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Abstract

In this paper, a reaction-diffusion system modeling injection of a chemotherapeutic drug on the
surface of a living tissue during a treatment for cancer patients is studied. The system describes
the interaction of the chemotherapeutic drug and the normal, tumor and immune cells. We first
establish well-posedness for the nonlinear reaction-diffusion system, then investigate the long-time
behavior of solutions. Particularly, it is shown that the cancer cells will be eliminated assuming
that its reproduction rate is sufficiently small in a short time period in each treatment interval.
The analysis is then essentially exploited to study an optimal drug injection rate problem during
a chemotherapeutic drug treatment for tumor cells, which is formulated as an optimal boundary
control problem with constraints. For this, we show that the existence of an optimal drug injection
rate through the boundary, and derive the first-order optimality condition.
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Keywords: Modeling cells and drug interaction; Nonlinear reaction-diffusion system; Optimal
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1 Introduction

Cancer is a major human disease in modern society, for which finding a cure is a great challenge
for scientists and medical practitioners. One of the important tasks in fighting this type of disease
is to understand how a medical drug interacts with normal, cancer and immune cells. Toward this
goal, many researchers have proposed mathematical models based on a system of ordinary differential
equations (ODE model) (see, for examples, [Ada93, BP00, FGP99, KP98, 0S99, Jacl5]). One of the
popular mathematical models is the following ODE system which describes the interaction of normal,
tumor, immune cells and a medical drug, whose concentrations are denoted by N (t), T'(t), I(t), and
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U(t), respectively, (see [BP00, KP98, 0S99)):

Ny =7 N1 —bN)—csTN —a3(1 - 6_0)N7

T‘t = TQT(l - bQT) - CQ.iT - C3TN — ag(l - G_U)T,

i 1)
5 pIT - 5 s (
fo=st)+ L — P — kil —a (1 — e )i,

¢ = s(t) i I —ai(1-€e)

ﬁtz'l)(t)—kgﬁ.

Here s(t) and v(t) are the injection rates of immune cell and the medical drug, respectively. The
values of various parameters in the ODE system (1) are observed and measured in medical clinics and
research laboratories (see data in [KMTP94]). However, it is well observed in experiments and clinical
data ([RCMO07]) that cells will diffuse to the surrounding area of living tissue (see Ansarizadeh-Singh-
Richards [ASR17], Bellomo-Preziosi [BP00], Friedman [Fri05], Friedman-Kim [FK11], Lou-Ni [LN96],
Roose-Chapman-Maini[RCMO07], Wodarz-Komarova [Jac15]). One can also find many more references
in an excellent survey article which gave a summary of various models up to the year 2010 by J. S.
Lowengrub, etc. [LFJT09]. Therefore, one needs to take a diffusion process into consideration in the
mathematical modelling. This fact leads to the following PDE model:

N, =V - (di(z,t)VN) + F\(N,T,1,0), (z,t) € Q;,
1} =V - (dy(z,t)VT) + @(JAV,AT, Af Aﬁ), (z,t) € Q;, @)
I =V - (d3(z,t)VI) + F3(N,T,1,U), (z,t) € Q;,
U, =V - (dy(z,t)VO) + Fy(N,T,1,U), (z,t) € Q;,

where d;(z,t) represents the space-time dependent diffusion coefficient for each type of component,
:=Qx (0,t) for £ > 0 and Q is a bounded domain in R with C?-boundary S = Q.

The interaction functions Fi, Fy, Fs and F are similar to those in the ODE model (1) (see [CSS92,

KMTP94, KP98]):

(N, T,1,0) = 1 N(1 — i N) — eaTN — az(1 — e 0)N,
AQ(N, T’, A, (7) = Tgf(l - bQT) - CQTT - CgTN - a2(1 - e_U)f,
y(N,T,1,0) = s(z,t) + L — et IT — ki T — a1 (1 — e )T,
a+T
Fy(N,T,I,0) = v(z,t) — kaU.

The various parameters in F; are derived for cell-growth models from the clinical data (see [KMTP94))
and s(z,t) is the injection rate of immune cells while v(z,t) represents the injection rate of external
chemotherapeutic drug. We remark that s(z,t) can be considered a combination of the natural growth
and an injection, and as a result, s(z,t) could be a considered a control variable. However, in this
work we will treat s(z,t) as given and focus only on the drug dosage rate v(z,t) as a control.

For the ODE model (1), De Pillis and Radunskaya in 2003 ([DPRO3]) illustrated a very interest-
ing dynamic of the interaction among normal, tumor and immune cells under the treatment of the
chemotherapeutic drug. They obtained a range of parameters for which the steady-state solution
of the system (1) is stable or unstable. Particularly, they analyzed how the region of tumor cells
changes under the influence of immune cell and chemotherapeutic drug. For the PDE model (2),



Ansarizadeh-Singh-Richards ([ASR17]) in 2017 studied the dynamics of the solution in one-space di-
mension. They obtained similar dynamical stability results for the range of various parameters as
the ODE model (1). Particularly, they proved the Jeff’s phenomenon (see [KMTP94]) observed in
clinical data, which suggests that a tumor might continue to grow after treatment, and then, some
time after treatment has ceased, begin to decrease in size, see [DPRO1]. Another interesting result
was demonstrated in [ASR17], where they numerically showed that in order to slow the growth of the
tumor, the chemotherapeutic drug should be injected near the invasive front of the tumor (optimal
location).

Recently, the author of [Yin22] studied the PDE model (2) for any space dimension. For the nonlinear
system (2) subject to appropriate initial-boundary conditions, the global existence and uniqueness are
established in [Yin22]. Particularly, it is shown that under certain conditions the cancer cells will be
eliminated after a long-time treatment. Moreover, the author of [Yin22] also studied the optimal drug
dosage problem and proved that there exists an optimal amount of drug during a chemotherapeutic
drug treatment for cancer patients.

In this paper we study extended formulation of these existing models, where we assume that the drug
will be injected through the surface of a living tissue at periodic intervals. This will definitely be a
more effective method during a chemotherapeutic drug treatment. For the corresponding nonlinear
reaction-diffusion system, we first prove that there exists a unique global weak solution which is
uniformly bounded. Then the asymptotic behavior of the solution to is studied. In particular, it is
shown that for the extinction of tumor cells, it is sufficient to require that the reproduction rate of
tumor cells is small enough in a short period during each treatment interval (see assumption (H5)).
This somehow aligns well with the observed Jeff’s phenomenon [KMTP94]. Next we turn our attention
to finding the optimal drug injection rate during a chemotherapeutic treatment for cancer patients.
The resulting optimal control problem is complicated due to certain constraints that the number of
normal and immune cells have to remain above a certain level. We use a penalty method to prove
that there exists an optimal drug injection rate for the problem. Moreover, we derive the first order
optimality condition for the optimal solution. This condition will provide an effective way to calculate
the numerical solution for the optimal control problem.

We end this introduction section by emphasizing that our paper aims at a thorough well-posedness
and stability analysis for a RDS model of the form (3)—(4), which arises from cancer treatment. These
analysis are then exploited to investigate an boundary optimal control problem with constraints. There
are plenty of papers modeling tumor-immune actions, where the reaction terms are somewhat different
from what is considered in the current paper, which is due specific and different mechanisms, see e.g.
[ATH'24, ESJY21, LF17] and references therein. We believe that our methods and analysis here can
be well adapted to study to those models, and this will be investigated in future research.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we describe the generalized PDE model for the above
problem. Subsections 2.1 and 2.2 are devoted to the global existence, uniqueness of solutions and their
large time stability, respectively. In Section 3 we investigate the optimal control problem where we
prove the existence of an optimal drug dosage during a chemotherapeutic treatment in subsection 3.1
and derive the optimality condition in subsection 3.2. Some concluding remarks are given in the final
Section 4.



2 The Generalized Mathematical Model

In the derivation of the mathematical model, we assume that the concentration for each type of cells
satisfies a logistic growth model. Moreover, we assume the interaction between various cells and
chemotherapeutic drug have the same pattern as the ODE model (1) with the modification that the
drug treatment occurs on the boundary, and the immune cells also satisfy a logistic growth. With these
assumptions, we see that the concentrations of normal, tumor and immune cells satisfy the following
reaction-diffusion system':

N, =V - (di(z,t, N)VN) + Fy(N,T,1,U), (z,t) € Q;,
= V- (do(z,t, T)VT) + Fo(N, T, I,U), (z,t) € Q;, @
=V (ds(z,t,1)VI) + F3(N,T,I,U), (z,t) € Q;,

Ut V- (da(z,t,U)VU) + F4(N, T, I,U), (z,t) € Q;,

where the nonlinearities F,F5, F3 and Fy are given as follows:

Fl(N,T,I,U)—7'1N(1—b1N)—C4TN—a3(1—€ )N,
F2(N,T,I,U) —TzT(l—bgT)—CQIT—C3TN—CL2(1—6 )T,

pIT 4
F3(N,T,I,U)—T3I(1—b31)+8(.’£ t)—i-?—clIT klI—al(l—e )I, ( )
( )=

Fy(N,T,1,U) = —ko(z,t, N, T, I,U)U,

where r; = ri(z,t,N,T,I,U), i = 1,2,3, is the “coefficient” of the logistic growth for each type of
cells, 1/b;, i = 1,2,3, represents the reciprocal of the maximum capacity, and the consumption rate
ko for the medical drug is assumed to depend on space-time variables and all types of cells.

From clinic practices, the chemotherapeutic drug treatment for patients must be stopped if the con-
centration of normal cells is below a certain level. Therefore, the drug injection should be stopped
if the concentration of normal cells is smaller than a certain level, say, ag > 0, where naturally we
impose 0 < ag < 1/b; which is the capacity of normal cell density. To reflect this fact, we introduce a
Heaviside-like function H(s) which is a C'-function with H(s) = 1 if s > § for some small § > 0 and
H(s) =0if s < 0. The drug injection rate v(x,t) through the boundary is given by

d4V,U(z,t) = v(z,t)H(N — ap), (z,t) € S x (0,00).
Therefore, for the system (3) we prescribe the following initial and boundary conditions:

Z(z,0) = Zy(z), Z € {N,T,I,U}, z €9,
V.Z(z,t) =0, Ze{N,T,I}, (z,t) € S x (0,%), ()
dyV,U(z,t)) = v(z,t)H(N —ag), (z,t) €S x (0,f)

where v is the outward unit normal on S and V, represents the normal derivative on S.

It is our aim to find an optimal drug injection rate v(z,t) through the boundary S during a chemother-
apeutic drug treatment for cancer patients, where the underlying state variables satisfy the nonlinear

1Tt is worthwhile to mention that all results in this paper can be extended to the case where the diffusion coefficients
depend on all concentrations, i.e. d; = d;(z,t,N,T,I,U). We leave the details for the interested reader.



reaction-diffusion system (3)—(5), in the sense that a cost function involving the total mass of tumor
cells is minimized. This leads us to first study the well-posedness for the nonlinear reaction-diffusion
system (3)—(5). These results are themselves of theoretical interest and also provide the tools in the
study of the optimal control problem.

In the following subsection, we briefly show that the system (3)—(5) has a unique global weak solution
which is uniformly bounded in time. Moreover, the weak solution is also regular if all of the coeflicients
in the system (3) are smooth. We also prove in subsection 2.2 that the solution to the system (3)—(5)
converges to the solution of the corresponding steady-state system under certain conditions. In the
sequel, we denote R = [0,00) and we use the following function spaces

L>(Qf) = {u: Q; — R| ess supg_|u(z,t)| < +o0},
C*2(Q) :={u:Q; = R|u(-,t) € C*Q) V¢t € [0, and u(z,-) € CZ([0,%]) Vz € Q}.
The space V2(Q;) is defined through the norm

lullva @y = max |lu@®)|z2@) + IVullr2(g,)-
t€(0,¢]

I

For brevity, a vector function f = (fi, f2, -, fm) belonging in a product space B™ simply means
each component is in the space B, and the exponent m is sometimes omitted.

2.1 Global Existence, Uniqueness and Regularity

In this section we show that the problem (3)—(5) admits a unique global non-negative bounded weak
solution under certain minimum conditions on the coefficients and known data.

The following basic conditions are assumed throughout this section.

(H1) Let d;(z,t,2), i =1,...,4, be such that d;(z,t,-) € C}(R,) uniformly in (z,t) € Q;, di(-,-,2) €
L>®(Q;) for each z € R and £ > 0, and there exists a constant dp such that

0<(50Sdi(.’17,t,2), (:B,t,Z)EQfXR+,i=1,"',4.

Also, for each ¢ > 0, r;(x,t,N,T,I,U) € L*®(Q; x R‘_Il_) is locally Lipschitz continuous w.r.t.
N,T,1,U uniformly in (x,t) € Q;, and there exist constants 79 and Ry such that

0<mo STi(.’L',t,N,T,I,U) <Ry
for all (z,t,N,T,I,U) € Q; x RY..

(H2) For each £ > 0 the functions v(z,t) and s(z,t) are nonnegative a.e. in S x (0,%) and Qy,
respectively, and there exists a constant A; such that

[Vl oo (sx(0,8)) + I8l (@s)) < 41

In addition, the Heaviside-like function H(z) € C'(R) is increasing and satisfies H(z) = 0,z €
(—00,0] and H(z) =1 in [§,00) for a small constant & > 0.

(H3) The initial data (No, Ty, Iy, Up) € L*°(2) are nonnegative.



(H4) The parameters a;,c; and ki, p in the system (3) are positive. Moreover, ko € L®(Q; x R%)
and ka(x,t, N,T,I,U) > ko > 0 for some constant k.

We start with the definition of a weak solution to (3).

Definition 2.1. A non-negative quadruple (N,T,I,U) is called a non-negative weak solution to (3)-
(5) on Q; = Q x (0,%) if for any Z € {N,T,I,U},
Z € Va(Q) N L™®(Qy), 8:Z € L*(0,%; (H' (R))*),
Z(z,0) = Zp(x), a.e. z€Q,
and for any smooth test function ¢ it holds for Z € {N,T,1}, i=1,2,3,

// Oy Z pdxdt + // di(z,t,Z)VZ - Vpdzdt = // F;(N,T,I1,U)pdxdt,
Q¢ Q¢ Q¢
and
// atUcpdwdt-I—// dy(z,t,U)VU - Vpdzdt
Qz Qx

— / / VH(N — ag)pdHdt + / / Fu(N, T, I,U)pdzd.
Sx(0,) Qs

A weak solution is called global when it is a weak solution on Qj for any t>0.

The main result of this subsection is the global existence and boundedness of the solution to (3)—(5).
To do that, we use the following lemma which can be of independent interest. The proof of this lemma
follows from [Ali79], and is postponed to the Appendix A for completeness.

Lemma 2.2. Lettg >0 and 0 < u € L®(Q x (0,t0)) x L2(0,to; H(Q)) satisfy

Ou <V -(§(z,t,u)Vu) +au+b, ze€N,0<t<ty,
é(z,t,u)Vu-n < cu + d(z,t), z € 00,0 < t<ty, (6)
u(z,0) = up(z), x €,

in the weak sense, with ug € L*(Q), 0 < § < d(z,t,2) for all (z,t,2) € Q x (0,%9) xR, d €

L>*(S x (0,tp)), and a,b,c > 0. Then there is a constant L > 0 dependent only on &p,a,b,c,,
2l oo (5x(0,t0))s 1W0llLoo(@)s @nd ||l Loo (040521 (2))s but mot explicitly on to, such that

1wl oo (@ (0,t0)) < L

Theorem 2.3. Assume (H1)—-(H4). There exists a global non-negative, bounded weak solution to (3),
i.e.
”Z”LOQ(QX(O’E)) <oo, VZe {N, T,1, U}, vt > 0.

In addition, if all functions d;,r;,ko,s,v are smooth and the initial data satisfy the compatibility

conditions
V.Zo(x) =0, Z € {N,T,I}, z €8S,

dsV,Up(x) = v(z,0)H(No(z) — ap), z € S,
then the solution is classical in Q; for each t > 0.
Moreover, if for any z € R, and any t > 0, the mapping Q x [0,%] > (z,t) — d;(z,t,2) is Hélder
continuous in each component, then the aforementioned weak solution is unique.

(7)



Proof. Let € > 0. We consider the following approximate system with Z. € {N,, T, I.,U.}

8tZ6 -V (df(xata ZE)VZE) = -F;'s(NE’T&?’I& U€)7 (.’L',t) € Qf:
VN, v=VT.-v=VI v=0, (z,t) € S x (0,9), @
d3VU, - v = v(z,t)H (N, — ao), (z,t) € S x (0,1),
Ze(x,0) = Z. o(x), x €1,
where dZ (z,t,-) € C*°(Q x R) satisfy
%Sdf(m,t,z)§2A2, (w7t7Z)EQEXR+7 i=1,...,4, (9)

sup||d; (-, -, 2) — di(",, 2)||po(@;) — 0 and sup ||d;(z,t,-) — di(z,t,)llcr(my) = O
z€R (iL‘,t)EQ{

as € — 0, with A = max;—1,..48upser, [|di(*;, 2)|lL=(q;), the approximated nonlinearities given by

E(N&Tsa IE) Ue)
14+ &Y |Fj(Ne, Te, I, Ue)|

EE(NE)Teajsa UE) =

—\4
and the initial data 0 < Z. o € (CO"(Q)) satisfies the compatibility (7) and approximates Zy in

(L>(2))*. Since the diffusion coefficients are smooth and the approximated nonlinearities are bounded,
the existence of a global weak solution to (8) can be obtained using the standard Galerkin method.
Moreover, this weak solution is unique, see e.g. [Nit13]. To show the non-negativity of the approxi-
mated solution, we consider the auxiliary system

02 =V - (d; (2,8, Z:)V Z:) = F{ (N, T, I, US)

with the same boundary conditions and initial data as in (8), where 2+ = max{z,0}. The global
existence of a weak solution to this system follows the same way as for (8) since the nonlinearities
still have all the properties as in (8). By multiplying this equation by Z = min{Z,,0} and using the
explicit forms of the nonlinearities in (4) which yield Ff(N;, T, IF, U ) Z; < 0, we have

1d

55”25_“%2(9) +80[[VZZ |72y <0

and consequently
1ZZ )72y < 122561172 (q)-
This shows Z(t) > 0 for all ¢ > 0 thanks to the non-negativity of the initial data. Now by uniqueness

we obtain that the global weak solution to (8) is non-negative.

We now turn to uniform-in-¢ estimates of solutions to (8). Let 0 < tg < #. From the equation of U,

we have
OU: — V - (da(z,t,U:)VU,) < —koUs, T € Q,

dy(z,t,U)VU; - n = v(z,t)H(N: — ag), z €S,
U€(m70) = UE,07 z €.

By integrating over €2, we have
d
- /Q Us.dz + ko /Q U.de < /S v(z, t) H (N — ag)dH < C(H, |S])[[v(t) |13,

7



which leads to
1Uell oo 0,750 (0)) < Ueollzr) + C(H, [S])||v]l Lo (5 (0,t0))-
Now, we can apply Lemma 2.2, we have

1Uell o (x(0,20)) < C1Uolloo (@), Hy IS 1vl| oo (5% (0,0))) - (10)

By using similar arguments for the equations of N, T, I. with the remark that all superlinear order
terms have non-positive sign (see (4)), we get

1Ze(t)|| o) < C(E) < +o00 VE>0, Z € {N,T,I}. (11)
By (10) and (11), ||Fi(Ne, Tt, Ie, Ue) | 12(@;) < C, and standard arguments give
”Z€”V(Q) <C, Z:.€ {NE7TE7I€7UE}'

By Aubin-Lions lemma, we can extract a subsequence, which is still denoted by (N, T, I, Uc) such
that
Z. —» Z strongly in L?(Q;) and weakly in L2(0,#; H'(R)), Z € {N,T,I,U}.

For a smooth test function, we can then pass to the limit € — 0 in the equations
// OvZ-pdxdt + // d; (x,t,Z: )V Z. - Vdrdt = // F{ (N, T., I, U.)pdxdt
Qf Qz Qf
for Z. € {N,T.,I.},i=1,...,3, and
// 0U: pdxdt + // dy(z,t,U:)VU; - Vpdzdt
Qz Qs

- / / vH(N. — ag)pdHdt + / / FS(N., T, I, U.)pdzdt,
Sx(0,) Qx

to finally conclude that (N, T,I,U) is a global non-negative weak solution to (3).

If the diffusion coefficients are Hélder continuous in = and ¢, then the uniqueness of the weak solution
follows from [Nit13].

The standard regularity theory for parabolic equations ([Eval0, Lie96, LSU68]) implies that if all func-
tions and coefficients in (3) are smooth, and the initial data are smooth and satisfy the compatibility
conditions (7), then the solution is also classical. O

2.2 Stability analysis

In this subsection, we first investigate the uniform-in-time boundedness of the weak solution con-
structed in the previous subsection. Recall that from (H2) we know v and s are only bounded on each
finite time interval. For the solutions to be bounded uniformly in time, we need that the constant A;
in (H2) to be time independent, i.e.

[[v] oo (5x[0,00)) T I8l Lo (@x[0,00)) < A1-

Proposition 2.4. Assume (H1)—-(H4) where A; in (H2) is time independent. Then the weak solution
to (3) obtained in Theorem 2.8 is bounded uniformly in time, i.e.

sup || Z(t)||l o) < M < +oo, VZ € {N,I,T,U}.
>0

8



Proof. By the comparison principle, thanks to the non-negativity of solutions, we immediately have
. 1 . 1
limsup ||[N(t)||peo@) < 5=, and limsup || T(t)||ze@) < -
t—o00 bl t—o00 b2

For the bound of U, we first show that ||U|| (0 ¢;z1(q)) 18 bounded uniformly in #o. By integrating
the equation of U in 2, we get

4 / U(,t)dz + ko / U(z,t)de = / o(z, t) H(N — ag)dz < C|S|[lv(t)|| g (s)-
dt Jo Q S

The classical Gronwall inequality gives

/ Uz, t)dz < ot / Uo(z)dz + C|S| sup [[0(t)]| 1= (5 =
Q Q >0 ko

which is the desired bound of U. Now by applying Lemma 2.2, we obtain
lim sup [|U(t)|| oo (@) < +00.
t—o0
For the boundedness of I, we first observe from (4), (H1) and (H2) that
F3(N,T,I,U) < RoI —robsI? + A1+ pI < MI —XMoI? + Ay < A—XI
for some A1, A2, g, x> 0. By the comparison principle
lim sup || 1(¢)]| zoo () < +00
t—00
which finishes the proof of the Proposition. O

Corollary 2.5. Under assumptions (H1)-(H4) where A; in (H2) is time independent, there exists
a mazimal attractor A in LL(Q) for the semigroup {S(t)}i>o defined by S(t) : (No,To, lo,Up) —
(N(),T(t),I(t),U(t)) where (N,T,I,U) is the solution to the system (3)—(5).

Proof. It remains to show that the weak solution to (3) is bounded in C*(2) uniformly in time. For
7 > 0, we define a smooth cut-off function ¢, : R — [0, 1] such that ¢r|(_s -] = 0, @r|jr41,00) = 1,
and |¢)| < C for C independent of 7. From the equations of (3), we get for Z € {N,T,I,U},

875(907-2) -V (dle) = ¢;Z+QDTF1(N9T7I9U)7 z €N t>T,

Vu(dip:Z) =0, zeS,t>1,Ze€{N,T,I}
V. (dyp;U) = vH(ap — N), z €S, t>T,
(orZ)(z,7) =0, z €N

Since the right hand sides of all equations are bounded uniformly-in-time in the L°°-norm, one can
use the De Giorgi-Nash-Moser theory to get (see e.g. [DiB93] Remark 1.1 page 17 and Theorem 1.3
page 78) for any Z € {N,T,I,U},

50 NZ@llon@ < ClehZ + BN LT Dl oxtrriny - <O Vr21,

where the constant C is independent of 7. Therefore,

limsup (| Z(¢)|ca@) < +o0, Z €{N,I,T,U}.
t—o00

Thanks to the compact embedding C*(2) < L3°(£2), we obtain the existence of a maximal attractor
in LL(12), see e.g. [Tem97]. O



Finally, we investigate in more detail the large time dynamics of the system when the injection rate
decays and for each interval of treatment, the reproduction rate of tumor cells is small for certain
amount of time. More precisely, we assume the following.

(H5) It is assumed that
tllglo ||v(t)”L°°(S) =0, (laI:}tf) 3(.’L‘,t) 2 ﬁ >0,

and there are positive constants Ry, L, £ € (0,L), Ky € N such that for all j > K,

sup |ro(z,t,Z)| < Ry Vte (jL—¢&,4L).
zeQ,ZeRi

The last condition in (H5) means that for each interval of treatment ((j — 1)L, jL), the reproduction
rate is required to be small only on an interval of size £ € (0,L) which is (jL — &, jL). This might be
explained as the drug takes a certain time, namely the time interval ((j — 1)L, jL —&), to start showing
effect on the reproduction rate of tumor cells. Consequently, the number of tumor cells can grow, at
most linearly (see Theorem 2.7), on the interval (( — 1)L, jL — &), but eventually decays to zero as
t — oco. This is in fact consistent with Jeff’s phenomenon ([DPR01]) mentioned in the introduction,
see Figure 1.

— Number of tumor cells
‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ Tumor reproduction rate r }

Time

Figure 1: The behavior of number of tumor cells, i.e. the L'-norm of T, (the blue dashed line) against
its reproduction rate rg (the red solid line) in the time interval [0, 15]. Here we choose the treatment
interval L = 1. The growth rate ry(z,t) = r2(t) depends continuous on time and is defined by: for
each natural number k € N, r(t) = 1.1 for k <t <k +0.6, 7(t) = 107* for k+ 0.7 <t < k+ 1, and
r(t) is linear on (k + 0.6,k + 0.7). Here we notice the Jeff’s phenomenon: the number of tumor cells
grows in some intervals where the reproduction rate is large, but decays where the reproduction rate
is small, and eventually the number of tumors decreases to 0.
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Lemma 2.6. Assume (H1)-(H5) with A; in (H2) is time independent. Then for any 1 < p < oo
Jim [[U(#)]| o @) =0

Proof. By multiplying the equation of U in (3) by UP~!, p > 2, and using similar arguments as in
Theorem 2.3 we obtain

d
UL ) < =Cp(ko = [[0@®)ll o= s)NUILp 0y + Cllvllzoe(s)-
By using Gronwall’s lemma,then applying the decay of v in (H5) we obtain finally
Jlim [[U(#)]|e (@) =0
O

Finally, we show that the if the reproduction rate of the tumor cells is eventually small then they will
decay to zero in large time.

Theorem 2.7. Assume (H1)-(H5) with A; in (H2) time independent. Assume moreover that
infq In(x) > 0. Then there are positive constants R, and 7. = 7«(Rs) such that if Ry in (H5)
satisfies Ry < R, then

ITOllo ) < Ce™, Ve

for some constants C,k > 0.
Proof. From the equation of I in (3) and (H5),

IT
Ol =V - (da(w,t, ))VI) + (rabal +exT + ko)l = s(a, 1) + 2o > 8

for all (z,t) € Q x (0,+00). Note that r3bsI + 1T + k; is bounded uniformly in time and space.
Let d(z,t) = ds(z,t,I), R(z,t) = r3bs] + a1T + k1, G(z,t) = s(z,t) + pIT/(a+T) > B > 0, and
K = ||R||p~(q)- Suppose y(t) solves

y'(t) =B — Ky(t), y(0)=0.

Then the comparison principle implies

I(z,t) > y(t) 2= % >0 forallzeq.
Thus
o e S '
htn—l)gf:yelsfl I(z,t) >y>0 (12)

Turning to the equation of T" in (3) on the time interval ((j — 1)L, jL — &), j > Ko, we have
T <V - (da(z,t, T)VT) + ro(x,t, N, T,I,U)T.
Using the assumption that ro < Ry uniformly in all variables, and thanks to Theorem 2.3,

lim sup ||T'(¢)| Lo () < w < +00
t—o0

11



we can then use comparison principle to get
IT @)L < I1T(G — D)z (@) + wRo(t — (G —1)L), vt € ((F — 1)L, jL = ¢).
In particular, it holds
ITGL = Ollzoe() < NT(G = DL)llzeo) +wRo(L =€) Vi= Ko+ 1. (13)
For t € (jL —¢&,jL), we use (H5) and the lower bound (12) to get
0T <V - (da(z,t, T)VT) + (re — coI)T < V - (do(z, t, T)VT) + (Rp — coy)T.
Therefore, for Ry < R, := ca27, it follows that
1T oo () < e %+ (t=UL=0) |7 (jL - Ellze), Vte ([JL-¢E,iL),

and in particular
IT(GL) | @) < e 4 ITGL — Ol Vi > Ko+ 1. (14)

From (13) and (14) we obtain
ITGL) | zoe () < € CIT((F = VL)oo () + e **wRo(L =€) Vi = Ko+ 1.

Thanks to this, for large enough L and £ sufficiently close to L, we have

} 1 . :
1Tz @) < SIT((G = DU lze(@) Vi 2 Ko,

which implies the exponential decay of T'(t) for large enough ¢ > 0. O

3 The optimal injection rate of chemotherapeutic drug

Throughout this section, we assume the nonnegative initial data for (3) is fixed and bounded. Let
tp be a fixed time and fix a constant Ay which is larger than A; in (H2) for all £. We introduce an
admissible set

Uga = {v € L*(S x (0,%9)) | Ao > v(z,t) > 0a.e. in S x (0,%0)}.

For each v € U,q4, under assumptions in Theorem 2.3 there exists a unique bounded solution to (3),
which allows us to define the solution map

S : Ua = (L®( x (0, t0)))*
v—>Sk)=(N,T,1,U).

In the following, we will write S(v)(Z) = Z for Z € {N,T,I,U}. Let

Ao = /Q No(z)dz, Bo= /Q Io(z)de

where Ny and Iy are the given nonnegative initial data, and define
A®) = [ SNz, t)dz,
Q
B(t) = / S(w)(I)(z, t)dz.
Q

12



During a chemotherapeutic drug treatment, one of the main goals is to find the optimal drug injection
rate v(z,t) which will minimize the total amount of tumor cells at ¢y. This leads to an optimal control
problem in which v(z,t) is the control variable.

For every v € U,4, we define the cost functional as follows:

Iw) = [ SET)(@,to)do + Aol (sx(0a0);

where A > 0 is a given regularization parameter.

In practice, during a chemotherapeutic drug treatment for cancer patients, we have to make sure that
the normal and immune cells maintain an acceptable level. Hence we impose the constraints

/N(w,t)dm2a0>0 and /I(m,t)debo>0fort€[O,tg],
Q Q

where 0 < a9 < Ap and 0 < by < By. It is important to note that for given ty > 0, s(x,t) and the
set of parameters and initial data in (3), it seems not possible to randomly select the values ag and by
above. As a result, we assume

(H6) ap and by are values for which there exists at least one v € U,q so that

/ S)(N)(z,t)dz > ag >0 and / S)(I)(z,t)dz > by > 0 fort € [0,8].  (15)
Q Q

Note that thanks to the continuity of solution in time, we can obtain (H6) if ¢, > 0 is sufficiently
small.

Now we can state the following optimal control problem:
Find u(z,t) € U,q such that

Ju; N, T,I,U) = infy(z )ev,q J(v; N, T,1,U0), (P)
subject to the constraint (15).

3.1 Existence of an optimal solution

The main result in this section is the following theorem.

Theorem 3.1. Let (H1)—-(H4) and (H6) hold. Moreover, for any z € R, and any t > 0, the mapping
Q x [0, 3 (x,t) — di(x,t,2) is Hélder continuous in each component. Then there exists a function
u € U,q solving the optimal control problem (P).

Proof. Define
My = min{ag, b} > 0.

Due to the constraint (15), we introduce an indicator function (penal function) 5(z):

0, ifz> M,
Blz) = { oo, otherwise.

The indicator function will ensure that the drug injection will be stopped immediately once the amount
of either normal cells or immune cells is below the acceptable level. Since the cost functional J is not
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continuous, we make a smooth approximation with a small £ > 0, denoted by 5.(z), for the indicator
function B(z) by defining a smooth nonincreasing convex function S(z) on [0,00) such that B:(z) =0

if z> My + € and B:(My) = % Consider the following approximate cost functional:

te[0,to]

J(v; N,T,1,U) = J(v; N, T, I, U)+5€< inf { /Q Ni(z,)dz, /Q I(x,t)dx}).

The cost functional J (v;N,T,1,U) is nonnegative, but not necessarily convex. However, we can still
define
Jo= inf J(v;N,T,I,U).

vEU L4

From (H6), we know each Jj is finite as long as the constrain condition is satisfied. In addition, the
construction of 3. implies that for each n € N there exists u,, € U,q such that

Jo < J(un; N, T,I,U) < Jy + 1/n,

where we choose € = % As a result,

J(un; N, T,1,U) = J(un; N, T,1,U)

for all n € N. Let Ny, Ty, I,,U, be the solution to (3) associated with v = wu,. The results of the
previous section imply this set {(Ny, T, In, Uy) | n € N} is componentwise nonnegative and uniformly
sup norm bounded, and the constrain (15) is satisfied for all n € N. Moreover,

nlggo J(un; Nern? In? Un) = Jo.

Now, due to the construction of J we know the functions u,, are uniformly sup norm bounded. There-
fore, there exists a function u(z,t) € L*°(Sy,) such that

u, = u weakly in L?(S;,)

and
U, > u  weakly-* in L%°(S},).

So, similar to the proof of Corollary 2.5 in the previous section, we know the sequence {(Ny, T, I, Upn)}
is bounded in C%*/2(Q x [0,19]), which is compactly embedded in C(Q x [0,%p]). Therefore, there
exists a subsequence, still denoted by (N, T}, I, U,), which converges to a limit (N*,7* I*,U*) in
C(Q x [0,tg]) with respect to the sup norm. Consequently,

Fy(Np, Ty, I,,Uy,) = E;(*N,T*, I*,U*) in C(Q x [0,%,]) as n — oo,

for each ¢ = 1,2,3,4. Note that a weak solution for U,(z,t) in Qy, satisfies the following integral
identity:

¢ ¢
/ ’ / [~Unw; + dy VU, - Vw|dzdt + / ’ / unH(Ny, — ag)wdHdr
0 Q 0 S

t
— / ’ / Fy(Np, T, LUy Jwdzdt + / Uo(z)w(z, 0)dz,
0 Q Q

14



for all test function w(z,t) € H(0,to; L2(Q)) N L%(0,to; H*(Q)) with w(z,ty) = 0. Since

vuU, = VU*, weakly in L%(Qy,);
Fy(Np, Ty, I, Uy) — Fy(N*, T*, I*,U"), strongly in L!(Q, ).

It follows that U*(x,t) is a weak solution to the equation of U in (3). Thus, we see the boundary
condition (5) for U* is satisfied. Similarly, the other boundary condition is also satisfied. Consequently,
we see that (N*, T, I*,U*) is a weak solution of the system (3)—(5) corresponding to the limit control
u(z,t). This concludes the proof of the existence of an optimal control function u(z,t). O

3.2 The first-order optimality condition

In this section we will derive the optimality condition. The crucial step is to find the Gateaux
derivatives of the the cost function J and the solution map S with respect to the injection rate
v(z,t). In order to do that, we first show that the solution map S is continuous provided the
diffusion coefficients are Holder continuous

Lemma 3.2. Assume (H1)-(H4), and the mapping Qx[0,%] > (z,t) — d;(z,t, 2) is Hélder continuous
in each component for any z € R and any t > 0. Then the solution map S is continuous from U,q to
(L>®(Q2 x (0,t0)))%.

Proof. Let {uy, }n>1 be asequence in Uy,q such that u, — win L*(2x(0,tp)). Denote by (Ny, Ty, In, Uy)
S(up). Similarly to the proof of Theorem 3.1, there is a subsequence {ny} C {n} such that

(N, Ty Ing» Uny ) 2225 (N*, T, T*,U*)  in (L°(Q x (0, %)))*

where (N*,T*,I*,U*) = S(u). Thanks to the Holder continuity of the coefficients, we can apply
Theorem 2.3 to get the uniqueness of (N*,T*,I*,U*), and therefore, we have the convergence of the
whole sequence {(Ny, Ty, In, Up) }n>1. This is precisely the continuity of the solution map S and the
proof is complete. O

Suppose u(z,t) € U,q is the optimal control and (N,T,I,U) is the corresponding solution of the
system (3), i.e. (N,T,1,U) = S(u). Let

w(z,t) = u(z,t) + ev(z,t) € Uy, Ve > 0.

Thanks to the continuity of S, we can choose ¢ sufficiently small such that the constrain (15) holds.
Using similar arguments in the proof of Theorem 3.1, we get

lim(N., Ts, I, U.) = (N, T, I,U)
e—0

in the weak sense of V5(Qy,) and strongly in L?(Qy,). Define

g_N-N. 5 T-T. ; I-L ,_ U-U
e e e ’ e
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After a routine calculation, we see that (N , T, I , U ) satisfies the following system in the weak sense:

VbR = SN + I byt + ST + o0,
~VLVT) = TGN+ T2 @D+ D2+ T @)D, o
VsV = TGN+ ST+ TN + S 68)0,
VIO = I 048+ Dk ahyn + Tty + T80,

where 02 is in between Z and Z. for Z € {N,T,I,U}. Moreover, (N, T, I,U) satisfies the initial and
boundary conditions o
(N,T,I,U)|t=0 = (0,0,0,0), x € Q,
V.(N,T,1) = (0,0,0), (z,t) € S x (0, %), (17)
dyV,U = v(z,t)H(N. — ag) + uH'(0)N,

where H’ is the derivative of H and, 6 is a mean-value between N — ap and N, — ag. Thanks to the
boundedness of Z and Z., Z € {N,T,I,U}, we have for i =1,2,3,4,

6—N( N)v a—T(OT)v W(OI)v 6U( U)

are all bounded. We can use the energy method to obtain
||N||V2(Qt0) + ”T”VQ(QtO) + ||f||V2(QtO) + ||ﬁ||V2(QtO) < C?

where C depends only on known data, but not on €. The compactness argument implies that there
exists (N*,T*,I*,U*) such that, up to a subsequence,

lim(N,T,I,0) = (N*,T*,I*,U*) strongly in L(Q x (0,%)).

e—0
It follows from H'(0) = fol H'(TN: 4+ (1 — 7)N — ag)dt that
lim H'(6) = H'(N —ag)  in L2(S x (0,%0))-
We summarize the above derivation to obtain the following optimality condition.

Theorem 3.3. Let u(z,t) be the optimal injection rate and (N, T,I,U) is the corresponding solution
of the system (3). Then for any v(z,t) € U,q, there exists a vector function (N*,T*,I*,U*) which is
a weak solution to the linear system (16)—(17) with the last condition in (17) replaced by

dsV,U* = v(z,t)H(N — ag) + uH'(N — ag)N*.

4 Conclusion

In this paper we studied a reaction-diffusion system arising from a cancer treatment, where the drug
is injected from the boundary of the domain under the condition that number of normal cells is above
a certain level. We first show the global existence of a unique bounded weak solution by using energy
method, then show that there exists a maximal attractor. Moreover, if the reproduction rate of tumor
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cells is eventually small, then it is proved that they die out in large time, despite possible temporal
increasing due to Jeff’s phenomenon. Finally, an optimal control problem is posed with the aim of
finding the optimal dosage of the drug is investigated. By a penalty method, we showed the existence
of an optimal solution. This result could be potentially used by medical practitioners to design an
automatic drug deliver device during a tumor treatment for patients. More study with clinical data is
needed for potential applications in clinics, for instance the presence of Jeff’s phenomenon or numerical
simulations with real clinical data.

Acknowledgement. B.Q. Tang received funding from the FWF project “Quasi-steady-state approx-
imation for PDE”, number I-5213. This work is partially supported by NAWI Graz.

A Proof of Lemma 2.2

The proof uses the ideas from [Ali79]. For k € N, multiplying (6) by u2"~1 leads to

1d ok 2k —1 b1, |2
2—@/& do+ Sy 50/9‘V(u )

ga/ u2’“dx+b/ u2’“—1dx+c/u2’“d7¢+ ||d||Loo(SX(O’T))/uzk_ldH.
Q Q S S

dzr

Using
2k_1 b b2F—1) [
b/ﬂu dz < T + = /Qu da,
ke 1S|lldll oo (sx (0,¢ ]| Lo (s (0.2 —1 .
lldll Lo (s 0,) /S u? TldH < ) (5x0t) | ( x<2ko)> / % g
we get
2_’9E/Qu dm+22k_250/9‘v(u ) dﬂ?SCO/Qu da:-l—Cl/Su dH + 555

where C, C1, Cy depend only on a, b, c, 2], |S| and ||d|| fec(sx(0.t0))- It follows from this

]. d 2k 2];;-1 2
5%/Qu dx+50/Q(V(u )

Denote by uy := =u2"" and G} == max{Cy, C1}2F~1 we get

dz < Cy2k1 / w? dz + C 281 / W dH + Cy.
Q S

1d

——/ uidx+50/ Vg 2de < ck/ |uk|2dm+Ck/ lu|2dH + Ca. (18)
2dt Jo Q Q S

By the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality, for any ¢ > 0, it holds

2
/ lo[dz < < / Vo2dz + Co ey ™ ( / |v|d:c) ,
Q

for some Cq, depending only on {2 and n. We combine this with the trace interpolation inequality

for any € > 0
2 2 Con 2
/|v| d’HSs/ |V dac—i——/ |v|“dz
S Q € Q

< (5+M>/ Volds 4+ 2050 (/ |v|d:c>
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Now we choose

50 _ (506 (50)2 1 _
—_— < - = _—
C and &g 8CanCh = ( 3 CQnC

Note that by enlarging Cq ,, sufficiently, we have £9C}, < %0. Therefore

2
Ch / lug[2dz + Ci / g 2dH < 2 / [VuiPde + Co . (CFF +Cp*?) ( / |uk|dx> + 0.
Q s 4 Jo Q

Thus we have

2dt/ g [2da + 2 /|Vuk|2dac<Ck (/ |uk|dac) +Cy

where Cj, ~ (2"*2)k. Adding both sides with (§o/2) Jq luk?dz and using the Gagliardo-Nirenberg
inequality again, we arrive at

d - 2
E/ |uk|2d93+50/ |ug|*dz < Cy (/ |uk|d93> +C2
Q Q Q

with Cy ~ (2"72)k. An application of the classical Gronwall inequality yields for any ¢ € (0,o)

~ t 2
/ g () P < &0t / (g (0)%dz + G / e90(t=s) ( / |uk(s)|d:c) ds+%
Q 0

/|u;c |2dx+—< sup /|u;c |dw> +—
s€(0,t0)

261 again, and taking the root of order 2% we obtain

Replacing up = u

1/2k C 9 o 1/2k
sup /u2k(t)dm / |u0|2 dx+ — | sup /u2k_1(s)dx + 22
t€(0,t0) /2 %0 \se(0,t0) do

By denoting Qi the left hand side of this inequality, we get

C Cy 1/2F
k
Qr < (IIuOIILooIQI +2EQE, + ) :

Thus, with C3 = Q| + 65" + C26; " + 1, we have

max{Qx, [[uo|| o (), 1} < max{Qx_1, [[uo|| o (), 1}C&/* CH*".

Thus, by Cj ~ (27+2)*

k
max{Qy, [[uo|l L (), 1} < max{Qo, [[ullz=(q), 1} H lenkiiene
k=1

Dok (1/25) k
< Cymax{||ul| Lo (0,605 ()5 w0l oo ()3 1}

with C4 depending only on a,b,¢, ||d||ze(sx(0,7)), 2 and n. Letting k — oo, we obtain finally the
desired estimate of the lemma.
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