arXiv:2401.04508v1 [eess.SY] 9 Jan 2024

Data-driven Nonlinear Model Reduction using Koopman Theory:

Integrated Control Form and NMPC Case Study

Jan C. Schulze and Alexander Mitsos

Abstract— We use Koopman theory for data-driven model reduction of nonlinear dynamical systems with controls. We propose generic model structures combining delay-coordinate encoding of measurements and full-state decoding to integrate reduced Koopman modeling and state estimation. We present a deep-learning approach to train the proposed models. A case study demonstrates that our approach provides accurate control models and enables real-time capable nonlinear model predictive control of a high-purity cryogenic distillation column.

I. INTRODUCTION

Accepted manuscript. Final publication in IEEE Control Systems Letters, Vol. 6, 2022, DOI: 10.1109/LCSYS.2022.3181443 © 2022 IEEE. Personal use of this material is permitted. Permission from IEEE must be obtained for all other uses, in any current or future media, including reprinting/republishing this material for advertising or promotional purposes, creating new collective works, for resale or redistribution to servers or lists, or reuse of any copyrighted component of this work in other works.

Model order reduction is a powerful technique to achieve real-time nonlinear model predictive control (NMPC) when using large-scale process models [1]. Reduction methods construct low-order approximations of high-order differential equations by projecting the dynamical system from the full state space to a lower dimensional subspace [2], [3]. While reduction methods for linear dynamics are relatively mature, nonlinear model reduction is an ongoing topic of research, e.g., [4]. Besides general-purpose reduction methods, tailored reduced models for specific systems have been derived either from system-theoretic reduction methods, or based on physical insight with simplifying assumptions, e.g., [5], [6]. These reduced models often have an intuitive and interpretable structure. However, their suitability depends on the individual system properties, requiring expert knowledge and additional modeling efforts.

Data-driven reduction approaches are non-intrusive, i.e., build the reduced dynamics directly from simulation data of the high-order model. Their advantage is the decoupling of the reduction process from the original model and little required expert knowledge of the individual target system. Among a variety of approaches are the Loewner framework [7], data-driven moment matching [8], as well as Koopman theory [9], [10] and the related (extended) dynamic mode decomposition [11]. Koopman approaches have a systemtheoretical foundation and offer a practicable compromise between simple structure, universal form and high accuracy. For example, Koopman deep learning combines artificial neural networks (ANNs) and linear dynamics to learn nonlinear dynamics [12].

While Koopman theory was originally introduced for autonomous systems, extensions to control systems have been proposed [13], [14], providing linear or bilinear models. We recently presented a Koopman model formulation that

J.C.S. and A.M. are with the Chair of Process Systems Engineering (AVT.SVT), Department of Mechanical Engineering, RWTH Aachen University, Germany. Correspondence: amitsos@alum.mit.edu

realizes a multiple-input multiple-output Wiener structure [15], and demonstrated its suitability for data-driven model reduction using deep learning. We summarize these modeling approaches in Section II. A further discussion of learningbased control, such as online learning for continuous model improvement, can be found in the recent review [16].

Although model reduction lowers the computational cost of optimization, knowledge of the initial states remains a prerequisite for using the model. However, in practice the full states are typically not available online for process feedback, requiring additional state estimation. Instead, we are interested in models that can directly cope with missing state information. Motivated by Takens’ embedding theorem, several works have successfully used time-delay coordinates, i.e., Hankel matrices, to robustify Koopman approaches in cases of missing state information, chaotic or non-Markovian behavior [17], [18], [19]. In addition, the delay-embedding approach was adopted for Koopman MPC in [14]. Related data-driven strategies for linear systems have been developed recently in the context of Willems’ fundamental lemma [20], [21], [22]. Data-driven model identification based on delayed measurements eliminates the need for state estimation due to the autoregressive character. However, the delay-embedding models above predict future measurements rather than reconstructing the underlying unmeasured states. Hence, these approaches do not allow control or monitoring of states that cannot be (frequently) measured.

To overcome this issue, we propose a reduced Koopman structure that integrates delay embedding of measurements for initialization and full state reconstruction for prediction. Thereby, we incorporate state estimation into the data-driven model reduction process by “encoding” a time series of measurements, and “decoding” the full state vector. We present extensions of both the Linear and Wiener-type Koopman forms to combine these aspects (Section III). Importantly, the proposed structures directly initialize the latent Koopman coordinates, instead of estimating the original states from measurements. Our approach differs from other works as it facilitates monitoring and control of unmeasured states (in contrast to, e.g., [14]), while applicable without an external state estimator (in contrast to [12], [13], [15]).

We extend our deep-learning model reduction framework [15] to train the proposed models (Section IV), and apply our strategy in a case study for model predictive control of a high-purity cryogenic distillation column (Section V). Therein, we demonstrate the effectiveness of both the reduction approach and the state estimation features on a highorder example of industrial relevance.

II. KOOPMAN THEORY FOR CONTROL Koopman theory enables the global linearization of nonlinear autonomous dynamical systems by means of nonlinear coordinate lifting [9], [10]. The family of Koopman operators acts on a function space of nonlinear observables, which effectively results in a linear but infinite dimensional representation of the original dynamics. However, similar to truncating a singular value decomposition, dominant Koopman eigenfunctions can be sought to extract dynamical patterns, which facilitates low-order modeling of moderately nonlinear dynamical systems [11], [12]. Modifications that permit related truncations for stronger nonlinearities have been discussed recently, e.g., [17], [18].

To apply Koopman theory to nonlinear systems with controls, we consider the class of asymptotically stable inputaffine systems:

ẋ(t) = f(x(t)) + n_u∑

i=1 g_i(x(t))u_i(t) , (1)

where x(t) ∈ R^{nx} are the differential states, u(t) ∈ R^{nu} are external inputs, and f : R^{nx} → R^{nx} , g_i : R^{nx} → R^{nx} are continuously differentiable vector fields. This type of nonautonomous systems can be treated by the Koopman operator framework, yielding a global bilinearization [13]: ż(t) = Āz(t) + n_u∑

i=1 B̄_iz(t)u_i(t) , (2a)

x(t) = C̄^xz(t) , (2b) z(t_0) = Ψ̄(x(t_0)) . (2c)

Therein, z(t) ∈ R^{nz} are the Koopman canonical coordinates [13], Ψ̄ : R^{nx} → R^{nz} represents the nonlinear transformation (lifting) to the Koopman coordinates and also provides the initial conditions, and Ā, B̄_i, C̄^x are matrices and assumed as constant. In some cases, the bilinear Koopman dynamics may be simplified to linear dynamics; we refer to Refs. [13], [14] for further details.

We have recently shown [15] that, alternatively, a Wiener representation may be derived for Eq. (1):

ż(t) = Az(t) + Bu(t) , (3a) x(t) = T (z(t)) , (3b) z(t_0) = Ψ(x(t_0)) , (3c)

where T : R^{nz} → R^{nx} describes a continuously invertible nonlinear transformation from the Koopman coordinates to the original state space. Here, we will use Eq. (3) as a reduced approximation, specifically n_z < n_x, where T ( · ) characterizes the low-dimensional solution manifold of the reduced model from the extrinsic view in state space. Notice that the Wiener type unifies both model order reduction and simplification (linearization) of the latent dynamics.

In our work [15], we investigated the Wiener form as a generic model type for data-driven dynamical approximation and reduction. To this end, we presented a universal deeplearning strategy that generates the matrices and transformations of Eqs. (3a) to (3c) simultaneously. Throughout different nonlinear examples, we observed a high accuracy of Wiener-type Koopman models. Importantly, the Wiener form strictly divides the model into linear dynamics and nonlinear transformation, which we regard as favorable in terms of dynamic analysis (e.g., stability), transformation between discrete and continuous time, and potential structural exploitation. Overall, we consider deep learning of Wiener-type Koopman models as an effective means for non-intrusive data-driven reduction of moderately nonlinear dynamics.

III. EXTENSIONS OF THE WIENER-TYPE MODEL Herein, we present two extensions of the Wiener-type Koopman form that enable the incorporation of nonlinear system outputs (measurements) and state estimation features.

A. Observer form of input-affine systems

In many situations, we are interested in modeling nonlinear measurements of the dynamic states as well. Consider an observer form of Eq. (1) with nonlinear output relation:

ẋ(t) = f(x(t)) + n_u∑

i=1 g_i(x(t))u_i(t) , (4a)

y(t) = h(x(t)) , (4b)

where y(t) ∈ R^{ny} are the outputs, and h : R^{nx} → R^{ny} . For bilinear Koopman models, Surana [13] suggests to select Koopman coordinates z such that the outputs y are covered by the expansion [13]: y(t) = n_z∑

k=1 v^{(y)}_k z_k(t) = C̄^yz(t) , (5)

where v^{(y)}_k ∈ R^{ny} are Koopman canonical modes grouped into a matrix C̄^y. Here, we draw on a related but less restrictive argument to extend the Wiener-type Koopman model (3). Due to the nonlinear transformation (3b), we can augment the model:

ż(t) = Az(t) + Bu(t) , (6a) [_{x(t)} y(t) ] = T̂ (z(t)) , (6b)

z(t_0) = Ψ(x(t_0)) . (6c)

Clearly, the straightforward way is to combine T and h ∘ T into T̂ , which does not affect the choice of Koopman coordinates. However, with regards to deep-learning approximations, there may exist direct and more “efficient” mappings from z to y.

B. Delay-embedding for state estimation

To equip the Wiener-type Koopman model with estimation features, we modify the structure, Eq. (6). First, we construct delay-coordinates χ as a series of time-shifted equidistant measurements that we arrange in a Hankel matrix:

H = y(t_0 ) y(t_1 ) ... y(t_M ) y(t_{−1} ) y(t_0 ) ... y(t_{M−1} ) . . . . . . y(t_{−N} ) y(t_{1−N} ) ... y(t_{M−N} ) = [_{| |} χ(t_0) ... χ(t_M ) | | ] , (7) where the rows χ(t) ∈ R^{(N+1)ny} are the delay coordinate vectors at time t. The number of delays N is a hyperparameter, similar to an estimation horizon. We assume observability with respect to the internal Koopman coordinates, i.e., we can infer z from χ. Next, we drop the full-state transformation Ψ(x(t_0)) in Eq. (6) and formulate the modified variant:

ż(t) = Az(t) + Bu(t) , (8a) [_{x(t)} y(t) ] = T̂ (z(t)) , (8b)

z(t_0) = Ψ̂(χ(t_0)) . (8c)

Herein, Ψ̂( · ) maps from the delay-coordinates χ to the Koopman canonical coordinates z and obviates the need for a state observer. We refer to [23] for a further discussion of observability and delay embedding.

The model (8) is related to classical nonlinear autoregressive modeling for control, e.g., [24]. However, the main difference is that Eq. (8) is strictly divided into the components linear dynamics and static nonlinear transformations, wherefore Ψ̂ can be excluded from an optimization problem. Furthermore, autoregressive modeling strategies, including the Koopman delay embedding in [14], [18], predict future χ rather than the full (x, y).

Depending on the degree of nonlinearity of the system, the decoding in Eq. (8b) may be simplified using a matrix C to obtain a linear approximator as prediction model:

ż(t) = Az(t) + Bu(t) , (9a) [_{x(t)} y(t) ] = Cz(t) , (9b)

z(t_0) = Ψ̂(χ(t_0)) . (9c)

While Eqs. (8c) and (9c) do not feature explicit parameters to incorporate statistical information about noise, the main advantage of this structure is the integration of model reduction and estimator design. Both steps can be incorporated offline in a single identification pipeline, e.g., using deep learning. Information on the reliability of combined estimation and prediction are extracted in the validation step.

IV. DEEP-LEARNING MODEL REDUCTION FRAMEWORK To construct low-order models of the proposed form (8), we adapt the deep-learning strategy from our previous work [15] with modifications regarding model structure, data set and training loss. We train the reduced models on snapshots sampled from numerical simulations of the full-order model (e.g., a digital twin). Due to the discrete nature of sampled data, training a discrete-time model form of Eq. (8) with zeroth-order hold is more straightforward:

z_{k+1} = Az_k + Bu_k , (10a) [_{xky} k ] = T̂ (z_k) , (10b)

z_0 = Ψ̂(χ_0) . (10c)

Notice that the underlying Koopman framework in Section II is only valid for the continuous-time treatment, cf. [15], but the linear dynamics of the Wiener form permit an exact transformation between discrete and continuous time. Fig. 1 depicts the Koopman network structure. We use ANNs to learn suitable mappings Ψ̂ (encoding) and T̂ (decoding). The training loss C is computed as the sum of mean squared error terms for single and multi-time-step prediction: C = 1 s − 1 s−1∑ k=0 ‖ ‖ [_{xk+1y} k+1 ] − T̂ (z_{k+1}(χ_k)) ‖ ‖_{MSE}

+ 1 s − 1 s−1∑ k=0 ‖ ‖ ‖ [_{xk+1y} k+1 ] − T̂ (z_{k+1}(χ_0)) ‖ ‖ ‖_{MSE}

where : z_{k+1} = Az_k + Bu_k , k = j, j + 1, ...

z_j = Ψ̂(χ_j ) .

(11)

Therein, s is the number of snapshots per trajectory, and A and B are the discrete time system matrices. The training problem can be easily adapted to models of the form (9).

Knowledge about the system may be used to preselect a (block) diagonal structure of A, which promotes learning Koopman eigenfunctions and improves well-posedness of the training problem [15]. While we do not consider measurement noise here, we could account for noise in the training, e.g., by adding Bayesian regularization. We implement the training framework using Python 3.9 and Tensorflow 2.5.

Encoder

z_0 = Ψ̂( · )

Linear dynamics

Decoder [_{xky} k ] = T̂ (z_k ) y0y^{−1}. . . y−Nz_0z_k x_k, y_k u_k

Fig. 1: Network structure of the reduced models.

V. NMPC CASE STUDY Distillation columns are among the core units of many chemical plants, such as cryogenic air separation units [25]. For plant operation, NMPC is considered as a promising strategy to address the inherent nonlinearities and strong variable coupling. However, the high computational effort for optimizing detailed column models and other units frequently prohibits real-time NMPC [6], [26]. Here, we employ our model reduction strategy to enable real-time NMPC of the cryogenic distillation column discussed in [6], [25].

The column has 45 equilibrium separation trays and fractionates air to produce gaseous nitrogen (N_2) withdrawn at the top. The feed air stream enters the column bottom at 100 K and 5.5 bar with vapor feed rate F . Liquid reflux R at the column top is provided by means of a total condenser. The available measurements for state estimation are the molar flows of vapor product V and bottom liquid stream L, and the temperature T_{10} on the 10th tray from the bottom. The control degrees of freedom are the reflux ratio, ξ = R/(R + V ), and feed rate F . The controlled variables are the product impurity, p = 1 − x_{N2,prod}, and product flow rate V . Notice that the product impurity is controlled but not measured. This assumption is fairly ambitious, but viable due to the high accuracy of the proposed control models.

01234 0.11 10100

Time / h

Product impurity / ppm

Digital twin Koopman Linear (n_z = 10) Koopman Linear (n_z = 50) Koopman Wiener (n_z = 10)

(a) 01234 150175 200 Time / h

Production rate / mol s^{−1}

(b)

01234 0.001 0.010.1

Time / h

Mole fraction 1 − x_{N2,20} / −

(c)

Fig. 2: Open-loop model step test: (a) product impurity, (b) production rate, (c) residual molar fraction on tray 20.

We start from a high-fidelity digital twin of the column, i.e., a physical model similar to [25]. In particular, we model air as ternary nitrogen-argon-oxygen mixture, formulate trayby-tray material and energy balances, linear hydraulic correlations, and use Margules activity model and extended Antoine equations for thermodynamic computations. The full differential-algebraic model has 135 differential and 2140 algebraic equations. The model is a nonlinear semi-explicit differential-algebraic equation system (DAE) of index one. The system is asymptotically stable, and we assume that the DAE has a unique and smooth solution and resembles the behavior of Eq. (1). All simulations and optimizations are performed with our open-source dynamic optimization software DyOS [27] using SNOPT [28]. We specify tolerances of 10^{−8} for all simulations, and 10^{−5} for feasibility and optimality. All computations run on a desktop computer with Intel Core i5-8500 CPU at 3.0 GHz and 16 GB RAM.

A. Data sampling and model identification

To generate the trajectory snapshots, we simulated the digital twin subject to a sequence of 400 input steps. Each input step has 3 h duration and was randomly drawn from a set of uniformly distributed control tuples of ξ ∈ [0.51, 0.54] and V ∈ [200, 400] mol/s. Preliminary experimentation showed that a balanced amount of dynamic trajectories and stationary data is the most crucial ingredient to a successful model training. In particular, too little stationary data caused stability issues and steady-state offset, whereas to much stationary data resulted in poor reproduction of the dynamic response. Consequently, we enriched the dynamic step response data set explicitly with steady-state data as described below.

The sampling time is 2 min and reflects the fastest relevant response of the stiff dynamics. We specified N= 20 for delay embedding. For the training, we log-transformed all molar fractions and scaled all variables between zero and one. We built the training trajectory set by sliding along the recorded data in a moving horizon fashion, stopping every 10 sampling instants and copying s = 60 consecutive snapshots (2 h training trajectories). Further, for each input combination, we added a pure steady-state trajectory of 2 h length. Finally, mini-batches of 32 trajectories were divided the into 80 % training and 20 % validation data.

A systematic parameter study suggested that dynamics of n_z = 10 (versus 135 original states) are satisfactory, when paired with encoder and decoder with tanh activation and two hidden layers of (50, 20) and (20, 50) neurons, respectively. Inspection of the sampled data showed an over-damped response and suggested to preset a diagonal structure of the matrix A, which proved to be applicable without a negative influence on the prediction quality in all trainings.

To benchmark the accuracy, we also trained linear models, Eq. (9), by using the deep-learning framework, but removing the nonlinear hidden decoder layers. All models were trained for 10 000 epochs using the optimizer Adam. After training, we retrieved the weights with smallest validation loss.

B. Open-loop model test

We evaluate the model in an independent test scenario. The process is initialized at the stationary point corresponding to (ξ, F ) = (0.52, 300), and subject to two consecutive 1.5 h input steps to the input limits (0.52, 400) and (0.54, 400). For model assessment, we perform a single simulation sweep given only χ(t_0) and sampled u(t).

Fig. 2a compares the product impurity. Despite the considerable excitation, the Wiener-type model predicts the system response precisely over several orders of magnitude at all times. The linear Koopman model also captures the main trends. However, its prediction exhibits a notable deviations from the original trajectory. The underestimation of purity grades may be critical if tight control of different quality grades is desired. To assess the effect of a higher-dimensional lifting on the linear Koopman predictions, we trained more complex linear models using n_z = 50, and (100, 75) hidden neurons for the nonlinear encoding. The extended lifting improves the prediction slightly, but the prediction offset is still present, Fig. 2a. Notice that while higher lifting reduces the prediction error, the state estimation problem becomes increasingly more complex.

Fig. 2b shows the response of the production rate and Fig. 2c exemplarily depicts the mole fraction of residual components, 1 − x_{N2} , on tray 20. Again, the predictions by the Wiener-type Koopman model are precise with vanishing steady-state offset, whereas deviations in the linear prediction are more pronounced.

0 1 2 3 4 100 150 200 Time / h

Production rate / mol s^{−1}

Constraints Setpoint Ideal NMPC Koopman NMPC (Plant) Koopman LMPC (Plant) Koopman NMPC (Prediction) Koopman LMPC (Prediction)

(a)

0 1 2 3 4 10 100 Time / h

Impurity / ppm

(b)

Fig. 3: Closed-loop response of the controlled plant: (a) tracking of production rate, (b) satisfaction of purity constraints.

C. Koopman LMPC and NMPC formulation

To demonstrate that data-driven nonlinear model reduction using the proposed Koopman structure, Eq. (8), enables realtime NMPC, we consider a controller solving:

min_u N_c∑

k=1 ℓ_k(x_k, y_k) (12a)

s.t. z_{k+1} = Az_k + Bu_k , (12b) [_{xk+1y} k+1 ] = T̂ (z_{k+1}) , (12c)

z_0 = Ψ̂(χ_0) , (12d)

x_{k+1} ∈ X , y_{k+1} ∈ Y, u_k ∈ U , (12e) k = 0, 1, ..., N_c − 1 . (12f) Herein, N_c is the control horizon, Eq. (12a) describes the cost function with stage cost ℓ_k, Eqs. (12b) and (12c) are the Koopman model, and X , Y, U are the constrained admissible sets of states, outputs and controls, respectively. We will refer to this controller as “Koopman NMPC”. The encoding of the plant measurements, Eq. (12d), provides feedback and is evaluated prior to solving the optimization problem. In addition, we investigate “Koopman LMPC” obtained by substituting Eqs. (12b) to (12d) by the proposed linear reduced model, Eq. (9), for n_z = 10.

Here, we implement tracking controllers, where ℓ_k( · ) := (V_k − V_{sp,k} )^2 penalizes the setpoint tracking error of the production rate. The control moves are piecewise constant (zeroth-order hold), and consecutive optimizations are warmstart initialized. We employ the digital twin as the controlled plant in our in-silico study. To benchmark the closed-loop NMPC performance and CPU costs, we setup an “ideal NMPC” optimizing the full-order digital twin in combination with full-state feedback. We neglect the time delay introduced by solving the optimization problem. Table I summarizes the controller tuning parameters and constraints.

D. Closed-loop results

We show the results of the control study. Initially, the plant is at steady state, where the impurity fraction is 40 ppm and the production rate is 150 mol s^{−1}. The control task is to track a series of anticipated setpoint changes, Fig. 3a, while maintaining feasible operation within the bounds, Fig. 3b.

TABLE I: NMPC parameters and constraints.

Variable Symbol Value Unit

Sampling time Δts 2 min Control horizon t_f 60 min Product impurity p [0.5, 50] ppm Production rate V [100, 200] mol s^{−1} Reflux ratio u1 = ξ [0.51, 0.54] − Feed rate u2 = F [200, 400] mol s^{−1}

Figs. 3a and 3b depict the closed-loop controlled plant response. Further, 3b shows the series of MPC-internal firststep open-loop predictions to assess the interplay of state initialization and prediction versus the actual plant response. All controllers successfully accomplish to track the product demand while satisfying the quality restrictions at all times. The adjustments of the setpoint are tracked precisely and with no overshoot or steady-state offset, Fig. 3a. Minor deviations from the setpoint profile are only temporary and within an acceptable range (below 1 %). Importantly, all controllers do not violate the constraints. Despite the slightly less accurate open-loop predictions of the linear models, see also prediction vs. plant in Fig. 3b, process operation by Koopman LMPC is satisfactory. While all controllers succeed to operate the process, their product purity trajectories, Fig. 3b, differ. However, these differences are not associated with a loss, since the feasibility target is accomplished.

We next compare the performance in terms of the CPU costs for solving the optimization to assess the real-time capability, Table II. Although all setups provide similar tracking performance, the CPU times differ clearly. Average and maximum CPU time of the benchmark NMPC are two orders of magnitude greater than for Koopman NMPC and LMPC. The resulting control delay of the benchmark NMPC lies above the sampling time and poses a serious issue in terms of closed-loop performance and stability. Conversely, the computational effort using reduced Koopman models is almost negligible with all CPU times lying in a narrow range below 10 sec. The corresponding average CPU time reduction is 99 %. While the CPU expenses for LMPC and NMPC are comparable, we expect a further LMPC speed-up when directly using a quadratic programming solver. Further, we expect a speed-up of Koopman NMPC from exploitation of the Wiener block-structure in the sensitivity computation.

TABLE II: Comparison of CPU times for solving the MPC optimization programs to convergence.

Controller ∅ CPU time Max. CPU time ∅ Red.

Benchmark NMPC 252 sec 409 sec Koopman NMPC 3.4 sec 8 sec 99 % Koopman LMPC 2.9 sec 4 sec 99 %

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK We present a data-driven model reduction strategy that generates linear as well as Wiener-type reduced models and incorporates state estimation features for control. The approach is based on Koopman theory and equipped with delay-coordinate embedding for model initialization. We employ a deep-learning framework for the simultaneous training of the reduced dynamics and the state estimation features.

In a case study, we demonstrate that the proposed reduction approach enables both real-time NMPC and LMPC. Therein, we consider production rate tracking of a nonlinear high-purity cryogenic distillation column. We show that the proposed models with very low-dimensional latent linear dynamics succeed to reproduce the high-dimensional nonlinear dynamics. The models provide reliable initialization of the current states as well as accurate predictions. This enables feasible operation and high tracking performance at 99 % average CPU time reduction compared to a controller using the full-order model. While Koopman LMPC and NMPC offer similar controller performance here, the method of choice will generally depend on the control task and degree of nonlinearity of the controlled system.

We conclude that data-driven model reduction based on Koopman theory enables real-time NMPC and LMPC of a chemical process of industrial relevance. Future work will investigate online model improvement in closed-loop operation [16]. Further, we will apply the framework to control more complex chemical plants, including air separation units.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT The authors gratefully acknowledge the financial support of the Kopernikus project SynErgie by the Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF) and project supervision by the project management organization Projektträger Jülich.

REFERENCES

[1] W. Marquardt, “Nonlinear model reduction for optimization based control of transient chemical processes,” AIChE Symposium Series, 2002.

[2] A. C. Antoulas, Approximation of large-scale dynamical systems.

Siam, 2005.

[3] P. Benner, M. Ohlberger, A. Cohen, and K. Willcox, Model reduction and approximation: theory and algorithms. Siam, 2017.

[4] K. Lee and K. T. Carlberg, “Model reduction of dynamical systems on nonlinear manifolds using deep convolutional autoencoders,” Journal of Computational Physics, vol. 404, p. 108973, 2020.

[5] A. Benallou, D. E. Seborg, and D. A. Mellichamp, “Dyanmic compartmental models for separation processes,” AIChE Journal, vol. 32, no. 7, pp. 1067–1078, 1986.

[6] A. Caspari, C. Offermanns, A. M. Ecker, M. Pottmann, G. Zapp, A. Mhamdi, and A. Mitsos, “A Wave Propagation Approach for Reduced Dynamic Modeling of Distillation Columns: Optimization and Control,” Journal of Process Control, vol. 91, pp. 12–24, 2020.

[7] A. C. Antoulas, S. Lefteriu, A. C. Ionita, P. Benner, and A. Cohen, “A tutorial introduction to the Loewner framework for model reduction,” Model Reduction and Approximation: Theory and Algorithms, vol. 15, p. 335, 2017.

[8] G. Scarciotti and A. Astolfi, “Data-driven model reduction by moment matching for linear and nonlinear systems,” Automatica, vol. 79, pp. 340–351, 2017.

[9] I. Mezić, “Spectral properties of dynamical systems, model reduction and decompositions,” Nonlinear Dynamics, vol. 41, no. 1, pp. 309– 325, 2005.

[10] A. Mauroy and J. Goncalves, “Linear identification of nonlinear systems: A lifting technique based on the Koopman operator,” 2016 IEEE 55th Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), pp. 6500– 6505, 2016.

[11] M. O. Williams, I. G. Kevrekidis, and C. W. Rowley, “A data– driven approximation of the koopman operator: Extending dynamic mode decomposition,” Journal of Nonlinear Science, vol. 25, no. 6, pp. 1307–1346, 2015.

[12] B. Lusch, J. N. Kutz, and S. Brunton, “Deep learning for universal linear embeddings of nonlinear dynamics,” Nature Communications, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 1–10, 2018.

[13] A. Surana, “Koopman operator based observer synthesis for controlaffine nonlinear systems,” 2016 IEEE 55th Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), pp. 6492–6499, 2016.

[14] M. Korda and I. Mezić, “Linear predictors for nonlinear dynamical systems: Koopman operator meets model predictive control,” Automatica, vol. 93, no. 1, pp. 149–160, 2018.

[15] J. C. Schulze, D. T. Doncevic, and A. Mitsos, “Identification of MIMO Wiener-type Koopman Models for Data-Driven Model Reduction using Deep Learning,” Computers & Chemical Engineering, 2022.

[16] L. Hewing, K. P. Wabersich, M. Menner, and M. N. Zeilinger, “Learning-based model predictive control: Toward safe learning in control,” Annual Review of Control, Robotics, and Autonomous Systems, vol. 3, pp. 269–296, 2020.

[17] A. Svenkeson, B. Glaz, S. Stanton, and B. J. West, “Spectral decomposition of nonlinear systems with memory,” Physical Review E, vol. 93, no. 2, p. 022211, 2016.

[18] S. L. Brunton, B. W. Brunton, J. L. Proctor, E. Kaiser, and J. N.

Kutz, “Chaos as an intermittently forced linear system,” Nature Communications, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 1–9, 2017.

[19] S. Das and D. Giannakis, “Delay-coordinate maps and the spectra of Koopman operators,” Journal of Statistical Physics, vol. 175, no. 6, pp. 1107–1145, 2019.

[20] J. C. Willems, P. Rapisarda, I. Markovsky, and B. L. M. de Moor, “A note on persistency of excitation,” Systems & Control Letters, vol. 54, no. 4, pp. 325–329, 2005.

[21] J. Coulson, J. Lygeros, and F. Doerfler, “Data-enabled predictive control: In the shallows of the DeePC,” 2019 18th European Control Conference (ECC), 2019.

[22] P. Schmitz, T. Faulwasser, and K. Worthmann, “Willems’ fundamental lemma for linear descriptor systems and its use for data-driven outputfeedback MPC,” IEEE Control Systems Letters, 2022.

[23] M. Casdagli, S. Eubank, J. D. Farmer, and J. Gibson, “State space reconstruction in the presence of noise,” Physica D: Nonlinear Phenomena, vol. 51, no. 1-3, pp. 52–98, 1991.

[24] A. Draeger, S. Engell, and H. Ranke, “Model predictive control using neural networks,” IEEE control systems magazine, vol. 15, no. 5, pp. 61–66, 1995.

[25] R. C. Pattison, C. R. Touretzky, I. Harjunkoski, and M. Baldea, “Moving horizon closed–loop production scheduling using dynamic process models,” AIChE Journal, vol. 63, no. 2, pp. 639–651, 2017.

[26] J. C. Schulze, A. Caspari, C. Offermanns, A. Mhamdi, and A. Mitsos, “Nonlinear model predictive control of ultra-high-purity air separation units using transient wave propagation model,” Computers & Chemical Engineering, vol. 145, p. 107163, 2021.

[27] A. Caspari, A. Bremen, J. M. Faust, F. Jung, C. D. Kappatou, S. Sass, Y. Vaupel, R. Hannemann-Tamás, A. Mhamdi, and A. Mitsos, “DyOSa framework for optimization of large-scale differential algebraic equation systems,” in Computer Aided Chemical Engineering, vol. 46, pp. 619–624, Elsevier, 2019.

[28] P. E. Gill, W. Murray, and M. A. Saunders, “SNOPT: An SQP algorithm for large-scale constrained optimization,” SIAM review, vol. 47, no. 1, pp. 99–131, 2005.