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Abstract

In this article, we investigate some of the fine properties of the value function associated with
an optimal control problem in the Wasserstein space of probability measures. Building on new
interpolation and linearisation formulas for non-local flows, we prove semiconcavity estimates for
the value function, and establish several variants of the so-called sensitivity relations which provide
connections between its superdifferential and the adjoint curves stemming from the maximum
principle. We subsequently make use of these results to study the propagation of regularity for the
value function along optimal trajectories, as well as to investigate sufficient optimality conditions
and optimal feedbacks for mean-field optimal control problems.
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1 Introduction

During the past fifteen years, the mathematical analysis of collective dynamics and multi-agent systems
has undergone astonishingly rapid developments. The interest for such topics was historically initiated
in communities working at large on the modelling of agent-based dynamics [64, 70], social choices
[55, 61] and aggregation patterns in biological systems [69, 81]. In all likelihood, what propelled
these lines of investigation at the foreground of several branches of modern mathematical analysis
are, on the one hand, the works of Cucker and Smale [45, 46] on the mathematics of emergence, and
on the other hand the simultaneous introduction of the theory of mean-field games by Lasry, Lions
[67] and Huang, Caines, Malhamé [62]. Incidentally, these developments and some of their outlets
[36, 60] contributed to sparking a wide interest for multi-agent systems, studied in the so-called mean-
field approximation framework. In the latter, large deterministic systems of interacting particles are
approximated by curves of densities, whose evolutions are described by transport equations in the space
of measures (see e.g. [71] for a theoretical-physics flavoured overview of this topic). Concomitantly to
the maturation of these research trends, several major progresses were made in the theory of optimal
transport. Some of the most notable ones lied in the identification of intrinsic geodesic [68] and
differential [72] structures, which were amenable to computation while providing sound interpretations
of various evolution problems arising in physics (see also [66]). These newly discovered concepts
were further installed in the reference monograph [8] (see also [80, 82]), and strongly contributed
to establishing the so-called Wasserstein spaces of probability measure as the natural framework for
studying variational problems involving deterministic collective dynamics.

Since then, a growing research effort has been devoted to the investigation of mean field control
problems, i.e. control problems formulated on mean-field approximations of discrete multi-agent sys-
tems (see e.g. the survey [42]). This family of models refers broadly to situations in which a centralised
policy-making entity emits a control signal at the macroscopic level, in order to stir an underlying
microscopic multi-agent system towards a desired goal (see the introduction of [19] for more details
on this general scheme). While a few results have been dealing in this context with controllability
issues [48, 49] as well as the explicit synthesis of control laws for consensus and alignment models
[28, 29, 73, 75], the core of the existing contributions on this topic pertains to mean-field optimal
control. In this setting, a first series of articles have aimed at studying rigorously the mean-field limit
of solutions of optimal control problems formulated on discrete particle-like systems [37, 52, 53, 54].
More recently, the depiction of optimality conditions in the form of Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equa-
tions [1, 39, 41, 65] or variants of the Pontryagin Maximum Principle [12, 13, 17, 18, 76, 77] has
also attracted a lot of attention. From a quite distinct standpoint, a few numerical schemes have
been proposed for multi-agent control problems [2, 3, 22]. Let us stress that while many connections
have been made between mean-field control problems and mean-field games (see e.g. [11, 34, 35, 67]),
they are not fully reducible to each other due to the differences in their mathematical structures and
application scopes.

In this article — which is a continuation of our previous works [16, 17] —, we investigate some of
the fine regularity and structure properties of the value function # : [0, T] x Z.(R%) — R associated
with a general Mayer mean-field optimal control problem in the space of measures, defined by
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for any (7,u,) € [0,T] x Z.(R%). Here, the minimisation is taken over the set U := {u : [0,T] —
U s.t. u(-) is Z'-measurable} of admissible controls with (U, di7) being a compact metric space. The
time-evolution of the system is prescribed by the controlled non-local velocity field v : [0, T] x Z.(R%) x
U x RY — R? while ¢ : Z,(R?) — R represents a final cost.

Remark 1.1 (On the general equivalence between Mayer and Bolza problems). As discussed in Section
2.4, it is a known fact in optimal control theory that the so-called Bolza problems — which comprise
both a running and a final cost — can be reduced to Mayer problems (see [17, Section 4.2] in the context
of mean-field control). Thus without loss of generality and for the sake of conciseness, we chose to
restrict our subsequent developments to Mayer problems.

Remark 1.2 (On the choice of admissible controls). Throughout this article, we will consider optimal
control problems driven by open-loop controls u : [0,T] — U, which do not depend on the space variable
x € R, This choice is motivated by the following two important facts. Firstly, on the application side,
there exist a wealth of collective dynamics models — the most commonly encountered being leader-
follower dynamics — in which the dynamics of the agents is governed by a small number of control
signals which are uniformly chosen for the whole system [12, 15, 21, 22, 39, 53, 65, 16]. These classes
of dynamical evolutions on measures are also becoming increasingly prominent in the mathematical
branch of the machine learning literature, which focuses on the so-called NeurODE models of deep
neural networks [14, 50, 63]. Secondly, on the technical side, while the methods developed in this
article would be applicable to controlled vector fields u : [0,T] X R? — U, proving the corresponding
results would require extra reqularity assumptions on the admissible controls (see e.qg. [13, 17, 18] for
more details). This would also lead to heavy formulas involving the space derivatives of the admissible
controls, without providing new insights on the results. Therefore, to lighten the presentation, we
restrict our developments to open-loop controls.

Our goal in the aforedescribed context is to prove that the value function is semiconcave in a precise
sense, as well as to derive the so-called sensitivity relations which link the Hamiltonian and costates of
the maximum principle to its superdifferentials. These latter have both been thoroughly studied in the
context of classical control theory as further detailed below, and provide many interesting structural
insights on optimal trajectories.

Semiconcavity estimates have been known to appear in many problems coming from control theory
or the calculus of variations for a fairly long time. In the general context of Hamilton-Jabobi-Bellman
equations, it was noted as early as [30] that semiconcavity properties yield powerful quantitative
stability estimates on the underlying solutions, a fact that is still frequently used to investigate various
kinds of asymptotic properties in the context of mean-field games [32, 33| (see also the monograph
[59]). We also point to the articles [56, 57], devoted to the regularity theory for the so-called master
equation, in which semiconcavity plays a key role. More generally, semiconcave functions have been
used in other branches of control theory, notably to design stabilising feedbacks by Lyapunov methods
[78] or to study the regularity of multivalued optimal feedbacks [23]. They also play an important part
in the investigation of various problems in the field of sub-Riemannian geometry [79], owing to the
very structured nature of their singular sets. In addition to its numerous applications to variational
problems, the notion of semiconcavity is frequently used in non-smooth analysis, as it ensures that
several kinds of superdifferentials (Fréchet, Clarke, etc...) are non-empty and coincide [27]. This
distinguishing feature also found its way into the theoretical foundations of subdifferential calculus
in Wasserstein spaces. Indeed, it is shown throughout [8] that the mirror notion of semiconvexity —
defined in a suitable sense along interpolating curves — is the most natural one to ensure that extended
measure subdifferentials are non-empty, as well as to derive quantitative decay estimates on gradient
flows formulated in general metric spaces and in the space of probability measures.

Sensitivity relations are a somewhat more specific — but no less rich — topic in optimal control
theory. Established originally in [51] for C? value functions and subsequently extended in [44] to
Lipschitz continuous value functions, they provide a link between the Pontryagin and Hamilton-Jacobi
approaches to optimal control, by stating that the opposite of the adjoint variables of the maximum
principle belong to the superdifferential of the value function. In the seminal paper [23] — which
served as a guiding thread for our present developments — it was shown that sensitivity relations



could be used in various ways to provide sufficient optimality conditions for Pontryagin extremals,
see also [26]. Thus, sensitivity relations can be seen as the milestone supporting several connections
bridging between the local uniqueness of optimal trajectories, the expression of optimal feedbacks,
and differentiability properties of the value function. They have also been used in conjunction with
semiconcavity estimates on several occasions, to investigate the regularity of generalised feedbacks
mappings [23], as well as to study propagations of regularity along optimal trajectories for the value
function [24, 25].

This fruitful interplay between semiconcavity and sensitivity relations in the context of optimal
control is what motivated the contributions of this paper, which can be summarised as follows. In
Section 3, we show that the value function defined in (1) is semiconcave in three distinct ways. More
specifically, we prove in Theorem 3.4 that the latter is geodesically semiconcave with respect to its
second argument in the sense of [8, Chapter 9], whenever the dynamics and cost functionals of the
problem satisfy adequate interpolation inequalities along geodesics. We then show in Theorem 3.6 that
when the data of the optimal control problem satisfy similar interpolation estimates along arbitrary
interpolating curves, these properties are bestowed upon the value function which is then strongly
semiconcave (see Definition 3.2 below). Finally in Theorem 3.7, we prove that the value function
is also semiconcave in the classical sense with respect to its first argument, provided that the non-
local velocity field driving the problem is uniformly Lipschitz with respect to the time, measure and
space variables. These regularity properties rely on the fine geodesic interpolation estimates between
non-local flows established in Lemma 3.5, which are based on novel structural results borrowed from
[16, Lemma 1]. In Section 4, we shift our focus to sensitivity relations, which involve the intrinsic
state-costate curves satisfying the maximum principle in Wasserstein spaces studied in [12, 13, 17, 18].
In Theorem 4.2, we prove that plans which are defined as an appropriate opposite of the costate
measure belong to a localisation on compact sets of the extended Fréchet superdifferentials of the
value function, defined in the sense of [8, Chapter 10]. The proof strategy subtending this result
is then adapted in Theorem 4.10 to show that the barycentric projections (see Theorem 2.4 below)
of the state-costate curves with respect to their first marginals belong to the Dini superdifferential
of the value function (see Definition 4.8 below). In Section 5, we make use of these new results to
investigate three topics that were previously mentioned for their relevance in the study of optimal
control problems: the propagation of regularity for the value function along optimal trajectories,
sufficient optimality conditions, and the regularity of optimal feedbacks.

Remark 1.3 (On the choice of stating results both for geodesic and strong interpolations). The
reason why we study semiconcavity and sensitivity results involving both the intrinsic geodesic and
optimal transport structures of Wasserstein spaces on the one hand, and arbitrary interpolations curves
and perturbation directions on the other hand, is the following. While the former setting is more
geometrically meaningful and potentially better suited to investigating problems arising in the calculus
of variations, the latter is definitely more adapted to the analysis of control systems. Indeed, as
contextually underlined in Remark 2.7 below and further illustrated in Section 5, the class of variations
that usually appear in control theory are generically not optimal displacement directions. Thus, while
semiconcavity and sensitivity results expressed in terms of the intrinsic structures e.g. of [8] are of
high interest in themselves, they are not always applicable to control problems.

Concerning the bibliographical positioning of our work, we would like to mention first that the
results of Section 3 can be loosely connected to existing contributions in the literature of mean-field
control [38, 40] and mean-field games [56, 57]. However, to the best of our knowledge, this article
seems to be the first one to investigate semiconcavity properties at this level of generality for mean-field
optimal control problems. In contrast, the sensitivity relations of Section 4 along with the applications
presented in Section 5 were not explored previously, and are therefore completely new. We point out
that the results of Section 4 rely on general linearisation properties for non-local flows, which are
exposed in Appendix A. While quite naturally expected, these results were not available at this degree
of generality in the literature, and should constitute a useful addition to the optimal transport toolbox
that is being developed for dynamical and variational problems studied in the space of probability
measures.



The structure of the article is the following. In Section 2, we recollect classical notions pertaining
to optimal transport theory, subdifferential calculus in Wasserstein spaces, continuity equations with
non-local velocities and mean-field optimal control problems. While the corresponding concepts are
mostly well-known, we stress that the notion of measure subdifferentials presented in Section 2.2 is
not exactly the one of [8, Chapter 10], but rather its adaptation to compactly supported measures,
following some recent results from [17]. In Section 3, we introduce two notions of semiconcavity in
the spirit of [8, Chapter 9] for functionals defined over compactly supported measures, and establish
semiconcavity estimates for the value function. We subsequently prove the Fréchet- and Dini-type
sensitivity relations involving the Pontryagin costates in Section 4, and leverage these latter together
with the semiconcavity estimates to investigate various structural properties of mean-field optimal
control problems in Section 5. Appendix A is devoted to the derivation of general linearisation formulas
for non-local flows, while Appendices B, C and D contain technical results required at different stages
in our arguments.

2 Preliminaries

We start by introducing several concepts that will appear throughout the manuscript in the formula-
tions and proofs of our main results.

2.1 Measure theory and optimal transport

In this section, we recall a few notions of measure theory, functional analysis and optimal transport.
We point to the reference monographs [6, 10, 47] for the two former and to [8, 80, 82] for the latter.

For d > 1, we denote by .Z? the standard d-dimensional Lebesgue measure defined over R%. Given
a separable Banach space (X, [|-||x) and a real number p € [1,400], we use the notation LP(€2, X) for
the space of .Z%integrable maps from a subset Q C R? into X, defined in the sense of Bochner [47].
It is then a well-known result in measure theory (see e.g. [47, Chapter II - Theorem 9]) that for every
Bochner-integrable map f € L([0,T], X), there exists a subset of Lebesgue points J; C (0,T) of full
Z'measure, such that

T+h
[ =@k de — o )

for every 7 € J5. In what follows, C%(.#, X) will stand for the vector space of continuous functions
from a metric space (., d.») into (X, ||-||x), and we shall denote by Lip(¢(-); ") the Lipschitz constant
of a map ¢ : ¥ — X. In the particular case where  := [0,7] C R for some T" > 0, we will also
use the notation AC([0,7],.7) for the metric space of absolutely continuous arcs from [0,T] into ..
Finally, we will denote by “o” the standard composition operation between functions.

Throughout this article, we denote by &2(X) the space of Borel probability measures over a Banach
space (X,||-||x). The latter is endowed with the standard narrow topology, induced by the weak-*
convergence of measures

n—-+o0o

po o0 dtandony it [ €@du@) = [ s@dut). Q

in duality with continuous and bounded maps £ : X — R. We will also denote by Z,(X) the subset
of measures p € Z(X) whose momentum of order p is finite, i.e.

1/p
My = ( [ JalPap(a)) < +oo.
In the sequel, we will often work with the subset Z.(X) of elements u € Z(X), whose supports
supp(u) := {x € X s.t. u(N,) > 0 for any neighbourhood N, of = € X},

are compact. Finally in the case where (X, ||-|x) := (R% | -|), we will use the notation LP(Q, R%; 1)
for the space of maps from Q C R? into R, and which are p-integrable against p € Z2(R%).



Definition 2.1 (Pushforward of probability measures). Given u € Z(X) and a Borel map f: X —
X, we denote by fup € P(X) the pushforward of p through f, which is the measure defined by
fun(B) == u(f~1(B)) for any Borel set B C X.

Definition 2.2 (Transport plans between measures). Given u,v € P(X), the set of transport plans
I'(u,v) between p and v is the subset of elements v € (X x X) such that 77#7 = u and ﬂ'in = v, where

7t 12 X x X — X stand for the projection operators onto the first and second factor respectively.

Throughout the remainder of this section, we assume that (X,|-||x) := (R%|-|). Given a real
number p € [1,+00), it is a well-known fact in optimal transport theory that

Wp(p,v) := min {(/de |z — y\pdv(w,y))l/p sty € T'(u, V)},

defines a distance over Z,(R%). We will henceforth denote by I',(u, ) the corresponding set of p-
optimal transport plans for which this minimum is attained'. In the following proposition, we recall
several interesting properties of the so-called Wasserstein spaces (Z,(R%),W,).

Proposition 2.3 (Some properties of the Wasserstein spaces). The spaces (Z2,(R%), W,)) are complete
separable metric spaces, on which the Wy-distance metrises the narrow topology (3), in the sense that

*

o =g,
n—-+o0o
Wy(tin,p) —> 0 if and only if
e [ aldune) — [ Jaldn(a).
Rd n—+oo  JRrd

for every (py) € 2,(RY) and p € Z,(RY). The Wasserstein distances between elements p,v € 2 (R%)
are ordered, namely Wy, (p,v) < W, (u,v) whenever p1 < pa, and in the particular case where p,v €
P.(RY), the following Kantorovich-Rubinstein duality formula holds

Wituw) =sup{ [ o(@)dln—)(a) st Lip(o( R <1}, (4)

The Wasserstein metrics, in addition to their interesting topological and geometric properties,
allow for various useful estimates. For instance, if 4 € &2,(R?) and (,¢ € LP(R? RY; 11), one has

Wi (Gerts 1) < N1C—Ellzoguy - (5)

In addition, given a compact set K C R? two elements i, v € Z2(K) and a Lipschitz map ¢ : K — R?,
it holds

W (dup, duv) < Lip(¢(); K)Wp(p, v). (6)

We end this series of prerequisites by recalling a variant of the well-known disintegration theorem in
the context of optimal transport, which we will use extensively in the sequel.

Theorem 2.4 (Disintegration). Let u,v € Z,(RY) and v € T'(u,v). Then, there exists a p-almost
uniquely determined Borel map x € RY — v, € Z,(R%) such that

L@y = [ [ g@pinpdu.
R2d R4 JRRA
for any € € LYR?*1 R;~). The family of measures {7V }yers C Pp(R?) is called the disintegration

of v against its first marginal 7'('71%’7 = p, which will be denoted by v := [ga Vzdp(x). The barycentric
projection ¥ € LP(R% R?; 1) of v onto 71'3#7 = p is then defined as

’_)/(1') = yd’)/a:(y)v (7)
Rd

for p-almost every x € R?,

!The fact that I'o(u, ) is non-empty follows from the direct method of the calculus of variations.



2.2 Subdifferential calculus in (2, (R?), W)

We adapt here some of the definitions and results of the theory of &Z;-subdifferential calculus developed
in [8, Chapter 10] to the setting of compactly supported measures. Throughout this section, we will
write ¢ : Z.(R?) — R to mean the restriction of an extended real-valued functional ¢ : P(RY) —
R U {400} such that Z.(R?) C D(¢) := {u € P2(RY) s.t. ¢(u) # oo}

In the following definition, we propose a localisation for compactly supported measures of the
extended Fréchet subdifferential from [8, Definition 10.3.1], in the spirit of [17]. Given an element
p € Z.(R% and R > 0, we denote by Br(u) := Ugpesupp(p) B(, R) the R-fattening of supp(u).

Definition 2.5 (Localised extended Fréchet sub and superdifferentials). We say that a plan v €
P5(R*?) belongs to the localised extended Fréchet subdifferential 8, d(u) of ¢(-) at p € P.(RY)
provided that 7'('#’)’ = pu, and

W) -0 > it [y~ a)dae.ry) + or(Waluv),
BET G (v,v) JR3

for every R > 0 and any v € P (Br(u)), where
F(1373(77 v) = {N € WQ(Rgd) s.1. 77#2/1 =~ and 7'('#3[1/ € Ty(u, 1/)} (8)

Similarly, we define the localised extended Fréchet superdifferential 8fgcqﬁ(,u) as the set of plans v €
P5(R*) such that (7!, —72) vy € B,.(—d)(1).

Definition 2.6 (Localised classical Fréchet sub and superdifferentials). We say that a map £ €
L2(R4 RY; 11) belongs to the localised classical subdifferential 9y ¢(u) of ¢(-) at u € P.(RY) if

¢(v) — d(p) = inf (€(z),y — z)dv(z,y) + or(Wa(u,v)),
¥€ELo (V) JR2d

for every R > 0 and anyv € P (Br(u)). Analogously, we define the localised classical superdifferential
O o) of ¢() as the set of maps & € L2(RY RY; 1) such that (=€) € Oy,.(—¢)(1).

loc

Remark 2.7 (Comparison between Definition 2.5 and Definition 2.6). Originally, the notion of clas-
sical subdifferentiability was primarily used for measures pu € Py(R?) that are absolutely continuous
with respect to L. Indeed, it can be shown in this context that the notions introduced in Definition
2.5 and Definition 2.6 coincide when one replaces localised subdifferentials by standard ones, in the
sense that v € 8~ ¢(u) if and only if ¥ € 0~ ¢p(u) (see [8, Remark 10.3.3]). In practice however, a
wide range of functionals can be handled using the simpler notion of Definition 2.6, even for arbitrary
measures 1 € Po(RY) (see e.g. [13, 17, 31, 58] and references therein). In the present manuscript,
we will make use of the concept of measure-valued subdifferentials provided by Definition 2.5 to state
Fréchet-type sensitivity relations for the state-costate curves t € [0,T] — v*(t) € P.(R?*?) satisfying
the maximum principle of Theorem 2.19 below. On the other hand, the simpler structure displayed
in Definition 2.6 will be used to investigate stronger differentiability properties of dynamics and cost

functionals defined over Z.(R%).

We recall next a notion of localised differentiability for functionals defined over Z.(R%). The latter
was introduced by the authors of the present manuscript in [17], taking inspiration from [58], and its
formulation involves the so-called analytical tangent space

L2 (p)

Tan, 22(R?) := {VE() s.t. £ € CR(RE,R)Y 7,

to (Po(RY), Ws) at u € Po(RY) (see [3, Sections 8.4 and 12.4]). We point in particular to [17, Section
5] for some illustrations of the relevance of this notion of differentiability when studying smooth
integral functionals.



Definition 2.8 (Locally differentiable functionals). A map ¢ : Z.(R?) — R is said to be locally
differentiable at p € Z.(R?) if there evists an element V(i) € Tan, P2(R?) — called the Wasserstein

gradient of ¢(-) at pu € P(R?) -, such that O, () N AL . p(p) = {Vh(u)}.
Similarly, given m > 1, a map ¢ : P(RY) — R™ is said to be locally differentiable at p € 2.(R?)
if its components (¢i(-))1<i<m are locally differentiable in the sense just defined.

From now on, we will drop the “loc” subscript in the sub and superdifferentials, as the only notions
that we will use in the sequel are the localised ones introduced above. We recall in the next proposition
a result derived in [17, Proposition 3.6], which provides a general first-order expansion formula along
arbitrary plans for the Wasserstein gradient.

Proposition 2.9 (Chain rule along arbitrary transport plans). Let ¢ : 2. (R?) — R be locally differ-
entiable at i € P.(R?). Then for any R > 0 and v € P(Br(p)), it holds

o) — o(n) = /R?d (Vo(u)(x),y — x)dp(z,y) + or(Wa,u(p, v)), (9)

for every p € I'(u,v), where

W)= [ o= y|2du<x,y>)l/2. (10)

Conversely, if there exists a map V(u) € Tan, P2(RY) such that for every R > 0, any v € P (Br(u))
and each optimal transport plan p € T'y(p,v) the identity (9) is satisfied, then ¢(-) is locally differen-
tiable at p, and Vo(u) is its Wasserstein gradient.

We end this section by a vector-valued version of the chain rule of Proposition 2.9.

Corollary 2.10 (Chain rule for vector-valued maps). Suppose that ¢ : P.(R%) — R™ is locally
differentiable. Then, for any R > 0, every v € Z(Bgr(u)) and each p € I'(u,v), it holds

o) =) + [, Do) (@)(y — 2)du(@,y) + or(Wau(p,v).

Here, z € R% s Do(p) () := (Vi (11)(2))1<i<m € R™*? is the matriz-valued map whose rows are the
Wasserstein gradients of the components (¢;(-))1<i<m of #(-) at u € P.(R9).

2.3 Continuity equations with non-local velocities in R?

In this section, we recollect several fundamental results on non-local continuity equations defined
over the metric space (Z,(R?), W7). We refer to [5] and [, Chapter 8] as well as to their references
for an exhaustive treatment of continuity equations with measure-independent driving fields, and to
[7, 16, 74] for the main well-posedness results on non-local continuity equations.
Given a non-local velocity field v : [0,T] x Z.(R?) x R — R? and a measure p° € Z,(R?), we
consider the Cauchy problem
{Bt,u(t) + divy (v(t, u(t))u(t)) =0, a1
p(0) = 1,

where the first line of (11) needs to be understood in the sense of distribution against smooth and
compactly supported functions, namely

/OT /Rd (€t @) + (Va6 (2, @), v(t, (1), 2)) ) du(t) (w)dt = 0, (12)

for every £ € C°((0,T) x R4 R). This identity can be equivalently rewritten” as

% o V@A) (@) = /Rdwlﬁ(@av(t,u(t),w»dﬂ(t)(x), (13)

2The equivalence between these expressions follows by intregrating by parts against test functions of the form (¢,z) €
[0,T] x R® = ¢(t)g(x) € R* with ¢ € C((0,T),R) and o € C (R, R), see e.g. [5] and [8, Chapter §].



for any 1 € C°(R?% R) and .Z'-almost every t € [0,T]. In the sequel, we will often identify non-local
velocity fields (t,u,z) ~— v(t, u,z) € R? with vector field valued map t +— v(t,-,-) € C°(Z.(RY) x
R4 RY), whose measurability and integrability are understood in the sense of Definition A.2 below.
Throughout this section, we will make use of the following set of assumptions.

Hypotheses (CE). Suppose that for any R > 0, the following holds with K := B(0, R).
(i) The application t € [0,T] = v(t, pu,z) € R? is L -measurable for any (u,x) € Z.(RY) x R?, and
there exists a map m(-) € L'([0,T],R,) such that
[o(t, @) < m() (1+ || + Ma(w)),

for £t -almost every t € [0,T] and any (u,z) € P.(R?) x RY.

(ii) There exist two maps li(-), Lx(-) € LY([0,T],Ry) such that

|v(t,,u,x) - U(t,,u,y)| < lK(t)|x - y| and |v(t,,u,x) - U(t,l/,:ﬂ)| < LK(t)Wl(:U” V)’
for L-almost every t € [0,T), any p,v € P(K) and all z,y € K.

(iii) The map v € R? s v(t, u,x) € RY is Fréchet-differentiable for £1-almost every t € [0,T] and
any 1 € Pe(RY), and (p, ) € P1(K) x K + Dyo(t, u,x) € R¥*? is continuous.

(iv) The map p € P(R) — v(t, u,x) € R is locally differentiable for £ -almost every t € [0,T]
and any x € RY, and (p,z,y) € P1(K) x K x K — D,v(t, p, x)(y) € R4 is continuous.

Hypotheses (CE)-(i), (i7) are standard sub-linearity and Cauchy-Lipschitz type regularity assump-
tions which ensure that (11) is well-posed, while (CE)-(iii), (iv) are needed to formulate the PMP
recalled in Theorem 2.19 and the technical linearisation results of Appendices A, B and C.

Definition 2.11 (Non-local flows of diffeomorphisms). Let v : [0,T] x Z.(R%) x R? — R? be a non-
local welocity field satisfying hypotheses (CE)-(i), (ii). For any compact set K C R, we define the
non-local flow of diffeomorphisms @, [u](-) € C°([0,T] x K, RY) starting from p € P(K) at time
T € [0,T] as the unique solution of the non-local Cauchy problem

Bralil@) =+ [ v B 1O a0 By 1) s, (14)

for every (t,z) € [0,T] x K.

Remark 2.12 (Existence and uniqueness of non-local flows). Given (1,u) € [0,T] x Z(K), the
existence and uniqueness of @ [p](-) € CO([0,T] x K,R?) can be obtained under hypotheses (CE)-
(1), (ii) by a fized point argument that is detailed in the proof of Theorem A.5 in Appendiz B below.

We recall next the main well-posedness, stability and representation results for non-local continuity
equations in the Cauchy-Lipschitz setting, for which we refer to [16]. In the sequel, we will write
[ll1:="lL1(jo,77,R,) to mean the L'-norm of a positive real-valued map defined over [0, 7.

Theorem 2.13 (Well-posedness and flow representation for solutions of (11)). Let u® € Z.(R%) and
v:[0,T] x Z.(RY) x R = R? be a non-local velocity field satisfying (CE)-(i), (i4).

Then, there exists a unique curve of measures u(-) solution of (11). Furthermore for every r > 0,
any 1 € 2(B(0,7)) and all times 0 < 7 <t < T, it holds

supp(u(t)) C K := B(0, R,) and Wi (p / my(s (15)
where

Ry i=(r+ [Im(O)[)(1+ Texp(@ [m()[1)  and  m,() = (14 2R,)m(-) € L*([0, T], Ry).



Moreover, the unique measure curve u(-) solving (11) is such that

() = @ [(T)] (g a(T), (16)

for all times 7,t € [0,T], where the family of non-local flows (P (74 [1(T)](-))r1efo,r) Satisfies the fol-
lowing semigroup property

D[ (T)]() = P(s ()] 0 Prr gy [1(T)](),
in CO(K,RY) for every ,s,t € [0,T].

In the next theorem, we recall a variant of the celebrated superposition principle, for which we
refer the reader to the seminal work [4] (see also the more recent contributions of [5]). In what
follows, we denote by L7 := C°([0,T],R?) the space of continuous arcs from [0, 7] into RY, by e; :
(r,0) € RY x ¥ = o(t) € R? the so-called evaluation map defined for all times ¢ € [0,7], and by
mra : R x L7 — RY the projection operator onto the first factor.

Theorem 2.14 (Superposition principle). Let v : [0,T] x R — R? be a Lebesgue-Borel velocity field,
(7, p17) € [0,T] x Z(RY) and pu(-) € C°([0,T], Z.(R?)) be a curve of measures such that

T ot o))
/0 /]Rd 1+ || du(t)(z)dr < +oo.

Then, the curve pu(-) is a solution of the Cauchy problem
{@,u(t) + div, (v(t)p(t)) =0,
u(T) = pir,

if and only if there exists a superposition measure n € Z(R? x Y1) concentrated on the sets of pairs
(z,0) € RY x AC([0, T], R?) satisfying

o(t)==x and o(t) =v(t,o(t)),
for ZL1-almost every t € [7,T), and such that
(mga)gn = pr  and  (er)xm = p(t),
for all times t € [1,T).

We end this section on continuity equations by recalling a useful structural result from [16], which
plays a central role in several of the arguments of Section 3.

Proposition 2.15 (Superposition measures producing optimal plans). Given r > 0, let puj,ps €
P(B(0,7)), fir a time T € [0,T] and consider two non-local velocity fields vy, vy : [0, T]x P.(RY) xR —
R satisfying hypotheses (CE)-(i), (ii). For 1 € {1,2}, denote by p,(-) the solution of

{atﬂz(t) + divy (vz(t, ,uz(t)),ul(t)) =0,
MZ(T) = My,

and by, € (R x Y1) a superposition measure associated with 1,(-) via Theorem 2.1/.
Then, for every p-optimal transport plan v € T'y(u1, u2), there exists M2 € T'(n1,m2) such that

(g, TRa)pmz =~ and (e, ¢f) o € To(u (1), pa(t)),
for all times t € [1,T], where for 1 € {1,2} the maps
ot (REx B7) x (RTx B7) = R and e : (R? x 1) x (R? x 1) — RY,

stand for the projection onto R% and the evaluation map restricted to the 1-th factor respectively.
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2.4 Optimal control in Wasserstein spaces

In this last preliminary section, we recollect known facts about optimal control problems formulated
on controlled non-local continuity equations. We refer the reader to [13, 16, 17, 18, 19] for a detailed
account on this topics (see also [11, 35, 40, 41, 65] for complementary results).

The theory of optimal control is usually developed on Bolza type problems inspired by the calculus
of variations, which in the absence of constraints can be written in our context as

min

T
u()eU /0 L(t, ,U'(t)7 U(t))dt + (P(M(T))

(Pr) . {am(t) + divy (v(t, p(t), u(t))u(t)) =0,

1(0) = .
Here, the set of admissible controls is defined as U = {u : [0,T] — U s.t. u(-) is £*-measurable},
where (U, dy) is a compact metric space. The dynamics is driven by the controlled non-local velocity
field v : [0,T] x Z,(R?) x U x R? — R?, while the mappings L : [0,T] x Z.(RY) x U — R and
¢ : Z.(R?Y) — R are running and final cost functionals respectively. The following sets of assumptions
are quite common when studying smooth unconstrained Bolza problems.

Hypotheses (OCP). For every R > 0, assume that the following holds with K := B(0, R).

(i) The non-local velocity field (t, u,z) € [0, T]x P(RY) xR = v(t, pu, u, v) € R? satisfies hypotheses
(CE) with constants that are uniform with respect to uw € U. Moreover, the map u € U
v(t, p,u, ) € R is continuous for L -almost every t € [0,T] and any (i, ) € P(R%) x R,

(i3) The final cost ¢ : P(R?) — R is Lipschitz in the Wi-metric over 2(K) and locally differen-
tiable. Moreover, the map x € R? v+ V(i) (x) € RY is continuous for every u € Z.(R%).

Hypothesis (L). For every R > 0, assume that the following holds with K := B(0, R).

The running cost (t,u,u) € [0,T] x P(RY) x U + L(t,p,u) € R is L -measurable with respect to
t € [0,T] and continuous with respect to u € U. Moreover, there exists a map lx(-) € L*([0,T],R,)
such that

|L(t’ v, u) - L(t’/%u” < EK(t)Wl(/% V)’

for £L*-almost every t € [0,T), all p,v € P(K) and eachuw € U, and t € [0, T] = sup,cy |L(t, 0o, u)| €
R is Lebesque integrable. In addition, the application p € P.(RY) — L(t,p,u) € R is locally dif-
ferentiable for £'-almost every t € [0,T] and all (u,u) € P(RY) x U, with continuous gradient
z € R — V,L(t, p,u)(z) € RL.

Remark 2.16 (Concerning hypotheses (OCP) and (L)). In the classical theory of the calculus of
variations, it is customarily not assumed that the right-hand side of the dynamics is sublinear. Instead,
one usually imposes a suitable growth condition at infinity with respect to the velocity variables in the
running cost. In this spirit, we stress that all the results exposed in the present paper still hold true
if the sublinearity hypothesis (CE)-(i) on the controlled velocity field is replaced by a Tonelli-type
condition on the running cost of the optimal control problem (see e.g. [/3, Chapter 16]).

It is a well-known fact in optimal control that under hypotheses (OCP) and (L), any Bolza
problem of the form (Pr) can be equivalently rewritten as a Mayer problem — that is a problem
with L(t, p,u) = 0 —, formulated on an extended state space. We refer to [17, Section 4.2] for such
an adaptation in the setting of mean-field optimal control problems. In this context, all the results
derived for Mayer problems can in turn be transposed to Bolza problems. Hence without loss of
generality, we will work in the sequel on the Mayer problem

Jniny [o(u(T))]

Py {aw) + dive (u(t, (1), u(t))u(t) =0,
o w(0) =1,

and systematically assume that its data satisfy hypotheses (OCP).
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Definition 2.17 (Admissible pairs and strong-local minimisers). A trajectory-control pair (u(-),u(-))
is said to be admissible for (P) if it solves the controlled Cauchy problem

{@u@%+&w(wtuﬁhmﬂhdﬂ)=0,

p(0) = p°.

Moreover, we say that (u*(-),u*(:)) is a strong local minimiser for (P) if there exists € > 0 such that
e (7)) < (1)),

for every admissible pair (u(-),u(-)) satisfying supycpo ) Wi(p*(t), u(t)) <e.

As a consequence of hypothesis (OCP)-(7) and Theorem 2.13, we have the following useful lemma
which provides uniform regularity and support estimates on admissible trajectories for (P).

Lemma 2.18 (Uniform estimates on admissible trajectories). Let u € Z(B(0,r)) for some r > 0,
and assume that hypotheses (OCP) hold. Then, there exist R, > 0 and m,(-) € L'([0,T],R) such
that

supp(u(t)) € K := B(0, R,) and Wy (p / my(s

for all times 0 < 7 <t < T, whenever u(-) is a solution of the Cauchy problem

{@uuw+mw(wuuuxwwnwo):o,
pu(s) = p.
for any given s € [0,T] and u(-) € U.

We end this section by recalling the main result of [17], which is an adaptation of the celebrated
Pontryagin Mazimum Principle (“PMP” for short) to problem (P). Its statement involves the sym-

plectic matriz Joq, given by
o0
2=\ d 0

and the Hamiltonian H : [0,T] x Z.(R??) x U — R associated with (P), defined as

H(t,v,u) := /Wd(r,v(t,ﬂ#u,u,x»du(x,7"), (17)

for #t-almost every t € [0,T] and any (v,u) € Z.(R*) x U.

Theorem 2.19 (Pontryagin Maximum Principle for (P)). Let u° € 2(B(0,r)) for some r > 0,
assume that hypotheses (OCP) hold and let (u*(-),u*(-)) € AC(]0,T], Z1(K)) x U be a strong local

minimiser for (P), where K := B(0, R,) is as in Lemma 2.18.
Then, there exists a state-costate curve t € [0,T] — v*(t) € P.(R?*) satisfying the followings.

(i) There exist R. > 0 and m’.(-) € L'([0,T],Ry), depending only on r > 0 and the regularity
constants in (CE), such that

supp(v*(t)) c K' x K’ and Wh(v*(r),v*(t)) < /Tt ml.(s)ds, (18)

for all times 0 <7 <t < T, where K' := B(0, R.).
(1i) The curve v*(-) is a solution of the forward-backward Hamiltonian continuity equation
O (8) + iv(e ) TV EL(t, (1) u* (B) (1) = 0,
w;ﬁy*(t) = pu*(t) for all times t € [0,T], (19)
v (1) = (1d, =Vip(u* (1)) ) 1™ (T),

12



where the Wasserstein gradient of the Hamiltonian is given explicitly by
V H(t, v*(t), u* (t))(x, )
Dot 1 (8), w* (£),) ' + faa Dy (t, (1), (£), ) () Tp dv* (1) (y, ) (20)
v(t, W (t), u* (1), z)
for £ -almost every t € [0,T] and any (z,r) € R,
(#41) The maximisation condition

H(t, v* (), u*(t)) = max H(¢t, v*(t),u), (21)

holds for £*-almost every t € [0,T).

3 Semiconcavity of the value function

In this section, we investigate fine regularity properties of the value function ¥ :[0,T] x Z.(R%) — R
associated with (P), which is defined by

u(i_r)lgu [o(u(T))]
Yow)i=g {@uuy+dev@uﬁ%u@DMﬁ)=Oa (22)

:U’(T) = Mr,
for any (7, 1) € [0,T] x Z.(R?%). In what follows, we will assume that hypotheses (OCP) of Section

2.4 hold. We start by an elementary — but nonetheless important — regularity result for the value
function.

Proposition 3.1 (Absolute continuity of the value function). For every compact set K C R?, there
exist a constant Lx > 0 and a map Mg(-) € L*([0,T],Ry), both depending only on K, such that

|Vm¢n—%mwms/’wwmw+@mmeﬂ

for every 0 <11 <719 <T and all p1,p2 € Z(K).

Proof. The proof of this result is a standard consequence of (15), together with the local Lipschitz
dependence of admissible curves on their initial conditions (see e.g. [16, Theorem 4]) and the Wi-
Lipschitz regularity of ¢(-) over sets of uniformly compactly supported measures. O

Our aim throughout this section is to derive subtler semiconcavity properties of the value function.
As amply discussed in the introduction, these latter imply many useful structure results on optimal
trajectories, for which we mainly refer to [23, 27].

3.1 Two local semiconcavity results with respect to the measure variable

In this first section, we study semiconcavity properties of the value function associated with (P) with
respect to its second argument. To this end, we introduce below a localised notion of semiconcavity
along displacement interpolating curves between compactly supported measures, in the spirit of [8,
Chapter 9] (see also the seminal work [68]).

Definition 3.2 (Local geodesic and strong semiconcavity). We say that a functional ¢ : Z.(R%) — R

is locally geodesically semiconcave if for every K := B(0,R) with R > 0, there exists a constant
Cx > 0 such that for any py, ue € P(K) and each v € T'y(u1, p2), it holds
(1= N)(p1) + A¢(n2) = S(137%) < Cre AL = MW (1, p2), (23)
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for every X € [0,1], where v 72 := ((1 — N\t + An?) 4.
Similarly, we say that ¢(-) is locally strongly semiconcave if for any pi,pue € P(K) and all
p € D(pa, p2), one has

(1= N (1) + M) = ¢(py ) < Cx ML= W, (1, p2), (24)
for every A € [0,1], with pi=? == ((1 = N7t + Ar?)pp.

Remark 3.3 (General semiconcavity moduli). More generally (see e.g. [23] or [27, Chapter 2]), the
notions of local semiconcavity proposed in Definition 3.2 could be formulated as

(1= N (1) + Ap(p2) — p(ph™?) < Cre A1 — N)Wapu(p1, p2)wi (Wo (i1, p2)),

where wi : Ry — Ry is a non-decreasing modulus of continuity such that wi(r) — 0 as r — 0. For
the sake of simplicity, we will only consider the case wi (r) := Cx r in the present paper. Indeed, the
analysis of general moduli is very similar to that of linear ones — albeit being slightly more cumbersome
—, and the corresponding results are of matching depth.

Based on the notion of local geodesic semiconcavity, we make the following additional assumptions
on the dynamics and cost functionals of problem (P).

Hypotheses (SC1). Suppose that for any R > 0, the following holds with K := B(0, R).

(i) There exists a map Ck(-) € LY([0,T],Ry) such that for every u € U, any p1, 2 € P(K), each
v € To(p1, p2) and all x,y € K, it holds

A=At i)+l 2 0, 5) 0 (0242, 0, (LN 4A9) | < Cocl) ML= (le—yl2+ WE (i, 12)),
for L'-almost every t € [0,T] and any X € [0, 1].

(i3) The final cost ¢ : P.(RY) — R is locally geodesically semiconcave.

In the following theorem, we state one of our main results concerning the value function defined
in (22), that is a local geodesic semiconcavity property with respect to the measure variable.

Theorem 3.4 (Local geodesic semiconcavity of the value function). Suppose that hypotheses (OCP)
and (SC1) hold. Then for any K := B(0,r) with r > 0, there exists a constant €x > 0 such that for
every 7 € [0, T] and any p1, po € P(K), it holds

(L =NV (1) + XV (1, p2) = V(1,73 72) < Cre AL = NW5 (1, o),
for all X € [0,1] and each v € Ty(pu1, p2).

We split the proof of Theorem 3.4 into two steps. We first prove in Step 1 a general interpolation
inequality between curves of measures generated by non-local flows, and use this result in Step 2 to
recover the geodesic semiconcavity of the value function. In what follows given u(-) € U, we denote by
(@[] (-))teo,r) the non-local flows starting from p € Z(B(0,7)) at time 7 € [0, 7] and generated

by v : (t, ) € [0,T] x Z(R?) x R — v(t, u,u(t),z) € RY, in the sense of Definition 2.11.

Step 1: An interpolation comparison between non-local flows In this first step, we prove a
general distance estimate between, on the one hand, solutions of non-local continuity equations starting
from an interpolated initial datum, and, on the other hand, interpolations of solutions starting from
the end-points of this interpolated initial datum.

Lemma 3.5 (A general interpolation inequality). Assume that hypotheses (OCP) and (SC1) hold.
Then for every K := B(0,r) with r > 0, there exists a constant Sg > 0 such that for every T € [0,T],
any u(-) €U, all p1,p2 € P(K) and each v € T'o(u1, p2), there exists a continuous curve of 2-optimal
plans t € [1,T] — v(t) € To(u1(t), ua(t)) such that for all timest € [7,T] and every X € [0,1], it holds

Wi (720, By A2k 72) < S AL = WS (1, o). (25)
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Here, the curves of measures ui(-), po(:) are defined by

pa(t) = plal(gp and  pp(t) == By 2] (g pe,
for all times t € [1,T).

Proof. Observe that by (16) of Theorem 2.13 and Lemma 2.18, there exists R, > r > 0 such that
wi(+), pa(-) € AC([r,T], Z1(K)) up to redefining K := B(0,R,). Considering two superposition
measures 11,12 € P(R% x Y1) associated with u1(+), pa(-) respectively via Theorem 2.14, there exists
by Proposition 2.15 a transport plan 712 € I'(n1, m2) such that for all times ¢ € [r, T, it holds

(Ta, Tga) gz =7 and  (ep,ef)pinz =t y(t) € Do(pa(t), p2(t)).

In particular, owing to the definition of the optimal plans «(t) € T',(u1(t), p2(t)), the measures
P21 = (1= Nep + A, B [k 0 (1= Nmha + Anda) ) o,

are admissible transport plans between v3 *%(¢) and A Y72 (-) gy~ for all times ¢ € [r,7T] and

every A € [0, 1]. Recall also that under hypotheses (CE), the superposition measures ny,ny € & (Rd X
Yr) are concentrated on pairs (z,01), (y,02) € R? x 27 of the form

o1(t) = Ol plml(z)  and  0a(t) = OF 4 [pe2](y),

for all times ¢ € [1,T] and any (z,y) € supp(y). This allows us to derive the following distance
estimate

Wi (W20, 0t A4 ?)
< [, le—yldil 20w, y)

(26)
Aoi(s) + Aoa(s) — (4 [’Yi_ﬂ]((l - Nz + )\y)) ‘dﬁm(ﬂc,m,yﬂz)

(Rd XET)Q

(1= MOy [n)(@) + AR,y [1a](y) — @ A~ ((1 = Nz + M) [dv(=, v),

R2d

for all times t € [7,T] and every A € [0, 1].
Our goal is now to estimate the right-hand side of (26). Recalling the characterisation (14) of
non-local flows, one has

(1= N ] (@) + AP [2)(y) — @ A1 = Nz + M)
< / 1= X0 11() u5), B ) @)) + N0 (5, a5), (), D 2] (1)
—v(s, A7 (s), u(s), (1= VDY [im] (@) + A (o] () |ds - (27)
(5,74772(s), u(s), (1 = MY, [m](@) + A 2] ()

v(s, A2 u(s), By A1 = Nz + Ay) ) |ds

for any z,y € K. Observing that (y17%(s 5))ae[o,1] is an interpolating curve between p1(s) and pa(s)
with v(s) € I'o(p1(s), pa(s)) for all times s € [r,t], it further holds by (SC1)-(7) that

(1= 2o (s, (s), u(s), B [1](@)) + No(s, pals), uls), B, [a](v)
—v(s, W72(s), uls), (1= VDY [m](@) + ASY, ) o] ()|
< Cie() A1 = N) ([t [m] (@) = D, ] (1)[* + W3 (111 (), pa(s)) )

< Che(5) M1 = N)(Jo = y* + W (i) ).

(28)
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where the map Cl(-) € LY([0,T],R) is given by

Ck(s) = 4T7ts€1?£T](ﬂéng%>;() Lip (P[] (-); K)? + max Lip(® ¢ [](2); @1(K))2)CK(3),

for #!-almost every s € [r,T]. As a consequence of (CE)-(4), one also has

(5, 7872(s), u(s), (1 = N [im](2) + A8 ) 2] (1))
— (s, 0y A Oh 2 uls), 0t BA((1 = Nz + )|
< Ui (s)] (1= Yy [ (@) + MDY, [a)(y) — @ A1 = Nz + Ap)|

+ Lic(s)W1 (72 (s), @ A2 ()d 7).

(29)

for .#1-almost every s € [r,T]. Whence, by merging (26), (27), (28) and (29) while integrating the
resulting estimate against v € I'y(pu1, p2) and applying Fubini’s theorem, we obtain

e

< (2 [ Ches)s ]A1 = VW o)

o e |
R2d
« [ oo [
We thus recover by a direct application of Gronwall’s Lemma
Lo =00 lnlo) 2t lal ()~ 88,y 211~ V2| dr (. 9) < ScALT=N) W ),
(30)

for all times t € [, T], where Sk := 2 ||Cx (*)|l1 exp(|llx (-)|l1 + ||Lx(-)||1) depends only on r > 0 since
by construction K := B(0, R,) with R, > 0 given by Lemma 2.18. Plugging the estimate (30) back
into (26), we can finally conclude that

(L= M@ [m](@) + AR 4 (2l (y) — @y [V 721 = Nz + /\y)‘dv(fm y)

(1 - )\)‘1)(7_ s) [:ul]( ) Aq)%r,s) [:U'2](y) - (I)(T s) [7)1\*&]((1 - A)x + )\y)’dfy(x, y)dS

N o [l (@) + AP g [u2)(y) — O o A1 = Nz + /\y)‘dw(l‘, y)ds.

W1( 1224, ‘I)(T ) yi=2)( )#ﬁH?) < SrA1 = MW (1, p2),

for every t € [1,T] and all A € [0,1], which ends the proof. O

Step 2: Local geodesic semiconcavity of the value function Given r > 0, let pi,pue €
P(B(0,1)) and v € T'y(p1, u2) be arbitrary, and take 7 € [0,T]. In addition, let K := B(0, R,) with
R, > 0 as in Lemma 2.18.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. By the definition (22) of the value function, there exists for all ¢ > 0 and
A € [0,1] an admissible control u.(-) € U such that

(DA ™) SV (R + e
Using again the definition of the value function, we further get
(L= NV (7, 1) + NV (T, p2) = V(1,3 72)
1—2 1—2 (31)
< (1= N (1)) + Ap(ua(T) — o (O 1y A2 (A2 + e
for all € > 0 and any A € [0, 1], where
p(T) =@ ] (Dppn and  po(T) = B 7 [12] (+) . pi2-
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Invoking the results of Lemma 3.5, there exists a constant Sk > 0 that is independent of u.(-) and a
2-optimal transport plan v(T") € I'y(1(T), p2(T)) such that

Wi (@) DA 1072875 (T)) < S A = )W, 12),

for every A € [0, 1]. By hypothesis (OCP)-(ii), this further implies

P(A2T)) = (@ 1y AT ?) < LSk AL = MW (i1, i), (32)

where L := Lip(p(+); Z1(K)). Recalling that ¢(-) is locally geodesically semiconcave by hypothesis
(SC1)-(i1), we also get

(1= N (T)) + Ap(u2(T)) = p(~"A(T)) < CrA(L = NWE(u(T), p2(T))

, ) (33)
< CrA1 = W3 (1, p2),

with Cx > 0 being the local geodesic semiconcavity constant of ¢(-) over & (K), and
Ch =4 < Lip( ®} K Lip( ®' i P (K >C .
=4 e (e ip (@, [1]() )+g15>(< ip(®, [1(2); 21(K)) | Cxc

The fact that Cj > 0 is independent of (e, \) € R x [0, 1] follows from Lemma A.1, together with the
uniformity with respect to u € U of the regularity constants appearing in (OCP)-(7). Thus, plugging
(32) and (33) into (31), we obtain for all (e, \) € R% x [0,1] that

(L= NP (i) + X (o az) = ¥ (193 7%) < (Che o+ LS ) MU= WS (a1, i) + e
which concludes the proof of Theorem 3.4 since € > 0 is arbitrary. O

In what follows, we prove that semiconcavity along arbitrary interpolating curves at the level of the
dynamics and cost functionals of (P) translates into strong local semiconcavity of the value function.

Hypotheses (SC2). Suppose that for any R > 0, the following holds with K := B(0, R).

(i) There exists a map Cr(-) € L*([0,T],Ry) such that for any ui,pus € P(K), each p € T(u1, p12)
and all z,y € K, it holds

(L= N)u(t, 1, @)+ A0 (s 2, )=t 152, (1= Va4 Ay) | < Cre(®) A1=2) (lr—y2+ W3 (1, 12) )
for Lt-almost every t € [0,T) and any X € [0,1].

(ii) The final cost ¢ : P.(RY) — R is locally strongly semiconcave.

Theorem 3.6 (Local strong semiconcavity of the value function). Suppose that hypotheses (OCP)
and (SC2) hold. Then for any K := B(0,r) with r > 0, there exists a constant €x > 0 such that for
every 7 € [0,T] and any p1, pe € P(K), it holds

(1= N (1, 11) + XV (7, p2) =V (7, 137%) < G M1 = W3, (1, p12),
for all X € [0,1] and each p € T'(pu1, p2).

Proof. The proof of Theorem 3.6 relies on the same arguments as those of Theorem 3.4, up to some
modifications in the construction of the curve of plans along which the interpolation estimate is
satisfied. One can check by reproducing the estimations in the proof of Lemma 3.5 and using (SC2)-
(7) that there exists a constant Sk > 0 such that for any p € F(ul, 2), the curve of plans

€ [0’ T] ﬂ1%2( ) = ((1 - )‘)q)?r,t) [Ml] o 7T1 + )‘(I)ELT,t) [:U’ ] (7' t) [u’%\*ﬁ] ((1 - )‘)771 + )‘71-2))#“’
allows to derive the strong interpolation estimate
W (572 (8), @ (13721 (Ve %) < Sk M1 = NWE (11, o),

for all times ¢ € [0,7] and every A € [0,1]. From there on, the proof of Theorem 3.6 directly follows
by reproducing the estimates of Step 2, while using the fact that under hypotheses (SC2)-(ii), the
final cost also satisfies a strong semiconcavity estimate along arbitrary interpolating curves. O
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3.2 Semiconcavity with respect to both variables

In Theorem 3.4 and Theorem 3.6 above, we have shown that the value function is locally semiconcave
with respect to the measure variable, whenever the dynamics and cost functionals satisfy some ade-
quate interpolation inequalities. In Section 5.3 below, we will need an extension of these regularity
estimates involving semiconcavity properties with respect to the time variable as well, in order to
study optimal feedback mappings for (P).

Throughout this section, we impose the following tighter regularity conditions on the controlled
non-local velocity fields.

Hypotheses (R). Suppose that for every R > 0, the following holds with K := B(0, R).

(i) The map v : [0,T] x P(R?) x U x R* — R? satisfies (OCP)-(i) with a time-independent
sublinearity constant m(-) :=m > 0.

(i7) There exists a constant L > 0 such that for all w € U, it holds
‘v(t,,u,u,x) - U(Ta Vauay)‘ < €K<|t - 7—| + Wl(lu‘a V) + |$ - y|)’

for every T,t € [0,T], any p,v € Z(K) and all x,y € K.

Under these stronger regularity requirements, we are able to establish semiconcavity properties of
the value function with respect to both time and measure variables.

Theorem 3.7 (Joint semiconcavity of the value function). Suppose that hypotheses (OCP), (SC1)
and (R) hold. Then for every K := B(0,r) with r > 0, there exists a constant €x > 0 such that for
every 11,72 € [0, T, any p1,p2 € Z(B(0,7)) and each v € T'y(p1, p2), it holds

(1= NV (11, 1) + XV (12, p2) — ¥ (12,13 7%) < Cx A1 — A)(|71 — >+ WQQ(,UI,!Q)),

for all X € [0,1], where T\ :== (1 — N\)71 + Amo. If the data of (P) satisfy the stronger hypotheses of
(SC2), then one further has

(=N (71, 0) + N (72, 12) = F (70, X 72) < G M1 = ) (0 = o o+ WE i, )

for all X € [0,1] and each p € T'(pu1, p2).

Proof. We will only treat the case in which hypotheses (SC1) hold, the other scenario being completely
similar up to some minor modifications already detailed in the proof of Theorem 3.6 above. We also
suppose throughout the proof that 0 < 7o < 7 < T, since the case 0 < 7 < 79 < T is analogous, and
71 = 7o has already been treated in Section 3.1. In the sequel, we will use the notation K := B(0, R,)
where R, > r > 0 is defined as in Lemma 2.18.

Let v € I'y(p1, pt2) be a 2-optimal transport plan, and for A € [0, 1] consider 7 := (1 — \)7y + A7a.
Observe that for every € > 0, there exists an admissible control ue(-) € U such that

7 (@ AR ) <V () He (34)

We now consider the following right-invertible reparametrisation of the time variable, given by

(35)

As+ (1 =X ifp <s <7,
ta(s) =

s otherwise,

for every s € [0,T], and observe that ty(71) = 71 and ty(72) = 7). Using this time variable and the
fact that the value function is non-decreasing along admissible trajectories, we further obtain

(1= N (r1pm1) + X (2, p2) — ¥ (12, 13 72)
< (L= NP (71, 1) + )\“//(71, ‘1#;52)[#2](')##2) - 7/(71, ‘PQ(L;MTI)[’Y}\_)Q](')#’Y}\_)Q) + ¢
(36)

18



where we used (34) and the fact that ue o t)(-) € Y. From now on, we set

~ UeOt )

MZ(S) = (Tg,t)_\l(s))[uz](.)#MQ’ (37)

for every s € |12, 71], so that fia(7)) = pe2 and (36) can be rewritten in the simpler form

(1= NV (r1,1) + XV (12, p2) — ¥ (12,727 2)

< (1= N (11, 1) + NV (71, fio(11)) — 7/(71, TN et [P Hz) e (38)

Our goal will now be to estimate the right-hand side of (38) by means of a suitable dynamical inter-
polation, in the same vein as in the proof of Lemma 3.5.

Let m1,72 € 2(R? x ¥7) be the superposition measures associated with the (constant) curve of
measures 1 € Z(K) and to s € [ry, 71| — fia(s) € P (K) respectively. By Proposition 2.15, there
exists a transport plan 7712 € I'(91, 72) such that

(mpa, Taa)#fiz =7  and (el e2)ume =t Y(s) € To(u1, fiz(s)),

for all times s € [7y, 71]. Inserting the curve 71 72(s) := ((1 — A)m! + An?)47(s) as a crossed term in
the right-hand side of (38) while invoking Proposition 3.1 and Theorem 3.4, one has

(L= N)F (r1, )+ NV (s fia(r)) = 7 (@R 21()nd ) )
< G AL = W3, fia(m1) + LW (3372 (), @, a0 7).

where €k, Lk > 0 are the geodesic semiconcavity and Lipschitz constants of ¥(11,-) over Z(K)
respectively. By (37) and hypothesis (R)-(i), we can further estimate the first term in the right-hand
side of (39) as

2

W (:U’I’IUQ Tl (W2 Ml’#2 + W2(1UJ2,:U’2(7—1)))

2
UeOt ) N

2(W3 i, ) + [ @7 o) =14 ) (40)

< 2(1 =+ QRT) m (‘TQ — 7'1‘ + WQZ(/’L17M2))7

IN

where we also applied (5). Concerning the second term in the right-hand side of (39), notice first that
by construction, the measures

A2 (5) = (1= Vel + Aed, B R0 (1= N + M) ) o

[ 1—2

are admissible transport plans between 73 2(s) and @1(‘; o 1(-) i for every s € [1,71]. Thus

W (A2(9). 25, o DA 0w8 )

< [, le = yldi}2(s) (@)

(41)
= A)oi(t) + Aoa(t) — @i s)[7>1\_>2]((1 — Az + )\y)‘dﬁm(%m’yﬂz)
(RdXET)Q
— _ UeOt)\ _ HUe 1—=2 _
= [ Q= Na e, hel(y) - 8, )PA(0 = N+ ) |d (),

where we used the fact that under hypotheses (CE), the superposition measures 1y, 72 € 2(R? x Y1)
built above are concentrated on the pairs (z,01), (i, 02) € R? x X7 given by

ueOt

o1(s) =z and o9(s) = @(T)Q,t;l(s))

(2] (y),
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for all times s € [r\, 1] and any (z,y) € supp(7y). By using hypotheses (R), one can show that there
exists a constant C'x > 0 such that

o

(L= Nz + 007, lol(y) — @5, o110 = Nz +Ay) |dv(z,y)

(2,6 (s

< CiA =N (I = + W) + e [ W1 (720,005, A0 dc:

A (42)
The proof of this inequality being somewhat heavy and similar to computations already detailed in
Lemma 3.5, it is postponed to Appendix C below. Plugging this last estimate into (41) and applying
Gronwall’s Lemma further yields

Wi (3572(9), 00, o BATA(pn %) < CrAA =) (Im2 = mi? + Wi (11, 12)), (43)
where C := Ck exp({xT). Thus upon combining (38), (39), (40) and (43), we finally recover
(1= NP (11, 1) + AV (72, p12) = ¥ (a0 72) < CreA(1 — )\)(\TZ —nl*+ WQZ(,U'LMZ)) + €
where €} := Ch- L + 2m?(1 + 2R,.)>€, which concludes the proof since € > 0 is arbitrary. O

3.3 Examples of functionals satisfying hypotheses (SC1) and (SC2)

In this short section, we provide several examples of dynamics and cost functionals satisfying the
semiconcavity hypotheses of Section 3.1 on which Theorem 3.4, Theorem 3.6 and Theorem 3.7 are
based. Most of these examples are treated in a slightly different manner in [8, Chapter 9].

Proposition 3.8 (Semiconcavity of potential energies). Let V € C1(R% R) be such that VV : RY — R4
is locally Lipschitz. Then, the functional V : 2,(R?) — R defined by

Viu):= | Viz)du(@),

for every p € P.(RY) is locally strongly semiconcave.

Proof. Tt is a known fact (see e.g. [27, Proposition 2.1.2]) that if V € C1(R%,R) is such that VV(-) is
locally Lipschitz, then for every ball K := B(0, R) with R > 0 and any z,y € K, it holds

(1 =NV (2) + AV(y) = V(1 = Nz + Ay) < Cx A1 = Nz —yf,
for every A € [0,1], where Cx := Lip(VV(-); K). Whence, for any pi,pe € Z(K) and each p €
D1, ), one has
(1= V() 4 AV (p2) V™) = [ (1= 0V @)+ AV() V(L N+ 39))ante. )

<CA1=N [ o= yPdue,y)
R2d
=Ck >‘(1 - )‘)W22,u(lu’1’ M2)a
for every A € [0, 1], which concludes the proof. O

This type of local strong semiconcavity regularity is also valid in the broader class of functionals
describing interaction energies.

Corollary 3.9 (Semiconcavity of interaction energies). Let m > 1 be an integer and W € C1(R™*4 R)
be such that VW : R™*4 — R™*d s locally Lipschitz. Then, the functional W : Z.(R%) — R defined

by
W) == Wz, .. ,xm)d(p X - X pu) (X1, ..., T),

RmXxd

for every p € P.(RY) is locally strongly semiconcave.
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Another interesting example of strongly semiconcave function is the squared Wasserstein distance.

Proposition 3.10 (Strong semiconcavity of the squared Wasserstein distance). For any v € Z5(R?)
and every compact set K C RY, the map p € P(K) — W2(u,v) € R is strongly semiconcave with
Cx = 1.

Proof. See [8, Theorem 7.3.2]. O

In the following proposition, we provide a similar strong semiconcavity result in norm for non-local
velocity fields given in the form of smooth convolutions.

Proposition 3.11 (Norm-semiconcavity of smooth convolutions). Let H : (t,z) € [0,T] x R — R% be
L -measurable with respect to t € [0, T] and continuously Fréchet differentiable with respect to x € R,
Suppose also that for every K := B(0, R) with R > 0, there exists Cx(-) € L*([0,T],R.) such that

|H(t’ 0)| + Lip(DxH(t’ '); K) < CK(t),

for L' -almost every t € [0,T).
Then, the non-local velocity field v : [0,T] x P.(R%) x R* — R? defined by

v(t, p,x) = /]Rd H(t,x — z)du(z),

for Lt -almost every t € [0,T] and all (u,z) € P(RY) x R? satisfies (SC2)-(7).

Proof. As for real-valued functionals, it can be checked in this case (see e.g. [23, Section 5]) that for
ZL1-almost every t € [0,T] and all z,y € K, it holds

(1= N H (1) + MH(ty) — H(t (1 N+ M) < Cre() A1~ M — 2.
Whence, for any py, pu2 € Z(K), all x,y € K and each p € I'(uq1, p12), one can deduce

(1= Mot @) + Mot o, y) = o(t, 1572, (1= Na + Ay)|

/R2d ((1 — NH(t,x —z1) + AH(t,y — 22))du(21, z9) — /]Rd H(t, (I=XNz+ Ay — zA)d,ui_’z(zA)

<),
R2d

< 2Cr (DAL = ) /R (Iz =y + |21 — 2 ) dpa(z1, )

= 2Ck (t) M1 — A)(\x -y’ + Wiu(m,uz))7

(1=NH(t,x—21) + \H(t,y —22) — H(t, (1 = N)(z — 2z1) + My — 22))‘du(zl, 22)

for all A € [0, 1], which concludes the proof of our claim. O

Remark 3.12 (Comparison between hypotheses (SC1) and (SC2)). Going back to Definition 5.2, it
1s clear that strong local semiconcavity implies local geodesic semiconcavitiy, so that every data satisfy-
ing hypotheses (SC2) also satisfies hypotheses (SC1) by a simple restriction to optimal interpolations.

4 Sensitivity analysis of the value function

In this section, we pursue our investigation of the fine properties of the value function ¥ : [0,7T] X
Z.(RY) — R associated with a mean-field optimal control problem of Mayer type. In the context of
mean-field optimal control, the well-known fact of stating that the map t € [0,T] — ¥ (¢, u(t)) € R is
non-decreasing whenever (u(-), u(+)) is an admissible pair still holds true. Furthermore, the application
t €[0,T] — ¥(t,pn*(t)) € R is constant along a pair (u*(-),u*(-)) if and only if it is optimal for (P).
In Section 5.2, we will characterise the optimality of admissible trajectory-control pairs in terms of
this property.
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4.1 Sensitivity relations expressed in terms of Fréchet superdifferentials

We state and prove below one of our central results, which is a sensitivity relation between the costates
of the maximum principle and the Fréchet superdifferential of the value function, defined as follows.

Definition 4.1 (Extended Fréchet superdifferential of the value function). We say that a pair (6,7) €
Rx P5(R2?) belongs to the localised extended Fréchet superdifferential %Y (11, 1) of the value function
Y [0,T]) x Z(RY) = R at (1, 1) € [0,T] x Z.(RY) if 71'#’7 = p1, and for every R > 0, it holds

V(o p2) =V (11,1) < sup / (ryy —z)dp(z, ry) + 6(m2 — 1) + or(Walu1, p2) + |11 — m2),
peTL? (v,uz) TR

(44)

for any (12, pu2) € [0,T] x P(Bgr(u1)). Analogously, we will say that v € Po(R?*?) belongs to the

localised extended Fréchet superdifferential 8 ¥ (1, ju1) with respect to the measure variable of ¥ (,-)

at py € P(RY) if 7T71¢’7 = !, and for every R > 0 it holds

V(r,p2) — ¥V (r, 1) < sup / (ryy — xydp(z, r,y) + or(Walp, p2)), (45)
pETL? (v,0) /R

for any ps € Z(Br(u1)).

Theorem 4.2 (A Fréchet-type sensitivity relation). Let u® € 22(B(0,7)) for some r > 0 and suppose
that hypotheses (OCP) hold. Given a minimiser (u*(-),u*(-)) for (P), let R, > 0 and v*(-) €
AC([0,T], 1 (K’ x K')) be as in Theorem 2.19 where K' := B(0, R..).

Then, the following sensitivity relation
(It (1), (1), (2, =) " (1)) € O (£, (1), (46)

holds for £*'-almost every t € [0,T).

We split the proof of this result into four steps. In Step 1, we prove a differential inequality at time
T > 0 for the value function, which is derived using the Taylor expansion formulas of Appendix A. In
Step 2, we establish a representation formula for the curve v*(-), which allows to uniquely characterise
the dynamics of its second marginal by a disintegration argument against p*(7). In Step 3, we use
this representation formula to propagate the differential inequality derived in Step 1 backward-in-time,
and we finally show in Step 4 how the latter yields the sensitivity relation (46).

Step 1: A differential inequality at time 7> 0 Let .7* C (0,T) be the full #!-measure set of
Lebesgue points associated with v : t € [0,T] — v(t,-,u*(t),:) € CO(Z.(RY) x R4, RY) as in Lemma
A3, and define 7 := %N, C (0,T) where ., is the set of Lebesgue points of m(-) € L*([0,T],R).

Let 7 € 7 and p, € Z(B(0,r")) for some ' > 0, and fix h € R such that 7 + h € [0,7]. By
Lemma 2.18 and Theorem 2.19, there exists a radius R := R(r,7’) > 0 depending on both r,7’ > 0
such that, for all times ¢ € [0, 7], the following support inclusions

supp(v*(t)) C K x K and supp(u(t)) C K,

hold with K := B(0,R), whenever p(-) is the solution of the Cauchy problem

{@u(t) + div (v(t, (1), u(®))u(t)) =0,
p(s) = por,

for some admissible u(-) € U and arbitrary s € [0,7]. In the sequel, when there is no ambiguity, we
will frequently use the condensed notation

*

( fﬂt)('))TytE[OvT} = ((I)q({r,t) [ ()] ())r tef0.175 (47)

to refer to the unique semigroup of non-local flows defined along (x*(-), u*(-)) as in Section 3.1.
In the following lemma, we derive a differential estimate for the value function.
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Lemma 4.3 (Differential estimate on the value function). For every pu. € I'(u*(7), r), it holds
V(T + hypur) — V(1,1 (7))
< [, (el D)@ 1y @), Doty 1y @)y — ) + i (T.2) )dpir(.9)
R2d

+h [ (Ve (D) (@, 1) (@)), Ur (T, ) )dpr (@, y) + 0 (Wap, (1 (1), 1r) + ),
R2d
(48)
where the maps qu)?ﬂT)(-), Wy, (+,+) and Y, (-,-) are defined as in Proposition A./, Theorem A.5 and
Proposition A.6 respectively, with v : (t, u, ) € [0,T] x P(R?) x R v(t, p, u*(t),z) € RY.
Proof. We start by observing that by definition (22) of the value function ¥ : [0,T] x Z.(R%) — R,
the following inequality holds

P (r 4 hopin) =V (r (7)) < (O ) Dpsar) = 9" (), (49)
because p*(-) is optimal for (P) and ¢t € [0,T] — (I)?:Hht) ] (Dppr € P(K) is admissible by con-

struction. Let p, € I'(u*(7), ur) be an arbitrary transport plan, to which we associate p,(7T") €
D (u*(T), DY, l1ir] () gpir ), defined by

pr(T) = (S gyl (] 0wt B, pli) 07°) o (50)

Recall now that ¢ : Z2.(R%) — R is locally differentiable by hypothesis (OCP)-(i4), which allows us
to write as a consequence of Proposition 2.9

(el ir) =o' (@) = [ (Tl (D)) = )i (T) z,) o

*

+ or (Wayey (o (1 (D), @ lir) (Deiir ) ).

By Lemma A.1, there exists a constant C » > 0 such that for any pair z,y € IC, it holds

* *

(@ sy ) () = Oy 0" (D] @)] < Crer (I =yl + Wo, (17 (7). 1) + ),

where we also used the fact that 7 € 7 is a Lebesgue point of m(-) € L*([0,7],Ry). By integrating
this last expression against g, and recalling the definition (50) of p,(T"), we obtain

OR (WZMT(T) (u*(T), O h) [uT](-)#ur)) = 0R (Wm (W (), pr) + h)- (52)

We now turn our attention to the integral term in (51). Observe that by the definition (50) of p,(T),
the latter can be rewritten as

Lo 9 (D) ).y — a)dpar (T2 9)

(53)
= [, (el @)@ 1" (@) . ¥ 1)) (0) = By 1" (7)) @) dar ().
In addition, remark that for any z,y € IC, the following Taylor expansion
B,y 1) (v) = @y [0 (1](@) + D@y [0 (M) (@) (5 — ) + wp, (T, ) -

+ hU(T,2) + o (|2 = y| + Wa, (1" (), ptz) + h),

holds as a consequence of Corollary A.7, where D$<I>E‘:.)[u*(7')](-), wy, (+,-) and ¥, (-,-) are defined as
in Proposition A.4, Theorem A.5 and Proposition A.6 respectively. Thus, combining (51), (53) and
(54) with the estimate derived in Lemma B.2 of Appendix B, we obtain

(@ n e ir ) = (1))
= /R?d <VSD(M*(T))(‘I)ZFT,T) (), Dm‘@fﬂT)(w)(y —x) + wy, (T, x)>du7(x, Y) (55)

h /Rm (Vo (D) (@, 1)(2)) » (T, 2) YApir (,) + 0 (Wapu, (0 (7), p17) + ),
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where we used the condensed notation (@’{T '

(49), we finally recover (48), which concludes the proof of our claim O

)('))T,te[O,T} introduced in (47). By plugging (55) into

Step 2: Representation formula for the Pontryagin costate Our goal is now to prove via
a backward time propagation that the differential inequality derived in Step 1 implies (46) at time
7 € 7. To this end, we first need to isolate the “costate” part — i.e. the second marginal — of the
curve v*(-) satisfying the PMP of Theorem 2.19.

Proposition 4.4 (Disintegration representation of state-costate curves). Assume that hypotheses
(OCP) hold and let v*(-) € AC([0,T], 21 (K' x K')) be a solution of the forward-backward Hamilto-
nian continuity equation (19), with K’ := B(0, R..) and R). > 0 being as in (18). Define the curve of
measures

vp:te[0,T] — ((I)Eﬁt,T) oml, 7T2)#I/*(t) € 2(K'x K'), (56)

and for all t € [0,T], consider its disintegration v}(t) = [ga 0k(t)dp*(T)(z) against W:}#I/%(t) = u*(T).
Then for u*(T)-almost every x € R, the curve o(-) € AC([0,T], 21 (K")) is the unique solution
of the backward Cauchy problem

O (8) + div, (Walt, o3 (1) o (1)) =0,

~(T)=09 (57)
7elT) = 0 v ()
where the non-local velocity field W, : [0,T] x Z.(R%) x R? — R? is defined by
* * * T
Wx(t,O',’l“) = = va<tnu (t)au (t)a (T,t)(x)) r ( )
58

- /R /R Do (1 (0), 0" (8), 7. (1)) (i) (@) ' pdo(p)d™ (D) (w),

for L-almost every t € [0,T], any 0 € P(R?Y) and all r € RY. Moreover, there exists a map
m2(-) € LY([0,T],Ry) such that

Wilo3(0,03(7)) < [ m7(s)as, (59

for all times 0 < 7 <t < T and p*(T)-almost every x € RY,

Proof. Tt can be checked as a consequence of the absolute continuity of ¢ € [0,T] — v*(t) € 2 (K’ x
K')and t € [0,T] — @E‘;T)[M*(t)](-) € CO(K',RY) that vi(-) € AC([0,T], 21 (K’ x K')). Whence by
(4), the map t € [0,T] > [gea £(z,7)dvi(t)(7,7) € R is absolutely continuous for any ¢ € C°(R?4,R),
and denoting by 7 C (0,T') the set of its Lebesgue points, one has

4
dt Jred

*

)i ()(er) = 5 [ 6(Bn 0@, r)av @), (60)

for all times t € .7, i.e. for & Lalmost every t € [0,T]. By repeating the same arguments as in the
proof of Proposition A.6 below, it can further be shown that

%(Iy(kt,T)(x) = _D$(I>>(kt,T) (@)v(t, u(t),u"(t), ), (61)

for #!-almost every t € [0,7] and any x € K'.
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By combining (61) together with Lebesgue’s differentiation theorem under the integral and the
distributional characterisation (13) of the fact that v*(-) solves (19), we obtain

% /RM E(®G,r) (@), r)dv” () (2, 7)

/ (L@ (@), 7) A (1) (a,r)

<v(x n&(@r) (@), 1), Toa Vo HI(E, v (1), u” (1)) (x, 7) )dv* (£) (, 7)
(Vo (@1 (@), 1) Da®y gy (@)ot, 1 (8), u" (1), 2) ) dv* () , 7) (62)
(Day 1y (2) TV al (@, (2),7) 0t o (2), " (), ) ) (1) (z, 7)

/R (V@ @),7) s Dot (1), (0),2) Tr)av* ()@, 7)
(Vi@ @), [ Dt (00" (0.0)@) 9o (O0.) )" (@) 7)

R2d

where we used the explicit expression of V, H(t, v*(t), u*(t))(-,-) given in (20) along with the condensed
notation (47). By plugging (62) into (60) while noticing that the two first integrals in the right-hand
side cancel each other out, it further holds

% » <Vr§(x,r),va(t, (), u*(t), fﬂt)(g;))wdu;(t)(x,r)

= [Tt [ Dt 0.0 (0, 071 0)) @ (0) T2 (6) (52 9) Y 6) ),
(63)
for any ¢ € C°(R?? R) and ! -almost every ¢ € [0,7]. Recalling that v}(t) = [ga ok(t)du*(T)(x)
for all times ¢t € [0,7], one can rewrite (63) as

@i (1) (a,r) = = [

R2d

L (5 L @nanoe = [ een W otom) o) ) ()@ =0. (64

for #'-almost every ¢ € [0, 7] and any & € C°(R?? R), where we used Fubini’s theorem and (58). In
particular, by choosing test functions of the form £(z,r) := ¢(x){(r), we can deduce from (64) that

L (G L cononom = [ (96 Watt.o20,m)dos ) Jowdn’ (@) =0, (69

for any ¢, ¢ € C°(R%,R). For any Borel set Q C R?, consider a sequence (¢,,) C C°(R% R) converging
strongly towards 1q(-) in L'(R? R; u*(T)). By passing to the limit as n — +o0o in (65), we obtain

(55 [ oz = [ (96 Walt. o0 )doz(0)0) )du (1)) = 0

for every Borel set Q C R?. This in turn implies that for p*(T)-almost every = € R?, it holds

S |60z = [ (T60) Watt.oz@.m)do o), (66)

for every ¢ € C°(R%,R), which, by (13), equivalently implies that the curve o(-) solves
0,05 () + dive (Wa(t, 0" (1) (1)) =0,
in the sense of distributions. In addition, upon noticing that
(T) =146
72(T) =0 Gt )
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because v*(T') = (Id, =V (u* (1)) p*(T'), and by uniqueness of the disintegration representation, we
conclude that o (-) is a solution of (57) for u*(T)-almost every = € RY.

We end the proof by focusing on the regularity properties of o%(-). The fact that o%(t) € 2(K’)
is direct since v*(t) € L (K’ x K') for all times ¢t € [0,7]. Moreover, under hypotheses (OCP),
the non-local velocity fields W, : [0,T] x Z.(RY) x RY — R satisfy hypotheses (CE)-(i), (ii) with
constants that are uniform with respect to « € supp(p*(T’)). By Theorem 2.13, this implies that
solutions of (57) are in fact unique, and there exists a map m?(-) € L'([0,T], R, ) such that

Wilo3(0),0%(r) < [ mi(s)ds

for all times 0 < 7 <t < T and p*(T)-almost every x € RA. O

Remark 4.5 (Necessity and sufficiency of the disintegration representation). In the earlier works
[153, 17, 18], the existence of a state-costate curve v*(-) satisfying the PMP in Wasserstein spaces —
either the version exposed in Theorem 2.19 or its counterpart with feedback controls — was obtained
by constructing explicitly the curves o*(-) for u*(T)-almost every x € RY, and then defining v*(-) by
(56), with vy.(-) being itself built via the disintegration formula vy (t) = [ga o3(t)dp*(T)(x). Therefore,
Proposition /.J can be seen as a reciprocal statement to that of Theorem 2.19-(i), (it), as they together
establish the uniqueness of state-costate curves with prescribed first marginal which are solutions of the
Hamiltonian system (19). In that sense, this proposition restores the known fact in classical optimal
control theory that the costate curve associated with an optimal trajectory-control pair is unique.

Step 3: Time-constancy of two functionals In Step 1 above, we derived the estimate
V(T +hypr) = V(7,107 (7))
< /R AVl (D) (@, 1) (@) s Da®fy @)y — @) + wy, (T, ) ) dpar (,y) (67)
+h /R (Ve (D) @y (@) U (T,2) Ydpar (,9) + 0 (Wage, (1" (7), 1) + B),

for every 7 € 7, any h € R such that 7+h € [0, 7] and all u, € Z(B(0,7")), where p, € T'(u*(7), f1r)
is arbitrary. Our goal in what follows is to show that (67) in fact yields (44) with (71, 1) := (7, u*(7))

and (7o, p2) := (7 + h, pr).
Let us choose pr : =y, € To(u*(7), 1) and consider the partially transported plan

7; = (CI)Z(T,T) © 7[-17772)#77' € F(:U'*(T)aﬂr)7

along with its disintegration v := [pa ’yz LAp*(T)(x) against 7'('#’)’; = u*(T). Moreover, let v*(-) be
the unique state-costate curve satisfying the PMP of Theorem 2.19, and ¢(-) be as in Proposition 4.4
for p*(T)-almost every x € R%. By introducing the curve v*(-) € AC([ T], Z1(K x K x K)), defined
for all times t € [0,T] by

V(1) = (B onh 7?70 k() with  vh(t) = /]R (0 <AL A (@) ). (68)
we can reformulate (67) as
V(T + hypr) = V(7,07 (7))
< [ (= Dy (@) ) (3= B (@)) 0, (70 () (T w720) ()

b, (= W (TR (@)))d* (), 1) + o (Walpe* (7). a7) + ).

Here, we also used the fact that Wa ., (1" (7), pir) = Wa(p* (1), pir) since v € To(u*(7), ptr).

In the following lemma, we state a technical result showing that the estimate of (69) can be
propagated back from the final time 7" > 0 to 7 € 7. Its proof being somewhat heavy and relying on
ideas already explored in [13, 17, 18], we postpone it to Appendix D below.
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Lemma 4.6 (Time-constancy of two functionals). Let H1, Ha : [0,T] — R be respectively defined by

Ha(t) = /R (s DB (@) (@) (3 = By (@) + w0, (1, (@) )" (), y),  (70)
and
Halt) = [ W (0.8 (@) )" (a7, ()

for all times t € [0,T]. Then, both maps H1(-), Ha(:) are absolutely continuous, with
GH1(t) = §Ha(t) =0,
for Lt-almost every t € [0,T), and are therefore constant over [0,T).

Step 4 : Proof of the sensitivity relation By combining the results of the previous three steps,
we can prove the claims of Theorem 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. As a direct consequence of Lemma 4.6, and upon identifying terms in the
right-hand side of (69) using (70) and (71), one has

P(r+ o) = V(7 57(7)) < —Ho(T) — WH(T) + o (Walp (7), ) + )
= —Ha(7) = hHa(7) + or (Wa(u"(7), i) + 1)
Now, by the definitions of Do ®7_ \(-), w-, (+,-) and ¥,(-,-) given in Proposition A.4, Theorem A.5 and

(7_7')
Proposition A.6 respectively together with the absolute continuity of v*(-) and v*(-), one further has

M) = [y —adv @) == [y —od((@ ) 0t 0) @y, (13)

R3d

(72)

and

Ha(T) = - /RMO“,U(T, (1), u* (1), 2))dv”(7) (2, 1) = —H(7, 1" (1), u" (7)), (74)

where we used the expression (17) of the Hamiltonian H : [0, 7] x Z.(R??) x U — R. Whence, upon
combining (72), (73) and (74), it holds

P+ hope) = ¥ (o () < [

R3d <7“, y= x>d((ﬂ.1’ _772’ ﬂg)#y* (T)) (xa T, y)

+ hH(T7 V*(T)7 u* (T)) +oR (WZ(:U'*(T)v MT) + h)

Let & € C°(R?¢,R) and observe that by the construction of v*(-) displayed in (68), one has
E(z,r)dv* (T)(z,ry) = /Rgd E(P(r, (), r)dvp(7) (2,7, y)

= [, €@rn @0 dvi () w.r) = [ | gl r)dr’ ().

R2d

(75)

R3d

or equivalently 71?1421/* (1) = v*(7). By performing the same computations, one can also show that
77;31/*(7') = v, € Do(u*(7), pir), which is equivalent to saying that v*(r) € TL3(v*(r), ur) following

the notations introduced in Definition 2.5. This fact together with (75) then yields

V(e +hogin) =V () < [y = a)do(r) a,r) -
+ RH(7,1* (7), u" (7)) + or (Wa(u (7), i) + 1),

for all times 7 € .7, every h € R such that 7+ h € [0,T] and any p, € Z(B(0,r")) for some " > 0,
where o(7) € TL3((n!, —72)4v*(7), s ). Recalling the definition (44) of the mixed superdifferential
of the value function, and observing that .7 C (0,7 has full £!-measure, we conclude from (76) that

(B (0,07 (1), (7 =)™ (1) € B (8 " (1),

for #1-almost every t € [0,T], which ends the proof of Theorem 4.2. O
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By following the same strategy, we can also derive a sensitivity result which only involves the
localised Fréchet superdifferential of the value function with respect to the measure variable. The
main difference between this partial sensitivity relation and the total one exposed in Theorem 4.2 is
that the former holds true for all times t € [0,T], instead of .Z!-almost every times.

Proposition 4.7 (Sensitivity relation with respect to the measure variable). Let u° € 2(B(0,r))
for some r > 0, and suppose that hypotheses (OCP) hold. Given a minimiser (u*(-),u*(-)) for (P),
denote by v*(-) € AC([0,T], 21(K'x K")) the state-costate curve satisfying the PMP of Theorem 2.19,
with K' := B(0, R).) being given as in (18).
Then, the following sensitivity relation
(', =)

#y*(t) € 8;“//(t,u*(t)), (77)

holds for all times t € [0,T].

Proof. To prove the statement of Proposition 4.7, one can repeat the arguments of Step 1 to 4 above
while fixing h = 0, and replacing the set 7 C (0,T") by the whole time interval [0, T]. O

4.2 Sensitivity relations expressed in terms of Dini superdifferentials

In section 4.1 above, we derived general sensitivity relations in terms of the Fréchet superdifferential
of the value function, defined in the sense of [8, Chapter 10]. However in several control-theoretic
applications, we will need to apply sensitivity results in cases where the test measures are of the form
pr = (Id + F)pp*(r), where F € L®°(R% R% 1) is not an optimal transport direction. This fact
motivates the introduction of the following notion of Dini superdifferential.

Definition 4.8 (Dini superdifferential of the value function). Given (r,u) € [0,T] x Z.(RY) and
(h, F) € R x L=®(R% R% 1), we define the upper Dini derivative of #(-,-) at (1,u) in the direction
(h,F) as

dt7 (r, ) (h, F) := limsup
e—0t

Then, we say that a pair (6,6) € R x L*(R%,R% 1) belongs to the localised Dini superdifferential
8+7/(T7M) Of 7/(7) at (T,,U,) lf

[ V(1 +eh, (Id + eF)pp) — ¥ (1, 11) . (78)

€

A () F) < [ (@), F@))du(a) + b (79)
for all (h, F) € R x L®(R%, R ). We analogously say that & € L*(R%,R%; 1) belongs to the localised
Dini superdifferential 95 ¥ (7, 1) with respect to the measure variable of ¥ (7,-) at p if (79) holds for
all F € L®(R4,RY; p) with h =6 = 0.

Remark 4.9 (On the definition of Dini superdifferentials). The so-called Dini-Hadamard superdiffer-
entials are usually defined in vector spaces by means of contingent directional derivatives (see e.g. [9,
Section 6.1]). While the sensitivity relation expressed below could also be proven for an analogue of
the Dini-Hadamard superdifferential stated on the space [0,T] X Wc(Rd), we chose to use the simpler
notion of Dini superdifferential introduced above to lighten the presentation.

In the following theorem, we state another central result of this manuscript, which provides Dini-
type sensitivity relations involving non-optimal transport directions.

Theorem 4.10 (Dini-type sensitivity relations for Pontryagin costates). Suppose that hypotheses
(OCP) hold and let K = B(0,R,) be as in Lemma 2.18. Given a minimiser (u*(-),u*(:)) €
AC([0,T], 1(K)) x U, denote by v*(-) € AC([0,T], 21(K' x K')) the state-costate curve satisfy-
ing the PMP of Theorem 2.19, with K' := B(0, R).) being given as in (18).

Then, the following sensitivity relation

(FI(t, v (), u" (), =07 (1)) € TH (1,17 (1)), (80)
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holds for £-almost every t € [0,T], where v*(t) € L>®(R? R%; u*(t)) denotes the barycentric projec-
tion of the state-costate curve v*(t) onto w;ﬁy*(t) = p*(t) defined in the sense of (7). Moreover, the
following sensitivity relation with respect to the measure variable

— ) € 01Vt (1)), (81)
holds for all times t € [0,T].

Proof. We apply the same strategy as in Section 4.1 above, up to some minor modifications. As before,
we will use the condensed notation

*

(@0t (Drteto.r) = (o [ (T ))rtefo.s

already introduced in (47) to refer to non-local flows defined along (p*(-), u*()).
First, fix 7 € .7 and observe that for every F € L®(R? RY; 11*(7)), the following support estimate

supp((1d + eF) 1" (7)) € B0, By + [|F ()| (ur () ). (82)

holds for every € € (0, 1], since supp(u*(7)) € K := B(0,R,). Then, by applying Lemma 4.3 and
Proposition 4.4 in the particular case where

pr o= (Id + eF) pp*(7) and pr = (Id,Id + eF) pp* (1), (83)
for some € > 0, we can derive the following differential estimate
“//(T + eh, (Id + EF)#M*(T)) — V(1" (7))
s ¢ /RM (=1 Da®, 1y (Vg (2) F (@1 (@) + wr (T, By (2)) YA (D) (,7)  (4)

teh [ < — 1, W (T, By () >dy*(T)(:c, r) + op F(€),

similarly to (69). Here, we introduced the notation wz(-,-) := 2wy, (-,-), while the dependence on
F(-) of the remainder term oy, r(€) appears as a consequence of (82), and since

Wau, (u*(f), (Td + ef)#u*(f)) < e F O zee ur (o)

for any ¢ > 0. By Theorem A.5 applied with p, defined as in (83), one can check that the map
t €10,T] — wr(t,z) € R? defined for all € K is the unique solution of the Cauchy problem

Orwr(t,x) = Dyv (b, 1" (1), OF, y (2) Jwr(t,z)

+ / Dy (t, 1 (1), 0, (2)) (9. (1)) (Da®fyy () F () + wr(t,9) )dp* (7)), (89)
wr(r,x) =0,

where we used the fact that w,_ (-,-) = ewr(-,-) and the linearity of (A.11). Furthermore, by adapting
the proof of Lemma 4.6, one can show that the mappings

Hi:te [07 T] = R2d <T7 qu)z;—,t)( >(kt,7') (x))f(q)z(t,r) (.%')) + w]:(tv (Iy(kt,q—) (1‘))>dl/*(t)(1', 7’),

and
Mot € [0,T] = /R s W (@ () (1) ),

are constant over [0,7], with

Hi(r) = /]R?d (ry F(x))dv*(1)(z, 1) and Ho(r) = —H(r,v* (1), u"(7)). (86)
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Thus by combining (84) and (86) while recalling the definition (7) of barycentric projection, we recover

V(7 +eh, (1d + eF)yp*(r)) = ¥ (7,1 ()) < € /R =7 (72), Fa))dw' (7)(x) )

+ ehH(r,v*(7),u* (7)) + on r(€).

Dividing both sides of (87) by € > 0, taking the limsup as € — 07 and using the definition (78) of
upper Dini derivative, we obtain

d* Y (7,5 (1)) (h, F) < /RQd<—I?*(t,x),f(ﬂf»d/t*(f)(ﬁv) + hH(r, v*(7), u* (1)),
for all (h, F) € R x L¥ (R4, R%; u*(7)). Since .7 C (0,T) has full #!-measure and 7 € .7 is arbitrary,
this is in turn equivalent to the sensitivity relation (80).

Similarly to Proposition 4.7, one can repeat exactly the same proof strategy with h = 0 and by
replacing .7 by the whole time-interval [0, 7] in order to recover the sensitivity relation (81) expressed
with respect to the measure variable. O

Remark 4.11 (Comparisons between Theorem 4.2 and Theorem 4.10). As previously mentioned,
Theorem /.2 is a sensitivity relation expressed in terms of Fréchet superdifferentials defined in the
sense of [8, Chapter 10]. While the latter constitutes an insightful structural result, it is less suited
to control problems than the Dini-type sensitivity relation of Theorem 4.10, and of a slightly different
nature. Indeed, when p € P.(RY) and F € L® (R4 R% 1) are arbitrary, Theorem 4.10 transcribes
a kind of strong superdifferentiability of the value function in the sense of [8, Definition 10.3.1], but
only for test measures expressed as perturbations of the identity (see also [8, Remark 10.5.2]). This
property builds explicitly on the product structure of the disintegrations against p*(T') of the 3-plans
V() appearing in Step 3 and Step 4 of the proof of Theorem 4.2. For this reason, it cannot be
concluded from the approach we developed that (w', —7?)4v*(t) is a strong Fréchet superdifferential of
Y (t,-) at w*(t) in general, so that Theorem 4.10 cannot be deduced directly from Theorem 4.2.

5 Applications in mean-field optimal control

In this section, we investigate various interesting characterisations and properties of optimal trajec-
tories for mean-field optimal control problems, some of which are established as a consequence of the
semiconcavity and sensitivity properties of the value function explored in Section 3 and Section 4.

5.1 Propagation of Gateaux differentiability for the value function

In this section, we prove forward-time propagation results along optimal trajectories for the Dini
subdifferentials of the value function with respect to the measure variable.

Definition 5.1 (Dini subdifferential of the value function). Given (7, ) € [0, T|x Z.(R%) and (h, F) €
R x L>®(R* R?; 1), we define the lower Dini derivative of #(-,-) at (7, u) in the direction (h,F) as

d~ ¥ (7, p)(h, F) := liminf

e—07t

{ V(1 + eh,(Id + eF)pp) — ¥ (1, 1)

€

. (88)

Then, we say that a pair (6,£) € R x L*(R%,R% ) belongs to the localised Dini subdifferential
8741/(7-7”) Of 7/(7) at (T,,U,) lf

A~ (r, ) (h, F) > / (€(@), F(x))du(w) + 5 b, (89)

R4

for all (h, F) € R x L® (R4, R%; ). We analogously say that & € L*>(R%,R%; 1) belongs to the localised
Dini subdifferential 0,V (7, 1) with respect to the measure variable of ¥ (1,-) at pu if (89) holds for all
F € L®(R4, R 1) with h =6 = 0.
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In the following proposition, we start by showing that the Dini subdifferential of the value function
is single-valued whenever it is non-empty, and that the value function admits Gateaux derivatives at
the corresponding points.

Proposition 5.2 (Subdifferential and Gateaux derivatives of the value function). Assume that hy-
potheses (OCP) hold and let (u*(-),u*(-)) be an optimal trajectory-control pair for (P). If it holds
that 8,7 (1, u* (7)) # 0 for some T € [0,T], then

0,7 (1,17 (7)) = {="(7)},
and the application p € P.(RY) — ¥ (t,u) € R admits directional derivatives at u*(7), namely

V7, (1d + eF)yp™(r)) = V(1,17 (7))

€

AY (7, 1" (7)) (0, F) := lim [

e—0t
= [ (7 ), Fln (7)),
R
for every F € L®(R%,RY; u*(7)).

Proof. Let & € 0,7/ (7,p*(7)) and F € L>®(R4,R?; 11*(7)) be arbitrary. By definition of the Dini sub

and superdifferentials, together with the sensitivity relations of Theorem 4.10, it holds
|7 () F@)du (1)) = 4 (7 (1) (0, F)

“ (91)

> 4V (o ()0.F) 2 [ (@), F@)du' ()(a),

which can be rewritten as
L7 () + (@), Fa))du (7)) <0

for every F € L™®(R% R% u*(r)). By a simple density argument, the previous inequality yields
& = —v*(1) in L*(R% RY u*(7)), which actually means that 0,V (r,u*(r)) = {-v*(7)} because
&; is an arbitrary Dini subdifferential. Upon using this fact together with (91), one further has

A~V (1,5 (1))(0, F) = A" (, 1™ (7))(0, F),

which implies that the limit in (90) exists and is given by

i, [ AR DIt O = HEIN ] [ (e, 0), Foha (7))
e—0t € Rd
for every F € L®(R? R%; u*(7)). O

Remark 5.3 (On the directional derivatives of the value function). The identity written in (90) can
be assimilated to the claim that —v*(1) € L*(R% RY; u*(7)) is the Gateauxr derivative of the value
function ¥ (1,-) at p*(7).

In the following theorem, we build on Proposition 5.2 to prove that subdifferentiability — and
therefore Gateaux differentiability — properties of the value function propagate forward in time along
solutions of the Hamiltonian dynamics stemming from the PMP.

Theorem 5.4 (Forward propagation of Dini subdifferentials and regularity of the value function).
Let u° € 2(B(0,r)) for some r > 0, and assume that hypotheses (OCP) hold. Given a minimiser
(w*(+),u*(+)) for (P), let v*(-) the state-costate curve satisfying the PMP of Theorem 2.19. Finally,
suppose that O,V (1,1* (1)) # 0 for some 7 € [0,T7.
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Then, any curve of measures ¥*(-) solution of the forward Hamiltonian continuity equation

() + divig ) (J2a Vo H(E 97 (8), u" (£)97(1)) = 0,
7T#19 (t) = p*(t) for all times t € [1,T], (92)
_19*(7—) € 6u7/(7—’ :U’*(T))’

*

is such that 9*(t) = v*(t) for all times t € [r,T]. In particular, the state-costate curve v*(-) is a
solution of (92), which also satisfies

0, 7 (t, 1" (1)) VOV (t, (1) = {-7" (1)},

for all times t € [1,T]. Moreover, the application u € P.(R%) — ¥ (t,u) € R admits directional
derivatives at p*(t), with

(6 ()0 F) = [ (=" (t2), F@)du’ (), (93)

for all times t € [1,T] and every F € L=(R% R%; u*(t)).

Proof. Let K := B(0, R,) with R, > 0 being defined as in Lemma 2.18, and choose arbitrary elements
t € [r,T]) and F € L>®(R% R?; u*(t)). Then for every e € (0, 1], one has

V(b (I + eF) () = 7 (1 (1))

. (94)
> ¥ (7, @ [(Id + eF) s (1)) © (Id + eF) i (8)) = ¥ (7, 1*(7)),

since t € [1,T] — ¥ (t,1u(t)) € R is non-decreasing along solutions of the control system and constant
along optimal trajectories. Observing that supp((Id + eF)xp*(t)) C K := B(0,R) for all € € (0, 1],
where we defined R := R, + || F(-)[| Lo (u=(¢)), it follows from the proof of Corollary A.7 applied with
h=0,y=xz+ecF(r) € Kand pu = (Id,Id + eF)xp*(t) that

o) [(1d + P ) ()] (w + €F (2) ) = By 1y (@) + Fo(T,2) + 01 c(€), (95)
with Sup(; »)eo,7)xsupp(u* (1)) 04,2,k (€)| = oK (€). Here, the map F : [1,¢] x K — R? is defined by
Fils, ) = Da® o (2) F(2) + wp, (s, ), (96)
for all times s € [7,t] and every = € K, and it is the unique solution of the linearised Cauchy problem
OsFi(s,x) = Dwv(s ,u*(s) o7, )(x))}"t(s,a:)
D (s (5), 0 () (87, () Fils, )" (00, (o)
Filt,z) = F(x),

as a consequence of Proposition A.4 and Theorem A.5. Hence, by merging (94), (95) and (96), we
obtain

V(1 (4 F)ppr (1)) =V (617 (1)) 2 ¥ (7, (14 €Fo(7, B, () + 0le)) ™ (7)) = # (7,17 (7). (98)

Recall now that since 9, ¥ (7, u*(7)) # 0, one has 9,7 (7, " (1)) = {—v*(7)} by Proposition 5.2.
Thus, by construction, the state-costate curve v*(-) is a solution of the forward Hamiltonian dynamics
(92).

Next, we consider any solution ¥*(-) of (92). Then, by definition (88) of the lower Dini derivative,
one has

A (i (D (OF (8 () = [ (=0 (ra), Filr, 87,y @)’ (1))

(99)
= - /R?d (r, Fi(T, N (z)))dv* (7)(z, 7).
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By repeating the arguments of Appendix D with (97), one can show that the map

H:se[rt]— /R2d (r, Fe (s, @5 1y (@)))dI"(s)(z, 1),

is constant over [7,t], which in particular yields

/R2d (r, Fo (1, 8, 4y (2)))dv* (7) (1) :/

o (ry F(2))do™ (t)(z, 7). (100)

Combining (98), (99) and (100) allows us to conclude

A= (¢, " (0))(0, F) = /}RM(—E*(Rw),f($)>du*(t)(fﬂ),
for every F € L>®(R? R? u*(t)), where we used that u € 22(K) +— ¥ (1,) € R is Lipschitz continu-
ous by Proposition 3.1.

By Definition 5.1, this latter inequality implies that —0*(t) € 0,V (t, u*(t)) for all times ¢ € [r,T],
which also yields ¥*(t) = *(t) and (93) as a consequence of Proposition 5.2. Furthermore, we also
get that 0, 7 (t, u*(t)) N0, ¥ (t, pu*(t)) is reduced to a singleton whenever it is non-empty. This allows
us to conclude that 8, ¥ (t, u*(t)) N0V (t, u*(t)) = {—v*(t)} for all times t € [r,T]. O

Remark 5.5 (Link between Gateaux derivatives and Wasserstein gradients). If a functional ¢ :
P.(RY) — R is locally differentiable at some p € P.(R%) in the sense of Definition 2.8, then 3~ ¢(u)N
0t (u) = {Veé(n)} where Vo(u) € Tan, Po(R?) is the Wasserstein gradient of ¢(-) at p.

5.2 Sufficient optimality conditions under Dini-type sensitivity relations

In Theorem 4.10, we have shown that if (u*(-),u*(-)) is an optimal pair for (P), then the unique
state-costate curve v*(-) satisfying the PMP is such that (H(¢,v*(¢),u*(t)), —v*(t)) € 0TV (¢, u*(t))
for #'-almost every ¢ € [0,T]. In what follows, we prove that the sensitivity relations also provide
sufficient conditions for the optimality of a pair associated with a state-costate curve satisfying the
PMP.

Throughout this section, we assume that hypotheses (OCP) hold, fix u° € Z(B(0,r)) for some
r > 0 and let K := B(0, R,) with R, > 0 being given by Lemma 2.18.

Theorem 5.6 (Sufficiency of the PMP under Dini-type sensitivity relations). Let (u*(-),u*(-)) be an
admissible pair for (P), and suppose that there exists a state-costate curve v*(-) satisfying the PMP
of Theorem 2.19, together with the sensitivity relation

(FI(t, v (), u" (), =07 (1)) € TH (1,17 (1)), (101)

for ZL1-almost every t € [0,T]. Then, the pair (u*(-),u*(:)) is optimal for (P).

Proof. Recall first that since (u*(-),u*(:)) is an admissible pair for (P), the map t € [0,T] —
¥ (t,p*(t)) € R is non-decreasing, as well as absolutely continuous by Proposition 3.1. Let .7 C (0,7))
be as in Section 4.1 and fix 7 € 7 such that both £ (7, u*(7)) exists and (101) hold at .

Remark that by (7) and Definition 4.8, the inclusion (101) can be rewritten as

V(r+ e (d+eF)pp*(r) — V(1,4 (7)) ]

lim sup {
€

e—0t
<= [ F @) (), ) + (v (7). (7).
R
for any F € L=(R% R%; 1*(7)). Choosing in particular F(-) = v(r, u*(7),u*(7),-), one further has

{ V(1 + e (d+ eo(r, w* (1), w (7)) g™ (7)) — ¥ (7, (7))

€

lim sup
e—0t

<0. (102)
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Under hypotheses (OCP)-(7), (i), it can be shown by repeating the arguments in the proof of Propo-

sition A.4 below that the non-local flows (@Z‘T t)('))r,te[O,T] defined along (p*(-),u*(+)) as in (47) satisfy

the following Taylor expansion in C°(K,R%)
¥,y o0) = 1+ ev(r, (7). (7). ) + 0:(0), (103

for every e > 0, since the elements of .7 are Lebesgue points of t € [0, T +— v(t, -, u*(t),-) € CY(L(K)x
K,R%). Thus, we can deduce from (103) combined with the representation formula (16) that

(T + €)= (Id+ ev(r, u*(r), u* (7)) + 0r(€)) " (7),
for any small € > 0, which together with (102) and Proposition 3.1 allows us to obtain
{ V(T +ep(t+e) = V(rpw(r))

€

B

lim sup
e—0+

Since we assumed that t € [0,T] — ¥ (¢, u*(t)) € R is differentiable at 7 € .7, this last estimate finally
yields

&7 (ru* (1) <0, (104)
for every 7 € .7 belonging to a subset of full .#!-measure. Whence, the map # (-, u*(-)) is non-
increasing and therefore constant, which implies that the pair (x*(-),u*(+)) is optimal. O

In Theorem 5.6 above, we have proven that the necessary conditions of the PMP become sufficient
when supplemented with the Dini-type sensitivity relation (101). In the following proposition, we
show that the latter sensitivity relation is still a sufficient optimality condition when v*(-) is not a
necessarily a state-costate curve solution of the Hamiltonian continuity equation (19).

Proposition 5.7 (A more general sufficient optimality condition). Let (u*(),u*(+)) be admissible for
(P), and suppose that for L -almost every t € [0,T] there exists v € P.(R??) such that

7731#1/,5* = u*(t), (H(t, vy, u*(t)), —17,5*) c otV (t,p*(t)) and H(t, v u*(t)) = meag]( H(t, v}, u),

where U} is the barycentric projection of vy onto p*(t). Then, (u*(-),u*(-)) is optimal for (P).

Proof. This result can be obtained by repeating the arguments in the proof of Theorem 5.6. U

5.3 Optimal feedback

We end this series of applications of the semiconcavity and sensitivity relations in mean-field control
by discussing optimal feedbacks for (P) and their regularity. These latter take the form of a set-valued
map G : [0,T] x Z.(RY) = CO(R4, R?), defined using lower Dini derivatives of the value function.

In order to investigate optimal feedbacks, we recall the notion of upper-semicontinuity for set-valued
maps, for which we refer to [10, Section 1.4]. We also adapt to the Wasserstein setting a standard
result of non-smooth analysis stating that semiconcave mappings admit directional derivatives, and
that they coincide with adequately chosen regularised lower derivatives (see e.g. [23, Theorem 3.9]).

Definition 5.8 (Upper-semicontinuous set-valued mappings). Let (#,dy) be a separable metric
space, (X,||-|lx) be a separable Banach space and G : . = X be a set-valued map, i.e. an ap-
plication such that G(s) C X for every s € . Then, G(-) is said to be upper-semicontinuous at a
point s € % such that G(s) # 0 if for every neighbourhood U C X of G(s), there exists n > 0 such
that G(s') C U for every s' € .7 such that d(s,s") <.

Proposition 5.9 (Dini derivatives of semiconcave mappings). Let ¢ : Z.(R?) — RY be locally strongly
semiconcave. Then for every p € P.(R%), the directional derivative dg(u)(F) exists for any F €
L®(R% R 1), Moreover if F € CO(RY,RY), then for every R > 0 the latter coincides with the
regularised R-lower derivative, defined by

d-p é(u)(F) i=  liminf o(ld +eF)pv) —6W))

e—0tv—p €
vEP(Br(1))

(105)
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Proof. We start by showing that ¢(-) admits Dini derivatives in every direction. Let u € Z.(RY) and
F € L=®(R4,R% 1), and denote by K := B(0, R) a closed ball such that supp((Id + ¢F)xpu) C K for
every € € [0,1]. Observe that for every pair 0 < e; < e < 1, it holds

Id+eF = (1—-2)Id+ 2(Id+ e F),
which, by the local strong semiconcavity of ¢(-) applied along p := (Id,Id + €2 F )4, yields

AW+ aF)p) — 00 o ST D) 00 _ o (o) 1FOlag (106
> K

€1 €2

for a given constant Crc > 0, where we used the fact that W ,(p, (Id + e2F)gp) = €a [|F ()|l 12(n)-
Taking first the liminf as €¢; — 0" and then the limsup as e — 0T in (106), we obtain

A7 (u)(F) = d*o(u)(F),

which implies the existence of the directional derivative de(p)(F).

Let R > 0 and suppose that F € CO(R% R?). By definition (105) of the regularised R-lower
derivative, it is clear that dg(u)(F) > d, z¢(u)(F). As we assumed that ¢(-) is locally strongly
semiconcave, it is also continuous in the Wy-metric over &?(Bgr(u)), and for every (e, o) € (0,1] x R%.
there exists 7 > 0 such that

O(Ad + eF)pp) —d(p) _ ¢((d+eF)yv) — 6(v)

€ €

+a, (107)

for any v € Z(Br(p)) satisfying Wa(u,v) < n. By plugging (107) into (106), it further holds

P((d + eF)pn) — $(1) _ o ¢((Id + € F)yv) — o(v)

€ T veKE(n), €€(0,€] €

+ Cre [ FO)llz2 ta
where K} (p) := {v € P(Br(p)) s.t. Wa(p,v) < n}. Letting €, a, 7 — 07 in the previous expression
thus yields Do(p)(F) < d, g ¢(p)(F), which concludes the proof since R > 0 is arbitrary. O

Building on these notions, we discuss in the following theorem the structure and regularity of
optimal feedback mappings for (P). In the proof of this result, we will denote by Graph(G(-)) :=
{(s,2) € & x X s.t. x € G(s)} the graph of a given set-valued mapping G : .¥ = X.

Theorem 5.10 (Optimal feedbacks). Let u° € 2(B(0,r)) for some r > 0. Moreover, assume that
hypotheses (OCP) hold, and let K := B(0, R,) where R, > 0 is given as in Lemma 2.18.
Then, a trajectory-control pair (W*(-),u*(+)) is optimal for (P) if and only if

olt, 1 (8), 0 (1)) € Grc (b, 1 (1)), (108)

for Lt-almost every t € [0,T), where we defined the generalised feedback sets
Grc(t, ) = {v € v(t, 1, U)yc st A7 (t,p)(1,0) <0}, (109)

for all (t,p) € [0,T] x P(K). The feedback sets Gg(t, ) are compact in CO(K,R?) for all (t,p) €
[0,T]x Z(K), and if in addition (SC2) and (R) hold, then the set-valued map G : [0,T] x P1(K) =

CY(K,R?) is upper-semicontinuous.

Proof. The fact that (u*(+),u*(+)) is optimal if and only if (108) is satisfied can be proven by repeating
arguments analogous to those of the proof of Theorem 5.6. Indeed let (u*(-),u*(-)) be an optimal pair
for (P) and observe that by Proposition 3.1, one has

P (t+ e, (1d + ewft, w*(0),u" ()" (D) — V(6" (1) =V (t+ €1+ €)= V(L (1)) + 0n(©)

= o(e),
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for #'-almost every t € [0,7T], where we used the fact that t € [0, 7] — ¥ (t, u*(t)) € R is constant.
Thus, dividing by € > 0 and taking the liminf as ¢ — 0T in the previous inequality, we obtain

A (" () (1,0t 17 (1), " (1)) = 0,

which by (109) implies that v(t, u*(t),u*(t))|x € Gr (t, p*(t)) for £ -almost every ¢ € [0,T]. Con-
versely, let (u*(),u*(-)) be an admissible pair for (P) such that v(t, u*(t),u*(t))|x € Gk (t, " (t)) for
L1 almost every t € [0, 7], and let 7 € [0, T] be a point of differentiability of ¢ € [0, T] + ¥ (t, u*(t)) €
R at which (108) holds and Wy (u*(7 + €), (Id + ev(r, u* (1), u*(7))) 1" (7)) = 0-(€). Then,

V(r+ep (t+6) =V (mp'(r) =V (7 + € (Id+ ev(r, u (1), u" (7)) " (7)) = ¥ (7, 17(7)) + 0-(e),

and upon dividing by € > 0 and taking the liminf as ¢ — 07 while recalling that ¥(-, u*(-)) is
differentiable at 7 and v(7, u*(7), w*(7))|x € Gk (7, 1" (7)), we obtain

%7/(7, w* (7)) <O0.

Because t € [0,T] — ¥ (t,u*(t)) € R is absolutely continuous and non-decreasing, and since the last
inequality holds for #1-almost every 7 € [0, T], we conclude that (u*(-),u*(+)) is optimal for (P).
We observe next that for every (¢,u) € [0,T] x Z(K), the sets

{ve COK,RY) st d¥ (1, 1)(1,0) <0},

are closed in C°(K,R%) by Proposition 3.1, which together with the compactness of U implies that the
sets Gk (t, u) are compact. We now prove that under hypotheses (SC2) and (R), the set-valued map
Gr :[0,T] x 2(K) = C°(K,R%) has closed graph and takes its values in a compact set. By classical
results in set-valued analysis (see e.g. [9, Corollary 1]), this will imply that it is upper-semicontinuous.
Remark first that as a consequence of hypotheses (R), the elements of v(t,pu, U)jx € C°(K,R?) are
equibounded and equi-Lipschitz continuous, uniformly with respect (¢t,u) € [0,7] x Z(K). Thus,
the sets G (t, ) are contained within a compact subset of CO(K,R?) that is independent of (¢, u) €
[0,T] x Z(K). Assume now that (SC2) hold, and consider a sequence (ty, fin, vy) C Graph(Gg (-, -))
satisfying
2 Mo t Wi (fin, 1) o 0 and v = vallco(x ray . 0,

for some (¢, u, v) € [0,T] x 2(K) x C°(K,R%). By Proposition 5.9, we know that for every R > 0 the
lower Dini derivative d™7/(¢, 1) (1, v) coincides with the regularised R-lower derivative d, o7 (t, p)(1, v).
By definition (105) of the latter, there exist two sequences €,,d, — 07 such that

7/(t + €n, (Id + Envn)#ﬂn) - nj/(ta Mn)

€n

<

ny

for n > 1 large enough, which allows to obtain

A4 (4, 5" (£))(1, 0) = A7 ¥ (1 ()(1,0) < lim inf V(A en, (14 + €nvn)ett) =V (E jin)

n——+oo €n

<0,

for #1-almost every ¢ € [0,7]. One can also check that (t,u) € [0,T] x 21(K) = v(t, p, U)|x has
closed graph under (R)-(7), which allows us to conclude that Graph(Gk(-,-)) is closed. O

Remark 5.11 (On the feedback mapping defined in (109)). It has been identified in set-valued analysis
(see e.g. [9, Chapter 2]) that the minimal reqularity requirement needed to generalise Peano’s existence
theorem to differential inclusions is the upper-semicontinuity of the right-hand side with respect to the
state variable, along with the convexity of the set of admissible velocities. In the present context, the
existence of global solutions to the feedback-form continuity inclusion

{@u*(t) € —divy (G(t, 1" (1)) p" (1)),
M*(O) = :U’O’

is ensured in the absence of convezity by the existence of an optimal trajectory p*(-) for (P).
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A Linearisation formulas for non-local flows

In this section, we prove several first-order linearisation formulas for the non-local flows (7.4 [14-]())eejo,7)
introduced in Definition 2.11. Throughout this section, we consider a velocity field v : [0, T] x Z.(R?) x
R? i R? satisfying hypotheses (CE) of Section 2.3, along with a closed ball K := B(0,7) where r > 0.
Before stating the first-order linearisation results, we start by absolute continuity and Lipschitz
regularity estimates on non-local flows that will be useful throughout the remainder of this section.

Lemma A.1 (Regularity estimates on non-local flows). There exists a constant Cg > 0 such that for
every 11,72 € [0,T] with 71 < 1o, any p,v € P(K) and all x,y € K, it holds

’(b(Tz,t) v](y) — Dy, Nz ‘ < CK(\JU —y| + Wi(p,v +/ ds)

for all times t € [0,T].

Proof. The proof of this result essentially relies on a bootstrapped application of Gronwall’s lemma.
To simplify the notations, we introduce

:U'(t) = (1>(T1,t) [,U,]()#,U, and V(t) = (1>(7'2,t) [l/](')#l/,

defined for all times t € [0,T]. We consider only the case 75 < t < T, the other scenario being identical
up to changing the sign of relevant integrals.

Observe first that by Theorem 2.13, there exists R, > r > 0 such that supp(u(t))Usupp(v(t)) C K’
where K’ := B(0, R,) for all times ¢ € [0,T]. By (14), it then holds for any =,y € K

ey P)(0) — Dyl \<rm— oI+ / ), ® (o1 (0)) [ ds

3 V 7-2, )[ ](y)) - U(Saﬂ( ) (b(Tl s) ’ds
<le-ul+ / “in(s)ds + [ Lo Muls). v(s))ds

+f 11 (5)|® (V) (0) — By o [1](2)]ds,

(A.1)
for all times ¢t € [r,T], with m,(-) := (1 + 2R, )m(:) and where we used (CE)-(i), (ii). Integrating
(A.1) against a 1-optimal transport plan v € I',(p, v) and applying Fubini’s theorem, we further obtain

/]R2d ‘(I)(TQ,t)[V](y) - cI)(Tl,t) ’d7 Zz y < Wl M7 +/ m?" d8+/ LK’ Wl( ( ) (8))d8
+/ lK/ / o cI)(m,s)[V](y) _CI)(Tl,s) ‘dfy 1‘ y))ds
(A.2)

which yields by an application of Gronwall’s lemma that

/RM D7y, 0) V) (y) = Py (] () |dy (2, y)
T2 t (A.3)
< (M) + [ mo(eas+ [ Lo Wil v)ds) e (Ol ).

for all times ¢ € [r2,T]. Observing now that (@, ,[u] o 7r1,<I>(727t) [v] o m2)uy € T(u(t),v(t)) for all
times ¢ € [0, 7], we can deduce from (A.3) that

Wiu(0,0(0) < (Wilaow) + [ mnto)as + [ LiolsWa(u(s).(9)ds ) exp e ()

which by another application of Gronwall’s lemma provides the distance estimate
T2
Wiu(®)1(6) < Cie (Wilpe) + [ mis)as). (A.4)
T1
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for all times t € [r2, T], where C > 0 is a constant which only depends on K := B(0, ) via hypotheses
(CE). Plugging (A.4) into (A.1) and applying yet again Gronwall’s lemma, we can finally conclude

90011 0) = B i) )] < Ci (12 =31+ W) + [ () ),

for all times ¢ € [r2,T] and some constant Cx > 0. The case 0 < ¢t < 79 < T being similar, this
concludes the proof of our lemma. O

In what follows, we introduce notions of measurability, integrability and Lebesgue points adapted
to maps with values in C%(Z.(RY) x RY RY).

Definition A.2 (Measurability and integrability of C°-valued maps). A mapping V : [0,T] —
CYUZ.(RY) x R, RY) is said to be £ -measurable if for every compact set K C R?, its restriction

Vig :t €0, T] = V() 2u0)xx € CO(P(K) x K,R?),

is L' -measurable. Similarly, we say that V : [0, T] — C°(R%,RY) is locally integrable if its restrictions
Vi : [0,T] = CYUP(K) x K,R?) are integrable in the sense of Bochner for every compact set K C R,

Using this notion of integrability, we can derive the following useful result concerning the Lebesgue
points of non-local velocity fields satisfying hypotheses (CE).

Lemma A.3 (Uniform Lebesgue points of non-local velocity fields). There exists a subset 7* C (0,T)
of full L -measure such that every compact set K C R?, the elements of T* are Lebesque point of
the maps vjx : t € [0,T] = CU(P(K) x K,R?), Dy : t € [0,T] = CU(P(K) x K,R™) and
Dy it €[0,T] = CU(P(K) x K x K,R¥>%).

Proof. First, observe that Z,(R?) x R = U,>12(B(0,n)) x B(0,n), where the sets Z2(B(0,n)) are
compact in the Wi-topology for any n > 1 as a consequence of [8, Theorem 7.1.5]. Hence, each of the
sets Z(B(0,n)) x B(0,n) is compact in the product Wj x | - |-topology. Moreover, by (CE)-(i), it
holds
[o(t, )] < m(t)(1+ o]+ max [y]),
yEsupp(p)

for #t-almost every t € [0,T] and any (u,z) € Z.(R?) x R?. In particular, the restricted maps
UBom 1t €0, T] = v(t, ) 2B xBON € CO(P(B(0,n) x B(0,n),RY),

are .#!-measurable and Bochner integrable for every n > 1. Whence, there exists a subset 7" C (0,7)
of full #!-measure whose elements are Lebesgue points of ¢ € [0,T] + V|B(0,n) (t; ) in the sense of
(2). Consider the full Z'-measure subset 7, := N,;>1.Z" C (0,T) and an arbitrary compact set
K C R%. Then, notice that for every 7 € .7, and h > 0 with 7 4+ h € [0, 7], it holds

%/fh o (®) = v (7) at

1 [7th
< E/ HU\B(O,NK)(t) - U\B(O,NK)(T)‘

CO(2(K)x K,R9)

dt — 0,
CO(‘W(B(OvNK))XB(OvNK)7Rd) h—0t

for every Nx > 1 such that K C B(0, Ng).

Thus, we have proven that the elements of 7, are Lebesgue points of ¢ € [0,T] = vg(t) €
CYUP2(K) x K,R?) for any compact set K C R%. Applying the same reasoning while using hypotheses
(CE)-(ii), (iii), (iv), one can obtain the existence of two subsets 7, , Z,, C (0,T) of full #'-measures
whose elements respectively are Lebesgues points of

D it € 0,T] = Dov(t, -, ) | w(ryx i € CO(P(K) x K, R,

and
Dyt € [0,T] = Dyot, -, ) () o)x i x i € COU(P(K) x K x K, R™?),

38



for every compact set K C RY. Here, the measurability of D uV i (+) can be deduced from the construc-
tion detailed e.g. in [58, Definition 3.1 and Remark 3.2] together with standard arguments relying on
Pettis’ theorem for mappings with values in separable Banach spaces [47, Chapter II - Theorem 2.
Thus, defining the subset of full .#!-measure 7* := 7, N ., N T, C (0,T) concludes the proof. [

In the following proposition, we extend a well-known result about linearisations of flows with
respect to the space variable.

Proposition A.4 (Space derivatives of non-local flows). For every p € Z(K) and all 7,t € [0,T],
the map x € K — P74 [1](z) € R is continuously Fréchet-differentiable. Moreover, for any z,y € K,
the following Taylor expansion holds

Dl (y) = P [ul(x) + Da®r [ ()(y — ) + 07ty (|2 — Y1), (A.5)

where

sup ort K ([ —yl) = ok (|2 — yl).
(7,t,p,2)€[0, T % [0,T]x Z(K)x K

Here, for allz € K, the map t € [0,T] — D@,y [u](z) € R4 js the unique solution of the linearised
Cauchy problem

{atwof, ) = Dot ju(t), Brpy 1)) Jw(t, @), (4.6

w(r,z) =1Id,
with p(t) := @4 [p](-)gp for all times t € [0,T].

Proof. Observe first that by Lemma A.1, there exists a constant Cx > 0 such that x € K —
Py plul(r) € R? is Ck-Lipschitz for any 7,¢t € [0,7]. By the classical variational equation (see
e.g. [20, Theorem 2.3.2]), the map z € RY — &, y[u](z) € R? is Fréchet-differentiable, and its
differential w(t, z) := Dy @, 4 [p](x) € R4 is the unique solution of the linearised Cauchy problem

{atw@, 2) = Dot u(t), B 1)) Jw(t, @), A

w(r,z) = Id.

Observe now that by (CE)-(#) and (i), the map y € R? +— Dyu(t,u(t),y) € R? is uniformly
continuous on compact sets, and there exists I%-(-) € L*([0,7],Ry) such that

ma Do (1, 1(1), @ () )| < L0, (4.8)

for #'-almost every t € [0,7]. These facts together with the Cg-Lipschitz regularity of z € K +
Dy plul(x) € R? imply, by Grénwall’s Lemma and Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, that
z € K — Dy®(,p[1)(x) € R? is continuous and bounded, uniformly with respect to 7,t € [0, T].

Fix now z,y € K and observe that by (14) together with (A.7), it holds for all times 0 <7 <t < T

@ [1](y) = @z 1) (2) = Daipy 1)) (y — )|
< [ o5, e 110)) = s 151,21 1)

= Dot (8, 1(5), B [)() ) Dub g Wl @)y — )|ds (A9)
1 rt
I

Dyv (Sa M(S), (ID(T,S) [M] (1‘ + )‘(y - x)))qu)(T,s) [M] (.%' + )‘(y - .%'))
= Dyv(s, 1(5), @r.0)[1)(2) ) Dar ) [1) ()| |2 — N

where we used the integral version of Taylor’s theorem along with Fubini’s theorem. Notice now that
since z € K + Dyv(s, u(s), @ q)[1)(2)) € R? and z € K D@ o [1l(2) € R< are continuous, it
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holds for every A € [0, 1]

D20 (s, 1(5), @r ) [1) (@ + My — 7)) ) Dz ) [1) (2 + My — 7))
- Dzv(37 /L(S), q)(’r,s) [:U'] (x))qu)(T,s) [u](m)‘]w - y’ < Os,u,x,K(’$ - y’)7
for #'-almost every s € [r,T]. Moreover, we have f(;[ SUP(,0)e 2(K)x K |08,k (|12=y|)|ds = ok (|z—yl)

as a consequence of the C-Lipschitz regularity of @, o[u](-) over K, (A.7) and (A.8). Plugging this
estimate into (A.9) and applying Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, we can conclude that

(e [1](Y) = P[] (@) + D@y [1l(2)(y — ) + 0r e i (l2 = y)),

for all times 0 < 7 <t < T and any z,y € K, where

sup lortua i (J2 = yl)| = ok (|2 = yl).-
(7,t,p,2) €0, T X [0, T X Z(K )X K

The case 0 <t <7 < T being similar, this ends the proof of our proposition. O

In [18, Proposition 5], an explicit formula was derived for directional derivatives of non-local flows
(@0 [11](+))tefo,r) With respect to the measure variable. Therein however, only the particular case of
perturbations of the identity induced by vector fields was considered, whereas in the present paper
we need the following generalisation which takes into account perturbations induced by arbitrary
transport plans.

Theorem A.5 (Measure derivatives of non-local flows along transport plans). For all u,v € Z(K)
and every p € T(p,v), the map p € P(K) — @ [u](-) € CU[0,T] x K,R?) admits a derivative in
the direction p at p for all T € [0,T]. Moreover, the following Taylor expansion holds in C°(K,R?)

D7 V() = P [l () + wults ) + or ek (Wa u(p, v)), (A.10)

for all times t € [0,T] with sup, ycpo.1) llort,x (Wa,u(p, V))HCO(K,]Rd) = oxg(Wau(p,v)). Here, for any
x € K, the map t € [0,T] — wy(t,z) € R? is the unique solution of the linearised Cauchy problem

Orwy(t,x) = Dgv (t, (), @70 (1] (w)) wy(t,x)

+ /R D (8 (8), @y [1)(2) ) (@) 1)) (Da @ 1] (9) (= = 9) + wialt,9) ) Ay, 2),

wy(r,2) =0,
(A.11)
where p(t) := @, 4 [1](-)gp for all times t € [0,T], and the following Grénwall-type estimate

ku(', ')HCO([O,T]xK,]Rd) < CKW?,;A(M, V), (A-12)
holds with a constant C'i > 0 depending only on K.

Proof. The proof of this result being fairly long and relying on several preliminary steps, we expose it
separately in Appendix B O

In the following proposition, we provide a uniform-in-space variant of the classical linearisation
result with respect to the initial time for non-local flows.

Proposition A.6 (Derivatives of non-local flows with respect to the initial time). Let . := .7* N
Im C (0,T) be the intersection of T* as defined above with the set ,, of Lebesgue points of m(-) €
LY([0,T),R). Then for every T € 7 and p € P(K), the map s € T — O, y[u](-) € C°([0,T] x
K,RY) is differentiable at 7. Moreover, given h € R such that 7 + h € [0,T], the following Taylor
expansion

Pryn () = Py [p] () + RV, ) + 0tk (h), (A.13)
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holds in C°(K,R%) for all times t € [0,T], with SUPyefo, 7] ”07_7t7K(h)”CO(K ray = Ori(h). Here, for any
r € K, the map t € [0,T] — U, (t,x) € R? is the unique solution of the linearised Cauchy problem
O (t,2) = Dy (1, (), @y 1) (2) ) U1 (1, 2)

o Dy (1), @y [1] (%)) (D) [1) () W (8, ) dpa(y), (A.14)
\117(7—7 .%') = _U(Ta s .%'),
where p(t) := @74 [p](-)gp for all times t € [0,T]

Proof. The fact that for any p € 2(K), the map s € [0,T] — P, [u](-) € C°([0,T] x K, RY) is
differentiable at all 7 € 7 can be proven by repeating the proof of Theorem A.5. We denote by
U, (-,-) € C%[0,T] x K,R?) the corresponding derivative.

Let us now fix h € R such that 7+ h € [0,T]. Notice that by Lemma 2.18, there exists R.. > r > 0
such that @4, [ul(r) € K' := B(0,R]) for any (t,#) € [0,7] x K. Thus, denoting u(s) :=
D (7,6 [1](-)gp for any s € [7,7 + hl, it holds

W (14(5), @ (o (1) (Vett) = W (@ 1 + WOV ea(r + 1), @)1 (Do)
< W (D + W) s+ 1) s Do + D)) )

(A.15)
+ Wa (B g [T+ D)t By 1] (V)

T+h
< C'K// m(s)ds,

where the constant C'xs > 0 is independent of 7 € .7 and p € & (K), and given explicitly by

Crri= (1+2R,) s Lip (@, p o [V](-): K Lip(®, 0 p o[ ](2); 21 (K’ )
= (2R sup (g TiD(@ o]0 ) + s Lip (@) 21 ()

as a consequence of (5) and (6) together with Lemma A.1 and (15).
We now focus on the first-order expansion (A.13). Observe that by (14), it holds

Dl () =z + T:h v(s, By 1] (st D (o L1 (x)) s
e /Tt 0 (8, @ (o ) (Dt Drin 1] (2) ) ds (A.16)

T+h
N /7_ U(S, (I)(T+h,s)[u](')#u7q)(TJrh,s)[,U/](m'))ds,

for any (t,7) € [0,T] x K. We start by studying the behaviour as h — 0T of the second integral in
the right-hand side of (A.16). Up to replacing each v(s, p,-) by its restriction to K’, one has

T+h
/ v(s, p,x)ds = ho(T, p, ) + 07,2k (h), (A.17)

with sup,e i |02,k (h)| = 07,k (h), since every 7 € 7 is a Lebesgue point of t € [0,T] = vg(t, i1,-) €
CY(K',R%). In addition, it also holds

/TT—HL ’v(s, 1(s), q)(T+h,S) 1] (x)) —v(s, u, x)’ds

T+h T+h
= (/r lK/(s)ds)Se[ST?gh} ’(I)(Hh,s) [W(z) — =| + (/T LK,(S)ds)se[STl,l}?l—h] H<I>(T,s) 1] () — Id} C0(K RY)
< (f (oo @)as)( [ o) < onto
(A.18)
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because I/ (-), Lx:(-) € L*([0,T],R,) and f:Jrh my(s)ds = Oy g (h), since m,(-) = (1 + 2R,)m(-) and
we assumed that 7 € .7 is a Lebesgue points of m(-). Combining (A.17) and (A.18) yields

T+h
| o), e Il @)ds = ho(r, o, 2) + 0 (), (A.19)

with sup,ex 027k (h)| = 07,k (h). Observe now that under hypotheses (CE)-(z7), it also holds

/TTM ‘U(S’ D () 1] () 1ty R, (1] ($)) - v(s, 11(5), ©(rihs) [M](;p)) ‘ds

T+h
< [ LW (o), P 1 () 10) ds (A.20)
< C’K/(/:Jrh LK/(s)ds)(/:Jrh m(s)ds) = or i (h),

where we used the distance estimate (A.15) along with the facts that L/ (-) € LY([0,7],Ry) and
T € .7 is a Lebesgue point of m(-). Thus, by merging (A.19) and (A.20), we can conclude

T+h
/T + v(s, Dy ns) 1] ()bt @ (ris) [u](ac))ds = ho(r, p, ) + 075 K (h), (A.21)

for any 7 € 7 and all h € R such that 7+ h € [0,T], where sup,cy |0rz,x(h)| = or. k(D).
We now focus on the first integral in the right-hand side of (A.16). Observe that for every s € [0,T7],

all v € Z(K') and any x € K, it holds
v(s, Vs @(rins) [,u](a:)) = U(S, Vv, @701 (2) + ¥ (s, ) + OSM%K(h)) (A.22)
= ’U(S, v, q)(T,s) [:U’] ('I)) +h DIU(Sa v, q)(T,s) [:U’] ('I))\IIT(S’ l’) + OSJ/,ZB,K(h)’

for #!-almost every s € [r,t] as a consequence of (CE)-(i4i), where

T
/ sup Jossarx(B)lds = o (R).
0 (va)eP(K)xK

Choose now v := @1, o[p](-) 44 and recall that v € Pe(RY) = v(t,v,x) € R? is locally differentiable
as a consequence of hypothesis (CE)-(iv). Thus, by applying Corollary 2.10 with

w5 i= (D [1() s Doy () it

the right-hand side of (A.22) can be further expanded for .#!-almost every s € [0,7] and all z € K as
V(5 @) )Vt @) 1) ()
= v(s, 1(5), B(rg)[1] () + BD(5, 1(5), s,y [1](x) ) U (5, )
thl (D;ﬂ) (5, 1(), @z [1]() ) (@7,5) 1) (1)) W 5, y)) du(y)
t 0rs., 0 (Wapus (11(5), @ oy 1) () e1) )
= (5 1(5), Prg) 1] (2)) + B D (5, (), s,y 1) () ) W (5, )

th /de <DW (W(S% P (rs) M(w)) (@ (r,) [u](y))\h(ay))du(y) + 0rsar(h),

(A.23)

with fOT SUP,c |05,k (h)|ds = o7 ik (h), and where we used again the distance estimate (A.15) to-
gether with the fact that 7 € 7 is a Lebesgue point of m(-). Whence, by plugging (A.19) and (A.23)
into (A.16) and identifying terms, we obtain

U, (t,x) = —v(r,p,x) + /Tt D,v (s,,u(s), D(r.s) [,u](x))\I’T(s,x)ds

+/T /Rd Duv(saﬂ(s)aq)(f,s)[ﬂ](ﬂ?)) (P (1] (1)) ¥r (5, )dp(y)ds,
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for all (t,z) € [0,T] x K, which is equivalent to saying that ¥, (-,-) € C°([0,T] x K,R%) solves (A.14).
The uniqueness of such solutions follows from an application of Grénwall’s Lemma. U

We end this section about linearisations of non-local flows by establishing a total derivative formula
with respect to the initial space, measure and time variables.

Corollary A.7 (Total derivative of non-local flows). Let .7 C (0,T') be as in Proposition A.6, and
fix (t,1,2) € T x P(K) x K. Then for every h € R such that 7+ h € [0,T], any v € Z(K) and all
y € K, the following Taylor expansion holds

Py V(y) = @ [p)(2) + Da®rp (1] (2)(y — ) + wp(t, ) + WY (t, 7)

(A.24)
+ OT,t,x,K(‘x —y| + Wa () + h)7

for all times t € [0,T] and any p € T(p,v), where sup(; ¢ »ye 7 x[0,1)x i |0rt,0,5(1)] = 0K (r) asr — 0F.
Here, the maps Dy ® - )[u](-), wpu(:,-) and V- (-,) are defined as in Proposition A.4, Theorem A.5 and
Proposition A.6 respectively.

Proof. The proof of (A.24) is obtained by chaining the first-order expansions (A.5), (A.10) and (A.13)
with respect to the time, space and measure variables. By Proposition A.4, it first holds

P yny V(W) = @iy V(@) + Da®@ryng V(@) (Y — @) + 0rthva x (|7 — yl), (A.25)
with
sup ( sup OT,t,h,V,x,K(T)) = O0r,K (T),
(LR)E[0,T]x (—7.T—7) \ (n,2)eP(K)x K

as r — 07. By applying arguments similar to those of the proof of Proposition A.4 above, it can be
shown under hypotheses (CE)-(i7), (iii) that

[Pa® ) ) = Da®ey IO 1ty o

and we can deduce from (A.25) that
() V1Y) = Pirinp (@) + Da® 1] () (Y — 2) + orphpa k(2 —yl),

With SUD( b 1. 2)€(0,7]x (=7, T—7)x 2(K)x K |07tz k([T — y|)| = or k(|2 — y[). By Theorem A.5, we can
further expand the first term in the right-hand side of this expression as

(I)(T—i—h,t) [V] () = ‘I)(T+h,t) [M] (z) + wﬁ(t, x) + Ortha,K (WQ,N(% V))a (A-26)

for any p € T'(u,v), With sup( s »)ef0,1)x (—rT—r)x K Ortha (1) = 07 K (r) as 7 — 0F, and where for
any x € K the map t € [0,T] — wﬁ(t, r) € R? is the unique solution of the linearised Cauchy problem

Dufy(t,2) = Do (£, By (1) (Dt By ) () ) w2 )
[ Do (@ 1O B (@) (@) 0)

(Da oy 1) (9) (2 = ) + Wit ) ) dpa(y, 2),

wZ(T + h,z) = 0.
Again, by invoking hypotheses (CE)-(i7), (ii7), (iv) and repeating the Gronwall-type estimates detailed
above and in Appendix B while using the fact that elements of .7* are uniform Lebesgue points of

t€[0,T] = Dyov(t,-,-) and t € [0,T] — D,v(t,-,-)(-) by construction, it can further be proven that

wﬁ(t, x) = wu(t,x) + 0rta K (Wg,ﬂ(u, v)+ h),
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with sup(, )ef0,1)x i 071,20,k (r)| = 07k (r) as r — 0%, Thus combining (A.25) and (A.26), we obtain

Dy V() = iy 1) (2) + Doy 1] (2)(y — 2) + Wt 2) + 0r i (|7 = ¥l + Wa (s, v) + 1),

(A.27)
where Sup(; 1, v)e(0.7)x (—rT—r)x Kk 107t hak (1) = 0r k(1) as r — 0F. Finally since 7 € 7 by assump-
tion, it holds as a consequence of Proposition A.6 that

Dy plul(w) = Qg [p](2) + AV, () + 0712 i (h), (A.28)
with sup(; 2)c(0,77x i 07,12,k (R)| = 0k (h) as h — 0. Hence, by merging (A.27) and (A.28), we recover

the full Taylor expansion (A.24), which concludes the proof of our corollary. O

B Proof of Theorem A.5

In this section, we detail the proof of Theorem A.5. The latter is inspired by that of [18, Proposition
5], and is based on an application of the following parametrised version of Banach fixed point theorem.

Theorem B.1 (Banach fixed point theorem with parameter). Let (.,d») be a metric space, (X, ||
‘||x) be a Banach space and A : ¥ x X — X be a continuous mapping. Moreover, suppose that there
exists a constant k € (0,1) such that for every s € .7, it holds

[A(s,2) = Als, 9)l[x <k [z —yllx,
for all x,y € X. Then for any s € ., there exists a unique x(s) € X such that
A(s,z(s)) = z(s).
Moreover, the map s € .¥ +— x(s) € X is continuous, and such that the following estimate holds
ly = 2(s)x < 125 lly = As, )l (B.1)
for any (s,y) € & x X.

Before moving to the proof of Theorem A.5, we derive three additional technical lemmas that will
be useful in the sequel. Given p € Z(K) and 7 € [0,T], we will again use the condensed notation
p(t) := (74 [1](-) g for all times ¢ € [0, 77, to lighten the computations throughout this section.

Lemma B.2 (Integral of a small-o of the distance). Let K C R? be a compact set, u,v € P(K) be
given, p € T'(p,v) and (z,y) € R?? — ok (|z — y|) € Ry be a map in L®(R??, Ry; p) such that

i 25029 _ (B.2)
vor |z —y
yeK

uniformly with respect to x € K. Then, the following integral estimate holds

/Rw ok (|z —y)dp(z,y) = ok (Wa,u(p, v)).

Proof. By definition of the small-o, the requirement (B.2) can be written as follows: for any € > 0,
there exists 7 > 0 such that for every z,y € K, we have ox(|x — y|) < €|z — y| whenever |z — y| < n.
Let us fix such a pair €, > 0, and observe that

Looxte=shdnty) = [ oxla—yhdut.y)+ [ oxlls -~ yhdu(z.y)
R |lz—y|<n lz=ylzn (B.3)

< G/RM ‘.%' - y’dﬂ(x7y) + CKN({(.%',y) c R2d s.t. ‘.%' — y‘ > 77})
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where Cx > 0 is a constant which only depends on K. By Holder’s inequality, one can estimate the
first term in the right-hand side of (B.3) as

[l = i) < ([ o= yPaute) = Wl (B9

Concerning the second term in the right-hand side of (B.3), it holds by Chebyshev’s inequality

H({(m,y) eR¥ st |z —y| > 77}) < n%/

T ylPdu(e,y) < W3, (). (B.5)
r=y|=zn

Whence, by plugging (B.4) and (B.5) into (B.3), we obtain
/R2d ok (|lz —y|)dp(z,y) < eWa (p,v) + ?7—§W227u(u, v).
Thus for every € := 2¢, there exists 1/ = %e such that [pos ok (|z — y)dp(z,y) < €W p\(p,v)

whenever Wa (1, v) <1/, which concludes the proof of our claim. O

Lemma B.3 (Uniform estimate on directional derivatives of non-local flows). Let u,v € Z(K), fix
7 € [0,7) and p € T(u,v). Then, the unique solution wy(-,-) € C°([0,T] x K,R%) of the linearised
Cauchy problem (A.11) satisfies

ku('7 ')HCO([O,T]xK,]Rd) < CKWZ,;L(/% V)7 (B-G)

for some constant C > 0, along with the integral estimate

[ wt.2) = w8, ) sl 9) < 0t (W1, ), (B.7)

where sup. ;cio.11 0r,t,k (Wo,u(11,v)) = ox (Wo,u(p1,v)).

Proof. The estimate (B.6) can be obtained under hypotheses (CE) from a direct application of Gron-
wall’s Lemma to (A.11). By Theorem 2.13, there exists a compact set K’ C R? depending on K such
that supp(u(t)) C K’ and @, y[u](z) € K’ for all (t,z) € [0,T] x K. Thus, given z,y € K, it can be
checked by inserting suitable crossed terms in the integral expression of (A.11) that

|w(t, ) = wu(t, y)]

< [ (o) n(s,2) — wals, )lds

([

t
([ e [P (500000 (@) (0 = Do (5.0 @) O]y 0 85)
x (Ll + Crc ) Wa (i, v),
(B.8)
where we used the notations
/ L X [ .
lk(5) = aerpﬂ%w“mv(s’a’ Mo gaxey - and - Lic: oeP(K') ‘D”C@(Tv')[a]( )} CO([0,T]x K/, Rixd)

Moreover, observe that as a consequence of (CE)-(iii), (iv), it holds

Dyv( s, (), @76 [1)(z) ) — Dav (s, u(s), @75 (1l (v) < 0s2,k(1),
(B.9)
L (Do (50, By [1](2)) () = Dt (5.0, By 1]0)) O sy < 00 (D) |
where
T
/0 5161[13 |05 2.k (1)|ds = ok (1), (B.10)
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as y — x. Hence, we recover by applying Gronwall’s lemma to (B.8) together with (B.9) that

wt,2) = wu(t.y)] < (L +2Ck) exp(lllie (Y1 )onc (Wa (i ))- (B.11)

By integrating (B.11) against g and repeating the steps of the proof of Lemma B.2; we finally obtain

Lo ) = () s, y) < o (Wau(ie)).

where sup;c(o 77 [0tk (Wa,u (11, V)| = 0 (W2, (p, v)), which concludes the proof. O
Building on these preliminary estimates, we can move on to the proof of Theorem A.5.

Proof of Theorem A.5. The proof of this result is based on a classical strategy already explored in
a simpler setting in [18, Proposition 5], and that relies on Theorem B.1. We start by showing that
(A.11) has a unique solution. Let us fix 7 € [0,7], an arbitrary plan p € I'(u,v) and consider the
operator ©,, : C°([0,T] x K,R%) — C°([0,T] x K,R?) defined by

00)(1,2) 1= [ Duv(s, 1), B 1) (s, s

t
[ (5 1(6), By [1)@)) (R () (DB 1 ()2 = ) + 0(5,) ) daly =),
(B.12)
for any w € C°([0,T] x K,R%) and all (t,x) € [0,T] x K, where we recall that pu(s) :=: ©(; ¢ [1](-) 4.
As a consequence of hypotheses (CE)-(iii), (iv), there exist I} (-), L (-) € L'([0,T],R;) such that

UE%E?};(/) |Dzv(s, 0, ‘)HCO(K'Rdxd) < lIK(S) and UE%‘?;(/) ||Duv(5a o, ')(‘)HCO(K/XK/,Rdxd) < L/K(S)a

for #1-almost every s € [0, 7], where K’ C R? is a compact set depending on K such that supp(u(t)) C

K’ and ®(; [p](x) € K’ for all (t,z) € [0,T] x K. Whence for all wy,wy € C°([0,T] x K,R?), it holds
for ¢t € [, T]

Ouwn)(t:0) — Op(wa)t0)| < [ Lhcls)ma un(s.) = wals,)lds, (B.13)

where L} (+) := Ul (-) + L’ (+), with a similar estimate for ¢t € [0,7]. We now consider the following
weighted C%-norm, defined by

t /
max e 2Jo L3 |44, 2)],

e —
lw(-, ')HCO([T,T]xK,Rd) T (ta)e[nTIxK

and notice that it is equivalent to the usual C%-norm over |7, 7] x K. Then, (B.13) implies that
t
Ouwn)(t.) ~ Ou(wn)(t,2)| < ([ Licls)e® o %) fuy -
_ l(e2ﬁf£%(gds__e2ﬂ;£%(gds
2

L
w2||00([o,T]xK,Rd)

£/
) lwr = wall 56 o 7y 1 Rty -

for all times t € [, T|, which in turn yields for any w,ws € C°([0,T] x K, R?) that

£/
||@#(w1) - @M(w2)||c(l)<([7—7T}XK7Rd) < % ||’U)1 - w2||Cé(([O,T]><K7]Rd) .

In a similar way, we show that the same inequality also holds when [r, T is replaced by [0, 7]. Whence,
the operator ©,,(-) is contracting with respect to ||- H 0 ((0.7]x i )y and by Theorem B.1 there exists a

unique map w,, € C°([0,7] x K,R?) such that ©,(w,) = w,, namely w,(-,-) is the unique solution
of (A.11). Recall also that by Lemma B.3, this mapping is such that

llwp(-, ')HCO([Q,T]XKRd) < CxWau(p,v), (B.14)
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for some constant C'xr > 0, depending only on K.
Consider now the operator A, : 2(K) x C°([0,T] x K,R%) — C°([0,T] x K,R%), defined by

A (v, ®)(t,z) ==+ /Ttv(s, D(s,-)pv, @(s,x))ds, (B.15)

for any v € Z(K) and all ® € C°([0,T] x K,R?). Tt can be checked that v — A, (v, ®) is continuous
with respect to the Wi-metric for any ® € C°([0,T] x K,R%), and by repeating the same steps
as above,” it can also be proven that ® +— A, (v, ®) is contracting with respect to H-||é{f([0 T)x K RY)
independently from v € Z(K). Whence, by Theorem B.1, there exists for any v € Z(K) a uniélue
continuous map @, [v](-) € C[0,T] x K,R%) such that

Ar (v, @7y [VI() = @(ry V] ()

Observing now that HHé{f([ is equivalent to the standard C°-norm, there exists by (B.1) a

constant C'% > 0 such that
[ #6010 = By 16) = 0| s

< O || (Ar () = 1) (@0 (1) () + wu )|

0,7]x K,R%)

(B.16)

Co([0,T]x K,R) ’

for every v € Z(K). Hence, to complete the proof of Theorem A.5, there remains to show that the
right-hand side of (B.16) is a ox (Wa , (1, v)).
Let K’ € R? be a compact set such that

(b(T,t) [V](.%') + w”(t,x) € KI,

for any v € Z(K) and all (¢,z) € [0,T] x K, and fix an element z € K'. It then holds as a consequence
of hypothesis (CE)-(iv) together with Proposition 2.9 and Corollary 2.10 that

v(s, (D) I)() + wals, )4y, 2)
= U(S’ ((I)(T,s) [M]() + wu(sa )) o 772)#“’ Z)
= v(s, pu(s), 2) (B.17)

[ Duels 1(5),2) (2 1)) (e ] (0) + w5, ) = B 1)) dpa(a, )

+ 0r5,2,K (WZMﬁ (:U’(S)’ (q)(r,s) [M]() + wu(sa ))#V)>’

with fOT SUD(r.2)e(0,7)x k' [07,5,2, 1 (7)|ds = ox(r) as r — 07, and where we chose the particular test
plans ué € Z.(R??) given for all times s € [0, 7] by

wp = (Sglul o, (@) + wuls, ) o 7%) 4.

By the triangle inequality of the L?(R??, R; p)-norm together with the Lipschitz regularity of 2 € K
D7 [1l(w) € R? and (B.14), it can be checked that

Wa,pus <M(5)a (@ (s [1](-) + wpls, ) pv) < (tSEéPT Lip(@ () K) + CK) Wau(p, V),

for all times s € [0, 7], which in turn allows us to recover the asymptotic estimate

T
/ sup oT,s,z,K<W2,u;(u<s>,<<1>(T,S>[u1<->+wu<s,->>#u))ds=oK(W2,u<u,u>). (B.18)
0 (7,2)€l0,T|x K’

3But this time with L (+) := Ik (-) + Lk (-) being given by (CE)-(47).
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By Lemma B.3 above, it also holds

[ w5:) = w5, )/ dpe.) = 0rse (Wi, (B.19)

with sup; scp0,77 |05,k (Wa (11, V)| = ok (W2 u(,v)). In addition, by Proposition A.4, observe that
given x,y € K, one has for all s € [7,t]

(ID(T,S) [:u'] (y) = (ID(T,S) [:u'] (‘T) + qu)(’r,s) [u](x)(y - .%') + OT7S7K("%' - y’)? (BQO)

where sup, ;c(0.17 [0r,s,k (|2 — y|)| = 0k (|2 — y[). This further implies by Lemma A.1 and Lemma B.2
that

[ oxcta = gDt ) = o (Wo(p.), (B.21)
R2d
since p, v € Z(K). Thus, plugging (B.18), (B.19), (B.20) and (B.21) into (B.17) yields

V(s (P(rn) 1]() + wals, )40, 2)
—0(s (). 9) + [ Dy 1(5). ) (D )(0)) (D 1 (0) y = ) + wu(s.9))dpa(z, )

+ 0r5,2,K (WZM(M’ V)),
(B.22)
for #1-almost every s € [0, 7] and any z € K'.
Now, fix z := @ 4[u](z) + wyu(s,r) € K’ for some (s,z) € [0,7] x K. Observe first that as a
consequence of the continuity of (v,z,y) € 21 (K') x K’ x K' — D,v(t,v,x)(y) € R4 for #1-almost
every t € [0,7] imposed in (CE)-(iv), one has

Dyv(s, 1(5), @ oy [1] () + wp(5, 7)) (D) 1) (1)) = Dy, 1), @7 [1] (7)) (D7, [1] (1)
+ Os,x,K(l),

(B.23)

for #'-almost every s € [0,7] , with fOT SUp,cx |0s,2,x(1)|ds = ok (1) as Wa (1, v)) — 0. Moreover

by hypothesis (CE)-(ii4), the map z € K’ + v(t, u(t), x) € R? is continuously differentiable, so that
?}(8, ,U(S)7 (I)(T,s) [M](.%') + wu($7 .%')) = U(S, M(S), (b(T,S) [:u'] (1’))

+ Dy (5, (), D) 1) (@) ) w5, 2) + 0501 (Wau(11,)),
(B.24)
with fOT SUP,ex 05,2,k (Wa(p,v)|ds = ox(Wa(p,v)), where we used (B.14). Whence, by merging
(B.22), (B.23) and (B.24) and applying Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, we recover

A (v, @ 1)) + w0 ->)<t,x>
_m—l—/ s, p(s ds+/ ( 2V 5), @, )[,u](m))wu(s,x)

+ [ Dur s,u<s>,<1><T,s>w<w>)<¢>(Tvs>w<y>)(D Br 1))z~ 9) + w0 (5.9))dn(y: 2) ) ds

+ Orta, K (WQ,N(,U'a V)) )

with sup(; s 2)c(0,77x 0,11 x K |07 t.2,58 Wo,u(it,v))| = ox (Wa,u(p,v)), and where we used Lemma B.2.
Recalling that (¢,2) € [0,T] x K = @, 4[u](z) € R? is the unique solution of (14) and that (¢,2) €
[0,T] x K + w,(t,x) € R% solves (A.11), we finally obtain that

(A (v, ) = 10) (D [1]() + wul-, ) | K (Wau(i,v)).
for all times 7 € [0,7]. Combining this last estimate with (B.16), we can therefore conclude

V1) = @iy [pl(-) +wult, ) 4+ or ik (Wa ulp, v)),
with sup, iefo 77 107, (Wo,u (1t )l co ¢ gay = 0k (Wi, v)). O

<o
CO([0,T]x K,R9)
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C Proof of the estimate (412)

In this section, we detail the arguments subtending an estimate involved in the proof of Theorem 3.7
above, stating that there exists a constant C'xr > 0 such that

/R2d

(1= Nz + 2817, [uo](y) = @5 A1 = Nz + Ay)|dy(z, y)
(r2,£5 " (5)) x>

< CiA1 =N (172 = il + W) + e [ W1 (5A72(0). 0, o DAI0028 )G,

X

where all the relevant quantities are defined in Section 3.2.
First using (14), we can derive the following ODE characterisation

L
i g 2l ) = y+/ (5 iz(€), e 0 £(€), @ 2] () ) € o
=yt 5 [ (510 A e OO, 0T el e

for the time-shifted flows, where we used the change of variable ¢ := t,(§) to go from the first line to
the second one. Thus as a consequence of (R)-(ii) , it holds for every s € [r\, 7] and any z,y € K

(
S/ o(6x1(0): iz 0 €7 (0) ue) BT (1o ()

(1= Nt a2t () — B, A = N+ M)

(TQt
—0(G 0 AR w0, A = Nz + Ay) )|d¢
< [t (191 =l (2 0 €51 A0) + (= W [on g nlt) — ] Jac

+/ Ci| (1= N+ A2 ol () = @, o PAT1((1 = A+ ) d

n /T W (X720, @ o244 dC,

(C.2)

where we inserted crossed terms involving 71 72(¢) for ¢ € [r),s]. Our next goal is to estimate first
integral in the right-hand side of (C.2).
1-X

By definition (35) of t)(-), one has t}*(¢) — ¢ = ( X )(C — 1) for every ¢ € [Ty, 71], so that

/T 60 — ¢ld¢ < U0y — 2 = A(L— A — 72, (C.3)

for every s € [y, 71]. Besides, by Theorem 2.13 combined with (R)-(7), it can be checked that fia(-)
is Lipschitz in the Wi-metric over |3, 71] with constant m,. := (1 4+ 2R, )m, which implies

[ wi(est© a2 @)ac< [

X

(W (2 6570, 72()) + Wa (a(€),3472(0)) )¢
< (1 28m [ 510 = ac+ [ (1= Wl fn(O)C (A
3(1+2R)m A(1 — N)|r2 — 71 (\Tz — 7|+ WQ(MLMZ))
where we used the estimates of (40) and (C.3), along with the fact that (747%(¢))xejo,1] is a constant

speed Ws-geodesic between p; and fia(¢) for every ¢ € [ry, 71]. Finally by applying Gronwall’s Lemma
to the ODE characterisation (C.1) and using again (R)-(), one can show that

/Tju—A)

DL e () — x’dC <A1 =N — 7| (m!m — 71|+ ]z — y!) exp ((x|r2 — 1), (C.5)

(T27
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holds for every s € [ry,71] and every z,y € K. Thus, by plugging (C.3), (C.4) and (C.5) into
(C.2), integrating the resulting estimate against v € I'y(pu1, p2) while applying Fubini’s theorem and
Gronwall’s lemma, we finally obtain

L

(L= N+ AS(™, o lun](y) = @ )37 = Na + ) |dy(e,y)
(12,85 (5)) (A )

< CiA =N (72 = il o+ W) + e [ W1 (5A72(0). 0, o DA210028 )G,

T

where Cg > 0 is a constant depending only on m, lx, T, R,.

D Proof of Lemma 4.6

In this section, we provide the proof of Lemma 4.6 above, which is a key step in the establishment of
the sensitivity relation of Theorem 4.2.

Proof of Lemma 4.6. We will only prove the statements for the map #1(+), the arguments transposing
almost verbatim to Hz(-). For the sake of readability, we will use the condensed notation

(@) = <I>” ol (T)](z) and Fr(t,z,y) = D@,y (2)(y — @) + wp, (¢, 2), (D.1)

for all (t,z,y) € [0,T] x supp(pr). By Proposition A.4 and Theorem A.5, it can be checked that
t €[0,T] — F,(t,z,y) € R? is the unique solution of the linearised Cauchy problem

OF(t,,y) = Dyolt, ,u*(t) c1>;; t) (x))fT(t,x,y)

b [ Do (8 (0,8 @) (B () Bt 21, 22) e (r22) (DD

fT(T?x7y) =Yy—-x

Recalling that supp(p,) C K x K, there exist R > 0 and mz(-) € L([0,7],R,) such that
t
Frlte ) <Rz and | F(tag) - Flsap)l < [ meOd,
S
for all times 0 < s <t < T and any z,y € K. Let us now fix ¢ € [0,T], and observe that

= o [ 0,80y @,0) a2 0007 (), D3)

by the construction of v*(-) introduced in (68), which further yields

) - Ha) < [ [ fer
RQd ]Rd

| fo f Taﬁ(&‘I)E‘T,T><w>7y>>d(ai<t>—ai(s))(r)dvf <x,y>]
</ (Rms(Q)+ Ry me(0))dC.

t (I)*TT)( ) y) ‘F (S q)(TT ‘do_ )dryZ(x’y)

for all times 0 < s <t < T, with R > 0 and mZ(-) € L'([0,T],R,) being respectively defined as
in steps 1 and 2 of the proof of Theorem 4.2, and where we used Kantorovich-Rubinstein’s duality
formula (4). Thus, H1(-) € AC([0,T],R), and it is differentiable .#!-almost everywhere.

Let t € [0,T] be a differentiability point of Hi(:). Using (D.3), we can compute by applying
Lebesgue’s theorem for differentiating under the integral sign

0= [0 [ (s 06 B0 (2),0) Yo (D) 2 0)

(D.4)
/2d /d <W (t,o (t) r), .77(75, (I)EFT, )(x),y)>d0;(t)(r)dwz (z,y),
R R
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with W, : [0,T] x Z.(R%) x R? — RY being defined as in (58), and where we used the distributional
characterisation (13) of the fact that o%(-) solves (57) for p*(T)-almost every = € R%. Observe now
that as a consequence of (D.2), the first term in the right-hand side of (D.4) can be expressed as

Lo [ (s 0,91 (0),0) )00 (,0)
= o [ (D (b (00,9 0) P 6 885 2),0) Yo (0o 2 0)

* * * * T
Lo L [ Dt @, (@) (B () Frt 21, 22)dn (21, 2) ) (0 (1) T ()
(D.5)

By linearity of the integral, the second term in the right-hand side of (D.5) can be rewritten as

/Rgd /Rd (r. /RM Do (£ 17 (), @) (2) ) (@ (21)) Fr (t, 21, 22) dr (21, 22) )i (8) (r) o ()

— [ L Dot 0. By (0)) @y (20) 7 v (O 1), F (1 By (1), 22) Yo (21, 20),
(D.6)
where we applied Fubini’s theorem and used the fact that v}.(t) = [ga 0k (t)dp*(T)(z). By plugging
(D.6) into (D.5) and recalling the analytical expression of W, : [0,T] x Z.(R?) x RY — R? given in
(58), we conclude that
%%l(t) = 0’

for #-almost every t € [0,T], and the same analysis can be performed for Ha(-). O
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