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Abstract

In this paper, we study a distributed optimal control problem for a diffuse interface model for tumor
growth. The model consists of a Cahn-Hilliard type equation for the phase field variable coupled to a
reaction diffusion equation for the nutrient and a Brinkman type equation for the velocity. The system
is equipped with homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions for the tumor variable and the chemical
potential, Robin boundary conditions for the nutrient and a “no-friction” boundary condition for the
velocity. The control acts as a medication by cytotoxic drugs and enters the phase field equation. The
cost functional is of standard tracking type and is designed to track the variables of the state equation
during the evolution and the distribution of tumor cells at some fixed final time. We prove that the model
satisfies the basics for calculus of variations and we establish first-order necessary optimality conditions
for the optimal control problem.

Keywords: Optimal control with PDEs, calculus of variations, tumor growth, Cahn-Hilliard equation,
Brinkman equation, first-order necessary optimality conditions.
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1 Introduction

The development of tumors involves many different biological and chemical factors. Since cancer arises due
to disturbances in both cell growth and development, knowing the underlying processes will not only help
to cure the disease but also provide an understanding of the mechanisms concerned with life itself. The
usage of new techniques in cell and molecular biology applied to human tumors provides valuable insights.
However, in order to study processes which cannot be easily observed by experiments, further methods have
to be developed. In the recent past, mathematical models for tumor growth have turned out to be promising
since some of them compare well with clinical experiments, see [2, 5, 17].

In particular, multiphase models, describing the tumor as a saturated medium, have gained much more
interest. These models are typically based on mass and momentum balance equations and mass/momentum
exchange between the different phases and can be closed by appropriate constitutive laws. Several biological
mechanisms like chemotaxis, mitosis, angiogenesis or necrosis can be incorporated or effects due to stress,
plasticity or viscoelasticity can be included, see [4, 25, 34, 36]. If the mixture is assumed to consist of only two
phases, many contributions in the literature cover Cahn-Hilliard type equations coupled to reaction-diffusion
equations for an unknown species acting as a nutrient (e.g. oxygen or glucose), see [11, 18, 24, 21, 28, 29].
Some of these models also include velocity via a Darcy law or a Stokes/Brinkman equation, see [16, 20, 22, 31].

In this paper, we consider the following model: Let Q C R? with d = 2,3, be a bounded domain. For a fixed
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final time T' > 0, we write Q7 := Q x (0,7). By n we denote the outer unit normal on 9 and dng = Vg-n
denotes the outward normal derivative of the function g on I'. Our state system is given by

div(v) = (Po — A)h(p) in Qp, (1a)

—div(T(v,p)) + vv = (u+ xo)Vy in Qr, (1b)

O +div(ev) = mAu + (Po — A —u)h(p) in Qr, (1c)

p=—eAp+e Y (p) — xo in Qr, (1d)

(CHB) —Ac +h(p)o =0 in Qr, (le)
Onpt = Onp =0 in ['p, (1f)

oo = K(1—0) inTp, (1g)

T(v,p)n=10 in I'p, (1h)

©(0) = ¢o in ©, (11)

where the viscous stress tensor is defined by

T(v,p) = 2nDv + \div(v)I — pI,

—~
[N}
—

and the symmetric velocity gradient is given by
Dv = (Vv + Vv').

In (1), v denotes the volume-averaged velocity of the mixture, p denotes the pressure and o denotes the
concentration of an unknown species acting as a nutrient. The function ¢ denotes the difference of the
local relative volume fractions of tumor tissue and healthy tissue where {x € Q : p(x) = 1} represents
the region of pure tumor tissue, {x € Q : p(x) = —1} stands for the surrounding pure healthy tissue and
{z € Q:—1< p(z) < 1} represents the transition between these pure phases. Furthermore, p denotes the
chemical potential associated with . The positive constant m represents the mobility for the phase variable
. The thickness of the diffuse interface is modelled by a small parameter ¢ > 0 and the constant v > 0
is related to the fluid permeability. Moreover, the constants 1 and A are non-negative and represent the
shear and the bulk viscosity, respectively. The proliferation rate P, the apoptosis rate A and the chemotaxis
parameter x are non-negative constants, whereas K is a positive permeability constant. The term —ulh(¢p)
in (1c) models the elimination of tumor cells by cytotoxic drugs and the function u will act as our control.
This specific control term has been investigated in [23] where a simpler model was studied in which the
influence of the velocity v is neglected. Since it does not play any role in the analysis, we set € = 1.

We investigate the following distributed optimal control problem:
Minimize 1(, 1,0,v,p. ) i= 2 [(T) = pyll3e + S0 = alliaan + Sollk = nalliaan
+ S0 = oallizar + S IV = Valliz@) + 5 lulEan) 3)
subject to the control constraint
uweU:={ue L*(L?) | a(z,t) <u(z,t) < b(x,t) for almost every (z,t) € Qr} (4)

for box-restrictions a,b € L?(L?) with a < b almost everywhere in Qr and the state system (CHB). Here,
g, ..., %4 and k are nonnegative constants. The optimal control problem can be interpreted as the search
for a strategy how to supply a medication based on cytotoxic drugs such that

(i) adesired evolution of the tumor cells, chemical potential, nutrient concentration and velocity (expressed
by the target functions ¢4, uq, 04 and vy) is realized as good as possible;

(i) a therapeutic target (expressed by the final distribution ¢y) is achieved in the best possible way:;



(iii) the amount of supplied drugs does not cause harm to the patient (expressed by both the control
constraint and the last term in the cost functional).

The ratio between the parameters «y,..., x4 and x can be adjusted according to the importance of the
individual therapeutic targets.

The uncontrolled version of (1) is a simplification of the model considered in [15] when making the following
choices in the notation used therein:

n(-) =mn AL) = A,
Iyv(p,0) = (Po—A)h(p)  Tylp,0) = (Po— A)h(p)
m(-) =m oo = 1.

Typically, the function T(-) is nonnegative and interpolates between i(—1) = 0 and h(1) = 1. Source terms
of this type are, for instance, studied in [26]. Typical choices for h are discussed in Remark 2(c).

The choice 0o = 1 can be justified by a non-dimensionalization argument (see [14]).

As (1g) is equivalent to ¢ = 1 — K 10,0, we obtain a Dirichlet condition in the limit K — oo. In [15,
Thm. 2.5] it was rigorously shown that weak solutions of the uncontrolled version of (1) converge to a weak
solution of the corresponding system with (1h) replaced by o0 = 1 as K tends to infinity.

Before analyzing the optimal control problem we have to establish the fundamental requirements for calculus
of variations. In Section 3, we prove the existence of a control-to-state operator that maps any admissible
control u € U onto a corresponding unique strong solution of the state equation (CHB). Furthermore, we
show that this control-to-state operator is Lipschitz-continuous, Fréchet differentiable and satisfies a weak
compactness property.

Eventually, in Section 4, we investigate the above optimal control problem. First, we show that there exists
at least one globally optimal solution. After that, we present necessary conditions for local optimality which
can be formulated concisely by means of adjoint variables. These conditions are of great importance for
possible numerical implementations as they provide the foundation for many computational optimization
methods.

Finally, we also want to refer to some further works where optimal control problems for tumor models
are studied. Results on optimal control problems for tumor models based on ODEs are investigated in
[33, 35, 37, 43]. In the context of PDE-based control problems we refer to [6] where a tumor growth
model of advection-reaction-diffusion type is considered. There are various papers analyzing optimal control
problems for Cahn-Hilliard equations (e.g., [10, 30, 42]). Furthermore, control problems for the convective
Cahn-Hilliard equation where the control acts as a velocity were investigated in [13, 27, 46, 47] whereas in
[7] the control enters in the momentum equation of a Cahn-Hilliard-Navier-Stokes system. As far as control
problems for Cahn-Hilliard-based models for tumor growth are considered, there are only a few contributions
where an equation for the nutrient is included in the system. In [12], the authors investigated an optimal
control problem consisting of a Cahn-Hilliard-type equation coupled to a time-dependent reaction-diffusion
equation for the nutrient, where the control acts as a right-hand side in this nutrient equation. The model
they considered was firstly proposed in [28] and later well-posedness and existence of strong solutions were
established in [18]. However, effects due to velocity are not included in their model and mass conservation
holds for the sum of tumor and nutrient concentrations. Moreover, we want to mention the papers [23]
and [8] where optimal control problems of treatment time are studied. In [23] the control enters the phase
field equation in the same way as ours whereas in [8] it enters the nutrient equation. Although the nutrient
equation in both papers is non-stationary, some of the major difficulties do not occur since the velocity
is assumed to be negligible (v = 0). A regularized version of the model in [8] was studied in [39] for a
logarithmic-type potential and in [40] for a broad class of regular potentials.

2 Preliminaries

We first want to fix some notation: For any (real) Banach space X, its corresponding norm is denoted by
[[llx. X* denotes the dual space of X and (-,-)x stands for the duality pairing between X* and X. If X is
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an inner product space, its inner product is denoted by (-,-)x. We define the scalar product of two matrices
by

A:B = Z ajkbjk for A = (aij)lgingd, B = (bij)lgi,jgd S RdXd.
J,k=1

For the standard Lebesgue and Sobolev spaces with 1 < p < oo, k > 0, we use the notation L? := LP(Q)
and WP .= WFP(Q) with norms ||-||» and ||p||y».» respectively. In the case p = 2 we write H* = Wk:2
and the norm ||-|| zx. By LP, W*? and H*, we denote the corresponding spaces of vector or matrix valued
functions. For any Banach space X, p € [1,00], k € N and T > 0 we use the notation

LP(X) = LP(0,T;X),  WkP(X)=WFrP(0,T;X), C(X):=C(0,T];X).
For the dual space X* of a Banach space X, we introduce the (generalized) mean value by

1

1
9] vd:v forve LY, v = —(v,1)x forve X"

v = |Q|

Moreover, we introduce the function spaces
Li={we L* wg=0}, (HY, ={fecH"Y"": fo6=0} H:={we H?*: dyw=0on dN}.

Then, the Neumann-Laplace operator —Ay: H' N L — (H'){ is positive definite and self-adjoint. In par-
ticular, by the Lax-Milgram theorem and the Poincaré inequality, the inverse operator (—Ayx)~1: (H')s —
H''N L is well-defined, and we set v := (—=Ay)~Lf for f € (H')} if ug = 0 and

—Au=fin Q, Jyu =0 on 0f.

We have dense and continuous embeddings H2 < H! — L? ~ (L?)* — (H')* — (H2)* and the identifica-
tions (u,v) g1 = (u,w) 2, (Uw) g2 = (u,w)pe for allu € L2, v € H! and w € H2.
Furthermore, we define the function spaces

Vi= (H'(L*) N L™ (H?) N L*(HY)) x (L™ (L*) N L*(H?)) x (H'(H")NC(H") N L™ (H?))

x L3(H?) x L¥(HY),

= (H'((H")*)NL>®(H")YNL*(H?)) x L*(H") x L*(H") x L*(H") x L*(L?),
Vg = L2(L2) x H' x L*(H') x L*(L?) x L*(H"),
endowed with the standard norms.
Finally, we state the following lemma (see [1] for a proof), which will be needed later for the construction of

solutions by a Galerkin ansatz:

Lemma 1. Let Q C R% d = 2,3, be a bounded domain with C*'-boundary and outer unit normal n and
1 < q < co. Furthermore, assume that g € W4 and f € LY andn, v, \ are constants fulfillingn,v > 0, X\ > 0.
Then, there exists a unique solution (v,p) € W24 x Wh4 of the system

—div(2nDv + Adiv(v)I) + vv+ Vp=1f a.e. in Q, (5a)
div(v) =g a.e. inQ, (5b)
(2nDv + Adiv(v)I — pI)n =0 a.e. on 01, (5¢)

satisfying the following estimate

lallw2e + llgllwre < C([[fllue + llgliwra) (6)

with a constant C' depending only on n, \,v,q and §2.



Throughout this paper, we make the following assumptions:

Assumptions.

(A1)

(A5)

The domain Q € R?, d = 2,3, is bounded with C*—boundary I' := dQ and the initial datum ¢y € H2
is prescribed.

The constants T', K, n, v, m are positive and the constants P, A, A\, x are nonnegative.

The nonnegative function h belongs to CZ(R), i.e., I is bounded, twice continuously differentiable and
its first and second-order derivatives are bounded. Without loss of generality, we assume that |h| < 1.

The function ¢ € C3(R) is non-negative and can be written as

Y(s) = ¥1(s) +92(s) Vs €R, (7)
where 91,12 € C3(R) and
Ri(1+s|P72) < 9f(s) < Ro(1+s]”7%) Vs€R, (8)
Y5 (s)| < R Vs € R, 9)
[0 (s)] < Ra(1+|s]) Vs e R, (10)

where R;, i = 1,...,4, are positive constants with Ry < Rg and p € [2,6]. Furthermore, if p = 2, we
assume that 2R, > Rs.

The target functions satisfy (g, Pfyld, Od, vg) € Vs.

Remark 2.

(a)

(b)

()

3

Using (A4), it is straightforward to check that there exist positive constants R;, i =5,...,9, such that

¥(s) > Rsls|” — Rg Vs € R, (11)

[/ (s)| < Re(14[s[*") Vs € R, (12)

[ (51) = 9" (s2)| < Re(1+ [s1]* + [so|*)]s1 — s2f Vs1,s2 €R, (13)
9" (s1) = 9" (s2)] < Ro(1 + |s1]” + |sa*)[s1 — s2f Vs1,82 € R. (14)

The assumptions (8)-(10) (and thus also (11)-(14)) are fulfilled by the classical double-well potential

¥(s) = 1(s* = 1)%. For the splitting we can choose 1 (s) = +s* and 1ho(s) = —3s% + 1.

For the function h(-), there are two choices which are quite popular in the literature. In, e.g., [21, 26],
the choice for I is given by

h(p) = maX{O,min{l, i(1+9)} } Vo e R,

satisfying h(—=1) = 0, (1) = 1. Other authors preferred to assume that T is only active on the
interface, i.e., for values of @ between —1 and 1, which motivates functions of the form

h(p) = max{O, %(1 — cp2)} or Th(p) = %(COS (wmin {1,max{<p, —1}}) + 1),

see, e.g., [29, 32]. Surely, we would have to use regularized versions of these choices to fulfill (A3).

The control-to-state operator

In this section, we consider the equation (CHB) as presented in the introduction. First, we define a certain
set of admissible controls that are suitable for the later approach. We will see that each of these admissible
controls induces a unique strong solution (the so-called state) of the system (CHB). Therefore, we can define
a control-to-state-operator which maps any admissible control onto its corresponding state. We show that
this operator has some important properties that are essential for calculus of variations: It is Lipschitz-
continuous, Fréchet-differentiable and satisfies a weak compactness property.
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3.1 The set of admissible controls

The set of admissible controls is defined as follows:

Definition 3. Let a,b € L*(L?) be arbitrary fized functions with a < b almost everywhere in Q. Then the
set

U:= {ue L*(L?) | a(z,t) < u(z,t) < b(z,t) for almost every (x,t) € Qr} (15)
is referred to as the set of admissible controls. Its elements are called admissible controls.

Note that this box-restricted set of admissible controls U is a non-empty, bounded subset of the Hilbert
space L?(L?) since for all u € U,

lull z2(r2) < llallrzz2) + [[bllL2z2) +1 =2 R. (16)
This means that
UCUg with Ug:={ue L*(L?) | ||lullr2z2) < R}. (17)
Obviously, the set U is also convex and closed in L?(L?). Therefore, it is weakly sequentially compact (see
[45, Thm. 2.11]).
3.2 Strong solutions and uniform bounds
We can show that the system (CHB) has a unique strong solution for every control u € Ug:

Theorem 4. Let u € Ug and o € HZ(Q) be arbitrary. Then, the system (CHB) has a unique strong
solution (@u, thauy, Ows Vi, Pu) With

pu € HY(L2) N L®(H) N LA(HY), p, € L¥(L?) N L2(HY),

o, € H(HYNC(HY)YNL>®(H?), v, € L¥H?), p,cL¥(H).

This unique solution is called the state of the control system. Moreover, the strong solution quintuple
(Puy [y Oy Vi, Pu) Satisfies the following bounds that are uniform in w:

||<Pu||H1(L2)0L°°(H2)0L2(H4) <y, ||Hu||L°°(L2)mL2(H2) < (s,

lloull gt (avyncE Ao m@2) < Cs,  [Vallzs@zy < Cs o pullp2any < Cs,

where C, ...,C5 > 0 are constants that depend only on the system paramters and on R, Q, ' and T.

Proof. The assertion follows with slight modifications in the proof of [15, Thm. 2.12]. Indeed, testing (1c)
with p 4 xo, it turns out that we have to estimate an additional term given by — [, ul()(p + xo) da.
Using Hélder’s, Young’s and Poncaré’s inequalities, we obtain

/ wh(@) (1 + x0) da
Q

/ (@) (1 + x0 — (2 — x00)) de + (g + x00) / uh(p) de
Q Q

1
< Iz l[ullze + 3CRIV (r + x0)lILe + |uo + xoal (@) [[o 1] 12 llu] 2, (18)

for 6 > 0 arbitrary, where Cp is the constant arising in Poincaré’s inequality. Testing (1d) with 1, using (1f)
and the assumptions on ¥ (-), we obtain

na + xoal < C(L+[d(P)Lr)- (19)

Plugging in (19) into (18), using the boundedness of h(-) and Young’s inequality, we obtain

/Q uh()(p + x0) da| < Cs(1+ ||ul|7:)(1 + [[¥(p)|1) + 26CE (| Vullfz + x2IVali:) - (20)
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Then, the first term on the right-hand side of this equation can be controlled via a Gronwall argument,
whereas the last two terms can be absorbed into the left-hand side of an energy identity. To obtain strong
solutions, (lc) is tested by &y, leading to an additional term [, ulh(p)A%p dz. Applying Hélder’s and
Young’s inequalities yields

1
< ulle2 (@)= 10ll 2 < = lullzz )2 + dlldrel 72, (21)

/ ulh(p)Orp da
Q

for 6 > 0 arbitrary. Hence, the last term on the right-hand side of this inequality can again be absorbed
when choosing § > 0 sufficiently small, whereas the first term can be controlled due to the assumptions on
lh(-) and since ||ul|z2(z2) < R for all u € Ur. Apart from the estimates needed to deduce (20) and (21), the
remaining arguments are exactly the same as in the proof of [15, Thm. 2.12]. O

Corollary 5. Let u € Ug and po € H2(Q) be arbitrary and let (@u, fiu, Ou, Vau, Pu) denote the strong solution
of the system (CHB). Then ¢, has the following additional properties:

Yu € C(HQ), Yu € C(Q_T) with H(puHC(Hg)mc(m) < (g
for some constant Cs > 0 that depends only on the system parameters and on R, Q, T and T'.
Proof. First, recall that H? is continuously embedded in L2. Using a result from interpolation theory

3, ¢.1II, Thm. 4.10.2] we can conclude that H'(L?) N L*(H*) < C([0,T]; (L2,H4)%72) where (L2,H4)%)2

denotes the real interpolation space between L? and H* of type % According to [44, s.4.3.1, Thm. 1], it

holds that (L?, H 4)%12 = H? which proves the first assertion. As H? is continuously embedded in C(Q), it
directly follows that ¢, € C(Qr) with

leullc@r = leulle =) < Collpullpe a2y < CoCr =: Ce

for some constant Cy > 0 that depends only on R, 2, I' and 7. This means that the second assertion is
established. O

Due to Theorem 4, we can define an operator that maps any admissible control onto its corresponding state:

Definition 6. For any v € Ug we write (pu, fiu, Ou, Vu, Pu) to denote its induced strong solution of (CHB)
giwen by Theorem 4. Then the operator

S : Ugr — Vs, UHS(U) = (SDuJiu,Uuavuupu)
is called the control-to-state operator. To be precise, it holds that S(Ug) C V1 C Vs.

Comment. The control-to-state operator is defined not only for admissible controls but for all controls in
Ug. This will be especially important in subsection 3.4 because Fréchet differentiability is merely defined
for open subsets of L?(L?). Unlike the open ball Ug, the set U is closed and its interior is empty. Therefore
it makes sense to investigate the control-to-state operator on the open superset Ug instead.

In the following subsections, some properties of the control-to-state operator will be established that are
essential for the treatment of optimal control problems.

3.3 Lipschitz continuity

The first important property of the control-to-state operator is Lipschitz continuity with respect to the
control w € U. This is given by the following lemma:

Lemma 7. The control-to-state operator S is Lipschitz continuous in the following sense:

(a) There exists a constant L1 > 0 depending only on the system parameters and on R, 2, I' and T such
that for all u,u € U:

15(u) = S(@)llv, < Lallu —allL>(z2)- (22)
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(b) There exists a constant Ly > 0 depending only on R, Q, T and T such that for all u,@ € U:
~1/2
low = pallLe(ar) < Lallw — @l 5} 2. (23)

Proof. Let C' denote a generic nonnegative constant that depends only on R, €2, I" and T" and may change
its value from line to line. For brevity, we set

u:=u—u and (%M,V,U,p) = ((puuﬂuavu,Uuapu) - (@ﬁvuﬁvvﬁvaﬁvpﬁ)'

In [15, Thm.2.8] it has already been established that a solution of the Cahn-Hilliard-Brinkman equation
without the control term ulh(¢) depends Lipschitz continuously on the initial and boundary data. The proof
of item (a) proceeds similarly since the following inequalities hold: For any ¢ > 0 and all u,u € U,

|(ub(pu) — @h(pa),@) .| < Cllallz: + Cll@liz + C llall 2l @l (24)
|(ub(pu) — ah(pa),A) .| < C5~H|al|7: + Co~ " [[allZ=l1@l7m + 261 A@|7- + 8| VAR|T..  (25)

To prove (24) and (25) we use that ul(p,) — @h(pa) = uh(eu) + @ (h(py) —h(ga)). From [[h(ey)|L~ < C
we deduce that

|(@h(pu),@)r2| < C (lalz> +2lI72) (26)
and, by Young’s inequality with § > 0,
|(ah(pu),Ap) 2| < OO a7z + 8]|AG|17 - (27)
Moreover, we have
|(@(h(pu) —h(wa))@) 2| < Cllallez 1@ll7s < Cllall e )13 (28)
and, using interpolation and Young’s inequality with § > 0, we obtain that
|(@(h(pu) = h(pa)),Ap) .| < CllaflLz [#]lLe [A¢] Lo
< Cllallzz |@lla 1A¢m < C57 [alZ2ll@llFn + 8l Ad]1Z: + 8 VAP E-. (29)
Now, (24) follows from (26) and (28) while (25) follows from (27) and (29). For the proof of (b) recall that
llou — @all Lo 2y < C. Hence, by the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality,
1/2 1/2
low = @all Loy < Cllow = @all 2 o) lou — Pall L= 42
1/2 1/2 _11/2
< Cllpu — <PﬁHL/oo(H1) llou — SDﬁHL/oo(Hz) < Loflu— UHL/z(Lz)

if the constant Lo is chosen suitably. O

3.4 A weak compactness property

As the control-to-state operator is nonlinear, the following result will be essential to prove existence of an
optimal control (see Section 4.1):

Lemma 8. Suppose that (uy)ren C U is converging weakly in L*(L?) to some weak limit i € U. Then
pu, = a in H' (LX) N LX(HY), pu, = pa inC(WHT)NC(Qr), r € [1,6),
oy, — pa in L2(H?), Vu, — Vg in L*(H?),
Ou, — 0g in L2(H?), Puy, — pa in L2(HY),

after extraction of a subsequence, where the limit (va, fta, O, Va, Du) 1S the strong solution of (CHB) to the
control u € U.



Comment. This result actually means weak compactness of the control-to-state operator restricted to
U since any bounded sequence in U has a weakly convergent subsequence according to the Banach-Alaoglu
theorem. However, this property can not be considered as weak continuity as the extraction of a subsequence
is necessary.

Proof. Using the uniform bounds that were established in Theorem 4 and standard compactness arguments,
we can conclude that there exist functions ¢, v, u, o and p having the desired regularity such that

S i HNIDNLHA) N IAHY, gu — @ i HY(IA)ATAHY, g, —p in L2(HP)
Ou, — 0 inL*H?), v, —v inL*(H?), p, —p inL*H)

up to a subsequence. The Aubin-Lions lemma (cf. [41, Sec.8, Cor. 4]) implies that H*(L?)NL*(H?) is com-
pactly embedded in the space C(Wh"), r € [1,6), and thus the convergence p,, — ¢ in C(W1"), r € [1,6),
directly follows after subsequence extraction. In particular, by the Sobolev embedding W' c C(Q), r €
(3,6), we obtain that ¢,, — ¢ in C(Qr), whence

U'(pu.) = ¥ () and h(py,) —h(p) inCQr), k- oo. (30)

It remains to show that the quintuple (¢, v, 1, o, p) is a strong solution of the system (CHB) according to
the control v which means it is equal to (¢, Va, fta, 0a, Pa). Due to the above convergence result, all linear
terms in (CHB) are converging weakly in L?(L?) to their respective limit. The nonlinear terms must be
treated individually. From (30), we can easily conclude that

ou(pu,,) = och(p) and wuiph(p,,) — ah(p) in L2(QT), k — oo,

since ||h(@)|zer) < C, lluklrzz2y < R and ||low, |r222) < Cs. Recalling that ¢, — ¢ in C(W'")
NC(Qr) and v, — v in L?(H?) as k — 0o, by the product of weak-strong convergence it follows that

div(pu, v, ) — div(ev) in L*(Q7), &k — occ.

Now, let ¢ € C§°(Qr) be arbitrary. Then, since C§°(Qr) C L*(Qr), we obtain
/ (Oup — div(ev) — mAp — (Po — A — w)h(p)) ¢ d(z,t)
Qr

= lim (8t<ﬂuk - div(‘/)uk Vuk) - mA:”’“k - (Pauk —A- uk)]h(</7uk )) ¢ d(x, t) =0

k—o00 Qr
and consequently,
Orp — div(pv) = mAp + (Po — A —a)h(p) almost everywhere in Qr.

We proceed analogously with the remaining equations of (CHB). This proves that (o, u, o, v,p) is a strong
solution of the system (CHB) to the control 4 and thus, because of uniqueness, we have (¢, u,o,v,p) =
(pa, ha, Oa, Va, Pa) almost everywhere in Qr. O

3.5 The linearized system

We want to show that the control-to-state operator is also Fréchet differentiable on the open ball Ur (and
therefore especially on its strict subset U). Since the Fréchet derivative is a linear approximation of the



control-to-state operator at some certain point u € Ug, it will be given by a linearized version of (CHB):

div(v) = Poh(py) + (Poy, — AW (pu)p + Fi in Qr, (31a)
—div(T(v,p)) + vv = (ptu + xX0u)Ve + (1 + x0)Ve, + F in Qr, (31Db)
O + div(p,v) + div(pvy) = mAp + (Poy, — A — u)l (0y)p
+ Poh(py) + F> in Qp, (31c)
p=—0p+"(pu)p — xo + Fs in Qr, (31d)
(LIN) § —Ao + I (pu) oy + h(py)o = Fy in Qr, (31e)
Onpt = Opp =0 inDp, (31f)
Ono = —Ko in I'p, (31g)
T(v,p)n=10 in [y, (31h)
0(0) =0 in Q, (31i)

where F; : Qp - R, 1 <i<4and F: Qp — R? are given functions that will be specified later on. A weak
solution of this linearized system is defined as follows:

Definition 9. Let u € Ug be arbitrary. Then a quintuple (@, u, o, v,p) is called a weak solution of (LIN) if
it lies in Vo and satisfies the equations

»(0)=0 a.e. in §Q, (32)
div(v) = Poh(p,) + (Poy, — AW (pu)p + Fi  a.e. inQr (33)
and
/ T(v,p) : VvV +vv-vde = / [(1u + Xou) Ve + (1 + x0)Veu + F| - v du, (34)
Q Q

(Oup, @) = /—mvu-V¢ + [(Pow — A= u)l/(¢u)p + Poh(pu) + 2] @ da
Q

— /Q (div(puv) + div(pvy))@de, (35)

/ pide = / Vi Vi+ [ (pu)p — xo + F3) i du, (36)
Q Q

/Q Vo Vo dx + K/FO'& ds = —/Q (L' (pu) o + h(pu)o]d dz, (37)

for almost every t € (0,T) and all §,ji,6 € H*, v € H!.

Lemma 10. Let u € Ug be any control and let (@u, thu, Ous Vu, Pu) denote its corresponding state. Moreover,
let F € L*(L?), [, F3 € L2(H') and Fy, Fy € L*(L?) be arbitrary and let us assume that the quintuple
(¢, u,0,v,p) is any weak solution of the system (LIN). Then, there exists some constant C > 0 depending
only on the system parameters and on R, Q, I and T such that:

i=1

4
(e, 0, v, p)lv, <C <||VF3|L2(L2) + IFllz2@ + Z”Fi|L2(L2)> : (38)

We do not give a detailed proof of this lemma but merely refer to the proof of Proposition 11 where we show
that the approximate solutions constructed by a Galerkin scheme satisfy the inequality (38) (see (64)). The
estimates established in this approach can be carried out in the same way for any weak solution (¢, i, o, v, p)
of (LIN) which proves the above lemma.

Existence and uniqueness of weak solutions to the system (LIN) is established by the following proposition:
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Proposition 11. Let u € Ug be any control and let (@, fhu, Ou, Vu, Pu) denote its corresponding state.
Moreover, let F € L*(L?), Fy, F3 € L*(H") and Fy, Fy € L*(L?) be arbitrary. Then the system (LIN) has a

unique weak solution (p, 1, o, v,p).

Proof. Step 1: Galerkin approzimation. We will construct approximate solutions by applying a Galerkin
approximation with respect to ¢ and p and at the same time solve for o, v and p in the corresponding whole
function spaces. As Galerkin basis for ¢ and u, we will use the eigenfunctions of the Neumann-Laplace
operator {w;};en that form a Schauder basis of L2. We will choose w; = 1. By elliptic regularity, we see
that w; € H2 N H* and for every g € H2 with gz == Zle (g,w;) r2w; we obtain

k k k k

Agr = Z(g,wi)LzAwi = — Z(g,/\iwi)szi = Z(g,Awi)pwi = Z(Ag,wi)ywi,

i=1 =1 i=1 i=1

where )\; is the corresponding eigenvalue to w;. Therefore, Agy converges strongly to Ag in L?. Again using
elliptic regularity theory, we obtain that g; converges strongly to g in H2. Thus the eigenfunctions {w; }ien
of the Neumann-Laplace operator form an orthonormal Schauder basis in L? which is also a Schauder basis
of H2. We fix k € N and define Wy, := span{wy, ..., wy }. Our aim is to find functions of the form

k

k
pr(t,z) =Y af(wilz), plt,z) = Z by (H)wi(x)

=1

satisfying for all v € W, the following approximation problem

/ Orprv dr = / —mVug - Vo + ((Pau — A —u)l (ou)er + Porh(p,) + Fg)v dx
Q Q

— / (div(pyvi) + div(prvy))v da, (39a)
Q
/ prv do = / Ver - Vo + (0" (pu)pr — xor + F3)v dz, (39b)
Q Q
Pk (07 ) = Oa (39C)

where the nutrient concentration oy is defined as the unique solution of

0= —Aock +h'(pu)prow +h(py)or — Fy  in Q, (39d)
Ono, = — Koy, on I, (39¢)

and the velocity v and the pressure p; are defined as the unique solution of (5) with

—div(T(vi,pk)) + vvi = (o + x0u)Vor + (ke + x0k)Ve, + F ace. in Q, (391)
div(vy) = Poyh(p,) + (Poy, — AW (pu) ek + F1 a.e. in (39g)
T(vi,pe)n =0 a.e. on 0. (39h)

Using the continuous embedding H2 < L, the assumptions on h(-), F, F; and Theorem 4, it is straight-
forward to verify that

(1w + x0u)Veor + (e + xX0%)Viou + F) € L7 and  (Poyh(p,) + (Pow — A)W (pu)er + F1) € HY,

almost everywhere in (0,7"). Therefore, by Lemma 1, we obtain that (v,px) € H? x H! for almost every
t € (0,7) and (39f)-(39h) is fulfilled almost everywhere in the respective sets. After some straightforward
calculations, it can be verified that (39a)-(39h) is equivalent to a linear system of & ODEs in the &£ unknown
(a¥,...,a¥)T = a;. Due to the assumptions on (), h(-), the stability of (39d)-(39e) and (39f)-(39h) under
perturbations and Theorem 4, the theory of ODEs (see e.g. [9, Chap. 3, Problem 1]) yields the existence of
a unique a, € W11((0,7); RF) for each k € N.

Using elliptic regularity theory, we obtain o, € L?*(H?) as the unique strong solution of (39d)-(39e) and
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then we define by, := (b}, ...,b%)T using (39b). Hence, the Galerkin scheme yields the existence of a unique
solution triple (@, gk, o%) € (WHL(0,T; H2 N H*))? x L?(H?). Finally, we can define (v, px) as the unique
solution of the subsystem (39f)-(39h) and, with similar arguments as above, it follows that v (t) € H? and
pr(t) € H' for almost every t € [0,T]. We remark that (o, ux) € C(H2NH?*)? and (39a)-(39b), (39d)-(39e),
(391)-(39h) are fulfilled almost everywhere in (0, 7).

In the following, we will show a-priori-estimates for the solutions of the approximating system (39a)-(39h).
Therefore, we use a generic constant C' which may change it’s value from one line to another, but has to be
independent of k € N.

Step 2: Applying [19, Sec.II1.3, Ex. 3.16], there exists a solution wy, € H' of
div(wy) = Pogh(¢y) + (Poy, — AW (¢u) ek + F1 in Q,

1
Wi = (—|5Q| ., Pogh(pu) + (Poy — A (pu)pr + F1 dﬂ?) n on 99,

satisfying
Wil < C[|[Porh(eu) + (Pow — AL’ (0u)pr + Fillze. (40)

Then, multiplying (39f) with v — wg, choosing v = a (\jw; +w;) in (39a), v = ma¥\; (\w; +w;) in (39b),
summing the resulting identities over ¢ = 1,..., k, integrating by parts and adding the resulting equations,
we obtain

d1
53 el + Do do v [ 8o+ [FAa dot [ Dwif? + vl do
t2 Jo Q Q
= m/ V(" (ou)or — Xk + F3) - VApy, dz + / (div(pyvi) + div(pevy) — F2)Apy dz
Q Q
— / (Pow — A — w)'(pu) ek + Porh(ou)) Ay da + m/(w”(cpu)cpk — X0k + F3) Ay do
Q Q
+ / (Pow — A — w)'(pu) ok + Porh(ey) + Fo — div(g,vi) — div(erva)) ek do
Q
+/ ((pta + xou)Ver + (ke + X0k)Vou + F) - (vic = Wi) 4 20Dvy: Vwy, 4 vvy - wy d, (41)
Q

where we used (39g)-(39h). In what follows, we will estimate the terms on the right-hand side of (41)
individually and frequently use Holder’s and Young’s inequalities.

Due to the boundedness of ¥ (¢y), ¥ (¢u) € L®(Qr) and Vi, € L°°(LS) and the Sobolev embedding
H' C L3(Q), we calculate

'm/ V()" (eu)er) - VApy dz| = ’/(w”’(sou)sokvsou + 9" (pu)Ver) - VAgy, da
Q Q

< ClerllcalVeuls + IVerllLe) IVA@klL: < Cllgrlzn + F1VA@kL:- (42)

For the next two terms, we obtain

mV (Fs — xoi) - VAgy, dz| < C (|VFs|lfz + [[Vorlliz) + %I VA@kfe. (43)
Q
Since O, = 0 on I'p, we know that
1Akl < [Vl L2 11V Aprll142. (44)

Applying the boundedness of ¢, € L>(H?), we conclude that

/ div(puvi)Apy dz /(V% Vi £ pudiv(vi))Apy dz| < Cllpull a2 [[Villae [| Apk| 22
Q Q

< vl + ClIVerlalVAgk[L: < dillvilin + VAL + ClVerllL., (45)
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with d; > 0 to be chosen later. Using the Sobolev embeddings H' C L3, H! c L® and H? C L™, we infer
that

/ div(prva) Apy de| < C([[Ver(Lz [[Valle + [lerll 2o [div(va)llze) | Aexl| L2
Q
< Clvalleellerlla [Aklle < Clivallge lonlE + Fll Az (46)

Since h(py), b (o), V" (pu) € L>=(Qr), 0, € L°(L®) with bounded norm, we easily obtain that

/ (= Fy— (Pow — A (pu)gi — Porh(pn) +m(@" (ou)or — xok + Fs) Agy da
Q
< O (llelZn + lonllZe + [ Fala + [ Fsl22) + 2 [ Ak 2. (47)

With similar arguments and using the Sobolev embedding H' C L*, it follows that

/Q((Pau—A—u)lh’(sau)sak+Pak1h(sau>+F2)<pk dz| < C(1+ lulli2)llewllzm
+C (lowll7z + | F2l3:) - (48)

Again using the boundedness of I'(¢,) € L*(Qr), the Sobolev embedding H' C L° and Gagliardo-
Nirenberg’s inequality, we calculate

/Q ol (0 )k Ak dz| < Cllullz2 okl

Apy HL'*

L6

< Cllull 2]kl s

1
ApuliZ (Il Ea + IV AeIE)
7o 1 02| A0k 2 + 03| Apr | 2]| VApr |2
7o + (02 4 83) | Akl 72 + $IVA@K|:,

< Csy sallullZoll ol

< Csy sallullZollonl

with d2,d3 > 0 arbitrary. Then, choosing s, d3 sufficiently small, we conclude that

< CllullZzllerlie + 7§ (1A¢kllZe + [IVAGK|L2) - (49)

/ ul’ (¢u ) orApy dz
Q

Due to the Sobolev embeddings H! C LP, H' C L?, p € [1,6], and the boundedness of o, € L>(H"'), we
obtain

/Q (div(puvi) + div(pgpva)) er de

< C (lleullz Ivelle lenllm + vl leellZn) < dalvillfn + Co, (1 + [Vallf) ekl (50)

= '/ (Vou - vie + pudiv(vi) + Vi - vy + ppdiv(vy)) ¢r da
Q

with d; > 0 to be chosen later. Next, we apply the Sobolev embeddings H* C LP, H' C L” for p € [1,6],
H? C L*>=(Q) and the boundedness of p, € L*(H?) to get
}/ ((ttu + X0u)Vor + (1 + xok)Vou + Fa) - (Vi — wi)
Q

< C (b + xoullm ekl ar + ik + xorllLz + [ FllL2) [[vi — wille
< Css (Il + xoullze lorlln + s + xorllZe + IFIL + Wil ) + 05l vallza, (51)

with 65 > 0 to be chosen later. We recall that the L2-orthogonal projection Py onto W, is continuous on H*.
Consequently, choosing v = (b + x(0%,w;)r2)w; in (39b), summing the resulting identities over i = 1, ..., k,
using the boundedness of " (¢,) € L>°(Qr) and applying (44), it follows that

ik + xokll7 < 1Akl 2l + xokllzz + Clllgrlce + [Fallz2) | + xor 22
1/2 1/2
< IVerll IV Apell ik + xowll 2 + Cllloxll e + 1 Foll o)l s + xow 2
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< (JlVAPklIL + 75 IVl +C (lexllze + 1 Ballz2)) e +xonl 2,

meaning
Ik + xoullzz < (861 VARl + g IVerlee + C(lpllzz + 1Fal2)) (52)

for d¢ > 0 arbitrary. For the last term on the right-hand side of (41), we obtain

< Cllwellfn + o7llveli, (53)

/ 2nDvy: Vwy + vvy - wy, do
Q

for 07 > 0 to be chosen. Plugging in (42)-(43), (45)-(53) into (41), using Korn’s inequality and chosing
di, 1 € {1,4,5,6, 7} sufficiently small, we obtain that

d
Tlenlin + 1AklZe + [IVAGK[L: + [[Villfe
3
< B llex@)lFn + C(IIUkII?p +lwllf + [IF[L: + ZIFAIQp) : (54)
=2

where 3(t) := C(1 + [[Va(t) 32 + [ 1u(t) + xou(®)l|F2 + [lu(®)]72)-
Due to the definition of Uz and using Theorem 4, it follows that 8 € L*(0,T). From the boundedness of
h(py), ' (py) € L=(Qr), 0o, € L®(L°) and due to (40), we infer that

[willen < C (lokllpz + llerllm + 1F1llz2) - (55)
Multiplying (39d) with oy, integrating by parts and using (39e), the boundedness of ' (¢,,) € L™ (Q2p), 0y, €
L% (L%) and the non-negativity of h(-) yields
IVorlL + KllowlZs o0) = }/Q (Fa = ' (pu)prow)or da| < dsllowllzp + Cs, (lekllie + [ Full2)

for ds > 0 arbitrary. Choosing ds sufficiently small and using Poincaré’s inequality, this implies that
loklla < CUlerllLz + 11 Fallz2)- (56)
Plugging in (55)-(56) into (54), we end up with
q 4
llenlin + 1A¢klze + [IVAGK[IL: + Vil < BOeelin +C (IIVF3||iz +|F[z: + ZIIE‘I%a) - (57)
i=1
Recalling (39¢) and using elliptic regularity theory, an application of Gronwall’s Lemma to (57) gives
4
@kl Loo(zrrynr2 sy + IVl 2@y < C (||VF3||L2(QT) + IF [l L2 rrs) + Z|Fi|L2(szT)> : (58)
i=1
Step 3: Using (52) and (56), from (58) we obtain
4
lokllzay + lpellzzze) < € <|VF3|L2(QT) + |Fllr2orre) + Z||Fi|L2(szT)> : (59)
i=1

Now, choosing v = )\ibfwi in (39b), summing the resulting identities over ¢ = 1,..., k, and integrating by
parts, we have

IVl = VQ V(= Apr + " (¢u)pr — xok + F3) - Vi, dz
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< = (IV(= Ak + ¢ (eu)or — xok + F3) 132 + IVikli2)

N =

which implies
IVurlEz < (IV (= Apr + 9" (pu)er — xon + F3)[[{2) -
Integrating this inequality in time from 0 to 7" and using (58)-(59), we obtain

4
[ViurllL2@ey < C (|VF3||L2(QT) + | F| L2 (2pirs) + Z|Fi||L2(QT)> : (60)
i=1
Step 4: To get an estimate for the pressure, we test (39f) with q € H', where q;. satisfies

. . Q
div(qe) =pr InQ, qr= H(pk)ﬂ n onI' and |[qillg < C|lprllre- (61)

Therefore, using the boundedness of p,, + xo, € L°(L?), Vi, € L>(H'), we obtain that
Iprllze < C (Ivilln +1IVerllEs + s + xorllin + [IFIL:) -

Integrating this inequality in time from 0 to T and using (58)-(60), we get

4
IPell2ezy < C (||VF3||L2(QT) + IF| L2(opire) + Z|Fi|L2(szT)> : (62)
i—1
Using a comparison argument in (35) together with (58)-(60), it follows that
4
ekl 1 ((rr1y) < C <|VF3||L2(QT) + |FllL2(0rms) + Z”EHLZ(QT)) : (63)
i—1
Summarising (58)-(63) gives
4
| (2ks ks Oy Vi, D) v, < C (||VF3||L2(QT) + [|F |22 r2) + Z|Fi|L2(QT)> : (64)
i=1

Step 5: Due to (64), we can pass to the limit in (39a)-(39d) and in the weak formulation of (39f)-(39h)
to deduce that (32)-(37) and (38) hold. The initial condition is attained due to the compact embedding
HY((HY)*)NL>®(H') — C(L?) (see [41, sect.8, Cor.4]). Moreover, the estimate (38) results from the weak-
star lower semicontinuity of the Vo-norm. Recall that, according to Lemma 10, any weak solution of (LIN)
satisfies the inequality (38). Hence, uniqueness of the weak solution immediately follows due to linearity of
the system. O

3.6 Fréchet differentiability

Now, this result can be used to prove Fréchet differentiability of the control-to-state operator:

Lemma 12. The control-to-state operator S is Fréchet differentiable on Ug, i.e. for anyu € Ug there exists
a unique bounded linear operator

S (u) L2(L2) — Vo, h— S (u)[h] = (gp;,,u;,v;,cf;,p;)[h],
where Vs is the space that was introduced in Definition 6, such that

[S(u+h) = S(u) = S"(w)[h]]lv,
2]l L2 (L2)

—0 as ||h||L2(L2) — 0.

Moreover, for any u € U and h € L?(L?), the Fréchet derivative ((p;,,u;,v;,aé,p;)[h] is the unique weak
solution of the system (LIN) with
F17F37F4:O, F=0 and FQZ—h]h((pu)
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Proof. Let C' denote a generic nonnegative constant that depends only on R, €2, I" and T" and may change
its value from line to line. To prove Fréchet differentiability we must consider the difference

(907 M, 0, V,p) = (‘Pu-ﬁ-hu Muthy Vuth, Uu-i-hupu-i-h) - (‘puu Py Oy VuvPU)

for some arbitrary v € Ug and h € L*(L?) with u + h € Ug. Therefore, we assume that [|h[|;2(z2) < & for
some sufficiently small § > 0. Now, we Taylor expand the nonlinear terms in (CHB) to pick out the linear
contributions. We obtain that

h(putn) —hipu) = h'(vu)p + R1,
Tuth(Purn) — oul(py) = olh(pu) + oul’(0u)p + Ra,
(u+ h)h(putn) — ulb(py) u]hl(gou)go + hh(pu) + Ra,
(Huth + XOutrn)VPurn = (Bu + X0u)Vou = (b + X0u) Ve + (1 + X0)Viou + Ry,
Aiv(QusrnVurn) — div(puve) = div(pvy) + div(e,v) + Rs,

wl(s"wi-h) - wl(@U) = w"(%)sﬂ + R,

where the nonlinear remainders are given by

R = 30" () (Yurn — ou)?)

Ra = (Ousn — ou)(M(purn) — h(pw)) + Fouh” () (Purn — vu)?,
Rs = sulh” () (usn — pu)? + h(h(puin) —h(pw)),

Ra = [(uth = ) + X(Outrn = 00)] (VPurn — Vou),

Rs := div[(Putn — Pu) (Vutn — Vu)],

Re = 30" (&) (Pusn — Pu)’

with ¢ = 010u4n + (1 — 01)py and € = 02y ip + (1 — 02),, for some 0,65 € [0,1]. This means that the
difference (¢, i, 0, v, p) is the weak solution of (LIN) with

Fy =PRy— ARy, F=R4, F,=PRy— AR —Rs—Rs—hh(p.), Fs=Rs, Fi=—Ro.

By a simple computation, one can show that these functions have the desired regularity. Now, we write
(ol v ot ph) to denote the weak solution of (LIN) with

F17F3,F4:0, F=0 and FQZ—h]h(gDu)
and (@, ph, v ol ph) to denote the weak solution of (LIN) with
Fy= PRy — AR,, F=R4, Fy=PRy— AR; —Rs—Rs, Fs=Rs, Fi—=—Ro. (65)

Because of linearity of the system (LIN) and uniqueness of its solution, it follows that

h ,h h _h _h h h h h ,h
(Spu-‘rhuuu+h7vu+h70u+h7pu+h) - (gouuuuao'uavuapu) - (Spvﬁuuavuao'uﬂju) = (@RuuRuvR70—R7pR)'

We conclude from Theorem 4 that ¢ and ¢ are uniformly bounded. This yields
1" (=) <C, W (Oll=@r) <C and L7 ({)llz=(0r) < C.

Moreover, since h(-) is Lipschitz continuous, inequality (23) implies that

1/2
Ih(pusn) = h(pw)llLe@r) < CllQurn = QullLe @y < C ||h||L/2(L2)'

Together with the Lipschitz estimates from Lemma 7 we obtain that

IRill2ce) < C RIS 2y, i € {1,2,3,6}.
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Since [|Vousn — Voul e sy < |0utn — @ull o (m2) < 2C1 we have

1(Vourn — Vou) (Vurn — V)l 7212

SIVourh = Voullpeo sy Vourn — Voul poe 2y [Varn — VuH%%LG)
< C|lpurn — @uHLoo(Hl) IVusn — VUH%2(H1) (66)
and thus
IR5ll2(L2) < Cllourn — PullLo@r) [Vutn = VullLeany + Cll(Voutn = Vou) (Vurn — vu)llLz(r2)
3/2
< C Ry

Since u +— p,, and u +— o, are also Lipschitz continuous with respect to the norm on L?(H?'), we can proceed
similarly to (66) to bound the term R4. This yields

3/2
IRallz2(z2) < C RIS oy
Furthermore, VR4 can be bounded by
IVRellz2z2) < ClIVEN L8y |Purn — Pullioe sy + CIVOurn = Voull 23y lurn — ullLoe(re)

< CNVE Lo @) l0utn = @ull Loy + C llousn — @ull L2y [ 9urn — Pull oo o)
< O Nhll72re)-
This finally implies that
3/2 . 3/2 3/2
I1Fill 222y < ClIRIS 2y fori=1,2,3,4, [[Fl|paqzz) < CllR ey, [V Esllz2e) < C IR )

where F; denote the functions given by (65). Hence, due to estimate (38) we obtain that

3/2
(2% thor Vies s Pl lvs < C 1B 1)

which completes the proof. O

4 The optimal control problem

In this section we analyze the optimal control problem that was presented in the introduction: We intend
to minimize the cost functional

I, 0, v,p,u) 1= () =y 2 + SHle = @allfaan) + i = mallfaan)
+ Sllo = oalldaan + SV = Valfa@p + Flulizn
subject to the following conditions
e y is an admissible control, i.e., u € U,
e (p,u,0,v,p) is a strong solution of the system (CHB) to the control w.
Using the control-to-state operator we can formulate this optimal control problem alternatively as
Minimize J(u) st. uweT, (67)
where the reduced cost functional J is defined by
J(u) = I(S(u),w) = I(Qu, fus Ows Vi, Pu, 1),  w € U (68)

A globally/locally optimal control of this optimal control problem is defined as follows:
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Definition 13. Let u € U be any admissible control.

(a)

(b) @ is called a locally optimal control of the problem (67) if there exists some § > 0 such that
J(w) < J(u) for all w € U with ||u — | 120 < 9.

|

is called o (globally) optimal control of the problem (67) if J(u) < J(u) for all u € U.

In this case, (pa, fha, Oa, Va, Pu) is called the corresponding globally/locally optimal state.

4.1 Existence of a globally optimal control

Of course, the optimal control problem (67) does only make sense if there is at least one globaly optimal
solution. This is established by the following Theorem. The proof is rather short as most of the work has
already been done in the previous chapter.

Theorem 14. The optimization problem (67) possesses a globally optimal solution.

Proof. This result can be proved by the direct method of calculus of variations: Obviously, the functional J
is bounded from below by zero. Therefore the infimum m := inf,cy J(u) exists and we can find a minimizing
sequence (u) C U with J(ur) — m as k — oo. As the set U is weakly sequentially compact, there exists
@ € U such that ux — @ in L?(L?) after extraction of a subsequence. Now, according to Lemma 8 we obtain
that

Pu, = 0a n HY(L*)NL*(HY), @u, —¢a i CW")NCQr), r € [1,6),
o, — pg  in L*(H?), Vu, — Vg in L2(H?),

Ou, — 0g in L*(H?), Pu, — pa  in L2(HY).
after another subsequence extraction (in particular, it follows that ¢, (T) — ¢g(T) in L?). Furthermore,
Lemma 8 yields that

S(u) = (pa, tas 0a, Va, Pa),
hence (u, S(u)) is an admissible control-state pair. From the weak lower semicontinuity of the cost functional
J we can conclude that

J(@) <liminfJ(uk) = lim J(ug) =m
k—o00 k—o00

and J(@) = m immediately follows by the definition of the infimum. This means that @ is a globally optimal
control with corresponding state S(@) = (va, fa, Ta, Vu, Pa)- O

Of course this theorem does not provide uniqueness of the globally optimal solution @. As the control-to-state
operator is nonlinear we cannot expect the cost functional to be convex. Therefore, it is possible that the
optimization problem has several locally optimal solutions or even several globally optimal solutions. In the
following, since numerical methods will (in general) only detect local minimizers, our goal is to characterize
locally optimal solutions by a necessary optimality condition.

As the control-to-state operator is Fréchet differentiable according to Lemma 12, Fréchet differentiability of
the cost functional easily follows by chain rule. If @ € U is a locally optimal solution, it must hold that
J'(@)[u —a] > 0 for all w € U. The problem is, that (up to now) the operator J'(%) cannot be described
explicitly. However, we will show that J'(@) can be described by means of the so-called adjoint state which
will be introduced in the next subsection.
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4.2 The adjoint system

The following system of partial differential equations is referred to as the adjoint system:

div(w) =0 in Qp, (69a)

—nAW +vw = =Vq+ ¢, VI + a4 (vy — va) in Qr, (69b)
09 + vy - VI = —(Poy — A —u)h'(¢,)9 — W (0u)oup — " (0u)T + AT

+ V(pu +x0u) - W+ (Poy — Al (pu)q — ot (0u—pa) in Qrp,  (69c)

T =V, W+ mAY + oty — fa) in Qr, (69d)

(ADJ) Ap —h(pw)p = —x7 + Ph(p,)d + xVeu. - w — Ph(p,)q + a3(on—04q) in Qr, (69¢)

Onp=—Kp onT'r, (69f)

On? =0 onI'p, (69¢)

0= (2nDw — ¢I + ¢, ¥I)n on 'y, (69h)

OnT = Vv, -0 — (ly + XOu,)W -1 onI'r, (691)

HT) = oo (pu(T) — or) in €. (69j)

A weak solution of this system of equations is defined as follows:

Definition 15. Let u € Ug be any control and let (Qu, fu, Ous Vu, Pu) denote its corresponding state. Then
the quintuple (9,7, p,w,q) is called a weak solution of the adjoint system if it lies in Vo and satisfies the
equations

HT) = oo(pu(T) —p5) ae in, (70)
div(w) =0 a.e. inQp (71)

and

/ 2nDw:Vw + vw-w — gdiv(w) dz :_/ IV ey W + Yo, div(w) dz + / o (vy—vg)-w dz, (72)
Q Q Q

(v, 1§>H1 = — /Q [(Poy — A—u)l' (9,)0 + ' (9u)oup + 0" (0u)T
— (Poy, — A (¢y)q — 9div(vy) + o1 (o — <pd)}1§ dz

+ / [0vy = (ptu + xOu)W — V7] - V4 da, (73)
Q
/ 77 da = / [Vou - W+ &z(pty — pa)|7 — mV9 - V7 daz, (74)
Q Q

—/Vp-V[)d:c—K/p[)dS:/ [ — X7 + Ph(p,)9 + XV, - w
! ' ~ Ph(gu)q + a5(ow — o) + Blgu)p] 7 da, (75)
for a.e. t € (0,T) and all 9,7,p € H*, w € H".
Next, we will show that the adjoint system is uniquely solvable.

Theorem 16. Let u € U be arbitrary. Then, the adjoint system (ADJ) has a unique weak solution
(9,7, p,w,q). In addition, it holds that

peLl*(H?), wel*H?), gqelLl*(H")
and
10,7, p, W, @)lv, + ol 22y + IWll L2y + llallLzcam)
< Cl(pu = 0d, 0u(T) = @, o — Hdy Ouw — Ty Ve — Va)||vs- (76)

This unique solution is called the adjoint state or costate.
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Proof. We will only show a-priori-estimates for the solutions of the adjoint system. The justification can be
carried out rigorously within a Galerkin scheme as in the proof of Proposition 11. In particular, equations
(70)-(75) are satisfied by the Galerkin solutions with the duality product replaced by the L2-scalar-product
and ¢, (T) — @5 replaced by Py(¢.(T) — ¢f), where Py denotes the L2-orthogonal projection onto the
k-dimensional subspaces spanned by the eigenfunctions of the Neumann-Laplace operator (see proof of
Proposition 11). In the following, we will suppress the subscript k.

Holder’s and Young’s inequalities will be frequently used as well as a generic constant C' which does not
depend on the approximating solutions deduced within the Galerkin scheme. The approach will be split into
several steps.

Step 1: We define m := ¢ — ¢, . Then, from (69a)-(69b), (69h), we see that (w, ) is for almost every
t € (0,T) a solution of

—nAw +vw+ Vo =f a.e. in Q,
div(w) =0 a.e. in Q,
(2nDw —7I)n =0 a.e. on J4,

where f :== -9V, + &4(vy, — vq). Applying [38, Theorem 3.2], we obtain (for a.e. t € (0,7))
w2 + (|7l e < C[f]| 2. (77)
In particular, by the definition of 7 and f and using that
[9VeullL: < Clldpullm,

we have
[wllaz + [lglla: < C([Vpullar + callve — vallLz) - (78)

Hence, we have to estimate the first term on the r.h.s. of this equation. Using the boundedness of ¢, €
L% (H?) N L*°(Q7) and the Sobolev embedding H' C L3(£), we obtain

leudllmr < C ([eudlLz + 19VeullLe + lpuVIL2)
< Cllpullee=l9llzz + 1VeullLelldlls + leul e [[VIlL2)
< Cll9a

Plugging in this inequality into (78), we infer that
Iwlla2 + llgllm < C ([0 g + [[Va — vallL2) - (79)

Step 2: Choosing 7 = xp in (74), p = —p in (75) and summing the resulting identities, we obtain
/ IVp|? dz + K/ Ip|? dS —I—/ h(p,)|p|?dz = —/ (Ph(py)9 — Ph(pu)g + as(on — 0q))p dz
Q a9 Q Q

+ x/ o (e — pa)p — mVY - Vp da.
Q

Using the boundedness of h(y,) € L>®(2r) and the non-negativity of Ii(-), (79) and Poincaré’s inequality,
this implies that

ol < C(I9llar + llpw — palle + llow = oall L2 + [|ve = VallL2) - (80)

Choosing 7 = 7 in (74), integrating by parts, using the boundedness of Vi, € L°°(L3) and (79), we obtain

H7'||%2 = ‘/Q (Vgﬁu W+ mAY + ooy — ud))T dz

< C(IVeullws[wllwe + 1A L2 + [l — prall2) (7]l 22
S CO(INz> + Ve = valluz + 180 2 + [l — pallz2) lI7]] 22
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Consequently, we have
72 < C U9z + [[AY] 2 + [[Ve = vallLe + llpu — pallr2) - (81)

Step 3: Choosing ¥ = AY—1¥ in (73), 7 = A%9 — A in (74), integrating by parts and summing the resulting
identities, we obtain

= 577 (19122 + IVOIZ2) +m (|A]Z + [VAD|E.)
= [ ((Pow = ()0~ )+ B (eoup + 8" (o) + sl — 0) (0 — 40) o
+ /Q div(vy)9(AY = 9) + (Ivy — (pu + xou)W) - (VAD — V) + uld’ (@, ))(AD — ) da
- /Q (V(Vou W) + a2V (iu = pa)) - VA + (Vo - W+ oo (pte — p1a)) AV da. (82)
Using the boundedness of I'(¢y,), %" (pu) € L=(Qr), 0, € L>®(L°) and (79)-(80), we calculate

’/Q (= AW (pu) (9 = q) + ' (pu)oup + a1 (pu — @a)) (0 — AV) dz

< C(IWIZ2 +llelize + lallZe + llow — wallZ2) + A0
< C(IW1% + llpw = allZe + llow = oallZe + liu = pallZ> + Ive = vallL2) + F51A0] 7. (83)

Hence, using the boundedness of I/(¢,) € L*(Qr), o, € L>(Q) and (79) yields

/Qf’aulh'(cpu)O9 —q)(¥ — AY) dz| < C([|9]|> + llgllz2) (19]l> + [[AD]|£2)

< C (1017 + llallz2) + F5 AL
< C (W% + [Iva = valliz) + FlIAI] L. (84)

Furthermore, using the boundedness of ¥ (¢,) € L (), (81) and the inequality
[AD]2, < [|[VO||L2||[VAY||L2 VI € H?, 0,9 =0 a.e. on 05,

we obtain

}/Qw”«oww — AY) da| < C(I9l72 + Ve = vallze + 1w — pallz2) + ClIAYZ

< C (190172 + Ive = vallie + lna = pallzz) + CIVI 2| VA 12
< C(I91% + Ive = vallie + llpa — palliz) + 51 VAL (85)

From the Sobolev embeddings H' C L3(2), H' C LS, we obtain

/ div(v,)9(AV — 9) dz
Q

< |ldiv(va) o[9[ La (19]] 22 + | AT £2)
< C (L4 Ivullfe) 1915 + f5 A0 (86)

Using the Sobolev embeddings H! c L% H' c L3 H? C L*, (79) and the boundedness of y., + xo, €
L*(L?), we calculate

< (PN zellvullns + llpu + xoullz2 [WllLe) (IVI|lLz + [VAD|L2)

/Q (Ovy = (ptu + xXou)W)-(VAY — VV) dz

< C (14 [vallas + Ve = vallZe) 1915 + Cllvi = valiZs + BIVAY|Z.. (87)
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With similar arguments and using the boundedness of V¢, € L>(L°), we obtain

/ oV (ty — pa) - VAY + (Vgou W+ Xo(py — ud))Aﬁ dz
Q

< x| V(pu = pa) L2 VAD Lz + ([Vpullus [Wlls + a2llp — pallL2) [|AV]| L2
< C (013 + i = pallin + v = valliz) + §5 (1A9]172 + [VAD]L2) - (83)

Now, with exactly the same arguments as used for (49), we get

< CAA+ulZ) 1907 + 55 (IAY]1Z: + [ VADIIE:) (89)

/ ul’(p, )9 (AY — ) dz
Q

It remains to analyse the term

/ V(Vp, -w) - VAY dz = / (V2o w) - VAY + (Vw! Vi,) - VAD.
Q Q

For the first term, we apply the Sobolev embedding H? C L*°, the boundedness of ¢, € L°°(H?) and (79)
to obtain

< IV2ullLel|wllne | VAV |2

/ (V2p,w) - VAY dz
Q

<O ([0l + [V — vallLe) [VAD| L2
< C (1912 + IV — vall2e) + 2 VAY| 3. (90)

With similar arguments and using the Sobolev embeddings H' ¢ LS, H! C L3, we infer that

< |[Voule [wlle: | VAD |2

/ (Vw!Vp,) VA dx
Q

< C (I + Ive = vall2) + 51 VAY|L.. (91)
Collecting (83)-(91) and plugging in into (82), we obtain
1d 2 2 m 2 2 2
1913+ I9913) + 2 (1A + IVADIEa) < B OIDW s + Bo(1) (92)

where

Bi(t) = C (1 + [vu®)llz + l(sa + x0) O + (Ve = va)OlIE2 + [u®)ll72 + lou®)llF) ,
Ba(t) = C (Ipu — walltz + lu = pallfp + low = oallzs + ve = valli2) -

Due to Theorem 4 and (A5), it is easy to check that 31, B2 € L'(0,T). Therefore, integrating (92) in time
from s € (0,7) to T and using that o, € C(H') with bounded norm, a Gronwall argument yields

9] Lo )Lz sy < Cll(ou = €drpu(T) = O tu = My Ou — 0dy Vi — Va) [|vs- (93)
Together with (79)-(81), this implies

172200 + ol L2y + IWll2 2y + llall L2 ey
< C”(Spu — ¥Pd, (PU(T) — ©@fs Py — Hdy Oy — Ody Vy — Vd)HVs' (94)

We now take 7 = —Ar in (74) and integrate by parts to get

HVTHiz = /Q ((V2<puw) + (VW!I'V,) + mVAY + ooV (11, — ud)) - VT da. (95)
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For the last two terms on the right-hand side of this identity, we easily obtain

1
< C(IVADIIE: + llp = pallfn) + IV 7T (96)

/ mVAY 4+ aaV (py — ud)) -V dx
Q

For the other terms, we use the Sobolev embeddings H! ¢ LS, H! ¢ L3, H? ¢ L*°, and the boundedness of
¢y € L®°(H?) to deduce

1
< COllwlles + 711V 7lEe. (97)

/Q (VZouw) + (VW' Ve,)) - V7 da

Plugging in (96)-(97), we obtain
IV7IIE: < C (IVAIIIL: + i — pallF I wliEe) -

Integrating this inequality in time from 0 to T, using the boundedness of ¢, € L?(H?) and (93), (94), we
infer that

IV7llL2we) < Cll(@u — ©d, ou(T) = @, fu = frds Ou = Tdy Vi — Va)|[vs- (98)
Summarizing (93)-(94) and (98) and using a comparison argument in (69¢), we deduce that
1@, 7,0, W, @) llvs + 1WllL2m2) + Nl 21y
< Cll(pu = @a, ou(T) = ofs bu = fds Ou = Ty Vi — Va) ||l vs- (99)
Step 5: Since (75) is the weak formulation of (69e)-(69f), by elliptic regularity theory we obtain
loll2 < Cllh(eu)p — X7 + Phpu)? + xVeu-w — Ph(pu)q + au(ou—04)l| 2. (100)
Using the boundedness of Vi, € L°(L?) and the Sobolev embedding H! C L’ we calculate
IV - wllz2 < Cl[Veuwsl[wlws < Cfwllg- (101)
Therefore, using (99) and (101) in (100), the boundedness of li(p,) € L™ (Qr) yields

o2 a2y < Cll(u — pas ou(T) = ©fs bu — fds Ou — 0d, Vi — Va) ||y (102)

Summarizing (99)-(102), we have shown that

10,7, 0w, ) lv, + Il L2y + Wil z2erz) + llall 2
< Cll(pu = #d, u(T) = @5 bu = fids Ou = Ty Ve = Va)|lvs- (103)
Step 6: Because of (103), we can pass to the limit in (70)-(75) to obtain the existence of weak solutions. In
particular, we infer that (69b), (69d)-(69h) are fulfilled almost everywhere in the respective sets. We notice
that (70) is fulfilled due to the compact embedding H'(H™) N L>*(H') C C(L?), see [41, sect.8, Cor. 4].
Moreover, the estimate (76) results from the weak(-star) lower semicontinuity of norms. Assuming that

there exists any further weak solution of (ADJ) one can show (similarly to the above procedure) that it also
satisfies inequality (103). Hence, uniqueness of the weak solution follows due to linearity of the system. [

4.3 Necessary conditions for local optimality

In the following we characterize locally optimal solutions of (67) by necessary conditions which are particu-
larly important for computational optimization. The adjoint variables can be used to express the variational
inequality in a very concise form:

Theorem 17. Let u € U be a locally optimal control of the minimization problem (67). Then u salisfies the
variational inequality that is

/ [kt — 95 hh(pa)| (u— ) d(z,t) > 0 for allu € U. (104)
Qr
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Proof. In Lemma 12 we have showed that the control-to-state operator is Fréchet differentiable with respect
to the norm on Vs. Fréchet differentiability of the reduced cost functional J immediately follows. Its
derivative can be computed by chain rule. Hence, since u is a locally optimal control, it holds that

J(a+t(u—u)) > J(a)

for all w € U and ¢ € (0, 1] sufficiently small. As the cost functional J is Fréchet differentiable, we infer that

0 < lim l[J(aJrlt(u —a)) — J(@)] = J (a)u— 1]

tN\O T
~ 0 [ (ealT) — pp)ellu— (T do+ o [ (pu— o)l 1] do

+ 062/ (pa — pa)py[u — ] dz + 063/ (04 — 0a)oy[u—1u] dz
Qr Q

T

+ OC4/Q (va —vq) - Vi|u—a] dz + /Q kii(u — ) d. (105)

Therefore, it remains to show that the sum of the first five addends on the right-hand side of (105) is equal
to fQT Yalh(pz)(u — @) dz. For brevity and to reduce the amount of indices we write h := u — @ and

(Qﬁ,,UJ,O',V,p) = (90717/147.70'717‘/17,,1)71); (ﬁaTapaqu) = (ﬁﬁvTﬂapﬂvwﬁaqﬂ)v

In the following, the strategy is to test the weak formulations of the linearized system (which produces the
Fréchet derivative) with the adjoint variables. Testing (31c) where F» = —hh(p) with 9 yields

T
0 Qr

+ /Q [div(V) + div(¢v) — (Po — A — u)h'(¢)@ + hh(p) — Ph(p)s| J d(z,t). (106)

Since both ¢ and ¥ lie in H'((H')*) NL?(H*) integration by parts with respect to ¢ is permitted. We obtain

T T
/ (05, 01 dt = g / 5(T) (o(T) — o) dz - / (00,3) s dlt
0 Q 0

because of the initial value condition ¢(0) = 0 and the final value condition ¥(T") = ¢(T') — ¢ which are
satisfied almost everywhere in 2. The term 0;9 can be replaced using the weak formulation (73) tested with
». We obtain that

0= /Q A(T)((T) — p5) dz + A V7 -Vo+ (n+ xo)Vg - w d(z,t)

n /Q W ()opd + 0" (0)r6 — (Po — A (9)ad + (e — pa)d d(z, t)
+ / Jdiv(ev) — Ph(p)od + hl(e)d + mVi - VI d(z, t). (107)
Qr

Since div(w) = 0 almost everywhere in Qp, we have T(v,p) : Vw = 2nyDv : Vw = 2nDw : Vv. This
equality, the weak formulation (34) tested with w and the weak formulation (72) tested with ¥ can be used
to deduce that

0= TV,p): Vw+vvw — (u+ xo)V@ - w — (i + x0)Ve - w d(z,t)
Qr

= / [qdiv(v) — IV - v — @I div(V) + au(v — vq) - V
Qr
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— (4 x0)VP- W — (i + X5)Vep - w] d(z, 1). (108)

Proceeding similarly with the remaining linearized equations and adjoint variables gives

0= [ 7= 0"(@)pr + x0T~ V5 VT d(a,1)
Qr

— [ Vo win =m0 Vg — 4 ()7 + x5T = V- I+ aa(i — i 1), (109)
Qr
0= [ ~adiv(s)+ Pab()a + (Po ~ AW (9)pq d(a. ) (110)
Qr
0= —/ Ve -Vp+ W (p)pop+h(p)ap d(x,t) — KépdS dt
Qr I'r
= / Ph(p)95 + xVe - wa — Ph(p)qo + as(o — 04)0 — x76 — b (¢)pop d(z, t). (111)
Qp

Adding up the equations (107)-(111) we ascertain that a large number of terms cancels out. We obtain

0= [ (o) =p)e(M dnran [ (p=paedoton [ (= pa)idGe.t

QT QT
+ ocg/ (0 —0q)a d(z,t) + cx4/ (v —vg)vd(z,t) + / h(p)9h d(z,t). (112)
QT QT QT
Together with (105) this completes the proof. O

As our set of admissible controls is a box-restricted subset of L?(L?), a locally optimal control % can be
characterized by a projection of %1911 Ih(pz) onto the set U. The following corollary is a standard result of
optimal control theory:

Corollary 18. Let @ € U be a locally optimal control of the minimization problem (67). Then u is given

implicitly by the projection formula

_ 1
U(I, t) = P[a(m,t),b(w,t)] (E 1971 ({E, t) ]h(gﬁg (I, t))) (113)

for almost all (x,t) € Qp where the projection P is defined by
Pla.p) (s) = max {a, min{b, s}}

for any a,b,s € R with a < b. This constitutes another necessary condition for local optimality that is
equivalent to condition (104).
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