arXiv:2404.02298v1 [math.OC] 2 Apr 2024

Output Feedback Periodic Event-triggered Control of Coupled 2 × 2 Linear Hyperbolic PDEs

Eranda Somathilake^1, Bhathiya Rathnayake^2, and Mamadou Diagne^1

Abstract— This article introduces an observer-based periodic event-triggered control (PETC) strategy for boundary control of a system characterized by 2 × 2 linear hyperbolic partial differential equations (PDEs). An anti-collocated actuation and sensing configuration is considered, and an exponentially convergent observer for state estimation from boundary data is designed. Initially, a continuous-time dynamic event-triggering mechanism requiring constant monitoring of the triggering function is developed. This mechanism is subsequently adapted into a periodic event-triggering scheme, which necessitates only periodic monitoring to identify when the control input needs updating. The underlying control approach is the PDE backstepping boundary control, implemented in a zero-order hold manner between events. This result marks a substantial improvement over conventional observer-based continuous-time event-triggered control for linear coupled hyperbolic PDEs by removing the requirement for constant monitoring of the triggering function. With the triggering function evaluated periodically, the closed-loop system is inherently free from Zeno behavior. It is demonstrated that under the proposed PETC, the closed-loop system globally exponentially converges to zero in the spatial L^2 norm. A simulation study illustrating the theoretical results is presented.

I. INTRODUCTION Hyperbolic partial differential equations (PDEs) provide a mathematical description of transport processes. Via firstprincipal modeling of physical systems, these PDEs are useful for estimation, prediction, and control of various systems such as open channel fluid flow [7], [8], [10], [14], blood flow dynamics [4], traffic systems [20], and heat exchanger systems [19], among others. From a boundary control perspective, several noteworthy contributions include [2], [3], [5], [6], [17]. In [5], an important advancement in local exponential stabilization was proposed for controlling irrigation canals modeled by Saint-Venant equations. This work was further developed in [2], [3] as well as [17] for a 2 × 2 linear hyperbolic systems via boundary control. Contribution [17] employs PDE backstepping control design assuming collocated actuation and sensing. The resulting output feedback boundary control law achieves exponential stability of the closed-loop system. Later, this design was extended to a system of n + 1 PDEs in [6] but with an anticollocated observer with a control input that exponentially stabilizes the system. In this work, we rely on the PDE

1E. Somathilake and Mamadou Diagne are with the Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering, University of California San Diego, CA 92093, USA esomathilake@ucsd.edu, mdiagne@ucsd.edu

2B. Rathnayake is with the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering,University of California San Diego, CA 92093, USA brm22@ucsd.edu backstepping boundary control proposed in [17] with slight modifications to accommodate the change in the observer from collocated to anti-collocated.

The control designs mentioned above require the boundary controller to be implemented in continuous-time. However, in many situations, this continuous-time control (CTC) approach is not practical, especially when the controller operates on a digital platform that can only process discrete signals. A viable alternative is sampled-data control, where the control input is updated only at specific time instants governed by an appropriate sampling schedule determined offline. For greater flexibility in selecting the sampling schedule, a more effective approach is the continuous-time eventtriggered control (CETC), where the control input is updated only when a specific condition, termed an event, is satisfied. CETC results in less frequent updates of the control input as less conservative dwell-times may be possible depending on the current state as opposed to conventional sampleddata control where the update frequency is bounded by the worst-case scenario. Recent developments in CETC design for hyperbolic PDEs using the backstepping approach are notably, [11], [12], which use the backstepping approach to achieve convergence of a system of 2 × 2 linear hyperbolic PDEs in [12] under full state feedback and in [11] under observer-based feedback control. In addition, as the only result on event-triggered control for non-linear PDEs, [9] proposes a static triggering condition to control a non-linear hyperbolic PDE.

Although the CETC approach provides a method to implement the control input at discrete time points, it still requires the triggering condition to be continuously evaluated in time in order to detect events, which is not realistic on a digital platform. One solution is to evaluate the triggering function periodically, leading to what is known as periodic eventtriggered control (PETC) [13]. Developments in PETC for PDEs include [15], [16], [18]. PETC for PDEs is achieved via state feedback in [18] while observer based PETC with a boundary input is achieved in [15], [16] where the closed loop system is globally exponentially convergent in the spatial L^2 norm.

In this paper, we introduce an observer-based periodic event-triggered boundary controller for a system of 2 × 2 linear hyperbolic PDEs, a first of its kind. Moreover, unlike the approaches in [11], [17], which focus on collocated sensing-actuation configurations, our method utilizes an anticollocated sensing and actuation setup. Initially, by emulating a continuous-time observer-based backstepping boundary controller, we construct a sampled-data feedback law.

We then derive a continuous-time dynamic event-triggering function that requires continuous evaluations to determine control update times. Finally, we adapt the continuous-time event-triggering function into a periodic event-triggering mechanism that necessitates only periodic evaluations. It is worth noting that [15] only considers a scalar reactiondiffusion systems whereas our design is for 2 × 2 linear hyperbolic PDE systems. We prove the global exponential convergence of the system’s states to the origin in the spatial L^2 norm using Lyapunov arguments. The closed-loop system is inherently Zeno-free, as the triggering function is evaluated only periodically.

The article is organized as follows. Section II introduces the class of problems under consideration along with the CTC design. Sections III and IV discuss the CETC and PETC designs respectively. Section V provides numerical simulations to illustrate the theoretical results, followed by concluding remarks in Section VI.

Notation: Let R be the set of real numbers and R^+ be the set of nonnegative real numbers. Let N be the set of natural numbers including 0. By L^2(0, 1) we denote the equivalence class of Lebesgue measurable functions f : [0, 1] → R such

that ‖f‖_L2 = (∫_1 0 |f(x)|^2 )_{1/2} . Define C^0(I; L^2(0, 1)) as the space of continuous functions u(t, ·) for an interval I ⊆ R^+ such that I ∋ t → u(t, ·) ∈ L^2(0, 1). For convenience, we set ‖χ_1(·), χ_2(·)‖ =‖χ_1(·), χ_2(·)‖_L2_{((0,1);R}2_).

II. PRELIMINARIES AND PROBLEM STATEMENT We consider the following 2 × 2 linear hyperbolic PDE system in the canonical form where the independent variables t ≥ 0 and x ∈ [0, 1] are the time and spatial domains, respectively, and the PDE states are denoted by (u(t, x), v(t, x))^T satisfy ∂_tu(t, x) = − λ_1∂_xu(t, x) + c_1(x)v(t, x), (1) ∂_tv(t, x) =λ_2∂_xv(t, x) + c_2(x)u(t, x), (2) with boundary conditions u(t, 0) = qv(t, 0), (3) v(t, 1) = ρv(t, 1) + U(t). (4) Here, U(t) is the continuous time boundary control input, and λ_1, λ_2 > 0, c_1(x), c_2(x) ∈ C^0((0, 1), R). Further, q ≠ 0 is the distal reflection term, and ρ ≠ 0 is the proximal reflection term. The initial conditions are chosen such that (v^0(x), u^0(x))^T ∈ L^2((0, 1); R^2). We make the following assumption on the reflection terms.

Assumption 1: [11] The reflection terms are small enough such that the following inequality holds: |ρq| ≤ 0.5. (5) Our objective is to devise a PETC strategy where the triggering function is evaluated only periodically to detect events, and the control input is updated solely at the times of these events, which is held constant in between. To achieve this, we first derive a stabilizing continuous boundary feedback control that will be applied in a zero-order hold fashion between events generated by a suitable continuoustime triggering mechanism, leading to a CETC strategy. Then, we convert the continuous-time triggering function into a periodic triggering function that requires only periodic evaluations, leading to the proposed PETC design.

A. Continuous-time output feedback control and its emulation for ETC

In this subsection, we develop a continuous-time backstepping output feedback control U(t) capable of exponentially stabilizing the closed-loop system consisting of the plant (1)- (4) with initial conditions (v^0(x), u^0(x))^T ∈ L^2((0, 1); R^2) and an observer, using v(t, 0) as the available boundary measurement. Since the actuation and measurement are located at opposite boundaries, this setup is referred to as anti-collocated sensing and actuation, which differs from the configuration in [11], where both the actuation and measurement are located at the same boundary.

We design an observer consisting of the copy of the plant plus some output injection terms with the observer states denoted by (û(t, x), v̂(t, x))^T . Defining the errors as (ũ(t, x), ṽ(t, x))^T = (u(t, x), v(t, x))^T − (û(t, x), v̂(t, x))^T , the following observer is proposed:

∂_tû(t, x) = − λ_1∂_xû(t, x) + c_1(x)v̂(t, x) + p_1(x)ṽ(t, 0), (6) ∂_tv̂(t, x) =λ_2∂_xv̂(t, x) + c_2(x)û(t, x) + p_2(x)ṽ(t, 0), (7)

with boundary conditions û(t, 0) = qv(t, 0), (8) v̂(t, 1) = ρû(t, 1) + U(t), (9)

and initial conditions defined such that (v̂^0(x), û^0(x))^T ∈ L^2((0, 1); R^2). The functions p_1(x) and p_2(x) are the observer output injection gains, which are to be determined through backstepping design to ensure the convergence of the estimated states to the plant states. It can be easily verified that the dynamics of the observer errors (ũ(t, x), ṽ(t, x))^T satisfy ∂_tũ(t, x) = − λ_1∂_xũ(t, x) + c_1(x)ũ(t, x) − p_1(x)ṽ(t, 0), (10) ∂_tṽ(t, x) =λ_2∂_xṽ(t, x) + c_2(x)ũ(t, x) − p_2(x)ṽ(t, 0), (11)

with boundary conditions

ũ(t, 0) = 0, (12) ṽ(t, 1) = ρũ(t, 1). (13)

Consider the following observer error backstepping transformations: ũ(t, x) = α̃(t, x) − ∫_x 0 P^{αα}(x, ξ)α̃(t, ξ)dξ − ∫_x 0 P^{αβ} (x, ξ)β̃(t, ξ)dξ, (14) ṽ(t, x) = β̃(t, x) − ∫_x 0 P^{βα}(x, ξ)α̃(t, ξ)dξ − ∫_x 0 P^{ββ} (x, ξ)β̃(t, ξ)dξ, (15) defined over the triangular domain T = 0 ≤ ξ ≤ x ≤ 1, where the kernels P^{αα}, P^{αβ}, P^{βα}, and P^{ββ} satisfy the following PDEs:

λ_1∂_xP^{αα}(x, ξ) + λ_1∂_ξ P^{αα}(x, ξ) =c_1(x)P^{βα}(x, ξ), (16) λ_1∂_xP^{αβ}(x, ξ) − λ_2∂_ξP^{αβ} (x, ξ) =c_1(x)P^{ββ} (x, ξ), (17) λ_2∂_xP^{βα}(x, ξ) − λ_1∂_ξP^{βα}(x, ξ) = − c_2(x)P^{αα}(x, ξ), (18) λ_2∂_xP^{βα}(x, ξ) + λ_2∂_ξP^{βα}(x, ξ) = − c_2(x)P^{αβ} (x, ξ), (19) with boundary conditions

P^{αα}(1, ξ) = 1 ρ P^{αβ} (1, ξ), P^{αβ}(x, x) = − c_1(x) λ_1 + λ_2

, (20) P^{ββ}(1, ξ) = ρP^{αβ} (1, ξ), P^{βα}(x, x) = c_2(x) λ_1 + λ_2

. (21)

The output gain terms are chosen as

p_1(x) = −λ_2P^{αβ} (x, 0), p_2(x) = −λ_2P^{ββ}(x, 0). (22)

The backstepping transformation (14)-(15) transforms the observer error system (10)-(13) into the following target system: ∂_tα̃(t, x) = − λ_1∂_xα̃(t, x), (23) ∂_tβ̃(t, x) =λ_2∂_xβ̃(t, x), (24) with boundary conditions

α̃(t, 0) = 0, (25) β̃(t, 1) = ρα̃(t, 1). (26)

The inverse transformations of (14)-(15) are given by α̃(t, x) =ũ(t, x) + ∫_x 0 R^{uu}(x, ξ)ũ(t, ξ)dξ + ∫_x 0 R^{uv}(x, ξ)ṽ(t, ξ)dξ, (27) β̃(t, x) =ṽ(t, x) + ∫_x 0 R^{vu}(x, ξ)ũ(t, ξ)dξ + ∫_x 0 R^{vv}(x, ξ)ṽ(t, ξ)dξ, (28) defined over the triangular domain 0 ≤ ξ ≤ x ≤ 1, where the kernels R^{uu}, R^{uv}, R^{vu}, and R^{vv} satisfy the following PDEs: λ_1∂_xR^{uu}(x, ξ) + λ_1∂_ξR^{uu}(x, ξ) = − c_2(ξ)R^{uv} (x, ξ), (29) λ_1∂_xR^{uv} (x, ξ) − λ_2∂_ξR^{uv} (x, ξ) = − c_1(ξ)R^{uu}(x, ξ), (30) λ_2∂_xR^{vu}(x, ξ) − λ_1∂_ξR^{vu}(x, ξ) =c_2(ξ)R^{vv} (x, ξ), (31) λ_2∂_xR^{vu}(x, ξ) + λ_2∂_ξR^{vv} (x, ξ) =c_1(ξ)R^{vu}(x, ξ), (32) with boundary conditions R^{uu}(1, ξ) = 1 ρ R^{vu}(1, ξ), R^{uv} (x, x) = − c_1(x) λ_1 + λ_2

, (33) R^{vv}(1, ξ) = ρR^{uv}(1, ξ), R^{vu}(x, x) = c_2(x) λ_1 + λ_2

. (34) In order to derive a stabilizing control law via PDE backstepping, considering the observer system (6)-(9), the following backstepping transformations are introduced: α̂(t, x) =û(t, x) − ∫_x 0 K^{uu}(x, ξ)û(t, ξ)dξ − ∫_x 0 K^{uv}(x, ξ)v̂(t, ξ)dξ, (35) β̂(t, x) =v̂(t, x) − ∫_x 0 K^{vu}(x, ξ)û(t, ξ)dξ − ∫_x 0 K^{vv}(x, ξ)v̂(t, ξ)dξ, (36) which are defined over the triangular domain 0 ≤ ξ ≤ x ≤ 1, with the kernels K^{uu}, K^{uv}, K^{vu}, and K^{vv} satisfying the following PDEs: λ_1∂_xK^{uu}(x, ξ) + λ_1∂_ξK^{uu}(x, ξ) = − c_2(ξ)K^{uv} (x, ξ), (37) λ_1∂_xK^{uv}(x, ξ) − λ_2∂_ξK^{uv}(x, ξ) = − c_1(ξ)K^{uu}(x, ξ), (38) λ_2∂_xK^{vu}(x, ξ) − λ_1∂_ξK^{vu}(x, ξ) =c_2(ξ)K^{vv} (x, ξ), (39) λ_2∂_xK^{vu}(x, ξ) + λ_2∂_ξK^{vu}(x, ξ) =c_1(ξ)K^{vu}(x, ξ), (40) and boundary conditions K^{uu}(x, 0) = λ_2 qλ_1 K^{uv}(x, 0), K^{uv}(x, x) = c_1(x) λ_1 + λ_2 , (41) K^{vv} (x, 0) = qλ_1 λ_2 K^{vu}(x, 0), K^{vu}(x, x) = − c_2(x) λ_1 + λ_2 . (42) The inverse transformations of (35),(36) are given by û(t, x) =α̂(t, x) + ∫_x 0 L^{αα}(x, ξ)α̂(t, ξ)dξ + ∫_x 0 L^{αβ}(x, ξ)β̂(t, ξ)dξ, (43) v̂(t, x) =β̂(t, x) + ∫_x 0 L^{βα}(x, ξ)α̂(t, ξ)dξ + ∫_x 0 L^{ββ}(x, ξ)β̂(t, ξ)dξ, (44) defined over the triangular domain 0 ≤ ξ ≤ x ≤ 1, where the kernels L^{αα}, L^{αβ}, L^{βα}, L^{ββ} satisfy the following PDEs:

λ_1∂_xL^{αα}(x, ξ) + λ_1∂_ξ L^{αα}(x, ξ) =c_1(x)L^{βα}(x, ξ), (45) λ_1∂_xL^{αβ} (x, ξ) − λ_2∂_ξL^{αβ} (x, ξ) =c_1(x)L^{ββ}(x, ξ), (46) λ_2∂_xL^{βα}(x, ξ) − λ_1∂_ξL^{βα}(x, ξ) = − c_2(x)L^{αα}(x, ξ), (47) λ_2∂_xL^{ββ}(x, ξ) + λ_2∂_ξ L^{ββ}(x, ξ) = − c_2(x)L^{αβ} (x, ξ), (48) with boundary conditions L^{αα}(x, 0) = λ_2 qλ_1 L^{αβ} (x, 0), L^{αβ} (x, x) = c_1(x) λ_1 + λ_2 , (49) L^{ββ}(x, 0) = qλ_1 λ_2 L^{βα}(x, 0), L^{βα}(x, x) = − c_2(x) λ_1 + λ_2 . (50) It can easily be verified that if the control law U(t) is chosen as U(t) = ∫_1 0 N^α(ξ)α̂(t, ξ) + ∫_1 0 N^β (ξ)β̂(t, ξ)dξ, (51) where N^α(ξ) =L^{βα}(1, ξ) − ρL^{αα}(1, ξ), (52) N^β (ξ) =L^{ββ}(1, ξ) − ρL^{αβ}(1, ξ), (53) the observer (6)-(9) gets transformed into the following target system via the transformations (35)-(36):

∂_tα̂(t, x) = − λ_1∂_xα̂(t, x) + p̄_1(x)β̃(t, 0), (54) ∂_tβ̂(t, x) =λ_2∂_xβ̂(t, x) + p̄_2(x)β̃(t, 0), (55) with boundary conditions α̂(t, 0) =qβ̂(t, 0) + qβ̃(t, 0), (56) β̂(t, 1) =ρα̂(t, 1), (57)

where

p̄_1(x) =p_1(x) − ∫_x 0 K^{uu}(x, ξ)p_1(ξ)dξ − ∫_x 0 K^{uv}(x, ξ)p_2(ξ)dξ, (58) p̄_2(x) =p_2(x) − ∫_x 0 K^{vu}(x, ξ)p_1(ξ)dξ − ∫_x 0 K^{vv}(x, ξ)p_2(ξ)dξ. (59) The well-posedness of the kernel PDEs (16)-(21), (29)- (34), (37)-(42), and (45)-(50) is established in [17]. The closed loop system (1)-(4),(6)-(9) with the control input (51), is exponentially stable in the L^2-norm sense. We omit the proof of stability due to page limitations. Since our goal is to derive event-triggered control schemes (CETC and PETC), we sample the continuous feedback (51) and hold it in between events, leading to the following sampled-data control:

U^ω_k (t) :=U(t^ω_k ), (60)

∀ t ∈ [t^ω_k , t^ω_{k+1}), k ∈ N, where ω = {“c”, “p”}. The increasing sequence of times I^c = {t^c_k}_{k∈N} and I^p = {t^p_k}_{k∈N} with t^ω_0 = 0 are CETC and PETC event times respectively, and U^c_k and U^p_k are CETC and PETC control inputs, respectively. In subsequent sections, we present triggering mechanisms to determine the event sequences I^c and I^p. The deviation between the sampled-data control (60) and the continuous control (51), is referred to as the input holding error, d(t) defined as

d(t) :=

∫_1 0 ( N^α(ξ)α̂(t^ω_k , ξ) + N^β (ξ)β̂(t^ω_k , ξ) ) dξ − ∫_1 0 ( N^α(ξ)α̂(t, ξ) + N^β(ξ)β̂(t, ξ) ) dξ, (61) for t ∈ [t^ω_k , t^ω_{k+1}), k ∈ N. Then, the boundary conditions (4),(9), and (57) become

v(t, 1) = ρv(t, 1) + U^ω_k (t), (62) v̂(t, 1) = ρv̂(t, 1) + U^ω_k (t), (63) β̂(t, 1) = ρα̂(t, 1) + d(t), (64)

respectively. The well-posedness of the systems (1)-(3),(62) and (6)-(8),(63) is established in the following proposition.

Proposition 1: For a given (u^0(x), v^0(x))^T ∈ L^2((0, 1); R^2) and (û^0(x), v̂^0(x))^T ∈ L^2((0, 1); R^2), there exists unique solutions such that (u(t, x), v(t, x))^T ∈ C^0([t^ω_k , t^ω_{k+1}]; L^2((0, 1); R^2)) and (û(t, x), v̂(t, x))^T ∈ C^0([t^ω_k , t^ω_{k+1}]; L^2((0, 1); R^2)) to the systems (1)-(3),(62) and (6)-(8),(63) respectively between two time instants t^ω_k and t^ω_{k+1}.

The proof of Proposition 1 is similar to [11, Proposition 1].

III. CONTINUOUS-TIME EVENT-TRIGGERED CONTROL The triggering mechanism of CETC determines the increasing sequence of times I^c at which the control input U^c_k (t) must be updated by continuously evaluating an appropriately chosen triggering function Γ^c(t) to verify if a specific condition is met. Below, we present the proposed CETC triggering mechanism.

Definition 1: Let σ ∈ (0, 1), θ, η, μ > 0, κ_0, κ_1, κ_2, κ_3 ≥ 0, and A, B, C > 0 be some parameters to be determined. Then, the increasing sequence of times I^c at which events are generated is defined according to the following rule:

t^c_{k+1} := inf{t ∈ R|t > t^c_k, Γ^c(t) > 0, k ∈ N}, (65) Γ^c(t) :=θCBe^{μλ2} d^2(t) + m(t). (66)

Here, d(t) is given by (61), and the dynamic variable m(t) evolves according to the following ODE: ṁ(t) = − ηm(t) + 2CBe^{μλ}2 d^2(t) − κ_0‖α̂(t, ·), β̂(t, ·)‖^2 − κ_1α̂^2(t, 1) − κ_2β̂^2(t, 0) − κ_3β̃^2(t, 0), (67)

for t ∈ (t^c_k , t^c_{k+1}), k ∈ N, with m(0) = m^0 < 0, m(t^{c−}_k ) = m(t^c_k) = m(t^{c+}_k ), k ∈ N.

Before proceeding to the CETC results, which include Zeno-free behavior and global exponential convergence, we present several important findings in Lemmas 1 and 2, that are instrumental in obtaining these results.

Lemma 1: For d(t) given by (61), the following inequality holds ∀ t ∈ (t^c_k, t^c_{k+1}), k ∈ N:

(ḋ(t))^2 ≤ϵ_0‖α̂(t, ·), β̂(t, ·)‖^2 + ϵ_1α̂^2(t, 1) +ϵ_2β̂^2(t, 0) + ϵ_3β̃^2(t, 0) + ϵ_4d^2(t), (68)

where ϵ_0, ϵ_1, ϵ_2, ϵ_3, and ϵ_4 ≥ 0 for t ∈ (t^c_k, t^c_{k+1}), k ∈ N.

Proof: Taking the time derivative of (61) for t ∈ (t^c_k, t^c_{k+1}), k ∈ N and using the equations (54)-(57) we obtain

ḋ(t) = (λ_1N^α(1) − ρλ_2N^β (1))α̂(t, 1)

+ (λ_2N^β (0) − qλ_1N^α(0))β̂(t, 0) − β̃(t, 0) (∫_1 0 N^α(ξ)p̄_1(ξ)dξ +

∫_1 0 N^β (ξ)p̄_2(ξ)dξ )

− λ_1 ∫_1 0 ∂_ξN^α(ξ)α̂(t, ξ)d + λ_2 ∫_1 0 ∂_ξ N^β(ξ)β̂(t, ξ)dξ − qλ_1N^α(0)β̃(t, 0) − λ_2N^β(1)d(t). (69)

Further, taking the square of ḋ(t) and using the Young’s inequality and Cauchy Schwartz inequality, we can derive (68), where

ϵ_0 =6 max { λ^2_1

∫_1 0 (∂_ξ N^α(ξ))^2dξ, λ^2

∫_1 0 (∂_ξ N^β(ξ))^2dξ } , (70) ϵ_1 =6(λ_1N^α(1) − ρλ_2N^β (1))^2, (71) ϵ_2 =6(λ_2N^β(0) − qλ_1N^α(0))^2, (72)

ϵ_3 =6

( ∫_1 0 ( N^α(ξ)p̄_1(ξ)dξ + N^β(ξ)p̄_2(ξ) ) dξ^2

+ qλ_1N^α(0)

)_2 , (73)

ϵ_4 =6(λ_2N^β(1))^2, (74)

which concludes the proof.

The event-triggering condition guarantees that Γ^c(t) < 0 ∀ t ∈ [0, sup{I^c}), hence the following lemma holds.

Lemma 2: Under the CETC strategy (65)-(67), it holds that, m(t) < 0 ∀ t ∈ [0, sup{I^c}).

The proof is very similar to that in [11, Lemma 1], and is therefore omitted.

The existence of a minimum dwell-time between events is shown in the following lemma.

Lemma 3: Consider the CETC strategy (65)-(67), with the parameters θ, C, B, μ > 0 and κ_0, κ_1, κ_2, κ_3 ≥ 0 and σ ∈ (0, 1) selected such that θCBe^{μλ}2 ϵ_i ≤ (1 − σ)κ_i, i = 0, 1, 2, 3. (75) Then, there exists a minimum dwell-time τ > 0 such that t^c_{k+1} − t^c_k ≥ τ, k ∈ N, which ensures that the CETC closedloop system is Zeno-free.

Proof: Let events be triggered at times t = t^c_k, k ∈ N. Considering the control input is updated as defined in (65)- (67), let ψ(t) with ψ(t^{c−}_{k+1}) = 1 be

ψ(t) := θCBe^{μλ}2 d^2(t) + (1 − σ)m(t) −σm(t) . (76)

Then, d(t^c_k ) = 0 and since σ ∈ (0, 1) and m(t^c_k) < 0, we have ψ(t^c_k) < 0. Also note that d(t) and m(t) are continuous on t ∈ [t^c_k, t^c_{k+1}) making ψ(t) a continuous function on t ∈ [t^c_k, t^c_{k+1}). Therefore, from the intermediate value theorem, ∃ t^′_k ∈ (t^c_k, t^c_{k+1}) such that ψ(t) ∈ [0, 1] for t ∈ [t^′_k, t^{c−}_{k+1}]. Taking the time derivative of ψ(t) on t ∈ [t^′_k, t^c_{k+1}), we obtain the following expression: ψ̇(t) = 2θCBe μ λ2 dḋ + (1 − σ)ṁ −σm − ṁ m ψ. (77)

Using Young’s inequality and from (67),(68) along with the conditions given in (75) and using the fact that m(t) < 0, we arrive at the following inequality:

ψ̇(t) ≤ a_0 + a_1ψ(t) + a_2ψ^2(t), (78)

where a_0, a_1, a_2 > 0 are defined as

a_0 = ( 1 + ϵ_4 +

2(1 − σ) θ ) (1 − σ) σ + 1 − σ σ η, (79)

a_1 =1 + ϵ_4 +

4(1 − σ) θ + η, (80)

a_2 = 2σ θ . (81)

Therefore, using the comparison principle, the time required for ψ(t) to change from ψ(t^′_k) = 0 to ψ(t^{c−}_{k+1}) = 1 is at least τ = ∫_1 0 1 a_0 + a_1s + a_2s^2 ds. (82) Solving the integral (82) using partial fraction expansion, we obtain the following explicit formula for τ: τ = 1 a ln ( 1 + aθσ (aθ + 2)(1 − σ) ) , (83)

where a = 1 + ϵ_4 + η > 0. Since t^c_{k+1} − t^′_k ≥ τ and t^c_{k+1} − t^c_k ≥ t^c_{k+1} − t^′_k, we conclude that t^c_{k+1} − t^c_k ≥ τ > 0. Hence, τ is the lower bound for the time between two triggering events, also known as the minimum dwell-time. In conclusion, there exists a minimum dwell-time τ > 0 for the CETC triggering mechanism (65)-(67), and thus the Zeno phenomenon is excluded.

We establish the convergence of the closed-loop system under CETC in the following theorem.

Theorem 1: Let σ ∈ (0, 1) and η > μ(1 − σ) be design parameters, and under Assumption 1 choose the parameters μ, A, B, C, r_v , δ such that μ ∈ ( 0, 2λ_1λ_2 λ_1 + λ_2 ln ( 1 2|qρ| )) , A =ρ^2e^{μλ1 + μλ2} + e^{μλ}1 2 , B = q^2e^{μλ1} + 1 2 , 1/C = r σμ ∫_1 0 ( A λ_1 e^{− μλ}1^xp̄^2_1(x) + B λ_2 e^{μλ}2^xp̄^2(x) ) dx, r_v = max { A λ_1 , Be^{μλ}2 λ_2 } , δ = r 2σμ ( 1 − 4ρ^2q^2e^μ

(_1 λ1 +^1_{λ2} )) , where r is selected large enough such that C < 1 and 1 −^1_{σμδ} > 0. Functions p̄_1(x) and p̄_2(x) are given in (58) and (59) respectively. For κ_0 κ_1, κ_2, and κ_3 that satisfy the inequalities

0 ≤ κ_0 ≤ σμC r_v ( 1 − 1 δσμ ) , (84)

0 ≤ κ_1 ≤ C 2 ( 1 − 4ρ^2q^2e^μ

(_1

λ1 +^1_{λ2} )) , (85)

0 ≤ κ_2 ≤ C 2 ( 1 − 4ρ^2q^2e^μ

(_1

λ1 +^1_{λ2} )) , (86)

0 ≤ κ_3 ≤ (1 − C) ( q^2e^{μλ1} + 2ρ^2q^2e^μ

(_1

λ1 +^1_{λ2} )) , (87)

and θ such that (75) hold, the observer based event-triggered closed loop system (1)-(3),(62), (6)-(8),(63) with U^c_k (t) given in (60) has a unique solution ∀ t > 0 and globally exponentially converges to 0 in the spatial L^2 norm under the triggering condition given (65)-(67).

Proof: The existence of a unique solution to the system (1)-(3),(62), (6)-(8),(63) ∀ t > 0 is shown by applying Proposition 1 successively for all intervals as Zeno behavior is excluded. Consider the following Lyapunov function to the target systems (23)-(26) and (54)-(56),(64):

W (t) = V_1(t) + CV_2(t) − m(t), (88) where

V_1(t) =

∫_1 0 ( A λ_1 α̃^2(t, x)e^{− μλ}1^x + B λ_2 β̃^2(t, x)e^μλ_2^x ) dx, (89)

V_2(t) =

∫_1 0 ( A λ_1 α̂^2(t, x)e^{− μλ1 x} + B λ_2 β̂^2(t, x)e^μλ_2^x ) dx, (90) Differentiating (88) with respect to time and using (23)-(26), (54)- (56),(64) and applying Young’s inequality along with the given values for μ, A, B, C, r, r_v, δ, κ_0, κ_1, κ_2, and κ_3, we obtain the following inequality: Ẇ ≤ −μ(1 − σ)W (t). (91) Using the comparison principle and the continuity of W (t), the following estimate can be obtained for W (t): W (t) ≤ W (0)e^{−μ(1−σ)t}, (92) hence it can be seen that the target systems globally exponentially converge to 0. The backstepping transformations (14)-(15) and (43)-(44) show that the observer based eventtriggered closed loop system (6)-(9), (10)-(13) with U^c_k (t) given in (60) globally exponentially converges to 0.

IV. PERIODIC EVENT-TRIGGERED CONTROL

Unlike the CETC approach, in PETC, the triggering function Γ^p(t) is only evaluated periodically. The increasing sequence of times I^p at which the control input U^p_k (t) is updated is determined according the to triggering mechanism proposed below.

Definition 2: Let the event-triggering function Γ^p(t) be evaluated periodically, with a maximum allowable sampling period of h > 0. The increasing sequence of times I^p at which events are generated is defined according to the following rule:

t^p_{k+1} := inf{t ∈ R|t > t^p_k, Γ^p(t) > 0, k ∈ N, t = nh, n ∈ N, h > 0}, (93) Γ^p(t) :=(e^{ah}(2 + θa) − 2)CBe^{μλ2} d^2(t) + m(t). (94)

The constants a, μ, θ, B, C > 0 are defined in the CETC counterpart in Section III. The function d(t) is given in (61) and m(t) is defined in (67) with m(0) = m^0 < 0, m(t^{p−}_k ) = m(t^p_k) = m(t^{p+}_k ), k ∈ N.

Assume that the PETC conditions (93)-(94) are defined such that Γ^c(t) given by (66) in CETC counterpart satisfies Γ^c(t) < 0 ∀ t ∈ [t^p_k, t^p_{k+1}), k ∈ N, leading to m(t) < 0, ∀ t > 0. Let an event be triggered at t = t^p_k. Then, due to the existence of the minimum dwell time τ, we know that Γ^c(t) < 0 for t^p_k ≤ t < t^p_k +τ. Therefore, select the sampling period as, 0 < h < τ such that Γ^c(t) remains negative at least until the next evaluation of Γ^p(t).

Let us now delve into design of the triggering function Γ^p(t). It is worth noting that from Lemma 1, (ḋ(t))^2 can be bounded ∀ t ∈ [nh, (n + 1)h), n ∈ N as given by (68), (70)-(74).

Proposition 2: Let the PETC approach (93)-(94) have a sampling period of h < τ. Let κ_0, κ_1, κ_2, and κ_3 satisfy (75). Then the following inequality holds for Γ^c(t) given in (66):

Γ^c(t) ≤ [ ( e^{a(t−nh)}(2 + θa) − 2 ) CBe^{μλ}2 d^2(nh) + am(nh) ] e^{−η(t−nh)} a , (95) ∀ t ∈ [nh, (n + 1)h), n ∈ N. Proof: Note that d(t), Γ^c, and m(t) given by (61),(66), and (67) respectively are continuous ∀ t ∈ [nh, (n + 1)h), n ∈ N for the PETC design given in (93)-(94) where h < τ is the sampling period. The time derivative of (66) for ∀ t ∈ [nh, (n + 1)h), n ∈ N is

Γ̇^c(t) = θCBe^μλ_2 2d(t)ḋ(t) + ṁ(t). (96)

Using Young’s inequality and (66), (67), (68) and noticing that there always exists a continuous function ι(t) > 0 such that

Γ̇^c(t) = ( 1 + ϵ_4 + 2 θ ) Γ^c(t) − ( a + 2 θ ) m(t) + ( θCBe^{μλ}2 ϵ_0 − κ_0 ) ‖α̂(t, ·), β̂(t, ·)‖^2 + ( θCBe^{μλ2} ϵ_1 − κ_1 ) α̂^2(t, 1) + ( θCBe^{μλ2} ϵ_2 − κ_3 ) β̂^2(t, 0) + ( θCBe^{μλ}2 ϵ_3 − κ_3 ) β̃^2(t, 0) − ι(t), (97)

we obtain and expression for Γ̇^c(t). Using (66) and (67), the following ODE holds:

ṁ(t) = − κ_0‖α̂(t, ·), β̂(t, ·)‖^2 − κ_1α̂^2(t, 1) + 2 θ Γ^c(t) − ( η + 2 θ ) m(t) − κ_2β̂^2(t, 0) − κ_3β̃^2(t, 0). (98)

Defining

z(t) = ( Γ^c(t) m(t) ) , A = (( 1 + ϵ_4 +^2_θ ) ( −a −^2_θ ) 2 θ ( −η −^2_θ ) ) , (99)

and B(t) be as given in (100), we obtain the following ODE system:

ż(t) = Az(t) + B(t). (101)

The solution to (101) ∀t ∈ [nh, (n + 1)h) , n ∈ N is

z(t) = e^{A(t−nh)}z(nh) + ∫_t nh e^{A(t−ξ)}B(ξ)dξ. (102) Let C = ( 1 0 ) , since Γ^c(t) = Cz(t), Γ^c(t) can be calculated to be

Γ^c(t) = Ce^{A(t−nh)}z(nh) + ∫_t nh Ce^{A(t−ξ)}B(ξ)dξ. (103)

Finding the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of A, e^{A(t)} can be expressed as

e^{At} = e^{−ηt} a (_2 θ (e^{at} − 1) + ae^{at} ( a +^2_θ ) (1 − e^{at}) 2 θ (e^{at} − 1)^2_θ (1 − e^{at}) + a ) . Also, Ce^{A(t−ξ)}B(ξ) can be written as

Ce^{A(t−ξ)}B(ξ) = e^{−η(t−ξ)} a [ (g(t − ξ)ϵ_0 − κ_0a)‖α̂(t − ξ, ·), β̂(ξ, ·)‖^2 + (g(t − ξ)ϵ_1 − κ_1a)α̂^2(ξ, 1) + (g(t − ξ)ϵ_2 − κ_2a)β̂^2(ξ, 0)

+ (g(t − ξ)ϵ_3 − κ_3a)β̃^2(ξ, 0) − g(t − ξ) θCBe^{μλ2} e^{−η(t−ξ)}ι(ξ) ] , (104) where the increasing function g(t) is

0 ≤ g(t) = ( e^{at}(2 + aθ ) − 2)CBe^{μλ2} . (105) For nh ≤ ξ ≤ t < (n+1)h, g(t−ξ)ϵ_i −κ_ia for i = 0, 1, 2, 3 can be approximated using (75) and (83) as g(t − ξ)ϵ_i − κ_ia ≤ CBe^{μλ}2 ϵ_i(2 + θa)(e^{ah} − e^{aτ} ). (106) Since h < τ, (e^{ah} −e^{aτ} ) < 0 hence it can be seen that g(t− ξ)ϵ_i −κ_ia < 0 for i = 0, 1, 2, 3. Therefore, Ce^{A(t−ξ)}B(ξ) ≤ 0 leading to the following inequality:

Γ^c(t) ≤ Ce^{A(t−nh)}z(nh), (107) ≤ e^{−η(t−nh)} a [ ( 2 θ (e^{a(t−nh)} − 1) + ae^{a(t−nh)} ) Γ^c(nh)

+ ( a + 2 θ ) (1 − e^{a(t−nh)})m(nh) ] . (108)

Substituting for Γ^c(nh) using (66) we obtain (95) to conclude the proof.

Lemma 4: Let the PETC event triggering mechanism be as defined in (93)-(94) with a sample period of h < τ. Events at an increasing sequence of times I^p can be generated at which the system is actuated by the control input given in (60). Then, it holds that Γ^c(t) < 0 and m(t) < 0, ∀ t > 0.

Proof: Assume that two successive events are triggered at t = t^p_k and t = t^p_{k+1}, k ∈ N under the PETC design (93)-(94) with a sampling period h with m(t^p_k) < 0. At t = t^p_k, Γ^c(t^p_k) = Γ^p(t^p_k) = m(t^p_k) < 0. Substituting t = (n + 1)h, n ∈ N to (95), we see that Γ^c((n + 1)h) < 0 given that Γ^p(nh) < 0. Thus, Γ^c(t) remains negative, at least until t = t^{p−}_{k+1} where Γ^p(t^{p−}_{k+1}) ≥ 0. Since Γ^c(t) < 0 for t ∈ [t^p_k, t^p_{k+1}), we know that m(t) < 0 for t ∈ [t^p_k, t^p_{k+1}). By definition, since m(t^{p−}_{k+1}) = m(t^p_{k+1}) = m(t^{p+}_{k+1}), m(t^p_{k+1}) < 0. Finally, after, the control input has been updated at t = t^p_{k+1}, we have Γ^c(t^p_{k+1}) = Γ^p(t^p_{k+1}) = m(t^p_{k+1}) < 0. Hence, using this reasoning for all intervals in I^p and noting that m^0 < 0, we see that Γ^c(t) < 0 and m(t) < 0, ∀ t > 0. We establish the convergence of the closed-loop system under PETC in the following theorem.

Theorem 2: Let the parameters θ, σ, μ, η, A, B, C, r_v, δ, κ_0, κ_1, κ_2, and κ_3 be as defined in Theorem 1. The observer based event-triggered closed-loop system (1)-(3),(62), (6)- (8),(63) with U^p_k (t) given in (60) has a unique solution ∀ t > 0 and globally exponentially converges to 0 in the L^2-norm sense under the triggering condition (93)-(94) with a sampling period h < τ.

Proof: The existence of a unique solution to the system (1)-(3),(62), (6)-(8),(63) ∀ t > 0 is shown by applying

B(t) = ( θCBe^{μλ}2 ϵ_0 − κ_0 ) ‖α̂(t, ·), β̂(t, ·)‖^2 + ( θCBe^{μλ}2 ϵ_1 − κ_1 ) α̂^2(t, 1) + ( θCBe^{μλ}2 ϵ_2 − κ_3 ) β̂^2(t, 0) + ( θCBe^{μλ2} ϵ_3 − κ_3 ) β̃^2(t, 0) − ι(t), κ_0‖α̂(t, ·), β̂(t, ·)‖^2 − κ_1α̂^2(t, 1) − κ_2β̂^2(t, 0) − κ_3β̃^2(t, 0)

(100)

(a) Time evolution U(t) and U^ω_k (t) (b) Time evolution of the norm

Fig. 1: Variation of the control input and state norms with time for CT, CETC and PETC

Proposition 1 successively for all intervals as Zeno behavior is inherently excluded due to the periodic evaluation of Γ^p(t). Following Lemma 4, we know that Γ^c < 0 and m(t) < 0, ∀ t > 0 . Hence, we see that the PETC conditions (93)-(94) guarantee that the CETC conditions (65)-(67) are satisfied ∀ t > 0. Therefore, using Theorem 1, we can conclude that the systems (1)-(3),(62), (6)-(8),(63) with U^p_k (t) given in (60) globally exponentially converges to 0 in the L^2-norm sense under the triggering condition (93)-(94) .

V. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS Consider the system (1)-(4) with parameters identical to the system simulated in [11], where λ_1 = 1, λ_2 = 2, c_1(x) = c_2(x) = 2, q = 0.5, and ρ = 0.9. The initial conditions v(0, x) = 10(1−x), u(0, x) = qv(0, x), û(0, x) = 1.5u(0, x), and v̂(0, x) = 1.5v(0, x) ∀ x ∈ [0, 1]. The kernels given in (16)-(21), (29)-(34), (37)-(42), and (45)-(50) are solved using the method proposed in [1, Appendix]. Let μ = 0.11238, σ = 0.5, r = 200 and η = 50, leading to A = 1.5182, B = 0.77974, δ = 73.4416 and C = 4.1088 × 10^{−5}. This then yields r_v = 1.5182. Using the equations in (70)-(74) we obtain ϵ_0 = 6.4506, ϵ_1 = 3.0531, ϵ_2 = 0, ϵ_3 = 416.3318, and ϵ_4 = 49.3067. Next we define κ_0 = 1.1523 × 10^{−6}, κ_1 = 6.966 × 10^{−7}, κ_2 = 4.2391 × 10^{−7}, and κ_3 = 7.4369 × 10^{−5} such that the inequalities (84)-(87) are satisfied. Finally, we define θ = 2.6354 × 10^{−3} small enough such that (75) is satisfied. The minimum dwell-time and the sampling period are τ = 0.006317s and h = 0.005s respectively. Variation of the control input and the system norm for the states u(t, x), v(t, x) with time for CTC, CETC, and PETC is given in Fig. 1a and Fig. 1b respectively.

VI. CONCLUSION This work has proposed an anti-collocated observer-based periodic event-triggered boundary control for a class of 2×2 hyperbolic PDEs with reflection terms at boundaries. We have developed a method to extend the existing CETC design to a PETC design with an explicit upper bound for the sampling period. Unlike CETC, which requires continuous evaluation of the triggering function to detect events, the proposed PETC strategy necessitates only periodic evaluation of the triggering function. The existence of a unique solution and global L^2-exponential convergence to zero have been proven under the proposed control strategy.

For future work, we may consider development of a selftriggered control strategy for 2 × 2 linear hyperbolic PDEs.

VII. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS This work was funded by the NSF CAREER Award CMMI-2302030.

REFERENCES

[1] H. Anfinsen and O. M. Aamo, Adaptive control of hyperbolic PDEs.

Springer, 2019.

[2] G. Bastin and J.-M. Coron, “Further results on boundary feedback stabilisation of 2× 2 hyperbolic systems over a bounded interval,” IFAC Proceedings Volumes, vol. 43, no. 14, pp. 1081–1085, 2010.

[3] ——, “On boundary feedback stabilization of non-uniform linear 2 × 2 hyperbolic systems over a bounded interval,” Systems & Control Letters, vol. 60, no. 11, pp. 900–906, 2011.

[4] N. Bekiaris-Liberis, “On 1-D PDE-based cardiovascular flow bottleneck modeling and analysis: A vehicular traffic flow-inspired approach,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 2022.

[5] J.-M. Coron, B. d’Andréa Novel, and G. Bastin, “A Lyapunov approach to control irrigation canals modeled by Saint-Venant equations,” in 1999 European control conference (ECC). IEEE, 1999, pp. 3178–3183.

[6] F. Di Meglio, R. Vazquez, and M. Krstic, “Stabilization of a system of n + 1 coupled first-order hyperbolic linear PDEs with a single boundary input,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 58, no. 12, pp. 3097–3111, 2013.

[7] A. Diagne, G. Bastin, and J.-M. Coron, “Lyapunov exponential stability of 1-D linear hyperbolic systems of balance laws,” Automatica, vol. 48, no. 1, pp. 109–114, 2012.

[8] A. Diagne, M. Diagne, S. Tang, and M. Krstic, “Backstepping stabilization of the linearized Saint-Venant-Exner model,” Automatica, vol. 76, pp. 345–354, 2017.

[9] M. Diagne and I. Karafyllis, “Event-triggered boundary control of a continuum model of highly re-entrant manufacturing systems,” Automatica, vol. 134, p. 109902, 2021.

[10] M. Diagne, S.-X. Tang, A. Diagne, and M. Krstic, “Control of shallow waves of two unmixed fluids by backstepping,” Annual Reviews in Control, vol. 44, pp. 211–225, 2017.

[11] N. Espitia, “Observer-based event-triggered boundary control of a linear 2 × 2 hyperbolic systems,” Systems & Control Letters, vol. 138, p. 104668, Apr. 2020.

[12] N. Espitia, A. Girard, N. Marchand, and C. Prieur, “Event-based boundary control of a linear 2 × 2 hyperbolic system via backstepping approach,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 63, no. 8, pp. 2686–2693, 2018.

[13] W. P. M. H. Heemels, M. C. F. Donkers, and A. R. Teel, “Periodic event-triggered control for linear systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 58, no. 4, pp. 847–861, Apr. 2013.

[14] V. D. S. Martins, M. Rodrigues, and M. Diagne, “A multi-model approach to Saint-Venant equations: A stability study by lmis,” International Journal of Applied Mathematics and Computer Science, vol. 22, no. 3, pp. 539–550, 2012.

[15] B. Rathnayake and M. Diagne, “Observer-based periodic eventtriggered and self-triggered boundary control of a class of parabolic PDEs,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.01313, 2023.

[16] ——, “Observer-based periodic event-triggered boundary control of the one-phase Stefan problem,” IFAC-PapersOnLine, vol. 56, no. 2, pp. 11 415–11 422, 2023, 22nd IFAC World Congress.

[17] R. Vazquez, M. Krstic, and J.-M. Coron, “Backstepping boundary stabilization and state estimation of a 2 × 2 linear hyperbolic system,” in 2011 50th IEEE Conference on Decision and Control and European Control Conference, 2011, pp. 4937–4942.

[18] M. Wakaiki and H. Sano, “Event-triggered control of infinitedimensional systems,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 58, no. 2, pp. 605–635, 2020.

[19] C.-Z. Xu and G. Sallet, “Exponential stability and transfer functions of processes governed by symmetric hyperbolic systems,” ESAIM: Control, Optimisation and Calculus of Variations, vol. 7, pp. 421– 442, 2002.

[20] H. Yu and M. Krstic, “Traffic congestion control for Aw–Rascle– Zhang model,” Automatica, vol. 100, pp. 38–51, 2019.