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OPTIMAL CONTROL FOR A CLASS OF LINEAR TRANSPORT-DOMINATED

SYSTEMS VIA THE SHIFTED PROPER ORTHOGONAL DECOMPOSITION ∗

Tobias Breiten1, Shubhaditya Burela1 and Philipp Schulze1

Abstract. Solving optimal control problems for transport-dominated partial differential equations
(PDEs) can become computationally expensive, especially when dealing with high-dimensional sys-
tems. To overcome this challenge, we focus on developing and deriving reduced-order models that can
replace the full PDE system in solving the optimal control problem. Specifically, we explore the use
of the shifted proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) as a reduced-order model, which is particularly
effective for capturing high-fidelity, low-dimensional representations of transport-dominated phenom-
ena. Furthermore, we propose two distinct frameworks for addressing these problems: one where the
reduced-order model is constructed first, followed by optimization of the reduced system, and another
where the original PDE system is optimized first, with the reduced-order model subsequently applied
to the optimality system. We consider a 1D linear advection equation problem and compare the com-
putational performance of the shifted POD method against the conventional methods like the standard
POD when the reduced-order models are used as surrogates within a backtracking line search.
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1. Introduction

In this work, we discuss the use of reduced-order methods for optimal control problems for transport-
dominated phenomena, associated for example with a linear first-order hyperbolic partial differential equation
(PDE) of the form

∂ty(x, t) = Ay(x, t) + (Bu(t))(x), (x, t) ∈ Q := Ω× [0, tf ]

y(x, 0) = y0(x), x ∈ Ω := [0, ℓ] ⊂ R,
(1)

minimizing a standard quadratic tracking type cost functional

J (y, u) =
1

2

∫ tf

0

∫
Ω

(y(x, t)− yd(x, t))
2
dx dt+

µ

2

∫ tf

0

∥u(t)∥2Rnc dt. (2)

Our main focus will be on (a spatially discretized version of) the case A = −v ∂
∂x , i.e., the linear transport

equation. We further make the following assumptions. The number of controls nc is finite and for fixed t we
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search for u(t) ∈ Uad := Rnc . For simplicity, we assume the control operator B to be bounded, i.e., it holds that
B ∈ L(Rnc , L2(Ω)). For the desired state, we assume yd ∈ L2(0, tf ; Ω) and the regularization parameter µ > 0
to be positive.

Optimal control problems of an abstract form as in (1)-(2) are well understood and detailed treatises can
be found in, e.g., the monographs [23, 50]. First-order necessary optimality conditions can be derived in a
straightforward way by means of the formal Lagrange method and lead to the adjoint equation

−∂tλ(x, t) = A∗λ(x, t) + y(x, t)− yd(x, t),

λ(x, tf ) = 0,

µu(t) + B∗λ(·, t) = 0,

(3)

where λ denotes the adjoint or co-state and B∗ : L2(Ω) → Rnc is the adjoint of B.
PDE-constrained optimal control problems are often hard to solve numerically as they lead to large-scale

optimization problems, in particular for higher spatial dimensions and/or in cases where a fine discretization is
required. For this reason, one is interested in mathematical methods that reduce the complexity of the underlying
dynamical system and to speed up its simulation by using reduced-order models (ROMs), see, e.g., [9] for an
overview also including linear quadratic optimal control problems. While for parabolic problems, the use of
ROMs for linear quadratic control problems is rather standard by now, hyperbolic problems still pose significant
challenges as they exhibit a slower decay of the Kolmogorov n-width [18], rendering many conventional reduced
order modeling methods ineffective.

The main goal of this work is to construct ROMs for (1) and (3) specifically utilizing the shifted proper
orthogonal decomposition (sPOD) [43] method. This method alleviates the issue of the slow decay of the
Kolmogorov n-width, and we aim to study its impact within the context of optimal control. Over the past
three decades, significant progress has been made in developing efficient model order reduction (MOR) methods
for optimal control problems, with a particular focus on projection-based methods. These methods rely on
projecting the dynamical system onto subspaces consisting of basis elements that contain characteristics of the
expected solution. The reduced basis (RB) [9] method is one of such kind which constructs a low-dimensional
reduced basis space that is spanned by the snapshots of the original solution. The reduced basis approximation
is then efficiently obtained by Galerkin projection onto this space. Early research on RB methods for optimal
control, such as [27, 39], focused on flow problems, while later studies [36, 37] extended RB methods to the
optimal control of parametrized problems. Another MOR technique, balanced truncation (BT), transforms the
state-space system into a balanced form, where the controllability and observability Gramians are diagonal and
equal, allowing states that are hard to observe and hard to reach to be truncated. Applications of balanced
truncation to PDE control problems have been explored in works such as [8, 44].

Probably the most widely used MOR method for linear or non-linear optimal control problems is proper
orthogonal decomposition (POD). Early applications of POD in optimal control can be traced back to [33, 40],
where its use in fluid flow control was explored. POD has also been effectively employed to compute reduced-
order controllers [41] with nonlinear observers [7] and to design model predictive controllers [3, 17]. In many
optimal control problems, it is often necessary to compute a feedback control law instead of a static optimal
control. POD-based reduced order models have been successfully applied to address such problems as well
[35]. Additionally, there has been considerable research on error analysis for POD-based reduced-order models
in optimal control. This includes analysis for nonlinear dynamical systems [24], abstract LQ systems [25],
parabolic problems [22, 47], and elliptic problems [28]. A comparison of a posteriori error estimators for RB
and POD methods in linear-quadratic optimal control problems was conducted in [48]. Furthermore, numerous
successful applications of POD-based optimal control have been demonstrated in fields such as fluid dynamics
and aerodynamic shape optimization [14,26], chemistry [4], microfluidics [5], and finance [46].

One challenge with using the POD approach in optimal control problems is that the basis must be precom-
puted based on a reference control which may differ significantly from the final optimal control. As a result,
the suboptimal control derived from the POD model may not provide a good approximation of the full-order
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optimal control. To address this, several adaptive strategies have been developed [1,2,41] that update the POD
basis during the optimization process. Some of these methods have established strong mathematical foundations
over the years, such as the optimality system POD (OSPOD) [34] and trust region POD (TRPOD) [6]. OSPOD
addresses the issue of unmodeled dynamics by updating the POD basis in the direction that minimizes the cost
functional, ensuring that the POD-reduced system is computed from the trajectory associated with the optimal
control. Convergence results and a-posteriori error estimates for OSPOD have been studied in [19, 32]. TR-
POD, on the other hand, manages model approximation quality within a trust-region framework by comparing
the predicted reduction with the actual reduction in the model function value. TRPOD has also seen notable
applications in recent years [10,51].

Until now, it has been assumed that POD approximations of the state are sufficiently accurate when using
a small POD basis, and in many PDEs, particularly those with a faster decay of the Kolmogorov n-width, a
low-dimensional subspace with low approximation error can indeed be effectively captured using POD. However,
for problems where the Kolmogorov n-width decays slowly, the trial subspace constructed with POD may no
longer remain low-dimensional. This issue is especially prevalent when dealing with transport-dominated fluid
systems (TDFS), such as propagating flame fronts or traveling acoustic and shock waves [30]. To address the
challenge posed by slowly decaying singular values, new MOR methods for TDFS have been developed in recent
years. One such method is the shifted POD (sPOD) [31, 43], which forms a nonlinear projection framework
to capture the high-dimensional space, followed by constructing the reduced-order approximation via Galerkin
projection [11, 12]. Other MOR techniques for TDFS include [45], which uses transport reversal and template
fitting; [38], which employs transport maps; and [30], which approximates the field variable using a front shape
function and a level set function for efficient model reduction.

From here onwards, and to focus on the key aspects of our contribution, instead of the continuous system
(1), we consider a semi-discrete model corresponding to a discretization of the spatial domain Ω into m grid
points. The approximated PDE in terms of the discretized state variable q(t) ∈ Rm and the control u(t) ∈ Rnc

now reads:
q̇(t) = Aq(t) +Bu(t),

q(0) = q0,
(4)

where A ∈ Rm×m is the discrete periodic approximation of the linear advection operator A := −v ∂
∂x with

v being a constant advection velocity and B ∈ Rm×nc is the discrete approximation of the control operator
B. In particular, we assume the continuous control term (B(x)u)(t) to be given as

∑nc

k=1 Bk(x)uk(t) where Bk

are control shape functions and uk are the control intensities. We then minimize the spatially discrete cost
functional

J (q, u) =
1

2

∫ tf

0

∥C(q(t)− qd(t))∥2Rp + µ ∥u(t)∥2Rnc dt (5)

where qd is the target state vector and C = diag
(√

dx√
2
,
√
dx, . . . ,

√
dx,

√
dx√
2

)
∈ Rm×m is the discrete weighting

associated with the trapezoidal sum approximation of the L2(Ω)-norm when using a uniform grid spacing dx.
For the linear semi-discretized finite-dimensional optimal control problem, necessary optimality conditions are
well-known and read

OCFOM :=



q̇ = Aq +Bu, (6a)

q(0) = q0, (6b)

−ṗ = A⊤ p+ C⊤C(q − qd), (6c)

p(tf ) = 0, (6d)

µu+B⊤p = 0. (6e)

The equations (6c), (6d) and (6e) can also be viewed as the semi-discretized finite-dimensional approximation
of (3). At this point, it is important to note that the necessary optimality conditions still scale with the
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dimension m of the full order model (FOM). As discussed earlier, we can replace the FOM with ROMs to solve
the optimal control problem. In doing so, we have the option of employing either the first optimize then reduce
(FOTR) framework or the first reduce then optimize (FRTO) framework when using MOR methods for solving
the problem. With this context in mind, the following are the contributions of this paper:

• We derive the necessary optimality conditions for the sPOD-Galerkin (sPOD-G) method for both the
FRTO and the FOTR frameworks which especially in the first case becomes non-trivial since the sPOD-
G method itself generically results in a non-linear set of equations.

• We comment on the commutativity of the two presented frameworks for the sPOD-G method both with
respect to theoretical but also numerical aspects. While commutativity results for the POD-G method
have already been investigated [23], to the best of our knowledge, no such study is available for the
sPOD-G method.

• We propose algorithmic simplifications and improvements to the frameworks with the sPOD-G method
by exploiting specific structures in the PDE model to speed up the computation required for solving
the optimal control problem. Although such simplifications are problem-specific, nevertheless, they
serve as a first crucial step in making the sPOD-G method computationally comparable to other model
reduction methods.

• We examine a 1D linear advection test case, comparing the results in terms of reduced order dimension,
convergence behavior, and computational time for both the sPOD-G and POD-G methods. Here, the
reduced order models are used as computationally cheap surrogates within a line search that generally
requires multiple evaluations of the forward model for finding a descent direction.

In Section 2, we begin by outlining the foundational concepts for the MORmethods used in this work, specifically
the POD-G and sPOD-G methods. We briefly recall the (well-known) necessary optimality conditions for the
POD-G method in Section 3.1 and subsequently derive the sPOD-G in Section 3.2 in detail. In Section 4 we
discuss the algorithmic details, along with specific simplifications and improvements. Numerical results for
the 1D linear advection equation, including a comprehensive comparison and timing analysis, are presented in
Section 5. Finally, we summarize our findings in Section 6.

Notation

Matrices are denoted by upper case letters, vectors are denoted by lower case letters. The symbols ⟨·, ·⟩, and
∥·∥ denote the Euclidean inner product and norm, respectively. The space of real m× n matrices is denoted by
Rm×n. Moreover, the abbreviation blkdiag refers to a block diagonal matrix constructed as:

blkdiag(C1, . . . , Cn) :=

C1

. . .

Cn


where C1, . . . , Cn are arbitrary matrices of arbitrary sizes. For brevity, we often omit the explicit t dependencies
of all vectors and matrices. For an arbitrary parameter-dependent matrix C(p), its derivative (with respect to
the parameter p) is denoted as C ′(p) or, in short, simply C ′. For 3-tensors arising from derivatives of parameter-
dependent matrices encountered in our work, we simply use the operation (′) on the matrix itself, most commonly
as C ′ or (C⊤)′. If clear from the context, all 3-tensors are multiplied from the appropriate side such that the
common dimension with a vector is contracted to form a matrix. Given an arbitrary tensor C ′ ∈ Rr1×r2×r3 and
an arbitrary vector a ∈ Rr2 , the result will be C = C ′a ∈ Rr1×r3 . We also abuse the notation by using the same
variables while describing the FOTR and FRTO framework. Since these frameworks are described distinctly
and hold no similarity unless otherwise stated, the symbols and notations concerning them should be treated
distinctly as well. In the POD-G method an arbitrary quantity c is subscripted as cp for the state equation and
cpa for the adjoint equation. Similarly in the sPOD-G method, we use cs for the state equation and csa for the
adjoint equation.
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2. Model order reduction methods

2.1. POD-Galerkin method

The POD approximates the quantity y(x, t) from (1) as:

y(x, t) =

p∑
i=1

ϕi(x)αi(t) (7)

where ϕi(x) are the spatial basis functions and αi(t) are the time coefficients. Subsequently, after discretizing we
extract optimal basis vectors from a collection of snapshots. The snapshot matrix Q = [q(t1), · · · , q(tn)] ∈ Rm×n

comprises of snapshots q(tj) computed from solving (4) arranged in a column-wise fashion for each time step
tj where j = 1, . . . , n. The single entries of each column correspond to approximations of the original PDE
solution at the spatial grid points. The POD method approximates the snapshot matrix Q with the help of the
singular value decomposition (SVD)

Q ≈ QPOD = UpΣp(Vp)
⊤ . (8)

Here, p ≪ min(n,m) is the truncation rank, Σp = diag(σ1, . . . , σp) is a diagonal matrix containing the leading p
singular values σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ · · · ≥ σp of Q and Up ∈ Rm×p and Vp ∈ Rn×p satisfy U⊤

p Up = Ip and V ⊤
p Vp = Ip. The

POD yields the best rank-p approximation of the snapshot matrix Q with respect to the Frobenius norm [15].
Once the basis is computed we then perform Galerkin projection on (4) and obtain the dynamical reduced order
model in terms of the POD amplitudes ap:

ȧp = U⊤
p AUpap + U⊤

p Bu,

ap(0) = U⊤
p q0.

(9)

Once ap is obtained by simulating the system (9) it is lifted with the basis vector Up and the approximation
obtained is given as

q(t) ≈ Upap(t). (10)

2.2. sPOD-Galerkin method

The sPOD was introduced in [43] and further algorithmic developments were presented in [11,12,29,31,42].
The sPOD method decomposes y(x, t) using a non-linear decomposition ansatz:

y(x, t) =

K∑
k=1

T kyk(x, t) with yk(x, t) =

pk∑
i=1

ϕki (x)α
k
i (t) (11)

into multiple co-moving quantities yk(x, t) where T k are the continuous transport operators that transform
the co-moving quantities into the reference frame. In our work we consider the transport operators to perform
shift transformations as T kyk(x, t) = yk(x − ∆k(t), t) where ∆k(t) are the continuous time-dependent shifts.
Subsequently, after discretization we construct the snapshot matrix Q ∈ Rm×n and decompose it into multiple
co-moving fields {Qk ∈ Rm×n}k=1,...,K as:

Q ≈ QsPOD :=

K∑
k=1

T zk

Qk . (12)

Here, T zk

: Rm×n → Rm×n are the discretized transport operators that implement a discrete time-dependent
shift zk ∈ Rn on Q:

T zk

Q =
[
T̄ zk

1 q(t1), . . . , T̄
zk
nq(tn)

]
∈ Rm×n,
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where T̄ zk

: Rm → Rm are the discrete transport operators acting on the individual columns of Q.

Remark 2.1. In our numerical experiments, T̄ zk

: Rm → Rm are constructed by using Lagrange polynomials of
order 5, which introduce an error of the order O(h6). This comparably high order of the polynomial interpolants
is chosen as we observed small errors in the shifting process to impact the overall convergence of the optimal
control loop.

The idea behind sPOD is that for transport-dominated systems the ansatz (12) can decompose the snapshot
data more efficiently than POD as the transported quantity remains stationary in the co-moving data frame.
For clarity, we refer to the following motivational example:

Motivational example 1. 1 We consider the advection equation shown in (6a) with initial condition q(x, 0) =
exp(−(xi−L/20)2/0.01) and solve it on a discrete grid xi = ih for i = 1, . . . ,m where (x, t) ∈]0, L]× [0, T [. The
spatial domain length is L = 10m and the temporal domain is T = 10 s. We discretize the spatial and temporal
domain into m = 2000 and n = 2000 equidistant points respectively. Figure 1 shows the discrete traveling wave
solution of the advection equation for the constant advection velocity v = 0.9 m/s along with the corresponding
singular value decay of the solution. It also shows the shifted stationary wave profile and its singular value
decay. We observe that the singular value decay of the traveling wave is significantly slower compared to that of
the stationary wave.

Figure 1. Singular value decay of traveling and stationary wave

The transported quantity in the co-moving data frame thus could be approximated efficiently with just a few
modes with a truncated SVD:

Qk ≈ Uk
pkΣ

k
pk(V

k
pk)

⊤ k = 1, . . . ,K . (13)

Here, pk ≪ min(m,n) is the truncation rank of each co-moving field, Σk
pk = diag(σk

1 , . . . , σ
k
pk) is a diagonal

matrix containing the singular values σk
1 ≥ σk

2 ≥ · · · ≥ σk
pk and Uk

pk ∈ Rm×pk

, V k
pk ∈ Rn×pk

satisfy (Uk
pk)

⊤Uk
pk =

1A similar example has also been shown in [13].
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Ipk and (V k
pk)

⊤V k
pk = Ipk . Once the basis is constructed we obtain the reduced dynamical model by Galerkin

projection as explained in [11,12] using the sPOD ansatz (12):

[
M1,s(zs) Ns(zs)Ds(as)

Ds(as)
⊤Ns(zs)

⊤ Ds(as)
⊤M2,s(zs)Ds(as)

] [
ȧs
żs

]
=

[
A1,s(zs) 0

Ds(as)
⊤A2,s(zs) 0

] [
as
zs

]
+

[
Vs(zs)

⊤Bu
Ds(as)

⊤Ws(zs)
⊤Bu

]
Vs(zs(0))

⊤Vs(zs(0))as(0) = Vs(zs(0))
⊤q0, zs(0) = z0,

(14)

where the shift-dependent matrices Vs(zs) : Rr → Rm and Ws(zs) : Rr → Rm are given as:

Vs(zs) =
[
T̄ z1

U1
1 , . . . , T̄

z1

U1
p1 , . . . T̄ zK

UK
1 , . . . , T̄

zK

UK
pK

]
∈ Rm×r

Ws(zs) =
[
T̄ ′z1

U1
1 , . . . , T̄

′z1

U1
p1 , . . . T̄ ′zK

UK
1 , . . . , T̄

′zK

UK
pK

]
∈ Rm×r

(15)

with r =
∑K

k=1 p
k and the system matrices in terms of (15) are given as:

M1,s(zs) = Vs(zs)
⊤Vs(zs) ∈ Rr×r, M2,s(zs) =Ws(zs)

⊤Ws(zs) ∈ Rr×r, Ns(zs) = Vs(zs)
⊤Ws(zs) ∈ Rr×r,

A1,s(zs) = Vs(zs)
⊤AVs(zs) ∈ Rr×r, A2,s(zs) =Ws(zs)

⊤AVs(zs) ∈ Rr×r.

(16)
Note that for more than one shift, the matrix Vs(zs(0)) is generally not expected to have orthonormal columns
so the reduced initial value as(0) is obtained by solving a linear system. The terms

as(t) =
[
a11(t) . . . a

1
p1(t) a21(t) . . . a

2
p2(t) . . . aK1 (t) . . . aKpK (t)

]⊤ ∈ Rr, zs(t) =
[
z1(t) z2(t) . . . zK(t)

]⊤ ∈ RK

are the vectors of sPOD amplitudes corresponding to each co-moving field and the time-dependent shifts as-
sociated with them respectively. In addition, Ds(as) = blkdiag(a1(t), . . . , aK(t)) ∈ Rr×K . We observe here

that (14) is a non-linear equation due to the non-linear dependence of zk on T zk

. Once (14) is simulated the
approximation of the FOM state is obtained as:

q(t) ≈ Vs(zs(t))as(t) . (17)

Remark 2.2. For the remainder of the manuscript, we omit the explicit zs and as dependency from the shift-
dependent matrices Vs, Ws, M1,s, M2,s, A1,s, A2,s, Ns and the reduced state-dependent matrix Ds respectively
for simplicity.

3. Necessary optimality conditions for MOR methods

In this section, we discuss the first-order necessary optimality conditions for both the POD-G and sPOD-G
methods. While the conditions for POD-G are well-known, we will mainly focus on sPOD-G and provide a
detailed derivation for this method.
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3.1. Optimality conditions for the POD-G method

Let us first look at the FRTO framework, which builds upon the reduced state equation (9). The associated
optimality system therefore reads

OCFRTO
POD−G :=



ȧp = U⊤
p AUpap + U⊤

p Bu, (18a)

ap(0) = U⊤
p q0, (18b)

−ȧpa = U⊤
p A

⊤Upapa + U⊤
p C

⊤C(Upap − qd), (18c)

apa(tf ) = 0, (18d)

µu+B⊤Upapa = 0 (18e)

Here, the first two equations are the reduced-order state equations as mentioned before and the next two
equations are the adjoint equations derived from the reduced-order state equation. The last equation (18e) is
analogous to (6e) and incorporates the POD projection U⊤

p B of the control matrix B. We also note that we
now minimize an approximation of the cost functional (5) given as:

JPOD−G(ap, u) =
1

2

∫ tf

0

∥C(Upap(t)− qd(t))∥2Rm + µ ∥u(t)∥2Rnc dt. (19)

For the FOTR framework, we build the reduced order approximations for the already mentioned necessary
optimality conditions OCFOM. Performing Galerkin projection we get:

OCFOTR
POD−G :=



ȧp = U⊤
p AUpap + U⊤

p Bu, (20a)

ap(0) = U⊤
p q0, (20b)

−ȧpa = U⊤
paA

⊤ Upaapa + U⊤
paC

⊤C(Upap − qd), (20c)

apa(tf ) = 0, (20d)

µu+B⊤Upaapa = 0 (20e)

and we minimize the cost functional (19). A key difference between OCFRTO
POD−G and OCFOTR

POD−G is the inclusion of a
separate basis Upa for the adjoint in the FOTR framework. It is known [23] that the two frameworks commute if
Up = Upa meaning that if a common basis is used for both the state and adjoint equations, the FOTR framework
effectively becomes equivalent to the FRTO framework. This is typically achieved by concatenating the state
and adjoint snapshots into a single matrix and performing an SVD, though Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization
may be needed to adjust for scale differences between the state and adjoint solutions [37].

3.2. Optimality conditions for the sPOD-G method

Again, let us first focus on the sPOD-G method for which we consider the optimal control problem

min
as,zs,u

JsPOD−G(as, zs, u) :=
1

2

∫ tf

0

∥C(Vsas − qd)∥2Rm + µ ∥u(t)∥2Rnc dt (21)
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subject to the dynamical constraint (14). In the following, we often suppress the time dependency. For the
Lagrangian, we obtain

L(as, zs, u, asa, zsa) = JsPOD−G(as, zs, u)−
∫ tf

0

[
asa
zsa

]⊤([
M1,s NsDs

D⊤
s N

⊤
s D⊤

s M2,sDs

] [
ȧs
żs

]
−
[

A1,s 0
D⊤

s A2,s 0

] [
as
zs

]
−
[

V ⊤
s Bu

D⊤
s W

⊤
s Bu

])
dt (22)

where asa and zsa are the adjoint variables. Applying integration by parts we obtain

L(as, zs, u, asa, zsa) =
1

2

∫ tf

0

∥C(Vsas − qd)∥2Rm + µ ∥u∥2Rnc dt

−
[
⟨asa, (M1,sas +NsDszs)⟩+ ⟨zsa, (D⊤

s N
⊤
s as +D⊤

s M2,sDszs)⟩
]tf
0

+

∫ tf

0

(
⟨ȧsa,M1,sas⟩+ ⟨asa, (M ′

1,sżs)as⟩+ ⟨żsa, D⊤
s N

⊤
s as⟩+ ⟨zsa, ((D⊤

s )
′ȧs)N

⊤
s as⟩+ ⟨zsa, D⊤

s ((N
⊤
s )′żs)as⟩

+ ⟨ȧsa, NsDszs⟩+ ⟨asa, (N ′
s żs)Dszs⟩+ ⟨asa, Ns(D

′
sȧs)zs⟩+ ⟨żsa, D⊤

s M2,sDszs⟩+ ⟨zsa, ((D⊤
s )

′ȧs)M2,sDszs⟩

+ ⟨zsa, D⊤
s (M

′
2,sżs)Dszs⟩+ ⟨zsa, D⊤

s M2,s(D
′
sȧs)zs⟩+ ⟨asa, A1,sas⟩+ ⟨zsa, D⊤

s A2,sas⟩+ ⟨asa, V ⊤
s Bu⟩

+ ⟨zsa, D⊤
s W

⊤
s Bu⟩

)
dt. (23)

In the above equation, we encounter 3-tensors which we contract as outlined in the notation section. For
example, if the tensors (M ′

1,sżs), M
′
1,s ∈ Rr×r×K are contracted by żs ∈ RK , the result is a matrix of dimension

r× r. For obtaining the adjoint equation for asa, we utilize that DasLh = 0 for any direction h which results in2

∫ tf

0

⟨C(Vsas − qd), CVsh⟩ − ⟨ȧsa,M1,sh⟩+ ⟨żsa, D⊤
s N

⊤
s h⟩+ ⟨asa,

(
(M ′

1,sżsh)−Ns(D
′
shżs) +A1,sh

)
⟩

+⟨zsa,
(
((D⊤

s )
′ȧs)N

⊤
s h+D⊤

s ((N
⊤
s )′żs)h− (D⊤

s )
′h(N⊤

s ȧs)− (D⊤
s )

′h(M2,sDsżs)−D⊤
s M2,s(D

′
shżs) + (D⊤

s )
′h(A2,sas)

+D⊤
s A2,sh+ (D⊤

s )
′h(W⊤

s Bu)
)
⟩dt−

[
⟨asa, (M1,sh+Ns(D

′
shzs))⟩+ ⟨zsa, ((D⊤

s )′h(N⊤
s as) +D⊤

s N
⊤
s h

+ (D⊤
s )′h(M2,sDszs) +D⊤

s M2,s(D
′
shzs))⟩

]tf
0

+ [⟨asa, Ns(D
′
shzs)⟩]

tf
0 +

[
⟨zsa, (D⊤

s )
′h(N⊤

s as)⟩
]tf
0

+
[
⟨zsa, (D⊤

s )
′h(M2,sDszs)⟩

]tf
0

+
[
⟨zsa, D⊤

s M2,s(D
′
shzs)⟩

]tf
0

= 0. (24)

Consequently, the first adjoint equation is given by

M⊤
1,sȧsa +NsDsżsa +

(
M ′

1,sżs −Ns(D
′
sżs) +A1,s

)⊤
asa +

(
((D⊤

s )
′ȧs)N

⊤
s +D⊤

s ((N
⊤
s )′żs)− (D⊤

s )
′(N⊤

s ȧs)

− (D⊤
s )

′(M2,sDsżs)−D⊤
s M2,s(D

′
sżs) + (D⊤

s )
′(A2,sas) +D⊤

s A2,s + (D⊤
s )

′(W⊤
s Bu)

)⊤
zsa

+ V ⊤
s C

⊤C(Vsas − qd) = 0 . (25)

If h additionally satisfies h(0) = 0, we further have that

M1,s(tf )
⊤asa(tf ) = −Ns(tf )Ds(tf )zsa(tf ). (26)

2Here, for terms involving ḣ, we apply integration by parts a second time.
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Similarly, with DzsLh = 0, we obtain

∫ tf

0

⟨C(Vsas− qd), C(V ′
s as)h⟩+ ⟨ȧsa, NsDsh⟩+ ⟨żsa, D⊤

s M2,sDsh⟩+ ⟨asa, ((N ′
s żs)Dsh+Ns(D

′
sȧs)h− (M ′

1,shȧs)

−N ′
sh(Dsżs)+(A′

1,shas)+(V ⊤
s )′h(Bu))⟩+⟨zsa, (((D⊤

s )
′ȧs)M2,sDsh+D

⊤
s (M

′
2,sżs)Dsh+D

⊤
s M2,s(D

′
sȧs)h−D⊤

s ((N
⊤
s )′hȧs)

−D⊤
s (M

′
2,sh(Dsżs)) +D⊤

s (A
′
2,shas) +D⊤

s ((W
⊤
s )′h(Bu)))⟩dt− [⟨asa, (M ′

1,shas +N ′
sh(Dszs) +NsDsh)⟩+

⟨zsa, (D⊤
s ((N

⊤
s )′has) +D⊤

s (M
′
2,sh(Dszs)) +D⊤

s M2,sDsh)⟩]
tf
0 + [⟨asa, (M ′

1,shas)⟩]
tf
0 + [⟨asa, (N ′

sh(Dszs))⟩]
tf
0

+ [⟨zsa, D⊤
s ((N

⊤
s )′has)⟩]

tf
0 + [⟨zsa, D⊤

s (M
′
2,sh(Dszs))⟩]

tf
0 = 0. (27)

The second adjoint equation therefore reads

D⊤
s N

⊤
s ȧsa +D⊤

s M
⊤
2,sDsżsa + ((N ′

sȧs)Ds +Ns(D
′
sȧs)−M ′

1,sȧs −N ′
s(Dsżs) +A′

1,sas + (V ⊤
s )′(Bu))

⊤
asa

+ (((D⊤
s )

′as)M2,sDs +D⊤
s (M

′
2,sżs)Ds +D⊤

s M2,s(D
′
sȧs)−D⊤

s ((N
⊤
s )′ȧs)−D⊤

s (M
′
2,s(Dsżs)) +D⊤

s (A
′
2,sas)

+D⊤
s ((W

⊤
s )′(Bu)))

⊤
zsa + (C(V ′

s as))
⊤C(Vsas − qd) = 0 . (28)

Again simplifying the boundary terms results in

Ds(tf )
⊤Ns(tf )

⊤asa(tf ) = −Ds(tf )
⊤M2,s(tf )

⊤Ds(tf )zsa(tf ). (29)

Combining (25) and (28), we obtain the following system of adjoint equations[
M⊤

1,s NsDs

D⊤
s N

⊤
s D⊤

s M
⊤
2,sDs

] [
ȧsa
żsa

]
= −

[
E⊤

11 E⊤
12

E⊤
21 E⊤

22

] [
asa
zsa

]
−
[

V ⊤
s C

⊤C(Vsas − qd)
(C(V ′

s as))
⊤C(Vsas − qd)

]
(30)

where

E11 =M ′
1,sżs −Ns(D

′
sżs) +A1,s

E12 = ((D⊤
s )

′ȧs)N
⊤
s +D⊤

s ((N
⊤
s )′żs)− (D⊤

s )
′(N⊤

s ȧs)− (D⊤
s )

′(M2,sDsżs)−D⊤
s M2,s(D

′
szs)

+ (D⊤
s )

′(A2,sas) +D⊤
s A2,s + (D⊤

s )
′(W⊤

s Bu)

E21 = (N ′
s żs)Ds +Ns(D

′
sȧs)−M ′

1,sȧs −N ′
s(Dsżs) +A′

1,sas + (V ⊤
s )′(Bu)

E22 = ((D⊤
s )

′ȧs)M2,sDs +D⊤
s (M

′
2,sżs)Ds +D⊤

s M2,s(D
′
sȧs)−D⊤

s ((N
⊤
s )′ȧs)−D⊤

s (M
′
2,s(Dsżs))

+D⊤
s (A

′
2,sas) +D⊤

s ((W
⊤
s )′(Bu))

.

Consolidating the two terminal conditions (26) and (29), it follows that[
M⊤

1,s(tf ) Ns(tf )Ds(tf )
D⊤

s (tf )N
⊤
s (tf ) D⊤

s (tf )M
⊤
2,s(tf )Ds(tf )

] [
asa(tf )
zsa(tf )

]
=

[
0
0

]
(31)

determine the terminal condition for the adjoint variables. Finally, for the gradient of the Lagrangian with
respect to the control u we have

DuLh =

∫ tf

0

(µu+B⊤Vsasa +B⊤WsDszsa)hdt. (32)
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The necessary optimality conditions are thus given as

OCFRTO
sPOD−G :=



[
M1,s NsDs

D⊤
s N

⊤
s D⊤

s M2,sDs

] [
ȧs
żs

]
=

[
A1,s 0

D⊤
s A2,s 0

] [
as
zs

]
+

[
V ⊤
s Bu

D⊤
s W

⊤
s Bu

]
, (33a)

as(0) = Vs(zs(0))
⊤q0, zs(0) = z0, (33b)[

M⊤
1,s NsDs

D⊤
s N

⊤
s D⊤

s M
⊤
2,sDs

] [
ȧsa
żsa

]
= −

[
E⊤

11 E⊤
12

E⊤
21 E⊤

22

] [
asa
zsa

]
−
[

V ⊤
s C

⊤C(Vsas − qd)
(C(V ′

s as))
⊤C(Vsas − qd)

]
, (33c)

[
M⊤

1,s(tf ) Ns(tf )Ds(tf )
D⊤

s (tf )N
⊤
s (tf ) D⊤

s (tf )M
⊤
2,s(tf )Ds(tf )

] [
asa(tf )
zsa(tf )

]
=

[
0
0

]
, (33d)

µu+B⊤Vsasa +B⊤WsDszsa = 0. (33e)

Remark 3.1. We observe from the necessary optimality conditions that the adjoint equation contains 3-
tensors like D′

s, (D
⊤
s )′, V ′

s , (V
⊤
s )′, N ′

s, (N
⊤
s )′, M ′

1,s, M
′
2,s, A

′
1,s, A

′
2,s, (W

⊤
s )′. All of these tensors, except for

V ′
s ∈ Rm×r×K , (V ⊤

s )′ ∈ Rr×m×K and (W⊤
s )′ ∈ Rr×m×K scale with the reduced order dimension r.

Now for the FOTR framework, the derivation is rather straightforward and we follow the steps shown in [11].
In particular, we only need to reduce the individual equations of OCFOM so that the necessary optimality
conditions are given as

OCFOTR
sPOD−G :=



[
M1,s NsDs

D⊤
s N

⊤
s D⊤

s M2,sDs

] [
ȧs
żs

]
=

[
A1,s 0

D⊤
s A2,s 0

] [
as
zs

]
+

[
V ⊤
s Bu

D⊤
s W

⊤
s Bu

]
, (34a)

as(0) = Vs(zs(0))
⊤q0, zs(0) = z0, (34b)[

M1,sa NsaDsa

D⊤
saN

⊤
sa D⊤

saM2,saDsa

] [
ȧsa
żsa

]
= −

[
A1,sa 0

D⊤
saA2,sa 0

] [
asa
zsa

]
−
[

V ⊤
saC

⊤C(Vsas − qd)
D⊤

saW
⊤
saC

⊤C(Vsas − qd)

]
, (34c)

asa(tf ) = Vsa(zsa(tf ))
⊤p(tf ) ⇒ asa(tf ) = 0, (34d)

µu+B⊤Vsaasa = 0. (34e)

As the state equations (34a) and (34b) are identical, in both cases the cost functional to be minimized is (21).
All the shift-dependent matrices and the system matrices are constructed as given in (15) and (16) respectively.
However, we have a minor difference while assembling A1,sa and A2,sa for FOTR where we consider A⊤ instead
of A following the adjoint equation (6c).

Remark 3.2. We note that from (6d) we have p(tf ) = 0 which yields asa(tf ) = 0 in (34d). This implies that
we are free to choose Vsa(zsa(tf )) and in turn zsa(tf ). Moreover, we conclude that the adjoint shifts zsa at the
terminal time point tf do not influence the adjoint solution. However, if we set asa(tf ) = 0, it followsDsa(tf ) = 0
which in turn makes the mass matrix on the left-hand side of the adjoint equation (34c) singular. One would then
need to regularize the mass matrix in order avoid dealing with a constrained differential (algebraic) equation.

Remark 3.3. One key observation from the derivations for the sPOD-G method is that the FOTR and FRTO
frameworks do not appear to commute. A major difference between them is that the FRTO framework results
in a linear adjoint equation, whereas the FOTR framework leads to a non-linear approximation of the adjoint
equation. Consequently, the necessary optimality conditions for each framework are different. Although the
state equation remains the same for both frameworks, notable differences include: (1) the adjoint equations,
where the FRTO framework involves 3-tensors and includes the control term, while the FOTR framework does
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not; (2) different terminal conditions for the adjoint variables; and (3) differing relationships between the control
and adjoint variables.

4. Backtracking line search based on reduced order surrogates

In view of the above discussion, one may use the sPOD-G-based optimality systems (33a)-(33e) and (34a)-
(34e) to compute an optimal control for the full order problem. However, as the reduced order models are based
on snapshots of solutions for a specific control u, one can generally not expect them to be accurate if the control
changes, as is naturally the case in an optimal control approach. Already in the POD-G case, this is a non-
trivial issue that has caused many authors to study suitable adaptation strategies for POD which generate basis
updates whenever current reduced order models are no longer to be trusted. Among many of those techniques,
we refer specifically to the OSPOD [34], TRPOD [16], and the works by Gräßle et al. [20,21]. While we made the
first steps into generalizations of the previous methods to the sPOD-G framework, the additional challenges we
faced do not yet allow for a full replacement of the optimal control problem by a reduced-order one. For FRTO
the sPOD-G reduced adjoint equation implementation becomes tedious and complex and the equation itself
scales with the FOM dimension because of the presence of qd thus providing minimal computational benefits.
This FOM scaling is also true for FOTR where additionally, solving the sPOD-G reduced adjoint equation
requires solving the FOM adjoint equation for basis generation. For transport-dominated systems, this happens
frequently and we thus end up solving the FOM adjoint equation almost always. Moreover, solving the reduced-
order adjoint equation for either FRTO or FOTR with user-defined truncation ranks could result in a possible
discrepancy in the gradient information and the optimal control problem then may not converge as desired.
For all these reasons, here we instead focus on the use of reduced-order models as efficient surrogates within
a classical Armijo backtracking line search. As this requires several forward evaluations in each optimization
step, we can resort to the sPOD-G reduced-order state equation. Pseudocodes for such an approach, based on
both the sPOD-G and the POD-G methods, are given in Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2, respectively. Regarding
the former, the following remarks are in order.

Algorithm 1 Optimal control with sPOD-G reduced two-way backtracking line search

Input: A, B, q0, z0, qd, {p1s , . . . ,pKs }, µ, ω0, niter, δ, β, nsamples

1: Initialize: u = u0
2: for i = 1, . . . , niter do
3: qi = State(ui) ▷ Solve (6a) and (6b)
4: pi = Adjoint(qi, ui) ▷ Solve (6c) and (6d)
5: dL

dui = µui +B⊤pi

6: V i
s ,W

i
s = Basis([qi(t1) . . . q

i(tn)], {p1s , . . . ,pKs }, nsamples) ▷ Use (12) and (15)
7: ais, z

i
s = ReducedState(V i

s ,W
i
s , u

i) ▷ Solve (34a) and (34b)
8: ωi = StepSize(ωi−1, dL

dui , V
i
s , a

i
s, z

i
s, u

i)

9: ui+1 = ui − ωi
(
dL
dui

)
10: if i == niter then
11: break
12: else if

∥∥ dL
dui

∥∥
2
/
∥∥ dL
du1

∥∥
2
< δ then

13: set u = ui+1 and return
14: end if
15: end for
Output: u

Remark 4.1. In Algorithm 1 Line 8 we use a slightly modified version of the two-way backtracking algorithm
[49] which led to a noticeable speed up when compared to a conventional line-search method for selecting a
suitable step size ω.
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Remark 4.2. We observe that in the state equation (34a) the coefficient matrices depend on as and zs. Since
these values change at each time step, repeatedly constructing these coefficient matrices could be time-consuming
unless they are scaled with the reduced dimension. To address this, we pre-construct the matrices dependent
on the shift zs (that scales with the FOM dimension) by sampling nsamples values of zs from a sufficiently large
sample space and then interpolate linearly to obtain their values during the time evolution. However, since the
matrix Ds, which depends on as, scales with the reduced dimension, it is computed dynamically during the time
evolution. This approach is similar to the one used in [12].

Remark 4.3. We note here that in our example of the 1D linear advection equation with periodic boundary
conditions, we only use a single co-moving frame (K = 1) for the sPOD-G method. Moreover, the right-hand
side of the advection equation is also linear. Now subject to this, we can make significant simplifications to the
sPOD-G method presented here. To make the analysis plausible we consider the infinite-dimensional analog of
the sPOD-ansatz (12) for a single frame:

l(x, t) = T (z(t))ϕ(x)g(t) (35)

where z(t) is the shift and g(t), l(x, t) are the reduced transported field and the transported field respectively.
Following [11] (Ex. 5.12) we assume that the transport operator T (z(t)) which performs shift translations is
globally isometric in Euclidean space such that ∥T (z(t))(x)− T (z(t))(y)∥2 = ∥x+ z(t)− y − z(t)∥2 = ∥x− y∥2
and thus T −1T = I (this similarly holds true for rotations and reflections). Moreover, the right-hand side of the
linear advection equation is equivariant with respect to this operator which is true for the negative advection
and the constant control operator −∇ and B respectively. Moreover, for our example problem, we also get that
T (−z)[T ′(z)ϕ] and ⟨[T ′(z)ϕ]g, [T ′(z)ψ]h⟩L2(0,tf ;Ω) do not depend upon z for all ϕ, ψ ∈ L2(Ω) and g, h ∈ R.
We now reference this result in the finite-dimensional setting and deduce that the shift-dependent matrices
M1,s, M2,s, Ns, A1,s, A2,s are independent of z and thus are constant. For a more detailed analysis of this
aspect, we refer to [11,12].

Remark 4.4. In Algorithm 1 Line 6, the sPOD ansatz is used to decompose the snapshot matrix and obtain the
basis V i

s . At each optimization step, this requires computing the shifts zis for q
i and the associated transformation

operators T zi
s , which are sparse matrices that are computationally costly to assemble. To reduce this expense,

we adopt an adaptive shift update strategy. Initially, shifts are fixed based on the uncontrolled state equation
and reused until optimization stagnates. At that point, shifts are updated based on the current qi, and this
process is repeated until convergence. Numerical tests showed this approach reduces computational effort while
maintaining satisfactory results.

Remark 4.5. As noted in Rem. 4.2, achieving computational efficiency in the sPOD-G reduced-order model
compared to POD-G requires pre-computing the shift-dependent matrices that scale with the FOM dimension
and using linear interpolation during the reduced-order solve. In optimal control settings, however, this pre-
computation must be repeated at every optimization step due to changing dynamics, creating a computational
bottleneck. Since these matrices are computed independently for each shift value, we employed parallelization
and achieved appropriate speed-ups in our numerical tests.

5. Numerical results

All the numerical tests were run using Python 3.12 on a Macbook Air M1(2020) with an 8-core CPU and
16GB of RAM. In this section, we test the proposed methodologies on three different variations of the 1D linear
advection example problem. We consider a one-dimensional strip of length l = 100 m with x ∈]0, l] discretized
into m = 3200 grid points with dx = 0.03125 m with periodic boundary conditions. The system (4) is then
simulated with u = 0 for all t ∈ [0, tf [ with tf = 140 s considering n = 3360 time steps and dt = 0.041 s

calculated with the help of the CFL criterion dt = cfl dx
c , where we prescribe cfl = 4/3 and the characteristic

propagation speed of the quantity q as c = 1 m/s. The solution obtained is shown in Figure 2 along with
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Algorithm 2 Optimal control with POD-G reduced two-way backtracking line search

Input: A, B, q0, qd, p, µ, ω
0, niter, δ, β

1: Initialize : u = 0
2: for i = 1, . . . , niter do
3: qi = State(ui) ▷ Solve (6a) and (6b)
4: pi = Adjoint(qi, ui) ▷ Solve (6c) and (6d)
5: dL

dui = µui +B⊤pi

6: U i
p = Basis([qi(t1) . . . q

i(tn)],p) ▷ Use (8)

7: aip = ReducedState(U i
p, u

i) ▷ Solve (20a) and (20b)

8: ωi = StepSize(ωi−1, dL
dui , U

i
p, a

i
p, u

i)

9: ui+1 = ui − ωi
(
dL
dui

)
10: if i == niter then
11: break
12: else if

∥∥ dL
dui

∥∥
2
/
∥∥ dL
du1

∥∥
2
< δ then

13: set u = ui+1 and return
14: end if
15: end for
Output: u

the desired target profile for varying initial conditions. For the variations shown in Figure 2 we consider two
different initial conditions:

q0 :=


exp

(
− (x−l/12)2

7

)
for example 1 shown in Figure 2a,

exp
(
− (x−l/30)2

0.5

)
for example 2 and 3 shown in Figure 2b and Figure 2c resp.

(36)

For example 1, 2, and 3 we consider the advection velocities to be v = 0.5c, 0.55c, and 0.6c respectively.
Subsequently, we now solve the optimal control problem for achieving the desired target considering both the
POD-G and sPOD-G methods. In our tests, we consider the control shape functions Bk to be Gaussian functions
given as:

Bk(x) = exp

(
−4

(
x− L(k + 1)

nc

)2
)

(37)

for k = 1, . . . , nc and nc = 40. The optimization parameters for the procedure are given in Table 1.

Parameters µ δ ω β niter nsamples

Values 10−3 1× 10−4 1 0.5 100000 800

Table 1. Constant parameters used in the optimal control experiments

Remark 5.1. To solve both the state and adjoint equations, we employ a 6th-order central finite difference
scheme for spatial discretization and an explicit 4th-order Runge-Kutta (RK4) method for time integration.
The RK4 scheme requires variable values of u in the state equation and (q, qd) in the adjoint equation at
half-time steps, t + dt/2, which we obtain through linear interpolation between t and t + dt. However, this
approach reduces the overall convergence order. Alternatively, implicit methods like Crank-Nicholson could be
considered, but these also demand significant computation due to the need to solve a linear system at each
optimization step. Simpler explicit methods, such as the Euler scheme or RK2, are potential options but tend
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(a) Example 1: Broad wave with a kink at 3
4
th of time

domain.
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(b) Example 2: Sharp wave with a kink at 3
4
th of time

domain.
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(c) Example 3: Sharp wave with a kink at 9
10
th of time

domain.

Figure 2. Plots for the state and the target for all the three example problems

to be unstable for transport-dominated problems like ours and would require much finer time discretization,
further increasing computational demands. Ultimately, we strike a balance between convergence order, stability
for transport-dominated systems, and computational efficiency by using RK4 with linear interpolation for the
half-step values.

The selection of the specific value for niter depends on the convergence criteria met for the FOM with the
given δ. Consequently, we terminate the optimal control loop for the discussed techniques either upon reaching
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the prescribed niter or when the relative norm of the gradient of the Lagrangian falls below the specified δ,
whichever occurs first.

Remark 5.2. We observed that for some test cases involving the POD-G and sPOD-G methods, the optimal
control loop began to stagnate after a certain number of iterations. This stagnation occurs when the prescribed
number of truncated modes is insufficient to reduce the cost functional any further. In such cases, the Armijo
condition will fail to be satisfied and, as a result, the relative norm of the gradient of the Lagrangian does not
decrease further. In such cases, we terminated the optimal control loop early.

The numerical results for our example problems are shown in Figure 3 where we plot the value of the cost
functional (5) with u being the sub-optimal control obtained from either the POD-G or the sPOD-G method
and q obtained by solving (4) with the sub-optimal control. For example 1, we run the tests for truncated
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Figure 3. Plots for J vs. ROM dimension for all the three examples

modes p ∈ [1, 40] and r ∈ [1, 40] for the POD-G and sPOD-G methods, respectively. Here, a comparably low
number of modes is already sufficient to get the cost functional with sub-optimal control sufficiently close to the
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FOM cost functional. For examples 2 and 3, we considered truncated modes p ∈ [1, 140] and r ∈ [1, 40] for the
POD-G and sPOD-G methods, respectively, in order to come sufficiently close to the costs obtained with the
full order optimization. Furthermore, let us note that for the sPOD-G method, we have just a single co-moving

frame (K = 1) so that r =
∑K

k=1 p
k = p1.

From Figure 3, we observe that the sPOD-G method generally requires fewer truncated modes than POD-
G to approach the FOM cost functional, significantly reducing the problem’s dimensionality. However, the
difference in required modes varies across the examples. In example 1, the traveling wave is relatively broad
despite being transport-dominated (Figure 2). Here, POD-G requires only about 35 modes to match the FOM
cost functional (Figure 3a), while sPOD-G achieves this with just 12 modes—a savings factor of 2. In example
2, the wave is sharper, with the kink located at 3

4 th of the time domain. As shown in Figure 3b, sPOD-G
requires approximately 20 modes, whereas POD-G needs close to 100, a reduction by a factor of 5 for sPOD-G.
In example 3, the wave sharpness remains the same, but the kink shifts later to 9

10 th of the time domain.
From Figure 3c, sPOD-G requires just 5–8 modes, while POD-G requires nearly 20 times more modes, further
demonstrating sPOD-G’s efficiency.

Remark 5.3. The variations in the advection equation example (Figure 2) illustrate the increasing difficulty for
POD-G in capturing system dynamics with fewer truncated modes, while sPOD-G becomes progressively more
effective from example 1 to example 3. Example 3 is particularly favorable for sPOD-G because intermediate
states during optimization exhibit diffused behavior, especially above the kink, where sharp fronts are absent.
This reduces the sPOD-G method’s reliance on additional modes to handle oscillations. Since the kink occurs
later in time for example 3 compared to example 2, the region susceptible to oscillations is smaller, allowing
sPOD-G to perform well with fewer modes. In contrast, POD-G struggles with sharp fronts, as seen in Figure 3b
and Figure 3c, performing worse in Example 3 due to the reduced oscillatory regions, which are more favorable
for sPOD-G.

From the plots, we observe that the cost functional does not exhibit a monotonous decrease with an increasing
number of modes for either method. This behavior is not surprising, as the ROM online error depends not only on
the number of modes but also on factors like numerical instabilities and model truncation effects. Adding more
modes can often lead to ill-conditioned systems, particularly in transport-dominated problems. Furthermore,
higher modes are prone to capturing noise and irrelevant dynamics, which may degrade the ROM’s accuracy.
Notably, the oscillations in the cost functional are more pronounced for the sPOD-G method compared to the
POD-G method. In the sPOD-G method, the Vs andWs matrices (15) must be reassembled at each optimization
step due to the dynamically changing stationary basis Uk

pk . As the number of modes increases, the higher modes

tend to exhibit oscillatory behavior, which is further amplified when computingWs since it involves taking spatial
derivatives of these modes. This issue is absent in the POD-G method. To address this challenge, one could use
a very fine spatial grid to accurately capture the derivatives of the highly oscillatory modes (in our experiments
a much coarser spatial discretization resulted in significantly stronger oscillatory effects). Thus, the sPOD-G
method requires balancing the need for a fine enough spatial resolution with computational feasibility along
with keeping the mode numbers as low as possible.

Remark 5.4. In our experiments, we consistently used non-overlapping Gaussian control shape functions Bk(x)
with a fixed variance, as defined in (37). Switching to other control shapes, such as indicator functions, adversely
affected convergence. Specifically, indicator functions introduced significant smearing and oscillatory behavior
in the intermediate states during optimization, reducing the efficiency of the sPOD-G method as explained in
Remark 5.3. Additionally, the final optimal state computed by the FOM exhibited noticeable disturbances. To
mitigate these effects, we chose smooth, non-overlapping Gaussian functions as the control shapes.

Thus far, we have focused on numerical tests where the optimal control is performed using a fixed number
of modes throughout the optimization process. However, it is not necessary to maintain the same number of
modes at each step to accurately represent the dynamics. To address this, we implemented a tolerance-based
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Numerical results for all the example problems with tolerance-based mode selection

Example Method J Navg

Example 1
FOM 1.22 –
POD-G 1.24 ≈ 43
sPOD-G 2.53 ≈ 12

Example 2
FOM 2.98 –
POD-G 3.00 ≈ 154
sPOD-G 8.44 ≈ 7

Example 3
FOM 1.89 –
POD-G 1.96 ≈ 165
sPOD-G 1.97 ≈ 10

Table 2. Tolerance ϵ = 0.01

Example Method J Navg

Example 1
FOM 1.22 –
POD-G 1.25 ≈ 57
sPOD-G 1.30 ≈ 15

Example 2
FOM 2.98 –
POD-G 2.98 ≈ 191
sPOD-G 3.85 ≈ 33

Example 3
FOM 1.89 –
POD-G 1.94 ≈ 203
sPOD-G 1.90 ≈ 24

Table 3. Tolerance ϵ = 0.001

strategy, dynamically selecting the number of truncated modes at each optimization step based on the criterion:

d =

min(m,n)∑
i=1

1

(
si

s1
> ϵ

)
. (38)

Here {si} are the singular values and for POD-G method si ∈ Σp and for the sPOD-G method si ∈ Σ1
p1 , and ϵ

is a tolerance selected upfront. We tested the tolerance-based strategy for all the examples and the results are
shown in Table 2 and Table 3. These tables show the value of the cost functional reached with the obtained
sub-optimal control from both methods for two different tolerance values. It also shows the average number
of modes Navg required by the methods per optimization step. We observe that in all of the examples, as
we decrease the tolerance, the costs obtained based on the reduced-order surrogates get closer to the FOM
costs. Interestingly, the POD-G method requires significantly more modes for examples 2 and 3, consistent with
findings from the fixed-mode study. In contrast, the sPOD-G method consistently uses fewer modes. Finally, it
is important to emphasize that this tolerance-based test is fundamentally different from the fixed-mode study
shown in Figure 3, and the mode numbers here cannot be directly compared with those in the fixed-mode study.

For a visual comparison of the optimal controls, adjoints, and states, we refer to Figure 4, which presents re-
sults for example 1. The top row displays the sub-optimal control snapshot matrix [Bu(t1), · · · , Bu(tn)] ∈ Rm×n,
comparing the FOM results with the best results from both the sPOD-G and POD-G methods. Additionally,
the last plot in the first row shows the sub-optimal control for POD-G using the same number of modes as the
best result from the sPOD-G method. The second row compares the adjoints, while the third row illustrates
the optimal states derived from the corresponding sub-optimal controls. Similar plots for examples 2 and 3 are
shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6.

5.1. Timing analysis

So far, we have examined the performance differences between the POD-G and sPOD-G methods in terms
of the reduced-order dimension. Let us also focus on a comparison between the two techniques based on their
computational time. Since the study for both the POD-G and sPOD-G methods involves varying the number
of truncated modes, as shown in Figure 3, the computational time for each mode also varies. In Figure 7, we
also include a comparison of both methods with respect to the individual run times for all three examples.

We observe that the POD-G and sPOD-G methods are faster than the FOM in achieving a sufficiently low
value of the cost functional J . This speedup is particularly noteworthy given that both these methods perform
basis refinement at every optimization step, which involves solving the FOM at each step. Even with this setup,
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Figure 4. Plots for the best controls, adjoints, and states obtained from the optimization
procedure for example 1

the optimization process using reduced-order models is faster. Additionally, we find that the runtimes for the
POD-G and sPOD-G methods are comparable, with the POD-G method slightly outperforming the sPOD-G
method in some cases. While Figure 3 shows that sPOD-G requires significantly fewer modes compared to
POD-G thus having a faster online stage, the offline computational costs of sPOD-G are higher than those
of POD-G. This is due to the construction of the Vs and Ws matrices for all sampled shift values and their
subsequent use in assembling the coefficient matrices for these samples at every optimization step, as noted in
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Figure 5. Plots for the best controls, adjoints, and states obtained from the optimization
procedure for example 2

Remark 4.5. The construction of these coefficient matrices scales with the full-order dimension, contributing
to the offline computational time, which is reflected in the total timing. Additionally, the intermediate shift
refinements further increase computational time since they involve assembling a large number of sparse matrices,
as discussed in Remark 4.4.
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Figure 6. Plots for the best controls, adjoints, and states obtained from the optimization
procedure for example 3

6. Conclusion and outlook

In this paper, we formulated an open-loop optimal control problem for a transport-dominated PDE using
reduced-order models (ROMs). We investigated two ROM approaches: the POD-G and sPOD-G methods.
Additionally, we introduced two distinct frameworks for solving the optimal control problem: FOTR and
FRTO. We then assessed the computational performance and accuracy of the POD-G and sPOD-G methods
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(a) Example 1 (b) Example 2

(c) Example 3

Figure 7. Plots for J vs. run time for all the three examples

within a line search based optimization loop for a linear advection equation. The numerical results presented in
Section 5 offer a comprehensive comparison between these ROM methods. Our findings demonstrate that the
sPOD-G method, which is particularly effective for transport-dominated systems, requires significantly fewer
modes to achieve reasonable accuracy compared to the POD-G method. Despite needing fewer modes, the
sPOD-G method provides similar or slightly smaller speedups than the POD-G method, as shown in the timing
analysis. This is primarily due to the higher offline computational costs associated with the sPOD-G method.
As a future direction, we plan to investigate the numerical aspects of both the FOTR and the FRTO framework
in more detail. Additionally, we aim to study the effect of adaptive basis refinement on both the accuracy and
computational time of the individual methods. Finally, we plan to explore the use of the sPOD-G method for
optimal control in more complex PDE systems, such as a wildland fire model [13], which involves decomposing
the problem into multiple frames using the sPOD ansatz.
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Code Availability

To enhance the reproducibility and transparency of the research in this paper, the source code for the exper-
iments and analyses has been made publicly available via the following Zenodo repository:

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14355726

We encourage researchers to utilize and build upon the code for their own research purposes.
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