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Conditions for singular optimal control of
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Abstract

We study singular optimal control problems of port-Hamiltonian
systems. We study general control-affine cost functionals that include
as a special case the energy supplied to the system. We derive optimal-
ity conditions for the case with and without control bounds by applying
the general theory to the specially structured port-Hamiltonian case,
and show that this leads to nice optimality conditions, in particular in
the linear case.

Keywords: singular optimal control, port-Hamiltonian system, Goh
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1 Introduction

The energy based modeling of physical systems employing the model class of
port-Hamiltonian systems, see e.g. [38], has become an accepted modeling
paradigm which has been successfully used in a multitude of applications
from a wide variety of application domains: mechanics [6, 7, 23, 37], electrical
engineering [32, 36], thermodynamics and fluid dynamics [2, 15, 30, 31],
economics [22]. See [10, 16, 38] and the recent survey [26] which also includes
systems with algebraic constraints, so-called port-Hamiltonian descriptor
systems [26].
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In this paper we consider the classical form of a real nonlinear port-Ha-
miltonian (pH) system, see e.g. [38],

ẋ =
(
J(x)−R(x)

)∂E

∂x
(x) +G(x)u(t), (1.1)

with the state x ∈ X , input (control) u ∈ U and the energy function E :
X → R (often called Hamiltonian or storage function) is assumed to be
nonnegative and quadratic. The output y ∈ Y is given by

y = GT (x)
∂E

∂x
(x). (1.2)

Here the state-space X is an appropriate Hilbert or Banach space of func-
tions x : I → R

n, where I = [t0, T ] is a time interval and for convenience
we choose t0 = 0. Furthermore, in port-Hamiltonian systems one has the
following structure of the coefficients.

• J : X → R
n,n is skew-symmetric;

• R : X → R
n,n is symmetric and positive semidefinite;

• G : X → R
n,m.

The success of modeling within the class of pH systems is due to its many
important properties which include the invariance of the class under power-
conserving interconnection, which greatly simplifies modularized automated
modeling, and the invariance under Galerkin projection which makes the
class very suitable for discretization and model reduction. Physical prop-
erties like energy dissipation, Lyapunov stability and passivity are encoded
in the structure of the equations leading directly to another key property
of port-Hamiltonian systems, the power balance equation and the resulting
dissipation inequality, see e.g. [38].

Theorem 1.1. Consider a pH system of the form (1.1). Then for any input
function u the power balance equation

d

dt
E(x) = −xTRx+ yTu =: −D(x) + S(y, u) (1.3)

holds along any solution x. In particular, the dissipation inequality

E(x(t2))− E(x(t1)) ≤

∫ t2

t1

y(τ)Tu(τ) dτ (1.4)

is satisfied for any input, state, output triple.
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From a physics point of view, pH systems model the interaction of three
types of energy/power. The stored energy (in the energy storing compo-
nents) is presented by the nonnegative quadratic form E(x), the dissipated
energy by the nonnegative quadratic form D(x) and the supplied energy by
the form S(y, u) = yTu.

Example 1.2. A classical example of pH modeling are (dissipative) Hamil-
tonian equations of motion, see e.g. [1, 38], which, in first order representa-
tion using the position coordinate q and the momentum p = M(q)q̇ together
with a force term B(q)u, take the form

[
ṗ

q̇

]

=

[
−D(p, q) −I

I 0

] [∂E(q,p)
∂p

∂E(q,p)
∂q

]

+

[
B(q)
0

]

u (1.5)

together with a collocated output

y =
[
B(q)T 0

]

[
∂E(q,p)

∂p
∂E(q,p)

∂q

]

. (1.6)

Here the energy function (Hamiltonian) is

E(q, p) =
1

2
pTM(q)−1p+ P (q) =

1

2
q̇TM(q)q̇ + P (q),

i.e., kinetic plus potential energy, and D(q, p) = D(q, p)T is a positive
semidefinite coefficient matrix that models internal damping.

With an increased understanding of the many advantageous properties
of modeling with pH systems, in recent years also feedback control and
optimal control problems for this model class have become an important
research topic, [8, 9, 18, 41].

In many optimal control applications a typical cost function involves
a quadratic and positive term in the control u which makes sure that ev-
ery control action contributes to the cost. In the optimal control of port-
Hamiltonian systems, however, a natural cost function is the integral of the
supplied energy

J (x, u) =

∫ T

t0

S(y(τ), u(τ))dτ =

∫ T

t0

∂E

∂x
(x)TG(x)u(τ)dτ.

It is readily available as a mathematical expression in terms of the ports
and it is interesting from an application point of view to employ it as the
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objective to be minimized in optimal control problems (OCPs) [11, 12, 27,
33]. However, using the supplied energy as cost function, the resulting OCP
is typically singular (it is missing the positive quadratic term in u) and
standard solution techniques, for instance the construction of Riccati state
feedback, see e.g. [20, 24], are not directly applicable.

In view of this difficulty, the topic of this paper is the analysis of singu-
lar OCPs with constraints given by pH systems without the regularization
approach. The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we present opti-
mality conditions for general singular optimal control problems associated
with control-affine cost functions. In Section 3 we analyze how these general
optimality conditions look when we specialize the constraint function from
general ordinary differential equations to port-Hamiltonian systems and we
show that the structure helps to obtain much more elegant solutions. We
present some conclusions and directions of future work in Section 5.

2 Singular optimal control of nonlinear systems

In this section we recall some of the general results for singular optimal
control with constraints given by a system of ordinary differential equations

ẋ = f(x, u) = f0(x) +

m∑

i=1

fi(x)ui, (2.7)

with fi : X → R
n, i = 0 . . . ,m, together with a given initial condition

x(0) = x0.

2.1 Optimal control problems with general control-affine cost

Consider as a cost-functional to be minimized, a control-affine (nonlinear in
the state) functional

J (x, u) :=

∫ T

0
ℓ0(x) +

m∑

i=1

ℓi(x)ui dt. (2.8)

Note that, as is common in optimal control theory, we could incorporate
also a quadratic regularization term in u with a small parameter, but one
of our goals in this paper is to show that the optimal (feedback) control of
port-Hamiltonian systems also works without this extra term. Furthermore,
in general the feedback solutions to this regularized problem may diverge
when the small parameter tends to zero.
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Remark 2.1. It is well-known (see, e.g., [28, 39]) that the problem of con-
trolling a system to approach a given reference trajectory xref can be refor-
mulated by considering the difference x−xref instead of x itself (see Remark
4.3). Additionally, the cost functional can be expressed in terms of an output
rather than the state, as follows:

J (y, u) :=

∫ T

0
ℓ̃0(y) +

m∑

i=1

ℓ̃i(y)ui dt, (2.9)

However, this can be rewritten in the form (2.8) by incorporating the output
equation. Therefore, we will use the cost functional (2.8) in the following
discussion.

The optimal control problem for (2.8) then takes the form

min J (x, u)

s.t. (2.7)

x(0) = x0.

(2.10)

Introducing the scalar variable xn+1 for the right hand side of (2.8), we
can rewrite problem (2.10) in Mayer form [21] (i.e., using only the terminal
cost):

min xn+1(T )

s.t. (2.7)

ẋn+1 = ℓ0(x) +

m∑

i=1

ℓi(x)ui, (2.11)

x(0) = x0, xn+1(0) = 0.

Setting z =
[
x1 . . . xn xn+1

]T
, the adjoint variable λ takes the form

λ =
[
λ1 . . . λn λn+1

]T
,

where λn+1 is scalar.

Having reformulated the optimal control problem in Mayer form we can
employ the general theory for this case.
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2.2 Optimality conditions and feedback formula for general

control-affine problems

In this subsection we recall the optimality conditions for general control-
affine optimal control problems. For this, throughout this subsection, we
assume that u is in an open set U ⊆ R

m.

Problem (2.11) is in the class of control-affine problems with terminal
cost, i.e., we can write it in the form

min Ψ(z(T ))

s.t. ż = f̃0(z) +

m∑

i=1

f̃i(z)ui, (2.12)

z(0) = z0,

now with functions f̃i : X × Xn+1 → R
n+1. The pre-Hamilton function

(or un-maximized Hamilton function) for (2.12) has the form (leaving off
arguments)

H =
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
(f̃0 +

m∑

i=1

uif̃i) (2.13)

where
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
is the adjoint vector used in the variational formula-

tion, so that the partial derivative w.r.t ui, i = 1, . . . ,m, is given by

Hui
= ∂ui

H =
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
f̃i. (2.14)

By applying the Pontryagin Maximum Principle [29], it follows that latter
expression vanishes along optimal trajectories, i.e.

Hui
= 0, i = 1, . . . ,m. (2.15)

Since (2.15) does not depend explicitly on the control variable, one can
differentiate with respect to time and obtains

0 =
d

dt
Hui

=
d

dt

[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
f̃i +

[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
f̃ ′
i ż

= −
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]



f̃ ′
0 +

m∑

j=1

uj f̃
′
j



 f̃i

+
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
f̃ ′
i



f̃0 +
m∑

j=1

uj f̃j



 (2.16)

=
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
([f̃0, f̃i] +

m∑

j=1

uj [f̃j, f̃i]),
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where f̃ ′
i is the Jacobian, i.e. the derivative of f̃i with respect to z. Here,

for any pair of smooth vector fields h, k : Rn+1 → R
n+1, [h, k] := k′h − h′k

is the Lie bracket of h and k, with k′, h′ being the Jacobians of k, h with
respect to z.

At this point it is worth mentioning that the traditional technique of
adding a regularizing term of the form α

∑m
i=1 u

2
i with positive α and then

taking α → 0 does not work in this context, since (2.15) will depend on u

and then expression (2.16) would not be attainable. On the other hand, if
one aims at obtaining a feedback formula for the controls on singular arcs
by applying Pontryagin’s Maximum Principle to the modified quadratic cost
and taking α → 0, the expression contains α in the denominator and the
limit may fail to exist, see e.g. [17].

Remark 2.2 (On the multiplier λn+1 and normality). Note that in the
absence of (state or terminal) constraints, the multiplier λn+1 is unique and
the associated extremal is normal, i.e., the corresponding multiplier λn+1 is
equal to 1. On the contrary, when terminal or state constraints are present,
several multipliers can exist and abnormality (i.e., extremals with λn+1 = 0)
may occur. For a matter of completeness, we keep λn+1 throughout the
presentation.

The following necessary condition is well-known, see e.g. [4, 14, 35].

Theorem 2.1 (Goh necessary condition for weak optimality). For the op-
timal control problem (2.12), the Goh condition

λ(t)T [f̃i, f̃j ](x(t)) = 0 for all i, j = 1, . . . ,m (2.17)

holds along optimal trajectories.

Applying the Goh condition (2.17) to the expression d
dt
Hui

in (2.16)
yields

d

dt
Hui

=
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
[f̃0, f̃i], (2.18)

so that d
dt
Hui

is differentiable with respect to t. Hence one can differentiate
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(2.18) once more and gets

d2

dt2
Hui

= λ̇T [f̃0, f̃i] +
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
[f̃0, f̃i]

′ẋ

= −
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]



f ′
0 +

m∑

j=1

ujf
′
j



 [f0, fi]

+
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
[f̃0, f̃i]

′



f̃0 +

m∑

j=1

uj f̃j





=
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
[f̃0, [f̃0, f̃i]] +

m∑

j=1

uj
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
[f̃j, [f̃0, f̃i]].

Thus, from d2

dt2
Hui

= 0 one gets a linear system for u =
[
u1 u2 . . . um

]T

given by
Wu+ d = 0, (2.19)

with the Hessian matrix W = [wi,j] and the right hand side vector

d =
[
d1 d2 . . . dm

]T
where, for i, j = 1, . . . ,m,

wij :=
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
[f̃j, [f̃0, f̃i]], di :=

[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
[f̃0, [f̃0, f̃i]].

(2.20)
This leads to a generalized Legendre-Clebsch condition, see e.g. [19, Theorem
6.2 and/or Corollary 6.3], [4], or [14].

Theorem 2.2 (Generalized Legendre-Clebsch condition). For the general
nonlinear control-affine problem in Mayer form (2.12), the associated Hes-
sian matrix W in (2.20) is negative semidefinite along optimal trajectories.

Observe that if W is actually negative definite then, from (2.19), one
can express the optimal control in feedback form as

u = −W−1d. (2.21)

Having reviewed the Goh conditions (2.17) for general control-affine prob-
lems, in the next subsection we recall the optimality conditions for OCPs
with control bounds.
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2.3 Control-affine problems with control bounds

In this section we study problem (2.12) with bounds on the control. This
means that we no longer assume that U is open, but consider a set of ad-
missible controls

U = [u1, u1]× . . . [um, um], (2.22)

with real numbers ui ≤ ui, for each i = 1, . . . ,m.

In this case, the Goh optimality condition is restricted to the components
that lie in the interior of the control set and one has the following optimality
condition, see [4, 14].

Theorem 2.3 (Goh necessary conditions under control constraints). Con-
sider the general Mayer problem (2.12) under the control bounds u(t) ∈ U,
for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ], with the set U as in (2.22). Then, on any open time
interval over which

ui < u∗i (t) < ui and uj < u∗j(t) < uj ,

it holds that
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
(t) [f̃i, f̃j]z∗(t) = 0. (2.23)

One gets the following generalized Legendre-Clebsch condition for the
square submatrix of W corresponding to singular components.

Theorem 2.4 (Generalized Legendre-Clebsch condition and feedback ex-
pression under control constraints). Under the hypotheses of Theorem 2.3,
let (a, b) be an open interval on which







ui < u∗i (t) < ui, for i ∈ S,

u∗i (t) = ui, for i ∈ B,

u∗i (t) = ui, for i ∈ B.

Here {S,B,B} is a partition of {1, . . . ,m} into singular, lower-bang and
upper-bang components of the control u∗. Then, on (a, b) it holds that

[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
[f̃0, [f̃0, f̃i]] +

∑

j∈S

u∗j
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
[f̃j, [f̃0, f̃i]]

+
∑

j∈B

uj
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
[f̃j, [f̃0, f̃i]] (2.24)

+
∑

j∈B

uj
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
[f̃j, [f̃0, f̃i]] = 0, for i ∈ S.
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Moreover, the |S|×|S|-matrix WS(t) with entries Wij =
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]
[f̃j, [f̃0, f̃i]]

for i, j ∈ S, is negative semidefinite.

Proof. The expression (2.25) follows from calculations analogous to (2.14)-
(2.16), (2.18)-(2.19) and Goh condition (2.23). The negative semidefinite-
ness of WS holds in view of [14, Theorem 4.1].

Remark 2.3 (A feedback formula for the singular controls). The matrix
WS in Theorem 2.4 is the submatrix of W in (2.20) corresponding to the
singular components of the control. Whenever WS is negative definite, by
using expression (2.25), one can write the singular control in terms of the
state variable z, the adjoint variable λ and the bang controls.

In this section we have considered the Goh optimality conditions for
general nonlinear singular optimal control problems with control affine cost.
In the next section we apply these results to the case when the constraint
equation is given by a pH system.

3 Optimality conditions for nonlinear pH systems

The optimality conditions for general constraints presented in Section 2 do
not make use of the pH structure. In this section we therefore make explicit
use of the nonlinear pH structure in (1.1) and generalize results of [11, 12, 33].

We consider the optimal control problem governed by the nonlinear pH
dynamics (1.1) and minimizing the integral cost (2.8). Writing it in Mayer
form, we obtain

min xn+1(T )

s.t. ẋ =
(
J(x)−R(x)

)∂E

∂x
(x) +G(x)u(t),

ẋn+1 = ℓ0(x) +

m∑

i=1

ℓi(x)ui,

z(0) =

[
x

xn+1

]

(t0) = z0.

(3.25)

For the sake of simplicity in the presentation of the results, we introduce
the abbreviations

g0(x) :=
(
J(x)−R(x)

)∂E

∂x
; f0(x) :=

[
g0(x)
ℓ0(x)

]

, (3.26)
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and, using gi for i = 1, . . . ,m to denote the columns of G, we set

fi(x) :=

[
gi(x)
ℓi(x)

]

. (3.27)

In this case, the adjoint variable λ again takes the form

λ =
[
λ1 . . . λn+1

]T
,

where λn+1 is scalar.

Proposition 3.1 (Goh conditions for nonlinear pH control). For problem
(3.25) the Goh conditions in Theorem 2.1 read

{
0 =

[
λ1 . . . λn

]
[gi, gj ],

0 = λn+1

(

ℓ′j gi − ℓ′i gj

)

= 0,
for i, j = 1, . . . ,m.

With these conditions we compute the expressions for W and d in (2.20)
given previously in the context of problem (2.11). We have

[f0, fi] =

[
[g0, gi]

ℓ′ig0 − ℓ′0gi

]

, (3.28)

and

[fj, [f0, fi]] =

[
[gj , [g0, gi]]

ℓ′′i g0gj + ℓ′ig
′
0gj − ℓ′′0gigj − ℓ′0g

′
igj − ℓ′j [g0, gj ]

]

.

Hence

Wij =
[
λ1 . . . λn

]
[gj , [g0, gi]]+λn+1

(

ℓ′′i g0gj+ℓ′ig
′
0gj−ℓ′′0gigj−ℓ′0g

′
igj−ℓ′j[g0, gi]

)

,

(3.29)
and

di =
[
λ1 . . . λn

]
[g0, [g0, gi]]+λn+1

(

ℓ′′i g0g0+ℓ′ig
′
0g0−ℓ′′0gig0−ℓ′0g

′
ig0−ℓ′0[g0, gi]

)

.

(3.30)

Proposition 3.2 (Legendre-Clebsch condition for nonlinear pH control).
For problem (3.25) the generalized Legendre-Clebsch condition in Theorem
2.2 states that matrix W in (3.29) is negative semidefinite.

Additionally, whenever W is negative definite over some interval then,
on that interval, one can write the optimal control in feedback form as in
(2.21).
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Remark 3.1. An important case is when we have R = 0 and J , ℓ0 are con-
stant, i.e. if we consider general Hamiltonian equations without dissipation
and no cost on just x. We then have the following simplified expression

[fj, [f0, fi]] =

[
−JHxxxgigj

ℓ′′i (JHx)gj + ℓ′iJHxxgj + ℓ′j [JHxxgj ]

]

.

3.1 Nonlinear pH systems with control bounds

For the problem with control bounds in the port-Hamiltonian optimal con-
trol problem (3.25), the Goh conditions of Theorem 2.3 specialize as de-
scribed next.

Proposition 3.3 (Goh condition for nonlinear pH control under control
constraints). Consider the nonlinear pH-governed problem (3.25) under the
control constraint u(t) ∈ U, for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ], with the set U as in (2.22).
Then, on any open interval over which

ui < u∗i (t) < ui and uj < u∗j(t) < uj ,

for some pair i, j = 1, . . . ,m,, it holds that
[
λ1 . . . λn

]
[gi, gj ] = 0, λn+1

(

ℓ′j gi − ℓ′i gj

)

= 0.

In view of the calculations in (3.28)-(3.29), the results in Theorem 2.4
written in the pH setting take the following form.

Proposition 3.4 (Generalized Legendre-Clebsch condition and feedback
formula for nonlinear pH control under control constraints). Under the set-
tings of Proposition 3.3, the results in Theorem 2.4 hold where, for j =
0, . . . ,m and i = 1, . . . ,m, the expression of Wij =

[
λ1 . . . λn

]
[fj, [f0, fi]]

is given by

Wij =
[
λ1 . . . λn

]
[gj , [g0, gi]]

+λn+1

(

ℓ′′i g0gj + ℓ′ig
′
0gj − ℓ′′0gigj − ℓ′0g

′
igj − ℓ′j [g0, gi]

)

Example 3.5. Considering Example 1.2 with and the associated cost of

minimizing the energy supply
∫ T

0 y⊤u dt =
∫ T

0
∂E
∂p

⊤
B(q)u dt leads to an OCP

in which the Lie brackets [f̃i, f̃j] are





0
0

B⊤
j

∂2E⊤

∂p2
Bi
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which vanish identically for sufficiently regular E , so that Goh conditions
(2.17) hold trivially. Unless significant simplifications are applied to the
model (1.5), the expressions for the second-order Lie brackets remain too
complex to provide meaningful geometric insight.

4 Linear port-Hamiltonian systems

The results presented in the last section show that for pH systems the Goh
conditions strongly simplify. This is even more the case for linear pH sys-
tems, where the representation of the optimality conditions is very nice.

4.1 Linear port-Hamiltonian system without control con-

straints

In this subsection we analyze the Goh optimality conditions for problems
when the constraint equation is given by the linear port-Hamiltonian system
and the energy function E = 1

2x
TQx is quadratic in the state

ẋ(t) = (J −R)Qx(t) +Gu(t), x(0) = x0, (4.31)

y(t) = GTQx(t),

with

• J : X → R
n,n is skew-symmetric,

• R : X → R
n,n is symmetric positive semidefinite,

• Q : X → R
n,n is symmetric positive definite,

• G =
[
g1 . . . gm

]
: X → R

n,m has full rank m ≤ n,

• U ⊆ R
m.

Note that more general linear port-Hamiltonian formulations are possible,
such as those presented in [5, 25], but we follow here the formulation con-
sidered in [11, 13, 33].

Let us first treat the case that the set of admissible controls U is open
and we consider the optimal control problem with quadratic cost

min

∫ T

0
yTMy + yTNu+ ℓTu dt, (4.32)

s.t. (4.31),
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where the matrices involved in the cost functional satisfy

• M : X → R
n,n is symmetric and positive semidefinite,

• N =
[
n1 . . . nm

]
: X → R

m,m, and

• ℓ =
[
ℓ1 . . . ℓm

]T
∈ Rm.

In the following, for simplicity of notation we often use the abbreviation

A := (J −R)Q. (4.33)

To compute the Lie bracket expressions for problem (4.32), we again add
an auxiliary state variable to transform the problem into Mayer form (with
only terminal cost) given by

ẋn+1 = yTMy + yTNu+ ℓTu = xTQGMGTQx+ xTQGNu+ ℓTu. (4.34)

Then

f0 =

[
Ax

xTQGMGTQx

]

, fi =

[
gi

xTQGni + ℓi

]

, i = 1, . . . ,m,

are functions from R
n+1 to R

n+1. We obtain

[fi, fj] =








0
...
0

nT
j G

TQgi − nT
i G

TQgj







, i, j = 1, . . . ,m,

so that

[
λ1 . . . λn

]
[fi, fj] = λn+1

(
nT
j G

TQgi − nT
i G

TQnj

)
, i, j = 1, . . . ,m,

(4.35)
and we have the following Goh conditions.

Proposition 4.1 (Goh condition for problem (4.32)). If the optimal control
problem (4.32) for the linear pH system (4.31) admits an optimal solution,
then, necessarily

NTGTQG is symmetric. (4.36)

Proof. The proof is a direct consequence of Theorem 2.1, taking into account
that λn+1 = 1 in this context (see Remark 2.2).
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An optimality condition for linear pH systems has been studied in [34].

Remark 4.1 (Comparison to [34]). To compare with the results in [34] we
see that the optimality condition (4.36) is automatically satisfied in their
framework, since there N = Im is a standing hypothesis. Additionally,
observe that we do not need the normality hypothesis used in [34], since
our problem (4.32) does not involve terminal constraints, while in [34] the
terminal point is fixed.

We next compute the expressions for W and d in (2.20), for the linear
problem (4.32). For i = 1, . . . ,m we get

[f0, fi] =

[
−Agi

nT
i G

TQAx− xTQG(M +MT )GTQgi

]

,

and

[f0, [f0, fi]] =

[
A2gi

nT
i G

TQA2x− 2gTi QGMGTQAx+ 2xTQGMGTQAgi

]

,

and

di =
[
λ1 . . . λn

]
[f0, [f0, fi]]

= λn+1

(

nT
i G

TQA2x− 2gTi QGMGTQAx+ 2xTQGMGTQAgi
)
.

Additionally, for i, j = 1, . . . ,m, we have

[fj, [f0, fi]] =

[
0

nT
i G

TQAgj − 2gTi QGMGTQbj + nT
j G

TQAgi.

]

and

[
λ1 . . . λn

]
[fj, [f0, fi]] = λn+1

(

nT
i G

TQAGj−2gTi QGMGTQgj+nT
j G

TQAgi

)

.

Consequently, since λn+1 = 1 in this context, the matrix W for (4.32)is
given by

W = NTGTQAG− 2GTQGMGTQG+ (NTGTQAG)T .

Inserting the structure of the matrix A = (J − R)Q and using the skew
symmetry of J , we get

W = −NTGTQRQG− 2GTQGMGTQG− (NTGTQRQG)T . (4.37)
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In the often considered special case that M = 0, ℓ = 0, and N = I we then
have that W is just twice the negative of the symmetric positive semidefi-
nite matrix GTQRQG which is required to be positive definite along optimal
trajectories. This means that along such trajectories the solution is asymp-
totically stable because the dissipation term acts in this direction.

We have the following Legendre-Clebsch condition.

Corollary 4.2 (Generalized Legendre-Clebsch condition for (4.32)). If the
optimal control problem (4.32) of the linear port-Hamiltonian admits an op-
timal solution, then W given by (4.37) is negative semidefinite.

Remark 4.2 (Comparison to [34]). Under the hypotheses used in [34],
namely,

M = 0, N = Im, Im(G) ∩Ker(RQ) = 0, (4.38)

the expression of W in (4.37) becomes

W = GTQ(J −R)QG+ (GTQ(J −R)QG)T (4.39)

= −2GTQRQG,

which is negative definite in view of the last condition in (4.38) and since Q
is positive definite and R is positive semidefinite. Here we see directly that
under the conditions in (4.38) a feedback solution exists. On the other hand
our analysis is more general, since we get these conditions under possibly
weaker assumptions.

Remark 4.3 (Cost functional with reference trajectory). In many appli-
cations one wants to control a system towards a given reference trajectory
xref . Replacing x = x̃−xref one gets a given inhomogeneity in the state and
the output equation. In this case, the system results in

˙̃x = (J −R)Qx̃+Gu+ h(t), (4.40)

y = GTQ(x̃− xref) = GTQx̃+ k(t). (4.41)

The cost functional takes the form
∫ T

0

[
(x− xref)

TQGMGTQ(x− xref) + (x− xref)
TQGNu+ ℓTu

]
dt.

which, removing the terms depending only on the reference trajectory, can
be written as

∫ T

0

[
(x− 2xref)

TQGMGTQx+ (x− xref)
TQGNu+ ℓTu

]
dt, (4.42)
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For the optimal control problem governed by system (4.40)-(4.41) and asso-
ciated to the cost (4.42), the expressions for the Lie brackets coincides with
(4.35), the matrix W matches with (4.37), and the vector d is such that

di = λn+1

[

nT
i G

TQA2x− 2gTi QGMGTQAx+ 2(x− xref)
TQGMGTQAgi

]
,

so that the optimality conditions do not change.

Example 4.3. To illustrate the nice properties of the optimality conditions,
consider the following example of a second order linear control problem
that is discussed in detail in [11] and arises e.g. in the control of high rise
buildings [40],

M d2

dt2
q +D d

dtq +Kq = Bu (4.43)

with real symmetric positive definite matrices M,K. In contrast to [11] we
assume that the damping does not work on the whole position vector, i.e.
that D is only positive semidefinite and B is of full column rank. Setting
x1 = Mq̇, x2 = q,

R =

[
D 0
0 0

]

, J =

[
0 −I

I 0

]

, Q =

[
M−1 0
0 K

]

, G =

[
B

0

]

, x =

[
x1
x2

]

and introducing a collocated output y = GQx, the system has the form
(4.31). Unfortunately the condition Im(G)∩Ker(RQ) = {0} that is used in
in [33] does not hold, since DM−1 has a kernel andW = −2BTM−1DM−1B

is only semidefinite. Hence the techniques in [33] cannot be applied. Also
the linear system with W for the feedback is, in general, not (uniquely)
solvable. However, still a (non-unique) feedback solution may exist if the
right hand side d is in the image of W , see [11, 24].

In this subsection we have seen that by using the general theory we
can generalize the conditions for optimality presented in [34]. In the next
subsection we consider the case of control bounds.

4.2 The linear pH constrained problem subject to control

bounds

If we require control bounds, i.e.

U = [u1, u1]× . . . [um, um],
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and u is subject to the inequalities

ui ≤ ui(t) ≤ ūi, i = 1, . . . ,m, (4.44)

then we obtain the optimal control problem

min

∫ T

0
yTMy + yTNu+ ℓTu

s.t. ẋ(t) = (J −R)Qx(t) +Gu(t),

x(0) = x0,

y(t) = GTQx(t),

ui ≤ ui(t) ≤ ūi, i = 1, . . . ,m.

(4.45)

In order to study (4.45), we have to include switching functions.

For the i-th component of the control, the switching function is given by

si := Hui
= pT fi =

[
λ1 . . . λn

]
gi + λn+1

(
xTQGni + ℓi

)
. (4.46)

Introduce the set of switching points

Zi := {t ∈ [0, T ] : si(t) = 0},

and the interior set for control variable i, for i = 1, . . . ,m :

Wi := {t ∈ [0, T ] : ui < u∗i (t) < ui}.

In view of the maximum condition of Pontryagin’s Maximum Principle, one
then has that Wi is contained, up to a set of measure zero, in Zi.

Now, following the notation in [34, Theorem 8], for any subset I ⊆
{1, . . . ,m}, we set

uI := (ui)
T
i∈I , GI := (gi)

T
i∈I , sI := (si)

T
i∈I ,

and analogous notations are used for other involved matrices and vectors.

At this point it is useful to present the adjoint equation for (4.45) which
reads






d
dt

[
λ1 . . . λn

]
= −

[
λ1 . . . λn

]
A

−λn+1

(
xTQG(M +MT )GTQ+ uTNTGTQ

)
,

λ̇n+1 = 0
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Proposition 4.4 (Goh and generalized Legendre-Clebsch conditions for
linear pH problems under control constraints). For problem (4.45), the Goh
conditions of Theorem 2.3 read

[
λ1 . . . λn

]
[fi, fj] = nT

j G
TQgi − nT

i G
TQnj = 0, (4.47)

on any open interval (a, b) on which

ui < u∗i (t) < ui and uj < u∗j(t) < uj

holds.

The generalized Legendre-Clebsch condition states that the matrix

NT
I G

TQABI − 2GT
IQGMGTQGI +

(
NT

I G
TQAGI

)T
(4.48)

is negative semidefinite, on any open interval (a, b) ⊂ [0, T ], contained in
⋂

i∈I Wi for I ⊆ {1, . . . ,m}. This is, I is any subset of indexes of simulta-
neous singular components of the control.

Remark 4.4 (Special cases N = 0 and N = Im). When N = 0 or N = Im,
using the notation introduced in (3.27) for the vector fields fi, one has that
[fi, fj ] = 0 in the whole space R

n, independently of the trajectories. There-
fore, the Goh conditions hold trivially. Additionally, for N = 0, the matrix
in the generalized Legendre-Clebsch condition of Proposition 4.4 reads

−2GT
IQGMGTQGI , (4.49)

and for N = Im, it has the form

−2GT
IQ[R+GMGT ]QGI , (4.50)

We can apply these result to obtain feedback formulas.

Theorem 4.5 (Feedback formulas for singular controls). For any subset
I ⊆ {1, . . . ,m}, given an open interval (a, b) ⊆

⋂

i∈I Wi, the following ex-
pressions for the control hold

0 =
[
λ1 . . . λn

]
A2GI

+ λn+1x
T
[
2QGMGTQAGI − 2ATQGMGTQGI +ATATQGNI

]

+ λn+1u
T
I

[

NT
I G

TQAGI − 2GT
IQGMGTQGI +

(
NT

I G
TQAGI

)T
]

+ λn+1u
T
A

[
NT

AG
TQAGI − 2GT

AQGMGTQGI +GT
AA

TQGNI

]
.

(4.51)
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Additionally, for the special case N = 0, one gets the reduced expression

0 =
[
λ1 . . . λn

]
A2GI + λn+1x

T
[
2QGMGTQAGI − 2ATQGMGTQGI

]

−2λn+1(u
T
IG

T
I + uTAG

T
A)QGMGTQGI ,

and for N = Im,

0 =
[
λ1 . . . λn

]
A2GI

+ λn+1x
T
[
2QGMGTQ(J −R)− 2ATQGMGT +ATAT

]
QGI

−2λn+1(u
T
IG

T
I + uTAG

T
A)Q

[
R+GMGT

]
QGI .

Proof. Following the notation introduced above, and from (4.46), one gets

sI =
[
λ1 . . . λn

]
GI + λn+1

(
xTQGNI + ℓI

)
.

Therefore,

ṡI =
d

dt

[
λ1 . . . λn

]
GI + λn+1ẋ

TQGNI

= −
[
λ1 . . . λn

]
AGI − λn+1x

TQG(M +MT )GTQGI (4.52)

−λn+1u
T

(NTGTQG)I
︷ ︸︸ ︷

NTGTQGI +λn+1x
TATQGNI + λn+1u

T GTQGNI
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(GTQGNI)

.

We split the remainder of the proof in two cases.

Case 1: N = 0 or N = Im. From (4.52) one gets that

ṡI = −
[
λ1 . . . λn

]
AGI−λn+1x

TQG(M+MT )GTQGI+λn+1x
TATQGNI .

(4.53)
Thus,

s̈I =
[
λ1 . . . λn

]
A2GI

+ λn+1x
T
[
2QGMGTQAGI − 2ATQGMGTQGI +ATATQGNI

]

+ λn+1u
T
[
NTGTQAGI − 2GTQGMGTQGI +GTATQGNI

]
.

(4.54)
Now, for N = 0, splitting the control vector in uI and uA, one gets from
latter equation that

s̈I =
[
λ1 . . . λn

]
A2GI + λn+1x

T
[
2QGMGTQAGI − 2ATQGMGTQGI

]

− 2λn+1(u
T
IG

T
I + uTAG

T
A)QGMGTQGI ,
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where A := Ic.

For N = Im, from (4.54), one derives

s̈I =
[
λ1 . . . λn

]
A2GI

+ λn+1x
T
[
2QGMGTQ(J −R)− 2ATQGMGT +ATAT

]
QGI

− 2λn+1(u
T
IG

T
I + uTAG

T
A)Q

[
R+GMGT

]
QGI ,

where we replaced the matrix A by its expression in (4.33).

Case 2: arbitrary matrix N. From expression (4.52) for ṡI , one ob-
tains

s̈I =
[
λ1 . . . λn

]
A2GI

+ λn+1x
T
[
2QGMGTQAGI − 2ATQGMGTQGI +ATATQGNI

]

+ λn+1u
T
I

[

NT
I G

TQAGI − 2GT
IQGMGTQGI +

(
NT

I G
TQAGI

)T
]

+ λn+1u
T
A

[
NT

AG
TQAGI − 2GT

AQGMGTQGI +GT
AA

TQGNI

]
.

5 Conclusions and future work

For the singular optimal control problem of controlling a port-Hamiltonian
system with the supplied energy as cost function, the Goh optimality condi-
tions are derived. It is shown that the use of the specific port-Hamiltonian
structure leads to very elegant solution formulas, in particular in the case
of linear port-Hamiltonian systems with quadratic Hamiltonian. Optimality
conditions are also presented for the case of control constraints.

It remains an open problem how to give necessary and sufficient con-
ditions for the existence of a feedback control in the case when the matrix
W in the generalized Legende-Clebsch condition is only semidefinite. This
is closely related to the topic to derive the optimality conditions for port-
Hamiltonian descriptor systems.

Another classical application of optimal control is the computation of
(feedback) controls u = k(x) or output feedbacks u = k(y) so that the closed
loop system is asymptotically stable. To achieve this, one just chooses an
infinite interval, i.e. T = ∞, and requires that for the closed loop solution
limt→∞ x(t) = 0. For this case, analogous results to the ones obtained in this
work are expected to hold. It is also an interesting question what happens

21



when the usual approach, of adding a quadratic penalty term α
∑m

j=1 u
2
i

to the cost function is used, and one considers the convergence behavior
for α → 0, see [17]. The Goh conditions will not appear in that context,
since Hu depends on the control and, consequently, it is, in general, not
differentiable in time.

We have studied problems without terminal constraints, which admit a
unique multiplier that verifies normality, i.e. the multiplier associated to the
integral cost can be normalized to 1. In [4, 3] a framework for dealing with
general terminal constraints of the form ϕi(x(T )) ≤ 0, ηj(x(T )) = 0, for
i = 1, . . . , dϕ, and j = 1, . . . , dη was introduced. Also, [14] consider terminal
constraints of the form x(T ) ∈ K under an additional hypothesis.

Using the techniques in [4, 3] one may as well discuss the derivation of
second order sufficient conditions.
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