arXiv:2112.14223v1 [math.OC] 28 Dec 2021

Global finite-dimensional observer-based stabilization of a semilinear heat equation with large input delay^�

Rami Katz^a, Emilia Fridman^a

aSchool of Electrical Engineering, Tel-Aviv University, Tel-Aviv

Abstract

We study global finite-dimensional observer-based stabilization of a semilinear 1D heat equation with globally Lipschitz semilinearity in the state variable. We consider Neumann actuation and point measurement. Using dynamic extension and modal decomposition we derive nonlinear ODEs for the modes of the state. We propose a controller that is based on a nonlinear finite-dimensional Luenberger observer. Our Lypunov H^1-stability analysis leads to LMIs, which are shown to be feasible for a large enough observer dimension and small enough Lipschitz constant. Next, we consider the case of a constant input delay r > 0. To compensate the delay, we introduce a chain of M sub-predictors that leads to a nonlinear closed-loop ODE system, coupled with nonlinear infinite-dimensional tail ODEs. We provide LMIs for H^1-stability and prove that for any r > 0, the LMIs are feasible provided M and N are large enough and the Lipschitz constant is small enough. Numerical examples demonstrate the efficiency of the proposed approach.

Keywords: Nonlinear systems, distributed parameter systems, time-delay systems, observer-based control.

1. Introduction

Observer-based control of parabolic PDEs is a challenging problem with numerous applications, including chemical reactors, flame propagation and viscous flow [7]. Output-feedback controllers for PDEs have been constructed by the modal decomposition approach [8, 23, 28], the backstepping method [22] and the spatial decomposition approach [9, 12]. Constructive finite-dimensional observer-based design for linear 1D parabolic PDEs was introduced in [17, 19], via modal decomposition. The challenging problem of efficient finite-dimensional observer-based design for semilinear parabolic PDEs remained open.

State-feedback control of some semilinear PDEs was studied in [33] using backstepping, in [15] using small-gain theorem and in [13] via control Lyapunov functions. Recently, modal-decomposition-based statefeedback was proposed in [16] for global stabilization of heat equation and in [19] for regional stabilization of Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation. Finite-dimensional

�Supported by Israel Science Foundation (grant 673/19), the C. and H. Manderman Chair at Tel Aviv University and by the Y. and C. Weinstein Research Institute for Signal Processing

Email addresses: rami@benis.co.il (Rami Katz),

emilia@eng.tau.ac.il (Emilia Fridman)

control based on linear observers was proposed in [34] for semilinear parabolic PDEs via modal decomposition. Linear observers should have high gains required to dominate the nonlinearity, which leads to small delays that preserve the stability [24, 26].

For ODEs, compensation of input delay can be achieved using three main predictor methods: the classical predictor [3], the PDE-based prtedictor [21] and sequential sub-predictors (observers of the future state) [27]. For delay compensation of input/output delays in the case of nonlinear ODEs see e.g. [1, 4, 5, 6, 10, 14, 25] and the references therein). For semilinear heat equation, by using spatial decomposition, a chain of PDE observers (to compensate output delay) was suggested in [2]. For linear heat equation, a classical statefeedback predictor via modal decomposition was proposed in [30], whereas a sub-predictor based on PDE observer was suggested in [31]. For linear parabolic PDEs, finite-dimensional observe-based classical predictors and sub-predictors were introduced in [20].

For semilinear parabolic PDEs, efficient finitedimensional observer-based controller design as well as input delay compensation remained open challenging problems that we solve in the present paper. We consider global stabilization of a semilinear heat equation under Neumann actuation and point measurement. The

Preprint submitted to Elsevier December 30, 2021

semilinarity is assumed to be globally Lipschitz in the state. Using dynamic extension and modal decomposition we derive nonlinear ODEs for the modes of the state. We design a linear controller, which is based on finite-dimensional nonlinear observer. The challenge in the Lyapunov-based analysis is due to the coupling between the finite-dimensional and infinite-dimensional parts of the closed-loop system, introduced by both the semilinearity and the estimation error. Our H^1-stability analysis leads to LMIs, which are shown to be feasible for a large enough observer dimension and small enough Lipschitz constant.

We further consider the case of constant input delay r > 0 and suggest compensating the delay using chain of M sub-predictors - observers of the future state. We introduce an approximate nonlinearity into the sub-predictor ODEs and provide H^1-stability analysis, where the difference between the approximate nonlinearity and the actual nonlinearity is estimated using the sub-predictor estimation error. We prove that for any r > 0, the LMIs for the stability analysis are feasible provided M and N are large enough and the Lipschitz constant is small enough. Numerical examples demonstrate the efficiency of the proposed approach.

Notations and preliminaries: L^2(0, 1) is the Hilbert space of Lebesgue measurable and square integrable functions f : [0, 1] → R with the inner product ⟨ f, g⟩ :=

�_1 0 f (x)g(x)dx and induced norm ‖ f ‖^2 := ⟨ f, f ⟩. H^k(0, 1) is the Sobolev space of functions f : [0, 1] → R having k square integrable weak derivatives, with the norm ‖ f ‖^2_{Hk} :=

�_{kj=0} � � f^{( j)} � �^2. The Euclidean norm on R^n is denoted by |·|. We write f ∈ H^1_0 (0, 1) if f ∈ H^1(0, 1) and f (0) = f (1) = 0. For P ∈ R^{n×n} , P > 0 means that P is symmetric and positive definite. The sub-diagonal elements of a symmetric matrix will be denoted by ∗. For 0 < U ∈ R^{n×n} and x ∈ R^n we denote |x|^2_U = x^T U x. Z_+ denotes the nonnegative integers.

Consider the Sturm-Liouville eigenvalue problem

ϕ^{′′} + λϕ = 0, x ∈ (0, 1) (1.1)

with boundary conditions

ϕ^′(0) = ϕ^′(1) = 0. (1.2)

This problem induces a sequence of eigenvalues with corresponding eigenfunctions. The normalized eigenfunctions form a complete orthonormal system in L^2(0, 1). The eigenvalues and corresponding eigenfunctions are given by

ϕ_0(x) ≡ 1, ϕ_n(x) = √ 2 cos � √ λ_n x � , λ_n = n^2π^2, n ∈ Z_+. (1.3) The following lemmas will be used:

Lemma 1.1. Let h^{L2}=

�_{∞n=0} h_nϕ_n. Then h ∈ H^2(0, 1) with h^′(0) = h^′(1) = 0 if and only if

�_{∞n=1} λ^2_nh^2_n < ∞.

Moreover, � �h^′ � �^2 = ∞� n=1 λ_nh^2_n. (1.4)

Lemma 1.2. (Sobolev’s inequality [11]) Let h ∈ H^1(0, 1). Then, for all Γ > 0 :

max_{x∈[0,1]} |h(x)|^2 ≤ (1 + Γ) ‖h‖^2 + Γ^{−1} � �h^′ � �^2 . (1.5)

2. Finite-dimensional observer-based control of a non-delayed semilinear heat equation

2.1. Problem formulation and controller deign In this section we consider stabilization of the nondelayed semilinear 1D heat equation

z_t(x, t) = z_{xx}(x, t) + g (t, x, z(x, t)) , t ≥ 0 (2.1)

where x ∈ [0, 1], z(x, t) ∈ R and a ∈ R is the reaction coefficient. We consider Neumann actuation

z_x(0, t) = 0, z_x(1, t) = u(t) (2.2)

where u(t) is a control input to be designed. We further assume point measurement given by

y(t) = z(x_∗, t), x_∗ ∈ [0, 1]. (2.3)

Note that x_∗ = 0 or x_∗ = 1 correspond to boundary measurements. Here g : R^3 → R is a locally Lipschitz function which satisfies g(t, x, 0) ≡ 0 and

sup_{z1�z2}^{|g(t,x,z1)−g(t,x,z2)|}

|z_1−z_2| ≤ σ, ∀ (t, x) ∈ R

2 (2.4)

for some σ > 0, independent of (t, x) ∈ R^2 .

Remark 2.1. For simplicity, in the present paper we consider a reaction-diffusion PDE with constant diffusion and reaction coefficients. As in [17], our results can be easily extended to the more general reactiondiffusion PDE

z_t(x, t) = ∂_x (p(x)z_x(x, t)) + q(x)z(x, t) +g(t, x, z(x, t)), x ∈ [0, 1], t ≥ 0,

where p(x) and q(x) are sufficiently smooth on (0, 1).

Let ψ(x) = −^2_π cos

�_π 2 x � and note that it satisfies

ψ^{′′}(x) = −μψ(x), μ =^{π2}_4 , ψ^′(0) = 0, ψ^′(1) = 1, ‖ψ‖^2 =^2_{π2} .

(2.5)

Forthermore, note that

⟨ψ, ϕ_0⟩ =

�_1 0 ψ(x)dx =^4_{π2} , ⟨ψ, ϕ_n⟩ = −^1_{λn}

�_1 0 ψ(x)ϕ^{′′}_n (x)dx =^1_{λn} ϕ^′_n(1) −^1_{λn}

�_1 0 ψ^{′′}(x)ϕ_n(x)dx = √ 2(−1)^n λ_n + μ λ_n ⟨ψ, ϕn⟩ , n ≥ 1.

(2.6) Similar to [13], we introduce the change of variables

w(x, t) = z(x, t) − ψ(x)u(t), (2.7)

to obtain the equivalent PDE

w_t(x, t) = w_{xx}(x, t) + g (t, x, w(x, t) + ψ(x)u(t)) −ψ(x)[u̇(t) + μu(t)] (2.8) with w_x(0, t) = w_x(1, t) = 0 (2.9)

and measurement

y(t) = w(x_∗, t) + ψ(x_∗)u(t). (2.10)

We define further the new control input v(t) that satisfies the following relations:

u̇(t) = −μu(t) + v(t), u(0) = 0, t ≥ 0.

Then (2.8) can be presented as the ODE-PDE system

u̇(t) = −μu(t) + v(t), t ≥ 0, w_t(x, t) = w_{xx}(x, t) + g (t, x, w(x, t) + ψ(x)u(t)) −ψ(x)v(t). (2.11) We will treat further u(t) as an additional state variable.

We present the solution to (2.11) as

w(x, t) =

�_{∞n=0}

w_n(t)ϕ_n(x), w_n(t) = ⟨w(·, t), ϕ_n⟩ , (2.12) with {ϕ_n}^∞_{n=0} defined in (1.3). By differentiating under the integral sign, integrating by parts and using (1.1) and (1.2) we obtain for t ≥ 0

ẇ_n(t) = −λ_nw_n(t) + g_n(t) + b_nv(t), w_n(0) = ⟨w(·, 0), ϕ_n⟩ , (2.13)

where

g_n(t) = ⟨g (t, ·, w(·, t) + ψ(·)u(t)) , ϕ_n⟩ , b_0^{(2.6)}=^4_{π2} , b_n =^{(2.6)}=^{(−1)n+14} √ 2 π^2(4n^2−1) , n ≥ 1.

(2.14)

Note that given N ∈ Z_+, (2.14) and the integral test for series convergence imply

�_{∞n=N+1}

λ_nb^2_n =^{32}_{π2}

�_{∞n=N+1 n}2

(4n^2−1)^2

=^2_{π2}

�_{∞n=N+1 1}

n^2 � 1 +^1_{4n2−1}

�_2 ≤^{2ξN+1}_{π2} ,

ξ_{N+1} = � 1 +^1_{4(N+1)2 −1}

�_{2 1} N . (2.15)

Let δ > 0 be a desired decay rate and let N_0 ∈ Z_+ satisfy − λ_n + σ < −δ, n > N_0. (2.16)

N_0 is the number of modes in our controller, whereas N ∈ Z_+, N ≥ N_0 is the observer dimension. We construct a finite-dimensional observer of the form

ŵ(x, t) =

�_{Nn=0}

ŵ_n(t)ϕ_n(x) (2.17)

where {ŵ_n(t)}^N_{n=0} satisfy the nonlinear ODEs

^̇w_n(t) = −λ_nŵ_n(t) + ĝ_n(t) + b_nv(t) −l_n � ŵ(x_∗, t) + ψ(x_∗)u(t) − y(t) � , 0 ≤ n ≤ N (2.18) with scalar observer gains {l_n}^N_{n=0} and

ĝ_n(t) = ⟨g (t, ·, ŵ(·, t) + ψ(·)u(t)) , ϕ_n⟩ , 0 ≤ n ≤ N. (2.19) In particular, we approximate the projections of the semilinearity g(t, x, w(x, t) + ψ(x)u(t)) onto {ϕ_n}^N_{n=0} by the projections of the approximate semilinearity g(t, x, ŵ(x, t) + ψ(x)u(t)) onto {ϕ_n}^N_{n=0}. Assume

Assumption 1: The point x_∗ ∈ [0, 1] satisfies

c_n = ϕ_n(x_∗) � 0, 0 ≤ n ≤ N_0. (2.20)

Note that Assumption 1 holds for the particular case of boundary measurements x_∗ = 0 or x^∗ = 1.

Denote

Ã_0 = diag {−μ, A_0} , B̃_0 = col {1, B_0} A_0 = diag {−λ_n}^{N0}_{n=0} , B_0 = col {b_n}^{N0}_{n=0} C_0 = � c_0, . . . , c_{N0} � , C_1 = � c_{N0+1}, . . . , c_N � , (2.21) Under Assumption 1, the pair (A_0, C_0) is observable by the Hautus lemma. Let L_0 = {l_n}^{N0}_{n=0} ∈ R^{N0 +1} satisfy the Lyapunov inequality

P_o(A_0 − L_0C_0) + (A_0 − L_0C_0)^T P_o < −2δP_o (2.22)

with 0 < P_o ∈ R^{(N0 +1)×(N0 +1)}. We further choose the remaining gains as l_n = 0, N_0 + 1 ≤ n ≤ N.

Similarly, by the Hautus lemma, the pair (Ã_0, B̃_0) is 3 controllable. Let K_0 ∈ R^{1×(N0 +2)} satisfy

P_c(Ã_0 − B̃_0K_0) + (Ã_0 − B̃_0K_0)^T P_c < −2δP_c, (2.23)

with 0 < P_c ∈ R^{(N0 +2)×(N0 +2)}. We propose the controller

v(t) = −K_0ŵ^{N0} (t), ŵ^{N0} (t) = col {u(t), ŵ_n(t)}^{N0}_{n=0} (2.24) which is based on the finite-dimensional observer (2.17).

2.2. Well-posedness of the closed-loop system

For well-posedness of the closed-loop system (2.7), (2.18) subject to the control law (2.24), consider the operator

A : D(A) → L^2(0, 1), A = −∂_{xx}, D(A) = � h ∈ H^2(0, 1) | h^′(0) = h^′(1) = 0 � . Let θ > 0 and A_θ = A + θI. Given h ∈ D(A_θ) = D(A), integration by parts gives ⟨A_θh, h⟩ = ‖h^′‖^2 + θ ‖h‖^2. Hence, ⟨A_θh, h⟩ > 0. Since −A_θ is diagonalizable, by Section 2.6 in [32], the spectrum of −A_θ is given by σ (−A_θ) = {−λ_n − θ}^∞_{n=0} ⊂ (−∞, 0). Thus, {μ ∈ C |Re(μ) > 0} ⊆ ρ (−A_θ), where ρ (−A_θ) is the resolvent set of −A_θ. By [32], −A_θ generates an analytic semigroup on L^2(0, 1). Moreover, by Section 3.4 in [32] and positivity of A_θ, there exists a unique positive root A^{12}_θ where D � A^{12}_θ � ⊆ L^2(0, 1) is

the completion of D (A_θ) ⊆ L^2(0, 1) with respect to the norm ‖h‖ 1_2 = √ ⟨A_θh, h⟩ = � ‖h^′‖^2 + θ ‖h‖^2. Hence, D � A^{12}_θ � = H^1(0, 1). Let H = L^2(0, 1) × R^{N+2} be a

Hilbert space with the norm ‖·‖^2_H := ‖·‖^2 + |·|^2. Introducing the state

ξ(t) = col {ξ_1(t), ξ_2(t)} , ξ_1(t) = w(·, t), ξ_2(t) = ŵ^N (t), ŵ^N (t) = col {u(t), ŵ_0(t), . . . , ŵ_N (t)} (2.25) the closed-loop system can be presented as dξ dt (t) + diag {A_θ, B} ξ(t) = � f_1(ξ) f_2(ξ) � , D (B) = R^{N+2} , Ba =

�_{−Ã0 + B̃0K0 + L̃0[0 C0 ] L̃0C1}

B_1K_0 −A_1 � a f_1(t, ξ) = θw(·, t) + g (t, ·, w(·, t) + ψ(·)u(t)) +ψ(·)K_0ŵ^{N0} (t), f_2(t, ξ) = col � Ĝ^N0 (t) + L̃_0w(x_∗, t), Ĝ^{N−N}0 (t) � (2.26) where −B generates an analytic semigroup on H and

Ĝ^N0 (t) = col {0, ĝ_n(t)}^{N0}_{n=0} , Ĝ^{N−N}0 (t) = col {ĝ_n(t)}^N_{n=N0+1} , L̃_0 = col {0, l_n}^{N0}_{n=0} , A_1 = diag {−λ_n}^N_{n=N0+1} , B_1 = col {b_n}^N_{n=N0+1} . (2.27) Let G = H^1(0, 1) × R^{N+2} be a Hilbert space with the norm ‖·‖^2_G := ‖·‖^2_{H1} + |·|^2. Fix (t, ξ) ∈ [0, ∞) × G. Let Q = J × B_G(ξ, R) be a neighborhood of (t, ξ), where J is an interval and B_G(ξ, R) is a ball of radius R > 0 around ξ. Let (t_j, φ^{( j)}) ∈ Q, j ∈ {1, 2}. Fixing Γ = 1, by the Sobolev inequality, for any j ∈ {1, 2} we have

max_{x∈[0,1]} � �φ^{( j)}_1 (x) � �^{2 (1.5)}≤ 2 � �φ^{( j)}_1 � �^2_{H1} ≤ 2 �R + ‖ξ_1‖_{H1} �^2 ,

max_{x∈[0,1]} � �[ψ(x) 0]φ^{( j)}_2 � �^2 ≤ ‖ψ(x)‖^2_∞ (R + |ξ_2|)^2 . (2.28) Hence, for some R_1(ξ) > 0 we have for j ∈ {1, 2} that max_{x∈[0,1]} � �φ^{( j)}_1 (x) − [ψ(x) 0]φ^{( j)}_2 � � ≤ R_1(ξ). Let S =

cl (J)×[0, 1]×[−R_1(ξ), R_1(ξ)] ⊆ R^3 . By assumption, g is locally Lipschitz. Denote by L_S it’s Lipschitz constant on S. Then, we obtain � �g(t_1, ·, φ^{(1)}_1 (·) + [ψ(·) 0]φ^{(1)}_2 )

−g(t_2, ·, φ^{(2)}_1 (·) + [ψ(·) 0]φ^{(2)}_2 ) � �^2

≤ 2L^2_S � |t_1 − t_2|^2 + � �φ^{(1)} − φ^{(2)} � �^2_G

� (2.29)

From (1.5), (2.26) and (2.29) it easily follows that f_1(t, ξ) and f_2(t, ξ) satisfy assumption (F) in Thereom 6.3.1 in [29]. Furthermore, by (2.4), f_1(t, ξ) and f_2(t, ξ) also satisfy the conditions of Thereom 6.3.3 in [29]. Hence, given w(·, 0) ∈ H^1(0, 1), the system (2.26) has a unique classical solution satisfying

ξ ∈ C ([0, ∞); H) ∩ C^1 ((0, ∞); H) (2.30)

such that

ξ(t) ∈ D � diag {A_θ, B} � = D (A) × R^{N+2} ∀t > 0. (2.31)

2.3. Stability analysis of the closed-loop system

Introduce the estimation error e_n(t) = w_n(t) − ŵ_n(t), 0 ≤ n ≤ N_0. Using the estimation error and {c_n}^N_{n=0} in (2.21), the innovation term in (2.18) can be presented as

ŵ(x_∗, t) + ψ(x_∗)u(t) − y(t) = ŵ(x_∗, t) − w(x_∗, t) = − �_{Nn=0} c_ne_n(t) − ζ(t), ζ(t) = w(0, t) −

�_{Nn=0}

w_n(t)ϕ_n. (2.32)

Let Γ > 0. By Lemma 1.2 we have

ζ^2(t) ≤ (1 + Γ) � �w(·, t) −

�_{Nn=0}

w_n(t)ϕ_n(·) � �^2 +Γ^{−1} � �w_x(·, t) −

�_{Nn=0}

w_n(t)ϕ^′_n(·) � �^2

(1.4) = �_{∞n=N+1}

κ_nw^2_n(t), κ_n = 1 + Γ + Γ^{−1}λ_n. (2.33) Taking into account (2.13), (2.18), (2.21) and (2.32), the estimation error satisfies the following ODEs

ė_n(t) = −λ_ne_n(t) + h_n(t)

−l_n

�_{Nn=0}

c_ne_n(t) − l_nζ(t), 0 ≤ n ≤ N_0, ė_n(t) = −λ_ne_n(t) + h_n(t), N_0 + 1 ≤ n ≤ N. (2.34) where we define

h_n(t) = g_n(t) − ĝ_n(t), n ≥ 0. (2.35)

Recall (2.21), (2.27) and denote

ŵ^{N−N0} (t) = col {ŵ_n(t)}^N_{n=N0+1} , e^{N0} (t) = col {e_n(t)}^{N0}_{n=0} , e^{N−N0} (t) = col {e_n(t)}^N_{n=N0+1} , H^{N0} (t) = col {h_n(t)}^{N0}_{n=0} , H^{N−N0} (t) = col {h_n(t)}^N_{n=N0+1} , X(t) = col � ŵ^{N0} (t), e^{N0} (t), ŵ^{N−N0} (t), e^{N−N0} (t) � , L_ζ = col � L̃_0, −L_0, 0, 0 � ∈ R^{2N+3} , Ĝ(t) = col � Ĝ^N0 (t), 0, Ĝ^{N−N}0 (t), 0 � , H(t) = col � 0, H^{N0} (t), 0, H^{N−N0} (t) � , K_X = [K_0, 0, 0, 0] ∈ R^{1×(2N+3))} . (2.36) Then, using (2.13), (2.18) - (2.21), (2.24), (2.32), (2.34) and (2.36), the closed-loop system for t ≥ 0 can be presented as

Ẋ(t) = F_X X(t) + L_ζ ζ(t) + Ĝ(t) + H(t), ẇ_n(t) = −λ_nw_n(t) + ĝ_n(t) + h_n(t)

−b_nK_X X(t), n > N

(2.37)

where

F_X = � � � � Ã_0 − B̃_0K_0 L̃_0C_0 0 L̃_0C_1 0 A_0 − L_0C_0 0 −L_0C_1 −B_1K_0 0 A_1 0 0 0 0 A_1 � � � � . For H^1-stability analysis of the closed-loop system (2.37) we consider the Lyapunov function

V(t) = X^T (t)P_X X(t) + ∞� n=N+1

λ_nw^2_n(t) (2.38)

where 0 < P_X ∈ R^{(2N+3)×(2N+3)} to be obtained from LMIs. Differentiating V(t) along the solution to the closed-loop system (2.37) we have

V̇ + 2δV = 2X^T (t) � P_X F_X + F^T_X P_X + 2δP_X � X(t) +2X^T (t)P_X L_ζ ζ(t) + 2X^T (t)P_XĜ(t) + 2X^T (t)P_X H(t) +2 �_{∞n=N+1} �

−λ^2_n + δλ_n � w^2_n(t) +2 �_{∞n=N+1}

λ_nw_n(t) � ĝ_n(t) + h_n(t) − b_N K_X X(t) � . (2.39) Let α_1 > 0, we compensate the series with {ĝ_n(t)}^∞_{n=N+1} by using the Young inequality 2 �_{∞n=N+1}

λ_nw_n(t)ĝ_n(t) ≤^1_{α1}

�_{n=N+1} λ^2_nw^2_n(t) −α_1 � �Ĝ(t) � �^2 + α_1

�_{∞n=0}

ĝ^2_n(t). (2.40) Then, by Parseval’s equality and (2.4) we obtain

α_1

�_{∞n=0}

ĝ^2_n(t) = α_1

�_1 0 |g(t, x, ŵ(x, t) + ψ(x)u(t))|^2dx

(2.4)

≤ α_1σ^2

�_1 0 |ŵ(x, t) + ψ(x)u(t))|^2dx ≤ 2α_1σ^2 ‖ŵ(·, t)‖^2 + 2α_1σ^2u^2(t) ‖ψ‖^2 = 2α_1σ^2 X^T (t)Ξ_X X(t), Ξ_X^{(2.5)}= diag

�_2

π^2 , IN^0+1, 0, IN−N^0 , 0 � . (2.41) Similarly, introducing α_2 > 0 we have 2 �_{∞n=N+1}

λ_nw_n(t)h_n(t) ≤^1_{α2}

�_{n=N+1} λ^2_nw^2_n(t) −α_2 |H(t)|^2 + α_2

�_{∞n=0}

h^2_n(t). (2.42) Recall that

h_n = ⟨g (t, ·, w(·, t) + ψ(·)u(t)) , ϕ_n⟩

− ⟨g (t, ·, ŵ(·, t) + ψ(·)u(t)) , ϕ_n⟩ , n ≥ 0. (2.43) Then, by Parseval’s equality we obtain

α_2

�_{∞n=0}

h^2_n(t)^{(2.4)}≤ α_2σ^2

�_1 0 |ŵ(x, t) − w(x, t)|^2dx = α_2σ^2X^T (t)Ξ_E X(t) + α_2σ^2

�_{n=N+1}

w^2_n(t), Ξ_E = diag � 0, I_{N0} , 0, I_{N−N0} � ∈ R^{(2N+3)×(2N+3)} . (2.44) We bound the last term in (2.39) by using Young’s inequality with some α_3 > 0: 2 �_{∞n=N+1}

λ_nw_n(t) (−b_nK_X X(t)) ≤^1_{α3}

�_{∞n=N+1}

λ_nw^2_n(t) + α_3

�_∞

n=N+1 λnb 2 n � |K_X X(t)|^2

(2.15)

≤^1_{α3}

�_{∞n=N+1} λ_nw^2_n(t) +^{2α3 ξN+1}_{π2} |K_X X(t)|^2 . (2.45) Finally, denoting for n ≥ N

ρ_n = κ^{−1}_n � −λ^2_n + δλ_n + λ_n 2α_3 + λ^2_n 2α_2 + λ^2_n 2α_2 + α_2σ^2 2 �

and assuming that ρ_{N+1} < 0, it can be seen that ρ_n is monotonically decreasing. The latter follows from monotonicity of λ_n. Then for the series terms in (2.39) we have

�_{∞n=N+1} �

−λ^2_n + δλ_n +^{λn}_{2α3} +^{λ2n}_{2α1} +^{λ2n}_{2α2} +^{α2σ2}_2 � w^2_n(t) = �_{∞n=N+1}

ρ_nκ_nw^2_n(t)^{(2.33)}≤ ρ_{N+1}ζ^2(t). (2.46) Let η(t) = col � X(t), ζ(t), Ĝ(t), H(t) � . From (2.39)- (2.46) we have

V̇ + 2δV ≤ η^T (t)Ψ_0η(t) ≤ 0 (2.47)

provided

Ψ_0 =

�_{ψ0 PX Lζ}

∗ 2ρ_{N+1}

P_X P_X 0 0 ∗ diag {−α_1 I, −α_2 I} � < 0,

ψ_0 = P_X F_X + F^T_X P_X + 2δP_X +^{2α3ξN+1}_{π2} K^T_X K_X +2α_1σ^2Ξ_X + α_2σ^2Ξ_E (2.48) By Schur complement, it can be seen that Ψ < 0 is equivalent to the following LMI � � � � ψ_0 P_X L_ζ ∗ 2ρ̄_{N+1}

P_X P_X 0 0 Π^1 ∗ diag {−α_1 I, −α_2 I} 0 ∗ ∗ Π_2 � � � � < 0, Π^1 =

�_0 1 � [1 1 1] ,

Π_2 = −^{2κN+1}_{λN+1} diag

�_{α1}

λ_{N+1} , α_2 λ_{N+1} , α3 � , ρ̄_{N+1} = 2κ^{−1}_{N+1} � −λ^2_{N+1} + δλ_{N+1} +^{α2 σ2}_2 � (2.49) Summarizing, we arrive at

Theorem 2.1. Consider the system (2.11) with boundary conditions (2.9), point measurement (2.10) and control law (2.24). Assume that g(t, x, z) is a locally Lipschitz function satisfying g(t, x, 0) ≡ 0 and (2.4) for a given σ > 0. Let δ > 0, N_0 ∈ N satisfy (2.16) and N ∈ N satisfy N_0 ≤ N. Let L_0 and K_0 be obtained using (2.22) and (2.23), respectively. Given Γ > 0, let there exist 0 < P ∈ R^{(2N+3)×(2N+3)} and scalars α_1, α_2, α_3 > 0 such that (2.49) holds with ψ_0 given in (2.48). Then, given w(·, 0) ∈ H^1(0, 1), the solution u(t), w(x, t) of (2.11) subject to the control law (2.24) and the observer ŵ(x, t) defined by (2.17)-(2.19), satisfy

u^2(t) + ‖w(·, t)‖^2_{H1} + ‖ŵ(·, t)‖^2_{H1} ≤ De^{−2δt} ‖w(·, 0)‖^2_{H1} (2.50) for t ≥ 0 and some D ≥ 1. Moreover, the LMI (2.49) is always feasible for N large enough and σ > 0 small enough.

Proof: Feasibility of (2.49) implies, by the comparison principle, that V(t) ≤ e^{−2δt}V(0), t ≥ 0. Since u(0) = 0

(see (2.9)) we have

V(0) ≤ σ_{max}(P_X) � w^2_0(0) +

�_{Nn=1} w^2_n(0) � + �_{∞n=N+1}

λ_nw^2_n(0)^{(1.4)}≤ max {σ_{max}(P_X), 1} ‖w(·, 0)‖^2_{H1} . (2.51) Similarly for t ≥ 0

V(t)^{(1.4)}≥^1_2 min

�_{σmin (PX )}

λ_{N+1} , 1 � ‖w(·, t)‖^2_{H1} . (2.52)

The estimate (2.50) now follows from (2.51) and (2.52). Next, we treat feasibility of (2.49) for large enough N and small enough σ > 0. First, note that for σ = 0 (i.e. when g ≡ 0 in (2.1)) arguments similar to proof of Theorem 3.1 in [17] show feasibility of (2.49) for large enough N. Fixing such N and using continuity of the eigenvalues of the matrix in (2.49) we find that (2.49) is feasible for small enough σ > 0. □

3. Finite-dimensional sequential sub-predictors for semilinear heat equation

3.1. Problem formulation

In this section we consider stabilization of (2.1) under the point measurement (2.3) and subject to delayed Neumann actuation

z_x(0, t) = 0, z_x(1, t) = u(t − r), t ≥ 0. (3.1)

Here r > 0 is a known constant input delay and u(t) = 0 for t ≤ 0. As in the previous section, g(t, x, z) is a locally Lipschitz function satisfying g(t, x, 0) ≡ 0 and (2.4) for some σ > 0. We aim to achieve H^1-stabilization of (2.1) in the presence of the input delay r > 0 in (3.1).

Let ψ(x) = −^2_π cos

�_π 2 x � satisfy (2.5) and (2.6). To obtain homogeneous boundary conditions we employ the delayed change of variables

w(x, t) = z(x, t) − ψ(x)u(t − r), (3.2)

that leads to the following PDE

w_t(x, t) = w_{xx}(x, t) + g (t, x, w(x, t) + ψ(x)u(t − r)) −ψ(x) � μu(t − r) + u̇(t − r) � (3.3) As in the non-delayed case, we will construct an integral control law. In order to satisfy u(t) = 0, t ≤ 0 and to guarantee that u(t) is continuously differentiable in t ∈ R, we consider

u(t) =

�_t 0 e^{−μ(t−s)}v(s)ds, t ∈ R (3.4) where v(t) will be constructed below as continuous subject to v(t) = 0 for t ≤ 0. Then, u(t) satisfies

u̇(t) = −μu(t) + v(t), t ∈ R. (3.5)

For our sub-predictor construction below, we would like the ODE for u and the PDE for w to contain the control input evaluated at the same time t − r (see w^{N0} (t) and w^{N−N0} (t) in (3.11) below). Hence, replacing t by t − r in (3.5) and substituting into (3.3) we obtain the following ODE-PDE system for t ≥ 0

u̇(t − r) = −μu(t − r) + v(t − r), w_t(x, t) = w_{xx}(x, t) + g (t, x, w(x, t) + ψ(x)u(t − r)) − ψ(x)v(t − r) (3.6) with the boundary conditions (2.9) and measurement

y(t) = w(x_∗, t) + ψ(x_∗)u(t − r). (3.7)

We will treat u(t − r) as the additional (non-delayed) state variable and v(t − r) as the new control input with delay r.

We present the solution to (3.6) as (2.12), with {ϕ_n}^∞_{n=0} defined in (1.3). Similar to (2.13), we obtain for t ≥ 0

ẇ_n(t) = −λ_nw_n(t) + g_n(t) + b_nv(t − r), w_n(0) = ⟨w(·, 0), ϕ_n⟩ , n ∈ Z_+ (3.8)

where {b_n}^∞_{n=0} are given in (2.14) and

g_n(t) = ⟨g (t, ·, w(·, t) + ψ(·)u(t − r)) , ϕ_n⟩ . (3.9)

Let δ > 0 be a desired decay rate and let N_0 ∈ Z_+ satisfy (2.16) defining the number of modes in the controller. Let N ∈ Z_+, N ≥ N_0 and introduce

w^{N0} (t) = col � u(t − r), w_1(t), . . . , w_{N0} (t) � , w^{N−N0} (t) = col � w_{N0 +1}(t), . . . , w_N (t) � , G^{N0} (t) = col {0, g_n(t)}^{N0}_{n=1} , G^{N−N0} (t) = col {g_n(t)}^N_{n=N0+1} .

(3.10)

Then, recalling A_1 and B_1 in (2.36) and using (3.8) we find that for t ≥ 0 w^{N0} (t) and w^{N−N0} (t) satisfy

ẇ^{N0} (t) = Ã_0w^{N0} (t) + B̃_0v(t − r) + G^{N0} (t), ẇ^{N−N0} (t) = A_1w^{N−N0} (t) + B_1v(t − r) + G^{N−N0} (t). (3.11)

3.2. Finite-dimensional observer-based controller design

Consider the ODEs satisfied by w^{N0} (t), given in (3.11). In order to deal with the input delay r > 0 therein, we fix M ∈ N and subdivide r into M parts of equal size^r_M . We first consider M ≥ 2 and design a chain of sub-predictors (observers of future state)

ŵ^j_1(t − r) → · · · → ŵ^j_i � t −^{M−i+1}_M r � → · · · → ŵ^j_M � t −^1_M r � → w^j(t), j ∈ {N_0, N − N_0} . (3.12) Here ŵ^j_i � t −^{M−i+1}_M r � → ŵ^j_{i+1} � t −^{M−i}_M r � means that ŵ^j_i (t) predicts the value of ŵ^j_{i+1}(t +^r_M ). Similarly, ŵ^j_M (t) predicts the value of w^j(t +^r_M ).

Remark 3.1. Differently from the linear case [20], here the sub-predictors are constructed for both w^{N0} (t) and w^{N−N0} (t). This is due to semilinearity in (2.1), which leads to coupling between all modes of the solution.

We assume the following:

Assumption 2: The point x_∗ ∈ [0, 1] satisfies (2.20) and ψ(x_∗) � 0.

Note that Assumption 2 holds for the particular case x_∗ = 0 of non-collocated measurement. Recall the notations in (2.21) and let

C̃_0 = [ψ(x_∗), C_0]. (3.13)

Under Assumption 2, the pair (Ã_0, C̃_0) is observable by the Hautus lemma. Let L_0 ∈ R^{N0 +2} satisfy the Lyapunov inequality (2.22) with 0 < P_o ∈ R^{(N0 +2)×(N0 +2)} and A_0, C_0 replaced by Ã_0, C̃_0, respectively. We further choose the remaining gains as l_n = 0, N_0 + 1 ≤ n ≤ N. Similarly, by the Hautus lemma, the pair (Ã_0, B̃_0) is controllable. Let K_0 ∈ R^{1×(N0 +2)} satisfy (2.23) with 0 < P_c ∈ R^{(N0 +2)×(N0 +2)}.

For 0 ≤ n ≤ N and 1 ≤ i ≤ M denote

ĝ^{(i)}_n (t) = � g � t +^{(M+1−i)r}_M , · , Q(·) col � ŵ^{N0}_i (t), ŵ^{N−N0}_i (t) � , ϕ_n � , Q^T (x) = col {ψ(x), ϕ_0(x), ..., ϕ_N(x)} , Ĝ^{N0}_i (t) = col � 0, ĝ^{(i)}_n (t)

�_{N0} n=0 , Ĝ^{N−N0}_i (t) = col � ĝ^{(i)}_n (t)

�_N

n=N_0+1 .

(3.14)

The sub-predictors satisfy the following ODEs for t ≥ 0

^̇w^{N0}_M (t) = Ã_0ŵ^{N0}_M (t) + B̃_0v � t −^{M−1}_M r � + Ĝ^{N0}_M (t) −L_0 � C̃_0ŵ^{N0}_M (t −^r_M ) + C_1ŵ^{N−N0}_M (t −^r_M ) − y(t) � ^̇w^{N−N0}_M (t) = A_1ŵ^{N−N0}_M (t) + B_1v � t −^{M−1}_M r � +Ĝ^{N−N0}_M (t), ^̇w^{N0}_i (t) = Ã_0ŵ^{N0}_i (t) + B̃_0v � t −^{i−1}_M r � + Ĝ^{N0}_i (t) −L_0 � C̃_0ŵ^{N0}_i (t −^r_M ) + C_1ŵ^{N−N0}_i (t −^r_M ) −C̃_0ŵ^{N0}_{i+1}(t) − C_1ŵ^{N−N0}_{i+1} (t) � , ^̇w^{N−N0}_i (t) = A_1ŵ^{N−N0}_i (t) + B_1v � t −^{i−1}_M r � +Ĝ^{N−N0}_i (t), 1 ≤ i ≤ M − 1 (3.15) subject to

ŵ^{N0}_i (t) = 0, ŵ^{N−N0}_i (t) = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ M, t ≤ 0. (3.16)

Note that as i decreases, the input delay on the righthand-side of the ODEs in (3.15) decreases by^r_M . For the case M = 1, the ODEs have the following form

^̇w^{N0}_1 (t) = Ã_0ŵ^{N0}_1 (t) + B̃_0v (t − r) + Ĝ^{N0}_1 (t)

−L_0 � C̃_0ŵ^{N0}_1 (t − r) + C_1ŵ^{N−N0}_1 (t − r) − y(t) � ^̇w^{N−N0}_1 (t) = A_1ŵ^{N−N0}_1 (t) + B_1v (t − r) + Ĝ^{N−N0}_1 (t). (3.17)

The finite-dimensional observer ŵ(x, t) of the state w(x, t), based on the M × (N + 2) dimensional system of ODEs (3.15) is then given by

ŵ(x, t) = ŵ^{N0}_1 (t − r) · col {0, ϕ_n(x)}^{N0}_{n=0}

+ŵ^{N−N0}_1 (t − r) · col {ϕ_n(x)}^N_{n=N0+1} .

(3.18)

The controller is further chosen as

v(t) = −K_0ŵ^{N0}_1 (t). (3.19)

In particular, (3.15) and (3.16) imply continuity of v(t) and v(t) = 0 for t ≤ 0.

Well-posedness of the closed-loop system (3.6), (3.15) subject to the control law (3.19) follows from arguments similar to (2.25)-(2.31) combined with the step method, meaning proof of well-posedness step by step on the intervals [^{jr}_M ,^{( j+1)r}_M ), j = 0, 1, . . . (see Section A of [20], where such arguments have been used for sub-predictors). In particular, given w(·, 0) ∈ H^1(0, 1) we obtain a unique classical solution satisfying w(·, t) ∈ C � [0, ∞); L^2(0, 1) � ∩ C^1 � (0, ∞); L^2(0, 1) \ J � with J = �_{jr} M �_∞ j=0. Furthermore, w(·, t) ∈ D (A) for all t > 0. We omit the details due to space constraints.

We define the estimation errors as follows

e^{N0}_M (t) = w^{N0} (t) − ŵ^{N0}_M (t −^r_M ), e^{N−N0}_M (t) = w^{N−N0} (t) − ŵ^{N−N0}_M (t −^r_M ), e^{N0}_i (t) = ŵ^{N0}_{i+1}(t −^{M−i}_M r) − ŵ^{N0}_i (t −^{M−i+1}_M r), e^{N−N0}_i (t) = ŵ^{N−N0}_{i+1} (t −^{M−i}_M r)

−ŵ^{N−N0}_i (t −^{M−i+1}_M r), 1 ≤ i ≤ M − 1. (3.20) Then, the innovation term on the right-hand-side of the ODEs for ŵ^{N0}_M (t) given in (3.15) can be presented as

C̃_0ŵ^{N0}_M (t −^r_M ) + C_1ŵ^{N−N0}_M (t −^r_M ) − y(t)

(3.7)

= −C̃_0e^{N0}_M (t) − C_1e^{N−N0}_M (t) − ζ(t).

(3.21)

Here, ζ(t) is given in (2.32) and satisfies the estimate (2.33) with Γ > 0. Furthermore, by (3.20), we have

ŵ^{N0}_1 (t − r) +

�_{Mi=1} e^{N0}_i (t) = w^{N0} (t). (3.22)

In particular, if the errors e^{N0}_i (t), 1 ≤ i ≤ M converge to zero, we have ŵ^{N0}_1 (t) → w^{N0} (t + r), meaning that ŵ^{N0}_1 (t) predicts the future system state w^{N0} (t + r).

Using (3.11), (3.15) and (3.21) we obtain the following dynamics of the estimation errors for t ≥ 0

ė^{N0}_M (t) = � Ã_0 − L_0C̃_0 � e^{N0}_M (t) − L_0C_1e^{N−N0}_M (t) + L_0C̃_0 ×Υ^{N0}_{M,r}(t) + L_0C_1Υ^{N−N0}_{M,r} (t) − L_0ζ(t −^r_M ) + H^{N0}_M (t) ė^{N−N0}_M (t) = A_1e^{N−N0}_M (t) + H^{N−N0}_M (t), ė^{N0}_{M−1}(t) = � Ã_0 − L_0C̃_0 � e^{N0}_{M−1}(t) − L_0C_1e^{N−N0}_{M−1} (t) +L_0C̃_0Υ^{N0}_{M−1,r}(t) + L_0C_1Υ^{N−N0}_{M−1,r}(t) + L_0C̃_0e^{N0}_M (t) −L_0C̃_0Υ^{N0}_{M,r}(t) + L_0C_1e^{N−N0}_M (t) − L_0C_1Υ^{N−N0}_{M,r} (t) +L_0ζ(t −^r_M ) + H^{N0}_{M−1}(t), ė^{N−N0}_{M−1} (t) = A_1e^{N−N0}_{M−1} (t) + H^{N−N0}_{M−1} (t) (3.23) whereas for 1 ≤ i ≤ M − 2

ė^{N0}_i (t) = (Ã_0 − L_0C̃_0)e^{N0}_i (t) − L_0C_1e^{N−N0}_i (t) +L_0C̃_0e^{N0}_{i+1}(t) + L_0C_1e^{N−N0}_{i+1} (t) + L_0C̃_0Υ^{N0}_{i,r} (t) +L_0C_1Υ^{N−N0}_{i,r} (t) − L_0C̃_0Υ^{N0}_{i+1,r}(t) −L_0C_1Υ^{N−N0}_{i+1,r} (t) + H^{N0}_i (t), ė^{N−N0}_i (t) = A_1e^{N−N0}_i (t) + H^{N−N0}_i (t).

(3.24)

Here

Υ^{N0}_{i,r} (t) = e^{N0}_i (t) − e^{N0}_i (t −^r_M ), Υ^{N−N0}_{i,r} (t) = e^{N−N0}_i (t) − e^{N−N0}_i (t −^r_M ), H^{N0}_M (t) = G^{N0} (t) − Ĝ^{N0}_M (t −^r_M ), H^{N−N0}_M (t) = G^{N−N0} (t) − Ĝ^{N−N0}_M (t −^r_M ), H^{N0}_i (t) = Ĝ^{N0}_{i+1}(t −^{M−i}_M r) − Ĝ^{N0}_i (t −^{M−i+1}_M r), H^{N−N0}_i (t) = Ĝ^{N−N0}_{i+1} (t −^{M−i}_M r) − Ĝ^{N−N0}_i (t −^{M−i+1}_M r). (3.25)

From (3.11), (3.19) and (3.22) we further have

ẇ^{N0} (t) = � Ã_0 − B̃_0K_0 � w^{N0} (t) + B̃_0K_0

�_{Mi=1} e^{N0}_i (t) +G^{N0} (t), ẇ^{N−N0} (t) = A_1w^{N−N0} (t) + B_1K_0

�_{Mi=1}

e^{N0}_i (t) +G^{N−N0} (t). (3.26) We introduce the notations

X(t) = col � w^{N0} (t), w^{N−N0} (t) � , X_e(t) = col � e^{N0}_1 (t), e^{N−N0}_1 (t), . . . , e^{N0}_M (t), e^{N−N0}_M (t) � , Υ_{e,r}(t) = X_e(t) − X_e � t −^r_M � , H(t) = col � H^{N0}_1 (t), H^{N−N0}_1 (t), . . . , H^{N0}_M (t), H^{N−N0}_M (t) � (3.27) and G(t) = col � G^{N0} (t), G^{N−N0} (t) � , F_X =

�_{Ã0 − B̃0K0 0}

−B_1K_0 A_1 � , B_X = col � B̃_0, B_1 � , I = [I_{N0+2} 0 I_{N0+2} 0 . . . I_{N0+2} 0] ∈ R^{1×M(N+2)} , F_0 =

�_{Ã0 − L0C̃0 −L0C1}

0 A_1 � , L_0 =

�_{L0} 0 � , C = [C̃_0 C_1], F_e = I_M ⊗ F_0 + J_{0,M} ⊗ L_0C, K̃_0 = [K_0, 0_{1×(N−N0)}] Λ_e = I_M ⊗ L_0C − J_{0,M} ⊗ L_0C, L_ζ = col {0, 0, . . . , 0, L_0, −L_0} ∈ R^{M(N+2)} . (3.28) Here J_{0,M} is an upper triangular Jordan block of order M with zero diagonal and ⊗ is the Kronecker product. Then, from (3.8), (3.24), (3.26) and (3.28) we obtain the following closed-loop system for t ≥ 0

Ẋ(t) = F_X X(t) + B_X K_0IX_e(t) + G(t), Ẋ_e(t) = F_eX_e(t) + Λ_eΥ_{e,r}(t) + L_ζ ζ(t −^r_M ) + H(t), ẇ_n(t) = −λ_nw_n(t) + g_n(t) − b_nK̃_0 X(t)

+b_nK_0IX_e(t), n > N. (3.29) Differently from the existing finite-dimensional controllers [17, 18], where the closed-loop systems is written in terms of the observer and the tail w_n(t) (n > N), here (3.29) is presented in terms of the state X(t), the estimation errors X_e(t) and the tail. This allows to eliminate the delay r from the ODEs of X(t) and w_n(t), n > N while decreasing it to^r_M (which is small for large M) in the ODEs of X_e(t).

3.3. H^1- stability analysis

For H^1-stability analysis of (3.29) we define the Lyapunov functional

V(t) := V_X (t) + V_e(t) + V_q(t), V_X (t) = |X(t)|^2_{PX} +

�_{∞n=N+1}

λ_nw^2_n(t), V_q(t) = q

�_t

t−^r_M e

−2δ(t−s)ζ2(s)ds,

V_e(t) = |X_e(t)|^2_{Pe} + V_{S e} (t) + V_{Re} (t)

(3.30)

Here 0 < P_X and 0 < P_e are matrices of appropriate dimensions, whereas 0 < q is a scalar. Furthermore, V_{S e} (t) and V_{Re} (t) are given by

V_{S e} (t) :=

�_t

t−^r_M e

−2δ(t−s) |X

e(s)|^2_{S e} ds,

V_{Re} (t) :=^r_M

�_0

−^r_M

�_t t+θ e^{−2δ(t−s)} � �Ẋ_e(s) � �^2_{Re} dsdθ

(3.31) where 0 < S_e and 0 < R_e are matrices of appropriate dimension. Note that V_X (t) allows to compensate ζ(t) using (2.33), V_q(t) compensates ζ(t −^r_M ) , whereas V_e(t) compensate the delay^r_M appearing in the ODEs of X_e(t).

Differentiation of V_q(t) gives

V̇_q + 2δV_q = qζ^2(t) − qε_{r,M}ζ^2 � t − r M � , ε_{r,M} = e^{− 2δrM} .

(3.32) Differentiating V_X (t) along the solution to (3.30) we obtain

V̇_X + 2δV_X = X^T (t) � P_X F_X + F^T_X P_X + 2δP_X � X(t) +2X^T (t)P_X B_X K_0IX_e(t) + 2X^T (t)P_XG(t) +2 �_{∞n=N+1} � −λ^2_n + δλ_n � w^2_n(t) +2 �_{∞n=N+1} λ_nw_n(t) � g_n(t) − b_n � K̃_0X(t) − K_0IX_e(t) � . (3.33) Let α_1 > 0. By the Young inequality we have 2 �_{∞n=N+1} λ_nw_n(t)g_n(t) ≤^1_{α1}

�_{∞n=N+1}

λ^2_nw^2_n(t) − α_1 |G(t)|^2 + α_1

�_{∞n=0} g^2_n(t). (3.34) By Parseval’s equality and the assumptions on g we have

�_{∞n=0}

g^2_n(t)^{(3.9)}=

�_1 0 |g (t, s, w(s, t) + ψ(s)u(t − r))|^2 ds

(2.4)

≤ σ^2

�_1 0 � w(s, t) + ψ(s)u(t − r)

�_2 ds ≤ 2σ^2

�_1 0 w^2(s, t)ds + 2u^2(t − r)σ^2

�_1 0 ψ^2(s)ds = 2σ^2X^T (t)Ξ_X X(t) + 2σ^2

�_{∞n=N+1} w^2_n(t), Ξ_X^{(2.5)}= diag

�_2

π^2 , IN+1 � . (3.35)

Similarly, we have for α_2, α_3 > 0 −2 �_{∞n=N+1} λ_nw_n(t)b_nK̃_0X(t)

(2.15)

≤^1_{α2}

�_{∞n=N+1}

λ_nw^2_n(t) +^{2α2 ξN+1}_{π2} � �K̃_0X(t) � �^2 , 2 �_{∞n=N+1}

λ_nw_n(t)b_nK_0IX_e(t)

(2.15)

≤^1_{α3}

�_{∞n=N+1}

λ_nw^2_n(t) +^{2α3 ξN+1}_{π2} |K_0IX_e(t)|^2 (3.36)

Differentiation of V_e(t) and Jensen’s inequality lead to V̇_e + 2δV_e ≤ X^T_e (t) � P_eF_e + F^T_e P_e + 2δP_e � X_e(t) +2X^T_e (t)P_eΛ_eΥ_{e,r}(t) + 2X^T_e (t)P_eL_ζ ζ(t −^r_M ) +2X^T_e (t)P_eH(t) + |X_e(t)|^2_{S e} − ε_{r,M}× � �X_e(t) − Υ_{e,r}(t)�^2_{S e} + �Υ_{e,r}(t)�^2_{Re} � + �_r M �_2 �

�Ẋ_e(t) � �^2_{Re} .

(3.37)

Recall G^{N0} (t), G^{N−N0} (t) in (3.10), � Ĝ^{N0}_i (t), Ĝ^{N−N0}_i (t)

�_M i=1 in (3.14), the estimation errors in (3.20) and H(t) defined in (3.25) and (3.27). By Parseval’s equality we have � �H^{N0}_M (t) � �^2 + � �H^{N−N0}_M (t) � �^2 = �_{Nn=0} �

g_n(t) − ĝ^{(M)}_n (t −^r_M )

�_2

(3.10),(3.14) = �_1 0 |g (t, s, w(s, t) + ψ(s)u(t − r)) −g � t, s, Q_1(s)ŵ^{N0}_M (t −^r_M ) + Q_2(s)ŵ^{N−N0}_M (t −^r_M ) � �^2 ds

(2.4)

≤ σ^2

�_1 0 � w(s, t) + ψ(s)u(t − r) − Q_1(s)ŵ^{N0}_M (t −^r_M )

−Q_2(s)ŵ^{N−N0}_M (t −^r_M )

�_2 ds ≤ 2σ^2e^{N0,T}_M (t)Ξ_1e^{N0}_M (t) + 2σ^2 � �e^{N−N0}_M (t) � �^2 +2σ^2

�_{∞n=N+1} w^2_n(t), � �H^{N0}_i (t) � �^2 + � �H^{N−N0}_i (t) � �^2 ≤ 2σ^2e^{N0,T}_i (t)Ξ_1e^{N0}_i (t)

+2σ^2 � �e^{N−N0}_i (t) � �^2 ,

Ξ_1^{(2.5)}=

�_2

π^2 , IN^0+1 � , 1 ≤ i ≤ M − 1 (3.38) By (3.27) and (3.28), the latter implies

|H(t)|^2 ≤ 2σ^2 X^T_e (t)Ξ_E X_e(t) + 2σ^2

�_{∞n=N+1} w^2_n(t), Ξ_E = diag � Ξ_1, I_{N−N0} , . . . , Ξ_1, I_{N−N0} � . (3.39) Let η(t) = col � X(t), G(t), X_e(t), ζ(t −^r_M ), Υ_{e,r}(t), H(t) � . By (3.32)-(3.39) and the S-procedure, we have for β > 0

V̇ + 2δV + β � 2σ^2X^T_e (t)Ξ_E X_e(t) +2σ^2

�_{∞n=N+1}

w^2_n(t) − |H(t)|^2 � ≤ η^T (t)Ψ_1η(t) + qζ^2(t) + 2

�_{∞n=N+1} ϖ_nw^2_n(t) (3.40) where

ϖ_n = � −1 +^1_{2α1} � λ^2_n + � δ +^1_{2α2} +^1_{2α3} � λ_n +σ^2 (α_1 + β) , n > N,

Ψ_1 = � � � � � � Φ_1

P_X B_X K_0I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ∗ Φ_2

P_e 0 0 ∗ ∗ −βI

� � � � � � + �_r M �_2 Θ^T R_eΘ,

Φ_1 =

�_{φ1 PX}

−α_1 I � , Φ_2 =

�_{φ2 Pe Lζ PeΛe − εr,M S e}

∗ −qε_{r,M} 0 ∗ ∗ −ε_{r,M} (S_e + R_e) � , Θ = [0, 0, F_e, L_ζ , Λ_e, I], φ_1 = P_X F_X + F^T_X P_X + 2δP_X

+2α_1σ^2Ξ_X +^{2α2 ξN+1}_{π2} K̃^T_0 K̃_0 φ_2 = P_eF_e + F^T_e P_e + 2δP_e +^{2α3 ξN+1}_{π2} I^T K^T_0 K_0I +2βσ^2Ξ_E + � 1 − ε_{r,M} � S_e.

To compensate ζ^2(t) in (3.40) we use (2.33) and monotonicity of {λ_n}^∞_{n=1} as follows

qζ^2(t) + 2

�_{∞n=N+1}

ϖ_nw^2_n(t)

(2.33) ≤ �_{∞n=N+1}

(2ϖ_n + qκ_n) w^2_n(t) ≤ 0

(3.41)

provided ϖ_{N+1} +^{qκN+1}_2 < 0. From (3.40) - (3.41) we have

V̇ + 2δV + β � 2σ^2X^T_e (t)Ξ_2X_e(t) +2σ^2

�_{∞n=N+1}

w^2_n(t) − |H(t)|^2 � ≤ 0 (3.42) if Ψ_1 < 0, ϖ_{N+1} +^{qκN+1}_2 < 0. (3.43)

By Schur complement, we have that ϖ_{N+1} +^{qκN+1}_2 < 0 iff �_{φ3 1 1 1}

∗ −^2_{λN+1} diag

�_{α1}

λN+1 , α2, α3 � � < 0,

φ_3 = −λ^2_{N+1} + � δ +^{qΓ}_2 � λ_{N+1} +σ^2 (α_1 + β) +^q_2 (1 + Γ) .

(3.44)

Summarizing, we arrive at

Theorem 3.1. Consider the system (3.6) with boundary conditions (2.9), point measurement (3.7) and control law (3.19). Assume that g(t, x, z) is a locally Lipschitz function satisfying g(t, x, 0) ≡ 0 and (2.4) for a given σ > 0. Let δ > 0, N_0 ∈ N satisfy (2.16) and N ∈ N satisfy N_0 ≤ N. Let L_0 and K_0 be obtained using (2.22) (with A_0, C_0 replaced by Ã_0, C̃_0) and (2.23), respectively. Given M ∈ N and Γ > 0, let there exist positive definite matrices P_X, P_e, S_e, R_e and scalars q, α_1, α_2, α_3, β > 0 such that (3.43) hold. Then, given w(·, 0) ∈ H^1(0, 1), the solution u(t − r), w(x, t) of (3.6) subject to the control law (3.19) and the observer ŵ(x, t), defined by (3.15) (with notations (3.14))

N 3 4 5 6 7 8 σ_{max} 0.39 0.47 0.59 0.64 0.76 0.83

Table 1: Theorem 2.1: Feasibility of LMI

and (3.18), satisfy

u^2(t − r) + ‖w(·, t)‖^2_{H1}

+ ‖ŵ(·, t)‖^2_{H1} ≤ De^{−2δt} ‖w(·, 0)‖^2_{H1} (3.45) for t ≥ 0 and some D ≥ 1. Given r > 0, (3.43) are always feasible for M, N large enough and σ > 0 small enough.

Proof: The upper bound (3.45) follows from arguments similar to (2.51) and (2.52) in Theorem 2.1. Next, we fix r > 0 and treat feasibility of (3.43) for M, N large enough and σ > 0 small enough. For σ = 0 (i.e. when g ≡ 0 in (2.1)), feasibility for large enough M and N follows from Theorem 1 in [20]. Fixing such M and N and using continuity of eigenvalues, we have that (3.43) are feasible provided σ > 0 is small enough. □

4. Numerical example

Consider first (2.1) under Neumann actuation (2.2) and boundary measurement (2.3), where x_∗ = 0. Recall that g(t, x, z) is a locally Lipschitz function satisfying g(t, x, 0) ≡ 0 and (2.4) for a given σ > 0. Let δ = 0.001 be the desired decay rate and N_0 = 0. Let the gains L_0 and K_0 satisfy (2.22) and (2.23), respectively. The gains are given by

L_0 = 2.75, K_0 = � −5.468 32.19 � . Given N ∈ {4, 5, . . . , 9}, the LMI of Theorem 2.1 was verified using Matlab to obtain the largest value of σ which preserves feasibility of the LMI. The results are presented in Table 1. Next, consider (2.1) under Neumann actuation with constant input delay (2.2) and boundary measurement (2.3), where x_∗ = 0. Let δ = 0.001 be the desired decay rate, σ = 0.5 and N_0 = 0. Let the gains L_0 and K_0 be obtained using (2.22) (with C_0 replaced by C̃_0 in (3.13)) and (2.23), respectively. The gains are given by

L_0 = � 7.33 1.01

�_T , K_0 = � 1.95 0.55 � . (4.1)

Given M = 2 and N ∈ {4, 5, 6}, the LMIs of Theorem 3.1 were verified to obtain the largest value of the input

N 4 5 6 r_{max} 0.32 0.45 0.56

Table 2: Theorem 3.1: Feasibility of LMIs (σ = 0.5, M = 2)

Figure 1: Closed-loop system simulation

delay r > 0 which preserves feasibility of the LMIs. The results are presented in Table 2.

For simulations of the closed-loop system, consider (2.1) under Neumann actuation with constant input delay (2.2), boundary measurement (2.3) at x_∗ = 0 and

g(t, x, z) = σ sin(t + 3x + z).

We fix σ = 0.5, delay r = 0.32, N = 4 and M = 2 subpredictors. Let the gains be given by (4.1). The ODE- PDE system (3.6) and subpredictor ODEs (3.15) were simulated using the FTCS (Forward Time Centered Space) and Forward Euler finite-difference schemes, where the initial condition was chosen as

w(x, 0) = 8.5x(1 − x), x ∈ [0, 1].

The simulation results are given in Figure 1 and confirm our theoretical analysis. Stability of the closed-loop system in simulation was preserved for r = 0.63, which implies that our approach is slightly conservative in this example.

5. Conclusions

In this paper we studied global boundary stabilization of a semilinear heat equation under point measurement. For the non-delayed case, we suggested a finite-dimensional nonlinear observer-based controller. To compensate a constant input delay, we constructed nonlinear sequential sub-predictors. A numerical example demonstrated the efficiency of the approach. Our method in the future can be extended to other semilinear PDEs.

References

[1] T. Ahmed-Ali, E. Cherrier, and F. Lamnabhi-Lagarrigue. Cascade high gain predictors for a class of nonlinear systems. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 57(1):224–229, 2012.

[2] T. Ahmed-Ali, E. Fridman, F. Giri, M. Kahelras, F. Lamnabhi- Lagarrigue, and L. Burlion. Observer design for a class of parabolic systems with large delays and sampled measurements. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 65(5):2200–2206, 2019.

[3] Z. Artstein. Linear systems with delayed controls: a reduction.

IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 27(4):869–879, 1982. [4] N. Bekiaris-Liberis and M. Krstic. Nonlinear control under nonconstant delays. SIAM, 2013.

[5] D. Bresch-Pietri, N. Petit, and M. Krstic. Prediction-based control for nonlinear state-and input-delay systems with the aim of delay-robustness analysis. In 2015 54th IEEE Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), pages 6403–6409. IEEE, 2015.

[6] F. Cacace, F. Conte, A. Germani, and P. Pepe. Stabilization of strict-feedback nonlinear systems with input delay using closedloop predictors. International Journal of Robust and Nonlinear Control, 26(16):3524–3540, 2016.

[7] P. Christofides. Nonlinear and Robust Control of PDE Systems: Methods and Applications to transport reaction processes. Springer, 2001.

[8] R. Curtain. Finite-dimensional compensator design for parabolic distributed systems with point sensors and boundary input. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 27(1):98–104, 1982.

[9] E. Fridman and A. Blighovsky. Robust sampled-data control of a class of semilinear parabolic systems. Automatica, 48:826– 836, 2012.

[10] A. Germani, C. Manes, and P. Pepe. A new approach to state observation of nonlinear systems with delayed output. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 47(1):96–101, 2002.

[11] W. Kang and E. Fridman. Distributed stabilization of Korteweg– de Vries–Burgers equation in the presence of input delay. Automatica, 100:260–273, 2019.

[12] W. Kang and E. Fridman. Constrained control of 1-D parabolic PDEs using sampled in space sensing and actuation. Systems & Control Letters, 140:104698, 2020.

[13] I. Karafyllis. Lyapunov-based boundary feedback design for parabolic PDEs. International Journal of Control, 94(5):1247– 1260, 2021.

[14] I. Karafyllis and M. Krstic. Predictor feedback for delay systems: Implementations and approximations. Springer, 2017.

[15] I. Karafyllis and M. Krstic. Small-gain-based boundary feedback design for global exponential stabilization of onedimensional semilinear parabolic PDEs. SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, 57(3):2016–2036, 2019.

[16] R. Katz and E. Fridman. Global stabilization of a 1D semilinear heat equation via modal decomposition and direct Lyapunov approach. Submitted.

[17] R. Katz and E. Fridman. Constructive method for finitedimensional observer-based control of 1-D parabolic PDEs. Automatica, 122:109285, 2020.

[18] R. Katz and E. Fridman. Delayed finite-dimensional observerbased control of 1-D parabolic PDEs. Automatica, 123:109364, 2021.

[19] R. Katz and E. Fridman. Finite-dimensional boundary control of the linear Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation under point measurement with guaranteed L^2-gain. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 2021.

[20] R. Katz and E. Fridman. Sub-predictors and classical predictors for finite-dimensional observer-based control of parabolic PDEs. IEEE Control Systems Letters, 2021.

[21] M. Krstic. Delay Compensation for Nonlinear, Adaptive, and PDE Systems. Birkhauser, Boston, 2009.

[22] M. Krstic and A. Smyshlyaev. Boundary Control of PDEs: A Course on Backstepping Designs. SIAM, 2008.

[23] I. Lasiecka and R. Triggiani. Control theory for partial differential equations: Volume 1, Abstract parabolic systems: Continuous and approximation theories, volume 1. Cambridge University Press, 2000.

[24] J. Lei and H. K. Khalil. High-gain-predictor-based output feedback control for time-delay nonlinear systems. Automatica, 71:324–333, 2016.

[25] F. Mazenc and M. Malisoff. Stabilization of nonlinear timevarying systems through a new prediction based approach. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 62(6):2908–2915, 2016.

[26] M. Najafi and M. Ekramian. Decrease the order of nonlinear predictors based on generalized-Lipschitz condition. European Journal of Control, 2021.

[27] M. Najafi, S. Hosseinnia, F. Sheikholeslam, and M. Karimadini.

Closed-loop control of dead time systems via sequential subpredictors. International Journal of Control, 86(4):599–609, 2013.

[28] Y. Orlov, Y. Lou, and P. D. Christofides*. Robust stabilization of infinite-dimensional systems using sliding-mode output feedback control. International Journal of Control, 77(12):1115– 1136, 2004.

[29] A. Pazy. Semigroups of linear operators and applications to partial differential equations, volume 44. Springer New York, 1983.

[30] C. Prieur and E. Trélat. Feedback stabilization of a 1-D linear reaction–diffusion equation with delay boundary control. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 64(4):1415–1425, 2018.

[31] A. Selivanov and E. Fridman. Delayed point control of a reaction–diffusion PDE under discrete-time point measurements. Automatica, 96:224–233, 2018.

[32] M. Tucsnak and G. Weiss. Observation and control for operator semigroups. Springer, 2009.

[33] R. Vazquez and M. Krstic. Control of 1-D parabolic PDEs with Volterra nonlinearities, part I: design. Automatica, 44(11):2778– 2790, 2008.

[34] H.-N. Wu, H.-D. Wang, and L. Guo. Finite dimensional disturbance observer based control for nonlinear parabolic PDE systems via output feedback. Journal of Process Control, 48:25–40, 2016.