using Theorems 1 and 2, it is possible to express a bound on L_2-gain (or test for passivity) as a test for existence of a coercive, linear operator P that satisfies the corresponding operator inequalities in the Theorem statements. We convert operator valued inequality constraints to a set of polynomial equality constraints, which can be converted to LMIs using SOSTOOLS [20], by using matrix valued polynomials to parameterize an operator on R × L_2. This PQRS parametric form is described below.

Definition 2.1. For a matrix P ∈ R^{n×m} , and bounded polynomial functions Q_1 : [a, b] → R^{n×q} , Q_2 : [a, b] → R^{r×m} , S : [a, b] → R^{r×q} , and R_1, R_2 : [a, b] × [a, b] → R^{r×q} , we define the operator P {_{P, Q1, Q2} S, R1 , R2 } : R^m ×L^q_2[a, b] → R^n × L^r_2[a, b] as ( P {_{P, Q1, Q2} S, R1, R2 } [ x z ]) (s) := (10) [ P x + ∫_b a Q1(s)z(s)ds Q2(s)x + S(s)z(s) + ∫_s a R1(s, θ)z(θ)dθ + ∫_b s R2(s, θ)z(θ)dθ ] . The generalization of KYP and PR Lemmas using abstract DPS form leads to operations, such as composition and adjoint of bounded operators. Hence, we revisit the results related to composition and transpose of PQRS operator; refer [21]. These results are used to convert the operatorvalued inequalities, in Theorems 1 and 2, to a PQRS operator positivity constraint that can be enforced using LMIs. First we present sufficient conditions for the positivity of a selfadjoint PQRS operator. Next, we provide the equations to find adjoint of a PQRS operator in Lemma 3.2 and composition of two PQRS operators in Lemma 3.1.

A. P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } Positivity Theorem 3. For any functions Z_1 : [a, b] → R^{d1 ×n}, Z_2 : [a, b] × [a, b] → R^{d2 ×n}, if g(s) ≥ 0 for all s ∈ [a, b] and

P = T11 ∫_b a g(s)ds, Q(η) = g(s)T12Z1(η) + ∫_b η g(s)T13Z2(s, η)ds + ∫_η a g(s)T14Z2(s, η)ds, R1(s, η) = g(s)Z1(s)^⊤T23Z2(s, η) + g(η)Z2(η, s)^⊤T42Z1(η) + ∫_b s g(θ)Z2(θ, s)^⊤T33Z2(θ, η)dθ + ∫_s η g(θ)Z2(θ, s)^⊤T43Z2(θ, η)dθ + ∫_η a g(θ)Z2(θ, s)^⊤T44Z2(θ, η)dθ, R2(s, η) = g(s)Z1(s)^⊤T32Z2(s, η) + g(η)Z2(η, s)^⊤T24Z1(η) + ∫_b η g(θ)Z2(θ, s)^⊤T33Z2(θ, η)dθ + ∫_η s g(θ)Z2(θ, s)^⊤T34Z2(θ, η)dθ + ∫_s a g(θ)Z2(θ, s)^⊤T44Z2(θ, η)dθ,

S(s) = g(s)Z1(s)^⊤T22Z1(s). (11) where T = T_{11} T_{12} T_{13} T_{14} T_{21} T_{22} T_{23} T_{24} T_{31} T_{32} T_{33} T_{34} T_{41} T_{42} T_{43} T_{44} ≽ 0,

then the operator P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1 , R2 } as defined in (10) is positive, i.e. P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } ≽ 0.

Proof. The proof can be found in [19].

For convenience, we define the following set.

Φ_d := { {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } : {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } = {_{Pa, Qa, Q⊤a} Sa, R1a, R2a } + {_{Pb , Qb, Q⊤b} Sb, R1b, R2b } , where (P_a, Q_a, S_a, R_{1a}, R_{2a}) and (P_b, Q_b, S_b, R_{1b}, R_{2b}) satisfy the conditions of Thm.3 with Z_1 = Z_d and where g(s) = 1 and g(s) = (s − a)(b − s), resp.}

B. P {_{P, Q1, Q2} S, R1, R2 } composition Lemma 3.1. Suppose A, P ∈ R^{m×m} are matrices and B_1, Q_1 : [a, b] → R^{m×n} , B_2, Q_2 : [a, b] → R^{n×m} , D, S : [a, b] → R^{n×n} , C_i, R_i : [a, b] × [a, b] → R^{n×n} are bounded functions for i ∈ {1, 2}. Then for any x ∈ R^m and z ∈ L^n_2 ([a, b]), we have P {_{P̂ , Q̂1, Q̂2} Ŝ, R̂1, R̂2 } [x z ] = P {_{A, B1, B2} D, C1, C2 } P {_{P, Q1, Q2} S, R1, R2 } [x z ]

where P̂ = AP + ∫_b a B_1(s)Q_2(s)ds,

Q̂_1(s) = AQ_1(s) + B_1(s)S(s) + ∫_b s B_1(η)R_1(η, s)dη + ∫_s a B_1(η)R_2(η, s)dη, Q̂_2(s) = B_2(s)P + D(s)Q_2(s) + ∫_s a C_1(s, η)Q_2(η)dη + ∫_b s C_2(s, η)Q_2(η)dη, Ŝ(s) = D(s)S(s), R̂_1(s, η) = B_2(s)Q_1(η) + D(s)R_1(s, η) + C_1(s, η)S(η) + ∫_η a C_1(s, θ)R_2(θ, η)dθ + ∫_s η C_1(s, θ)R_1(θ, η)dθ + ∫_b s C_2(s, θ)R_1(θ, θ)dθ, R̂_2(s, η) = B_2(s)Q_1(η) + D(s)R_2(s, η) + C_2(s, η)S(η) + ∫_s a C_1(s, θ)R_2(θ, η)dθ + ∫_η s C_2(s, θ)R_2(θ, η)dθ + ∫_b η C_2(s, θ)R_1(θ, η)dθ. (12)

C. P {_{P, Q1, Q2} S, R1, R2 } adjoint Lemma 3.2. Suppose P ∈ R^{m×m} is a matrix and Q_1 : [a, b] → R^{m×n} , Q_2 : [a, b] → R^{n×m} , S : [a, b] → R^{n×n} , R_1, R_2 : [a, b] × [a, b] → R^{n×n} are bounded functions. Then for any x̄, ȳ ∈ R^m × L^n_2 [a, b], we have ⟨ P {_{P̂ , Q̂1, Q̂2} Ŝ, R̂1, R̂2 } x̄, ȳ ⟩ = ⟨ x̄, P {_{P, Q1, Q2} S, R1 , R2 } ȳ ⟩ , where

P̂ = P^⊤, Ŝ(s) = S(s)^⊤, Q̂_1(s) = Q_2(s)^⊤, R̂_1(s, η) = R_2(η, s)^⊤, Q̂_2(s) = Q_1(s)^⊤, R̂_2(s, η) = R_1(η, s)^⊤. (13)

Proof for Lemmas 3.2 and 3.1 can be found in [21] arXiV version.

Notation: We say, 1) P̂ , Q̂_1, Q̂_2 Ŝ, R̂_1, R̂_2 = A, B_1, B_2 D, C_1, C_2 × P, Q_1, Q_2 S, R_1, R_2 if functions {P̂ , Q̂_1, Q̂_2, Ŝ, R̂_1, R̂_2} satisfy (12). 2) P̂ , Q̂_1, Q̂_2 Ŝ, R̂_1, R̂_2 = P, Q_1, Q_2 S, R_1, R_2 ∗

if functions {P̂ , Q̂_1, Q̂_2, Ŝ, R̂_1, R̂_2} satisfy (13).

VI. REPRESENTATION OF THE DYNAMICS IN THE FUNDAMENTAL STATE In this section, we express primal states z_p, as a linear transformation of fundamental states, z_f . The solution to the dynamics of fundamental states always satisfies the boundary conditions of the original PDE. The transformation from fundamental to primal state can be represented as a bounded PQRS operator on R^{nw +nx} × L^{nz}_2 . Likewise, the operators Ā, B̄, C̄ and D̄ as defined in (7) can be represented by some bounded PQRS operator on R^{nw +nx} × L^{nz}_2 .

Lemma 3.3. Suppose w ∈ R^{nw} , x ∈ R^{nx} , col(z_1, z_2, z_3) ∈ L^{n1}_2 × W^{1,n2} × W^{2,n3} satisfying B [ z_2(a) z_2(b) z_3(a) z_3(b) z_{3s}(a) z_{3s}(b) ]_⊤ = B_1x + B_2w

where B has a row rank n_2 + 2n_3. Then, for z_f = col(z_1, z_{2s}, z_{3ss}) and w_r = col(w, x),

z_1 z_2 z_3 = P {_{0, 0, H0} G0 , G1 , G2 } [ w_r z_f ] , [ z_{2s} z_{3s} ] = P {_{0, 0, H1} G3, G4 , G5 } [ w_r z_f ] , where

H_0(s) = K(s)(BT )^{−1} [ B_2 B_1 ] , H_1(s) = V (s)(BT )^{−1} [ B_2 B_1 ] , G_0(s) =

I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

, G_3(s) = [ 0 I 0 0 0 0 ] , G_2(s, θ) = −K(s)(BT )^{−1}BQ(s, θ),

G_5(s, θ) = −V (s)(BT )^{−1}BQ(s, θ), G_1(s, θ) =

0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 (s − θ)I + G_2(s, θ),

G_4(s, θ) = [ 0 0 0 0 0 I ] + G_5(s, θ),

K(s) = 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 I (s − a)I , V (s) = [ 0 0 0 0 0 I ]

T = I 0 0 I 0 0 0 I 0 0 I (b − a)I 0 0 I 0 0 I , Q(s, θ) = 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 (b − θ)I 0 0 0 0 0 I .

(14)

Lemma 3.3 can be proved by using fundamental theorem of calculus; refer [9]. Now, clearly, for any z_f ∈ L^{n1+n2+n3} 2 [a, b], z_p ∈ L^{n1}_2 [a, b] × W^{1,n2} × W^{2,n3} and it satisfies the boundary conditions. Rewriting the dynamics in terms of z_f , essentially, eliminates the need for boundary conditions.5 P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } notation can also be used to rewrite the system operators, as defined in (8), in a compact form.

Lemma 3.4. Suppose the operators Ā, B̄, C̄, D̄ are as defined in (8). For any w ∈ R^{nw} , x ∈ R^{nx} , col(z_1, z_2, z_3) ∈ L^{n1}_2 × W^{1,n2} × W^{2,n3} such that B [ z_2(a) z_2(b) z_3(a) z_3(b) z_{3s}(a) z_{3s}(b) ]_⊤ = B_1x + B_2w

where B has a row rank n_2 + 2n_3, if

z_f = z_1 z_{2s} z_{3ss} , z_p = z_1 z_2 z_3 , w_r = [ w x ] , then Ā [ x z_p ] = P {_{Â0 , Â1, Â2} Â3 , Â4, Â5 } [w_r z_f ] , B̄w = P {_{B̂0 , 0, B̂2} 0, 0, 0 } [w_r z_f ] , C̄ [ x z_p ] = P {_{Ĉ0, Ĉ1 , 0} 0, 0, 0 } [ w_r z_f ] , D̄w = P {_{D̂0 , 0, 00, 0, 0} } [ w_r z_f ] , w = P {_{I0 , 0, 00, 0, 0} } [ w_r z_f ] , [ x z_p ] = P {_{I1, 0, H0} G0, G1 , G2 } [ w_r z_f ] , (15)

where

Â_0, Â_1, Â_2 Â_3, Â_4, Â_5 = 0, E_a, 0 A_0, 0, 0 × 0, 0, H_0 G_0, G_1, G_2 + 0, E_b, 0 A_1, 0, 0 × 0, 0, H_1 G_3, G_4, G_5 + E_1, 0, 0 0, 0, 0 × 0, 0, 0 T_1, T_2, T_2 + [0 A], 0, [0 E] [0 0 A_2], 0, 0 , Ĉ_0, Ĉ_1, 0 0, 0, 0

= 0, C_a, 0 0, 0, 0 × 0, 0, H_0 G_0, G_1, G_2 + 0, C_b, 0 0, 0, 0 × 0, 0, H_1 G_3, G_4, G_5 + C_1, 0, 0 0, 0, 0 × 0, 0, 0 T_1, T_2, T_2 + [0 C], 0, 0

0, 0, 0 , B̂_0 = [B_{wo} 0] , B̂_2(s) = [B_{wp}(s) 0] , D̂_0 = [D_w 0] ,

I_0 = [ I 0 ] , I_1 = [ 0 I ] , T_1 = T [ B_2 B_1 ] , T_2(s, θ) = T (BT )^{−1}BQ(s, θ) + Q(s, θ). (16)

Proof. This can be proved using Lemma 3.3

Notation: For convenience, we define the following shorthand notation, for the operators in Lemma 3.4.

P^A := P {_{Â0, Â1, Â2} Â3, Â4, Â5 } , P^B := P {_{B̂0, 0, B̂2} 0, 0, 0 } , P^C := P {_{Ĉ0 , Ĉ1 , 0} 0, 0, 0 } , P^D := P

{_{D̂0 , 0, 00, 0, 0} } , P^I := P

{_{I0, 0, 00, 0, 0} } , P^0 := P {_{I1, 0, H0} G0 , G1 , G2 } , (17)

Example. For the example in section IV, ẋ(t) = − 1 τ ∫_1 0 z_s(s, t)ds + d(t), y(t) = x(t), ż(s, t) = 1 τ z_s(s, t), z(1, t) = x(t), z(s, 0) = 0, we can find the matrices defined in Lemma 3.4.

Â_0 = [0 0] , Â_1(s) = − 1 τ , Â_2(s) = 0, Â_3(s) = 1 τ , Â_4(s, θ) = 0, Â_5(s, θ) = 0, B̂_0 = [1 0] , B̂_2(s) = [0 0] , Ĉ_0 = [0 1] , Ĉ_1(s) = 0, D̂_0 = [0 0] .

For this system, the boundary constraint z(1, t) = x(t) is directly embedded in the dynamics via Â_0 and Â_1.

VII. REFORMULATION OF THE LOI FOR A COUPLED ODE-PDE Using the PQRS parametric form, the sufficient conditions in Theorems 1 and 2, which are in the form of operator feasibility tests, can be posed as polynomial constraints. Then, these constraints can be used to test for passivity or find a bound on L_2 gain of the system (7).

Theorem 4. Suppose there exists ϵ > 0, γ > 0, d_1, d_2 ∈ Z, matrix P ∈ S^{nx}, matrix-valued polynomials Q : R → R^{nx ×nz} , S : R → S^{nz}, and R_1, R_2 : R × R → R^{nz ×nz} such that { P − ϵI, Q, Q^⊤ S − ϵI, R_1, R_2 } ∈ Φ_{d1} .

Then for all x̄(t) ∈ X, y ∈ L^{ny}_2 [0, ∞) and w ∈ L^{nw}_2 [0, ∞) which satisfy (7), if − { J_0, J_1, J_2 J_3, J_4, J_5 } − { J_0, J_1, J_2 J_3, J_4, J_5 }_∗ ∈ Φ_{d2} ,

where

J_0, J_1, J_2 J_3, J_4, J_5 = K_0, K_1, K_2 K_3, K_4, K_5 × Â_0 + B̂_0, Â_1, Â_2 + B̂_2 Â_3, Â_4, Â_5

+ 1 2 ( Ĉ⊤_0 Ĉ_0, 0, Ĉ⊤_1 Ĉ_0

0, 0, 0 + D̂⊤_0 D̂_0 − γ2I_0, 0, 0 0, 0, 0 ) , + Ĉ_0, Ĉ_1, 0 0, 0, 0 ∗ × D̂_0, 0, 0 0, 0, 0 , { K_0, K_1, K_2 K_3, K_4, K_5 } = { I_1, 0, H_0 G_0, G_1, G_2 }_∗ × { P, Q, Q^⊤ S, R_1, R_2 }

H_i, G_i are as defined in Lemma 3.3, Â_i, B̂_i, Ĉ_i, D̂_i and I_i are as defined in Lemma 3.4, then ‖y‖_{L2} ≤ γ‖w‖_{L2} .

Proof. The proof is in the Appendix.

Theorem 5. Suppose there exists ϵ > 0, γ > 0, d_1, d_2 ∈ Z matrix P ∈ S^{nx}, matrix-valued polynomials Q : R → R^{nx ×nz} , S : R → S^{nz}, and R_1, R_2 : R × R → R^{nz ×nz} such that { P − ϵI, Q, Q^⊤ S − ϵI, R_1, R_2 } ∈ Φ_{d1} .

Then for all x̄(t) ∈ X, y ∈ L^{ny}_2 [0, ∞) and w ∈ L^{ny}_2 [0, ∞) which satisfy (7), if − { J_0, J_1, J_2 J_3, J_4, J_5 } − { J_0, J_1, J_2 J_3, J_4, J_5 }_∗ ∈ Φ_{d2} ,

where

J_0, J_1, J_2 J_3, J_4, J_5 = K_0, K_1, K_2 K_3, K_4, K_5 × Â_0 + B̂_0, Â_1, Â_2 + B̂_2 Â_3, Â_4, Â_5 − (Ĉ_0 + D̂_0)^⊤I_0, 0, Ĉ^⊤_1 I_0 0, 0, 0 , K_0, K_1, K_2 K_3, K_4, K_5 = I_1, 0, H_0 G_0, G_1, G_2 ∗ × P, Q, Q^⊤ S, R_1, R_2 , H_i, G_i are as defined in (14), Â_i, B̂_i, Ĉ_i, D̂_i and I_i are as defined in (16), then ⟨w, y⟩_{L2} ≥ 0.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 4, see Appendix.

VIII. NUMERICAL IMPLEMENTATION AND TESTING In this section, we validate the accuracy of proposed algorithm. It was implemented in MATLAB using an adaptation of SOSTOOLS [20]. The code can be found on CodeOcean (https://codeocean.com/capsule/4730069/).

A. Stabilizing Boundary Control of PDEs

Consider the example from [22] stabilized by a backstepping controller at the boundary. The resulting closed-loop system is as follows. ẋ(t) = −3x + w(0, t) + d(t), ẇ(s, t) = w_{ss}(s, t) + d(t), w_s(0, t) = 0, w(L, t) = 0, y(t) = ∫_L 0 w(s, t)ds A bound on L_2 gain of this closed-loop system in presence of disturbance d(t), using the proposed method, was found to be 0.4269 for relatively low order monomial basis (d_1=2).

On the other hand, the norm bound obtained through a finite difference method (approximately 100 discrete elements) had significant conservatism with a value of 0.5941.

B. Aircraft wings as flexible beams

Consider a simplified model of an aircraft, in which a lumped mass is attached to flexible Euler-Bernoulli beams on either side. The deflection of beam can be used to estimate the stresses that develop in the beam. Let z represent vertical displacement of the aircraft, w be the deflection of the wings on either side and d(t), u(t) disturbances. z̈(t) = −EIw_{sss}(0, t) + d(t), ẅ(s, t) = − EI μ w_{ssss} + u(t), w(0, t) = z(t), w_s(0, t) = 0, w_{ss}(L, t) = 0, w_{sss}(L, t) = 0 y(t) = w(L, t) where we assume displacement of the wings are symmetric. The use of variables, x_1 = z, x_2 = ż, v_1 = ẇ and v_2 = w_{ss}, converts the system into [ ẋ_1 ẋ_2 ] (t) = [ 0 1 0 0 ] [ x_1 x_2 ] (t) − [ 0 0 0 F ] ∫_L 0 v_{2ss}(s, t)ds + [ 0 d(t) ] , [ v̇_1 v̇_2 ] (s, t) = [ 0 −^{EI}_μ 1 0 ] [ v_{1ss} v_{2ss} ] (s, t) + [ u(t) 0 ]

y(t) = ∫_L 0 (L − s)v_2(s, t)ds. This is a linear system of ODEs coupled with PDEs at the boundary for which a bound on L_2 gain can be found using proposed framework. Using tip displacement as the output, we can estimate the stresses tip in presence of disturbances. For^{EI}_μ = 10, the L_2 gain was found to be 0.8936.

C. Time-delay systems

We test conservatism of the bounds by comparing our H_∞ norm bound to the method described in [23] for a few well studied time-delay systems. We use the following three examples to document the result from numerical tests in Table I. C.1: ẋ(t) = −x(t) − x(t − τ) + d(t), y(t) = x(t). C.2:

ẋ(t) = [ 0 1 −2 0.1 ] x(t) + [ 0 0 1 0 ] x(t − τ ) + [ 1 0 0 1 ] w(t), y(t) = [ 0 1 ] x(t). C.3:

ẋ(t) = [ −2 0 0 −0.9 ] x(t) + [ −1 0 −1 −1 ] x(t − τ ) + [ −0.5 1 ] w(t), y(t) = [ 1 0 ] x(t).

ODE-PDE framework Method in [23] C.1 0.8911 0.8920 C.2 2.9366 2.9367 C.3 0.2601 0.2601

TABLE I COMPARISON OF BOUNDS OBTAINED BY DIFFERENT METHODS FOR TIME-DELAY SYSTEMS AT DELAY VALUE, τ = 1.

IX. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a method to prove passivity and obtain bounds for the L_2-gain of coupled linear ODE- PDE systems with disturbances at the boundary or in-domain distributed using the LMI framework. The method presented does not use discretization and the properties established are prima facie provable. Restricting the PQRS operator to polynomial basis can, in theory, lead to some amount conservatism. However, the numerical results indicate the bounds are not conservative in any significant sense.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by Office of Naval Research Award N00014-17-1-2117 and National Science Foundation under grant No. 1739990.

REFERENCES

[1] S. B. Paramane and A. Sharma, “Heat and fluid flow across a rotating cylinder dissipating uniform heat flux in 2d laminar flow regime,” International Journal of Heat and Mass Transfer, vol. 53, no. 21-22, pp. 4672–4683, 2010.

[2] F. Bagui, M. Abdelghani-Idrissi, and H. Chafouk, “Heat exchanger kalman filtering with process dynamic acknowledgement,” Computers & chemical engineering, vol. 28, no. 8, pp. 1465–1473, 2004.

[3] H. Ramírez, Y. Le Gorrec, A. Macchelli, and H. Zwart, “Exponential stabilization of boundary controlled port-hamiltonian systems with dynamic feedback,” IEEE transactions on automatic control, vol. 59, no. 10, pp. 2849–2855, 2014.

[4] M. Barreau, A. Seuret, F. Gouaisbaut, and L. Baudouin, “Lyapunov stability analysis of a string equation coupled with an ordinary differential system,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 63, no. 11, pp. 3850–3857, 2018.

[5] M. Ahmadi, G. Valmorbida, and A. Papachristodoulou, “Input-output analysis of distributed parameter systems using convex optimization,” in 53rd IEEE conference on decision and control, pp. 4310–4315, IEEE, 2014.

[6] M. Ahmadi, G. Valmorbida, and A. Papachristodoulou, “Dissipation inequalities for the analysis of a class of pdes,” Automatica, vol. 66, pp. 163–171, 2016.

[7] A. Gahlawat and M. M. Peet, “A convex sum-of-squares approach to analysis, state feedback and output feedback control of parabolic pdes,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 62, no. 4, pp. 1636–1651, 2017.

[8] A. Gahlawat, Analysis and control of parabolic partial differential equations with application to tokamaks using sum-of-squares polynomials. PhD thesis, Université Grenoble Alpes, 2015.

[9] M. M. Peet, S. Shivakumar, A. Das, and S. Weiland, “Discussion paper: A new mathematical framework for representation and analysis of coupled pdes,” IFAC-PapersOnLine, vol. 52, no. 2, pp. 132 – 137, 2019. 3rd IFAC Workshop on Control of Systems Governed by Partial Differential Equations CPDE 2019.

[10] M. Boulakia, M. A. Fernández, J.-F. Gerbeau, and N. Zemzemi, “A coupled system of pdes and odes arising in electrocardiograms modeling,” Applied Mathematics Research eXpress, vol. 2008, 2008.

[11] C. Lattanzio, A. Maurizi, and B. Piccoli, “Moving bottlenecks in car traffic flow: a pde-ode coupled model,” SIAM Journal on Mathematical Analysis, vol. 43, no. 1, pp. 50–67, 2011.

[12] B. Ren, J.-M. Wang, and M. Krstic, “Stabilization of an ode– schrödinger cascade,” Systems & Control Letters, vol. 62, no. 6, pp. 503–510, 2013.

[13] F. Di Meglio, F. B. Argomedo, L. Hu, and M. Krstic, “Stabilization of coupled linear heterodirectional hyperbolic pde–ode systems,” Automatica, vol. 87, pp. 281–289, 2018.

[14] S. Tang and C. Xie, “State and output feedback boundary control for a coupled pde–ode system,” Systems & Control Letters, vol. 60, no. 8, pp. 540–545, 2011.

[15] D.-X. Zhao and J.-M. Wang, “Exponential stability of a coupled heatode system,” in 2013 25th Chinese Control and Decision Conference (CCDC), pp. 169–172, IEEE, 2013.

[16] W. Kang and E. Fridman, “Sliding mode control of schrödinger equation-ode in the presence of unmatched disturbances,” Systems & Control Letters, vol. 98, pp. 65–73, 2016.

[17] J.-M. Wang, J.-J. Liu, B. Ren, and J. Chen, “Sliding mode control to stabilization of cascaded heat pde–ode systems subject to boundary control matched disturbance,” Automatica, vol. 52, pp. 23–34, 2015.

[18] L. Baudouin, A. Seuret, and F. Gouaisbaut, “Stability analysis of a system coupled to a heat equation,” Automatica, vol. 99, pp. 195–202, 2019.

[19] S. Shivakumar and M. M. Peet, “Computing input-ouput properties of coupled linear pde systems,” in 2019 American Control Conference (ACC), pp. 606–613, IEEE, 2019.

[20] S. Prajna, A. Papachristodoulou, and P. A. Parrilo, “Introducing sostools: A general purpose sum of squares programming solver,” in Proceedings of the 41st IEEE Conference on Decision and Control, 2002., vol. 1, pp. 741–746, IEEE, 2002.

[21] A. Das, S. Shivakumar, S. Weiland, and M. M. Peet, “Representation and stability analysis of pde-ode coupled systems,” arXiv e-prints.

[22] S. Tang and C. Xie, “Stabilization of a coupled pde-ode system by boundary control,” in 49th IEEE Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), pp. 4042–4047, IEEE, 2010.

[23] M. M. Peet, “A convex formulation of the H_∞-optimal controller synthesis problem for multi-delay systems,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1806.08071, 2018.

APPENDIX

The procedure of proof for Theorem 4, stated in Section VII, is described below.

Proof. From Theorem 1, if we can find a self-adjoint, coercive operator P such that ⟨ x̄, PĀx̄ ⟩ X + ⟨¯ Ax̄, Px̄ ⟩ X + ⟨ x̄, PB̄w ⟩ X + ⟨¯ Bw, Px̄ ⟩ X − (γ^2w^⊤w − (C̄x̄)^⊤(C̄x̄) − (C̄x̄)^⊤(D̄w) − (D̄w)^⊤(C̄x̄)

− (D̄w)^⊤(D̄w)) ≤ 0

for all x̄ ∈ X and w ∈ R^{nw} , then ‖y‖ ≤ γ ‖w‖. Let P = P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } . Then ⟨[ x z_p ] , P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } [ x z_p ]⟩

= ⟨[ x z_p ] , P {_{P − ϵI, Q, Q⊤} S − ϵI, R1, R2 } [ x z_p ]⟩ + ϵ ‖x‖^2 + ϵ ‖z_p‖^2

≥ ϵ ‖x‖^2 + ϵ ‖z_p‖^2_{L2} . P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } is self-adjoint and coercive. Next, we prove that ⟨ x̄, P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1 , R2 }¯ Ax̄ ⟩ X + ⟨¯ Ax̄, P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } x̄ ⟩ X + ⟨ x̄, P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 }¯ Bw ⟩ X + ⟨¯ Bw, P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } x̄ ⟩ X − (γ^2w^⊤w − (C̄x̄)^⊤(C̄x̄) − (C̄x̄)^⊤(D̄w) − (D̄w)^⊤(C̄x̄) − (D̄w)^⊤(D̄w) ≤ 0 for all w(t) ∈ R^{nw} and x̄(t) ∈ X.

Let x̄_f = col(w, x, z_1, z_{2s}, z_{3ss}). Then from Lemma 3.4 and short-hand defined in (17), ⟨ x̄, P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 }¯ Ax̄ ⟩ X = ⟨ P^0x̄_f , P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } P^Ax̄_f ⟩ = ⟨ x̄_f , (P^0)^∗P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } P^Ax̄_f ⟩ . Similarly, ⟨ x̄, P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 }¯ Bw ⟩ X = ⟨ P^0x̄_f , P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } P^Bx̄_f ⟩ = ⟨ x̄_f , (P^0)^∗P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } P^Bx̄_f ⟩ , ‖ ‖C̄x̄ ‖ ‖^2 = (P^Cx̄_f )^⊤ (P^Cx̄_f ) = ⟨x̄_f , (P^C )^∗P^Cx̄_f ⟩ , (¯ Cx̄ )_⊤ (¯ Dx̄ ) = ( P^Cx̄_f )_⊤ ( P^Dx̄_f ) = ⟨ x̄_f , (P^C )^∗P^Dx̄_f ⟩ , (D̄x̄)^⊤(D̄x̄) = ( P^Dx̄_f )_⊤ ( P^Dx̄_f ) = ⟨ x̄_f , (P^D)^∗P^Dx̄_f ⟩ , and (w)^⊤(w) = ( P^Ix̄_f )_⊤ ( P^Ix̄_f ) = ⟨ x̄_f , (P^I )^∗P^Ix̄_f ⟩ . Then ⟨ x̄, P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1 , R2 }¯ Ax̄ ⟩ X + ⟨¯ Ax̄, P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } x̄ ⟩ X + ⟨ x̄, P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 }¯ Bw ⟩ X + ⟨¯ Bw, P {_{P, Q, Q⊤} S, R1, R2 } x̄ ⟩ X − (γ^2w^⊤w − (C̄x̄)^⊤(C̄x̄) − (C̄x̄)^⊤(D̄w) − (D̄w)^⊤(C̄x̄)

− (D̄w)^⊤(D̄w)) = ⟨x̄_f , ((P_{eq} )^∗ + P_{eq} ) x̄_f ⟩_{L2}

where P_{eq} = P {_{J0 , J1, J2} J3 , J4, J5 } . From the Theorem statement, P_{eq} + P^∗_{eq} ≼ 0.

Then, all the conditions of Theorem 1 are satisfied. Hence ‖y‖_{L2} ≤ γ‖w‖_{L2} .