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Distributed-Parameter Port-Hamiltonian Systems in Discrete-Time

Alessandro Macchelli

Abstract— This paper presents a design framework of dis-
crete-time regulators for linear, port-Hamiltonian, boundary
control systems. The contribution is twofold. At first, a discrete-
time approximation of the plant dynamics originally described
by a linear PDE with boundary actuation is introduced. The
discretisation is performed in time only. Thus, the ‘“distributed
nature” of the state is maintained. Such a system inherits the
passivity of the original one and is well-posed, namely the
“next” state always exists. The second result is the characterisa-
tion of discrete-time, linear controllers in the port-Hamiltonian
form that render the closed-loop dynamics asymptotically
stable. A numerical example illustrates the effectiveness of the
proposed framework.

I. INTRODUCTION

Port-Hamiltonian systems have been introduced to model
lumped-parameter continuous-time physical systems in a
unified manner, [1]. Later, the paradigm has been extended
to deal with distributed-parameter systems, mathematically
described by partial differential equations (PDEs), [2]. Re-
cently, the notion of discrete-time port-Hamiltonian system
has been introduced, and has become a popular framework
for the geometric integration of ordinary differential equa-
tions (ODEs), and the synthesis of digital control systems,
[3]-[5]. The goal is to stabilise finite-dimensional continu-
ous-time systems via digital regulators whose design is based
on a discrete-time approximation of the plant. In this paper,
such an approach is extended to infinite-dimensional port-
Hamiltonian system with boundary actuation and sensing.

At first, a discrete-time approximation for the linear, port-
Hamiltonian boundary control systems with one-dimensional
domain introduced in [6] is proposed. The idea is to maintain
the “distributed nature” of the state, and discretise in time.
Thus, a difference equation where the “sampled” state is a
function of the spatial coordinate is obtained. The result is a
discrete-time infinite-dimensional system, see e.g. [7]-[9] for
more details. Because the starting point is a PDE model with
boundary actuation, the discrete-time dynamics is associated
to a boundary-value problem to be solved at each sampling
interval. It is shown that this problem always admits a unique
solution, and so the sampled dynamics is well-posed.

The approximation of the PDE model has been inspired by
the energy-preserving integrators of ODEs [10], and with the
(lumped-parameters) discrete-time systems in [S], [11], [12]
shares the property that the dynamics depends on the discrete
gradient of the Hamiltonian (density) function. As in finite
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dimensions, the advantage is that an energy-balance relation
is easily obtained for the discrete-time system, thus making
the control design and stability analysis based on Lyapunov
arguments simpler and similar to the continuous-time coun-
terpart. This property has been exploited to characterise
the linear, discrete-time boundary controllers capable to
asymptotically stabilise the closed-loop discrete-time system.
For the discrete-time approximation of the PDE models
studied here, general conditions to achieve asymptotic sta-
bility with a linear, discrete-time port-Hamiltonian regulator
are obtained. The control system shares the same features
of the plant, namely the property that the dynamics depends
on the discrete gradient of the Hamiltonian function. The
stability result is general, and it can be interpreted as the
discrete-time re-formulation of [13], [14]. Similarly to the
continuous-time case, asymptotic stability is achieved if the
control system meets two requirements. The first one is that
the state variable is fully damped, and the second one is
that a non-zero feedthrough term is present and imposes full
dissipation on at least one extremity of the spatial domain.
The effectiveness of the design framework is illustrated with
the help of an example in which the stabilisation problem of
the longitudinal vibrations in an elastic beam is tackled.

II. BACKGROUND ON DISTRIBUTED-PARAMETER
PORT-HAMILTONIAN SYSTEMS

We refer to the class of linear port-Hamiltonian systems

on real Hilbert spaces described by the PDE, [6], [15]:

0 0

a—?(u 2) = Plg(ﬂx(t, z)) + PyLax(t, 2) (D
with z € X = L?%(a,b;R"), and £ € R™ ™ is constant
matrix such that £ = £T > 0. X is endowed with the
inner product (1 | 22), = (x1 | Lx2) and norm H11||i =
(z1 | x1) ., where (- | -) denotes the natural L?-inner prod-
uct. X is the space of energy variables,

b
1
Ha(t) = 3 oI} = [ 5a"(t2)Lalt ) @
@ ——
=h(z(t,z))

is the Hamiltonian function, with h(z) the “energy” density,
and Lz(t, z) is the co-energy variable. Moreover, Py, Py €
R™*" with P, = PlT and invertible, and Py + P(;F < 0. For
(1), we define the boundary variables fs,es € R™ as

(5)-alr ) ()

=R
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The characterisation of the (boundary) inputs and outputs for
(1) in terms of f5 and ey to have a boundary control system
has been addressed in the next proposition, a particular case
of the framework introduced in [6, Theorems 4.4 and 5.3].

Proposition 2.1: Denote by W a full rank n X 2n matrix,
and define the input u(t) € R™ as

-~ fa(t)
u(t) =W <ea(t) . 3
. 0 I Inx2n . T
Given X = I 0 e Re"><n if W satisfies WXW+ =0,

then (1) with input (3) so that u € C?(0,00;R") and
initial condition z:(0) € H'(a,b;R™) is a boundary control
system on X in the sense of the semigroup theory, [9,
Definition 3.3.2]. Moreover, let W be a full rank n x 2n
matrix such that (WT WT) is invertible, WEWwT = 0,
and WEWT =T , and define the output as

i (fo(t)
t)=W € R™. 4
Then, along system’s trajectories we have that

b
H(x(t)) = / (La(t, z))TPOEx(t, 2)dz +yT (t)u(t)

< y*()ult)

where H (z) has been defined in (2).

The design of a linear control system able to exponentially
stabilise the PDE models of Proposition 2.1 is discussed in
[14]. Let us consider the linear port-Hamiltonian system

w(t) = FQuw(t) + Gue(t)
ye(t) = GTQu(t) + Su.(t)

in which w € R, u.,y. € R", F,Q € R"*" with F' +
FT<0and Q =QT >0, G € R**" and S € R™*™ and
such that S = ST. System (6) is a dynamic controller that
is interconnected to the boundary port (u,y) of (1) defined
thanks to (3) and (4) in power-conserving way

(Zg) - <? _oI) <Z§8) + (é) ), M

being » € R™ an additional input. Exponential stability is
studied in the next proposition, see [14, Theorem IV.2].

Proposition 2.2: Let us consider the closed-loop system
that consists of the interconnection of (1) and (6) via (7),
with r(t) = 0. If FQ is Hurwitz, G is full-rank and S > 0,
then the closed-loop system is exponentially stable.

(&)

(6)

III. FROM CONTINUOUS- TO DISCRETE-TIME

The aim of this section is to obtain a discrete-time
formulation of the boundary control system introduced in
Proposition 2.1. The idea is to “preserve” the continuous
dependance on the spatial coordinate z of the energy variable
x, but to have a discrete-time evolution of the dynamics. In
a similar way as in [5], we start by approximating the time-
derivative of the state with the finite difference as

()= Lonsa(2) — (2] ®

being ¢t = k7, with 7 > 0 and k € N, the time samples,
and 7y (2) = x(ty, 2) € L?(a, b;R™). Besides, from (1), it is
clear that the dynamics depends on the co-energy variable Lx
or, equivalently, on the gradient of the energy density h(x)
defined in (2). This property is valid also in the nonlinear
case, see e.g. [2]. So, an option that mimics what has
been done in [5] for the lumped-parameter case, is to rely
on a discrete approximation of the gradient operator, [10,
Definition 3.1].

Definition 3.1: Let ® : RP — R be a continuously differ-
entiable function. A discrete gradient V® : RP x RP — RP
is a continuous map such that for all ¢, ¢ € R? we have

(p+ — @)Tvq’(% o) = P(p4) — 2(p),
Jim Ve(p,p4) = Ve(p). ®

Typical examples are the mean value [16, Theorem 2.1],
or the Gonzalez discrete gradients, [10, Proposition 3.1]. If
we have a quadratic function ®(¢) = T Qe with Q = QT,
it is easy to check that V®(yp, 0. ) = Q(¢ + ¢4 ). Then,
from (8) and Definition 3.1, the discrete-time re-formulation
of the PDE (1) becomes

Hrn (2) ~ 2u(2)) = $PLL g Ik () + ()
+ 3P0 L [py1(2) + 2 (2)]

(10)

since the energy density h(z) = 12T Lz introduced in (2) is
a quadratic function. It is immediate to re-formulate (10) as

dzp4q
dz

PL (z) = (21 — PoL) wpy1(2) — U(ai(2)), (11)

where

dxk

U(zk(2)) = (21 + RoL) zi(z) + Plﬁg(z). (12)

Note that the discrete-time system (10) is in implicit form,
as in the finite-dimensional case treated in [5].

Remark 3.1: This time discretisation corresponds to the
Cayley transform [17], but its application to boundary control
systems is new, even if boundary control and state space
forms are essentially equivalent. Such a transformation has
been employed e.g. in optimal control in [18], and in model
predictive control of PDEs in [19]. However, the approach
proposed here is less abstract than the mentioned ones.

Under the hypothesis that the trajectories of (10) exist (this
point is clarified later), we can compute the variation of the
total energy (2) between two consecutive samples. From the
first relation in (9), we get

b
H(l'k+1) — H(xk) = / %(xk—kl —+ {Ek)Tﬁ(xk+1 — xk) dZ,

and then
H(wp11) — H(zy) =

b
d
_ T/ Lowrs + o) LPLE [3(onsa + o) dz

b
+ T/ 3(@rer +2i) LROL [§ (i + @) dz
¢ (13)
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where (10) has been taken into account. Since Py + Pyf <
0, the second term is always lower than 0 and represents
the dissipated energy in the interval [k7,(k 4+ 1)7) due to
the internal resistive structure of the PDE model (1). The
first contribution, instead, is related to the energy supplied
to the system through the boundary port (uy, yx) that is now
defined by adapting the machinery proposed in [6] to (10).
More precisely, if

(fak) R 1%/3 [@k41(b) + 2k (D)] ’ (14)
ek 7L [zr41(a) + zk(a)]
with simple passages we get that

b
d
/ %(kar] + l‘k)TACPlAC& [%(l‘k+1 + l‘k)] dz =
a

) 6 )
2 \ eak I 0) \eor /)’

where the same steps illustrated in [6] have been followed.
If the boundary input and output are defined as

w =W (fé)k) e =W <f8k> 7
€ok €ok
with the W and W matrices chosen as in Proposition 2.1,
then (13) becomes

15)

H(xpq1) — H(zy) =

b
= T/ %(xkﬂ + {Ek)T,CP(),C I:%(xk+1 + :L'k)] dz (16)
+ Ty;?uk < Ty;?uk

which is the discrete-time counterpart of (5).

The definition of the input uy in (15) assures the well-
posedness of the discrete-time dynamics (10) if and only if at
each sample k for a given actual state zj; and input uy there
exists only one xy1; such that (10) or, equivalently, (11)-
(12) holds. From the latter formulation of the discrete-time
system, such an ODE is required to have a unique solution.
Note that for a given uy, from (14) and (15) we get that the
following “boundary” conditions on x4 are imposed:

WR <£m’““(b)> — 2u; — WR <£x’“(b)> .

Lzyi1(a) Lz (a) {an

Thus, it is necessary to verify that the linear boundary
problem defined by (10) and (17) has a unique solution for all
zj, and ug. This problem is tackled in the next proposition.
Proposition 3.1: Let us consider the discrete-time approx-
imation of the boundary control system in port-Hamiltonian
form of Proposition 2.1 given by the difference equation (10)
equipped with the boundary input defined as in (15). Then,
for all 2, € L?*(a,b;R™) and uy € R™ there is only one
241 € L?(a,b;R™) that satisfies (10) and (15).
Proof: The idea is to show that the linear boundary
value problem defined by (10) and (17) has a unique solution
for all zj, and wuy. Following e.g. [20, Theorem 1.1], this is

true if and only if the homogeneous problem has only the
zero solution. From (10) and (17), such a problem is

Pﬂ%g(z) _ (i[ - P0£> £(2)

WR (fgg?)) =0.

Let us introduce the operator J defined as J& = Plﬁﬁf +
PyLE, with domain D(J) = {¢ € H'(a,b;R™)}. The PDE
(1) can be written in abstract form as f = J&. Besides, from
the proof of Proposition 2.1, see [6, Theorems 4.4 and 5.3],

the operator J'¢ = Plﬁ(f—zﬁ + PyLE, with domain

D(J') = {5 € H'(a,b;R") |0=WR (fg((g)}

generates a contraction semigroup. This means that for all
a>0and { € D(J), (ol =T, > o], see [9,
Theorem 2.3.2]. Now, (18) can be re-written as (ol —J')§ =
0, with & = 2 and ¢ € D(J'). Consequently, we get that
0=[[(21—J)¢||, = 2l¢ll» and so the only solution of
the homogeneous boundary value problem (18) is £ =0. H

The problem is now to determine under which conditions
the discrete-time version of the boundary controller (6) is
able to asymptotically stabilise the discrete-time dynamics
(10) and (17). By following the same steps that lead to (10),
but see also [5], the digital controller takes the form

(18)

{wk_,_l =Wk +7T [%FQ(wkH + wk) + Guck] (19)

Yor = 3G Q(wys1 + wi) + Suck

Note that (19) is in implicit form. However, because of the
linearity and since I — 5F'Q) is non-singular, the explicit
formulation always exists.

IV. STABILISATION VIA STATIC OR DYNAMIC
CONTROLLERS

The extension of Proposition 2.2 to the discrete-time sce-
nario in which the distributed parameter system is described
by (10) and (17), and the controller by (19) requires to study
at first the conditions that the static feedback law

up = —Ky,, K=KT>0 (20)

has to meet so that x; asymptotically converges to the origin.
It is easy to check that in the continuous-time case, such a
control action combined with the requirement Py + Py < 0
makes the origin of (1) an exponentially stable equilibrium.
In discrete-time, instead, from (16), for all k € N we get

H(wpr1) — H(aw) < —k lloprs + ol % 21

for some k > 0, so energy is decreasing until ;41 +z # 0.
In steady state we have that x;4; = —x, which combined
with (10) implies that z; = 0, thus proving the convergence
to the origin. In the next proposition, sufficient conditions on
K in (20) so that balance relation (21) holds for the general
case Py + P(;F < 0 are presented.

Proposition 4.1: Under the conditions of Proposition 3.1,
let us consider the discrete-time dynamics (10) equipped with
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the boundary input and output (17). Then, the static control
action (20) makes the trajectories to converge to the origin
if K > 0 is such that

— iy || 2ps1(b) + 25 (D)

Yn |
—Ka ||Trs1(a) + a:k(a)||2

(22)
or yj uk

<
<
for some k4, kp > 0 and all k£ € N.

Proof: The proof relies on an extension of the energy-
multiplier method [21] for the discrete-time dynamics (10).
Such a technique has been already applied in [22] to study
the exponential stability of boundary control systems in port-
Hamiltonian belonging to the general class characterised in
Proposition 2.1. Here, a similar notation has been adopted,
and analogously we consider the function

_ % / " (22 (2)

with m € C(a, b;R) to be specified later. It is easy to show
that there exists €9 > 0 so that eo|W(z)| < H(x) for all
x € X. Along the trajectories of (10), we have that

W(xgq1) — Wizg) =

b
d
= z/ m(2)(Tr+1 —|—xk)T££

P le(2)dz,

(k41 + x) dz

/ m(z)(Trr1 + J:k) P P0£($k+1 + ) dz.

(23)
With simple passages, the first integral in (23) becomes

) |[VEiia®) + o)
— 3m(@)||[VEleksa(a) + @] -

1
B 5/ m/(2)(xr1 + o) L(@pgr + ) dz.

Now, let us assume that the first relation in (22) holds; the
second one is treated in a similar manner. If we require that
m(a) = 0, (23) can be equivalently re-written as

W (k11) = W(zg) < 7ram(b) 2541 (0) + 24 (b))

b (24)
-
+7 [ e+ o) ME) o + o) ds
for some ;1 > 0, and where
M(z) = tm(2) Py ' PoL — m/(2)L. (25)

The function V(z) = H(x)+eW (z) is a Lyapunov function
for (10) with input defined in (20) if 0 < € < ¢, since

(1-2)HE@) < V@) < (14 2) HE)
for all x € X. Besides, from (16), (24) and (25), we have
Vi(zgs1) = Vi) <

< —rlr—emm)] foea® + @)’ e

b
TE
+ ?/ (Zhs1 + 26) T M (2) (21 + 23) dz.

Let us assume that in (25) it is possible to select m(z) so
that M (z) < 0 for all z € [a, b]. Then, from (26) and if ¢ is
sufficiently small, V (z311) — V() < —F ||26s1 + 21 5,
with £ > 0. This implies that V(x) decreases as long as
Trr1 + o # 0. As discussed after (21), this shows the
convergence to the origin for the trajectories of (10) with
static control action (20). The last point to check if it is
possible to select m(z) so that m(a) = 0 and M(z) < 0. In
fact, an admissible choice is m(z) = e*(*=%) — 1 (see e.g.
[23]), with p > 0, which implies that for all z € [a, b]

M(z) = =) [L(1 — e r= ) PP L — L) < 0

if p is sufficiently large, since L is positive definite. [ ]
Based on the previous result, an extension of Proposi-
tion 2.2 to the discrete-time scenario is now discussed.
Proposition 4.2: Under the conditions of Proposition 3.1,
let us consider the discrete-time dynamics (10) intercon-
nected to the boundary controller (19) in power-conserving
way, i.e. for all £ € N we have

(1) =5 ) () + (6)

being 7, € R™ an additional input. If F' is such that F' +
FT <0,Q,S > 0 and the input-output pair for (10) has
been selected so that

2 2
i + [lyil|* = 55 l|2n41.(b) + 2 (0
or url® + llyell® = w0 llzas1(a) + zx(a)]®

27)

(28)

for some [,k > 0 and all k£ € N, then the trajectories of
the closed-loop system converge to zero as long as r, = 0.

Proof: Let Ho(w) = 2w"Quw be the Hamiltonian
function of (19). We get H.(wy41) — He(wy) = 7y 5 uek, —
TuCTkSuck + Z(wegr + wk)TQFQ(wkH + wy). With the
proof of Proposition 4.1 in mind, denote by

V'(z,w) =V (z) + He(w)

a Lyapunov function for the closed-loop system. From (27),
we obtain that yguk + ychuck = 0 for all £ € N. Thus, for
(29) we get that

(29)

V' (@1, wepn) = V' (2h, wi) < —Tugy Sucy
+ D (wir + wi) QFQ(wyg1 + wy)
+ Terim(b) |zpi (b) + 21 ()]

— rerym(a) |or (b) + zu (b))
b
TE
+ ?/ (Zrt1 + 1) T M(2) (g1 + 25) dz.

where x| and k) are two positive constants. Again from (27),
we see that u.;, = yi. Now, as in the proof of Proposition 4.1,
assume that the first condition in (28) holds. Consequently, if
we select the function m(z) so that m(a) = 0 and M (z) < 0,
from the previous relation we obtain that

V(g1 wes1) — V' (@h, wr) < =Tk |wipr + wi)?
— Typ Syi, + Tertm(b) ||zpr1 (b) + 2 ()]

— 7R Jzpsr + k%,
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where k,, > 0 is a positive constant that exists since the
symmetric part of F' is negative definite, and &’ > 0 plays the
same role of % in the proof of Proposition 4.1. Since S > 0,
we have that ¥ Sy, > ks |yl + es lurll” — es |Jurl®
where kg and €g are positive constants. Now, from (19) and
(27), there must exist 81, d, > 0 such that |jug||> = |jyex | <
81 |wrt1 + wi|® + 82 |lyk||®, which implies that

V' @k, wir1) — VV (g, wi) < —7es |Jugl)?
— 7(rs — £502) |ykll® = 7 |zps1 + zel|Z
— T (K — £501) [ whs1 + wel|?
+rerhm(b) exi1(b) + 2 (b))

If eg is sufficiently small so that kg > €gdo and k., > €501,
and if 0 = min{eg, kg — £5d2}, the result is proved by
selecting ¢ sufficiently small so that 6k}, — exim(b) > 0,
where «; appears in the first relation in (28). In fact, we
get 8(fluxll® + lyrll®) > Sr) 2141 (5) + i (8)]2 and so
Vi (@ps1, wit1) = V@, we) < —Thy [wigr +wil]” —
TR ||2kr1 +x;€Hi. Convergence towards the origin then
follows in the same way as in the proof of Proposition 4.1.
|

Remark 4.1: These results represent an extension of [13],
[14] to the discrete-time systems introduced here. As far
as the stability conditions in Proposition 4.2, it is possible
to match the ones of the continuous-time case of Proposi-
tion 2.2. Note that (28) is equivalent to [14, Assumption 2].

V. EXAMPLE: THE LONGITUDINAL VIBRATION OF A
BEAM

In this section, it is shown how to design the controller
(19) to damp the longitudinal vibration in a beam. This is the
same system studied e.g. in [24] that admits the boundary
control system representation formalised in Proposition 2.1.
There, x = (g, p) is state variable, being ¢ and p the beam de-
formation and linear momentum density, respectively, while

0 1 0 0 Es 0
P1—(1 0) PO_(() D) E—(O p15b>

Besides, S; is the bar section, supposed constant, E the
Young elasticity modulus, p the mass density and D > 0 the
internal friction coefficient. Finally, for the spatial coordinate
we have that z € [0, L], being L the length of the beam.
The boundary input and output are v = (v(0),0(L) and
y = (—0(0),v(L)), where v = % and 0 = ES¢e are the
co-energy variables, i.e. the velocity of the cross-section and
the axial stress, respectively.

As discussed in [24, Section VI.D], the beam is clamped at
z = 0 and controlled at the other side, i.e. u(t) = (0,u(t)).
Thus, the controller is interconnected at the boundary port
(u'(¢),y/(t)), with ¢/ (¢t) = v(¢t, L). The discrete-time approx-
imation (10) is endowed with the input-output pair

uj, = 5(0k41(L) + on(L)) = F (ens1(L) + ex(L))

%
Vi = 30k (L) + vk(L)) = 2l (1 (L) + pi(L)).
(30)

:
2
I, I

2
X o |

Fig. 1. Response of the discrete-time closed-loop system compared to the
continuous-time one.

As far as the control system (19) is concerned, we select
n. = 1, and so the regulator is characterised by a PD-like
structure. A preliminary step requires to check if the first
condition in (28) is met. This property can be easily verified
from (30), so Proposition 4.2 provides the class of discrete-
time controllers that asymptotically stabilise the system.

The effectiveness of the synthesis methodology has been
verified with a numerical example. As far as the bar param-
eters are concerned, we let D = 0, while p, S, and E are so
that £ is the identity. On the other hand, the parameters of
the controllers (6) and (19) are FF = —10, G =1, Q = 0.5
and S = 2. Besides, the sampling interval of the discrete-
time regulator is 7 = 0.05. The closed-loop behaviour in
the design scenario, i.e. when control system and plant are
evolving in discrete-time, is reported in Fig. 1. As shown in
the top graph, the norm of the state converges to zero, thus
the closed-loop system is asymptotically stable. In the other
two plots, instead, the evolution of the output and of the
control input are reported and compared to the ones in the
“ideal” case, i.e. when controller and plant are continuous-
time systems. Note that the convergence to zero of the norm
of the state is almost identical, while there are differences in
the output and in the control action. However, it is possible
to verify that such a discrepancy decreases quickly as long
as the sampling rate increases.

Even if this problem has not been tackled from a theoret-
ical point of view, in a second simulation the behaviour of
the closed-loop system in which the controller is the same
as before, and the plant is modelled as a boundary control
system is investigated. The interconnection is realised by
means of a zero-order-hold. The results are in Fig. 2. It is
interesting to note that the behaviour is almost identical to
the one in the scenario where also the controller is contious-
time. Differently from before, also the output evolution is
closer to the one in which both the controller and the plant
are continuous-time systems. Even if the interconnection
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Fig. 2. Response of the closed-loop system in which the discrete-time
controller is coupled with the continuous-time plant, and comparison with
the scenario in which also the controller is contious-time.

between controller and plant is not power-conserving because
of the presence of a zero-order-hold, for the specify choice
of 7, namely 0.05, stability is still guaranteed. It is possible
to verify, however, that such a result is no longer valid for
example if 7 = 0.1. To overcome such a limitation, the
interconnection should be modified by including additional
dissipative effects tuned to preserve the passivity of the
interconnection [25], or to get the at least the same energy
decrease as in the design scenario (i.e., in discrete-time),
[26]. These approaches, however, are applicable only when
the plant is a lumped-parameter system.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, a framework for the design of digital
regulators for linear, port-Hamiltonian boundary control sys-
tems is presented. To avoid the difficulties related to plant
dynamics described by a PDE, a discrete-time approximation
is proposed. The discretisation is performed in time only,
thus the state maintains its “infinite-dimensional” nature.
Such an approximation is not meant for simulating the plant
dynamics, since its accuracy has not been quantified yet.
However, it is shown that the discrete dynamics is well-
posed, i.e. given the current state and the input, the “future”
state always exists and is unique. This model is meant for
control design, and in the second part of the manuscript, a
characterisation of linear, discrete-time controllers capable of
asymptotically stabilising the closed-loop system is provided.
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