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Abstract

This paper is devoted to analysing the explicit slow decay rate and turnpike in the infinite-
horizon linear quadratic optimal control problems for hyperbolic systems. Assume that some weak
observability or controllability are satisfied, by which, the lower and upper bounds of the corre-
sponding algebraic Riccati operator are estimated, respectively. Then based on these two bounds,
the explicit slow decay rate of the closed-loop system with Riccati-based optimal feedback control is
obtained. The averaged turnpike property for this problem is also further discussed. We then apply
these results to the LQ optimal control problems constraint to networks of one-dimensional wave
equations and also some multi-dimensional ones with local controls which lack of GCC(Geometric
Control Condition).
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1 Introduction

The object of this paper is devoted to discussing the large time behaviour and turnpike property in
infinite-time linear quadratic(LQ) optimal control problems under weak controllability and observabil-

ity hypothesises. Specifically, we will discuss the relationship between the bounds of the corresponding
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algebraic Riccati operator and the weak controllability and observability properties, and based on
which we identify the explicit slow decay rate of the closed-loop system with the Riccati-based opti-
mal feedback control. Moreover, under weak controllability and observability hypothesises, we further
discuss that how the optimal control and trajectories of the L(Q optimal control problems converge to
the corresponding stationary optimal control and state, that is the so-called turnpike property.

LQ optimal control problems have been studied extensively in recent thirties years, see [28] for finite
dimensional systems, [5], [10], [II], [16] and [22] for the infinite dimensional systems with bounded
input or output operator, and [§], [I9], [20] for the ones with unbounded input or output operator.

It is known that the solution of LQ optimal control problems can be constructed as a feedback
form based on solving its corresponding Riccati equations(see [7], [22]). In other words, the solution
to (algebraic) Riccati equation, which is called (algebraic) Riccati operator, is corresponding to the
finite-time (or infinite-time) LQ optimal feedback control. Especially, the algebraic Riccati operator
is usually used to stabilize the system. For instance, Aksikas et. al. in [I] designed the LQ feedback
control to stabilize a class of hyperbolic PDE systems exponentially, by solving the matrix Riccati
differential equation. Porretta and Zuazua in [I§] and [31] proved the exponential decay of the closed-
loop system with Riccati-based optimal feedback control under the assumptions of exact observability
of (A,C) and exact controllability of (A, B). Indeed, based on the exact observability of B* and C,
they obtained that (Em,x) is a strict Lyapunov function for the system, where F is the algebraic
Riccati operator and x is the state of the system in the Hilbert state space H. Meanwhile, it is also
proposed in [I8] that the exponential-type point-wise turnpike property can be further proved based
on the exponential decay rate of the closed-loop system with Riccati-based optimal feedback controls
(see [24], [25] and [12]).

Note that in the previous results, both the stabilization of infinite-time LQ optimal control prob-
lems and turnpike properties are all discussed under the assumptions of exact controllability and
observability. In [I8], a kind of slow turpike in average(Logarithmic-type) was concluded for multi-
dimensional wave equation without GCC(Geometric Control Condition), which inspired us to give a
complete analysis on the turnpike properties for the L(Q optimal control problems if lacking of exact
controllability or observability. It is obvious that some weaker controllability or observability are still
necessary so as to guarantee not only the existence of the solutions to infinite-time L(Q optimal control
problems but also the feedback stabilization of the system. Thus, to do this, some hypothesises on
weak-type observability estimates are chosen as given in the next section.

In this work, we shall first address the following problem:

Q1. To which extent do weak observability or controllability determine the decay rates of the
energy for the systems with Riccati-based optimal feedback controls?

We find that if the existence of the solution to the L) optimal control problems is guaranteed,
then the lower bound of <Ew, x) is totally determined by the observability property of output operator
C, while the upper bound is totally dependent on the controllability property of the input operator B.
Specifically, on one hand, when C' is weakly observable, the lower bound can be obtained respect to an
weak norm of z, which is estimated completely based on the extent of the weak observability. On the

other hand, when B is weakly controllable, then the upper bound of (Ex, x) can be estimated respect



to a strong norm of x, totally by the extent of the weak controllability. Based on these properties of
the algebraic Riccati operator, we deduce the explicit slow decay rate of the closed-loop system related
to the infinite-time LQ optimal control problems.

The solving of Q1 is one key step to further discuss the turnpike properties of the LQ optimal
control problems(see [18], [31]), that is the following problem under consideration:

Q2. To which extent do weak observability or controllability lead to turnpike properties of the LQ
optimal control problems?

Based on the weak observability of (A, B*) and (A, C'), we show that the averaged turnpike property
of such problems holds under certain conditions on the initial state, the stationary optimal state and
its dual. It is worth mentioning that in [I8], under the exact controllability and observability, the
exponential decay of the closed-loop system with Riccati-based optimal control always holds, based
on which the exponential-type point-wise turnpike property for the LQ problems can be proved. Thus,
under weak controllability and observability, note that the slow decay rate of the closed-loop system
can be estimated in our this work, and then the slow(polynomial-type etc.) point-wise turnpike
property should be also reasonable to be expected.

However, the (slow) point-wise turnpike property of the LQ optimal control problems under weak
controllability or observability hypothesises is still an open problem and worth further investigating
in future. In fact, the non-uniform slow decay rates of the closed-loop system inevitably caused by
the weak observability of (A, B*) and (A,C) are always dependent on the regularity of the initial
states. This makes the energy estimates for (slow) point-wise turnpike property become a tough issue
to be tackled. This is different from the case under exact controllability and observability, in which
the uniform exponential decay of the closed-loop systems always holds for all initial states and the
corresponding energy estimates can be easily carried out.

The rest of this paper is given as follows. In Section [2 the preliminary and main results of this
paper are presented. The bounds estimates for the algebraic Riccati operator and the explicit slow
decay rate are given under weak controllability and observability hypothesises. The averaged turnpike
property is also further presented. In Section Bl we prove the main results given in this work. Section
M is devoted to presenting some examples on the slow decay rates and turnpike for some kinds of
hyperbolic systems(networks of wave equations and multi-dimensional ones) without GCC. Finally, in

Section [Bl a conclusion and future work are given.

2 Preliminary and main results

This section is devoted to problem formulation and further presenting the decay result and turnpike
property of the LQ optimal control problems under the weak assumptions of the controllability and

observability.

2.1 Problem formulation

Similar to the abstract frame setting for control systems in [26], assume that A : D(A) — H is a self-

adjoint, strictly positive operator with compact resolvent. Thus, A is diagonalizable. Hence, if the



eigenvalues of A are given as (\2),>1, its corresponding eigenvectors (¢ ),>1 forms an orthonormal

basis in H. Moreover,

D(A) = {p € H| Y X l{w. o) |* < o0}

n>1

Define the space X3 as follows.

Xg:={p € HD>_ MN|(@, )" < o0}

n>1

with inner product

where

AP = "N (z, ¢n) .

n>1

Let us consider the following control system:

(2.1)

{ Wyt + Aw = Bu(t),
w(0) = wo, wi(0) = wy.

In 1), assume that B € L(U, H) and C € L(X,p, V), where U, V are Hilbert spaces. We know that
system (1)) is well-posed with input space U in Hilbert state space H := X5 x H with norm

w, 0) [ = ((w,0), (w,0))n = (AZw, Aw) + (v,v).

Thus, for (wo,w1) € H and u € L*([0,00),U), system (ZI) admits a unique solution w € C([0, 00), X15)N
C1([0,00); H). For simplicity, we choose U =V = H.
0 I 0
Set A := with D(A) = X1 x Xyp, and B =
A0 B

. Then system (1) also can be

written as follows:

{ WV — AW + B(0, u(t))7, (2:2)

W(O) - (w07w1)T7
where W = (w, w;)".
It is well-known that A generates a Cy contraction semigroup on H. Define the interpolation space

D(A®) = X(s41)2 X Xgp and so its dual one D(A®) = X_gn x X_(511)p. Thus, we get

[(wo, w1)[[pasy = > A (Anak +b7), (2.3)
j=>1
and
[(wo, wi)[[pasy = A2 (A2ad + b)), (2.4)
j=>1

where a,,, b, are the Fourier’s coefficients and

wo = Zanqﬁn(az), wy = Z by (). (2.5)

n>1 n>1



Assume that the operator B and C' satisfy the following two estimates.
(H1). (A, B*) is weakly observable, that is, for the system

wy + Aw = 0, (2 6)
w(0) = wg, w(0) = wy,
there exist positive constants T and ¢ such that
T 2 2 —2 N2, 2 2
C/O HB thU’dt 2 H(w07w1)|’X1/2,1/(29)XX,l/(gg) = Z)\ng()\nan+bn)7 (27)

Jj=1

where g > 0 is some constant, \,, a,, by, n =1,2,... are given as in (2.0)).

(H2). (A, C) is weakly observable, that is, there exist positive constants 77 and ¢ such that

Ty 2
[ NGl e > 00 gy sy = 30 A" R+ ), (2.8)
j=1

where 1 > 0 is some constant, A, a,, by, n =1,2,... are also given as in (2.5]).
Based on (H1), together with the semigroup theory, we can get the following slow decay rate for
the system with the collocated feedback controls (see [2]).

Lemma 2.1 Assume that (H1) is fulfilled. Under the feedback control law
u(t) = —B*wy, (2.9)

it holds that for all t > 0, the solution to the closed-loop system (211) decays polynomially for any
(wo,wy) € D(AF), k > 0, that is

) B < ext+ 1742 (i w1) sy & >0 (2:10)
where o > 0 is the same as in (H1) and c¢i is a constant independent of initial data.

Thus, by multiplying (2.1]) with w;, we have

T
/|wwu@ﬁ
0

—%||(w(T),wt(T))H72L¢ + %Il(wo,uu)“%{

< w0, wn) B+ ger(T + 1)l (o, w) P sy (2.11)
If using the transformation ¢ = fg wdt + ¢(0) in (2.0, it holds that
{ P+ Agp =0,
$(0) = A7 wy,  ¢4(0) = wo.
By (H2), we get .,
o [ 1Ca Rt = 1606 OB, i s (2.12)

Then, similar to Lemma 2. we obtain the following result.



Lemma 2.2 Assume that (H2) is fulfilled. Then for all0 <t <T and (¢}, ¢T) € D(A¥), k > 1, the

solution to the following backward closed-loop system

du+ Ap = C*Cey,
T T (2.13)
(b(T) - (bO S X17 ¢t(T) = ¢1 € Xl/Zu
satisfies
16 @0, < er (T =t + 1) (6F 6T Boaeys & > 1, (2.14)
where n > 0 is the same as in (H2) and c1 is a constant independent of terminal data.
Thus, by multiplying (ZI3]) with ¢;, we have
g 2 Loor ry2 1 2
; 1Cl[adt = Sl(¢0.¢1)l3 — 511(6(0), 6:(0)ll3
1 1 _
< Sl@s, o) + 5o (T + D785, 1)), k> 1. (2.15)

We consider the following quadratic performance index associated with the control system (2.1).

T
min J7 (u) = %/t a3 + [Cowt)|Z]dt, ue L2, T;0). (2.16)

The corresponding OS (Optimality System) is given as follows:

w}l + Aw” = Bu”, t<s<T,
w(t) =wy, w(t) =wr,
ul = —B*pT, (2.17)
pg; + ApT = C*CwT, t<s<T,
L p7(T) =p{(T) =0.

Lemma 2.3 Assume that (H2) is fulfilled. Then there exists a unique linear operator E(t) € L(H,H'),
where H' is the dual one for H and H' = X_1p x H, such that E(t) is strictly positive and monotone
increasing in H, and

(_p317pT) = g(T - t)(wT7 w;‘/r)v
where (w!,wl') is the optimal state for system (Z1) in the sense of (Z10), and E(-) is the solution to

the Riccati equation with initial condition 0, that is,

{ £ =CC+ (EA+AE) = EBBE, in (0,+00), (2.18)

£(0) =0,

in which C = [C,0], B = [ 0 ]
B



Proof. Since B € L(U,H) and C € L(Xyp,V) and A generates a Cp semigroup on H, by
Theorem 2.1 (p. 393) in [5], we obtain the unique existence of the Riccati operator £(t). In fact, it
is a consequence of the fact that the optimality system (2.I7) has a unique solution, and the adjoint
state (—p¢, p) at time ¢ is a linear function of the state (w,w;) at time ¢.

Note that it can be checked directly that

(E(T)(wo, w1), (wo, 1)) 3 = min Jq. (2.19)

Thus, due to the (weak) observability of (A, C') (see (H2)), together with (Z19]), we get that

1 2
<5(T)(w07 wl)’ (’LU(), w1)>7‘l,77‘[ 2 E”(wO? wl)HXl/z,l/(zn) XXfl/(Zn)7

and hence E(-) is strictly positive in H. Moreover, £(t) is monotone increasing. Indeed, for ¢; < to,

let u;, ¢;, i = 1,2 be the optimal control and trajectory in [0, ¢;]. Then, we have

(E(t2)(wo,wr), (Wo, w1)) 11 = min J2 = T (ug) > JE (u2)

> min Jot = J§H (ur) = (E(t1) (wo, wi), (wo, w1)) 3y -

Thus, E(t2) > E(t1) for to > t1 > 0. The proof is completed. O

Consider the corresponding infinite-horizon quadratic cost functional associated with the control

system (2.1)): .
min J% () = 5/0 llu@®I3 + [Co®)|2]dt, u e L20,T;U). (2.20)

We have the following result on the well-posedness of the above infinite-horizon optimal control

problem.

Lemma 2.4 Assume that (H1) is fulfilled. Then the set of admissible controls for problem (2.20)
is non-empty if the initial state (wo,w1) € D(AF) = Xkt1)2 X Xyp is sufficiently smooth satisfying
k> 2.

Proof. Due to the weak observability of (A4, B*) as given in (H1), by the HUM method and
Proposition 3.25 in [9], p.43, we obtain that for any given (wq,wy) € D(A%), there always exists a
control u(t) = wr,(t) € L?((0,Ty],U), such that the solution to 1)) satisfying (w(Tp),w:(Tp)) = 0

and

To
/0 llwr, (8) 17t < ¢l (wo, wr)|]? (2.21)

D(A?)
Consider the control @ on [0, 00) that is equal to wr, for ¢ € (0,Tp] and is identically zero for t > T.
Thus, by ([2.2I)), along with the well-posedness of control system (Z.II) and C' € L(Xp, H), we have

: o0 [ oNand 1 TO
mumJ (u) < J*(u) = 5/0 llwn |l + ICw(®)|I}1dt
< 2 ) 2.22
< a\(woywl)HD(A%) (2.22)

Hence, by [5], we obtain the set of admissible controls for (Z20]) is non-empty for (wp,w;) € D(.A% ).
O



Let (w,w;) and @ be the optimal state and control for system (21]) respect to ([Z20]), and by [15],

we see that w and u satisfies

Wy + A = B,

w(0) = wp, w(0) =wr,

@ = —B*p, (2.23)
pu + Ap = C*Cw,

p(t) — 0, pe(t) = 0, t— oo.

Proposition 2.1 Assume that (H1) holds true. Then there exists a unique minimal solution

1

B e £(D(A?), D(AzY)
of the algebraic Riccati equation
C*C+ (EA+ A*E) — EBB*E =0, (2.24)
such that (—py, p) = E(w, ).
Thus, we can get the Riccati-based optimal feedback control law for the infinite horizon problem.
(0,4(t)) = —B*E(w, ;) = (0, —B*p(t)). (2.25)
and similarly we get that for (wg,w;) € D(A%),

= min J>(u).

(Ewo, wr), (wo, wi)) ) 4, 4y =i

2.2 Main results

Under the assumptions (H1) and (H2), in order to discuss the large time behaviour of system (2.1))

with Riccati-based optimal feedback control, we estimate the upper and lower bounds of

(E(wo, wr), (wo, wi)) 4,0 14

and based on which, the explicit slow decay rate can be derived.

Theorem 2.1 Suppose that (H1) and (H2) are satisfied. Then
(1). There exists constants c; > 0, j = 1,2 such that

et (wo, wn)lly,_yiax Xy < (BCwo, wh), (w0, 01) by, 1y

< eo/(wo, w)|* 1, 2.26
< coll(wo 1)HD(A5) (2.26)
where o and n is given as in (H1) and (H2), respectively.
(2). There exists a constant M > 0 such that
. . _sme
H(w(t)’wt(t))”g'[ = M(t + 1) o H(wmw1)|’%((1/g+1/77+s+1)/2 XX(1fo+1/n+s)/2° s >0, (2‘27)

where (W(t),w(t)) is the solution to system (2Z1]) with the Riccati-based optimal feedback control (2.23),
0> 0 and n >0 is given as in (H1) and (H2), respectively.



Remark 2.1 By the proof for Theorem [2, we find that the lower bound in (2.28) is for (wo,w;) €
Xip—1j2m) * X_12p) due to the weak observability of (A,C) given as in (H2), while the upper bound
is for (wo,wy) € D(.A%) mainly caused by the weak observability of (A, B*) (see (H1)). Both of these
two weak observability hypothesises determine the slow decay rate of the closed-loop system with the

Riccati-based optimal feedback control.

Remark 2.2 if assuming that the exact observability of (A, B*) and (A,C) are fulfilled, i.e., there

exist positive constants Ty, 11 and ¢ such that

To Ty
C/O 1B*wi|[Zdt > || (wo, wi)f3, C/O [Cwl[F-dt > || (wo,wr)|1F, (2.28)

we can see from (2.27) that the system can be stabilized exponentially under Riccati-based optimal
feedback control for this case. However, it should be noted that these strong assumptions only can be
satisfied under suitable geometric conditions on the medium in which waves propagate. For instance,
for waves on planar networks one needs a tree-like graph with control or observation in all the free
extreme edges except for one. Besides, for the multi-dimensional wave equation, the GCC has to be
satisfied for control areas.

If either of the exact observation of (A, B*) and (A,C) is fulfilled, then the exponential decay no
longer holds, but the polynomial decay can still be achieved. Specifically, the decay rates can be also
derived from (2.27) and given as (t +1)=*" for (wo,w1) € X(iyprst1)/2 X X(1jpts)/2 and (t+1)7°¢ for

X(Vots+1)/2 X X(1jo+s)/2, TESPectively.

Remark 2.3 If some other kinds of weak observability hypothesises are fulfilled, the corresponding
slow decay rates can also be deduced similarly. For instance, If (H1) and (H2) are replaced by the

following much weaker ones:

T
e [ 1Bl > o, w0l
and

T
e [ 1Cwlat = o, wr) e -u

where

1 (wo, wi)[Be-aay : = e M (\lal +b2),
7>1

then similar to the proof for Theorem [2.1), the lower and upper bound become

e[ (wo, w1) | Be-vay < (E(wo, wn), (wo, w1))peray preray < call(wo, wr)|[feay- (2.29)

Moreover, we can obtain the following slow decay rate for the system with Riccati-based optimal
feedback control (Z27), that is,

1@ (t), o) 3 < Mt +1)755 (10, w00) By tasimnays § > 0. (2.30)



Let w” (t), u”(t) be the optimal solution and control to the following problem

T e
min Jy (u) = 5/0 Hu(@®F + |[Cw(t) — 2|3 ]dt, w € L*(t,T;U) (2.31)

where w and u satisfy equation (2.1).

Let w, u be the optimal solution and control to the steady optimal control problem
min 7, = ully + C - =} 232
subject to Aw = Bu. For the stationary optimal control problem ([2.32]), (u,w) satisfy
Aw = Ba, (u,v) + (Cw — z,Cp) =0, for every v, p : Ap = Bu.
Thus, C*(Cw — z) € Ker(A)* and hence there exists some p satisfying
A*p=Ap = C*(Cw — z).

Hence, by the above and (2I7]), we obtain the following OS system

Wl —a= B - p), (2.33)

)
( p(T) =p
Let us discuss the turnpike property of the optimal control problem, that is, identifying that to

which extent do uT(t),wT(t) approximate the stationary ones @, w as T — oo. In fact, we have the

following result.

Theorem 2.2 Assume that (H1) and (H2) hold true. Then for any (wy — w,w;) € D(A*), k > 0
and p € X(x11)p, k > 1, it holds that as T' — oo,

1 T
7 | QoW =)+ 1 =Dl o (234

and

T
I /0 (W () — w)dt[k,, — 0. (2.35)

Remark 2.4 We see that when choosing (2.28) instead of (H1) and (H2), i.e., the exact observability
of (A, B*) and (A,C), the result in Theorem [2.3 is consistent with the averaged turnpike property as
given in [18]. Thus, in terms of averaged turnpike property, the result in [18] can be considered as a

special case of Theorem [2.2 given above.

Remark 2.5 In the above theorem, the averaged turnpike property is obtained under sufficiently
smooth initial states (wo—w,wy) and p. Compared to the exponential-type point-wise turnpike property

under ezxact observability of (A, B*) and (A, C), it is reasonable to expect the polynomial point-wise

10



turnpike property under the weak observability hypothesises (H1) and (H2). However, the point-wise
turnpike property is still an open problem. In fact, the proof based on energy estimates along with the
properties of Riccati operator proposed in [18] is difficult to apply to the case with weak observability
as gwen in (H1) and (H2) under consideration. The main difficulty in the energy estimates is caused
by the slow decay rate which is determined by the weak observability. As we know, the slow decay rate
18 non-uniform and always dependent on the reqularity of the initial states. This is different from the
case in [18], where the exact observability is fulfilled and the uniform exponential decay rates always

hold for any initial data in state space.

3 Proof of main results

3.1 Proof of Proposition 2.1

1

Following the proof in Lemma 4] due to (H1), for (wp,w;) € D(A¢), we always can find a control

- { wiy(t), te (0,T0],

such that
0, te (To,T],

(w(t),w(t)) =0, t > Ty
and
T , To ) ,
u||}dt = |7 dt < , .
/0 1wz /0 |, () [|7rdt < cf|(wo wl)HD(A%)

Hence, we get that for (wg,w;) € D(.A%),

_ ; T
(5(T)(w0,w1)7(wo,w1)>D(A%),7D(A%) = minJy
1T
< F@=3 [ lenlf+Iculf
< l(wo,w)||*> 1, forallT > Typ. (3.1)
D(A?)

Note that for (wp,w1), (20, 21) € D(A%), we have
2Re(E(T') (wo, w1), (ZO,Z1)>,D(A%),’D(A%)
= (&(T)(wo + 20, w1 + 21), (wo + 20, w1 + 21))
—(&(T)(wo, w1), (wo, w1))
—(&(T)(20, 21), (20, 21))

D(AT) D(A?)

1 1
D(AC) D(A?)

2Im(E(T') (wo, wi), (20, 21))
), (wo + iz0, w1 +iz1))

= W&(T)(woy + izp, w1 + iz1 D(A%)’ D(A%)

11



which along with the monotone increasing property of £(¢) and (B.I]), yields that the limit

Jim (E(T) wo,w), Go 1) b
exists for all (wg,w1), (20,21) € D(.A%). By the Uniform Boundedness Theorem, it follows that £(-) is

1

bounded in D(.A%). Thus, for (wo,w1), (20, 21) € D(A¢), we define

lim (£(T)(wo,w1), (20, 21)) = (E(wg, w), (20, 21))

1 1 1 1.
T—00 D(A2) D(A?) D(Ae) ,D(A¢?)

It follows that for (wp,w;) € D(.A%),

Jim (€T wo,w0) (wo,wn)) o= (Bl (wown) )

Hence, for (wp,w;) € D(A%), the limit Tlim E(T)(wo, w1) = E(wp,w;) exists in D(.A%)’. Then
—00

following the proof of Proposition 2.2 in [5] (p.483), we get that E satisfies (2:24)) and E < X for any
solution X of (Z24]) and hence E is the minimal solution to the algebraic Riccati equation (224). The
proof is completed. O

3.2 Slow decay rate (Proof of Theorem [2.T])
First, by ([2:22]), we can easily obtain the upper bound as follows.

~

i o0 2
(E(wo,w1), (w07w1)>D(A%),7D(A%) = min J% < ClH(wo,wl)HD(A%) (3:2)
In order to get the lower bound, the proof is given by the following two steps:
Step 1. Divide w” in system @IT) by w! =y + z, where y satisfies
yu + Ay = Bul, 0<t<T,
y(0) =0, u(0)=0, (3.3)
uT — _pB* T7
and z satisfies
Az=0, 0<t<T,
Zi + Az (3.4)
2(0) = wo,  2(0) = w1.
By the hypothesis (H2), we get directly that there exists a constant ¢ > 0 satisfying
2 g 2
000 iy < [ ICEIR (3.5)
where z satisfies ([B.4]).
We also have the following estimate for (B.3)).
t
ol < [ 1B @lds, 0<t<T (36)
0
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In fact, set the energy function E(t) = %(HyH%(m + |lye]|%). Then, differentiating E(t) by t, together
with (33]), we get
dE(t)

— = Bul).
dt <yt7 u>

Hence,

1
B(t) < / (BTN + llyel%)ds

/HBu ||Hds—|—/ Es)ds, 0<t<T. (3.7)

IN

Using Gronwall’s inequality, we obtain

—e / |BuT(s)|%ds, 0<t<T, (3.8)
which leads to (B.6]).
Step 2.  we will show that
”(wo’wl)HX1/2 Y XX —1(2n) = (E(wo,wl),(wo,w1)>p( o) DAY’

where ¢ > 0 is some constant.
Note that w?! =y + 2. Thus,

T
000 By < €[ ICEIR
T
¢ / (ICwT2 + [ Cyl2 )t
OT
[ UouT I} + ik, e
OT t
¢ / (ICwT % + ¢t / |Bu” (5)|[% ds)dt
0 0
T
¢ max{L,e” — 1) / (ICw™ |12 + | BuT|2)dt
0

T
or / (ICwT |12+ [[uT|2)dt

— e [E(T) (w0, w1, (wo, w1) ), (3.9)

IN

IN

IN

IN

IN

where cr = ¢- max{1,e” —1}. Thus, by (33), we have
1
<8(T) (’UJO, w1)7 (w(]? w1)>Hl7H 2 E || (’UJO, wl) ‘|‘2){1/2*1/(277) XX?l/(Q,,]) * (310)

Note that by Proposition 2.1l we know that £(7") is monotone increasing and bounded in D(.A%)

1

and Tlim E(T)(wo, w1) = E(wp,w;) exists in D(Ae)’. Hence, for (wy, w) € D(.A%),
— 00

<E(w0’ wl)’ (wa w1)>D
> (E(T) o, wn), (o, w1))

13



>

1
EH(wO’wl)H?Xl/zfl/(zn)XXfl/(zn)’ VT > 0. (3.11)

Now, we consider the decay rate of the closed-loop system with Riccati-based optimal feedback
control ([Z25]). A direct calculation yields

d(E (), 1), (i, b))
dt

1 1
PELZED — Bl ~ IO} (3.12)

Integrating the above from 0 to 7', we have
(E(W(T), (7)), (0(T),0¢(T)))

T
= = [ B alR+ oo (3.13)

Note from (BI0) that

T
AHB%%AW&M%ﬁZQGmem@mM»

2
2 EH(wO’wl)HXl/Q*l/(zn) XX*I/(ZW)' (314)
Thus,
(B T), @T)), (D), 0Ty ity ~ (B0 00), (0,00
2
S _E”(w(bwl)HXl/Zfl/(zﬂ)XX*U(Qn) (315)

where ¢ > 0 and 1 > 0 is given as (H1) and (H2), respectively.

Then by interpolation, we have

2sm 2(1“’%”7)
2 1+%’7+S77 1+§In+sn
<
||(w0,w1)\|,D(A%) < ||(w07w1)||xl/2,1/(27,)xx,mm‘|(w07w1)||D(A%+s), s >0,
and hence
2(1+%n+sn)
o, )]
2
”(w07wl)HXl/Q,l/(Qn)><X,1/(2n) 2 2(1+%77) ) S > O'
([ (wo, wi)|| ",
D(ATT)

Thus, by BI5]), we have

<E(ZD(T), wt(T))v (ZD(T), wt(T)»H’,H - <E(w07 wl)’ (w()v wl)>7—t’,7—l

2(1+%n+sn)

) H(woywl)HD Ag"
< - (A7) s> (3.16)
cr 2144 m)
([ (wo, wi)[| *",
D(ATT)

14



Therefore,

(B (T), d(T)), (@(T), &e(T)))prpr (E(wo, wn), (wo, wi))mr 2

[ (wo, wi)[|> [(wo, wi) | 4,
D(AET) DA™
144 ntsn
) H(woa’wl)lli K =1
(A2) , 5> 0. (3.17)

T 2
C
T H(weyw)HD(A%ﬂ)

Thus, by 3:2) and the monotone decreasing property of (E(w,w;), (w,w;)), we have

(B (T), w(T)), (@(T), 0e(T)))pr (E(wo, wn), (wo,w1))r 3

[(wo, wi)[|> [(wo, wi) | 4

(0 P 2 1+dntsy P
B 21 [(E(’w( ), Wi (1)), (w(T ) ¢ (T ))>7—L’7—L] ey (3.18)
cer [ (wo, wr )H

)

In order to obtain the explicit decay rate of closed-loop system, let us introduce the following result

in Ammari and Tucsnak [2].

Lemma 3.1 Let {an}5_; be a sequence of positive number satisfying
i1 < @ — Clame1)> ™, VYm > 1, (3.19)

for some constants C' > 0 and o« > —1. Then there exists a positive constant Mc o such that

MC,OL

Um S ————
(m+1)T+e

By the above Lemma, together with ([BI8]), it is easy to get that

<E(w(t)7wt(t))7(w(t)7wt(t))> 1 1 __sn

D(AQ)’;D(.AQ) S M(t—|— 1) 1+%n7 s> O

2
wo, W
o w e

Note that by BII), we know

(B((t), b (t)), (d(t), dr (1))

2 €1 || (w(t)7 wt (t)) H,2X1/2,1/(2,7) XX*I/(27;) :

So,
sn
. 1
0Dy < M1 8 02 450,
and hence
A - 2 -2 2
([(@(2), we())[I5 < M(t+1) et H(w07w1)|’X(1/Q+1/77+s+1)/2 xX(orintay2? S 7 0, (3.20)
where ¢ > 0 and 1 > 0 is given as in (H1) and (H2), respectively. The proof is completed. O
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3.3 Averaged turnpike property (Proof of Theorem [2.2])

Let us consider the averaged turnpike property for the LQ optimal control problems with (H1) and
(H2) are fulfilled. Firstly, based on the weak observability of (A, B*), we obtain the following estimate.

Lemma 3.2 Assume that (H1) is fulfilled. Then there exists some positive constant ¢ such that

T T
1000 POy < Tn ([ NB It [ 171 e+ loorlfy + Il ). (320

(T+1)"Fetl_1 1
where k >0, g1(T) = { —kotl ko 7 L,

and p is any solution to the following inhomogeneous
In(T +1) ko=1,

system
Ap =
Dt + p f7 (322)
p(T) =por, pi(T)=pir-
Proof. By duality we get
T T T T
(pe,y) (I) — (P, 1) (|] +/0 (D yee + Ay) dt :/0 (f,y)dt. (3.23)

Let y be the solution to equation (ZI]) with (Z3). Using Hélder’s inequality, we get

T T
| / Py + Ayydt] = | / (p,—BB"y) dt]

0 OT ) 1 T ) 1
o /0 | B*plf3dt) 3 ( /0 1B yl)3.

Thus, by Lemma [2.1] along with (2.I1), we get that there exists some constant ¢ > 0 such that

IN

T
‘/ (p, ynr + Ay) dt|
0
T

N 1.1 1 _ 1
< C(/O 1B pl!%dt)2(§|](yo,y1)H?H+501(T+1) " (y0, y1) 1o ar))?
1 1 —kgl r * 112 L
< C(§+561(T+1) )2 ( ; | B*pllE dt) 2 [|(yo, y1)l pear)- (3.24)
Besides, we have
T T ) 1 T ) 1
[ raae < (0B ikt
T 2 T —ko 2 1
< ol BB D ) s
. (T 1
< a3 1) 0w loes. k>0 (3.25)

Hence, by 323), 3:24) and ([B3.25), along with Lemma 21} we obtain

—(p(0),90) + (p(0),y1)
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T T
= /O<f,y>dt+/0 (p, BB*ys)dt + (por, ye(T)) — (p11, y(T))

IN

T T
1
/0 (fydt + /0 (0 BB )t + oT + 1)~ 3] (oo, pur) e | (w0, 1) 1o

o 1 T 1
(1B D)+ 1515 )% + oo i) oo, o

N|=

< g (1))
By Riesz representation theorem, we can choose (yo,y1) € D(A¥) such that 1(yo, y1)llpary =
”(p(o)7pt(0))|’D(Ak)/ and
—{1(0),0) + ((0),y1) = | (P(0), P (0)) [ ar -

Thus,

T T
10O, 2e O oy < ([ 1Blar+ [ 101G ude+ 1 por.pir)l) (3.26)

where k> 0 and H = H x X_1p is the dual space of H. The proof is completed. O
By the similar discussion, together with (H2), we obtain that

Lemma 3.3 Assume that (H2) holds true. Then there exists a constant ¢ > 0 satisfying

T T
T, (D) By <Gaa(TIL | ICwlfade+ [ 11 e+ o w0l ) (320)

wk#,

where k > 1, go(T) = { —kn+1

and w is any solution to the following inhomogeneous
In(T +1) kn=1,

system
Aw =
wtt + w f7 (328)
w(0) = wp, w(0) = wy.
Proof. Similar to the proof for Lemma B.2] by duality we have
T T T T
(w0} |~ | + [ fw.on+ a0y de = [*(f.0)at (3.29)
where ¢ is the solution to equation (ZI3]). Using Holder’s inequality, we get
T T
[ twbn+ a0yl = | [ w.crcona
0 0. .
1 1
< o[ Iculfnt([ lcadi
Then, due to Lemma 22l and ([ZI5]), we get that there exists some constant ¢ > 0 such that
T
|| w b+ A0
Y 1 1
1 _ 1
< C(/O |Cw]F dt)> (§H(¢g, o1 )13 + saT+1) 1108 1) 1D ar))?
11 et [T 1
< g+ yal+ D el a0t oo, k21 (3.30)
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We also have

T T T
d 2 dt): dt)z
[ rod < ([ 1m0t TH¢”X1/2 9
< / 1715 mdt%</0 1), 6T B )
< clga(T) /O 1B a0 108, 6Dy & > 1. (3:31)

Hence, by (3.29), (330) and [B.31)), along with Lemma 2.2} we obtain

< T( T
- / (f, é)di — /0 (w0, C*Cy)dt + (wy(0), 5(0) — (w(0), 6,(0))
T T
< / (F, Byt — / (10, C*Cdy)dt + (T + 1) 39| (B8, 67) o a1 sy,

1

1 1 1
< i / |Cwlde)t + / 1B _0)% + lwios w116 7)oy

[

By Riesz representation theorem, we can choose (¢%,¢7) € D(AF) such that H(gbOT,qbflp)HD( ARy =
[(w(T), we(T)) | prary and

(we(T), ) — (w(T),61) = | (W(T), we(T))lIB 4r-

Thus,
(T, we(T)) B ey
T T
< an [ ICulfdtr [ e+ ) o) B>
The proof is completed. O

Proof of Theorem Taking the dual product of the first and second equations in ([2.33]) with

pl — p and w! — W, respectively, we obtain

T T T
/ (" = P, w” — @)t + / (AT — p),w” — @)dt = / (C*CwT — @), wT — @ydt,  (3.32)
0 0 0
and
T T T
/ (" — @), p" — p)dt + / (A(w” — @), p— p)dt = / (BT —a).p" —pydi.  (3.33)
0 0 0

Integrating the above by parts, we obtain

T
/ IC(w? — @)|2di — / (B —a),p" — pydt

= {(p" = p)(T), (w" —@)(T)) — ((p" = P)¢(0), (w" — w)(0))
—((p" = p)(T), (w" —w)(T)) + ((p" = p)(0), (w" — w)(0))
= —((»" —)(0), (wo —)) + (p, (w" —@)(T)) + ((p" — P)(0), w1). (3.34)

18



By Lemma [B.2] along with ([2:33)), we get
167 (0) = 5. (5 (0) — P03 aey
T T
< g (T)] /0 1B — )3t + /0 I Cw” — )l dt+ 5] (3.35)
Similarly, by Lemma [B.3] along with (2.33]), we have

1(w(T) = @0 @ pexinn

T
< Egz(T)[/ IB@T ~a)l_,,dt+ / 1™ — @)|[3dt
Huwo—alE+lwr|% ), k= 1. (3.36)

Thus, by ([335]), it holds that

(0" —p)e(0), (wo— @)) + {(p" = §)(0),wr)

< (0" = 7)), 07~ DO oyl — 0100
< 5<91<T>>%[/0 156" = Pt + [ 1C7CT ~ )t + Il
[H(wo — @, w1)Ipary, (3.37)

and by ([3.30)), we get

(B, (w" = @)e(T)) < Pllx el (0" = D)D) x_ i)

1 1
< C(gz(T))2[/ 1B(u" )% 1/2dt+/ 1O (w" —w) |[Fdt+wo—w||F +[lwri [k, ]2
HpHX(k+1)/27 k > 1. (338)

Substituting ([B.37) and (B38)) into (3.34]) yields

T T
| et = @ [ (BT - a).p" - p
0 T 0 T 1
< A 186" - Pl + [ 1C7C0T — )it + i}

|l (wo — @, wr HD(Ak
1 1
o))} / IB” @)%, dt+ / T @) 3y dt+ g+l 5,2

-HpHx@HW k>0, k> 1, (3.39)

and hence, due to C* € L(H, X_yp) and the third equation in ([233]), we get that there exist some

constants ¢;,j = 1,2 such that

T T
/ |Cw™ — )3t — / (B —a),p" — p)dt
0 0

< agi(D)l(wo — @, w)[B 40y + c292(T) 175 (3.40)

(k+1)/2

19



and so,

1 4 T 2 1 T T T
7 | Iew” — ol - 5 [T .57 - par

c1g1(T) c2g2(T)

_ 2 I
< D wo—, wn) b + 22 IR, , 0 as k> 0F 2 1

(k+1)/2

Integrating the first equation in (2.33]) from 0 to T" yields

T T
/ A(w — w)dt = / B(u—u)dt — w(T) + wy.
0 0

1 [T B 1 [T B 1
||T/0 A(’w — w)dtHXfyz é HT/(] B(U — ’LL)dtHX?m + T(Hwt(T)HXfl/z + ||u)1||X71/2)‘

1 T
I7 [ ot
1 T
~ g [ A,

1 [T - 1
< HT/O B(u—u)dt|x_,, + T(Hwt(T)HX,m + lwillx_,,)-

By (B41l), along with the Holder’s inequality, we get

1 /7 )
H—/(w—wﬁhm

< _/ u)||Fdt + T2
¢ cogo(T
- I%w\Ko—wwnMAn+2%me§~ F S 0 ask >0, F2 1

(v T2

The proof is completed.

4 Examples

(3.41)

(3.42)

This section is devoted to presenting some examples on hyperbolic LQ optimal control problems with

weak controllability and observability. By using the abstract results obtained in this work, we can

identify the explicit slow decay rates and turnpike property for these examples.

4.1 Wave networks

Wave networks have been studied by many researchers (see [9], [13], [14], [27], [29] and the references

therein). Here we consider a simple case: star-shaped wave networks.

The setting as given in [9] is chosen to form the wave networks. A 1-d wave network R := Uﬁ-vzlej

is formed by N wave equations on the curve ej, j =1,2--- , N with interval (0,¢;). For k # j, € Neg,
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Figure 1: Star-shaped network of wave equations

where €;, i = 1,2,--- , N is denoted by the closure of ¢;, is either empty or a common end called a
vertex or a node. Assume that the wave equation arises on the intervals (0,¢;), j = 1,2,--- , N in the
network with state (w;,w;;), respectively.

Let G = {ej, j = 1,2,--- N} be the set of e; of R, and V be the set of vertices of R. Denote
by Gy, = {j ={1,2,--- , N}, v € &} the set of edges having v as a vertex. Denote by card(G,) the
number of edges that meet at v. We call v is an exterior node if card(G,) = 1, the set of which is
denoted by V¢, while if card(G,) > 2, the node v is called an interior node and the set of them is
Veat-

Assume that the Dirichlet conditions are fulfilled at the exterior nodes and the geometrical con-
tinuity is satisfied at the interior nodes of the network. The control is assumed to be located only
at one edge. For convenience, we set the index of the controlled edge is 1 and jy is the index of the

observed edge. Then we get the following wave equations on a network (see Fig. [Il for instance):

wi (2, 1) — w1 zp(x,t) = u(z,t), x € (0,41), t >0,
Wi (2, t) — Wjea(x,t) =0, € (0,¢;), j=2,..N, t >0,
’lUg(U t) (th)v Ve J € GU,’U S Vznb t> 0

t) =

S wja(v, 0, Yv € Vipg, t > 0, (4.1)
JEGy
U)j('l] t):o vjer,’UEVext, t>0,

w](t—O)—wg, w]t(t_o)_w]l7 j=1,2,---,N,

where ((wo)jv 1 (wl)jv 1) is the given initial state.

Consider the infinite-horizon optimal control problem of quadratic type

- 1 [
min 7 (u) = /0 e D13 + gy o, ) 22000, b w € L0, T50), (4.2)

We define the Hilbert space

LA(R) = {f = (/)alf; € L2(0,4)), ¥j = 1,2,--- , N}

21



and
Vm(R) = {f = (fj);vzl|fj € Hm(()’é])af](éj) = 07 fJ(O) = fl(O),\V/Z,j = 1727' c 7N}
Define the operator A in L?(R) as

Aw))ily = —(Wjaa)joy

N
with domain D(A) = (wj)é-vzl € V2(R)
j=1

i2(0) = 0} . Thus, the star-shaped networks (Z.1]) can

be rewritten as the abstract form (2.1I).
Set the state space H as follows:

H=V(R)x L*(R)

equipped with inner product: for W = ((wj)j-v:l, (zj);V:l), W= ((@)é\;l, (Z)évzl) €N,

N N ot _ N
(W, W)y = Z/ wk,x@j@déb + Z/ ijjda:.
k=170 j=1"0

It is easy to check that (#,] - [|%) is a Hilbert space. The system operator can be set as A :=
0 I

—A

By [9], we have the following weak observability estimate for system (4.T]).

in H.

Proposition 4.1 There exists a positive constant T > 0 such that
cl/ / wy e [Pdadt > y2[\2an + b7 (4.3)
n>1

and

02/ / |wjo |2 ddt > nyn A2a2 +b2] (4.4)

n>1

where c; > 0, j = 1,2 are some constant, A2 is the eigenvalue of the operator A corresponding to
system (1), an, b, are the Fourier coefficients given as in (Z3), and v2, 32 > 0 are the weights,

which are determined by the lengths of edges involved in the network.

In general, we just know that v, — 0 as n goes to infinity and can not get a better estimate for
the decay rate of v,. However, following the proof for Theorem 2] as well as Remark 23] if the
estimates v, > ®1(\,) and 7,, > ®3(\,,) hold, we can get

all (D)Xt @) By < By @h ), (@)L, (hy),  (45)

(E(w§)ily, (w2, (W), (wi)ile) < eall((wi)is, (w3l 1Ay (4.6)
where c1, cg are some positive constants, D@ '(A)) is denoted by the space satisfying

> (M) [Noal + bE] < oo,

n>1
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Figure 2: Wave equation on rectangular domain with local control

and a,, b, are the Fourier coefficients given as in (2.3]).

Although it is unknown on the estimate of ~, for general networks, it can be better estimated
for some special cases. For instance, by [9], we see that for star-shaped networks, the weights -, is
determined by the edge-length ratios 5—;, where i,j = 2,--- ,N, i # j and 7, is determined by the
ratios %, where 4,7 = 1,2,--- | N, i # j, i # jJo, J # jo. Specifically, if %’_ belongs to some special
irrational sets(see m) we can obtain that there always exist some constants ¢,£ > 0 and ¢ > 0 such
that v, 2 <% and 7, > %. Based on it, together with Theorem 2.1l we can obtain the following slow

decay rate of the closed- loop system with Riccati-based optimal feedback control.

(i) o) )15 < MG+ 1) (@, (W) I acrersys 8> 0.

Besides, if (( wj)jvzl, (wjl)évzl) € D(A¥), k >0 and (ﬁj)é\f:l € V5(R) hold, the averaged turnpike

property (IBZI), [238) hold for such kind of networks, that is,

1 T
HT/O (u” — @it 20, 1y = 0, a5 T — o0

and .
H—/«IMWl(wﬂmwmm%&wT%w.

4.2 Wave equation without GCC: Rectangular domain
Consider a wave equation on a square € = (0,7) x (0,7) with local control(see Fig. 2):

W = A’LU(:E,t) - XQOU(:Evt)a
wlon =0, (4.7)
w(z,0) = wo(z), we(x,0) =w,

where Qo = {(z1,22)]a < 1 < b, 0 < 29 < 7} is a strip-type subdomain parallel to one boundary.
Meanwhile, assume that
Cw = YVw in €,

Obviously, (A4, C) is exactly observable.
The stability of wave equation in rectangular domain with locally viscous damping was ever consid-
ered by [4] and [23], where they obtained that under u(z,t) = aw(x,t), the system can be stabilized

polynomially, and the optimal decay rate is given as follows:

I, we) 5 < Cilt+ 1) ¥ o, wn)l sy K> 0, (48)
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0 I

-A 0
Choose the following infinite-horizon quadratic cost performance index:

in which the state space is chosen as H = H}(Q2) x L*(Q) and A =

1
min J> (u) = 5/0 [”U(ﬂfat)”2m(go) + va(ﬂfat)”%mz)]dt’ ue L*(0,T;U). (4.9)

By (&), together with the proof of Theorem [ZT] we can get the bounds related to the correspond-

ing algebraic Riccati operator, that is, there exist constant ¢; > 0, j = 1,2 satisfying

c1l(wo, w) 13 < (E(wo, w1), (wo, wr)) < 62||(w0’w1)”f20(,4%)' (4.10)
Thus, by Theorem 2] there exists a positive constant M > 0 such that
. . _ds
(), e (D) 1F, < M(t+1)73 || (wo,wn)|? s >0, (4.11)

(AT’

where (w(t),w(t)) is the solution to system (7)) under the Riccati-based optimal feedback control
law u(t) = —xq, B (w, w).
In terms of turnpike property, by Theorem 22 we further obtain that for any (wg — w,w;) €
D(AF), k> 0and p € H?(Q), the averaged turpike property holds, that is, as T — oo,
T

I _ 1 ;
IF [ T =0ty =0 7 [ @)= o)l 0.

Remark 4.1 In this example, although there is no weak observability estimate (H1) being fulfilled
directly, by the proof in Theorem [21), the slow decay rate of the system with locally viscous damping
given as in (4.8) is enough to help us obtain the upper bound in ({{.10). In fact, the slow decay rate is
“almost” equivalent to the weak observability estimate (H1).

It should be noted that some more general energy decay rates for multi-dimensional wave equation
on partially rectangular or torus were obtained in [3], [6] and [17], based on which, the slow decay rates
and turnpike properties for such infinite-horizon L) optimal control problems can be also estimated

similarly from Theorem [21] and [2.2, respectively.
4.3 Wave equation without GCC: General case
Consider the wave equation on domain € with local control (see Fig. B]).
wy — Aw + uxo = 0, in (0,7) x Q,
w=0, on (0,T) x 99, (1.12)

w(0) = wp , w(0) = wy,

where u is the control input, O is a subset of the whole domain €. Suppose that Cw = x3Vw, where
O is another subset of Q.

24



Figure 3: Wave equation on general domain with local control

Choose the following infinite-horizon quadratic cost performance index:

min J () = %/0 e, )20 + I Vw(a, ]2, g Jdt, u € L0.T:0). (4.13)
In [I§], Porretta and Zuazua showed that the solution to system ([d.I2]) with the Riccati-based optimal
feedback control can be stabilized exponentially in the energy space H'(2) x L?(€2), provided that
the subset O C  and O C € verifies the GCC. It is well-known that the GCC guarantees the exact
observability of (A, B*) and (A, C).
Whenever O and O are general open nonempty subsets of €2, not necessarily satisfying the GCC,
the exact observability of (A4, B*) and (A, C) cannot be fulfilled. However, some weak observability
estimates still hold for (A, B*) and (A, C). In fact, from [30], we have that for system (4I2]), there

exist some constants a > 0, ¢ > 0 and T > 0 satisfying

T
c/ /O |wy|?dadt > H(wo,wl)H?D(e,aA) ((A, B*) weakly obserbvable),
0

and the following logarithmic decay rate holds under feedback control u(t) = xow;.

Co
[log(2 +1)]?

Similarly, there exist some constants b > 0, ¢ > 0 and 7" > 0 satisfying

/Q [we(t)]? + [Vw()Pldz < (o) + ot 2 ey) W8>0 (4.14)

T
c/ /~ |Vw|*dxdt > ||(w0,w1)\|,2D(e,bA), ((A, C) weakly obserbuvable).
0 @]

Thus, as it was presented in Remark 23] the lower and upper bounds can be derived by (2:29]).
Moreover, we can get the slow decay rate for system (4.12)) with Riccati-based optimal feedback control,
as given in (230).

The averaged turnpike property still holds for any (wo — w,w;) € D(A) and p € H?(£2). Indeed,
based on ([4.1I4]), along with the proof for Lemma and B3] we can see that the results in Lemma
and still hold with some g;(T") (resp. ¢2(7')), which is determined by fOT mdt (resp.
1o =) (see (B23), (B3T).

Note that by mean value theorem of integrals, we have

T 1 T 1 .
|, Tmror = ), o or® = e ar (4.15)
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= m and following the proof of

Theorem [Z2), we finally obtain from (FZI) with k = k = 1 that

where apT — oo as T' — oo. Thus, choosing g1 (t) = ga(t)

, I _
= / Hv [ R R L T
Clgl c292(T
< 99Dy — )2 + 22 e
1 _ _
- (exllwo — 3, wn)lfo ) + e2ll3pgey) — O (4.16)

[log(2 + arT)]?

It should be noted that the estimate (4.16]) is consistent with the one in Section 4.3 in Porretta and
Zuazua [18], where the LQ optimal control problem related to the multi-dimensional wave equation

without GCC was considered.

5 Conclusions

In this work, we considered the slow decay rate and turnpike property of the hyperbolic LQ optimal
control problems and mainly obtained the following results:

1. The slow decay rate of infinite-horizon hyperbolic LQ optimal control problems was considered.
Under the weak observability of (A, B*) and (A, C), the lower and upper bounds of the corresponding
algebraic Riccati operator were estimated, respectively. Then the explicit slow decay rate of the closed-
loop system with Riccati-based optimal feedback control was estimated, which is a key step to further
discuss the turnpike properties of the LQ optimal control problems if lacking of exact controllability
or observability.

2. Under weak observability of (A, B*) and (A, C) hypothesises, the averaged turnpike property
for the LQ optimal control problems was proved under certain conditions on the regularity of the
initial state, the stationary optimal state and its dual. This result is consistent with the slow turnpike
in average identified in section 4.3 in [I8] which can be considered as one special case of our work (see
the example in Section 4.3 in our work).

Besides the averaged turnpike property, we would like to point out that the starting point of our
work was to see whether there were some kinds of point-wise slow turnpike properties holding for the
LQ optimal control problems under weak controllability or observability hypothesises. In fact, it can
be seen from [I§] and [3I] that the exponential decay of the closed-loop systems with Riccati-based
optimal feedback control always leads to the exponential-type point-wise turnpike property when exact
controllability and observability hypothesises are fulfilled, that is, there exist A > 0 and K > 0 such
that

(1) — @l , + T (5) — ally < K(e 4+ e T) veelo,T], (5.1)

where (wT, uT) and (w,u) are the optimal trajectories and controls for the optimal control problem
([231)) and for the stationary problem (2.32]), respectively. Thus, based on the slow decay rate obtained
in our work, it is reasonable to predict that there should be some kinds of slow point-wise turnpike

properties holding under weak controllability or observability.
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However, note that the energy estimate method based on the properties of Riccati operator pro-
posed in [I§] can not work well for this issue under consideration. Indeed, when doing so, there is
an inevitable process to estimate |[w’ — || x, /» by using Duhamel’s formula along with Gronwall’s
lemma. This process is tough to tackle for the LQ optimal control problems under weak observability
of (A, B*) and (A4, C) like hypothesises (H1) and (H2), because that under these weak hypothesises,
the corresponding closed-loop systems with Riccati-based optimal controls always achieve non-uniform
slow decay rates which depending on the regularity of the initial states, while it can be carried out
effectively for the case of exact controllability and observability due to the uniform exponential decay
rates always hold for all initial states and this uniformity causes the Gronwall’s lemma easy to be
used. So, it is still an open problem that whether there are some kinds of slow point-wise turnpike
property holding for such hyperbolic LQ problems. Compared to (5.I]), based on the weak observation
of (A, B*) and (A, C) as given in (H1) and (H2), it seems that the slow point-wise turnpike property

could hold and have the following form:
lw® = @l%,, + [lu” () = allf; < KE+1)7 [ (wo, w)lpa) + (T =t + 1) pl[%, -

It could be verified from the view of frequency domain by Riesz basis representation, but careful
estimates are still needed, which is an interesting issue and worth investigating in future.

The same problems are also worth discussing for linear parabolic systems or some non-linear sys-
tems such as semilinear wave equations, nonlinear models of fluid mechanics and so on. In addition,
the case of weak boundary observability or controllability is another interesting issue. Some new tech-

niques could be involved due to the unboundedness of the boundary control or observation operators.
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