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Abstract

Stochastic reaction networks is a powerful class of models for the representation
a wide variety of population models including biochemistry. The control of such net-
works has been recently considered due to their important implications for the control
of biological systems. Their optimal control, however, has been relatively few studied
until now. The continuous-time finite-horizon optimal control problem is formulated
first and explicitly solved in the case of unimolecular reaction networks. The problems
of the optimal sampled-data control, the continuous H, control, and the sampled-data
H, control of such networks are then addressed next.
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1 Introduction

Reaction networks are a very general class of systems that can represent a wide variety of
real-world processes including population models, ecological models, biochemical models,
epidemiological models, social models, etc. See [I] for a survey. Deterministic reaction
network can be usually represented as differential equations and their extensions such as
delay-differential equations or partial differential equations, when delays or diffusion effects
need to be taken into account. Tools for analyzing and controlling them are well established
even though some more specialized tools, tailored to the framework of reaction networks,
have also been derived for analyzing their stability using, for instance, chemical reaction
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network theory [2/3] or Lyapunov methods [4H6]. The control of such networks has been
recently a central problem in the control community [7HI6].

In a biological context, deterministic models are only accurate when the populations are
large in size and homogenously distributed so that the interactions between the different
components in the network can be assumed to evolve in a continuous fashion. However,
when network participants are in low-copy number, the assumption of homogeneity breaks
down and the randomness in some of the reactions can not be neglected anymore. In such
a case, it is necessary to consider stochastic reaction networks which have been shown to
be of crucial importance in biology as they were able to capture both intra- and inter-
cellular variability [I7]. Such networks can be represented as continuous time Markov jump
processes [I8] for which analysis tools [I9-21] have been developed. Their control has been
subsequently addressed in [22H24] in the moment equations framework and in [7,25H28] in
the framework of chemical reaction network controllers, that is, controllers implemented as
reaction networks. Practical implementations of such control strategies in the biology setting
have been reported in [2934], and in [32/34.35] in the contexts of in-silico controllers and
in-vivo controllers, respectively.

Until now, all the designed controllers were chosen such that some control objectives were
satisfied, such as set-point regulation, disturbance rejection, robustness, etc. and the classes
of control problems naturally led to Proportional-Integral-Derivative-like (PID) controller
structures. While this is a perfectly viable solution in the Single-Input-Single-Output (SISO)
case, the Multiple-Input-Multiple-Output (MIMO) case makes the tuning of such controllers
a much harder task. A natural step forward is, therefore, the design of controllers that would
minimize some cost in order to solve optimal MIMO control problems as historically done
in the field of control with the introduction of the Linear Quadratic (LQ) and the Linear
Quadratic Gaussian (LQG) control, to cite a few. Two approaches have been considered
for the design of an optimal control law. The first one is based on Pontryagin’s Maximum
Principle and is essentially based on the calculus of variations, which is an extension of the
usual Lagrange multiplier approach for standard optimization [36-38]. It can be seen as a
trajectory based approach and is convenient to use whenever state and control constraints
are involved. The second one, Dynamic Programming, is based on Bellman’s Principle of
Optimality [39]. Unlike the Maximum Principle, this approach is a potential approach and
relies on the construction of the so-called value function associated with the optimal control
problem. Both approaches have benefits and drawbacks but they are two sides of the same
coin, and their connection is now well understood.

The objective of this paper is to develop an optimal control theory for stochastic reaction
networks. This problem, despite its importance, as been relatively few studied until now.
General results on the optimal control of general Markov processes have been obtained for
instance in [40,[41]. The optimal control of stochastic reaction networks is considered in [42]
under the assumption that the copy number of the involved species is large, which justifies the
use of limiting arguments. Some approximate online algorithms are proposed based on state-
space truncation and on the empirical evaluation of the cost to optimize. It is also assumed
there that the set of possible actions is finite. The optimal control of infinite-dimensional



piecewise deterministic Markov processes is considered in [43] with some application to the
control of neuronal dynamics via optogenetics. In this setup, the process switches from
one dynamics to another following a finite Markov chain whose rates are control input. An
alternative approach relies on the approximation of the stochastic dynamics as diffusion
processes on which standard tools could be used. However, it is known that those dynamics
may dramatically differ from that of the original jump Markov process.

We propose in this paper to keep the original formulation and to address the optimal
control problem using Dynamic Programming. Even though it is known that such an ap-
proach suffers from the curse of dimensionality, it seems interesting, at least, to develop
it for theoretical reasons. Approximate methods will be considered in future works. The
optimal control of Markov chains and Markov processes has also been addressed but essen-
tially only in the finite-state space setting [43H45] which is has also been adapted to the
infinite state-space case through its discretization and/or its truncation [42], as often done
in Reinforcement Learning and Control of Markov Decision Processes [46]. The approach
we consider here keeps the structure of the problem intact and deals with the actual state-
space structure directly. We first address the finite-horizon optimal continuous-time control
of stochastic reaction networks and provide the characterization of the optimal continuous-
time control law in terms of a Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation which takes the form of
a differential-difference equation. In this regard, it is not necessary to consider viscosity
solutions [47] but mild solutions instead, i.e. absolutely continuous (in time) solutions. In
the special case of unimolecular networks, this equation exactly reduces to a nonstandard
Riccati differential equation which does not seem to have been previously obtained in the
literature; see e.g. [4§].

We provide then a solution to the optimal sampled-data control of stochastic reaction
networks. To this aim, we first reformulate the overall system as a stochastic hybrid system
[49] which contains both random and deterministic jumps. While the former correspond to
reactions then latter corresponds to the control input updates, which are assumed to occur
periodically. The advantage of this reformulation lies in the fact that the data of the system
does not need to be transformed as it would be the case had we used a discretization-based
method. Note also that the overall procedure to exactly discretize a stochastic reaction
network is unclear and, if possible, would result in a dramatic reformulation of the data (i.e.
the propensity functions) of the network. A final drawback of discretization-based methods
is the loss of the so-called inter-sample behavior and this remark motivated the introduction
of lifting methods [50,51]. Based on this reformulation, we characterize the optimal control
law in terms of hybrid Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equations. In the unimolecular case, those
equations reduce to a Lyapunov differential equation and a discrete-time Riccati difference
equation.

In the developed solutions, it is tacitly assumed that the uncontrolled inputs are time-
varying and known. To remove this assumption and account for unknown exogenous distur-
bances, the above optimal control framework can be modified to include an H,, performance
criterion. Such a performance criterion, introduced in the control literature in [52] and re-
fined in [53,[54] in the context of optimal control and game theory, can be used to quantify



the impact of those exogenous inputs on the so-called controlled outputs in an Ls-sense. We,
therefore, develop an approach to compute the optimal control law that minimizes the worst-
case gain of the transfer from exogenous inputs to some controlled outputs in the Lo-sense.
This is achieved using a game-theoretic approach and the optimal control law as well as the
worst-case exogenous inputs are characterized and computed as the solution of a Hamilton-
Jacobi-Isaacs equation which extends the classical Hamilton-Jacobi-Isaacs equation of game
theory [55] to the case of jump Markov process and, more specifically, stochastic reaction
networks. This equation takes the form of differential-difference equation which reduces, in
the unimolecular case, to a Riccati differential equation. As before, this Riccati differential
equation is fairly nonstandard and has neither been reported nor studied before elsewhere.
Similarly to as in the optimal control case, we also extend those results to the sampled-
data case and use a hybrid formulation of the system. Again the use of a hybrid reformulation
is essential as it allows to capture the behavior of the system and how it responds to the
exogenous inputs between the sampling instants. The discretization of the process would
result in the loss of the inter-sample behavior while the use of lifting methods would force us
to work with operator theoretic techniques in order to deal with infinite-dimensionality of the
input and output spaces. The hybrid approach circumvents all those issues in an elegant way
and allows to characterize the optimal sampled-data control law and the worst-case exogenous
disturbance in terms of the initial data of the problem and hybrid Hamilton-Jacobi-Isaacs
equations. In the unimolecular case, those equations reduce to a Riccati differential equation
and a discrete-time Riccati difference equation.
Notations. The cone of real positive (semi)definite matrices of dimension n is denoted by
(SZ,) Sty. For a square real matrix A, we denote Sym[A] := A + AT, For a differentiable
function V (¢, z), we denote by V; by ¢, respectively. For some scalars zi,...,z,, the vec-
tor consisting of stacking those entries vertically with z; on top is denoted by col!,(x;)
or col(xy,...,2,). The vector of zeros of dimension n except at the position d 4+ 1 (where
n > d + 1) where the entry is one is denoted by €44 1.
Outline. Preliminaries on stochastic reaction networks are recalled in Section [2l The opti-
mal continuous-time control of stochastic reaction networks and its sampled-data counterpart
are considered in Section Bland Section ] respectively. Similarly, the optimal continuous-time
H_, control of stochastic reaction networks and its sampled-data counterpart are addressed
in Section Bl and Section [6] respectively.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Stochastic Reaction Networks

A reaction network (X, R) consists of a set of d molecular species X = {X3,..., X4} that
interacts through K reaction channels R = {R, ..., Ri} denoted as

d d
Ry : ZC}CZX@MZC]:ZX’L7 k=1,....K (1)
=1 i=1



where py : R>g — Rsq is the (time-varying) reaction rate parameter and Céb Cri € 7%, are
the left and right stoichiometric vectors meaning. The stoichiometric vector of reaction Ry
is given by ¢, := (f — (i € Z* where (f = col(Cr s - -5 Cpg) and L= col((’,l%l, e C,i,d). That
is, when the reaction R fires, the state jumps from = to x + ;. The stoichiometry matrix
S € ZPE is defined as S := [Cl .C K]. When the kinetics is mass-action, the propensity
function of reaction Ry, is given by A, (t,x) = pi(t) Pi(t, ) where

d
nes =11(:) 2)
and is such that A\ (¢, 2) = 0if x € Z%, and 2+ (), ¢ Z2,. Under the well-mixed assumption,
this network can be described by a continuous-time Markov process (Xi(t),..., Xa(t))i=0
with state-space Zio; see e.g. [56].

For any locally bounded function V : R x R? = R, the generator A of the Markov process
associated with the reaction network (X, R) is defined as

(AV)(t,2) = Vi(t, ) + ) Nilt, 2) AV (t, 2) (3)

i=1

where A}V (t,z) ==V (t,x + ;) — V(t,x).

2.2 Kolmogorov’s equations

Let (X1(t), ..., Xa(t))i>0 be the CTMC representing the reaction network (X, R) with some
initial state X (0) € Z‘éo. For any state z, we can define the probability to be in that state
at time ¢ as

p(t,x) = P(X(t) = 2| X(0)) (4)

and this probability evolves over time following the so-called Forward Kolmogorov Equation
or Chemical Master Equation (CME) [56] given by

=

pita) = Mtz — CGpltr — G) — Y Mlt, 2)p(t,x), o € 22, (5)

k=1

The CME is a linear differential equation of dimension equal to the number of elements in the
state-space. It can be expressed in abstract/matrix form as p(t) = Ap(t) and is analytically
or numerically solvable only in very few particular cases.

On the other hand, the Backward Kolmogorov equation describes the evolution of a
function V(t,z) = E[f(X(T"))| X (t) = z), with E[f(X(T))] finite, in the time interval [0, T’]
and is given by

[M] =

k=1
with the terminal condition V(T,z) = f(x). This equation will play a crucial role in the

optimal control of stochastic reaction networks.

bt



2.3 Moment equations

Based on the CME, dynamical expressions for the first- and second-order moments may be
easily derived and are given by

dE[X (1)] _
B = SE[\t, X (1)),

) u
LI symlsEING. X (0) X)) + 5 diag(EING, X ()]}

Those equations cannot be directly solved in the general case due to some moment closure
issues, among others; see e.g. [57]. However, those equations become exactly solvable in
the unimolecular case. Indeed, this case corresponds to the case of state-affine propensity
functions A(t, ) = A(t)x + Ao(t), for some functions A : Rsq + REX? Ny : Ryg = RE. In
such a case, the above moment equations can be rewritten as - -

= SAME[X ()] + Sho(t),

tE(t) (8>
——2 = Sym[SA(t)S(t)] + S diag(A(H)E[X (t)] + Ao(t))ST

where X(t) := E[(X (t) — E[X (t)])(X(t) — E[X(#)])"] is the covariance matrix.

3 Optimal Continuous-Time Control of Stochastic Re-
action Networks

The objective of this section is the development of optimal control results for stochastic reac-
tion networks. A particular emphasis will be made on the control of unimolecular networks
for which an explicit solution, analogous to that in the finite-dimensional LTT setting, can
be obtained.

3.1 Preliminaries

The class of reaction networks considered in Section 2l are autonomous networks in the sense
that those networks do not possess input channels to act of them. In this regard, we need
to extend the class of networks of Section [2] to intercorporate m inputs channels acting at
the level of propensity functions; e.g. at the level of the reaction rates. This is motivated
by Cybergenetical applications where reactions have been controlled using some external
stimulus such as light [33/143/[58/[59] or chemical inducers [30]. In this regard, it seems
natural to make the following assumption on the propensity functions:

Assumption 1 The propensity functions of the network (X, R) are of the form A(t,x,u)
where u € RY us the control input vector.



In order to capture a suitable way to control the system, we introduce the following cost
T
) = B | [ oo, X(6) u9)as + ar(X(1) 0
0

where ¢ : [0, 7] x Zio X RY, — Ry is the running cost and gr : Zio — R is the terminal
cost. The control input is then chosen such that this cost is minimized

u* = argmin Jr(u) (10)
’UJEU(),T
where we have assumed that such a minimum exists and where U, 0 < s <t < T, is the
set of admissible control inputs defined as

Us; = {u € Ly([s,t] x Z¢,, RY,) : wmesurable}, 0 < s <t <T. (11)

In order to solve the above optimization problem, we consider the Dynamic Programming
framework [44L[45[60] which relies on the concept of value function defined as

V(t,X(t) := min E [ /t q(s,X(s),u(s))ds}, V(T z) = qr(z) (12)

ueut’T

The value function is known to verify the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation given by

K

Vi(t, z) + min {Z Ni(t, x, u) AV (t, ) + q(t, x,u)} =0, V(T,z) = qr(z) (13)

i=1

and, in such a case, the optimal cost Jr(u*) coincides with V' (0, X (0)).

It seems important to stress here that the above equation is vastly different from the
standard Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation for the optimal control of continuous-time sys-
tems governed by (stochastic) differential equations. In those cases, the value function is
described in terms of first-order or second-order elliptic partial differential equations. In the
present case, we simply have a differential equation in time whereas the partial derivative
operator with respect to the state is replaced by difference operators due to the presence of
jump dynamics. In this regard, the solutions are expected to be quite different from those in
the standard setup of the control of systems governed by differential equations and stochastic
differential equations. Interestingly, the concept of viscosity solutions may not play an as
essential role as in the control of usual stochastic control problems.

3.2 General networks

In the case of networks with general mass-action kinetics, the propensity functions can be
written as

where the f;(t,x)’s are suitable polynomials and the g;(¢, x)’s are suitable row-vector poly-
nomials. This leads to the following result:



Theorem 2 Consider the reaction network (X, R) with propensities ([I4]) and assume that
q(t,x,u) = G(t,x) +u" R(t)u (15)

where ¢(t, x) is some nonnegative polynomial and R(-) = 0. Then, the optimal control law
minimizing the cost (@) with ([I3) is given by

Wt z) = —%R(t)_lg(t, DAV (L 7). (16)

where the value function V (t,x) solves the differential equation

Vi(t, z) + Z fi(t,x) AV (t,x) — iAV(t, o) g(t, o) R(t) gt x)T AV (t,2) +q(t, ) = 0, (17)

1=1

K
with terminal condition V(T,z) = qr(z) and AV (t,x) = cgll(AiV(t, x)).

Proof : The Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation is given in this case by

Vi(t, =) + Z filt, o) AV (t,x) + muin {Z gi(t, 2)ul;V (¢, x) + q(t, x, u)} =0 (18)

i=1 =1

Since q(t, x,u) is strictly convex in u and A(t,x, u) is affine in u, then there exists a unique
global minimum to (I3]). Computing the derivative of the expression in brackets in (I8]) with
respect to u yields the optimal control input given in (I6) and substituting this expression

in (I3)) yields (I7). &

Remark 3 The differential equation (IT) is difficult to solve in the general setting due to
some closure issues similar to that of the moments equation and numerical schemes can be
used to approzimately solving it. A first step towards this is to turn the equation into an
inequality constraint as

K K
Vit,z) + > filt, ) AV (¢, x) — % > git,x)TR(t) g (¢, 2) AVi(t, 2) AVj(t,x) + G(t, ) > 0
i=1 i,j=1

(19)
and, in such a case, V(0, X (0)) will result in an upper-bound on the optimal cost. Optimiza-
tion methods such as SOS programming [61] can then be used to solve for this differential
inequality in the general polynomial case.



3.3 Unimolecular networks

In the case of unimolecular stochastic reaction networks with mass action kinetics, the
propensity functions reduce to

Ntz u) = 0 ()T + b (1) u (20)
where Z := col(z,1), where w;(t) = col(w;.(t), wio(t)), wi. € ]Réo, w;o(t) € Rsp, and
by € RY, @ = 1,..., K. A major feature of unimolecular reaction networks is that their
moment equation is closed. The first-order moment equation is notably given by

d
L EX @] = AQEX )] + B)E[u(?)] + d(t) (21)
where
K K K
A) =) Gna(t)”, B(t) = Gbi(t)”, and d(t) = Guwyo(t). (22)
k=1 k=1 k=1

As unimolecular reaction networks are analogues of linear systems, the following Linear
Quadratic cost is considered

nw) = E| [ (XX +ule) Reuo) as + X0 Qrx(m)| (@)

where @ : [0,T] — SE', R [0,T] — STy, and Qr € S&'.
We then have the following result:

Theorem 4 Let us consider the unimolecular reaction network (X, R) with propensity func-
tions 20). Then, the optimal control input minimizing the cost [23)) is given by

W) = —%R(t)‘l (2B(t)" P(t)z(t) + (%)) (24)

where T(t) == S°8 CTP(t)¢bi(t) and P : [0,T] — S™Y, P(T) = Qr, solves the Riccati
differential equation

P(t) + A(t)TP(t) + P()A() + Q(t) — 2(23 ()" P(t) + T()eq) R() ™ (2B P(t) + T(t)eq)

43 S A P0Gk + eanl PU)IAD) = 0.

(25)

At) = [A(t) d(t)} B = [B (t)} Cand G — M | (26)

Moreover, we have that Jj. = Jp(u*) = V(0, X(0)).

9



Proof : Since the running cost is strictly convex in u and the propensity functions are affine
in u, then a minimum for Jr(u) exists. We will show that a quadratic value function of the
form V(t,z) = 2" P(t)z verifies the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation (I3]) which is given
in this case by

TPtz + 77 Q)T + min {Z Ni(t, z,u) AV (t, x) + uTR(t)u} =0 (27)

i=1
and P(T) = Qr where
AV (tx) = (P02 + 2 P(1)G + (PG (28)

and where (; is defined in the result. Computing the derivative with respect to u and
equating it to zero yields

K
> AV(t2)bi(t) + 2R(t)u = 0, (29)
=1
which yields the optimal control
1 K
* o —1 1
u'(t, @) = S R(t) (; AiV(t,x)bi(t)> . (30)

Substituting the explicit expressions for the A;V (¢, x)’s yields (24]) and substituting, in turn,

24) in 27) yields

T P(t)z — i(QB(t)TP(t)x + )R 2B P(H)T + (1))
K } ) _ (31)
+3 wi(t)T (240 P(t)T + L P(1)G) + 27 Q) = 0.

Using the fact that

a0 (2P + GEPG) = o (S | POGEMOT + 300G P0Gk, )

) 1. B (32)
= o (sym [POAWD + 50O POGE) )=

we obtain

S ltr) P07+ EPOG) = 7 (Sym

k=1

10



Finally, noting that I'(t) = I'(t)e, ;7 yields

' P(t)T ~ xT%( B(t)"P(t) + T(t)eq.r) R~ (2B(6)" P(t) + T(t)eq; )7

T 1 1 < T (34)

Sym | P(t)A(t 5 Z Vemr| |Z+27Q1)T =0
As this expression holds for all = € Z>0, then this is equivalent to the Riccati differential
equation (25]). O

As a matter of comparison, we can state here the more classical result on the optimal
LQ control of the moment equation (2I)):

Theorem 5 Let us consider the moment system (2II). Then, the optimal (deterministic)
control input that minimizes the cost

Jr (u) ::/0 (E[X ()" Q()E[X (s)] + u(s)" R(s)u(s)) ds + E[X(T)]" QrE[X(T)]  (35)

s given by B B
u*(t) == —R(t)"'B(t) P(t)E[X ()] (36)

where P : [0, T] — S™, P(T) = Qr, solves the Riccati differential equation
P(t) + A(t)" P(t) + P(1)A(t) + Q(t) — P(t)B(t)R(t) ' B(t)P(t) = 0, t € [0,7].  (37)
Moreover, we have that JE* .= J&(u*) = E[X,]" P(0)E[X].

It is important to stress that the obtained Riccati differential equation obtained in The-
orem M is dramatically different from the classical one provided in Theorem [ and those
obtained in the LQ control of linear stochastic differential equations. Firstly, we can observe
the presence of the additional I'(¢) terms in both the optimal control law and in the Riccati
differential equation. Secondly, there is an extra sum, linear in P(t), in the Riccati differen-
tial equation. This is a consequence of the fact that jumps act on the state in the additive
way = +— = + (.

It seems also important to clarify under which conditions a solution to the Riccati dif-
ferential equation exists on the interval [0,7] as such equations may have a finite escape
time. From the theory of Riccati differential equations [48], we know that a solution will
exist in an interval (T" — ¢, 7] for some sufficiently small ¢ > 0. However, using the fact
that the matrix P is symmetric and positive semidefinite, the standard arguments for the
global existence of a solution P on [0,7] can be straightforwardly adapted to the current
Riccati equation. However, it seems that the characterization of the solution in terms of
a Hamiltonian matrix is out of reach. The main argument is that the Hamiltonian matrix
is related to the two-point boundary value problem obtained from Pontryagin’s Maximum
principle, which is not available for the current class of systems.

11



4 Optimal Sampled-Data Control of Stochastic Reac-
tion Networks

There are multiple ways for solving the sampled-data control problem for dynamical system.
Historically, the first one that was proposed was to simply discretize the dynamics of the
process. While this procedure is quite straightforward in the linear deterministic case, this
is way more involved in the stochastic and the nonlinear settings. Another approach was
based on so-called ”lifting” and turned the sampled-data system into an infinite-dimensional
system [505T]. Alternative formulations kept the dimension of the state-space finite but the
input and output spaces were considered as infinite-dimensional [62,[63]. Impulsive systems
formulations were then introduced in [64] and had the advantage of keeping the state-space as
well as the input- and output spaces finite-dimensional at the affordable expense of making
the dynamics of the system hybrid. This framework is now included in the very general
hybrid systems framework [65].

The main limitation in using a discrete-time approach in the current setting lies in the
difficulty in computing or even considering a map F': R> X Zio x RT, — Zio such that

X(tk+1) = F(]{?, X(tk), u(tk)), tk == ]{ZTS (38)

where T > 0 is the sampling period and wu(t) is the control input value at ¢;. This map
clearly relates to the transition kernel P(X (t541) = 7| X (f;,) = x) but this transition kernel
is, in general, a complex function of the propensity functions related to the exponential
of the CME operator A, which is not computable in the current setting. The map F' is a
probabilistic map that can be defined in terms of that exponential. Even if were computable,
the resulting dependence on u(t;) would be highly nonlinear unlike in the original formulation
where the propensities are affine in the input. Finally, the inter-sample behavior is lost when
discretizing a system and an optimal controller for the discrete-time system is not necessarily
optimal for the associated sampled-data system where an arbitrary number of reactions can
occur between two sampling instants. The lifting approach is not as convenient to use as the
hybrid formulation as the latter keeps the state-space finite and allows for the use of standard
and simpler analysis arguments, and this is the reason why it will be the one considered here.

4.1 Sampled-data stochastic reaction networks as stochastic hy-
brid systems
A sampled-data stochastic reaction network is stochastic reaction network having a control

input which is piecewise constant and updated every sampling period value. Such a system
takes the form of the following stochastic hybrid system consisting of the low map

X(t) = 0] .
o) = 0 } if t # KTy, (39)
K spontaneous jump maps
+
DT e e x), and (1)

12



the deterministic jump map

+
Xo= uX}ift:k:TS. (41)

v =

It seems important to explain this model in more details. Since the molecular counts are
piecewise constant, it is immediate to see that the derivative of the molecular counts between
jumps should be zero. The second state, v & ]Rio, has been added in order to model
the zero-order hold that keeps the value of the control input constant over each sampling
period. The spontaneous jumps, which are exponentially distributed with rate Ag(¢, X, v),
correspond to the firings of the reactions which only change the values of the state. Finally,
the deterministic jump map updates the value of the control input but leaves the state
unchanged. This shows that the model of sampled-data stochastic reaction network consists
of a stochastic hybrid with a trivial low map.

4.2 General stochastic reaction networks

In the case of general networks, the propensity functions can be written as \;(t,z,v) as
defined in ([I4)).

We consider here the following cost

Jr(u) = /0 qe(s,x(s),v(s))ds + Z_ qa(k, x(te), v(ty), u(ty)) + ger(x(T),v(T)) (42)
and the control law is defined as

u* = argmin Jr(u) (43)

UEV(),T
where we have assumed that such a minimum exists and
Vo= {u e b([s, ) N {to,..., tx} X ZgO,Rgo) : u mesurable} , ¢ > s. (44)
Considering the value function
T
V(t7X<t)7U<t)> = 1'611\}1'1 E / QC(Sux(S)7U<S))dS+ Z Qd(k7$(tk)7v<tk)vu(tk))
v t kit<ty<(N—1)T

(45)
we obtain the following result:

Theorem 6 Let us consider the sampled-data reaction network represented by (39), ([40),
(@), and ([Il). The optimal control input is given by

u(ty,) = argmin{V (], z, u) + qa(k, z,u)}, k=0,...,N -1 (46)
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where the value function V wverifies the following hybrid Dynamic Programming equations

Vit z,0) + ) Nl 2, 0)(VI(E 2+ Gy v) = VE, 2,v))

=1 (47)
—i—qc(t,x,v) =0, te (tk,tk+1], k=0,...,N—1
and
V(5 z,u(t)) = V(tk, z,v) + qalk, z,v,u*(ty)) =0, k=0,...,N —1 (48)

with the terminal condition V (T, xz,v) = q.r(z,v).

Proof : The proof simply consists of applying Dynamic Programming to the system (39,

@), 1), and ([I4). &

4.3 Unimolecular stochastic reaction networks

In this case, the propensity functions vector is given by
)\Z(t, xZ, ’U) = ’U_Jl(t)Tif' + l_)l(t>TU = ;\Z(t)TZ (49)

where U_)Z(t) = COI(’UJZ'@ (t), wi’o(t», Wi 2 < Rio, U_)Z"()(t) c Rzo, 62() c RT;LO, 5\2 (t) = COI(’U_JZ'(t), l_)l(t)),
Z = col(x, 1), and z := col(z, 1,v). - -

As in the continuous-time case, we can write the moment equations in closed-form with
the difference that it takes now the form of a linear impulsive system

Q[E[X(t)] [A®) ()H[{U((t )1} [U] LAt

E&[?é(@)]] Io o
t B - )
{E[v(t:)] ~|o H }+H t)], k=0,... . N—1
where . )
A t) - ngwk,x(t) , ZCkbk , and d( ) _ ng’wk,()(t)T, (51)

We also introduce the following hybrid LQ cost

=

-1

Jr(u) = /0 2(5)7Qc(5)2(s)ds + 0 (z(tk)TQd(/f)z(tk)—|—u(tk)TRd(k;)u(tk)) (52)
"—Z(T)TQQTZ(T).

where QC 2 10, T] — Sd+1+m Qer € Sd+1+m Qa4 :{0,....N — 1} — ch{)Hm and Ry :
{o,.. —1} = Sd+m+1.
ThlS leads to the following result:

e
i
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Theorem 7 Let us consider the sampled-data unimolecular stochastic reaction network ([39),
[@Q), and @) with propensities [A9). Then, the optimal control input that minimizes the

cost (B2) is given by
u*(ty) = K(k)2(ty) = —(Ra(k) + Py(t])) " Pa(t) 2 (1) (53)

where P : [0,T) — ST P(T) = Qr, solves the Lyapunov differential equation

P(t) + Qclt) + A(t)TP(t) + P(t)A(t) + % Z Sym(Ai ()¢ P(t)Ci€isms1) = 0,1 € (th tis]
=1 (54)

and the Riccati difference equation
Pi(tf) = Po(t;) ) (Ps(tf) + Ra(k) " Po(t0)" + Qaa (k) — Pi(t
Qaz(k) — Py
Qas(k) — Ps(t) = 0

fork=0,...,N —1 and where ; = col((;,0,0) together with

~
~
o
SN—
I
o O
—
ot
ot
~—

] At) d(t) | B(?) Pt | Put) Qui(k) | Qua(k)
Aft) = { 00 | 0 },p@) e } A} 90 = [ } o)
(56)

with P(t) € ST, Py(t) € RUTDX™ pyt) € S™, Qui(k) € ST, Qua(k) € RUFD*™ and
Qas(k) e S™.
Proof : Let ¢; = ((;,0,0) € R+ We will show that the value function V(t,z,v) :=

Z"'P(t)z, P(t) € SL'*™, verifies the hybrid Dynamic Programming equations of Theorem
Bl For the flow part, we get that

K
Pt)z+ 2" Qer(t)z + Y Nilt, 2, v) AV (t2,v) =0 (57)
=1
where
AV (t,z,0) = P(t)z + 2" P(t)G + ([ P(t)G. (58)

We, therefore, have the expression
' K
APtz + 2T Qu(t)z + Z ()2 (GTP(t)z+ 2" P()G + (T PR)G) = 0. (59)
i=1
The above expression can be decomposed as the sum of
K — — -
> X2 (P2 + 2" P()G) = A(t)TP(t) + P(t) A(t) (60)
i=1
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with

K K
SO PG = 5 3 SO PGk (61)
i=1 i=1

Substituting those two expressions in (59) yields the differential equation (54]). This proves
the result for the flow part.

We now look at the jump part of the dynamics. The Dynamic Programming equation is
given in this case by

w(t)]" [t
mtin [ 1 j| P(t]) 1 ] — 2(t) TP ()2 (t) + 2(t) T Qalk) 2 () + u(ty)T Ra(k)u(ty) = 0.
(62)
Let us then partition P as in (B6) and computing the derivative with respect to u(ty) yields
oy | | L] PED | 1| Fu) Raku(n) | = 2[REDT | AE)] | L
k u(ty) u(ty) (i)
‘|‘2U(tk)TRd(k‘).
(63)

This means that the optimal control input verifies the expression
(Ra(k) + Py(t))ulty) + Po(tf) 2(ty) = 0 (64)

which yields, in turn, the expression u(ty) = K (k)Z(t;) with K (k) = —(Ra(k)+P3(t])) " Pa(t])".
If we now define H (k) as

| an 0
H(K) = 1 (65)
then, we get that
(tr)
1 | = H(k)z(k), (66)
u(ty)
and, substituting this expression in (62]), we obtain the expression
K P)H () + Qulk) + [K () 0] Ra(k) [K(K) 0] = P(t) =0 (67)
Expanding the above equality yields
Pi(th) + Sym[Py(t5) K (k)] + K (k)" (Ra(k) + Ps(t)) K (k
1 () + Sym[Pa(t)) ()]‘B (k)" (Ra(k) + P3(t)K (k) O +Qd() P(t,) =0, (68)

which reduces to Qua(k) — Pa(ty) =0, Qus(k) — Ps(tx) =0, and
Pi(t}) + Sym[Py(t]) K (k)] + K (k)" (Ra(k) + Py(t]) K (k) + Qaa (k) — Pi(ti) = 0. (69)
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Finally, since K (k) = —(Rq(k) + Ps(t;)) " Py(t])", the above expression simplifies to

Pi(tf) — Po(t)(Ps(6) + Ra(k)) " Pa(tf)" + Qaa(k) — Pi(t) = 0 (70)
together with Qu2(k) — Py(tr) = 0, Qus(k) — Ps(tx) = 0, which proves (53] and the desired
result. &

5 Optimal Continuous-Time H,, Control of Stochastic
Reaction Networks

The objective of this section is to develop an H,, (or Ly) control theory for stochastic reaction
networks. The key idea is to derive a control law that can guarantee a certain attenuation
level from exogenous inputs to control outputs. Such a result exists in a wide variety of
contexts; see e.g. [66]. In the linear case, such a result can be retrieved using, among others,
optimal control theory and dissipativity theory. This has led to some important results in
the linear setting, the most famous one being certainly the so-called Bounded Real Lemma.
A general result is first derived and is specialized to the unimolecular case.

5.1 Preliminaries

Similarly as in the previous section, we extend the reaction network (X,R) to not only
involve m control inputs but also p exogenous inputs, all of them acting at the propensity
level. This gives rise to the following structural assumption

Assumption 8 The propensity functions of the network (X, R) are of the form A(t, x,u,w)
where u € RY, is the control input vector and w € RY, is the vector of exogenous disturbances.
We also define the so-called controlled output vector z(t) = h(t, z(t),u(t), w(t)) where h :
Rsg x 22, x R x RZ, + RY is assumed to be a continuous function.

The H,, control is tightly connected to the concept of Lg-gain of operators and the
Lo-norm of signals.

Definition 9 The finite time Lo-norm of the signal w : [0,T] — RP is defined as
T 1/2
lollsgomy = [ ElluIEas) )
0
We can now define the concept of Lo-gain of operators:

Definition 10 The finite-horizon Lo-gain of the transfer/operator w — z associated with
the stochastic reaction network (X, R) under Assumption[d is defined as

|[w = 2|[ Ly (0,1)) - L2((0.77) = sup 21| Lapo,m) (72)
wEWO,T,||[wl|Ly([0,77)=1,X(0)=0

where
Wi i={w € La([s,t] x Z¢y x RZ),RL,) : w mesurable}, t > s. (73)
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The H,, control problem consists of solving the following optimization problem

min ||w — 2||L,(077)-Lo(0, 7)) = Mmin sup 12| | Lo(10,77)- (74)
u€lly. 1 2(10.T)=L2({0.T)) u€Uo,T weWo, 1, |wl 1.y (0,77 =1,X (0)=0 207D

A way to solve this In order to solve this problem, the following cost is introduced:

Jr(u,w) = E[/O (r(s,u(s) + ()2 = *[lw(s)][2) ds + gr(X(T)) (75)

where 7 : [0,T] x RY; = Rxg is the running input cost and g7 : Z%O — R is the terminal
cost. The control input is chosen in such a way that it minimizes the worst case

J7 = mi J 76

= M max r(u, w) (76)

It will be shown later that for the considered class of networks and for a suitable choice for

r(+,-), those optimums exist. As previously, we consider Dynamic Programming for solving
such a dynamic optimization problem. To this aim, the value function is introduced

V(t, X(t)) = min max /t (r(s,u(s)) + [12(s)l 12 = ¥*llw(s)[[3) ds, V(T,z) = gr(@). (77)

u€Uy T weEWy T

It is known [54] that such this value function satisfies the Hamilton-Jacobi-Isaacs (HJI)
equation given by

K
Vi(t, x) + min max {Z Ni(t, 2, u, w) AV (t x) + 1t u) + 2(5)T 2(s) — y*w(s)Tw(s) p =0

i=1

(78)

and V(T,z) = gr(x). In such a case, the optimal cost J;. := Jp(u*,w") coincides with

V(0,X(0)) and we have that
T
V(0, X(0)) = [I2117,q021) — V1w Lo, +/0 r(s,u*(s))ds + Elgr(X(T))].  (79)

This is equivalent to say that

12() I o.27) = 7V l1w™ ()|, 027y — /t r(s,u”(s))ds — Elgr(X(T))] + V(0, X(0))  (80)

Under zero initial conditions and no terminal cost, this reduces to

T
||Z(3)H2L2([O,T]) = 72\\711*(3)”2@([01]) o / r(s,u*(s))ds < 72”“1(5)“%2([01}) (81)
t
where we have used the fact that r is nonnegative.

18



5.2 Control of unimolecular reaction networks

In the unimolecular case, the propensity functions can be written as

Ni(t,z,u,w) = w; ()7 + bi()Tu+ &) w, i=1,... K (82)
where w;(t) = (w; (1), wio(t)), Wiz € ]Réo, wio(t) € R, bi(t) € RY, and &(t) € RY,
1 =1,..., K. The controlled output z is assumed to depend linearly on the signals, that is

z(t) = C(t)X(t) + D(t)u(t) + F(t)w(t) + f(t) (83)

where C': [0,T] = R D : [0,T] = R™™, F : [0,T] = R”?, and f:[0,T] — R, are
assumed to be continuous functions. We also define C(t) = [C(t) f(1)].
For this class of unimolecular networks, the moment equations read

(84)

FEX®)] = AMEX ()] + BOE[u(t)] + E(¢)E[w(t)] + d(?)
t

where

Al) =Y Q)" Bt) = Gbie(t)”, E(t) =Y Ger(t) and d(t) =Y Gnpo(t)”

(85)
Finally, we consider the following quadratic version of the cost (73] given by

Jr(uw) = E[ [ @ Rpu(s) + 1 = 2w B) ds+X<T>T@TX<T>]

(86)
where X = col(X, 1), R:[0,T] — S, Qr € S?gl, and vy > 0.
We then have the following result:

Theorem 11 Assume that D(-)'F(-) = 0 and let v > 0. Let us further consider a uni-
molecular reaction network (X, R) with propensity functions ([82) and controlled output (83)).
Then, the optimal pair (u*,w™) that solves the optimization problem

' J 87
B B, () =

where Jr(u,w) is given in ([88) are given by

u'(t, 2(t)) = —%(R(t) +D(t)"D(1)) (2(BTP(t) +D(6)"C)z(t) + ) Bk(t)TP(t)Ck)
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and

w'(t,x(t) = (VI = F(t)"F(t))™ (2(E(t)TP(t) + E() C)a(t) + Y Ek(t)TP(t)Ck> :

k=1

where P : [0,T) — S, P(T) = Qr, solves the Riccati differential equation
P(t)+ AT P(t) + P(HA(t) + C(t)TC(t) — iQu(t)T(R(t) + D) D(t)) (1)

+iQw(t)T(72] — FOTF#)™'Qu(t) + % > Sym [A(t)" P(t)Crely,] = 0

where v*1 — F()TF(t) = 0, Ax(t) = Gaon(t)", Bi(t) = Gebi(t)”, Ei(t) = Gen(t)”,

Qu(t) = 2D(W)TC(t)+2Bt)"P(t) + Y _ Bu(t) P(t)Crel
Qu(t) = 2F@)"C(t) +2E)TPt)+ Y Ex(t)" P(t)Cred

At) = {A“) d(t>], B(t) = [B“)}, Bt) = {E“)] Cand C(1) = [C(8) £(1)].

0 0

Moreover, in such a case, we have that

* * 1/2
1212 021 = VN [F ooy — V0, X (0) = [[RY?u |7, 0.0y — [1Q1 X (T)]13

which reduces to
||Z||%2([0,T}) < 72||7~U*||2L2([0,T])
whenever X (0) =0 and Qr = 0.

Proof : In the present case, the Hamilton-Jacobi-Isaacs equation reads

K
Vi(t, x) + min max {Z Ni(t, 2w, w)AV (t x) +u" R(t)u + 27 2 — 72wTw} = 0.

i=1

First of all, note that

2() T 2(t) = |:u M(t) [u

where _ _ _ _
crC) C)'D) CHTF()
M(t) = | D)TC(t) D))" D(t) 0 }
Ft)'C@) 0 Ft)'F()

(90)

(92)

(93)

(94)

(97)



and where we have used the fact that D(t)” F(t) = 0. Then, computing the derivative of the
expression in the min-max expression in (05 with respect to u and w, and equating those
expressions to zero yields

> BIAV(tx) +22"C(H)TD(t) + 20" (R(t) + D(t)'D(t)) = 0,
Tk (98)
e AVt )+ 28" C(t)F(t) + 20" (F(H)"F(t) —4T) = 0.

Solving those equations for v and w yields

where we have used the fact that v*I—F(t)" F(t) - 0, and hence invertible, since v°||w||7,
2|17, > ||[Fwl|[f, . Similarly, R(t) + D(t)"D(t) is invertible since R(t) + D(t)" D(t)
R(t) = 0. The Hessian at (u*,w") is given by

[R(t) + D(t)T D(t) 0 }

0 FTF(@t) —~*1 (100)

which proves that we have a minimum at u = u* since R(t)+D(t)" D(t) = 0 and a maximum
at w = w* since F(t)' F(t) —~+*I < 0.
We have that

K K
D bAV(tx) = > [26¢] P(t)Z + b P(t)(]
i=1

= 2B(t)"P(t)z+ > EIP(t)G (101)

Similarly,

i aNV(t,z) = |2E(t)"P(t) + i ET P(t)@e§+1> z. (102)
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Therefore, we get that

ut(t) = —%(R(t) + D) D(t)) ™ [2D(t)T6(t) +2B(t)TP(t) + Z B P(t)QedTH] T
. —%Zu(t):z, )
w*(t) = %(721 —F)TF@®) " [2F@#)TCt) +2E(t)TP(t) + Z ET P(t)ge§+1] T
1 ) i=1
=: iZw(t)x.
(103)
Therefore, the following expression holds at optimality
" I
2 ()2 (1) — 2w () w(t) +ut ()T R () = { Zu(t)/ 2} M(t) |:Zu(t)/ 2} z.
Zy(t)/2 Z(t)/2
(104)

As previously, we have that
_ 1 _ _
PG + 5O P0G ) o

wi(t) 'z (20 P2+ ([ P¢) = ' | Sym
POA® + 3 A0 PGk ) o

(105)
and, hence,

Z wr(t) 'z (20I Pz + I PG) =7 (Sym P

. (106)
We also have
Z by (t Wit ) = u*(t)Tgl_)k(t)AkV(t,x)
= w(t)” (23(t)TP(t) + Zl B,(t)TP(t)ge§+l> 7
) -

Similarly,

St w AV (ha) = 720 <2E<t>TP<t>+2Ei<t>TP<t>c1edT+1>f (108)
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Summing all those terms yields the following explicit expression for ([05])

xTF@+P@A+ﬂP®+C@WWHéZﬁV@WVMU+Mm&ﬁ)

%Zw(t)T(F(t)TF(t) =YD Zu(t) = Zu(t) D(t) C(t) + Zu()F ()" C(t)

. (110)
%Zw(t)T(y?I — F()TF(t))Zy(t) + % Z sym[Ak(t)TP(t)ckedTH]] z=0.

Since this must hold for all £ = col(x, 1) with x € Zio, then this is equivalent to saying that

P(t) + P(t)A(t) + A(t)"P(t) + C(t)"C(t) — %Zu(t)T(D(t)TD(t) + R(t))Zu(t)
i (111)
20 (0P~ F(OT R +§ﬁmk P(t)iel,,] = 0.
The proof is completed. &

As for the LQ control, the Riccati equation obtained for stochastic reaction networks is
quite different that the deterministic counterpart. A word should be said on how the actual
closed-loop H..-norm (or, equivalently, the Ly-gain) can be computed. It can be computed
using a bisection algorithm. If the chosen 7 is smaller than the minimum achievable closed-
loop H..-norm, then the Riccati equation will have a finite escape time.

5.3 H., analysis of stochastic unimolecular reaction networks

The finite-time Ly-gain of the unimolecular stochastic reaction network (X, R) with propen-
sity functions

Ni(t,z,w) = wi(t)' 7 +e(t) w, i=1,... K, (112)
and the controlled output is defined as
z(t) = C(t)X(t) + F(t)w(t) (113)

It is important to note that the network is not controlled here due to the absence of control
input.
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Theorem 12 (Bounded Real Lemma) Lety be a positive scalar. Let us further consider
a unimolecular reaction network (X, R) with propensity functions (I12)). Then, this reaction
network has finite-time Lo-gain if there exists a matriz-valued function P : [0,T] — S+t
P(T) =0, that solves the Riccati differential equation

P(t)+ AT P(t)+ P(t)A(t) + C(t)"C(t) + % Z Sym [A(t)" P(t)Crel 1]
k=1

(114)
3207 02T = FOTF) 7 0(0) = 0
where ’)/2] — F(t)TF(t) =0, /Ik(t) = Ek'wk( )T Ek = Ekék(t)T, and
Q,(t) == 2F ()T C(t) + 2E(t Z Ey(t kel 1, (115)

where the matrices are the same as those in Theorem IIZ']. Moreover, in such a case, the
worst-case disturbance input is given by

w*(t, 2(t)) = (VI = F(t)" F(t)) (Q(E(t)TP(t) + F() C)a(t) + Y Ek(t)TP(t)Ck> :

k=1
(116)
and we have that
217,002 = VN2, 0.0 (117)

Proof :  The proof is based on that of Theorem [Tl where we have set B(-) = B(-) = 0,
D(-) = 0. In such a case, the optimal control input defined in (88]) collapses to zero whereas
the differential Riccati equation reduces to (II4]). Finally, assuming no terminal cost (i.e.
Q7 = 0), and zero initial conditions yield the result. &
This result is a Bounded Real Lemma for unimolecular reaction networks. In fact, it can be
reformulated, in perhaps a more familiar form, in terms of the Linear Matrix Inequalities

VI — F(t)TF(t) = 0 and

PO+ Sm | POA® + 3 3 A POGeda | +C0C0 g0 |
k=1 -

%Qw(t) F(t)"F(t) =1
(118)

which must hold for all ¢ € [0,7]. An approximate solution can then be found by using
polynomial optimization methods such as SOS programming.

6 Optimal Sampled-data H,, Control of Stochastic Re-
action Networks

We now generalize the results of the previous sections to derive an H., control strategy
in the sampled-data setting. Again, we exploit the hybrid formulation to represent the
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sampled-data controlled reaction network with uncertain norm-bounded inputs. Besides the
already discussed difficulties in discretizing the dynamics of the stochastic reaction network in
Section [0l it is important to also add here that the hybrid formulation allows one to consider
the input and output function spaces without needing to consider integral operators acting
on the infinite-dimensional input space as required for instance in [63]. Using the hybrid
formulation, we can deal with the original system directly and rely on tools from the theory
of hybrid systems.

6.1 Preliminaries

As previously, we consider that the network (X, R) has m control inputs and p exogenous
inputs. This motivates the following assumption

Assumption 13 The propensity functions of the network (X, R) are of the form A(t, z, v, w.)
where v € RY, is the zero-order hold value vector and w. € RY is the vector of continuous
evogenous disturbances. We also define the controlled outputs z.(t) = he(t, z(t), v(t), we(t))
and zg(k) = ha(ty, (te), v(te), wa(k)) where wy € RY is the vector of discrete exogenous

disturbances and .
he : Ry X 2S5 x RTy x Ry, — R%,
ha:Rsg x ZZy x RT) x R24 — R%

are assumed to be continuous functions.

(119)

We extend here the notion of Ly-norm to hybrid signals

Definition 14 The Ly X ly-norm of a hybrid signal w := (w., wy) where w, : [0,T] — R*;co
and wq : {0,..., N} — R is defined as
1/2

H {ZJ = (/OTE[IIWC(S)Ilg]ds + gE[de(k)ng]) . (120)

Definition 15 Let us consider the reaction network (X, R) which satisfies Assumption [13
and assume that it defines an operator Ly([0,T],RZ;) x €2({0,..., N}, RE%) > (w,, wq) =:
Z = w = (26, 24) € Lo([0,T],R%E)) x £5({0,..., N}, REL). Then, the finite-horizon Ly X {y-
gain of that operator is defined as -

L2([07T])X£2([07N])

1w = 2] L, (0,71 x02((0.N]) — Lo (0,77 x 2 (0.N]) *= sup 2l Ly o xesonyy — (121)
1wl Ly ([0,77) x £4(j0,N7) =1
X(0)=0

for all adapted signals w in Ls([0,T]) x £5([0, N]).

Based on the above definitions we can state the main problem of the section which is to
solve the following optimization problem
u Wy Zd

(122)
L2([07T])X£2([07N])_L2([07T])XZQ([(]’N])
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where the control input u is adapted and independent of w.
In order to solve this problem, the following cost is introduced:

Jr(u, we,wa) = E [/ (Ize()15 = 7 l[we(s)[3) ds + gr(X(T), v(T))
° (123)
+Z 7t u(ts)) + ||za(k )H%—ﬂ\wd(lﬂ)lﬁ)]

where 7 : [0, T] x R = R is the running cost and gr : Zéo — R is the terminal cost. The
control input is chosen in such a way that it minimizes the worst case cost

Jr = min max Jr(w, we, wq) (124)
UEVOT’U}CEW 7 WIEWS -

where we have assumed that the minimum and maximum both exist, and

Vit {u € l([s, t]) N {to, ..., tn} X Z>0,Rm )i ow mesurable} ,
WS, = {w. € Ly([s, 1] x Zio X ]R>0,]RI;CO) : w. mesurable} (125)
Wé{t = {wg € L([s, 1] N {to, ..., tn} x 22 So X RT), REG) © wy mesurable } ,

forall T >¢>s>0.
To solve this problem, we rely, once again, on Dynamic Programming and we introduce
the value function

T
VX®) = min  max { [ 6 =2l as
u tTwCEWC deWtT t
(126)
£ 3 () + B = D)
k|t >t

which satisfies V(7' z,v) = gr(x,v) and this yields the following result:

Theorem 16 Let us consider the sampled-data reaction network represented by (39), (40,
1), which also satisfies Assumption [I3. Then, the optimal control input and worst-case
exogenous inputs are given by

u*(ty) = arginin{V(t,j, z,u) + r(k,u) + 2q(k) zg(k)},

wi(t) = argmax {Z Ni(t, v, w) AVi(t, ) + z(t) T 2ze(t) — yzwc(t)Twc(t)} . (127)

w -
¢ i=1

wy(k) = argmax{za(k)" za(k) — y*wa(k)" wa(k)},

Wq

which hold for allt € (tg,tgy1] and k =0,..., N —1, and where the value function V wverifies
the following hybrid Hamilton-Jacobi-Isaacs (HJI) equation

K
Vi(t,z,v) + max {Z Ni(t, v, w) AV (t, 2,0) + 28 20 — 72wcTwc} =0, (128)

i=1

26



and
minmax {V (], z, u) = V(tg, 2, 0) + r(ty, u) + 24 24 — Y'wjwg} = 0, (129)

u wq

which hold for all t € (tg,trs1] and k = 0,...,N — 1, together with the terminal condition
V(T,z,v) = 0.

6.2 Control of unimolecular reaction networks

In this case of unimolecular networks, the propensity functions can be expressed as
N(t,z,v,w,) =0l T+ blvtelwe, i=1,..., K (130)

where w;(-) € R b;(-) € R™, and ¢(-) € RP, i = 1,..., K. Similarly, we have that (I19)
becomes

ze(t) = Ce(t)X (1) + De(t)o(t) + Fe(t)we(t) + fe(t),

ca(k) = Calk)X(5k) + Daw(k)0(te) + Dan(k)u(ts) + Falte)wa(k) + fu(k), 3D

where the above matrix-valued functions are continuous and of appropriate dimensions.
Defining now the quadratic cost

Jr(u, we, wg) = E [/ (1ze()I5 = 7*[lwe(s)[[3) ds +#(T) Qri(T)
’ (132)
+Z (i) " R(K)u(ty) +||2a(k)|[3 — 7*[lwa(F)]]3)

allows one to formulate the following result:

Theorem 17 Assume that Dg,(-) Fy(-) = 0 and let v > 0. Let us further consider a
sampled-data unimolecular reaction network (X, R) of the form [B9), Q) and [AIl) with
propensity functions ([I30)). Then, the optimal triplet (u*, w}, w}) that solves the optimization
problem
Jj = min max Jr(u, we, wg) (133)
UEVOTUJCEW wdewgyT

where Jr(u, w., wq) is given in (I32) are given by

U (te, ,0) = —(P3(t; )+ R(k)+ Dy (k)" Dy (k)" [(Po(tf)" 4+ Dau(k)" Ca(k))Z + Dawu(k)" Dy (k)v]

(134)
wi(t,z,v) = (VI — F(t)"F.(t))™" (2(E(t)TP(t) + F(t)"C(t)x(t) + ZEk(t)TP(t)Ck> :
= (135)
and
wi(k, ,v) = (V21 — Fy(k)TFy(k)) " Fy(k)T (Ca(k)Z + Do (k)v) (136)
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where P : [0,T) — ST+ P(T) = Qr, solves the Riccati differential equation

P(t)+ A@t)"P(t) + P()A(t) + C(t)"C(t) Z Sym [Ax(t)" P(t)Creg ] 157)
k 1
00T (0T — F(0)T F(1) ™ 0u(t) = 0

where ¥ 1 — F()TF.(t) = 0, Ay(t) = Gog(t)", Bi(t) = Gbe(t)", Ex(t) = Geén(t)”,
Qu(t) = 2F,(t)"C(t) +2E(t)" P(t) + ZEk(t)TP(t)§k€§+1> (138)
and

I T

[é_ P1(t2_) [O} — P(ty) + C’d(k)TC'd(k:)
+Ca(k)T Fy(k) (V1 — Fy(k)" Fy(k)) ™ Fa(k)" Ca(k)

[Py(t) — Ca(k)T Dy (k) N T 1 [Pa(tf) = Ca(k)" Dau(k)] _
- Dd,v(k?)g}de(lj) } <P3<tk> + R(k) + Dd,uDd,u) { de(k’)cr}Dd,u(lj) (_ 0 )
139
where Ce(t) := [Cc(t) D.(t) [f.(t)], Ca(k) := [Cua(k) Dau(k) fa(k)].
Aty:==1 0 0 0 |,Et):=1] 0 k=0 P(t):[ LA 2
{ 0 0 [ 0 } 0 0 [P0 | P 3(t)(J140)

and Py(-) € ST, Py(-) € REFD>X™ and Py(-) € S™.
Proof : In the present case, we have that
K
Vi(t, z,v) + max {Z Ni(t, 2,0, W) AV (t, 2,0) + 2o(t) 2e(t) — fyzwc(t)Twc(t)} =0 (141)
i=1
min max {V;(t{, z,u) — Vi(ty, z,v) + " R(k)u + za(k)" za(k) — v’wa(k) wa(k)} =0 (142)
and V(T,x) = qr(z).
Computing the derivative with respect to w, in (I41]) yields

()T AV (t, z,0) + 287 CL() T Fu(t) + 20" D (1)  E(t) 4+ 2wl F, ()" F,(t) — 272w (143)

M:x

i=1
Equating this to zero and solving for w, yields

K

wi(t) = %(721 — F)"F0)7 D et AV (tz,0) + 2F,(1) Co(t)2(2) (144)

k=1
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where # = (x,1,v). This is, indeed, a maximum if and only if FI F, —~? is negative definite.
Substituting this expression in (I41]) yields the Riccati differential equation (I37).
Analogously, the derivative of (I42) with respect to wy is given by

27T Py () +2u” P3y(t))+2u” R(k)+27" Cy(k)" Dy (k)+20" Dy (k) Dy (k) +2u” Dy (k) Do (k)
(145)
and equating it to 0 yields
(e, 2,v) = —(P3(ty) + R(k) + Dau(k) Dau(k) " (Pa(t)"Z + D],,Ca(k)Z + Dyu(k)" Dyu(k)v)
= K,(k)T+ K,(k)v:= K(k)z.
(146)
Similar calculations for wy yield
237 Cy(k)T Fy(k) + 20" Dy (k) Fy(k) + 2wl Fy(k)" Fy(k) — 2v*w] (147)
which leads to the optimal value

wi(k) = (V1 — Fy(k) Fy(k)) " Fy(k)T (Ca(k)T + Dgy(k)v) = Wo(k)T + W,(k)v := W (k)7

The Hessian matrix is given by

P3(t2—) + R(k) + Dd,u(k)TDd,u(k) 0

0 Ey(k)" Ea(k) -+ (149)

and shows that we get a maximum in wy if and only if F F; —~? is negative definite where
and a minimum in u if and only if Py(t;) + R(k) + Dy (k)" Dy (k) is positive definite. The
latter condition is the case since R(k) > 0 while the former is enforced by the condition in
the result. Let v* =: K,z + K,v and w); =: W,z + W,v. Substituting those expressions in

([I42) yields

I o 1" [ I .
{Kx(k) Kv(k‘)} P(t; ){ K (k ) k‘} P(ty) + K(k)" R(k)K (k) (150)
+Qa (k)T Qa(k) — )W (k ) 0
Fyq

W (k
where Qq(k) := Cy(k) + Ddu(k)K(k) + F;(k)W (k). This can be reformulated as

[Pl(t; } + Sym ({Pz ] K) + K ()T (Py(t5) + R(k) + DL, Dy K (k)

0
+Sym(Cy Dy, K (k) ) (Fa(k)" Ey(k) = *T)W (k)
+ Sym(C’d FdW(/{?)) C;{Cd = 0.

Using now equalities

(151)

WYl Bl = 2D () = ~Calk)Ea0)0°1 = Filk) Ea) Eah) Ca

Cub V() = Culk) Ea()0"T — Fak) Ea(k)” Eulb) Calh).
K%f@ﬁij%HJ%J%O(@ = Qu(k)"(Ps(t;) + R(k) + D, D) Qu(k)
(7209 + CothDaatty ) & = ~Quh)7(Pu(e) + BG4 + D D) 920

(152)
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where
Qq(k) = [ 0 } +Cd(l€)TDd,u(k), (153)

yields the desired result. &

7 Concluding statements

Optimal control results have been obtained for stochastic reaction networks. A difficulty of
the approach is the impossibility of ensuring the nonnegativity of the control input, which
results in the non-optimality of the control laws when restricted to nonnegative values. Such
optimal control problems have been considered in the past [67] but using the Pontryagin’s
Maximum Principle, which is not available in the current context. So, an alternative ap-
proach needs to be developed. Future extensions of the results would be the consideration
of cost with infinite horizon through long-run average cost criterion.
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