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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a safe adaptive boundary control strategy for a class of parabolic partial differential equation–ordinary differential
equation (PDE–ODE) cascaded systems with parametric uncertainties in both the PDE and ODE subsystems. The proposed design is built
upon an adaptive Control Barrier Function (aCBF) framework that incorporates high-relative-degree CBFs together with a batch least-
squares identification (BaLSI)–based adaptive control that guarantees exact parameter identification in finite time. The proposed control
law ensures that: (i) if the system output state initially lies within a prescribed safe set, safety is maintained for all time; otherwise, the
output is driven back into the safe region within a preassigned finite time; and (ii) convergence to zero of all plant states is achieved.
Numerical simulations are provided to demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed approach.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Boundary Control of Parabolic PDEs

Parabolic partial differential equations (PDEs) are widely
employed to model dynamics in fluid flow, heat transfer,
and chemical processes, with applications ranging from sea
ice melting and freezing [11] to continuous steel casting
[29] and lithium-ion battery systems [10], [34]. These appli-
cations naturally lead to significant control and estimation
problems for parabolic PDEs. The backstepping approach
[17] has been recognized as a powerful method for boundary
stabilization/estimation of PDEs. The backstepping bound-
ary control for parabolic PDEs was proposed in [22] and
[21]. Since then, numerous advancements in boundary con-
trol and estimation of parabolic PDEs have been made over
the past two decades, including [2], [3], [5], [6], [26], [28],
[30], [37], [38], [39] and [45]. Besides the aforementioned
studies on parabolic PDEs, there has been significant interest
in parabolic PDE-ODE coupled systems, which arise in var-
ious physical contexts, including coupled electromagnetic,
mechanical, and chemical reactions [35]. The backstepping
stabilization of parabolic PDEs coupled with linear ODEs
was initially explored in [13] for Dirichlet-type boundary
interconnections, while results for Neumann boundary in-
terconnections were later detailed in [33] and [35]. More
recently, this framework has been extended to stabilize com-

⋆ The material in this paper was not presented at any conference.
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plex chains where general LTI ODEs are interconnected with
parabolic PDEs (featuring diffusion and counter-convection)
through distributed coupling, as achieved by the n-step back-
stepping procedure in [49].

1.2 Safe Adaptive Control

The PDE control designs listed above mainly focus on sta-
bilization and typically do not address safety requirements,
i.e., guaranteeing that system outputs remain within pre-
scribed safe sets during transients. However, safety is crit-
ical in applications such as autonomous vehicles, robotics,
and UAVs. Control Barrier Functions (CBFs) provide a sys-
tematic framework for enforcing state constraints by en-
suring the non-negativity of a barrier function [4]. Exten-
sions to high relative-degree CBFs have been developed in
[27,47,48], building on non-overshooting control concepts
[14]. These ideas have enabled mean-square safety-critical
stabilization [20] and prescribed-time safety guarantees [1].
Model uncertainties can invalidate safety guarantees derived
from fully known models, motivating the recent interest in
safe adaptive control. Most existing approaches are based
on adaptive Control Lyapunov Functions (aCLFs) [15], with
adaptive Control Barrier Functions (aCBFs) introduced in
[36] to enforce safety under parametric uncertainties. Sub-
sequent works reduced conservatism through data-driven
estimation [24], hybrid adaptive laws [25], and certainty-
equivalence-based designs [23].

Most existing results on safe adaptive control focus on sys-
tems governed by ODEs, while safe adaptive control for
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PDE systems remains largely underexplored. For PDEs with
fully known models, [12] introduced a CBF-based boundary
control strategy for a parabolic Stefan system with actuator
dynamics, and [42] studied safe output regulation of coupled
hyperbolic PDEs. Recently, [42] proposed the first safe adap-
tive control framework for PDEs by developing an adaptive
Control Barrier Function (aCBF) approach based on batch
least-squares identification (BaLSI), which achieves finite-
time parameter identification and was introduced in [8,7] for
nonlinear ODE, and extended to PDEs in [9,41]. However,
the method in [42] is limited to hyperbolic PDE–ODE cas-
cades with parametric uncertainties. In contrast, this paper
addresses a fundamentally different class of systems, namely
parabolic PDE–ODE cascades, and develops a safe adap-
tive controller that guarantees both safety and convergence
to zero of all states.

1.3 Main Contribution

(1) Compared with existing adaptive boundary control for
parabolic PDEs [32], [16], [31], [44], [19] and [18], the
control design in this work further provides rigorous
safety guarantees.

(2) While [12] focuses on safe backstepping control for a
Stefan model described by a parabolic PDE, this work
addresses a broader class of problems by incorporating
in-domain instabilities, parametric uncertainties, and
more general safety constraints.

(3) In contrast to the safe adaptive control for hyperbolic
PDE-ODE cascades presented in [42], this paper con-
siders parabolic PDE-ODE systems and accommodates
more general safety constraints. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first result about safe adaptive
control for parabolic PDEs.

1.4 Notation

(1) The symbol Z+ denotes the set of all nonnegative in-
tegers.

(2) We use the notation L2(0,1) for the standard space of
the equivalence class of square-integrable, measurable
functions f : (0,1) → R, with ∥ f∥2 :=

∫ 1
0 f (x)2dx <

+∞ for f ∈ L2(0,1).
(3) Let u : R+× [0,1]→ R be given. We use the notation

u[t] to denote the profile of u at certain t ≥ 0, i.e.,
u[t](x) = u(x, t) for all x ∈ [0,1].

(4) We use p(i)x (x, t) to denote the i times partial derivatives
with respect to x of p(x, t). Similarly, p(i)t (x, t) denotes
i times partial derivatives with respect to t of p(x, t).
Define z j := [z1,z2, . . . ,z j]

T .

2 Problem Formulation

The considered plant is

Ẏ (t) = AY (t)+Bu(0, t), (1)

ut(x, t) = εuxx(x.t)+λu(x, t), (2)
ux(0, t) = 0, (3)
u(1, t) =U(t), (4)

∀(x, t) ∈ [0,1]× [0,∞). The function U(t) is the control in-
put to be designed and u(x, t) ∈ R is the state of the PDE,
Y (t) = [y1(t),y2(t), . . . ,yn(t)]T ∈Rn is the state of the ODE.
The column vector B = [0,0, · · · ,b]T , where, without loss of
generality, we consider b > 0. The matrix A is in the form of

A =



a1,1 1 0 0 · · · 0

a2,1 a2,2 1 0 · · · 0
...

an−1,1 an−1,2 an−1,3 an−1,4 · · · 1

an,1 an,2 an,3 · · · an,n−1 an,n


, (5)

where ai, j are arbitrary constants. This indicates that the Y-
ODE is in the controllable form, which covers many practical
models. The given safe barrier function h should satisfy
Assumption 1. The positive constants b and λ are unknown
parameters, which satisfy Assumption 2.
Assumption 1 The time-varying function h is n times differ-
entiable with respect to each of its arguments, i.e., y1 as well
as t, and satisfies that ∂h(y1,t)

∂y1
̸= 0, ∀y1 ∈ {ℓ ∈ R|h(ℓ, t) ≥

0}, t ∈ [0,∞) when h is positive at t = 0, or otherwise
∂h(y1,t)

∂y1
̸= 0, ∀y1 ∈R, t ∈ [0,∞). Besides |h(y1(t), t)|< ∞ ⇒

|y1(t)|<∞ and limt→∞ h(y1(t), t) = 0⇒ limt→∞ y1(t) = 0⇒
limt→∞ h(i)t (y1(t), t) = 0 for i = 1,2, · · ·n−1.
Assumption 2 The bounds of the unknown parameters λ

and b are known and arbitrary, i.e.,λ ≤ λ ≤ λ , 0 < b ≤ b ≤
b.

3 Nominal Safe Control

3.1 Transformations for the distal ODE

Following [43], we propose the following two transforma-
tions to convert the ODE into a form of control barrier func-
tions. The first transformation is

Z(t) = TzY (t), (6)

where Z(t) = [z1(t),z2(t), . . . ,zn(t)]T and the matrix Tz ∈
Rn×n are defined as

Tz =



1 0 0 0 · · · 0

ρ1,1 1 0 0 · · · 0

ρ2,1 ρ2,2 1 0 · · · 0
...

ρn−1,1 ρn−1,2 ρn−1,3 ρn−1,4 · · · 1


, (7)
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with the constants ρi, j defined as

ρ1,1 = a1,1, (8)
ρ2,1 = a2,1 +ρ1,1a1,1, ρ2,2 = a2,2 +ρ1,1, (9)

and for i = 3, . . . ,n, as

ρi,1 = ai,1 +
i−1

∑
j=1

ρi−1, ja j,1, (10)

ρi,ι = ai,ι +ρi−1,ι−1 +
i−1

∑
j=ι

ρi−1, ja j,ι , ι = 2, . . . , i−1,

(11)
ρi,i = ai,i +ρi−1,i−1. (12)

Applying the transformation (6), we now convert the Y-ODE
in (1) into

Ż(t) = AzZ(t)+Bu(0, t)+BKTY (t), (13)

where

Az =



0 1 0 0 · · · 0

0 0 1 0 · · · 0
...

0 0 0 0 · · · 1

0 0 0 0 · · · 0


, (14)

and
KT =

1
b
[ρn,1,ρn,2, · · · ,ρn,n]1×n . (15)

We apply the second transformation:

h1(z1(t), t) = h(y1(t), t)+σ(t), (16)

hi(zi(t), t) =
i−1

∑
j=1

∂hi−1

∂ z j
z j+1 +

∂hi−1

∂ t
+κi−1hi−1, (17)

for i = 2,3, · · · ,n, with

σ(t) =


0, if h(y1(0),0)> 0,{

e
1
t2a (−h(y1(0),0)+β )e

−1
(t−ta)2 , t ∈ [0, ta),

0, t ≥ ta,
if h(y1(0),0)≤ 0,

(18)
where ta and β are arbitrarily positive design parameters.
The function σ(t), which is continuous and has continuous
derivatives of all orders, is designed to address scenarios
where the system states are in the unsafe region at the initial
time t = 0. Specifically, when the initial state y1(0) falls
outside the safe region, i.e., the condition h(y1(0),0)≤ 0, a
new barrier function is created to guide the state return to the

safe region. The constant β indicates the distance from the
safe barrier of the initial value of the new barrier function
h1, and ta is the upper bound of the time taken to return to
the safe region.

According to Assumption 1, h1(z1(t), t) is n times differ-
entiable with respect to each of its arguments, i.e., z1 and
t. Noticing that ḣ(y1(t), t) denotes the full derivative with
respect to t, whose calculation follows the chain rule, and
∂h(y1(t),t)

∂ t denotes the partial derivative with respect to t. De-
fine

∂h(y1(t), t)
∂y1(t)

= ϑ(y1(t), t) = ϑ(z1(t), t). (19)

where z1(t) = y1(t) according to (6) and (7). Considering the
fact that ∂hn

∂ zn
=

∂hn−1
∂ zn−1

= · · ·= ∂h1
∂ z1

= ∂h
∂y1

= ϑ that is obtained
from (17), and applying (17) for i = n, we have

ḣn(zn(t), t)+κnhn = b(ϑu(0, t)+ f (zn(t), t)+ϑKTY (t)),
(20)

where

f (zn(t), t) =
1
b

(
n−1

∑
j=1

∂hn

∂ z j
z j+1 +

∂hn

∂ t
+κn[

n−1

∑
j=1

∂hn−1

∂ z j
z j+1 +

∂hn−1

∂ t
+κn−1hn−1

])
. (21)

Applying the second transformation (16) and (17), defining
H(t) = [h1, · · · ,hn]

T , we convert (13) into

Ḣ(t) = AhH(t)+B
(
ϑu(0, t)+ f (zn(t), t)+ϑKTY (t)

)
,

(22)
where

Ah =



−κ1 1 0 0 · · · 0

0 −κ2 1 0 · · · 0
...

0 0 0 0 · · · 1

0 0 0 0 · · · −κn


. (23)

3.2 PDE Backstepping Transformation

In order to remove the destabilizing term from the PDE and
cancel the extra terms in (22), we introduce the following
backstepping transformation:

w(x, t) = u(x, t)−
∫ x

0
k(x,y)u(y, t)dy− r(x)Y (t)− p(x, t),

(24)
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with k(x,y), r(x), p(x, t) satisfying

εkxx(x,y) = εkyy(x,y)+(λ + c)k(x,y), (25)

k(x,x) =−λ + c
2ε

x, (26)

ky(x,0) =−r(x)
B
ε
, (27)

ε r̈(x) = r(x)(A+ cI), (28)

r(0) =−KT , ṙ(0) = 0, (29)
pt(x, t) = ε pxx(x, t)− cp(x, t), (30)

px(0, t) = 0, p(0, t) =− 1
ϑ(z1(t), t)

f (zn(t), t), (31)

where c is a positive constant, and ϑ(z1(t), t) is nonzero
according to Assumption 1. The solutions of (25)–(31) are
given in Appendix A.

With (24), the original system (2)–(4) with (22) is converted
into the following system

Ḣ(t) = AhH(t)+Bϑw(0, t), (32)
wt(x, t) = εwxx(x, t)− cw(x, t), (33)
wx(0, t) = 0, (34)
w(1, t) = δ (t), (35)

by choosing the control input as

U(t) =
∫ 1

0
k(1,y)u(y, t)dy+r(1)Y (t)+δ (t)+ p(1, t), (36)

where δ (t) is designed as the following form

δ (t) = sign(ϑ)Me−ct , (37)

with M > 0 is a design parameter to be determined later.

3.3 Selection of safe design parameters

The design parameters κi, i = 1,2, · · · ,n are selected to sat-
isfy

κi > max{0, κ́i}, i = 1,2, . . . ,n−1, (38)
κn ≤ c, (39)

where

κ́i =
−1

hi(zi(0),0)

[
i

∑
j=1

∂hi

∂ z j
z j+1(0)+

∂hi

∂ t

]
. (40)

The gain condition (38) ensures the following lemma.
Lemma 1 With the design parameters κi, i = 1,2, · · · ,n−1
satisfying (38), the high-relative-degree ODE CBFs is ini-
tialized positive, i.e., hi(zi(0),0)> 0 for i = 1,2, · · · ,n.

Proof. According to (16) and (18), we know h1(z1(0),0)> 0.
Recalling (17), we have hi(zi(0),0) = ∑

i−1
j=1

∂hi−1
∂ z j

z j+1(0)+
∂hi−1

∂ t +κi−1hi−1(zi−1(0),0) for i = 2,3, · · · ,n. Choosing κi
to satisfy (38) and (40), we can obtain that hi(zi(0),0) > 0
for i = 2,3, · · · ,n. The proof is complete. □

3.4 Result of the nominal safe control

Theorem 1 For initial condition u[0]∈ L2(0,1) and Y (0)∈
Rn, if design parameters κi, i = 1,2, · · · ,n− 1 satisfy (38)
and κn satisfies κn ≤ c, the closed-loop system consisting of
the plant (1)–(4) and the control law (36) have the following
properties:

(1) All states are convergent to zero, i.e.,

lim
t→∞

(∥ux(·, t)∥2 +∥u(·, t)∥2 + |Y (t)|2) = 0.

(2) Safety is ensured in the sense that if h(y1(0),0) > 0,
then h(y1(t), t)≥ 0 for all t ≥ 0; if h(y1(0),0)≤ 0, then
there exists a finite time ta > 0 such that h(y1(t), t)≥ 0
for all t ≥ ta, where ta can be arbitrarily assigned by
users.

Proof. (1) We show that the convergence to zero of all states
in property 1 is achieved by Lyapunov analysis. Defining
the following transformation:

w(x, t) = v(x, t)+δ (t). (41)

Considering (37), we have

Ḣ(t) = AhH(t)+Bϑv(0, t)+Bϑδ (t), (42)
vt(x, t) = εvxx(x, t)− cv(x, t), (43)
vx(0, t) = 0, (44)
v(1, t) = 0. (45)

Define the Lyapunov function

V (t) =H(t)T PH(t)+
1
2

∫ 1

0
v(x, t)2dx

+
a1

2

∫ 1

0
vx(x, t)2dx+

a2

2
δ (t)2,

(46)

where the positive definite matrix P = PT is the solution
of the Lyapunov equation AT

h P+PAh = −Q for some Q =

QT > 0, and where the positive analysis parameters a1 and
a2 are to be determined later. Defining

Ξ(t) = |H(t)|2 +∥v(·, t)∥2 +∥vx(·, t)∥2 +δ (t)2, (47)

we have
ξ1Ξ(t)≤V (t)≤ ξ2Ξ(t), (48)
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for some positive ξ1 and ξ2. Taking the time derivative of
V (t), applying Young’s inequality and Cauchy-Schwarz in-
equality, we have

V̇ (t) =−H(t)T QH(t)+2H(t)T PBϑv(0, t)

+2H(t)T PBϑδ (t)+
∫ 1

0
v(x, t)vt(x, t)dx

+a1

∫ 1

0
vx(x, t)vx,t(x, t)dx−a2cδ (t)2

≤−λmin(Q)H(t)2 +
λmin(Q)

3
H(t)2

+
3|PB|2

λmin(Q)
ϑ̄

2v(0, t)2 −a2cδ (t)2

+
λmin(Q)

3
H(t)2 +

3|PB|2

λmin(Q)
ϑ

2
δ (t)2

− ε

∫ 1

0
vx(x, t)2dx− c

∫ 1

0
v(x, t)2dx

−a1ε

∫ 1

0
vxx(x, t)2dx−a1c

∫ 1

0
vx(x, t)2dx

≤− λmin(Q)

3
H(t)2 − c

∫ 1

0
v(x, t)2dx

−
(

ε +a1c− 3|PB|2ϑ̄ 2

λmin(Q)

)∫ 1

0
vx(x, t)2dx

−
(

a2c− 3|PB|2ϑ̄ 2

λmin(Q)

)
δ (t)2,

where ϑ̄ is the upper bound of ϑ = ∂h
∂y1

that is bounded
according to Assumption 1 that means that h is n times
differentiable with respect to y1. Choosing a1 and a2 large
engough to satisfy

a1 > max
{

3|PB|2ϑ̄ 2

cλmin(Q)
− ε

c
,0
}
, (49)

a2 >
3|PB|2ϑ̄ 2

cλmin(Q)
, (50)

we then obtain that

V̇ (t)≤−γV (t), (51)

where

γ =
1
ξ2

min
{

λmin(Q)

3
,ε +a1c− 3|PB|2ϑ̄ 2

λmin(Q)
,

c,a2c− 3|PB|2ϑ̄ 2

λmin(Q)

}
.

(52)

Recalling (48), it follows that

Ξ(t)≤ ξ2

ξ1
Ξ(0)e−γt . (53)

Next, we show the convergence to zero of the original states
from the target system’s stability obtained from (53). From
Assumption 1, (16) and the convergence to zero of |H(t)|
obtained from (53), we have y1(t) = z1(t) converge to zero.
Then recalling (17) for i = 2, together with the convergence
to zero of h1(t) and h2(t) as well as Assumption 1, we obtain
that z2(t) converge to zero. Through the recursive process,
we obtain that |Z(t)| is convergent to zero. According to the
transformation defined in (6), the convergence of |Y (t)| is
obtained. The inverse of (24) is obtained as

u(x, t) = w(x, t)−
∫ x

0
k̄(x,y)w(y, t)dy

− r̄(x)Y (t)− p̄(x, t), (54a)

where the solutions of k̄(x,y), r̄(x) and p̄(x, t) can be ob-
tained similarly to those in the transformation (24). Us-
ing the convergence to zero of ∥w(·, t)∥, ∥wx(·, t)∥ obtained
from the convergence of ∥v(·, t)∥, ∥vx(·, t)∥, δ (t), |Y (t)|, and
∥p̄(·, t)∥, ∥p̄x(·, t)∥, we obtain the convergence of ∥u(·, t)∥,
∥ux(·, t)∥ via (54a). The property 1 is obtained.

(2) According to (23), (32), we have

hn(zn(t), t) = e−κnthn(zn(0),0)

+ e−κntb
∫ t

0
eκnτ

ϑw(0,τ)dτ (55)

= e−κnt(hn(zn(0),0)

+b
∫ t

0
eκnτ

ϑw(0,τ)dτ
)
. (56)

It is obvious that hn(zn(t), t)> 0 if hn(zn(0),0)+
b
∫ t

0 eκnτ ϑw(0,τ)dτ > 0 for all t ≥ 0. Recalling (32)–(35),
the solution w(x, t) is obtained as

w(x, t) = δ (t)+
∞

∑
j=0

cos((
π

2
+ jπ)x)

[
e−(ε( π

2 + jπ)2+c)t
θ j−

2(−1) j

π

2 + jπ

∫ t

0
e−(ε( π

2 + jπ)2+c)(t−τ)
(

cδ (τ)+ δ̇ (τ)
)

dτ

]
, (57)

where

θ j = 2
∫ 1

0
[w(x,0)−δ (0)]cos((

π

2
+ jπ)x)dx.

The detailed process for solving w(x, t) is presented in the
Appendix B. Considering (57), choosing κn ≤ c, and recall-
ing (37), we have

hn(zn(0),0)+b
∫ t

0
eκnτ

ϑw(0,τ)dτ

= 2b
∫ t

0
e(κn−c)τ

(
ϑ

+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ

θ́ j

)
dτ

+hn(zn(0),0)+bM
∫ t

0
e(κn−c)τ

ϑ

[
sign(ϑ)
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−2sign(ϑ(y1(0)),0)
+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ (−1) j

π

2 + jπ

]
dτ, (58)

where

θ́ j =
∫ 1

0
w(x,0)cos

(
π

2
+ jπ

)
xdx. (59)

Obviously, there exists a finite time tM > 0 such that

2b
∫ t

0
e(κn−c)τ

(
ϑ

+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ

θ́ j

)
dτ

+hn(zn(0),0) (60)

is non-negative for all t ∈ [0, tM] since hn(zn(0),0)> 0. Con-
sidering the fact that

∫ t

0
e(κn−c)τ

ϑ

[
sign(ϑ)

−2sign(ϑ(y1(0),0))
+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ (−1) j

π

2 + jπ

]
dτ ≥ 0,

(61)

whose proof is presented in the Appendix C, we thus obtain
hn(zn(t), t)> 0 for all t ∈ [0, tM]. By choosing M to satisfy

M >

sup
t≥tM

∣∣∣2∑
+∞

j=0 e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2t θ́ j

∣∣∣
1−2∑

+∞

j=0 e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2tM (−1) j

π
2 + jπ

, (62)

where the proof of the convergence of the series in (62) is
given in Appendix E, we obtain that hn(zn(t), t)> 0 for all
t ≥ 0, whose proof is presented at Appendix D.

According to (22), (23) and the parameters κi, i =
1,2, · · · ,n − 1 satisfying (38) and (40), we obtain that
h1(z1(t), t) > 0 for all t ≥ 0. Now we show safety in the
followng two cases:

Case 1. When h(y1(0),0)> 0, it is obtained from (18) that
σ(t) = 0. Recalling (16), we have h1(z1(t), t) = h(y1(t), t)>
0 for all t ≥ 0;

Case 2. When h(y1(0),0)≤ 0, it is obtained from (18) that
σ(t)= 0 for t ≥ ta. According to (16), we know h1(z1(t), t)=
h(y1(t), t)> 0 for t ≥ ta.

The proof of this theorem is complete. □

4 Safe adaptive control design

Defining θ = [λ ,b]T , replacing the unknown parameters λ ,b
in the nominal controller (36) with the parameter estimates,
we have

Ud(t) :=U(t, θ̂(ti)), t ∈ [ti, ti+1), (63)

where

θ̂ = [λ̂ , b̂]T , (64)

is an estimation generated by a triggered batch least-squares
identifier that will be defined later, and where the sequence
of time instants ti is defined as

ti+1 = ti +T, (65)

with T as a free positive design parameter.

4.1 Batch least-squares identifier

According to (1) and (2), similar to [40], we obtain for τ > 0
and n̄ = 1,2, · · · that

d
dτ

∫ 1

0
sin(xπ n̄)u(x,τ)dx =−ε(π n̄)(−1)n̄u(1,τ)

+ ε(π n̄)u(0,τ)− ε(π n̄)2
∫ 1

0
sin(xπ n̄)u(x,τ)dx

+λ

∫ 1

0
sin(xπ n̄)u(x,τ)dx, (66)

d
dτ

yn(τ) =
n

∑
i=1

aniyi(τ)+bu(0,τ). (67)

Define the instant µi+1 as

µi+1 = min{t j : j ∈ {0, . . . , i}, t j ≥ ti+1 − ÑT}, (68)

for i ∈ Z+, where the positive integer Ñ ≥ 1 is a free design
parameter. Integrating (66) and (67) from µi+1 to t, we obtain

pn̄(t,µi+1) = λgn̄(t,µi+1), pb(t,µi+1) = bqb(t,µi+1),
(69)

where pn̄, gn̄, pb and qb are

pn̄(t,µi+1) =
∫ 1

0
sin(xπ n̄)u(x, t)dx

+ επ n̄(−1)n̄
∫ t

µi+1

u(1,τ)dτ − επ n̄
∫ t

µi+1

u(0,τ)dτ

+ ε(π n̄)2
∫ t

µi+1

∫ 1

0
sin(xπ n̄)u(x,τ)dxdτ

−
∫ 1

0
sin(xπ n̄)u(x,µi+1)dx, (70)

gn̄(t,µi+1) =
∫ t

µi+1

∫ 1

0
sin(xπ n̄)u(x,τ)dxdτ, (71)

for n̄ = 1,2, · · · and

pb(t,µi+1) = yn(t)− yn(µi+1)−
∫ t

µi+1

n

∑
i=1

aniyi(τ)dτ, (72)

qb(t,µi+1) =
∫ t

µi+1

u(0,τ)dτ. (73)
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Define a function hi,n̄ : R3 → R+ by the foruma

hi,n̄(ℓ) =
∫ ti+1

µi+1

[
(pn̄(t,µi+1)− ℓ1gn̄(t,µi+1))

2

+(pb(t,µi+1)− ℓ2qb(t,µi+1))
2
]
dt, (74)

for i ∈ Z+, where ℓ= [ℓ1, ℓ2]
T . According to (69), the func-

tion hi,n̄(ℓ) has a global minimum hi,n̄(θ) = 0. We get from
the Fermat’s theorem (vanishing gradient at extrema), that
is, differentiating the functions hi,n̄(ℓ) defined by (74) with
respect to ℓ1, ℓ2 respectively and making the derivatives at
the position of the global minimum [ℓ1, ℓ2] = [λ ,b] as zero,
that the following matrix equation holds for every i ∈ Z+

and n̄ = 1,2, · · · :

Zn̄(µi+1, ti+1) = Gn̄(µi+1, ti+1)θ , (75)

where θ = [λ ,b]T is a column vector of the unknown pa-
rameters, and where

Zn̄ = [Hn̄,1,H2]
T , Gn̄ =

[
Qn̄,1 0

0 Q2

]
, (76)

with Hn̄,1, H2, Qn̄,1 and Q2 defined as

Hn̄,1(µi+1, ti+1) =
∫ ti+1

µi+1

pn̄(t,µi+1)gn̄(t,µi+1)dt, (77)

H2(µi+1, ti+1) =
∫ ti+1

µi+1

pb(t,µi+1)qb(t,µi+1)dt, (78)

Qn̄,1(µi+1, ti+1) =
∫ ti+1

µi+1

gn̄(t,µi+1)
2dt, (79)

Q2(µi+1, ti+1) =
∫ ti+1

µi+1

qb(t,µi+1)
2dt. (80)

The parameter estimator (update law) is defined as

θ̂(ti+1) = argmin
{
|ℓ− θ̂(ti)|2 : ℓ ∈ Θ,

Zn̄(µi+1, ti+1) = Gn̄(µi+1, ti+1)ℓ, n̄ = 1,2, . . .} ,
(81)

where

Θ =
{
ℓ ∈ R2 : λ ≤ λ ≤ λ̄ ,0 < b ≤ b ≤ b̄

}
. (82)

4.2 Safe Adaptive Controller

Defining e(t) = U(t)−Ud(t) as the control input error be-
tween (63) and (36), through the same process in Sec. 3.2,
the target system is rewritten as

Ḣ(t) = AhH(t)+Bϑw(0, t), (83)
wt(x, t) = εwxx(x, t)− cw(x, t), (84)
wx(0, t) = 0, (85)
w(1, t) = δ (t)+ e(t), (86)

where, as shown in Appendix B, w(x, t) is solved as

w(x, t) = δ (t)+ e(t)+
∞

∑
j=0

[
e−(ε( π

2 + jπ)2+c)t
θ j−

2(−1) j

π

2 + jπ

∫ t

0
e−(ε( π

2 + jπ)2+c)(t−τ)
(

cδ (τ)

+ce(τ)+ δ̇ (τ)+ ė(τ)
)

dτ

]
cos((

π

2
+ jπ)x). (87)

Through the same process applied in (58), we obtain that

hn(zn(0),0)+b
∫ t

0
eκnτ

ϑw(0,τ)dτ

= hn(zn(0),0)+2b
∫ t

0
e(κn−c)τ

ϑ

(
+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ

θ́ j

+
+∞

∑
j=0

(−1) j

π

2 + jπ
e−ε( π

2 + jπ)2τ

(
e(0)

+
∫

τ

0
ε(

π

2
+ c)2e(ε(

π
2 + jπ)2+c)η e(η)dη

))
dτ

+bM
∫ t

0
e(κn−c)τ

ϑ

[
sign(ϑ)

−2sign(ϑ(y1(0),0))
+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ (−1) j

π

2 + jπ

]
dτ (88)

which is different with (58) due to the presence of the control
input error e(t). Considering hn(zn(0),0) > 0, we know tM
generated by the following triggering condition

tM = inf
{

t ≥ 0 : hn(zn(0),0)

+ max
λ≤λ≤λ ,0<b≤b≤b

2b
∫ t

0
e(κn−c)τ

ϑ

(
+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ

θ́ j

+
+∞

∑
j=0

(−1) j

π

2 + jπ
e−ε( π

2 + jπ)2τ

(
e(0)

+
∫

τ

0
ε(

π

2
+ c)2e(ε(

π
2 + jπ)2+c)η e(η)dη

))
dτ ≤ 0

}
, (89)

is larger than zero. Meanwhile, considering that w(x,0) in
(59) is mismatched with the actual value because of the
estimation error of the unknown parameters λ and b, now
the design parameter M, is piecewise-constant with a single
discontinuity at t = tM, should satisfy

M > 0 & M ̸= −r(1)Y (0)− p̂(1,0)
sign(ϑ(y1(0),0))

, t ∈ [0, tM), (90)
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and

M >
sup

t≥tM

∣∣∣∣2∑
+∞

j=0 e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2t

θ́ j

∣∣∣∣
1−2∑

+∞

j=0 e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2tM (−1) j

π
2 + jπ

, t ≥ tM, if tM ≥ t1,

M > max
λ≤λ≤λ ,0<b≤b≤b

sup
t≥tM

∣∣∣∣2∑
+∞

j=0 e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2t

θ́ j

∣∣∣∣
1−2∑

+∞

j=0 e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2tM (−1) j

π
2 + jπ

, t ≥ tM,

if tM < t1.
(91)

The equation (90) can ensure achieving fast identification of
the unknown parameters at the first triggering time t1 defined
by (65), as will be shown in the next lemma.
Remark 1 We define Ṁ(tM) as the right derivative, hence
Ṁ = 0 for all time. Alternatively, one may choose M suffi-
ciently large in practice to avoid this discontinuity at t = tM,
at the expense of increased conservativeness.
Lemma 2 The finite-time exact identification of the un-
known parameters is achieved at the first update time instant
t1, i.e.,

θ̂(t)≡ θ , ∀t ≥ t1. (92)

Proof. We first prove that u(0, t) is not identically zero for
t ∈ [0, t1] by contradiction. Supposing that u(0, t) ≡ 0 for
t ∈ [0, t1], together with (2) and (3), we have that u(x, t)≡ 0
for all x ∈ [0,1] and t ∈ [0, t1], which implies that u(1, t) =
Ua(t)≡ 0 for t ∈ [0, t1]. Recalling (90), (93), (37), we have
that Ua(0) ̸= 0: contradiction. Therefore, we have that u(0, t)
is not identically zero for t ∈ [0, t1]. It means that that exists
n̄ such that Qn̄,1(0, t1) ̸= 0, and Q2(0, t1) ̸= 0 according to
(73), (71), (79), (80). It implies that Gn̄(0, t1) is invertible
recalling (76). Therefore, the output of (81) at t1, i.e., θ̂(t1),
is indeed the true value θ considering (75). According to
(64), (81), (75), We know that λ̂ (ti+1) is equal to either λ or
λ̂ (ti), and also b̂(ti+1) is equal to either b or b̂(ti). We obtain
from θ̂(t1) = θ that θ̂(t) = θ for t ∈ [t1,∞), considering
(65) that implies limi→∞(ti) → ∞. More detailed proof of
the exact identification of the unknown parameter in the
parabolic PDE-ODE system by BaLSI can be seen in [40].
□

Finally, the safe adaptive controller Ua(t) is obtained as

Ua(t) =
∫ 1

0
k̂(1,y)u(y, t)dy+ r(1)Y (t)+δ (t)+ p̂(1, t),

(93)
where k̂(1,y), p̂(1, t) are obtained by submitting the esti-
mates λ̂ , b̂ into the k(1,y), p(1, t) defined in (A1), (A9), and
where δ (t) is given by (37) with M satisfying (90), (91).

4.3 Results of safe adaptive control

Theorem 2 For all initial data u[0] ∈ L2(0,1), Y (0) ∈ Rn,
with the design parameters κi, i = 1,2, . . . satisfying (38)

and κn ≤ c, the closed-loop system including the plant (1)–
(4) with the safe adaptive controller (93) has the following
properties.

(1) There exist unique mappings u∈C0(R+;L2(0,1))
⋂

C1(J×
[0,1]) with u[t] ∈ C2([0,1]), Y ∈ C0(R+;Rn), where
J = R+\{t1}.

(2) All plant states are convergent to zero, i.e.,

lim
t→∞

(∥ux(·, t)∥2 +∥u(·, t)∥2 + |Y (t)|2) = 0.

(3) Safety is ensured in the sense that if h(y1(0),0) > 0,
then h(y1(t), t) ≥ 0 for all t ≥ 0; if h(y1(0),0) ≤ 0,
then there exists a finite time ta (ta > t1) such that
h(y1(t), t) ≥ 0 for all t ≥ ta, where ta (ta > t1) can be
assigned by users.

Proof. (1) The property is straightforward to obtain following
the proof of Corollary 1 in [40].

(2) According to the Lemma 2, we directly have that the
parameter estimation error θ̃ = 0, ∀t ≥ t1. Considering the
Lyapunov function (46) for t ∈ [0, t1] and t ∈ [t1,∞], respec-
tively, choosing the analysis parameter a1 and a2 as (49)
and (50), where the upper bound b̄ is used to replace the un-
known b in (49) and (50). i.e., a1 > max

{
3|PB̄|2ϑ̄ 2

cλmin(Q) −
ε

c ,0
}

and a2 >
3|PB̄|2ϑ̄ 2

cλmin(Q) with B̄= [0,0, . . . , b̄]T , following the proof
below (51) in the proof of property 1 in Theorem 1, together
with the fact that V (t) (46) is continuous at t = t1, which can
be known from the property 1, we thus obtain the property
2 in this theorem.

(3) Similarly, like the proof of property 2 in Theorem 1, to-
gether with M satisfying (90) and (91), we have h1(z1(t), t)>
0 for all t ≥ 0. Through the same process as the safety anal-
ysis in the two cases h(y1(0),0)> 0, h(y1(0),0)≤ 0 at the
end of the proof of Theorem 1, property 3 is thus obtained.

The proof of this theorem is complete. □

4.4 Simulation

The considered simulation model is (1)–(4) with the pa-
rameters A = [a1,1,1;a2,1,a2,2] = [0,1;2,−1], B = [0,b]T =
[0,5]T , ε = 1, λ = 10. The known bounds of the unknown
parameters λ , b are set as λ = 8, λ̄ = 12, b = 3, b̄ = 7.
The simulation is conducted based on the finite difference
method with a time step of 0.001 and a space step of 0.05.
Some tips on the implementation of the parameter identi-
fier (81) can be found in [40]. We conduct the simulation in
the following two cases, each with a different safe barrier
function.

Case 1: Safe condition h(y1(t), t) is defined as h(y1(t), t) =
y1(t). It means that ϑ = 1. For σ(t) in (18), we choose
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ta = 1 and β = 1. The initial values are defined as y2(0) = 0,
u(x,0) = x2 sin(4πx), λ̂1(0) = 8, b̂1(0) = 7, and y1(0) is
defined as two subcases:

• y1(0) = 10 for the initially safe subcase;
• y1(0) =−10 for the initially unsafe subcase.

Based on the simulation model given above, we construct
the safe adaptive controller Ua(t) by choosing the design
parameters as κ1 = 23, κ2 = 3, M = 3000. The arbitrary
positive design parameters are set as T = 0.5, n̄ = 1, Ñ = 12.

(a) u(x, t)

0 1 2 3
-14

-12

-10

-8

-6

-4

-2

0
105

(b) y1(t)

Fig. 1. Results of u(x, t) and y1(t) in open-loop system

The simulation results of u(x, t) and y1(t) in the open-loop
system are presented in Fig 1a and 1b, which imply that the
simulation model is open-loop unstable. The simulation re-
sults of the closed-loop system, under the nominal safe con-
trol and safe adaptive control, respectively, are given below.

(i) (initially safe y1(0) = 10): The result of the output state
y1(t) and the other state y2(t) in the ODE are shown in Figs
2 and 3, where the red solid line denotes the result with the
safe adaptive controller Ua, while the blue solid line denotes
the result with the nominal safe control U . We can see that
both the safe adaptive controller and the nominal safe con-
troller can not only ensure that the output y1 converges to
zero, but also keep y1(t) within the safe region throughout
the entire process. The parameter estimates converge to the
true values in the first triggering time, as shown in Fig 4,
where the tiny difference between the final estimate λ̂ and
its true value comes from the approximation error of integra-
tion as explained in [42]. The results of u(x, t) under the safe
adaptive controller and nominal safe controller are shown in
Figs 5a and 5b, respectively. It is observed that the system
state u(x, t) exhibits a noticeable jump at the first triggering
time. This occurs because, at this triggering instant, the es-
timated parameters are updated, from the initial estimates to
the true values, which causes the control input U(t), in par-
ticular the term involving p(1, t), to change abruptly. Nev-
ertheless, after this, u(x, t) rapidly converges to zero.

(ii) (initially unsafe y1(0) = −10): In this subcase, the ini-
tial conditions are the same as in subcase i, except for y1(0),
which is unsafe now. Under both nominal safe and safe adap-
tive controllers, all system states converge to zero fast. The
true values of unknown parameters are also identified at the
first triggering instant in the adaptive safe controller. These

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3
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Safe region

Fig. 2. The trajectory of y1(t) when the initial condition is safe

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3
-25

-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

Fig. 3. The trajectory of y2(t) when the initial condition is safe
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Fig. 4. Estimation of parameters when the initial condition is safe
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(a) u(x, t) with safe adaptive
controller

(b) u(x, t) with nominal safe
controller

Fig. 5. Results of u(x, t) when the initial condition is safe

results are similar to Figs 2–5, which are not represented
here to avoid repetition. The trajectory of the output state
y1(t) is shown in Fig. 6, from which we can see that both
the safe adaptive controller and the nominal safe controller
can not only ensure that the output y1 converges to zero, but
also guide it back to the safe region (i.e., y1(t) ≥ 0), from
the unsafe initial position y1(0) =−10, in about 0.6 seconds
(within the recovery time ta = 1s), and then keep it in the
safe region all the time.

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3

-10

-8

-6

-4

-2

0

2 t = 0.6s t = 1s

Unsafe region

Safe region

Fig. 6. The trajectory of y1(t) when the initial condition is unsafe

Case 2: The safe condition h(y1(t), t) is defined as
h(y1(t), t) = ae−dt − y1(t). This implies that ϑ = −1 and
the safe region is y1(t)≤ ae−dt . The parameters are chosen
as a = 14 and d = 3. Here, we select β = 4 and M = 8000.
Two subcases for the initial condition y1(0) are considered:

• y1(0) = 10 for the initially safe subcase;
• y1(0) = 18 for the initially unsafe subcase.

Other conditions remain identical to Case 1. To avoid rep-
etition, we only present the trajectory of the output state
y1(t) in Fig. 7, since other results are similar to those in
Case 1. Fig. 7 shows that both the safe adaptive controller
and the nominal safe controller ensure that the output y1
converges to zero. Moreover, when the initial value of y1
locates at the unsafe region, i.e., y1(0) = 18 > a, the pro-
posed controller will guide it back to the safe region, i.e.,

y1(t) ≤ ae−dt , within approximately 0.5 seconds (which is
less than the prescribed safety recovery time ta = 1s), and
keep it within the safe region thereafter; when y1 is initially
safe, i.e., y1(0) = 10 < a, the safety y1(t) ≤ ae−dt will be
guaranteed all the time.

0 1 2 3
-5

0

5

10

15

20
safe adaptive control from safe initial state
safe adaptive control from unsafe initial state
nominal safe control from safe initial state
nominal safe control from unsafe initial state
safe boundary

Safe region

Unsafe region

t = 0.5s
t = 1s

Fig. 7. The trajectory of y1(t)

5 Conclusion and Future Work

This paper presents a safe adaptive control strategy for a
class of parabolic PDE-ODE cascade systems subject to pa-
rameter uncertainties in both PDE and ODE subsystems.
Under the proposed safe adaptive controller, the system out-
put is guaranteed to remain safe at all times if the initial
state is safe. Otherwise, the controller will regulate the sys-
tem output into the safe region within a user-prescribed time.
Furthermore, all system states are ensured to converge to
zero. The effectiveness of the proposed control scheme is
validated through numerical simulations.

In our future work, a practical physical application will be
considered, incorporating the observer designs for system
states and external disturbances.

Appendix

A Solution to (25)–(27)

According to [18], the solution to (25)–(27) is given by

k(x,y) =
∞

∑
n=0

△Gn(ξ ,η), (A1)
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where

ξ = x+ y, (A2)
η = x− y, (A3)

G(ξ ,η) =
−(λ + c)

4ε
(ξ +η)+

∫
η

0
r(m)dm

B
ε

+
λ + c

2ε

∫
η

0

[∫ m

0
G(m,τ)dτ

]
dm

+
λ + c

4ε

∫
ξ

η

[∫
η

0
G(m,τ)dτ

]
dm, (A4)

G0(ξ ,η) = 0, (A5)

Gn+1(ξ ,η) =
−(λ + c)

4ε
(ξ +η)+

∫
η

0
r(m)dm · B

ε

+
λ + c

2ε

∫
η

0

[∫ m

0
Gn(m,τ)dτ

]
dm

+
λ + c

4ε

∫
ξ

η

[∫
η

0
Gn(m,τ)dτ

]
dm, (A6)

△Gn(ξ ,η) = Gn+1(ξ ,η)−Gn(ξ ,η), (A7)

and the solution of (28), (29) is given by

r(x) =
(
−KT 0

)
eDx

(
I

0

)
,D =

(
0 A+cI

ε

I 0

)
, (A8)

where I is the identity matrix. The solution of (30), (31) can
be obtained by Taylor series as

p(x, t) = p(0, t)+ px(0, t)x+ p(2)x (0, t)
x2

2!

+ · · ·+ p(m)
x (0, t)

xm

m!
+ · · · .

(A9)

We can obtain the value of p(m)
x (0, t) for m = 2,3, . . . from

(30) and its derivatives with respect to x, together with in-
serting x = 0 and recalling (31).

B Solving w(x, t) in (33)–(35)

The detailed process for solving w(x, t) is shown as follows.
Considering (41), (33)–(35), we have

vt(x, t) = εvxx(x, t)− cv(x, t)− cδ (t)− δ̇ (t), (B1)
vx(0, t) = 0, (B2)
v(1, t) = 0. (B3)

Noticing that cδ + δ̇ in (B1) is in fact zero, because δ (t) =
sign(ϑ)Me−ct . We nevertheless keep it in the derivation and
solve w(x, t) in this general form to avoid repetitiveness, be-
cause this will be reused when solving w(x, t) in the subse-
quent safe adaptive controller design.

By eigenfunction expansion, we can express v(x, t) and
cδ (t)+ δ̇ (t) as

v(x, t) =
∞

∑
j=0

v j(t)cos(
π

2
+ jπ)x, (B4)

cδ (t)+ δ̇ (t) =
∞

∑
j=0

f j(t)cos(
π

2
+ jπ)x, (B5)

where

f j(t) = 2
∫ 1

0
(cδ (t)+ δ̇ (t))cos(

π

2
+ jπ)xdx

=
2(−1) j

π

2 + jπ
(cδ (t)+ δ̇ (t)). (B6)

Applying (B4), (B5), the left side of (B1) can then be ex-
pressed as

vt(x, t) =
∞

∑
j=0

v̇ j(t)cos(
π

2
+ jπ)x, (B7)

and the right side of (B1) can be obtained as

εvxx(x, t)− cv(x, t)− cδ (t)− δ̇ (t)

=
∞

∑
j=0

(
−ε(

π

2
+ jπ)2 − c

)
v j(t)cos(

π

2
+ jπ)x

−
∞

∑
j=0

f j(t)cos(
π

2
+ jπ)x. (B8)

Hence, we have

v̇ j(t) =
(
−ε(

π

2
+ jπ)2 − c

)
v j(t)− f j(t), (B9)

for each j = 0,1,2, . . ., which is a linear ordinary differential
equation, whose solution is

v j(t) = e(−ε( π
2 + jπ)2−c)t

[
θ j −

∫ t

0
e(ε(

π
2 + jπ)2+c)τ f j(τ)dτ

]
=−2(−1) j

π

2 + jπ

∫ t

0
e−(ε( π

2 + jπ)2+c)(t−τ)(cδ (τ)+ δ̇ (τ))dτ

+ e−(ε( π
2 + jπ)2+c)t

θ j, (B10)

for θ j = v j(0) to be determined later. Thus, recalling (B4),
we obtain

v(x, t) =
∞

∑
j=0

cos(
π

2
+ jπ)x×

[
e−(ε( π

2 + jπ)2+c)t
θ j

−2(−1) j

π

2 + jπ

∫ t

0
e−(ε( π

2 + jπ)2+c)(t−τ)(cδ (τ)+ δ̇ (τ))dτ

]
.

(B11)

11



Considering v(x,0) = u(x,0)− δ (0), it is obtained from
(B11) that

v(x,0) =
∞

∑
j=0

θ j cos(
π

2
+ jπ)x = w(x,0)−δ (0). (B12)

Clearly, θ j here are the Fourier coefficients of w(x,0)−δ (0),
that is,

θ j = 2
∫ 1

0
(w(x,0)−δ (0))cos(

π

2
+ jπ)xdx. (B13)

Finally, we obtain the solution of w(x, t) as (57).

C Proof of (61)

We prove (61) by showing that the following equation

S(τ) = ϑ

[
sign(ϑ)

−2sign(ϑ(y1(0),0))
∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ (−1) j

π

2 + jπ

]
≥ 0, (C1)

holds for all τ > 0. We propose the following claim that will
be used in proving (C1).
Claim 1 For all x > 0, we have

0 <
∞

∑
j=0

e−(2 j+1)2x (−1) j

2 j+1
< π/4. (C2)

Proof. We now define a function L(x) as

L(x) = π/4−
∞

∑
j=0

(−1) j

2 j+1
e−(2 j+1)2x, (C3)

where

L(0) = π/4−
∞

∑
j=0

(−1) j

2 j+1
= π/4− arctan(1) = 0. (C4)

Next, we will prove that 0 < L(x) < π

4 for all x > 0. First,
we differentiate L(x) with respect to x.

L̇(x) =
∞

∑
j=0

(−1) j(2 j+1)e−(2 j+1)2x. (C5)

Then we introduce a type of Jacobi theta function ϑ1(z,q),
which is defined in [46, Ch.21] as follows:

ϑ1(z,q) = 2
∞

∑
j=0

(−1) jq( j+ 1
2 )

2
sin((2 j+1)z). (C6)

Differentiating (C6) with respect to z, we have

∂ϑ1(z,q)
∂ z

= 2
∞

∑
j=0

(−1) j(2 j+1)q( j+ 1
2 )

2
cos((2 j+1)z).

(C7)
Setting z = 0 and q = e−4x, we obtain

∂ϑ1(0,e−4x)

∂ z
= 2

∞

∑
j=0

(−1) j(2 j+1)e−(2 j+1)2x. (C8)

Comparing with (C5), we know L̇(x) = 1
2

∂ϑ1(0,e−4x)
∂ z . Ac-

cording to [46, Ch.21], we know that

∂ϑ1(0,e−4x)

∂ z
= 2e−x

∞

∏
j=1

(1− e−8 jx)
∞

∏
j=1

(1− e−8 jx)2. (C9)

Since x > 0, we can easily obtain that ∂ϑ1(0,e−4x)
∂ z > 0. There-

fore, we have L̇(x)> 0 for all x > 0. Noticing that L(0) = 0
and limx→+∞ L(x) = π

4 , we can conclude that 0 < L(x)< π

4
for all x > 0. The proof of the claim is complete. □

Now, we continue to prove (C1). We consider two cases:

(1) ϑ(y1(0),0)> 0. In this case, we have

S(τ) = ϑ

[
sign(ϑ)−2

∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ (−1) j

π

2 + jπ

]
.

(C10)
According to Claim 1, we have

S(τ) = ϑ

[
1− 4

π

∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ (−1) j

2 j+1

]

=
4ϑ

π

[
π

4
−

∞

∑
j=0

e−ε
π2
4 τ(1+2 j)2 (−1) j

2 j+1

]
> 0, (C11)

for ϑ > 0. If ϑ < 0, we have

S(τ) = ϑ

[
−1− 4

π

∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ (−1) j

2 j+1

]

=−4ϑ

π

[
π

4
+

∞

∑
j=0

e−ε
π2
4 τ(1+2 j)2 (−1) j

2 j+1

]
> 0, (C12)

because of ∑
∞
j=0 e−ε

π2
4 τ(1+2 j)2 (−1) j

2 j+1 > 0 according to
Claim 1.

(2) ϑ(y1(0),0)< 0. In this case, we have

S(τ) = ϑ

[
sign(ϑ)+2

∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ (−1) j

π

2 + jπ

]
.

(C13)
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Similarily like the above case 1, we can directly obtain
that S(τ)≥ 0 for all τ > 0.

Inequality (C1) is thus obtained.

D Proof of hn(zn(t), t)> 0 for all t ≥ 0

Recalling the expression of hn(zn(t), t) in (56), we can obtain
that

eκnτ
ϑw(0,τ) = e(κn−c)τ

ϑ

[
sign(ϑ)M

−2sign(ϑ(y1(0),0))M
+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ (−1) j

π

2 + jπ

+2
+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ

θ́ j

]
, (D1)

for ϑ > 0, we rewrite the above expression as

eκnτ
ϑw(0,τ) = e(κn−c)τ

ϑ

[
M

−2sign(ϑ(y1(0),0))M
+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ (−1) j

π

2 + jπ

+2
+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ

θ́ j

]
. (D2)

Considering (62) and Claim 1, we know

M >

sup
t≥tM

∣∣∣2∑
+∞

j=0 e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2t θ́ j

∣∣∣
1+2∑

+∞

j=0 e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2tM (−1) j

π
2 + jπ

. (D3)

So we have

M >

sup
t≥tM

∣∣∣2∑
+∞

j=0 e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2t θ́ j

∣∣∣
1−2sign(ϑ(y1(0),0))∑

+∞

j=0 e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2tM (−1) j

π
2 + jπ

.

(D4)
Inserting (D4) into (D1), we obtain that eκnτ ϑw(0,τ) > 0
for all t ≥ tM.

Similarly, for ϑ < 0, we rewrite the expression (D1) as

eκnτ
ϑw(0,τ) = e(κn−c)τ(−ϑ)

[
M

+2sign(ϑ(y1(0),0))M
+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ (−1) j

π

2 + jπ

−2
+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2τ

θ́ j

]
. (D5)

Considering (62) and Claim 1, we have

M >

sup
t≥tM

∣∣∣2∑
+∞

j=0 e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2t θ́ j

∣∣∣
1+2sign(ϑ(y1(0),0))∑

+∞

j=0 e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2tM (−1) j

π
2 + jπ

.

(D6)
Inserting (D6) into (D5), we have eκnτ ϑw(0,τ) > 0 for all
t ≥ tM.

Overall, we get eκnτ ϑw(0,τ)> 0 for all t ≥ tM. Then consid-
ering (56) and the fact that hn(zn(0),0)> 0 and hn(zn(t), t)>
0 for all t ∈ [0, tM], we can obtain that hn(zn(t), t)> 0 for all
t ≥ 0.

E Proof of the convergence of the series in (62)

We prove that the following series

+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2t

θ́ j, (E1)

+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2t (−1) j

π

2 + jπ
(E2)

converge for all t > 0.

Proof. Considering (59), the series of (E1), and applying
Cauchy-Schwarz Inequality, we have

+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2t |θ́ j|

≤
+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2t

√
1
2

∫ 1

0
w(x,0)2dx

≤

√
1
2

∫ 1

0
w(x,0)2dx

+∞

∑
j=0

e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2t , (E3)

for any t > 0. Since ∑
+∞

j=0 e−ε( π
2 + jπ)2t is a convergent series

for all t > 0, we can conclude that the series in (E1) is
absolutely convergent for all t > 0.

Next, we consider the alternating series in (E2). For any
t > 0, we have that e−ε( π

2 + jπ)2t 1
π
2 + jπ is monotonically de-

creasing as j increases and approaches zero as j → +∞.
Therefore, according to Leibniz criterion for alternating se-
ries, we can conclude that the series in (E2) is absolutely
convergent for all t > 0. The proof is complete. □
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lithium-ion batteries with phase transition materials via boundary
observers. Journal of Dynamic Systems, Measurement, and Control,
143(4):041004, 2021.

[11] S. Koga, M. Diagne, and M. Krstić. Control and state estimation
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[49] X. Xu, L. Liu, M. Krstić, and G. Feng. Stabilization of chains of
linear parabolic PDE–ODE cascades. Automatica, 148:110763, 2023.

15


