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Abstract

In this paper, a quadratic optimal control problem is considered for second-order parabolic PDEs with
homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions, in which the “point” control function (depending only on
time) constitutes a source term. These problems involve choosing a control function (with or without
“peak-value” constraints) to approximately steer the solution of the PDE in question to a desired function
at the end of a prescribed (finite) time-interval. To compute approximations to the desired optimal
control functions, semi-discrete, Galerkin approximations to the equation involved are introduced and the
corresponding (approximating) control problems are tackled. It is shown that the sequences of solutions
to both the constrained and unconstrained approximating (finite-dimensional) control problems converge,
respectively, to the optimal solutions of the control problems involving the original initial/boundary value
problem. The solution to the unconstrained approximating problem can be quite explicitly characterized,
with the main numerical step for its computation requiring only the solution of a Lyapunov equation.
Whereas approximate solutions to the constrained control problems can be obtained on the basis of
Lagrangian duality and piecewise linear multipliers. These points are worked out in detail and illustrated

by numerical examples involving the heat equation (HEq).

Index terms— Optimal control, partial differential equations, approximate solutions.

1 Introduction

Control problems for systems described by linear evolution equations (essentially, equations involving partial
derivatives relative to time and spatial coordinates) have received considerable attention (see for example

([4], [11], [12]) and their references).
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In particular, the basic objective of approximately reaching a desired final state from a given initial
state has given rise to various control problems (in open loop) for parabolic equations. Such problems can
encompass different types of boundary conditions (Dirichlet, Neumann or Robin) and control signals acting
on the boundary of the spatial domain involved or as a source term inside it.

Usually, these problems aim at obtaining a control function defined both in a prespecified time interval
and in the spatial domain in which the equation is defined ,i.e., at each instant the control “signal” assumes
as “value” a function defined in the entire spatial domain in question.

On the other hand, with a view to potential applications, it is interesting to consider the case of “point
control”, i.e., of time-dependent control functions which assume as “value” a point in R™ (for some fixed
m) at each instant, whose spatial action is defined by the “actuators” used.

In this work, a quadratic optimal control problem is considered for a class of second-order parabolic
PDEs with a homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition, in which the control function (depending only on
time) appears in a source term.

More specifically, the problem of approximate positioning of the final state on a finite time interval is
examined. Minimization of a quadratic cost involving the final-state approximation error is considered with
and without a constraint on the maximum magnitude of the control functions. To compute approximate
solutions to such control problems, approximate versions of them are tackled which are obtained from
finite-dimensional approximations for the control-to-final-state operator.

This report is organized as follows. In Section [2| the basic control problem is introduced. In Section
Bl its optimal solution is characterized. In Section [d] approximate solutions to the basic, unconstrained
control problem are derived, on the basis of Galerkin approximations to the equation involved, and their
convergence to the solution of the original problem is established. In Section [5, “peak value” constraints are
added to the basic problem and both the original and approximate versions of it are discussed, including
the use of Lagrangian duality to obtain approximate solutions. Finally, in Section [6] two simple numerical
examples are presented to illustrate the main points previously discussed. Proofs are to be found in the

Appendix.

Notation

e ¢ - dimension of the spatial domain.
e Q0 C R’ - spatial domain.

o k= (k,, -, kg) - multiindex.

2

k,m
VEJ' = L .

o 0. :Q — R - desired final state.




t,. - final instant.

e u:[0,t,] = R" - control signal, m € Z.

o [5(Q) - set of real square-integrable functions defined on 2.

e Ly(0,t,)" - set of square-integrable functions defined on (0,¢,) taking values in R™.

H{ () - the set of all locally summable functions f : @ — R such that f € La(Q), for i = 1,...,m,

[z, exists in the weak sense, fz, € L2(€2) and f(x) = 0 on the boundary of © (]3], Section 5.2.2).
e 0(t) or 0 (-,t) - real functions defined in § (for every t € (0,t,]).
e 7,[u]l : Q@ — R - final state reached by the action of w from state zero.

e R and Z, - set of real numbers and positive integers, respectively.

2 Background and Problem Formulation

Linear-quadratic optimal control problems for partial differential equations have been extensively studied —
see, for example ([10], [12]) and references therein. Very often, general parabolic equations and more general
cost-functionals involving state values along the whole of [0,¢,] are considered. To cope with such general
set-ups, results tend to concentrate on showing existence of optimal controls and establishing “abstract”
optimality conditions (rather that computational schemes to compute control signals). This is often achieved
invoking advanced general methods such as the so called Hilbert Uniqueness Method (HUM for short) devised
by Lions in ([6], [7]).

In contrast, the main objective here is to exploit a simpler set-up (“point” control functions and final-
state control) to obtain, by elementary means, explicit characterizations of approximate optimal control
signals which would only involve relatively simple computational tasks — with the end result that the desired
“approximately-optimal” control signals could be effectively generated.

To this aim, consider a initial/boundary condition problem for the parabolic equation given (“in its

classical form”) by

00(x,t
(aa;, ) + L[O(, ) (x,t) = f(x,t) VaeeQ, Vte (0,tr) (2.1)
f(x,t) = 0 (Boundary Conditions) V t € [0,tr], V& € 00 (2.2)
O(x,0) = g(x) (Initial Condition) Vo € Q (2.3)
where Q € R™: is a bounded, open and connected set, L] = — 371" (a"70y,)z; + 125 b0, + B, a™ b,

¢, f and g are given functions and o € R;. The “weak” (or variational) version of this problem is then

formulated as follows:



Given a € Ry, f € Lo(Q x (0,tr]), g € L2(2), a¥, b® and ¢ € Lo(R), a¥ = a¥?, find 0 : [0,¢,] — HE(Q)
such that V¢ € H(Q) and Vt € (0,t,.)

< 7¢> © OBl = (£().6). (2.4)
00).6) = (g.9), (2.5)

where Bu, v] /{Z at uzzvx +Zb Ug, v + cuv}de, for u,v € H{(Q), f(t) = f(-,t). The existence and
i,7=1 =1
uniqueness of solutions to this problem follows from the result of ([3], Theorem 7.1.3, p. 356).

Given that the main interest here is the final-state control problem, the semigroup representation of the
solution to (2.1)—(2.3)), see ([1], pp. 13-52), will be exploited. To bring in such a representation, let the
closed operator A : dom(A) — La(£2) be defined by

V¢ € dom(A),Vy € Hj (), (—A[¢],v) = B[, ], (2.6)

where dom(A) = {¢ € H}(Q) : B[¢,"] € L2(Q)}, (-,-) denotes the inner product of Ly(2) and dom(A) stands
for the domain of A. It is assumed that B[, ] statisfies Garding’s inequality (see, [10], Section 5.2). The
operator A so defined is the infinitesimal generator of a C,—semigroup S, (¢) : L2(€2) — L2(€2), t > 0 on the

basis of which 6(-) is given by

0(t: f.g) = 5, (0)g] + /0 S, (t— 1) ()dr, Vi€ [0,,) (2.7)

(see [1], pp. 101-107).

It is now assumed that f(x,t) = fi(x,t) + ﬁs(w)Tu(t), where f; : Q% [0,t,] > Rand 8, : Q@ - R”
are given functions, B4(x) = [B, (z) -+ B, (z)]", where fs would model “disturbances” (i.e., control-
independent heat sources) and w : [0,¢,] — R is a control signal to be chosen in such a way as to make
0(t,.; f,qg) “close” to a prescribed 6, € Ly(2), with BZ(:}:) representing the spatial effects (and position) of the
“point control” function w(-). The control function w is such that u(t) € R™, i.e., w(t) = (u,(t),...,u,,(t)),

where each u, is a control signal for the individual source given by B (x)u,(t),i =1,...,m.

Now, let u € L2(0,t,)", p, € Ry and define the cost functional

T () 2 0(tp3 £,9) = 0rll; ) + ol (2.8)

L(Ot ym

(from now on, the “space” subindices of norms and inner products will be omitted whenever context infor-
mation makes them redundant).

The term [8(,: f,g) - 0,

Ly Tcasures the proximity of the system’s optimal final state under the

effect of the control and the desired state (objective) which is to be approximated.
The “energy” that the control u requires to take the system to the desired final state in a finite interval
of time (0,7, ) is measured by Hu|| . By varying the parameter p, that penalizes this term, different

La(0,tp)"™

“trade-offs” between “cost of control” (or regularization “level”) and approximation quality can be pursued.



A control signal is to be chosen on the basis of the optimization problem

Prob. I:  min  J(u). (2.9)
uGLQ(O,tF)m

Moreover, the cost functional J(u) is a convex, continuous and coercive functional, This, together with the
fact that Ls(0,¢,)" is closed and convex guarantees the existence of a function w that minimizes it (2], pp.

35-36).

3 Final State Positioning with Source Control

In this section, optimality conditions are presented for Prob. I on the basis of which its solution can be

explicitly characterized. To this effect, note first that due to the linearity of 6(-; f, g) on (f,g),

T

005 f,9) =0(; fs,9) +0(; f.,0), where f,(t) = B4 (-)u(t), (3.1)
0(5f.9) =0(: fsr9) + T, [u] (), (3.2)

where 7, : Lo(0,¢,)" — {h:[0,t,] - H}(Q)}
Tlal(t) 2 [ 5.t~ n)l7. (7 (3.3)

Note also that J(u) can be rewritten as

T () = ||Tolw] = broll, o) + pullul (3.4)

2
m )
Lo(0,t,)

where 0,0 = 0, — 0(t,; f.,g9) and T, : L2(0,¢,)" — La(Q) is defined by T,[u] = T, [u](t,).
Exploiting the specific nature of the cost functional, the existence of an optimal solution to Prob. I can
be ascertained by means of a basic result on minimum-distance problems pertaining to closed convex sets

([9], p. 69), as stated in the next proposition in which the optimal solution is also characterized.

Proposition 3.1. There exists u, € La(0,t,)" such that Vu € L2(0,t.)", uw # u,, J(u,) < J(u).

Moreover, u, is the unique solution of the linear equation

puuc' + 7;* : 7;[,“’0] - 7:9* [QTO] = 07 (35)
ie.,

w, = [p I+ T T,] 7 [T 16r0]] (3.6)
where T : La(Q) — La(0,t,.)" is the adjoint of T,. \Y

Remark 3.1. The final-state error achieved with a given control signal, namely,

T 2 2
10ty fs + Bsu,g) = 0rll, = [T, [u] = broll



can be written as

A2 A2
1, [u] = Oroll, + 116ro — Oroll,»

where 0, denotes the L2(Q)-orthogonal projection of 0., on the closure of T,[L2(0,t,)"] in La(Q). Thus,

by appropriately choosing control signals, the final-state error can be made arbitrarily close to
. P m A2 A2
inf {17, u] = Brolly  we Lo(0,6,)" } 4 80 = Broll; = 160 — brolly-

In fact, this can be done with the optimal u,(p,) of Prob. I, for decreasing values of p, . Indeed, taking
>0 and u_ € Ly(0,t,)" such that

I T, [w.] = rolls < &, the fact that T (u,(p,); p.) < T (u.; p,)

implies that

2 ~ 2 2
puHuo(pu)HL2(O7tF)m + ”7-6[uo(pu)] - QTOHQ S puHuEHL2(O,tF)m +e.
Thus,
~ 2
Ve >0,5p, >0, | T;[u,(p,)] = broll < pullull . +e
Z(OvtF>
. N2
a‘nd7 h@nce, pEIEO H7;[uo(pu)] - HTOHQ = 0 v

Proposition above characterizes the optimal solution w, in terms of the linear operators 7, and 7.
However, computing u, involves finding ways of computing the operator (p, I+7* o’7;)_1 as well as applying
the result to 7,*[0.]. To do so, it is natural to search for explicit approximations to w,, which are to be
obtained by considering finite-dimensional approximations to the operator 7, and 7* and the corresponding

version of equation (3.5)). This is the theme of the next section.

4 Approximate Solutions

In this section, a sequence {u, } is introduced which is defined on the basis of finite-dimensional approxi-
mations to the operator 7,. It is then shown that under appropriate conditions this sequence converges to
u, in the Ly(0,t,)" ~norm.

To this effect, let { X, } be a sequence of finite-dimensional subspaces of H& (Q) with the approximability
property, i.e., such that Vi € H{ () there exists a sequence {1, } C H}(Q) such that 1, € X, and

i 9= Uyl g oy = 0. (4.1)

Let A, : X,, — X, be such that

V(bEXK?vweXK’ <AK[¢]7'¢> :—B[qﬁﬂb]



or, equivalently, for an Lo—orthonormal basis {¢,,..., anK} of X,

n

3
=

K

Vo € X, B¢, ¢, ], & V=1,....n, A.[¢,]=— Bl¢,, ¢,]9,-
k=1

e
Il
—_

Let then A, € R"x*"x be defined by {A, }i = —B[¢,, ¢, ], i-e., A is the matrix representation of A, in
the basis {¢,,...,¢n_} so that for ¢ = S Vs A (6] = 30K, ’ykd)k, where .Ai [¢] is the fth-power

4 ¢ T

of Acf¢] and 5 =A, 5, ¥=[y, - 7, ] and 7 =]y, - 7]

Remark 4.1. By way of example, consider the one-dimensional heat equation — in this case Q = (0,L,)

and Blo, ] = a<gi,g—ﬁ> and let ¢, = \/tsm [’“LM} and X = span{¢g : k = 1,...,K}. Thus,
{A o = —a <88%, %>, ie, {A =0 [i—’j [}f—ﬂ <\/L7(;os Vfﬂ ,\/%cos [T—f}» so that

A —diag (-a[£]  —alt2]). v

T x

The corresponding approximation 7;K of 7, is introduced in the next proposition.

Proposition 4.1. Let P, be the orthogonal projection from La(S2) onto X, and define

K T

T ¢ La(0,t,)" = X, by T, | [/ S, [ [Bsu(T)HdT],

where S, is the semigroup generated by A, ie., S (t) = > 2, Aite/fl. T is given by TGK [u] =

[4

t
2251 cq(tp, w)gq, wheree, (tiu) = [, (tiu), ... cn, (t;u)]T is given by c,_(t;u) = / eXp[AK(t—T)]MZu(T)dT,
0
T

ﬁsz[ﬁ51 ’BSm] and
<B517¢1> <B5ma¢1>

</651a¢nK> <ﬂsmv¢nK>

The corresponding version of Prob. I is then defined by
Prob. I, :  min  J,(u), (4.2)
" ueLy (0t )"

where

Tl 217, 0] = Oy, o + pullell]

Lo(0,t )™
Similarly to what happens in the case of Prob. I, Prob. I, has a unique solution w, which is obtained
from the optimality condition

K

putse + (T, VT, ] — 0] = 0, (4.3)

0

where the adjoint operator (TQK)* : Lo(2) — Lo(0,t,)™ is such that

Vu € Ly(0,t,)", Vo € La(), (6,7, [ul) = (T, )*[¢], u)



n
K _T

< ((T, )*[¢],u>=Z<¢,¢k>0k(tF;U)=¢K0K(tF;U)=/OF(FK(T)¢K) u(r)dr

k=1
so that (7, )*[¢] = F (7)o, , where by 2 [(6.6,) - (6,,)] and

K.T T
F(r) 2 (M) explA, (t, —7)]. (4.4)
The unique solution of Prob I, is now explicitly characterized.
Proposition 4.2. The unique solution of (4.3|) is given by
_1-K
U (1) =F () (p I+ Gg) 6, 7€[0,1,], (4.5)

t
where G = /0 ' F. (T)TFK(T)dT and é;{o £ (¢, 0r0) - <¢nK79r0>}T-

Remark 4.2. It is interesting to notice that G, can be computed from a linear equation in R"x *"x . Indeed,

from , it can be seen that G, can be expressed as

T
G, = /Fexp (A, (t, —7)] MZ (exp (A, (t, — )] M;) dr. Thus, letting w = t, — 7, it follows that
0
tp . A K K\
G, :/0 H, (w)dw, where H, (w) = exp [A ; (w)] M, (exp [A g (W)] Mﬁ) ‘

Moreover,

%ﬁk(w) = A {exp[A, ()M, (exp[AK(w)]MZ> }

+{exp [A, (@) M (exp[A, ()M} ) JA, = A H, (@) + H, (@)A,

K
So that integrating both sides from 0 to w it follows that for all w € [0,t,],

H(w) — H(0) = /OW{AKﬁK (0) + Hy (o)A, }do = A, /Ow H, (0)do + /Ow H, (0)doA ..

T
. . ~ ad ad K K K K.\T
Then, taking w = t, and letting M, = H(t,) — H(0) = exp[A ¢, ]M (exp[AKtF]MB> -M; (M),

G can be obtained as the unique solution of the Lyapunov equation A, G, + GKAE = MK, see ([5], pp.
144~ 148), ([11], pp. 71 - 72). v

Remark 4.3. Note that u, : [0,t,] — R"™ is explicitly given by in terms ofexp[Af{ (t,—7)]. Note also

that can be obtained from the solution of the linear ordinary differential equation

K

z,(r) = —A}T(asu(T), 7 > 0 with the initial condition x,(0) = exp[AitF](puI—i—GK)A 9.

TO?

u(r) = (M) z, (7). v

ie.,

The next step is to analyze the question of whether the sequence {u, } of approximate solutions to the
optimal control problem converges to the solution w, of the original problem. To this effect, the uniform

convergence of {’7'9K[]} on L2(0,tF)™ - balls is established in the next proposition.

Proposition 4.3. There ezists a real sequence {77? : K € Z4 }such that
m K K
(a) Vu € La(0,t,) ", [[Tplu] = T [wlll 0 < np 1wl g0,

8



(b) {nf;} converges to zero. \Y

The following corollary of Proposition [£.3] can now be stated.

Corollary 2.1: J(u,) = J(u,). \Y

Moreover, as {u, } is bounded and J(u, ) — J(u,), the desired convergence of the approximate solu-

tions {u, } can be established, as stated in the following proposition.

Proposition 4.4. The sequence {u, : K € Zyi} of solutions to the approximate problems Prob. Ik

converges to the solution w, of Prob. 1 in the sense of the L2(0,t,)" —norm. \Y%

A summary is now presented of the steps required to compute the approximate solution u, for the

problem  min  J(u) where J(u) is given by 1’
u€La(0,t,)™

Given the problem data (f,g,0;,p,,8,) and the family {X, } of subspaces each with the orthonormal
basis {¢, ... D }:

(1) Compute 9?0 = [(Oro, &) --. <0TO7¢7LK >]T, where 0, = 0, —0(t.; f,g) and 0(t.; f, g) is given by .

(2) Compute Mg € R"x*™ where {M;(}kz = (B, )-

(3) For A, € R"« such that {A, }i = —Bl¢y, ¢r] compute G, solving the Lyapunov equation
T
T ~ ~ K K K K.\T
A, G, +G, A} =M, where M, = exp[A,t,]M, (exp[AKtF]Mﬁ> ~ M (M)"

(4) wu, can then be obtained from (4.5) (see also Remark [4.3)).

Thus, the computations required to obtain wu, involve solving the Lyapunov equation in (3) above,
carrying out the numerical evaluation of the integrals (0,,¢r), (g,¢x) and (B, ,¢r) over the spatial
domain €2, and of the exponential function over the time-interval (0,t,).

Finally, it should be noted that the approximation error on the final state for a given control signal u is
given by T,[u] — 0,0 = e, [u] + &, [u], where e, [u] = T [u] — 6., (error projection on span{e,, ..., brt)

0
and &, [u] = {7, [u] = 7, [u]} = {6r0 — 0y, }-
To get an upper bound on ||7,[u] — 6], note that

T, (] = 6ol = llexlulll, + e [ull, (4.6)
lex[ull; = lex(to;u) =0, (4.7)
leclulll, < 17,0 =T, [ulll, + [16r0 — byl (4.8)

1=K

Now, with p, = p- 1t as e, (t,;u,) = p. G, I+ p,G,) 0,, = {I — (I—i—pFGK)_l} 9;(0 it follows that

u

-1 — K o

2
lex[uelll, = 1T+ prGr) Oro |, (4.9)



or, equivalently
K 2

2 2 1 -
lexluglll, =P, (P 1+ Gr) Oro |-

Thus, for a fixed K and as long as G, is non-singular, the first error term |le, [u,]||? goes to zero with

v 2 4. .. .
pu Whereas, for a fixed p,,, the second error term ||&, [u, ]|, diminishes as K increases.

Remark 4.4. It is often necessary to make p, = p;l large in order to achieve an acceptably small value
for the final-state error norm (see Remark . This might make the conditioning number (with respect
to inversion) of the matriz (I + p,.G, ) very large which, in-turn, could give rise to numerical difficulties
i the process of computing its inverse. To cope with this potential problem using the available tools from

MATLAB®, the symmetric structure of (I+p.G,) can be exploited in the following way:

(a) Choose 64 > 0 and put GKP = (14 64)I+ p,. G, (note that the eigenvalues of GKP are not smaller
than 1+ 04 ).

(b) Take a SVD decomposition G, = VKPEKPU}T@ of G, (note that as G, is symmetric and positive

Vi, =Ug,, Vi, and EKP are the eigenvector and eigenvalue matrices of GKP, respectively).

() As Gy, =V, 5,V G, =G, —5I=V, [S

S+ Kp

M—@qvm.

_ . -1 .
(d) Put GK; = Vg, (EKP — 551) V;p (note that as (EKP — 551) 18 diagonal computing its inverse is

reduced to computing the inverse of real numbers). \Y

5 Peak-value Constraints on Control Signals

In this section, the main concern is that upper bounds on the magnitudes of the control signals u, have to
be imposed in connection with potential applications to engineering problems. Thus, although setting the
coeflicient p,, at different values may indirectly contribute to such an objective, it is natural to directly impose
upper bound constraints on the optimal control problem at stake. Accordingly, a constrained optimization
problem is formulated in for which optimality conditions are then presented. Then a truncated version
is introduced in to generate approximate solutions to the original constrained problem. The latter can
then be tackled on the basis of the duality results in ([9]). To obtain approximate solutions to the dual
problem, a class of piecewise-linear continuous Lagrange multipliers is introduced. The dual functional can
be explicitly written as a quadratic functional of the “free” parameters of this class of multipliers which are
their values at a grid on [0,¢,]. Obtaining approximate solutions to the dual problem is then reduced to
maximizing this quadratic functional under non-negativeness constraints.

A summary is then provided of the computational steps required to obtain the desired control signals

which satisfy the prescribed peak-value constraints.

10



Initially, a version of Prob. I with pointwise (with respect to t) constraints is formulated as follows

Prob. II:  min  J(u)
UGLQ(O,tF)m

subject to: Vi =1,...,m, Vt a.e. in [0,¢,], —p, <u,(t) < p,, (5.1)

where p, € R,
The existence of an optimal solution to Prob. II can be ascertained by means of an argument entirely

similar to the one used in connection with Prob. I. This leads to the next proposition.
Proposition 5.1. Let Z,,.(t) £ [—u,, p,] and

S.rE{uc Lo(0,t,)" :¥Vi=1,...,m, ¥t a.e. in[0,t,.], u,(t) € 7.t}

There exists u. € S, such that Vu € S, ., u # ., J(ue) < J(u). \%

The problem of computing (approximations to) w. is now tackled following the approach pursued in
connection with the unconstrained problem 7,.

2

To this effect, let T, (u) = p, |lul| + H7;K [u] — Qron and consider

Lo(0,tp)™
Prob. I1,. : min J, (u). (5.2)
———&— wes,,

Approximate solutions to Prob. II can be obtained on the basis of Prob. I1, , as stated in the following

proposition (a proof of which is presented in the Appendix).

K

Proposition 5.2. (a) VK € Z, there exists uf €S, such thatVu e S, ., u#u,, Jy (u?) < Ty (u).

uF?’

(b) 'u,f — u. in La(0,t,)", as K — oo. \Y

One possible approach to computing approximate solutions to Prob. II, (i.e., uf) is to rely on La-

grangian duality ([9]). This amounts to introducing the Lagrangian functional

Lag,(u,A) £ Ty (w) + 2(Aas Ua — w) Ly 0,0,y + 2(X0, % = Ub) 10,0, )™ - (5.3)

where u, = —diag({g, })[1 --- 1]T, Uy = —Ug, Ag € L2(0,t,)", Ay € La(0,t,)" and X = (A4, Ap), and
the dual functional

K . m
Yb (Aas A,) = inf{Lag, (u,A) :w € L,(0,t,) }.
Once approximate solutions A= (5\@, ;\b) are obtained for the dual problem

Prob. D" - m}z\mxwg(/\a,)\b) subject to Ag(t) > 0, Ap(t) >0 a.e. in [0,%,],

K K, 2 ~

the corresponding approximate solution to w,. , namely, @, (A) = arg min, Lag, (u,A) is given by the

following proposition.

11



Proposition 5.3. (a) The unique solution of min, Lag, (u, ) is given by

ue N =u, —F (o, T—(p,1+G,) ), +p, A=\,
t
where Agp = Ag — Ap, Sf = / } F;F((T)()\G(T) — Xp(7))dT and Gde = Sf. \Y%
0

It should be noted that the dual functional gpg (Aa, Ap) can be written as
K K
p (Am >\b) = jK(uK) + p (Aaa )\b),
where
K -1 -1 -1 K K K _
P M) = =0, s M) 0, (T 9, G) €060 ) = 206080 + 200, wa) — 2N, w),
E
so that Prob. D" can be replaced by
max & (Aay Ap) subject to Aq(t) > 0,Xp(t) > 0 ace. in [0,¢,].

1

Remark 5.1. Recall that w,, =F, (p, I+ GKY1 éfo and note that (since M(I+M)  =I—(I+M) =
I+M) M)

-1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
(P I+Gy) =p, A+p, Gy) =p, {I—(Iﬂ)u G) p, GK}

so that
K -1 -1 -1 -1 K —1
u, A = u, —Fep, I+p, Gi) p, Gea, +p, (Aa— )
s up N = u —Fep (0, I+Gy) Gra, +p. (A=)
K -1 =K -1 K -1
~ U, [)‘] = FK(puI+ GK) {07"0 - ,Ou é)\ } +:0u (Aa - )‘b)
1=K _
& ucAl = Felp,I+G) 0, (N +p, A=Ay,
K K _
U, P‘] = U, [)‘] +pu1()‘a - >‘b)7

151{ It can thus be seen the optimal solution

where . [A] = F,(p I+ GK)_lé:{()\) and éf (A) = éi) - p,

uf [A] of the constrained problem is obtained by adding a “correction term” p;l()\f — )\:) to the output of

;()T:vi (1) where x¢ is solution of the linear ordinary differential

equation & (1) = fAiT(sci (1), 7 >0 with initial condition x¢(0)= (p, I+ GK)fléf (Ag)- \Y

a linear autonomous system ., [N|(7) = (M

It should be noted that uf [A] is only guaranteed to be feasible when A = X° = (A2, A}), i.e., when
A is the optimal solution of the dual problem (Prob. DK). However, a feasible ug [5\] can be obtained in
a natural, heuristic way from an approximation A of A° along the following lines. If (A2, A9) is optimal
u, € S, »- Moreover, A (7) =0 and Ap(7) = 0 (hence, A, (7) = 0) whenever up [X°](7) € (uq,up) so that,
in this case, u¢ [A°](7) also belongs to (ug,up). When Ag(7) # 0 (respectively Ap(7) # 0) us [A°)(7) = ug

and ¢ [A°](T) < u, (respectively, u, [X°](7) = u; and S [A°](T) > u,). This suggests a heuristic way of

12



obtaining a feasible u. [A], namely, u., [\(7) = a¢ [N(7) if @[N] € (wq, wp), uls [N|(7) = uq if @S [N](7) <

ug and u [(A](7) = up if @S [A(T) > up. As X = X, ul [A] = u, [N°].

Summing up, to compute an approximate solution to Prob. Il amounts to:

(1) Computing an approximate solution to the dual problem Prob. D", say 2\ = (Aa, Ap)-

(2) Computing uf (5\0) as given by Proposition (a) and u; (5\0) (to ensure feasibility).

The most demanding step in the duality approach described above is the computation of an approxima-
tion A K = (S\QK, S\bK) for the optimal Lagrange multipliers. This can be accomplished by noting that the
dual functional can be explicitly written as a function of the Lagrange multipliers (as in Proposition[5.3(b))
and by relying on piecewise-linear continuous classes of Lagrange multipliers which are linearly-parametrized
by their values on a grid {t, } C [0,%,.] so that the non-negativeness of A,(-) and Ay(-) ont € [0, ¢, ] is ensured
by the constraints Vk, A,(t,) > 0 and Ay(t,) > 0. The appropriate duality problem can then be cast as a
finite-dimensional, quadratic maximization problem with (coordinate-wise) non-negativeness constraints on

the decision variables. This is described in detail in the Appendix.

6 Examples and numerical results for the HEq

In this section, two simple numerical examples are presented to illustrate the way the results above can be
used to characterize control signals which aim at steering a solution of a heat equation (HEq, for short) over

a given interval [0,¢,] towards a prescribed final state. The PDE considered here is given by

a0(x,t) o= 9%0(x, 1)
o = a;(%?Jrf(x,t) VaeeQ Yte (0,tr) (6.1)
O(x,t) = 0 (Boundary Conditions) V't € [0,tr], V& € 00 (6.2)
O(x,0) = g(x) (Initial Condition) Vo € Q (6.3)
with Q@ = (0, Ly ) x --+ X (0, Ly, ). In this case, the eigenfunctions ¢, , k = (k,,...,k,, ) of the operator

A are given by

i k.mx.
ufw) = [T [ sin [ . ] (6.4
i=1 Z; i

2
and the corresponding eigenvalues are A\ = — Y ;" [?:} . Letting SX = {k = (k1,...,km) : ki < K} the

semigroup S4(+) is given by

Sa®)g] =>_ > o, or) -

k=1 EGSJK

In this case, Xy is the span of {¢g(z;),i =1,...,m: k € SK} and

Sk (t)[6] = Z b, Pr) Pre-

kesSK

Note that these eigenfunctions constitute a Lo—orthonormal set and hence, {¢p : k € SE} is a

13



Lo—orthonormal bases for Xx.

It is of particular interest here to illustrate the role of the coefficient p, or p, in improving final-
state approximation, the effect of imposing a peak-value constraint on the control signals (vis-&-vis the
unconstrained ones) and the way piecewise-linear multipliers yield approximation to the optimal control
signals under peak-value constraints.

In Subsection the one-dimensional HEq is considered under the action of a single scalar control
signal (i.e., m = 1). To facilitate reading (and for concreteness) some of the relevant symbol definitions
(AK,BZK,Q;(O) are re-stated now for the basis functions { %sin [’j{r—f} }, k=1,..., K. Exploiting the
simple case at hand, an explicit upper bound is presented on the Ls—norm of the approximation error to the
final state of the HEq as a function of the corresponding approximation error in the truncated (ODE in RK)
problem. In Subsection [6.2] numerical results are presented for the one-dimensional example of Subsection
with a given temperature distribution taken as desired final state and one actuator located at the mid-
point of the interval (0,L,). In Subsection numerical results are presented for the two-dimensional
HEq with one scalar control signal; for one desired final state, numerical experiments were carried with two

different values of p,..

6.1 A One-Dimensional Example

Let Q = (0, L,), consider the one-dimensional heat equation with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condi-

tions and single-point control w : [0,t,.] — R, i.e.,

Boty = 12000+ B @) Ve (0,tp), Yz € Q
ot x, - & G2 €Ly g\t)u yUF), V& ’
O(z,0) = 0 (zero initial condition) Vo € Q,
6(0,t) = O(L,,t)=0 (boundary conditions) Vitel0,tr]

and the corresponding Galerkin approximations given by

0 20 9o,
Vk:172>7K7 <at(at)>d)k> = _ka <8£L'(’t)7 ai >+<ﬂs7¢k>u(t)

<6('7O)7 ¢k> = 0,

x

[ 2 k
where ¢, : [0,L,] — R is given by ¢, () = L—sin [gx] and X, = span{¢1,...,¢x}. Approximate
solutions u, and uf are sought to the problems

Prob. I : i . Prob. I ) -
L%gg&tﬁj(u,%) or Luglslf}?j(u,pp)?

14



2
Lo(0,tf)

—1

where J (u; p,,) = ||u| + 0,17, [u] — 97”()”2’ 0ro is the final state to be approximately reached, p, = p

u

and

- {u € Loo(0, ) : [lull, o, ) < uu} .

S
In this case, {A, },, = —k, < . [—ﬁ”] cos [kz (')] W [—f—ﬂ cos [Z”L(')]>, i.e.,

x x x T

A, — diag{—ka [Tr} and B = [<BS,\/Zsin [17;5)]>...<55,\/Zsm [KE()D] .

The optimal solution of Prob. I is given by, V7 € [0,t,]

[\

u(r) = BZK exp{Af{ (t, —7)}oy,,

_K

where a, = I+ p,G,) p.0,, and

0

= [(rofEen[59]) . (o En[£2])).

Moreover, in this case A, € R"x is diagonal which allows for the Lyapunov equation to be solved term

by term,

{AKGK}kZ + {GKAE }ke = {MK}M And
{AK}kk{GK}ké + {GK}M{AK}M = {MK}M =
{Gk}u = {MK}M/ ({AK}kk + {AK}M) A

1 — K K. T
G = myr T, o lAdu+ {ad) ) [{M 007
Note also that ‘ T, lu] — 7;K [u] 2 = Z c (tp;u)o, | = Z c, (tF;u)z, and
> llk=Kx+1 k=K+1

2

km

t 2
c (tp,u) = /OFexp [—k:a [L] (tp —7)| By, u(r)dr, where BSk £ (Bg, ®y), so that (in the light of

T

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)

2

= Ck(tﬁu) < i

lull, .0,

Lo(0,tp)

2
2 L2 1 km 2
= ck(tF;u) < '65k| ) {1 — eXp [_ka [L:| tF] } ||uHL2(0,tF)
k. |42 -
. 1 2
< ‘ﬁSk| 2HUHL2(0,tF)'
an
a Lz

It then follows that

2 1
k(K + 1)Li}2

T

I, 1u] = T, [w]ll; < 1185 — Byl (6.5)

2
HUHLQ(Oth)7
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Where ’BSK é Zi{:l BSkqsk

Thus, combining 1’ l' and l' gives an upper bound on ||7,[u] — QmHE namely,

2

2 2 ||B _B ||2 K
175 [u] = Oroll, < llex ulll, + { \/l?j(K —:f)LL 1l 1y 0,6,y + 1m0 = Orolls ¢
where e, [u] = ’7'9K [u] — 6.

Thus, as the approximating property of sp(m{\/L7 sin [k”} k=1,....K }, K > 1 ensures that
184 — ,BSK\|2 — 0 and [|6y0 — 9:;“2 — 0 as K — oo, the Ly—norm of the approximation error for the
final state for the HEq (i.e., ||7,[u] — 6ro||,) approaches the corresponding error for the K —dimensional
ODE, i.e., ||e,[u]]|;). In other words, the latter provides progressively more accurate a posteriori estimates

for the former, as K — oo.

6.2 Numerical Results for the One-dimensional Example

Prob. I, and Prob. D,I: were numerically solved for the pair (6, 3,) displayed in Figures with p, =
2000, K =5, L, = 2, and N, = 30.

First, an approximate solution u, was obtained for Prob. I, — see Table [l|for the values of its L2(0,¢,)
and Lo(0,t,) norms and the corresponding values of the cost-functional and the L3(0,1) norm of the

final-state error (projected on span{¢,,...,¢.}).

T Cwiop) | clly | oo [ 1T, [s] — 670, |
| 2835120 [ 13.5254 | 23.5491 | 0.2242 |

Table 1: Unconstrained problem for the pair (6, 8,), p, = 2000.

A numerical solution '[Li was then obtained for Prob. I, on the basis of piecewise-linear Lagrange mul-
tipliers (see Appendix) parametrized by their values on a grid in [0, ¢r| with Ny points, with the prescribed
upper limit g, on the Ly (0,%,)-norm of w being set at u, = 18. Table [2| exhibits the corresponding

_R
assessment data for @ P

| Te@rip) | b W) | aill, | e lle | 17" [a)] -6 |, |

y 300 2274 | 286.3859 | 12.6191 | 18.0000 | 0.2655 \

Table 2: Constrained problem for the pair (6,,3,), pr = 2000.

Note that 7, (ﬂi;pF) may only exceed the optimal value J°_ of Prob. I, by less than 5% (of J9.).
Figures [3| and 4| respectively display the plots of u, (dashed blue) and '&i and those of 0:; (the projection
of O, on span{¢,,..., ¢, 1), 0, = 7, [uy] (dashed blue) and éf, £T

K[ GK[ K

nl-
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Results were also obtained for the pair (0,,8;) with p, = 4000, as presented in Tables |3 and {f and
Figures [5] and [§]

T tuipp) | Nl [ lulloo [ 17, (1] — 6y, |
| 362.0183 [ 15.3659 | 26.4600 | 0.1774 |

Table 3: Unconstrained problem for the pair (6, 8,), p, = 4000.

Fligp) [ op W) [ gl | gl | 17, (o] — 6yl |
| 387.3645 [ 387.2568 | 14.7342 | 18 | 0.2063 |

Table 4: Constrained problem for the pair (6,,3,), pr = 4000.

Again, it can be noted that increasing p,. brings about a better approximation to the desired final state.

Note also that \gog(AK) - jK(u§;4000)]/@§(AK) ~ 0.11/387.2568 < 0.03 x 1072 and hence ﬁi can be

regarded as “approximately optimal” for the constrained problem.

Temperature ()
T~

L | L L

1‘ 12
Length(x)

Figure 1: 0,: target final state.

Bs(z

1 iz
Length(x)

Figure 2: 3 g° control-to-state actuator.
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Figure 3: Control signals u,. (blue dashed), u;f
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Figure 4: Approximations to target final state for p,,
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L, =1,tp = 1,1, = 18, K = 5, pp = 4000,Ny = 70, N, = 500

Temperature(6)

o8 1
Length(z)

Figure 6: Approximations to target final state for p, = 4000.

Finally, the effect of the location of the “actuator” B on the final-state error 7;K [uf] — 0, is illustrated
by taking B to be centered on £, € (0,2), i.e., by letting B to be given by B, (x) =1, Va € ({,—04,(,+0,),
Bg(r) = 0 otherwise, and computing the resulting 7;K [u, | for several values of £, (with 65 = 0.1), which

are displayed in Figures [7] - [9] respectively for ¢, = 3/10, ¢, =1 and ¢, = 2 — 3/10.

106P(3), L, =21,= 1, 11,=18, K=5, =400, N =90, Nint=500
T T T T

Temperature (4)
T
~
/

o I I L I L I I

1
Length (x)

Figure 7: Approximations to target final state for p, = 4000, ¢, = 3/10.

TocP(11), L, =2t,= 1, 2, =18, K=5, p,=4000, N =90, Nint=500
T

Temperature (0)

o I L I I L I I L I

1
Length ()

Figure 8: Approximations to target final state for p, = 4000, ¢, = 1.
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mperatu

Figure 9: Approximations to target final state for p, = 4000, ¢, = 2 — 3/10.

6.3 A Two-Dimensional Example

An example is now presented of an initial/boundary-value problem defined by the heat equation on a
rectangle in R?. More specifically, let Q = (0,L,) x (0,L,), where L,, L, € Ry and consider the following
equation:

%0 0%0

00
\V/(.CE,y) € Q’ a(x,yvt) = ka {81‘2 + 8y2} (x’yvt) +,@S($,y)U(t)

with zero initial conditions, i.e., V(z,y) € Q, 6(x,y,0) = 0 and homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions,
1.€.,

vVt €[0,t,], V(z,y) €0, O(z,y,t) =0,

where w : [0,¢,] =+ R and B, : Q — R.
The corresponding weak, “K —th order”, Galerkin version is given by Vk =1,... K,

<(?9z(" .,t)7¢k> =k, {<€8);05(" 1), a;;“> + <gz(-, 1), a;;’“ >} + B, u(t),

where ¢ = 1a"'7Ka ] = ]‘7“'7Ka,7 k(lv.]) = (Z - 1)K,1 +]? K = sz qbk(i,j)(x,y) = ¢j($)¢j(y),

a

¢ (z) = \/%sin [%], ¢’ (y) = Llysin [%], Xy = span{¢fey i,5=1,..., K, }.

J

As in the previous example, control signals u, and uf are sought by means of the problems

Prob. I, : uegg&tF)jK(u;pF) and  Prob. I, : urenslilF T (w; pp),

2
La(0,tp)

“approximately reached” and, as before, ¢, (t;u) = [c(t;u) - ¢ (8 w)]” is given by

t
¢, (tu) = /0 F, (T)Tu(T)dT with F as in 1) In this case,

where 7. (u; pr) = ||ul| + pFH’TeK [u] — HmHZ, 7;K [u] = 8 ¢, (t,;u)d,, 6, is the final state to be

A, =diag{a,  k=k(1,1), ... k(1 Ko), k(21), ... k(2 Ka), ... k(Ko 1),... k(Ke, Ka)},

where a,, . = —k, [Ei}
a.e., |u(t)| < p,}
Note that 7, (w; p,) = ||ul’

Lo(0,tp)

2
- K T
+ [#] } M, = [(Bg,0,) - (Bgo))', and S, = {u € Lz(0.t,) :
+pr ||'T9K [u] — 9,{;”;(0) +|0ro — 92”;(9), where 6, is the orthogonal
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projection of #,, on the span of {¢,,...,¢,}. The constrained problem is tackled by Lagrange duality, as
illustrated in the previous section, with the same class of piecewise-linear multipliers.

The numerical results shown in Tables [5| — [§| were obtained with the following problem data: k, = 1,
L,=L,=1, t, =1, p,=28000 and 20000, u, =100, K, =35, 0.(x,y) =0V(x,y) € 0Q, 0,(z,y) =2
Y(z,y) € [L,/10,9L,/10] x [L,/10,9L,/10], i.e., the graph of 6, is the frustum of a rectangular pyramid
with [0, L,] x [0, L,] as its basis, ||07i||2 = 1.7289, N, = 30, and B is given by

Bg =1 for (v,y) €[L,/4,3L,/4] x [L,/4,3L, /4]

B, =0 otherwise

| TCugiop) | elly | lelloo | 1T, [] — 00l |
| 4978.00 [ 45.6636 | 192.5735 | 0.6037 \

Table 5: Unconstrained problem with pr = 8000.

| Tuluciop) [ opO) | uclly | llue oo |17, (] — 05 |
| 5668.10 [ 5485.00 | 33.0038 | 100 | 0.7565 \

Table 6: Constrained problem with prp = 8000.

| T i) | luglly | llue lloo | 1T Tuy] — 65l |

| 812740 [ 64.4017 [ 265.37 | 0.4485 |

Table 7: Unconstrained problem with pr = 20000.

K

| Tilucspe) | 0, | el [ e lloo |17, (15 — 65l |
| 12281.00 [ 11195.00 | 37.8125 | 100 | 0.7366 |

Table 8: Constrained problem with pr = 20000.

Similarly to the results in the case of a one-dimensional spatial domain, Tables [5|—[7] illustrate the effect
of increasing p, on the decrease of the approximation errors H7;K [u,] — 02”2 (from 0.6037 in Table [5| to
0.4484 in Table [7) and ||7, [u, ] — 6/,|, (from 0.7565 in Table [f] to 0.7366 in Table[s). Note that in the
latter case, increasing p,, from 8000 to 20000 had a small effect on the approximation error - this is due to
the fact that the maximum magnitude of w was kept at the same value (p, = 100).

Again, as observed in the 1D-case, the “relatively small” difference between gog()\K) and J, (un ; Pr)
(3.2% for p, = 8000 and 8.8% for p, = 20000) indicates that uf is “nearly optimal” for the constrained

problem - recall that cpg()\K) is a lower bound on u, (u; p,) for any u € S_,..
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Pg=8000, 1 input
T

Control Function

Time (1)

Figure 10: Graphs of u,. and uf for p,. = 8000.

£=20000, 1 input

00 T T T T

- - - N
200 H——uf A
100

Control Function

Time (1)

Figure 11: Graphs of u, and uf for p,. = 20000.

Figures (10| 11| display u, and uf for p, = 8000 and 20000, respectively.

7 Concluding remarks

In this work, two types of open-loop control problems were addressed in connection with parabolic PDEs
with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions in which the control function (depending only on time)
constitutes a source term. In both cases, the main objective is to impose a prescribed state at the final instant
of a given time- interval. Control signals are to be selected on the basis of two optimization problems, one
unconstrained and the other one involving constraints on the maximum magnitudes of the values taken by
the control signals on the time-interval in question. Both problems have the same quadratic cost-functional.

Approximations for the optimal control signals can be obtained on the basis of finite-dimensional, semi-
discrete spectral Galerkin approximations for the PDEs envolved. As a consequence, the resulting optimal
control signals can be effectively computed. Indeed, in the unconstrained case, they are given as the output of
an autonomous, finite-dimensional linear system with initial state given by the data of the original problem.
Whereas, in the constrained case, using Lagrangian duality, the resulting control signals are obtained from
the output of a linear finite-dimensional system (as in the unconstrained case but with a modified initial

state which depends on the “approximately-optimal” Lagrange multipliers) and an additive correction term
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based on these multipliers. Numerical results for the 1D and 2D linear heat equations were presented to

illustrate the results mentioned above.
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Appendix

1/2

Proof of Proposition Let 7o @ L2(0,t.)" — La(0,t,)" x La(£2) be defined by Ta[u] £ (p
Then () = | Tafu] — (0, 6ro)

w, T, [u]).
, where X, £ Lo(0,t,.)" x L(f2), and Prob. I is seen as the problem of

u

2
I,
finding the minimum-distance approximation to (0,6,,) € X, in T[L2(0,t,)"] - note that X, is a Hilbert

Space with the inner product

(v, w,), (vzaw2)>xa = <v1aU2>L2(O’tF)m + <w1’w2>L2(Q)’

Moreover, T,[L2(0,t,)" ] is closed. Indeed, if To[u, ] — x, = (i, 040) or, equivalently, (pi/QuK, T,lu.]) —

a0,
(@,,040) then u, — p;m'&o and (since 7, is continuous) T, [u,] — 7;[;);1/2'&0] = 0go. Thus, %(p;l/Qﬁo) =
ity Tylp, i, ]) = (it Ouo) = @y = @y € Ta[La(0,1,)"].
As Ta[L2(0,t,)™] is also convex, it follows from ([9], Theorem 3.12.1, p. 69) that Prob. I has a unique
solution u, (say).

m
)

Note now that wu, is a solution to Prob. I < Véu € Lo(0,t,)

J(u,) < J(u, +0u) < Youc Ly(0,t,.)" ,

2 2

+ 2T, [w,] = bro, T, [0u]) + | T, [0u]l],, o =0

Lo (Q)

2pu<u075u>L2(07tF)m +puH6UHLQ(OatF)m
= Véu € LQ(O’tF)m ) <puu0 + 7;* ’ E[UO] o 7;* [‘97*0] ’ 6u>L2(0’tF)m =0
& putty + T, Ty [u,] = T [bro] = 0.

(if v, £ p,u, + T o T,[u,] — T[0ro] is such that v, # 0, then it can be scen that §, = —v, violates the
optimality condition). Thus, u, is the unique solution of the linear equation ({3.5). |

Proof of Proposition Note first that

TK[U] = AFSK(tF_T) Py

Z,le,ui (T)” dr <

T [u] = OFSK(tF—T) ZPK[ﬂSZ]uL(T)] ir o
Li=1
K tp
T ] = / SO {8ty =) [PelB, ]} un(r)dr (A1)
0 =1

Moreover, P, (B, ]= Z§:1<B5i7¢k>¢k'
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Now, for ¢ = ZkK:1 Vi P

>t oothz OOKtZTe
Sc®le] = D FA =D 5D Meba=D ) le, ATleg
=0 =0 " ¢=1 =0 q=1 "
K S
DA GIOLH

g=1

where , o,
Gl =Y Ge A= [ AL
=0 =0

so that the vector of coefficients ¢, = [c;9 [](t) - ci [¢](t)] is given by c_[¢](t) = exp [A 1] 7.

It then follows that

q=1
where
(B, b1)
e [PelBo] =l | ¢ | (A4.2)
(B Orc)
Thus, taking into leads to
o By 6,)
T = [T S e iAo
e By 6n.)
K T tp K
= Zeq {/0 exp[AK(t—T)]Mﬁu(T)dT} P,

q=1

K
so that 7;nK [u] = Zcq(tF; u)gq, where ¢, (t;u) = [c, (L u),. .., cn, (; u)]" is given by
q=1

t
e (tu) = /0 explA (t— )M u(r)dr, BL=[8,, - B, and

<B517¢1> <Bsm7¢1>
MZ = : :

(Bsy:Ony) o (BgprPny)
]

Proof of Proposition To obtain wu, note that it follows from (4.3)) that u, belongs to the image of

(7;K)*, i.e., there exists

¢ € Ly() such that u,, = (7, )*[¢] = F &, ,

i.e., there exists &, € R" such that
u, =F, a,. (A.3)



It then follows from (4.3) that

K

puFa +F c. (tp;Fro,) —F0,,=0 (A.4)
a sufficient condition for which being
_ _ _K
PFO +Cp (tF; FKaK) -0,,=0, (A.5)

T

_K
where 97”0 = <¢17‘9r0> e <¢nK ) 9r0>

t
Thus, as ¢, (t,;F o) = G, a,, where G, £ /0 " FK(T)TFK (1)dr, (A.4) can be rewritten as

p.d, + G, &, = 0., from which it follows that &, = (p,I+G,) 8., and, hence,

w (1) = Fyo (1) (p I+ Gy) 6,0, 7€ [0,8,]. (A.6)

Proof of Proposition [4.3} Let E 2 T [u] — T,[u]” and

K

E_(7) £8,(tp —7) — S, (tr — T)P, and note that

tp

By = [ ES@lstenlar = [T BN B )i

0

tp
Z/ E u dt so that

1 e < 3 [ P
m tp
LA O A NI
K

EL(7)[Bg]

where hf(r) £ . It then follows (Cauchy-Schwarz inequality on L,(0,tr)) that

Lo (Q

m
K K .
1By ey < DI iy Ity = (idem on B)

1/2
K
||ETHL2(Q) — {ZH LQ(OtF)} {Z” Lz(Otp)} =

1B ey < 7 1l s

1/2
where 77? < {Zz LIk KH;(O tF)} . This proves Proposition (a).
Moreover, in the light of [10], Theorem 5.2, Vi = 1,...,m, hf — 0 as K — oo. Thus, 77[; — 0 as
K — oc. |
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Proof of Corollary 2.1: Note that J, (u) = Hu||L 20 T 1T, [u] = 6o — (T, [u] — TR W), <=
Tie(w) = T (w) + | T[] = TR [u]ll; = 20T [u] = b0, T, [u] = T, [aa])-
As a result, with Ej (u) £ J(u) — T, (u), it follows from Proposition |4.3| that

K2

B ()] < (n;)"|[ull

2

K
o+ 20T ] = Ol () el (A7)

Lo(0,tg)

On the other hand,
T () < Ty (u,) = T(u,) — By (u,) <= J(u,) — Ey(u,) < J(u,) — Ey(u,)
= J(uy) < T (u,) — Ey(u,) + B (u,) =

J(uy) < T (w,) + | By (u,)| + By (u,)|
= (since J(u,) > J(u,))
0< J(uy)—T(u,) < |Eg(u,)| + |Eg(u,)l. (A8)

Note also that, as nK — 0 (Proposition (b)), it follows from that |E;( .)| = 0. More-
over, {u, } is a bounded sequence — indeed, HuKH

then J, (u,) > HOmH

2
Lo (Ot )m S ||0r0HL2(Q)p for lf ||UKH > p HHTOHL 2(Q)

= J,(0) in which case u, would not be optimal for Prob. I,. Thus, as

Lo(R)
/ S, ( {Zﬁ } dr, {7,[u,]} is also bounded and, hence, it follows from (A.7]
that (as 77T —0) Ej( u, ) — 0. Thus,
K K
{1E7 ) + [EF ()]} =0 (A.9)
which together with (A.8)) implies that J(u, ) = J(u,). [ |

Proof of Proposition Note first that (since u, is an optimal solution of Prob. I)

T (ug) = T (w, + (e =) =T (w) + pu e = wll7, 0,y + 1T (s — w17, 0

It then follows from (A.8]) that

2 K K
pulltng = 1,120, o+ 1Ty L = w)I[S ) < (B ()| + |l ()] =

2 K K
pullug —ull - < |Eg(u,)|+ [E7(urk)l.
2(0,tp)
Thus, in the light of (A.9), u, — u, in L2(0,t,)". [ |

Proof of Proposition (@) It was established in the proof of Proposition 3.1 that S, is convex and

closed. Then, as done in the proof of Proposition 2.1, Prob. 11, is cast as a minimum distance problem to

a convex and closed set so that the existence of u, follows from ([9], Theorem 3.12.1, p. 69).
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(b) Proceeding as in the proof of Proposition write

T(ug ) = T(ue+ (uy —u)) = T (ue) + 2p ue + Z,[ud, (uy —ue)) + o, (we — )|, + |7, luy —udl,

(A.10)
where Z,[u] = T*[T,[u] — ;] and note that (as in the derivation of (A.7))
Tie (e ) < Te(ue) = T (ue) — B, (ue)
J(uy) = B, (ug) < T (ue) — E. (ue) = (A.11)
J(u,) < J(ue) — B (ue) + E (u ) = (A.12)
T (uy) < J(ue) + B (uo)| + B, (u, )]. (A.13)

Combining and leads to
lpuue = we)ls + 1Tl = ull; + 2p, e + Z,fuel, (ue = we)) < 1B (ue)| + | (u)]
= (in the light of the optimality condition of Proposition
pullue —ucll, < |B; (we)] + | ().

Now it follows from 1' and the fact that nf — 0 as K — oo (Proposition b)) that \E; (uc)] — 0 as

K
K — oco. Moreover, as u,

is bounded (since u, € S, and hence HufHLQ(O,tﬁm < <Z;11 ,uj) t.), (A7

and “77;( — 07 also imply that |E§(uf)] — 0 as K — co. Hence, ||u, — uclz — 0 as K — oo. [ |

Proof of Proposition The optimality condition satisfied by u, (A) is given by

K

V6, € Lo(0,t,)", Lag, (u,\) < Lag, (u, +3,,A) <
8, € La(0,t,)", (putte 16,) + (T, [un] =610, T, [6,]) + Aas —0,) + (A0, 8,) =0 &
patt+ (T, VT [u] = O] + (A — Aa) = 0 (A.14)

or, equivalently, taking orthogonal projections ' and u” of w on (EK)*[LQ(Q)] and on its orthogonal

complement,
K

puts + (T VT, [u' +u']] = (T, ) [0r0) — Ay = 0

0 0

and ,ouu2 - )‘Zb = 0 where Agp = Ay — Ay, )\;b and )\zb are the corresponding projections of Agp.

*

Noting further that 7;K [u’] = 0 (u’ is orthogonal to the range space of (7;K) and hence is in the null

space of 7;K) the equations above can be rewritten as

po + (T '] = (T,)[8r0] — Ay =0

and puu2 = Aap — )\;b.
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Now, 7, [u] = Y ¢, (t;u)¢, and (T, )*[w](r) = F (r)w", where {¢,;k = 1,...,n,} is an or-

t
thogonal basis for X, ¢, (t,;u) £ ex(n,) / " FK(T)Tu(T)dT, where F, (1) £ (M:) exp[Ai (t, — 1),
0

@K = [<w>¢)17> T <w7¢nK >] and

<B51a¢1> <BSm’¢1>

K a
M 5 =
<ﬂ517¢nK> e <ﬂsm7¢nK>
It follows that u' = F de and )\;b =F de and, hence, the equation involving u' above can be written
as
_K
F, {puderfuf[df] —0 —aK} =0, (A.15)

ro by
KA T
where ero = [(01"07 01) T <0T0’ H”K >] and

K

wy lar] 2 (T '] 0,) (7, w6,

i.e.,
t t
e 1 1\1T F T 1 F T ~
wla, | = [c,(tp;u )e o (tpiu )] _/0 F, (1) u (r)dr = {/0 F,(7) FK(T)dT} ak
t
s w, o] =G,a, and G, 2 / CFL (1) F(r)dr.
0
A sufficient condition for (A.15) to be satisfied is then given by

_K _K —K _K _K -1 ,=K K
puac +GKaC :0T0+a)\ g aC :(puI+GK) (07‘O+a)\)'

2

It then follows that w, [A] is given by (since p,u’ = A )

u N = Fra, +p, Ao -Fea,) e
ucN(r) = Fo(n)@ —p, ay)+p, Aa(r) &
ug () = uk(r) + Fo(n) { (0,14 G) " = p, T} & + 0, Au(7).
|
Piecewise-linear Lagrange multipliers
To compute approximate solutions to Prob. I., consider the truncated problem

Prob. I, : uglng J,.(u; p,,) and the corresponding dual problem,
Prob. D, : iralai() gog()\a,)\b;pF) subject to Vt a.e. in (0,7,), Aqg >0, Ap >0,
where gpg()\a, Ap) = inf{Lag, (u; Ag, \p) : u € L2(0,,)},
Lag, (u; Aa; Xp) = Tp(w;p,) + 200, g — w) + 2(Ap,u — up) and wp, = p, and uw, = —pu,, and

S, - ={ue€ Ly0,t,) : VYt a.e. in(0,t,), —p, <u(t) <pu,}
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The unique solution to the problem in(m )LagK (u; Ag, Ap) is given by uf [A] =4S + Agp, where
u€L2(0,tp

T

i A(r) = HL(t, - T){aK—(HpFGK)*ngf}, A = (o) A = Aa — Ay and
t

S TH (- 1) A (T)dr.

& = [ Ht, —DAalrar

The corresponding value for the dual functional is given by
K K 2 K K
“p (Aa, Ab) = LagK (uc P‘]v Aas Ab) = Pr ”97‘0“2 + Pp <7;K [uc ]7 _97“0> + b ()\a; )‘b)'

Note that for any non-negative A, and A, goID( (AXas Ap) is a lower bound for the optimal value of Prob. I, .

To obtain approximate solutions to Prob. D, , piecewise linear classes of multipliers are considered, i.e.,
let N, € Zy, 6, =t,/N,, I, = [(k —1)d,,kd,], v = [, -~~'yN,\+1] and define Vk = 1,...,N,, VteZ,
A(t;y) =, +(1/6,) (Vs — 7)AL,, where At, =t — (k—1)d, (note that v, and ~,,, are respectively the
values of A(t,7) at the lower and upper extreme points of the interval Z, ). Such multipliers can then be

written as a function of ~ as follows:
T
VteZ, Xtvy)=h,, (H)E"~,

where b (t) = [h () ¢ hy,(®)], E, = [ex(m) © epi(m)], m, = N, +1, h, : T, — R,
h () =1—h,(t), hy,:T, >R, h,(t) =(1/5,)(t—a,), where a, = (k — 1)6,.

N)\
As a result, 5:{ =Tey(vy —7p), Where Tey = Z/I H,(tf — T)h:ab (r)dr p E, and
k=1""k

K T T —1 _T T T
=&, (Aay o) = Yap (P7 —T, pr(I+p.Gg) Ts—y> Vab + 20, T Vap = 27, Vo + 27, Ve,

NA NA
T T T T
where v, = Yo — Yy Py = ZEk / h,,(h, (GAE, r = Z { [/ uq(t)h,,, (t)dt Ek}’ and
k=1 L, k=1 I,
N)\
T T
T,= { [/ ub(t)hkab(t)dt] Ek}
k=1 L
The problem to be numerically solved is then
K K .
Prob. D, : ma%%)\“ 0, (Xa(7a), Ae(7p); p) subject to: v, > 0,7, > 0. (A.16)
7a7’7b€R
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