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Abstract

This paper is concerned with the fault diagnosis problem for general linear heterodirectional hyperbolic ODE-PDE systems. A
systematic solution is presented for additive time-varying actuator, process and sensor faults in the presence of disturbances.
The faults and disturbances are represented by the solutions of finite-dimensional signal models, which allow to take a large
class of signals into account. For disturbances, that are only bounded, a threshold for secured fault diagnosis is derived. By
applying integral transformations to the system an algebraic fault detection equation to detect faults in finite time is obtained.
The corresponding integral kernels result from the realization of a finite-time transition between a non-equilibrium initial
state and a vanishing final state of a hyperbolic ODE-PDE system. For this new challenging problem, a systematic trajectory
planning approach is presented. In particular, this problem is facilitated by mapping the kernel equations into backstepping
coordinates and tracing the solution of the transition problem back to a simple trajectory planning. The fault diagnosis for a
4 × 4 heterodirectional hyperbolic system coupled with a second order ODE demonstrates the results of the paper.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background and motivation

General linear heterodirectional hyperbolic systems con-
sist of transport PDEs propagating in both the negative
and positive direction of the spatial coordinate. If, in ad-
dition, a finite-dimensional system is coupled to the PDE
system, then a so-called ODE-PDE system results. This
type of systems appears in many applications. Examples
are coupled string networks (see, e.g., [18, Ch. 6]) and
networks of open channels and transmission lines (see,
e.g., [1]) with dynamic boundary conditions. Increas-
ing demands on the achievable control performance re-
quire the application of more and more advanced control
methods (see, e.g., [1] for an overview). To ensure a safe
operation of these resulting control systems, the fault di-
agnosis is crucial. As far as distributed-parameters sys-
tems (DPS) are considered, available methods mainly
focus on observer-based fault diagnosis (see [12,8] for
the early-lumping and [5,7,24] for the late lumping ap-
proach). These approaches require at least for the imple-
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mentation an approximation of the obtained observer.
Consequently, a high observer order is required to avoid
spillover effects for a reliable fault detection. The few
alternatives to these approaches are the fault diagnosis
based on a functional observer described in [6] or the
algebraic approach in [11]. These methods, suffer from
a difficult design or the fact that disturbances are not
taken into account (see [9] for a more detailed discus-
sion). Recently, a new algebraic fault diagnosis method
was presented in [9]. In particular, an explicit expression
is derived for the faults, which require only known sig-
nals. With this, it is possible to determine the faults in
prescribed finite-time. Both deterministic disturbances
as well as disturbances with a known bound can easily be
incorporated in the fault detection. Another advantage
of the approach is that it can be efficiently implemented
by making use of finite impulse response filters. So far,
parabolic and biharmonic PDE-systems were considered
in [9] while results for hyperbolic systems are limited
so far to wave equations in [10]. However, these results
do neither directly extend to general linear heterodirec-
tional hyperbolic systems nor to ODE-PDE systems.

1.2 Contribution

In this paper, a solution for the fault diagnosis prob-
lem, i.e., fault detection, isolation and identification, for
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general linear heterodirectional hyperbolic ODE-PDE
systems is presented. The unknown faults can be addi-
tive actuator, sensor or process faults. In addition, un-
known but bounded disturbances can be present. Dif-
ferent from the previous result [9], both the faults and
the disturbances are assumed to be solutions of a finite-
dimensional linear time-invariant signal model. This al-
lows to take a significant larger class of signal types
for faults and disturbances into account, increasing the
flexibility to the fault diagnosis scheme. More precisely,
polynomial and trigonometric signals or combinations
thereof can be easily considered. Furthermore, the design
of the explicit expressions for the faults become much
simpler. The new approach extends the results in [9] to
multiple faults with different signal types and fewer re-
strictions to the number of available measurements. The
fault identification is achieved in finite time by means
of simple to implement expressions without the approx-
imation of a DPS. Under the influence of a bounded,
but otherwise arbitrary disturbance, the fault detection,
isolation and estimation is achieved by introducing a
threshold.

The presented approach is based on the method intro-
duced in [9]. An algebraic input-output expression is
used for the fault diagnosis, which follows from the appli-
cation of integral transformations. The kernels of these
transformations are chosen so that the considered fault
diagnosis problem can be solved. This leads to so-called
fault diagnosis kernel equations in the form of a general
linear heterodirectional hyperbolic ODE-PDE system
with given initial and end conditions as well as an input
as degree of freedom. Consequently, the kernel equations
can be solved by means of motion planning methods us-
ing feedforward control. Different from [9] the solution of
these kernel equations is a much more challenging prob-
lem. This is due to the fact that it cannot be reformulated
as a set-point change, which was the case in [9]. In partic-
ular, a transition problem with a non-equilibrium initial
state and a vanishing end state has to be solved, resulting
in an involved motion planning problem. For this, only
a few results are available in the literature for parabolic
and hyperbolic PDEs (see, e.g., [17,22]), which, however,
cannot be used to solve the fault diagnosis kernel equa-
tions. Hence, a new systematic solution procedure is pro-
posed by combining backstepping with motion planning
methods based on differential parametrizations of the
system variables in terms of a parametrizing variable.
So far, this idea was only formulated for scalar parabolic
PDEs with varying coefficients in [19]. Hence, the paper
also contains a new and systematic result for the motion
planning of hyperbolic ODE-PDE systems. To be more
precise, the PDE subsystem is mapped into backstep-
ping coordinates by making use of the results in [14]. On
the basis of the simple structure of the resulting target
system, a parametrization of the system variables for the
ODE-PDE system in terms of a parametrizing variable is
determined. With this, the trajectory planning problem
for the kernel equations can be traced back to a signifi-

cantly simpler trajectory planning for the parametrizing
variable. For the latter problem, a new constructive de-
sign procedure is presented to take the non-equilibrium
initial state into account. As a result, an easy verifiable
condition for the solvability of the fault diagnosis kernel
equations and thus for fault detectability is found.

1.3 Organization

The following section presents the considered fault di-
agnosis problem. Afterwards, the fault diagnosis equa-
tion is derived in Section 3. The systematic solution of
the kernel equations is shown in Section 4. Finally, the
method is demonstrated for a 4×4 heterodirectional hy-
perbolic system coupled with a second order ODE sub-
ject to constant, ramplike and sinusoidal faults as well
as sinusoidal and bounded disturbances.

2 Problem formulation

Consider the faulty general linear heterodirectional hy-
perbolic ODE-PDE system

x′(z, t) = Γ(z)ẋ(z, t) +A(z)x(z, t) +A0(z)x−(0, t)

+
∫ z

0
D(z, ζ)x(ζ, t)dζ +H1(z)w(t)

+B1(z)u(t) + E1(z)f(t) +G1(z)d(t) (1a)

x+(0, t) = Q0x
−(0, t) +H2w(t) +B2u(t)

+ E2f(t) +G2d(t) (1b)

x−(1, t) = Q1x
+(1, t) +B3u(t) + E3f(t)

+G3d(t) (1c)

ẇ(t) = Fw(t) + L2x
−(0, t) +B4u(t)+E4f(t)

+G4d(t) (1d)

y(t) = x−(0, t) + E5f(t) +G5d(t) (1e)

with nx coupled transport PDEs (1a) on (z, t) ∈ (0, 1)×
R+ and an ODE (1d) on t ∈ R+. The system (1) has
the distributed state x(z, t) ∈ Rnx , the lumped state
w(t) ∈ Rnw , the known input u(t) ∈ Rnu , the known
output y(t) ∈ Rn− , the unknown fault f(t) ∈ Rnf and
the unknown disturbance d(t) ∈ Rnd . The transport be-
havior of the distributed state in (1a) is specified by
Γ(z) = diag(γ1(z), γ2(z), . . . , γnx(z)) ∈ Rnx×nx with
γi ∈ C1[0, 1], i = 1, . . . , nx. Without loss of generality,
it is assumed that the nonvanishing transport velocities
λi(z) = 1

γi(z)
, i = 1, . . . , nx, are sorted descending, i.e.,

λ1(z) > λ2(z) > · · · > λn−(z) > 0 (2a)

0 > λn−+1(z) > λn−+2(z) > · · · > λnx(z). (2b)

In view of (2), the state x(z, t) can be split into

x−(z, t) = J−x(z, t) ∈ Rn− (3a)

x+(z, t) = J+x(z, t) ∈ Rn+ (3b)
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with

J− =
[
In− 0

]
∈ Rn−×nx (3c)

J+ =
[
0 In+

]
∈ Rn+×nx (3d)

where n+ + n− = nx. Note, that (3) implies

x(z, t) = J>+x
+(z, t) + J>−x

−(z, t). (4)

According to (2) and (3) the state x−(z, t) describes the
propagation in the negative direction of the spatial co-
ordinate and x+(z, t) the propagation in positive direc-
tion. Consequently, the PDE subsystem (1a)–(1c) is a
heterodirectional hyperbolic system. Furthermore, the en-
tries of A(z) = [Aij(z)] ∈ Rnx×nx satisfy Aij ∈ C1[0, 1],
i, j = 1, . . . , nx and Aii(z) = 0, z ∈ [0, 1], i = 1, . . . , nx.
The latter means no loss of generality, as this form can be
achieved by a change of coordinates (see, e.g., [13]). The
remaining matrices for the boundary coupling and the
integral term in (1a) are A0 ∈ (C1[0, 1])nx×n+ as well as
D(z, ζ) ∈ (C1([0, 1]2))nx×nx . With (1b) and (1c) defined
on t ∈ R+, the boundary conditions (BCs) are speci-
fied by Q0 ∈ Rn+×n− and Q1 ∈ Rn−×n+ . The dynam-
ics of the ODE (1d) are characterized by F ∈ Rnw×nw
and its coupling with the PDE via L2 ∈ Rnw×n− , H1 ∈
(L2(0, 1))nx×nw as well as H2 ∈ Rn+×nw . The influ-
ence of the input u(t), the fault f(t) and the distur-
bance d(t) on (1) are defined by B1 ∈ (L2(0, 1))nx×nu ,
E1 ∈ (L2(0, 1))nx×nf , G1 ∈ (L2(0, 1))nx×nd , real val-
ued matrices Bi, i = 2, 3, 4, Ej and Gj , j = 2, 3, 4, 5
of appropriate dimensions. The initial conditions (ICs)
x(z, 0) ∈ Rnx , z ∈ [0, 1] and w(0) ∈ Rnw of (1) are un-
known.

Different from the usual representation (see, e.g., [13]),
the PDE (1a) is solved for x′(z, t), which is always pos-
sible. As shown in the following, this special form is well
suited to solve the considered fault diagnosis problems.

With the setup (1) any additive fault can be taken into
account. This includes actuator, sensor as well as com-
ponent faults. To be particular, a fault fi(t) as ith com-
ponent of f(t) that affects the jth input uj(t) with the
corresponding input matrix Bk is modelled by Ek =
Bkej,nu e

>
i,nf

, with eι,ν , as ιth unit vector in Rν and

k = 1, . . . , 4. Accordingly, a sensor fault fi(t) in the jth
output is modeled by E5 = ej,ny e

>
i,nf

. If the entries in

Ei, i = 1, . . . , 5, do not correspond to an input or out-
put, then the corresponding fault is called a component
fault (see, e.g., [4]).

The unknown disturbance d(t) is composed of a deter-

ministic component d̃(t) ∈ Rnd̃ and bounded component
d̄(t) ∈ Rnd̄ , i.e.,

d(t) = G̃d̃(t) + Ḡd̄(t) (5)

with G̃ ∈ Rnd×nd̃ and Ḡ ∈ Rnd×nd̄ . The bounded part
d̄(t) = [d̄i(t)] satisfies

|d̄i(t)| ≤ δi, i = 1, . . . , nd̄ (6)

with the known upper bound δ = [δi] ∈ Rnd̄ and the

deterministic part d̃(t) is the solution of a signal model

v̇d(t) = Sdvd(t), t > 0 (7a)

d̃(t) = R̃dvd(t), t ≥ 0 (7b)

with vd(t) ∈ Rnvd , the known matrices Sd ∈ Rnvd×nvd ,

R̃d ∈ Rnd̃×nvd and unknown IC vd(0) ∈ Rnvd .

Similar to, d̃(t), the fault f(t) is also a solution of a signal
model

v̇f (t) = Sfvf (t), t > 0 (8a)

f(t) = R̃fvf (t), t ≥ 0 (8b)

with vf (t) ∈ Rnvf , known Sf ∈ Rnvf×nvf and known

R̃f ∈ Rnf×nnf . In order to model the occurrence of
faults, the IC vf (ti), i ∈ N0, may change on unknown
time instants ti, which gives rise to piecewise defined so-
lutions of (8). Furthermore, it is assumed that the time
intervals, in which the fault changes is uniformly lower
bounded, i.e., ti+1 − ti > ∆t ∈ R+ must hold.

For the following computations, it is suitable to combine
both signal models (7) and (8) into the extended signal
model

v̇(t) = Sv(t), t > 0 (9a)

f(t) = Rfv(t), t ≥ 0 (9b)

d̃(t) = Rdv(t), t ≥ 0 (9c)

where v = col (vf , vd) ∈ Rnv , nv = nvf + nvd , S =

diag(Sf , Sd), Rf = [R̃f 0] and Rd = [0 R̃d]. In order to
model steplike, polynomial and trigonometric faults f(t)

and disturbances d̃(t), the spectra of the matrices Sf and
Sd satisfy σ(Sf ), σ(Sd) ⊂ jR and are not required to
be diagonalizable. The signal model (9a) describes only
the specific type of signals, but their actual form (e.g.,
amplitudes and phases in case of trigonometric signals)
is defined by the unknown IC v(ti) ∈ Rnv . Hence, a large
class of commonly occurring faults and disturbances can
be considered.

In the paper, the following fault diagnosis problems are
solved:

(1) fault detection: detection of the occurrence of a fault
f(t),

(2) fault isolation: independent detection of each fault
fi(t), i = 1, . . . , nf and
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(3) fault identification: determination of f(t).

Note that fault identification is only possible for d̄(t) ≡
0. For the case d̄(t) 6≡ 0 a fault estimation is investigated,
which yields bounds for the estimation error of fault f(t).

3 Fault diagnosis equation

The fault diagnosis equation is based on an explicit ex-
pression for the fault. To determine it, an input-output
equation is derived, which is based on the application of
integral transformations to the faulty system.

3.1 Derivation of the input-output equation

Consider the integral transformation for the PDE (1a)

M[h](t) =

∫ 1

0

∫ T

0

M>(z, τ)h(z, t− τ)dτdz

= 〈M,h(t)〉Ω,I, h(z, t) ∈ Rnx , (10a)

for the ODE (1d)

P[h](t) =

∫ T

0

P>(τ)h(t− τ)dτ

= 〈P, h(t)〉I, h(t) ∈ Rnw (10b)

and for the signal model (9)

Q[h](t) = 〈Q, h(t)〉I, h(t) ∈ Rnv . (10c)

Note that due to the delay character of the hyperbolic
system (1), the detection time T has to satisfy 0 < T0 <
T < ∆t. The lower bound T0 is a system property, which
will be specified later and the upper bound is introduced
in Section 2. Since the time integrations for h(t) are given
by the sliding interval It = [t−T, t], the transformations
(10) can be implemented online. The kernels M(z, τ) ∈
Rnx×nf ,P (τ) ∈ Rnw×nf andQ(τ) ∈ Rnv×nf on z ∈ Ω =
[0, 1], τ ∈ I = [0, T ] have to be determined accordingly
to the fault diagnosis problem. To this end, M(z, τ) and
P (τ) are determined to obtain the input-output equation

〈ME , f(t)〉I = −〈N, y(t)〉I − 〈MB , u(t)〉I
− 〈MG̃, d̃(t)〉I − 〈MḠ, d̄(t)〉I (11)

depending only on f(t), y(t), u(t) and d(t) after applying
(10a) and (10b) to (1a) respectively (1d). The matrices

appearing in (11) are

ME(τ) = 〈E1,M(τ)〉Ω + E>2 M+(0, τ)

− E>3 M−(1, τ) + E>4 P (τ)− E>5 N(τ) (12a)

MB(τ) = 〈B1,M〉Ω +B>2 M+(0)−B>3 M−(1)

+B>4 P (12b)

MG̃(τ) = G̃>MG(τ) (12c)

MḠ(τ) = Ḡ>MG(τ), (12d)

in which N(τ) ∈ Rn− , is a degree of freedom that will
be used to determine the kernel M(z, τ). Furthermore,

MG(τ) = 〈G1,M(τ)〉Ω +G>2 M+(0, τ)

−G>3 M−(1, τ) +G>4 P (τ)−G>5 N(τ), (12e)

M+(z, τ) = J+M(z, τ), M−(z, τ) = J−M(z, τ) are in-
troduced and 〈·,M(τ)〉Ω denotes an integration w. r. t. z
on Ω. In Appendix A, it is shown that for this, the ker-
nels M(z, τ) and P (τ) must satisfy the kernel equations

M ′(z, τ) = −Γ(z)Ṁ(z, τ)−A>(z)M(z, τ)

−D∗[M(τ)](z) (13a)

M−(0, τ) = −Q>0 M+(0, τ)− 〈A0,M(τ)〉Ω
− L>2 P (τ) +N(τ) (13b)

M+(1, τ) = −Q>1 M−(1, τ) (13c)

Ṗ (τ) = F>P (τ) +H>2 M+(0, τ)

+ 〈H1,M(τ)〉Ω (13d)

M(z, τ)|τ∈{0,T} = 0, ∀z ∈ Ω (13e)

P (τ)|τ∈{0,T} = 0, (13f)

where (13a) is defined on (z, τ) ∈ (0, 1)× (0, T ), (13b)–

(13d) on τ ∈ (0, T ), Ṁ(z, τ) = ∂τM(z, τ) and

D∗[M(τ)](z) =

∫ 1

z

D>(ζ, z)M(ζ, τ)dζ. (14)

3.2 Fault identification

In the following, the fault identification problem is solved
for d̄(t) ≡ 0. Inserting (9b) and (9c) in (11) as well as
assuming d̄(t) ≡ 0 yields

〈R>f ME +R>dMG̃, v(t)〉I
= −〈N, y(t)〉I − 〈MB , u(t)〉I. (15)

In order to solve (11) for the fault f(t), apply the
transformation (10c) to (9a), substitute ∂tQ(t − τ) =
−∂τQ(t − τ) and utilize an integration by parts. This
leads to

〈Q̇− S>Q, v(t)〉I = Q>(T )v(t− T )−Q>(0)v(t) (16a)
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giving with

Q>(T ) = 0 and Q>(0) = Rf (16b)

the result

f(t) = Rfv(t) = −〈Q̇− S>Q, v(t)〉I (17)

(see (9b)). Hence, imposing

Q̇(τ)− S>Q(τ) = R>f ME(τ) +R>dMG̃(τ) (18)

and inserting this in (15) yields

f(t) = 〈N, y(t)〉I + 〈MB , u(t)〉I, t ∈ Iti . (19)

Since (19) only depends on known signals y(t) and u(t),
the fault f(t) is directly determined so that both fault
isolation and identification are achieved. This result is
summarized in the next theorem.

Theorem 1 (Fault identification) Assume d̄(t) ≡ 0,

and that f(t) as well as d̃(t) are described by (9). If
M(z, τ), P (τ) andQ(τ) satisfy the kernel equations (13),
(16b), (18), then the fault f(t) occurring at ti, i ∈ N0 is
identified by (19) for t ≥ ti + T .

Note that the fault is identified not before the end of the
detection interval [ti, ti + T ], i.e., at t = ti + T .

3.3 Fault detection

If the disturbance d(t) is subject to a bounded distur-
bance d̄(t), then only fault detection is possible. This is
achieved by introducing a threshold.

Taking d̄(t) in (19) into account yields

f(t) = f̃(t) + f̄(t) (20)

with the known part

f̃(t) = 〈N, y(t)〉I + 〈MB , u(t)〉I (21)

and the unknown part

f̄(t) = 〈MḠ, d̄(t)〉I. (22)

The absolute value of the detection error caused by d̄(t)
for each fault fi(t) is

|fi(t)− f̃i(t)| = |f̄i(t)|, i = 1, . . . , nf (23)

with

f̄i(t) = 〈mḠ,i, d̄(t)〉I (24)

and mḠ,i(τ) = MḠ(τ)ei,nf in view of (22). Hence, an
upper bound for guaranteed fault detection can be found
by estimating |f̄i(t)|. To this end, use the integral repre-
sentation of 〈·, ·〉I, to obtain for (23) the upper bound

|f̄i(t)| ≤
∫ T

0

|m>Ḡ,i(τ)d̄(t− τ)|dτ. (25)

In order to be able to use (6) in (25), the vector of ab-
solute values |h(t)| = col(|h1(t)|, |h2(t)|, . . . , |hν(t)|) ∈
(R+

0 )ν , h(t) ∈ Rν is introduced. Thus,

|m>Ḡ,i(τ)d̄(t− τ)| ≤ |mḠ,i(τ)|>|d̄(t− τ)| (26)

follows for the integrand in (25). Hence, (26) is bounded
by

|m>Ḡ,i(τ)d̄(t− τ)| ≤ |mḠ,i(τ)|>δ (27)

in view of (6). Consequently, the threshold

fB,i =

∫ T

0

|mḠ,i(τ)|>dτδ, i = 1, . . . , nf (28)

follows from (25) and (27), which can be computed. The
next theorem summarizes the obtained results.

Theorem 2 (Fault detection) Let d̄(t) satisfy (6).
Then, a fault fi(t), i = 1, . . . , nf , occurring at tj, j ∈ N0

is detected at t ≥ tj + T if the threshold fB,i in (28) is

exceeded by the ith component f̃i(t) of f̃(t) in (21), i.e.,

|f̃i(t)| > fB,i, i = 1, . . . , nf . (29)

An estimate for the fault is given by

f̃i(t)− fB,i ≤ fi(t) ≤ f̃i(t) + fB,i. (30)

The proof of this theorem follows from (23) and the es-
timates (25) and (28).

4 Solution of the fault diagnosis kernel equa-
tions

In a first step, the kernel equations (13), (16b) and
(18) are rewritten in a suitable form. In particular,
consider the matrices columnwise, i.e., mi = Mei,nf ,
ni = Nei,nf , pi = Pei,nf , and qi = Qei,nf , i = 1, . . . , nf ,
where the arguments are omitted for convenience
and use the spatial reversal z̄ = 1 − z. Therein, the
resulting quantities in z̄ are denoted by adding an
overline, e.g., Γ̄(z̄) = Γ(1 − z̄) with the diagonal el-
ements γ̄j(z̄) = γj(1 − z̄), j = 1, . . . , nx. Further-
more, note that m̄′i(z̄, τ) = ∂z̄m̄i(z̄, τ) and define
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D∗[mi(τ)](z) →
∫ z̄

0
D̄>(ζ, z̄)m̄i(ζ, τ)dζ. With this, one

obtains

m̄′i(z̄, τ) = Γ̄(z̄) ˙̄mi(z̄, τ) + Ā>(z̄)m̄i(z̄, τ)

+
∫ z̄

0
D̄>(ζ, z̄)m̄i(ζ, τ)dζ (31a)

m̄+
i (0, τ) = −Q>1 m̄−i (0, τ) (31b)

m̄−i (1, τ) = −Q>0 m̄+
i (1, τ)−

∫ 1

0
Ā>0 (ζ)m̄i(ζ, τ)dζ

− L>2 Jηi(τ) + ni(τ) (31c)

η̇i(τ) = F̄ ηi(τ) +
∫ 1

0
B̄1(ζ)m̄i(ζ, τ)dζ

+ B̄2m̄
−
i (0, τ) + B̄3m̄

+
i (1, τ)

+ B̄4ni(τ) (31d)

where ηi = col (pi, qi) ∈ Rnη , nη = nw + nv, and
J = [ Inw 0 ] so that pi = Jηi. Since ni(τ) can be chosen
freely, it is formally regarded as a boundary input. The
appearing matrices in (31d) result from the considera-
tion of (13d) and (18) in view of (12a), (12c) and read as

F̄ =

[
F> 0

R>f E
>
4 +R>d G̃

>G>4 S>

]
(32a)

B̄1(z̄) =

[
H̄>1 (z̄)

R>f Ē
>
1 (z̄) +R>d G̃

>Ḡ>1 (z̄)

]
(32b)

B̄2 =

[
0

−R>f E>3 −R>d G̃>G>3

]
(32c)

B̄3 =

[
H>2

R>f E
>
2 +R>d G̃

>G>2

]
(32d)

B̄4 =

[
0

−R>f E>5 −R>d G̃>G>5

]
. (32e)

The initial and end conditions following from (13e), (13f)
and (16b) are

m̄i(z̄, τ)|τ∈{0,T} = 0, z̄ ∈ Ω (33a)

ηi(0) = η0
i (33b)

ηi(T ) = 0 (33c)

with η0
i = col(0, R>f ei,nf ).

Obviously, the solution of the kernel equations (31)
amounts to determining ni(τ) such that a transition
of m̄i(z, τ) and ηi(τ) from the initial to the end point
in (33) is realized in finite time. With this, the fault
detection is traced back to a controllability problem for
the kernel equations. Note, that in general (33) cannot
be reformulated as a setpoint change as in [9]. Never-
theless, a solution of (33) can still be constructed by
representing it with a differential expression in terms
of a parametrizing variable. The derivation of this ex-
pression is significantly facilitated by mapping the PDE

subsystem (31a)–(31c) into a target system of simpler
structure. To this end, the substitution z̄ → z is used
for notational convenience.

4.1 Backstepping transformation

In order to map (31) into the target system

m̃′i(z, τ) = Γ̄(z) ˙̃mi(z, τ) + Ã0(z)m̃−i (0, τ) (34a)

m̃+
i (0, τ) = −Q>1 m̃−i (0, τ), τ ∈ (0, T ) (34b)

m̃−i (1, τ) = ñi(τ), τ ∈ (0, T ) (34c)

η̇i(τ) = F̃ ηi(τ) +
∫ 1

0
B̃1(ζ)m̃i(ζ, τ)dζ

+ B̃2m̃i(0, τ) + B̃3m̃i(1, τ) (34d)

with (34a) defined on (z, τ) ∈ (0, 1)×(0, T ) and (34d) on
τ ∈ (0, T ), the invertible backstepping transformation

m̃i(z, τ) = m̄i(z, τ)−
∫ z

0

K(z, ζ)m̄i(ζ, τ)dζ

= T [m̄i(τ)](z) (35)

is introduced. For this, the kernel K(z, ζ) ∈ Rnx×nx has
to be the solution of

Λ(z)∂zK(z, ζ) + ∂ζ(K(z, ζ)Λ(ζ))

= −K(z, ζ)Λ(z)Ā>(z) + Λ(z)D̄>(ζ, z)

−
∫ z
ζ
K(z, ζ̄)Λ(ζ̄)D̄>(ζ, ζ̄)dζ̄ (36a)

K(z, 0)Λ(0)(J>− − J>+Q>1 ) = Ã0(z) (36b)

Λ(z)K(z, z)−K(z, z)Λ(z) = Λ(z)Ā>(z) (36c)

where Λ(z) = Γ̄−1(z), (36a) is defined on 0 < ζ < z < 1
and

Ã0(z) =

[
Ã1(z)

Ã2(z)

]
(36d)

is composed of Ã2(z) ∈ Rn+×n− as well as the strictly

lower triangular matrix Ã1(z) ∈ Rn−×n− given by

Ã1(z) =


0 . . . . . . 0

Ã1,21(z)
. . .

. . .
...

...
. . .

. . .
...

Ã1,n−1(z) . . . Ã1,n−n−−1(z) 0

 . (36e)

For the derivation of (36) see [14]. Therein, (36) was in-
vestigated without the integral term. Since, the appear-
ance of the latter term does not change the result in [14],
it follows that (36) has a piecewise C1-solution.
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m̃i-PDE

subsystem

ñi(τ) ηi-ODE

subsystem

m̃i(τ) ηi(τ)

Fig. 1. Cascade structure of the target system (34).

The new input in (34c) is

ñi(τ) = ni(τ)−Q>0 m̄+
i (1, τ)− L>2 Jηi(τ)

−
∫ 1

0

(
Ā>0 (ζ) + J−K(1, ζ)

)
m̄i(ζ, τ)dζ (37)

in view of (31c) and (35). The matrices in (34d) result
from applying, the inverse backstepping transformation

m̄i(z, τ) = m̃i(z, τ) +

∫ z

0

KI(z, ζ)m̃i(ζ, τ)dζ

= T −1[m̃i(τ)](z) (38)

withKI(z, ζ) ∈ Rnx×nx (see [14] for the details). In order
to obtain (34d), (31c) is solved for ni(τ) and the result is
inserted in (31d). After utilizing (38) and changing the
order of integration, (34d) follows with the matrices

F̃ = F̄ + B̄4L
>
2 J (39a)

B̃1(z) = B̄1(z) +
∫ 1

z
B̄1(ζ)KI(ζ, z)dζ + B̄2J+KI(1, z)

+ B̄4

(
(J− +K>0 J+)KI(1, z) + Ā>0 (z)

+
∫ 1

z
Ā>0 (ζ)KI(ζ, z)dζ

)
(39b)

B̃2 = B̄3J− (39c)

B̃3 = B̄2J+ + B̄4(J− +Q>0 J+). (39d)

The target system (34) is a ODE-PDE cascade with
the boundary input ñi(τ), as depicted in Figure 1. Ad-
ditionally, the in-domain couplings Ā>(z)m̄i(z) and
D̄>(ζ, z)m̄i(ζ) appearing in (31a) are removed by the
backstepping transformation (35). Hence, the PDE sub-
system (34a)–(34c) is a cascade of transport equations.
Consequently, the PDE and ODE subsystems can be
considered successively for the derivation of the required
differential expression.

4.2 Parametrization for the solution of the PDE-
subsystem

In order to construct an expression for m̃i(z, τ), ñi(τ)
and ηi(τ) in (34), a formal Laplace transform is applied.

For this the correspondence h(z, τ) c sȟ(z, s) is uti-
lized. In the sequel the argument s is omitted for conve-
nience, i.e., ȟ(z) = ȟ(z, s). For a rigorous mathematical
justification of the following see, e.g., [20,23].

In a first step, an expression of m̃i(z, τ) and ñi(τ) in
terms of ˇ̃m−i (0) for the PDE subsystem (34a)–(34c) is

determined. To this end, apply the Laplace transform to
(34a) and (34b) to obtain the initial value problem

ˇ̃m′i(z) = sΓ̄(z) ˇ̃mi(z) + Ã0(z) ˇ̃m−i (0), z ∈ (0, 1) (40a)

ˇ̃m+
i (0) = −Q>1 ˇ̃m−i (0). (40b)

The general solution of (40a) is given by

ˇ̃mi(z) = Φ̌(z, 0, s)V ˇ̃m−i (0)

+
∫ z

0
Φ̌(z, ζ, s)Ã0(ζ)dζ ˇ̃m−i (0) (41)

with ˇ̃mi(0) = V ˇ̃m−i (0), V = (J>− − J>+Q
>
1 ) and the

state transition matrix Φ̌ : Ω2 × C → Cnx×nx . Due to
the diagonal form of Γ̄(z) the latter can be explicitly
determined as

Φ̌(z, ζ, s) = diag
(

esθ1(z,ζ), . . . , esθnx (z,ζ)
)

where

θj(z, ζ) =
∫ z
ζ
γ̄j(ζ̄)dζ̄, z, ζ ∈ Ω (42a)

for j = 1, . . . , nx. Thus, in view of (34c) and (41) one
can represent ˇ̃mi(z) and ˇ̃ni by

ˇ̃mi(z) = Ψ̌(z, s) ˇ̃m−i (0), z ∈ Ω (43a)

ˇ̃ni = J−Ψ̌(1, s) ˇ̃m−i (0) (43b)

with

Ψ̌(z, s) = Φ̌(z, 0, s)V +
∫ z

0
Φ̌(z, ζ, s)Ã0(ζ)dζ. (44)

In order to map (41) back into the time domain, (44)
is considered rowwise, i.e., Ψ̌j(z, s) = e>j,nxΨ̌(z, s), j =

1, . . . , nx in (44). Due to the diagonal form of Φ̌(z, ζ, s)
its jth row is e>j,nxΦ̌(z, ζ, s) = e>j,nxesθj(z,ζ) yielding

Ψ̌j(z, s) = e>j,nxV esθj(z,0) +
∫ z

0
e>j,nxÃ0(ζ)esθj(z,ζ)dζ (45)

for each row in (44). Utilizing the correspondence

Ψ̌j(z, s)ȟ s cΨj [h](z, τ) with ȟ s ch(τ) ∈ Rn− for

ȟ(s) ∈ Cn− , leads to the time-domain representation

Ψj [h](z, τ) = e>j,nxV h(τ + θj(z, 0))

+
∫ z

0
e>j,nxÃ0(ζ)h(τ + θj(z, ζ))dζ (46)

of (45) so that

Ψ[h](z, τ) = col (Ψ1[h](z, τ), . . . ,Ψnx [h](z, τ)) . (47)

Using (47) in (43a) the expressions

m̃i(z, τ) = Ψ
[
m̃−i (0)

]
(z, τ) (48a)

ñi(τ) = J−Ψ
[
m̃−i (0)

]
(1, τ) (48b)
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for i = 1, . . . , nf , in terms of m̃i(0, τ) are obtained.
Based on (48) a solution for the cascade system (34) can
readily be constructed.

4.3 Differential expression for the solution of the cas-
cade system

Applying the Laplace transform with dτh(τ) c ssȟ to
(34d) gives(

sInη − F̃
)
η̌i =

∫ 1

0
B̃1(ζ) ˇ̃mi(ζ)dζ

+ B̃2
ˇ̃mi(0) + B̃3

ˇ̃mi(1). (49)

Inserting (43a) yields(
sInη − F̃

)
η̌i =

( ∫ 1

0
B̃1(ζ)Ψ̌(ζ, s)dζ

+ B̃2Ψ̌(0, s) + B̃3Ψ̌(1, s)
)

ˇ̃m−i (0). (50)

Obviously, η̌i and ˇ̃m−i (0) can be expressed by introduc-
ing the parametrizing variable ϕ̌i(s) ∈ Cn− according to

η̌i = adj
(
sInη − F̃

)( ∫ 1

0
B̃1(ζ)Ψ̌(ζ, s)dζ

+ B̃2Ψ̌(0, s) + B̃3Ψ̌(1, s)
)
ϕ̌i (51a)

ˇ̃m−i (0) = det
(
sI − F̃

)
ϕ̌i (51b)

in view of (sInη − F̃ ) adj(sInη − F̃ ) = det(sInη − F̃ )Inη .
This result can be mapped into the time domain by using

adj(sInη − F̃ ) =

nη−1∑
i=0

F̃is
i (52)

with F̃i ∈ Rnη×nη to obtain the differential expression

ηi(τ) =

nη−1∑
j=0

( ∫ 1

0
F̃jB̃1(ζ)Ψ

[
djτϕi

]
(ζ, τ)dζ

+ F̃jB̃2Ψ
[
djτϕi

]
(0, τ) + F̃jB̃3Ψ

[
djτϕi

]
(1, τ)

)
(53)

for ηi(τ), i = 1, . . . , nf , in terms of djτϕi, j = 0, 1, . . . , nη.
It remains to parametrize m̃i(z, τ) and ñi(τ) in terms of
ϕi(τ). For this, use

det
(
sI − F̃

)
=

nη∑
i=0

µis
i (54)

with µi ∈ R, µnη = 1 in (51b) to obtain

m̃−i (0, τ) =

nη∑
j=0

µjd
j
τϕi(τ), i = 1, . . . , nf (55)

in the time domain. Consequently,

m̃i(z, τ) =

nη∑
j=0

µjΨ
[
djτϕi

]
(z, τ) (56a)

ñi(τ) = J−

nη∑
j=0

µjΨ
[
djτϕi

]
(1, τ) (56b)

follows from inserting (55) in (48).

4.4 Reference trajectory planning

To solve the initial-end value problem for (34) the con-
dition (33a) is mapped into

m̃i(z, τ)|τ∈{0,T} = 0, z ∈ Ω (57)

via (35). Then, the kernel m̃i(z, τ) is obtained as a so-
lution of the initial-end value problem (34), (57), (33b)
and (33c). In the sequel this initial-end value problem is
solved by the planning of a suitable reference trajectory
ϕd,i(τ) for ϕi(τ).

4.4.1 Reference trajectory for the PDE subsystem

In order to provide a systematic solution for the finite-
time transition, the initial and end conditions for the
PDE and ODE states are successively taken into ac-
count. At first, (48a) is used to formulate conditions
on a reference trajectory m̃−d,i(0, τ) for m̃−i (0, τ) so that

m̃i(z, τ) satisfies (57). To this end, consider (48a) row-
wise yielding

e>j,nxm̃d,i(z, τ) = e>j,nxV m̃
−
d,i(0, τ + θj(z, 0))

+
∫ z

0
e>j,nxÃ0(ζ)m̃−d,i(0, τ + θj(z, ζ))dζ (58)

in view of (46). Consequently, (57) holds if m̃−d,i(0, τ),
i = 1, . . . , nf , satisfies

m̃−d,i(0, τ + θj(z, ζ))|τ∈{0,T} = 0 (59)

for j = 1, . . . , nx, on 0 ≤ ζ ≤ z ≤ 1. To ensure (59)
by a suitable trajectory planning, the largest prediction
time τ+ and delay time τ− are required. They are given
by the longest transportation time θn−(1, 0) in the neg-
ative spatial direction and the longest transportation
time |θn−+1(1, 0)| in the positive spatial direction (see
(2) and (42a)). Hence,

τ+ = θn−(1, 0) and τ− = |θn−+1(1, 0)| (60)
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result. Taking (59) and (60) into account, the reference
trajectory for m̃−d,i(0, τ) must be defined piecewise, i.e.,

m̃−d,i(0, τ) =


0 : τ ∈ I1 = [−τ−, τ+]

χi(τ) : τ ∈ I2 = (τ+, T − τ−)

0 : τ ∈ I3 = [T − τ−, T + τ+],

(61)

where χi(τ) ∈ Rn− and χi 6≡ 0 is a degree of freedom to
be considered later. From Figure 2, the condition T −
τ− > τ+ is directly inferred, i.e., the detection time is
lower bounded by

T > τ+ + τ− = T0. (62)

4.4.2 Reference trajectory for the cascade system

A systematic approach to determine ϕd,i(τ) results
from regarding (55) as ODE for ϕd,i(τ) with the
input m̃−d,i(0, τ). Hence, the ICs djτϕd,i(τ)|τ=−τ− ,

j = 0, 1, . . . , nη − 1 and the input m̃−d,i(0, τ), i.e., χi(τ)

in (61), have to be determined so that ϕd,i(τ) ensures
the initial and end condition (33b)–(33c) for ηi(τ) by
evaluating (53) at τ = 0 and τ = T . The resulting solu-
tion has to satisfy ϕd,i ∈ (Cnη−1 [−τ−, T + τ+])n− with
d
nη
τ ϕd,i existing in view of (55). This is facilitated by

introducing the state

ξi(τ) =


ξi,1(τ)

ξi,2(τ)
...

ξi,nη (τ)

 ∈ Rnηn− , i = 1, . . . , nf (63)

for (55) where ξi,j(τ) = dj−1
τ ϕd,i(τ) ∈ Rn− , j =

1, . . . , nη, yielding

ξ̇i(τ) = Aϕξi(τ) +Bϕm̃
−
d,i(0, τ), τ ∈ (−τ−, T + τ+]

(64)

for i = 1, . . . , nf with the matrices Aϕ = Ac ⊗ In− ,

Ac =


0 1 . . . 0
...

. . .

0 0 . . . 1

−µ0 −µ1 . . . −µnη−1

 (65)

and Bϕ = enη,nη ⊗In− . Therein, A⊗B is the Kronecker
product, i.e., A ⊗ B = [aij ] ⊗ B = [aijB] for matrices
A ∈ Rm×n and B ∈ Rp×q of arbitrary dimension (see,

e.g., [2, Def. 7.1.2]). Then, ηi(τ) can be represented in
view of (53) by

ηi(τ) =

nη−1∑
j=0

( ∫ 1

0
F̃jB̃1(ζ)Ψϕ[ξi](ζ, τ)dζ

+ F̃jB̃2Ψϕ[ξi](0, τ) + F̃jB̃3Ψϕ[ξi](1, τ)
)

(66)

with Ψϕ[ξi](z, τ) = Ψ[Ujξi](z, τ),

Ujξi(τ) = djτϕd,i(τ) (67)

and Uj = e>j+1,nη
⊗ In− for i = 1, . . . , nf as well as

j = 0, . . . , nη − 1.

According to (61) three cases have to be considered to
determine m̃−d,i(0, τ), which are illustrated in Figure 2.

In the first case τ ∈ I1 (64) is autonomous. Thus, ξi(τ)
is uniquely determined on I1 by the IC ξi(−τ−) = ξ0

i ,
which is a degree of freedom. It must be determined so
that ηi(0) resulting from (66) satisfies (33b). To this end,
use

ξi(τ) = Φϕ(τ,−τ−)ξ0
i , τ ∈ I1 (68)

with Φϕ(τ, τ0) = eAϕ(τ−τ0) in (66) and evaluate the re-
sult at τ = 0 giving

ηi(0) =

nη−1∑
j=0

( ∫ 1

0
F̃jB̃1(ζ)Ψϕ

[
Φϕ(−τ−)ξ0

i

]
(ζ, 0)dζ

+ F̃jB̃2Ψϕ

[
Φϕ(−τ−)ξ0

i

]
(0, 0)

+ F̃jB̃3Ψϕ

[
Φϕ(−τ−)ξ0

i

]
(1, 0)

)
. (69)

Utilizing Ψϕ[Φϕ(−τ−)ξ0
i ](ζ, 0) = Ψϕ[Φϕ(−τ−)](ζ, 0)ξ0

i
in (69), the result

η0
i = W0ξ

0
i (70)

follows with

W0 =

nη−1∑
j=0

( ∫ 1

0
F̃jB̃1(ζ)Ψϕ [Φϕ(−τ−)] (ζ, 0)dζ

+ F̃jB̃2Ψϕ

[
Φϕ(−τ−)

]
(0, 0)

+ F̃jB̃3Ψϕ

[
Φϕ(−τ−)

]
(1, 0)

)
. (71)

If

rankW0 = rank
[
W0 η

0
i

]
, i = 1, . . . , nf (72)

holds, then (70) has a solution

ξ0
i = W †0 η

0
i , (73)
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Fig. 2. Visualization of (61) and the ξi-system.

where W †0 is the Moore-Penrose generalized inverse of
W0 (for details see, e.g., [2, Prop. 6.1.7]).

In the second case ξi(τ) is determined on τ ∈ I3. Obvi-
ously, (33c) is satisfied for the IC ξi(T − τ−) = 0 imply-
ing

ξi(τ) = 0, τ ∈ I3 (74)

in light of (61) and (66).

In the last case it remains to determine ξi(τ) on I2, which
has to satisfy the initial and end condition

ξi(τ
+) = Φϕ(τ+,−τ−)ξ0

i and ξi(T − τ−) = 0 (75)

implied by the previous cases. There exists an input
χi(τ) on τ ∈ I2 for (64) (see (61)) such that (75) holds
provided (64) is controllable. Then, this input takes the
form

χi(τ) = −B>ϕΦ>ϕ (τ+, τ)W−1
ϕ (τ+, T − τ−)ξi(τ

+), (76)

in which

Wϕ(τ+, τ) =
∫ τ
τ+Φϕ(τ+, τ̄)BϕB

>
ϕΦ>ϕ (τ+, τ̄)dτ̄ (77)

is the controllability Grammian (see, e.g., [3, Eq. (5-13,
5-14)]). The inverse of the latter exists if (64) is control-
lable. Hence, it remains to verify this property for (64).
Obviously, ϕd,i(τ) is a flat output for (64) by (55) and
(63) implying the controllability of (64) (see, e.g., [21,
Sec. 3.2.2]). With this, inserting (76) in the solution

ξi(τ) = Φϕ(τ, τ+)
(
ξi(τ

+) +
∫ τ
τ+Φϕ(τ+, τ̄)Bϕχi(τ̄)dτ̄

)
,

(78)

of (64) on I2 the result

ξi(τ) = Φϕ(τ, τ+)
(
Inηn−

−Wϕ(τ+, τ)W−1
ϕ (τ+, T − τ−)

)
ξi(τ

+) (79)

for τ ∈ I2 is obtained. Consequently, a constructive ap-
proach for the posed controllability problem has been
found, which also yields a solution of the kernel equa-
tions (31). Furthermore, it leads to the easy verifiable
condition (72). The results of this section are summa-
rized in the following theorem.

Theorem 3 (Solution of the kernel equations) As-
sume T > T0 and that (72) holds for i = 1, . . . , nf . Then,
the fault diagnosis kernel equations (31) have a piecewise
C-solution.

If the condition of Theorem 3 is fulfilled, then the fault
fi(t) is identifiable according to Theorem 1. The condi-
tion (72) only depends on system parameters, and can
thus be checked a priori.

Note that in the case d̄(t) 6≡ 0, Theorem 3 implies the
ability to detect and estimate a fault fi(t) by making
use of the results in Theorem 2.

5 Example

The application of the presented fault diagnosis ap-
proach is illustrated for a faulty 4× 4 heterodirectional
ODE-PDE system. The parameters of the considered
system are Γ(z) = diag(z + 1, 3− z

2 ,
z
2 − 3,− 1

2 ),

A(z) =


0 0 a(z) 0

0 0 a(z) 0

0 a(z) 0 0

0 a(z) 0 0

 with a(z) = 1
z−2 , (80)

D(z, ζ) =


0 0 0 0

0 − e2 z−2 ζ

10
e2 z−2 ζ

10 0

0 e2 z−2 ζ

10 − e2 z−2 ζ

10 0

0 0 0 0

 . (81)

The BC (1b) is determined by

Q0 =

[
0 −1

−0.5 0

]
, H2 =

[
1 1

0 0

]
(82)

and the BC (1c) by

Q1 =

[
0 0.5

1 0

]
(83)

as well as B3 = I2. For the ODE subsystem

F =

[
0 1

−26 −10

]
(84)

and L2 = e2,2e
>
2,4 are obtained. The disturbance inputs

are characterized byG1(z) = e1,4e
>
1,3(θ̄(z− 1

5 )−θ̄(z− 4
5 ))

with θ̄(z) as the step function and G3 = [ 0 I2 ]. Its

deterministic part is d̃(t) = d1 sin(0.5t+αd), t ≥ 0, with
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unknown amplitude d1 ∈ R, phase αd ∈ R and G̃ = e1,3.
A possible choice for the signal model is

Sd =

[
0 −0.5

0.5 0

]
, R̃d =

[
0 1
]

(85)

with unknown IC vd(0). The bounded part d̄(t) of the
disturbance is specified by Ḡ = col (0, I2) and has the
known bound δ = col (0.7, 0.3). All remaining system
parameters are zero.

In order to demonstrate the generality of the approach,
the considered system is subject to a component fault
f1(t) at the boundary z = 0 specified by E2 = e1,2e

>
1,3,

an actuator fault f2(t) affecting the input u2(t) at the
boundary z = 1 with E3 = e2,2e

>
2,3 and a sensor fault

f3(t) acting on the output y1(t) described by E5 =
e1,2e

>
3,3. The faults fi(t) are assumed to occur at un-

known time instants ti > 0, which implies fi(t) = 0 for
t < ti. Hence, the corresponding signal models are de-
fined for t ≥ ti. The fault f1(t) = f0

1 sin( 1
3 (t− t1) +αf ),

t ≥ t1 with the unknown parameters f0
1 , αf ∈ R, has

the signal model

Sf1 =

[
0 − 1

3

1
3 0

]
, r̃>f1 =

[
0 1
]
. (86)

Therein, the unknown IC v1
f (t1) 6= 0 specifies f1(t), t ≥

t1. The ramplike fault f2(t) = (f0
2 +f1

2 (t− t2)) for t ≥ t2
with f0

2 , f
1
2 ∈ R is described by the signal model

Sf2 =

[
0 1

0 0

]
, r̃>f2 =

[
1 0
]

(87)

with unknown IC v2
f (t2) 6= 0 for t ≥ t2. The fault f3(t) =

f0
3 , t ≥ t3 with the unknown amplitude f0

3 ∈ R yields
the signal model described by Sf3 = 0 and r̃f3 = 1 with
IC v3

f (t3) 6= 0 for t ≥ t3. The matrices of the common

signal model for all faults are Sf = diag(Sf1, Sf2, Sf3)

and R̃f = diag(r̃>f1, r̃
>
f2, r̃f3). Note that (72) is satisfied

for this system, although there are only two measure-
ments y(t) ∈ R2 available. Hence, all three faults are

identifiable (see Theorem 3) and decoupled from d̃(t).

For solving the fault diagnosis kernel equations (13),
(16b) and (18), firstly the kernel (36) of the backstep-
ping transformation must be computed. It is computed
by an implementation of the successive approximation
described in [14] using MATLAB. For this, z and ζ are
discretized with 51 points. The successive approximation
is stopped when the maximal absolute value of the next
iteration step is less than 1× 10−4, which requires 12
steps. Secondly, a suitable T must be determined. From
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Fig. 3. Thresholds fB,i, i = 1, 2, 3, in dependence of the
detection time T .
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Fig. 4. Signals u1(t) ( ), u2(t) ( ), d̄1(t) ( ) and
d̄2(t) ( ) used for the simulation.

(60) and (62) the lower bound for the detection time fol-
lows as T0 = 5.5. Then, T > T0 can be chosen to obtain
an acceptable threshold value fB,i. To this end, fB,i is
computed for several T . The result shown in Figure 3 in-
dicates that a compromise has to be made between fast
identification time, i.e., a small T , and a small thresh-
old value fB,i. For the following T = 30 is chosen. Then,
ξi(τ) can be computed with (79), yielding ϕd,i(τ) in view
of (67). With this, the kernels m̃i(z, τ), ñi(τ) and ηi(τ)
are computed with (53) and (56). For a visualization, the
resulting e>1,2m̃

−
d,1(0, τ) is shown in Figure 2. Using δ, the

thresholds fB,1 = 4.20, fB,2 = 8.10 and fB,3 = 11.79
are obtained. In order to implement the fault diagno-
sis equations, the time integrations in the terms of (21)
have to be discretized. By using a compound trapezoidal
rule (see e.g. [16, Sec. 5.3.2]), they can be implemented
as finite impulse response filters, operating on the sam-
pled input and output. More details about the time dis-
crete implementation can be found in [15], where similar
expressions are used for the fault detection of nonlin-
ear finite-dimensional systems. All following simulations
and approximations of the integral terms are processed
with a step size of 3× 10−3.

For the simulation of the faulty system in MATLAB, a
finite-dimensional model is used that results from the
finite difference method. It is simulated with vanishing
ICs, the signals for f(t) and d̃(t), specified before as well
as u(t) shown in Figure 4. The faults occur at t1 = 70,
t2 = 140 and t3 = 210 so that the assumption T0 <
∆t < ti+1 − ti (see Section 2) holds.

Fault identification. At first, the fault identification
problem is solved for the considered setup, i.e., the sys-

tem is simulated with d̄ ≡ 0. The identified faults f̂i(t)
are presented in Figure 5. All faults are identified in fi-
nite time given by the detection window length T . For

11
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Fig. 5. Fault identification results f̂i(t), i = 1, 2, 3 ( ) for
the fault fi(t) ( ) with the detection window of length T
marked by assuming d̄ ≡ 0.

0 ≤ t < T the estimation errors do not vanish, because
the disturbance d̃(t) has to be determined within the de-
tection window. Then, the fault estimation errors van-
ishes until a fault occurs. Obviously, the fault estimates
are coupled within the detection window, i.e., the fault

f1(t) at t1 leads to a non vanishing estimate f̂2. How-
ever, after t > t1 + T it can be verified that no fault f2

and f3 has occurred. The same result also holds for the
faults occurring at t2 and t3.

Fault detection. In a second simulation the influence
of a bounded disturbance is investigated. Hence, only
fault detection and estimation is possible. The bounded
disturbance is chosen so that the worst case |fi(t) −
f̃i(t)| = fB,i, i = 1, 2, 3, is assumed for some t. This
yields d̄i(t) as shown in Figure 4. With this disturbance
d̄(t) and the signals used before, the second simulation
is performed (see Figure 6). After the corresponding
threshold is exceeded for t > ti + T , the fault f1(t) and
f3(t) are detected at t̂i = ti + T , i = 1, 3, and f2(t)
at t̂3 = 188.94. Note that f2(t) is a sliding fault with a
small slope, which is in general difficult to detect. The
fault estimates are bounded by fB,i in finite time T , af-
ter the beginning t0 = 0 and the fault occurrences ti,
i = 1, 2, 3. It can be seen that the detection delay, i.e.,
ti∆ = t̂i − ti, is dependent on T and fB,i. On the one

hand, ti∆ is lower bounded by T , which is the case for t̂i,
i = 1, 3. Hence, a small T could lead to a faster detec-
tion. On the other hand, a small fB,i (i.e., T larger, see
Figure 3), could lead to an earlier detection of f2(t). Fur-
thermore, a lower threshold value allows more accurate
estimates, since the fault estimation error is reduced.
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Fig. 6. Fault detection and estimation results f̂i(t), i = 1, 2, 3
( ) for the fault fi(t) ( ) with the detection window
of length T marked by , the thresholds fB,i ( ) for the
fault detection and the bounds of the fault estimation error
f̂i(t) ± fB,i ( ) in the presence of d̄.

6 Concluding remarks

The simulation results suggest that the detection delay
may be considerably reduced with a more detailed inves-
tigation of the intervals t ∈ [ti, ti + T ), since the thresh-
olds fB,i, i = 1, 3, are already exceeded inside of these
intervals. This requires to take the transient behaviour

of f̂ for the fault detection into account, which is an in-
teresting topic for further research.

Further interesting results could be achieved by consid-
ering stochastic disturbances and by extending the ap-
proach to PDEs with higher-dimensional spatial domain.

A Determination of the input-output equation
(11)

Apply (10a) to (1a) resulting in

〈M,x′(t)〉Ω,I = 〈M,Γ∂tx(t)〉Ω,I + 〈M,Ax(t)〉Ω,I
+ 〈M,A0x

−(0, t)〉Ω,I + 〈M,D[x(t)]〉Ω,I
+ 〈M,H1w(t)〉Ω,I + 〈M,B1u(t)〉Ω,I
+ 〈M,E1f(t)〉Ω,I + 〈M,G1d(t)〉Ω,I (A.1)

with D[x(t)](z) =
∫ z

0
D(z, ζ)x(ζ, t)dζ. In order to elim-

inate the terms in (A.1) depending on x(z, t), integra-
tion by parts w. r. t. z for the left-hand-side in (10a) is
applied. This yields

〈M,x′(t)〉Ω,I = 〈M(1), x(1, t)〉I − 〈M(0), x(0, t)〉I
− 〈M ′, x(t)〉Ω,I. (A.2)

12



Similarly, for an integration by parts w. r. t. τ for the first
term in the right-hand-side of (A.1), use ∂tx(z, t− τ) =
−∂τx(z, t− τ). This leads to

〈M,Γ∂τx(t)〉Ω,I = 〈Γ>M(T ), x(t− T )〉Ω
− 〈Γ>M(0), x(t)〉Ω − 〈Γ>∂τM,Γx(t)〉Ω,I. (A.3)

Consequently, the unknown states x(z, t) and x(z, t−T )
are eliminated by imposing (13e). For the integral term
in (A.1), changing the order of integration, i.e.,∫ 1

0

∫ z
0
M>(z, τ)D(z, ζ)x(ζ, τ)dζdz

=
∫ 1

0

(∫ 1

z
D>(ζ, z)M(ζ, τ)dζ

)>
x(z, τ)dz (A.4)

leads to

〈M,D[x]〉Ω,I = 〈D∗[M ], x〉Ω,I, (A.5)

where D∗ (see (14)) is the formal adjoint of D. Then, us-
ing (A.2), (A.3) with (13e), (A.5) in (A.1) and straight-
forward manipulations to shift the remaining matrices
to the other arguments yields

〈−M ′ − ΓṀ −A>M −D∗[M ], x(t)〉Ω,I
= 〈M(0), x(0, t)〉I − 〈M(1), x(1, t)〉I

+ 〈〈A0,M〉Ω, x−(0, t)〉I + 〈〈H1,M〉Ω, w(t)〉Ω,I
+ 〈〈B1,M〉Ω, u(t)〉Ω,I + 〈〈E1,M〉Ω, f(t)〉Ω,I
+ 〈〈G1,M〉Ω, d(t)〉Ω,I. (A.6)

Hence, (A.6) becomes independent of x(z, t) if (13a)
holds. The BCs (1b) and (1c) can be utilized to simplify
x(0, t) and x(1, t) in (A.6). In view of (4) and the BCs
(1b) as well as (1c) the result

x(0, t) = J>+
(
Q0x

−(0, t) +H2w(t) +B2u(t)

+ E2f(t) +G2d(t)
)

+ J>−x
−(0, t) (A.7a)

x(1, t) = J>+x
+(1, t) + J>−

(
Q1x

+(1, t) +B3u(t)

+ E3f(t) +G3d(t)
)

(A.7b)

is obtained. Consequently, the terms with x(0, t) and
x(1, t) in (A.2) become

〈M(0), x(0, t)〉I = 〈
(
Q>0 J+ + J−

)
M(0), x−(0, t)〉I

+ 〈H>2 J+M(0), w(t)〉I + 〈B>2 J+M(0), u(t)〉I
+ 〈E>2 J+M(0), f(t)〉I + 〈G>2 J+M(0), d(t)〉I (A.8a)

as well as

〈M(1), x(1, t)〉I = 〈
(
Q>1 J− + J+

)
M(1), x+(1, t)〉I

+ 〈B>3 J−M(1), u(t)〉I
+ 〈E>3 J−M(1), f(t)〉I + 〈G>3 J−M(1), d(t)〉I. (A.8b)

Hence,

0 = 〈〈A0,M〉Ω +
(
Q>0 J+ + J−

)
M(0), x−(0, t)〉I

− 〈
(
Q>1 J− + J+

)
M(1), x+(1, t)〉I

+ 〈H>2 M+(0) + 〈H1,M〉Ω, w(t)〉Ω,I
+ 〈〈B1,M〉Ω +B>2 M+(0)−B>3 M−(1), u(t)〉I
+ 〈〈E1,M〉Ω + E>2 M+(0)− E>3 M−(1), f(t)〉I
+ 〈〈G1,M〉Ω +G>2 M+(0)−G>3 M−(1), d(t)〉I

(A.9)

results from taking (13a) and (A.8) into account.

The result (A.9) still depends on the lumped state w(t).
In order to eliminate it, apply the transformation (10b)
to (1d) and use the substitution ∂tw(t− τ) = −∂τw(t−
τ). This yields

−〈P, ∂τw(t)〉I = 〈F>P,w(t)〉I + 〈L>2 P, x−(0, t)〉I
+ 〈B>4 P, u(t)〉I + 〈E>4 P, f(t)〉I
+ 〈G>4 P, d(t)〉I. (A.10)

For the left-hand side in (A.10), integration by parts
leads to

〈P, ∂τw(t)〉I = −〈∂τP,w(t)〉I (A.11)

if P (τ) satisfies (13f). Then, taking (A.11) in (A.10) into
account,

〈∂τP − F>P,w(t)〉I = 〈L>2 P, x−(0, t)〉I
+ 〈B>4 P, u(t)〉I + 〈E>4 P, f(t)〉I + 〈G>4 P, d(t)〉I (A.12)

results. Hence, w(t) can be replaced by u(t), f(t) and
d(t) if (13d) holds (see third line in (A.9)). This leads to

0 = 〈N, x−(0, t)〉I (A.13)

− 〈
(
Q>1 J− + J+

)
M(1), x+(1, t)〉I + 〈MB , u(t)〉I

+ 〈〈E1,M〉Ω + E>2 M+(0)− E>3 M−(1) + E>4 P, f(t)〉I
+ 〈〈G1,M〉Ω +G>2 M+(0)−G>3 M−(1) +G>4 P, d(t)〉I,

by consideration of (13b) and (12b). In (A.13), x−(0, t)
is replaced with y(t), f(t) and d(t) in view of (1e), which
leads to

〈N, x−(0, t)〉I = 〈N, y(t)〉I − 〈E>5 N, f(t)〉I
− 〈G>5 N, d(t)〉I. (A.14)

Taking (A.14) in (A.13) into account

0 = 〈N, y(t)〉I − 〈
(
Q>1 J− + J+

)
M(1), x+(1, t)〉I

+ 〈MB , u(t)〉I + 〈ME , f(t)〉I + 〈MG, d(t)〉I (A.15)
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follows, in which ME(τ) and MG(τ) are defined in (12a)
and (12e). Finally, the remaining unknown x+(1, t) in
(A.13) is eliminated due to (13c). Then, (11) is obtained
in light of (5).
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2090–2095, Ålborg, Denmark, 2016.

[12] S. Ghantasala and N. H. El-Farra. Robust actuator fault
isolation and management in constrained uncertain parabolic
PDE systems. Automatica, 45:2368–2373, 2009.

[13] L. Hu, F. Di Meglio, R. Vazquez, and M. Krstic. Control of
homodirectional and general heterodirectional linear coupled
hyperbolic PDEs. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control,
61:3301–3314, 2016.

[14] L. Hu, R. Vazquez, F. Di Meglio, and M. Krstic. Boundary
exponential stabilization of 1-dimensional inhomogeneous
quasi-linear hyperbolic systems. SIAM Journal on Control
and Optimization, 57:963–998, 2019.

[15] L. Kiltz, C. Join, M. Mboup, and J. Rudolph. Fault-tolerant
control based on algebraic derivative estimation applied on a
magnetically supported plate. Control Engineering Practice,
26:107–115, 2014.

[16] A. R. Krommer and C. W. Ueberhuber. Computational
Integration. SIAM, Philadelphia, 1998.

[17] B. Laroche, P. Martin, and P. Rouchon. Motion planning
for the heat equation. International Journal of Robust and
Nonlinear Control, 10:629–643, 2000.

[18] Z.-H. Luo, B.-Z. Guo, and Ö. Morgül. Stability
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