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Abstract

We present an augmented Lagrangian trust-region method to efficiently solve constrained optimization prob-
lems governed by large-scale nonlinear systems with application to partial differential equation-constrained
optimization. At each major augmented Lagrangian iteration, the expensive optimization subproblem involv-
ing the full nonlinear system is replaced by an empirical quadrature-based hyperreduced model constructed
on-the-fly. To ensure convergence of these inexact augmented Lagrangian subproblems, we develop a bound-
constrained trust-region method that allows for inexact gradient evaluations, and specialize it to our specific
setting that leverages hyperreduced models. This approach circumvents a traditional training phase because
the models are built on-the-fly in accordance with the requirements of the trust-region convergence the-
ory. Two numerical experiments (constrained aerodynamic shape design) demonstrate the convergence and
efficiency of the proposed work. A speedup of 12.7x (for all computational costs, even costs traditionally
considered “offline” such as snapshot collection and data compression) relative to a standard optimization
approach that does not leverage model reduction is shown.

Keywords: PDE-constrained optimization, reduced-order model, constrained optimization, augmented
Lagrangian method, trust-region method, on-the-fly sampling

1. Introduction

Optimization problems involving partial differential equations (PDEs) arise in many fields for product
design, risk control, cost management, etc. Often, the optimization problem may have additional side
constraints (i.e., constraints other than the PDE constraint), which increases the complexity of the problem
and the computational cost required to solve it. These problems can be prohibitively expensive for PDE
discretizations with many degrees of freedom (DoFs) due to repeated queries to the expensive PDE solver.

To mitigate the large computational cost of such problems, surrogate-based approaches have been de-
veloped to reduce the computational cost of expensive PDE-constrained optimization problems. Surrogate
models utilize a relatively cheap model to replace the original one throughout the optimization iterations to
reduce the computational cost. There are many types of surrogate models, e.g., adaptive spatial discretiza-
tion [65], partially converged solutions [23, 60], response surfaces [24], projection-based reduced-order models
(ROM) [4, 41, 62, 61, 57, 26, 28, 30, 19, 6, 66], and machine learning [48, 33, 63, 52, 9], to name a few. In
this work, we consider the projection-based model reduction with empirical quadrature procedure (EQP)
[55] hyperreduction (to accelerate assembly of nonlinear terms) as surrogates to accelerate the optimization
iterations.

Traditionally, computational efficiency has been realized in the context of projection-based model re-
duction by leveraging an offline/online approach, whereby a ROM is trained in an expensive offline phase
and queried many times in an inexpensive online phase. Several approaches have been developed to utilize
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ROMs for large-scale optimization that preserve the offline/online decomposition [34, 37, 43, 50, 47, 54, 22,
3, 12, 46, 42]. In these approaches, the ROM is constructed by sampling the full-fidelity model at many
training points in the parameter space and the optimization problem is solved with the ROM instead of
the original model. These approaches involve a computationally intensive offline phase that must train the
ROM in all regions of the parameter space that may be visited by the optimizer, which can be difficult to
amortize in the online phase. In addition, the optimal solution found is a critical point of the ROM, not
the original model. On the contrary, the on-the-fly methods in [4, 59, 1, 62, 60, 41, 61, 57, 29, 5, 19, 53] do
not require an offline training phase because they are built during the solution of the optimization problem.
Furthermore, on-the-fly methods can guarantee global convergence to a critical point of the original model
[60, 41, 57, 5, 53]. However, these methods have been developed for problems without side constraints.

A common approach to solve side-constrained problems is the augmented Lagrangian method (ALM) or
method of multipliers first proposed by Hestenes [27] and Powell [40], and since studied by many authors
[44, 7, 8]. In recent decades, ALM and its variations have been used to solve increasingly complex optimization
problems ([25, 45, 64, 11, 35, 51, 18]). We consider the bound-constrained Lagrangian (BCL) method, which
is the foundation of the LANCELOT package [14], due to its simplicity and effectivity in the field of nonlinear
programming. The BCL method converts the original constrained problem into an unconstrained or bound-
constrained one. It utilizes an appropriate solver, such as modified trust-region methods [13, 36, 16, 2] for
bound-constrained problems, to solve the augmented Lagrangian subproblem. In this work, we adapt the
on-the-fly trust-region method developed in [53] to solve the augmented Lagrangian subproblem to yield a
globally convergent method for using EQP-based surrogates to accelerate optimization problems with side
constraints.

The main contributions of this work are three-fold. First, we develop a novel trust-region method for
bound-constrained optimization problems that allows for inexact gradient evaluations equipped with asymp-
totic error bound of [32, 31]. We use this method to solve the augmented Lagrangian subproblems that
arise for optimization problems with general side constraints. Second, we extend the EQP method of
[55, 53] with additional linear constraints (training phase) that ensure the optimization Lagrangian and
side constraints are well-approximated on the reduced quadrature rule. Finally, we specialize the proposed
trust-region method to the setting where EQP surrogates built on-the-fly are used as the trust-region model
(EQP/BTR). By adaptively building the reduced basis and using EQP tolerances rigorously informed by
the trust-region convergence theory, the EQP/BTR avoids a potentially expensive training phase and global
convergence is guaranteed. At each augmented Lagrangian step (outer loop), this EQP/BTR method is
used to solve the augmented Lagrangian subproblem (inner loop) for problems with general side constraints.
Global convergence and the efficiency of the method is demonstrated on two aerodynamic shape optimization
examples.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the governing nonlinear system
of equations, poses the general optimization problem with side constraints, and formulates the reduced-space
augmented Lagrangian subproblem. Section 3 introduces projection-based model reduction and EQP-based
hyperreduction, including the extension of the method in [53] with augmented Lagrangian terms and relevant
error estimates. Section 4 introduces the new bound-constrained trust-region methods that allows for inexact
gradient evaluations and asymptotic error bounds, a brief review of the augmented Lagrangian method in
[38], and the proposed EQP/BTR method and establishes its global convergence condition. Finally, Section 5
demonstrates the efficiency and convergence of the proposed method on two aerodynamic shape optimization
problems.

2. Problem formulation

In this section, we formulate the governing high-dimensional optimization problem that we aim to acceler-
ate using model hyperreduction in later sections. We consider general optimization problems constrained by
a large-scale nonlinear system of equations, although our primary interest is fully discrete PDE-constrained
optimization. To this end, we introduce the governing nonlinear system of equations (Section 2.1) and
the formulation of the complete optimization problem (Section 2.2), including an augmented Lagrangian
formulation of the problem and adjoint method to compute gradients.
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2.1. Governing equations

We consider a parametrized, large-scale system of nonlinear equations that we will refer to as the high-
dimensional model (HDM): given a collection of system parameters µ P D Ă RNµ , find u‹ P RNu such
that

rpu‹,µq “ 0, (1)

where u‹ is the primal solution implicitly defined as the solution of (1) and r : RNu ˆ D ÞÑ RNu with
r : pu,µq ÞÑ rpu,µq denotes the residual. We assume that for every µ P D, there exists a unique primal
solution u‹ “ u‹pµq satisfying (1) and that the implicit map µ ÞÑ u‹pµq is continuously differentiable. In
most practical applications, the dimension Nu is large, which causes (1) to be computationally expensive to
solve. We focus on the case where the residual arises from the high-fidelity discretization of a parametrized,
partial differential equation (PDE), although the developments in this work generalize to naturally discrete
systems. Furthermore, we assume the system (Ω) consists of Ne elements (Ωe), i.e., Ω “ Y

Ne

e“1Ωe, and the
residual can be written as an assembly of element residuals

rpu,µq “

Ne
ÿ

e“1

Pere
`

ue,u
1
e,µ

˘

, (2)

where re : RNe
u ˆRNe1

u ˆD Ñ RNe
u with re : pue,u

1
e,µq ÞÑ repue,u

1
e,µq is the residual contribution of element

e, ue P RNe
u are the DoFs associated with element e, u1

e P RNe1

u are the DoFs associated with elements
neighboring element e (if applicable), and Pe P RNuˆNe

u is the assembly operator that maps element DoFs
for element e to global DoFs. The element and global DoFs are related via assembly operators ue “ P T

e u

and u1
e “ pP 1

eqTu, where P 1
e P RNuˆNe1

u is an assembly operator that maps element DoFs from neighbors of
element e to the corresponding global DoFs. This structure will be used to facilitate hyperreduction of the
nonlinear system of equations.

Remark 1. There are many PDE discretizations that possess the elemental decomposition 2, including cell-
centered finite volume and most finite-element-based discretizations, as well as naturally discrete systems
(e.g., direct stiffness analysis of trusses). In this work, use a discontinuous Galerkin (DG) discretizations of
the Euler equations of gasdynamics.

2.2. Optimization formulation

Now, we pose the constrained optimization problem considered in this work as

minimize
uPRNu ,µPD

jpu,µq

subject to cpu,µq “ 0

rpu,µq “ 0

µl ď µ ď µu,

(3)

where j : RNu ˆD Ñ R is the quantity to be minimized, c : pu,µq Ñ cpu,µq is a vector of Nc side constraints
(i.e., constraints other than the governing equation r involving the primal variable u), and µl and µu are
vectors of lower and upper bounds, respectively, on the design parameters. In the setting where the residual
r corresponds to a PDE discretization, this is a discrete PDE-constrained optimization problem (discretize-
then-optimize). We assume the objective function and side constraints can be written as a summation of
element contributions, i.e.,

jpu,µq “

Ne
ÿ

e“1

jepue,µq, cpu,µq “

Ne
ÿ

e“1

cepue,µq, (4)

where je : RNe
u ˆD Ñ R and ce : RNe

u ˆD Ñ RNc are the element contributions of element e to the objective
function and side constraints, respectively. Such a decomposition commonly arises in PDE-constrained opti-
mization applications where the objective and side constraints are defined as integrals over the computational
domain or its boundary.
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Remark 2. The optimization problem (3) is sufficiently general to incorporate inequality side constraints of
the form dpu,µq ě 0. In this case, the parameter vector µ “ pν, sq, where ν are design parameters from the
governing equations and s are slack variables [38]. In this case, the side constraints read cpu,µq “ dpu,µq´s
and the lower bound reads µl “ pνl,0q, where νl is the vector of lower bounds for the design parameters ν.

We convert (3) to an optimization problem without side constraints using the classic augmented La-
grangian (AL) function, ℓ : RNu ˆ D ˆ RNc ˆ R Ñ R, defined as

ℓ : pu,µ;θ, τq ÞÑ ℓLpu,µ;θq `
τ

2
}cpu,µq}

2
2 (5)

where the Lagrangian part, ℓL : RNu ˆ D ˆ RNc Ñ R, is defined as

ℓL : pu,µ;θq ÞÑ jpu,µq ´ θT cpu,µq, (6)

where θ P RNc are Lagrangian multiplier estimates, and τ P R denotes the penalty parameter. Then, we
replace the optimization problem in (3) with a sequence of optimization problems of the form

minimize
uPRNu ,µPD

ℓpu,µ;θ, τq

subject to rpu,µq “ 0

µl ď µ ď µu,

(7)

where θ and τ are fixed. We eliminate the HDM constraint by restricting the primal variable to the solution
manifold of r, i.e., define f : D ˆ RNc ˆ R Ñ R such that

f : pµ;θ, τq ÞÑ ℓpu‹pµq,µ;θ, τq, (8)

which leads to the following bound-constrained, reduced-space optimization problem

minimize
µPC

fpµ;θ, τq :“ ℓpu‹pµq,µ;θ, τq, (9)

where C is the set of bound constraints defined by

C :“ tµ P D | µl ď µ ď µuu . (10)

We use the adjoint method to compute the gradient of the objective function because the parameter-space
dimension Nµ can be large. The corresponding HDM adjoint problem is: given µ P D and the corresponding
primal solution u‹ P RNu satisfying (1), find the adjoint solution λ‹ P RNu satisfying

rλpλ‹,u‹,µ;θ, τq “ 0, (11)

where the adjoint residual, rλ : RNu ˆ RNu ˆ D ˆ RNc ˆ R Ñ RNu , is defined as

rλ : pz,u,µ;θ, τq ÞÑ
Br

Bu
pu,µqTz ´

Bℓ

Bu
pu,µ;θ, τqT . (12)

We expand Bℓ
Bu pu,µ;θ, τq and define the Lagrangian part, rL,λ : RNu ˆ RNu ˆ D ˆ RNc Ñ RNu , as

rL,λ : pz,u,µ;θq ÞÑ
Br

Bu
pu,µqTz ´

Bj

Bu
pu,µqT `

Bc

Bu
pu,µqTθ, (13)

which reduces (12) to

rλpz,u,µ;θ, τq “ rL,λpz,u,µ;θq ´ τ
Bc

Bu
pu,µqT cpu,µq. (14)

Assuming the residual Jacobian is well-defined and invertible for every pu‹pµq,µq pair with µ P D, then

4



there exists a unique adjoint solution

λ‹pµ;θ, τq “
Br

Bu
pu‹pµq,µq´T Bℓ

Bu
pu‹pµq,µ;θ, τqT . (15)

making the implicit map pµ;θ, τq ÞÑ λ‹pµ;θ, τq well-defined for all µ P D. From the primal-adjoint pair
pu‹,λ‹q satisfying (1) and (11), the gradient of the reduced AL function, ∇f : D ˆ RNc ˆ R Ñ RNµ , is
computed as

∇f : pµ;θ, τq ÞÑ gλpλ‹pµ;θ, τq,u‹pµq,µ;θ, τqT “
Bℓ

Bµ
pu‹pµq,µ;θ, τqT ´

Br

Bµ
pu‹pµq,µqTλ‹pµ;θ, τq, (16)

where the operator that reconstructs the gradient from the adjoint solution, gλ : RNu ˆRNu ˆDˆRNc ˆR Ñ

R1ˆNµ , is

gλ : pz,u,µ;θ, τq ÞÑ
Bℓ

Bµ
pu,µ;θ, τq ´ zT Br

Bµ
pu,µq. (17)

Similarly to (13) and (14), we define gL,λ : RNu ˆ RNu ˆ D ˆ RNc Ñ R1ˆNµ as:

gL,λ : pz,u,µ;θq ÞÑ
Bj

Bµ
pu,µq ´ θT Bc

Bµ
pu,µq ´ zT Br

Bµ
pu,µq, (18)

and the gradient becomes

gλpz,u,µ;θ, τq “ gL,λpz,u,µ;θq ` τcpu,µqT
Bc

Bµ
pu,µq. (19)

Next, we use the disassembly operator P to write the primal residual (2), AL function (5), adjoint residual
(14) and AL gradient (16) in unassembled form by considering the Lagrangian and penalty contributions
separately. The unassembled form will be used to construct optimization-informed hyperreduced models in
the next section. The AL function can be expanded into elemental contributions as

ℓpu,µ;θ, τq “

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ℓLepue,µ;θq `
τ

2

›

›

›

›

›

Ne
ÿ

e“1

cepue,µq

›

›

›

›

›

2

2

, (20)

where the elemental contribution to the Lagrangian function, ℓLe : RNe
u ˆ D ˆ RNc Ñ R, is defined as

ℓLe : pue,µ;θq ÞÑ jepue,µq ´ θT cepue,µq. (21)

Similarly, the adjoint residual can be written as

rλpz,u,µ;θ, τq “

Ne
ÿ

e“1

rL,λe pze,ue,µ;θq ´ τ

«

Ne
ÿ

e“1

Pe
Bce
Bue

pue,µqT

ff«

Ne
ÿ

e“1

cepue,µq

ff

, (22)

where the elemental contribution to the Lagrangian adjoint residual, rL,λe : RNe
u ˆ RNe

u ˆ D ˆ RNc Ñ RNe
u ,

is defined as

rL,λe : pze,ue,µ;θq ÞÑ ´Pe
Bje
Bue

pue,µqT ` Pe
Bce
Bue

pue,µqTθ ` Pe
Bre
Bue

pue,u
1
e,µqTze ` P 1

e

Bre
Bu1

e

pue,u
1
e,µqTze

(23)
and ze “ P T

e z. Finally, we can rewrite the gradient as

gλpz,u,µ;θ, τq “

Ne
ÿ

e“1

gL,λe pze,ue,µ;θq ` τ

«

Ne
ÿ

e“1

cepue,µq

ffT «

Ne
ÿ

e“1

Bce
Bµ

pue,µq

ff

, (24)
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where the elemental contribution to the gradient, gL,λe : RNe
u ˆ RNe

u ˆ D ˆ RNc Ñ R1ˆNµ , is defined as

gL,λe pze,ue,µ;θq ÞÑ
Bje
Bµ

pue,µq ´ θT Bce
Bµ

pue,µq ´ zT
e

Bre
Bµ

pue,u
1
e,µq (25)

Remark 3. The quadratic penalty in the augmented Lagrangian (5) introduces a nonlinear dependence on the

elemental quantities that precludes its direct elemental expansion of the form ℓpu,µ;θ, τq “
řNe

e“1 ℓepu,µ;θ, τq.
This requires a departure from previous work in this area [53] and necessitates the term-by-term elemental
expansion described in Section 2.2.

3. Hyperreduction

In this section, we enhance the empirical quadrature procedure (EQP) developed in [55, 53] with addi-
tional constraints required in the optimization setting that will be used to prove global convergence when
embedded in a trust-region framework. To this end, we introduce standard projection-based model reduction
(Section 3.1), the adapted EQP method (Section 3.2), and corresponding error estimates (Section 3.3).

3.1. Projection-based model reduction

Projection-based model reduction begins with the ansatz that the primal state lies in a low-dimensional
subspace VΦ “ tΦŷ | ŷ P Rnu Ă RNu , where Φ P RNuˆn with n ! Nu is the reduced basis. That is, we
approximate the primal state u‹ as

u‹ « û‹
Φ :“ Φŷ‹, (26)

where û‹
Φ P VΦ is the subspace approximation of the primal state u‹ and ŷ‹

Φ P Rn contains the corresponding
reduced coordinates. The primal reduced coordinates are implicitly defined as the solution of the Galerkin
reduced-order model: given µ P D, find ŷ‹

Φ P Rn such that

r̂Φpŷ‹
Φ,µq “ 0, (27)

where r̂Φ : Rn ˆ D Ñ Rn with
r̂Φ : pŷ,µq ÞÑ ΦTrpΦŷ,µq, (28)

which is obtained by substituting the ROM ansatz (26) into the governing equation (1) and requiring the
resulting residual to be orthogonal to the reduced subspace (Galerkin projection). We assume that for
every µ P D, there exists a unique primal solution ŷ‹

Φ “ ŷ‹
Φpµq satisfying (27) and that the implicit map

µ ÞÑ ŷ‹
Φpµq is continuously differentiable. The reduced residual (r̂Φ) inherits an unassembled structure from

the HDM

r̂Φpŷ,µq “

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ΦT
e rΦpΦeŷ,Φ

1
eŷ,µq. (29)

where Φe :“ P T
e Φ P RNe

uˆn and Φ1
e :“ pP 1

eqTΦ P RNe1

u ˆn are the reduced bases restricted to the elemental
degrees of freedom.

Each optimization functional is reduced by substituting the ROM approximation into the original func-
tional, including the augmented Lagrangian function. That is, let

ℓ̂Φ : pŷ,µ;θ, τq ÞÑ ℓpΦŷ,µ;θ, τq, ℓ̂LΦ : pŷ,µ;θq ÞÑ ℓLpΦŷ,µ;θq, f̂Φ : pµ;θ, τq ÞÑ ℓ̂Φpŷ‹
Φpµq,µ;θ, τq,

(30)

where ℓ̂Φ : Rn ˆ D ˆ RNc ˆ R Ñ R is the reduced augmented Lagrangian function, ℓ̂LΦ : Rn ˆ D ˆ RNc Ñ R
is the Lagrangian component of ℓ̂Φ, and f̂Φ : D ˆ RNc ˆ R Ñ R is the restriction of the reduced augmented
Lagrangian function to the ROM solution manifold. The reduced AL function can be expanded as

ℓ̂Φpŷ,µ;θ, τq “ ℓLΦpŷ,µ;θq `
τ

2
}cpΦŷ,µq}

2
2 (31)

6



and inherits an unassembled structure from the HDM

ℓ̂Φpŷ,µ;θ, τq “

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ℓ̂LΦ,epŷ,µ;θq `
τ

2

›

›

›

›

›

Ne
ÿ

e“1

cepΦeŷ,µq

›

›

›

›

›

2

2

, (32)

where the elemental contribution to the AL function, ℓ̂LΦ,e : Rn ˆ D ˆ RNc Ñ R, is defined as

ℓ̂LΦ,e : pŷ,µ;θq ÞÑ jepΦeŷ,µq ´ θT cepΦeŷ,µq. (33)

The reduced adjoint residual, r̂λΦ : Rn ˆ Rn ˆ D ˆ RNc ˆ R Ñ Rn, is defined as

r̂λΦ : pẑ, ŷ,µ;θ, τq ÞÑ
Br̂Φ
Bŷ

pŷ,µqT ẑ ´
Bℓ̂Φ
Bŷ

pŷ,µ;θ, τqT “ ΦTrλpΦẑ,Φŷ,µ;θ, τq, (34)

where the equality follows directly from the definitions in (12), (28), and (30). Following (13) and (14), we

let the Lagrangian component rL,λΦ : Rn ˆ Rn ˆ D ˆ RNc Ñ Rn be

r̂L,λΦ : pẑ, ŷ,µ;θq ÞÑ
Br̂Φ
Bŷ

pŷ,µqT ẑ ´ ΦT Bj

Bu
pΦŷ,µqT `

„

Bc

Bu
pΦy,µqΦ

ȷT

θ “ ΦTrL,λpΦẑ,Φŷ,µ;θq, (35)

and (34) becomes

r̂λΦpẑ, ŷ,µ;θ, τq “ r̂L,λΦ pẑ, ŷ,µ;θq ´ τΦT Bc

Bu
pΦŷ,µqT cpΦŷ,µq. (36)

The reduced adjoint problem is: given µ P D and the corresponding reduced primal solution ŷ‹
Φ satisfying

(27), find the reduced adjoint solution λ̂‹
Φ P Rn satisfying

r̂λΦpλ̂‹
Φ, ŷ

‹
Φ,µ;θ, τq “ 0. (37)

Assuming the reduced residual Jacobian is well-defined and invertible for every pŷ‹
Φpµq,µq pair with µ P D,

there exists a unique reduced adjoint solution

λ̂‹
Φpµ;θ, τq “

Br̂Φ
Bŷ

pŷ‹
Φpµq,µq´T Bℓ̂Φ

Bŷ
pŷ‹

Φpµq,µ;θ, τqT , (38)

making the implicit map pµ;θ, τq ÞÑ λ̂‹
Φpµ;θ, τq well-defined for all µ P D. The reduced adjoint residual

inherits an unassembled structure from the HDM using the relationships in (22) and (34)

r̂λΦpẑ, ŷ,µ;θ, τq “

Ne
ÿ

e“1

r̂L,λΦ,epẑ, ŷ,µ;θq ´ τ

«

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ΦT
e

Bce
Bue

pΦeŷ,µqT

ff«

Ne
ÿ

e“1

cepΦeŷ,µq

ff

. (39)

where the elemental contribution, r̂L,λΦ,e : Rn ˆ Rn ˆ D ˆ RNc Ñ Rn, is defined as

r̂L,λΦ,e : pẑ, ŷ,µ;θq ÞÑ ´ΦT
e

Bje
Bue

pΦeŷ,µqT ` ΦT
e

Bce
Bue

pΦeŷ,µqTθ ` ΦT
e

Bre
Bue

pΦeŷ,Φ
1
eŷ,µqTΦeẑ`

`

Φ1
e

˘T Bre
Bu1

e

pΦeŷ,Φ
1
eŷ,µqTΦeẑ.

(40)

From the primal-adjoint pair (ŷ‹
Φ, λ̂

‹
Φ), the gradient of the reduced AL (f̂Φ), ∇f̂Φ : D ˆ RNc ˆ R Ñ RNµ ,

is computed as

∇f̂Φ : pµ;θ, τq ÞÑ ĝλ
Φpλ̂‹

Φpµ;θ, τq, ŷ‹
Φpµq,µ;θ, τqT “

Bℓ̂Φ
Bµ

pŷ‹
Φpµq,µ;θ, τqT ´

Br̂Φ
Bµ

pŷ‹
Φpµq,µqT λ̂‹

Φpµ;θ, τq,

(41)
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where the operator that reconstructs the reduced AL gradient from the reduced adjoint solution, ĝλ
Φ :

Rn ˆ Rn ˆ D ˆ RNc ˆ R Ñ R1ˆNµ , is

ĝλ
Φ : pẑ, ŷ,µ;θ, τq ÞÑ

Bℓ̂Φ
Bµ

pŷ,µ;θ, τq ´ ẑT Br̂Φ
Bµ

pŷ,µq “ gλpΦẑ,Φŷ,µ;θ, τq. (42)

The Lagrangian part of the gradient reconstruction operator, ĝL,λ : Rn ˆ Rn ˆ D ˆ RNc Ñ R1ˆNµ , is

ĝL,λΦ : pẑ, ŷ,µ;θq ÞÑ
Bj

Bµ
pΦy,µq ´ θT Bc

Bµ
pΦy,µq ´ ẑT Br̂Φ

Bµ
py,µq, (43)

which allows the gradient operator to be rewritten as

ĝλ
Φpz,y,µ;θ, τq “ ĝL,λΦ pẑ,y,µ;θq ` τcpΦy,µqT

Bc

Bµ
pΦy,µq. (44)

The reduced gradient operator also inherits an unassembled structure from the HDM in (24)

ĝλ
Φpẑ, ŷ,µ;θ, τq “

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ĝL,λΦ,epẑ, ŷ,µ;θq ` τ

«

Ne
ÿ

e“1

cepΦeŷ,µq

ffT «

Ne
ÿ

e“1

Bce
Bµ

pΦeŷ,µq

ff

, (45)

where the elemental contribution, ĝL,λΦ,e : Rn ˆ Rn ˆ D ˆ RNc ÞÑ R1ˆNµ , is defined as

ĝL,λΦ,epẑ, ŷ,µ;θq “
Bje
Bµ

pΦeŷ,µq ´ θT Bce
Bµ

pΦeŷ,µq ´ ẑTΦT
e

Bre
Bµ

pΦeŷ,Φeŷ
1,µq. (46)

Finally, we consider the reduced sensitivity residual as in [53], r̂B
Φ : RnˆNµ ˆ Rn ˆ D Ñ RnˆNµ , which

will be used to accelerate convergence of the optimization framework. The sensitivity residual is defined as

r̂B
Φ : pŵ, ŷ,µq ÞÑ

Br̂Φ
Bŷ

pŷ,µqŵ `
Br̂Φ
Bµ

pŷ,µq, (47)

and its unassembled form

r̂B
Φpŵ, ŷ,µq “

Ne
ÿ

e“1

„

ΦT
e

Bre
Bue

pΦeŷ,Φ
1
eŷ,µqΦeŵ ` ΦT

e

Bre
Bu1

e

pΦeŷ,Φ
1
eŷ,µqΦ1

eŵ ` ΦT
e

Bre
Bµ

pΦeŷ,Φ
1
eŷ,µq

ȷ

.

(48)
The reduced sensitivity problem is: given µ P D and the corresponding reduced primal solution ŷ‹

Φ, find the
reduced sensitivity solution Bµŷ

‹
Φ P RnˆNµ such that

r̂B
ΦpBµŷ

‹
Φ, ŷ

‹
Φ,µq “ 0. (49)

Despite the potentially significant reduction in degrees of freedom between the HDM system (1) and the
reduced system (27), computational efficiency will not necessarily be achieved due to the cost of constructing
the nonlinear terms. This can be clearly seen from the unassembled form of the primal residual (29), objective
function (32), adjoint residual (39), and AL gradient (45) as each of these operations requires elemental
operations for all elements. For systems comprised of many elements, e.g., high-fidelity discretization of
PDEs, which can be a serious bottleneck. To accelerate the formation of the nonlinear terms, we turn to
EQP-based hyperreduction.

3.2. An optimization-aware empirical quadrature procedure

To accelerate the assembly of the nonlinear terms in the various reduced quantities introduced in Sec-
tion 3.1, we use the empirical quadrature procedure [53, 58, 55]. In the adjoint-based optimization setting, we
use EQP to accelerate any operation that involves assembly over all elements (Section 3.2.1), i.e., evaluation
of the primal and adjoint residuals, the optimization functionals, and gradient reconstruction. To ensure
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all hyperreduced quantities are accurate with respect to their reduced counterparts, we include additional
constraints on the original EQP linear program introduced in [55] (Section 3.2.2).

3.2.1. Formulation

The EQP construction replaces the unassembled form of the reduced primal residual with a weighted
(hyperreduced) version, r̃Φ : Rn ˆ D ˆ R Ñ Rn, where

r̃Φ : pỹ,µ;ρq ÞÑ

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ρeΦ
T
e repΦeỹ,Φ

1
eỹ,µq (50)

and ρ P R is the vector of weights with R Ă RNe the set of admissible weights such that 1 P R (1 is the
vector with each entry equal to one). For each element Ωe P Eh with ρe “ 0, the operations on the element
can be completely skipped so computational efficiency is achieved when the vector of weights is highly sparse;
construction of ρ is deferred to Section 3.2.2. The primal EQP problem reads: given µ P D and ρ P R, find
ỹ‹
Φ P Rn such that

r̃Φpỹ‹
Φ,µ;ρq “ 0. (51)

For each ρ P R, we assume there is a unique primal solution ỹ‹
Φ “ ỹ‹

Φpµ;ρq satisfying (51) for every µ P D.
In the optimization setting, computational efficiency is also required for the evaluation of the optimization

functionals, the adjoint residual (similar to [53, 56, 20]), and the gradient reconstruction. We use the same
approach of introducing weights (ρ) into the unassembled form so efficiency is achieved when ρ is sparse.
The hyperreduced AL, ℓ̃Φ : Rn ˆDˆRˆRNc ˆR Ñ R, its Lagrangian part ℓ̃LΦ : Rn ˆDˆRˆRNc Ñ R, and
the restriction of the hyperreduced AL function to the EQP solution manifold, f̃Φ : D ˆ R ˆ RNc ˆ R Ñ R,
are defined as

ℓ̃Φ : pỹ,µ;ρ,θ, τq ÞÑ ℓ̃LΦpỹ,µ;ρ,θq `
τ

2

›

›

›

›

›

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ρecepΦeỹ,µq

›

›

›

›

›

2

2

,

ℓ̃LΦ : pỹ,µ;ρ,θq ÞÑ

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ρejepΦeỹ,µq ´ θT
Ne
ÿ

e“1

ρecepΦeỹ,µq,

f̃Φ : pµ;ρ,θ, τq ÞÑ ℓ̃Φpỹ‹
Φpµ;ρq,µ;ρ,θ, τq.

(52)

The hyperreduced adjoint residual, r̃λΦ : Rn ˆ Rn ˆ D ˆ R ˆ RNc ˆ R Ñ Rn, is defined as

r̃λΦ : pz̃, ỹ,µ;ρ,θ, τq ÞÑ
Br̃Φ
Bỹ

pỹ,µ;ρqT z̃ ´
Bℓ̃Φ
Bỹ

pỹ,µ;ρ,θ, τqT , (53)

or, in unassembled form,

r̃λΦpz̃, ỹ,µ;ρ,θ, τq “ r̃L,λΦ pz̃, ỹ,µ;ρ,θq ´ τ

«

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ρeΦ
T
e

Bce
Bue

pΦeỹ,µqT

ff«

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ρecepΦeỹ,µq

ff

. (54)

where its Lagrangian part r̃L,λΦ : Rn ˆ Rn ˆ D ˆ R ˆ RNc Ñ Rn is defined as

r̃L,λΦ : pz̃, ỹ,µ;ρ,θq ÞÑ

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ρe

„

´ΦT
e

Bje
Bue

pΦeỹ,µqT ` ΦT
e

Bce
Bue

pΦeỹ,µqTθ ` ΦT
e

Bre
Bue

pΦeỹ,Φ
1
eỹ,µqTΦez̃ `

`

Φ1
e

˘T Bre
Bu1

e

pΦeỹ,Φ
1
eỹ,µqTΦez̃

ȷ

.

(55)
The hyperreduced adjoint problem is: given µ P D and the corresponding hyperreduced primal solution ỹ‹

Φ

satisfying (51), find the hyperreduced adjoint solution λ̃‹
Φ P Rn satisfying

r̃λΦpλ̃‹
Φ, ỹ

‹
Φ,µ;ρ,θ, τq “ 0. (56)
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For each ρ P R, we assume the hyperreduced Jacobian is well-defined and invertible for every pỹ‹
Φpµ;ρq,µq

pair with µ P D so there exists a unique hyperreduced adjoint solution

λ̃‹
Φpµ;ρ,θ, τq “

Br̃Φ
Bỹ

pỹ‹
Φpµ;ρq,µ;ρq´T Bℓ̃Φ

Bỹ
pỹ‹

Φpµ;ρq,µ;ρ,θ, τqT , (57)

making the implicit map pµ;ρ,θ, τq ÞÑ λ̃‹
Φpµ;ρ,θ, τq well-defined. From the primal-adjoint pair (ỹ‹

Φ, λ̃
‹
Φ),

the gradient of the AL function in reduced-space, ∇f̃Φ : D ˆ R ˆ RNc ˆ R Ñ RNµ , is computed as

∇f̃Φ : pµ;ρ,θ, τq ÞÑ g̃λ
Φpλ̃‹

Φpµ;ρ,θ, τq, ỹ‹
Φpµ;ρq,µ;ρ,θ, τqT

“
Bℓ̃Φ
Bµ

pỹ‹
Φpµ;ρq,µ;ρ,θ, τqT ´

Br̃Φ
Bµ

pỹ‹
Φpµ;ρq,µ;ρqT λ̃‹

Φpµ;ρ,θ, τq,
(58)

where the operator that reconstructs the hyperreduced AL gradient from the hyperreduced adjoint solution,
g̃λ
Φ : Rn ˆ Rn ˆ D ˆ R ˆ RNc ˆ R Ñ R1ˆNµ , is

g̃λ
Φ : pz̃, ỹ,µ;ρ,θ, τq ÞÑ

Bℓ̃Φ
Bµ

pỹ,µ;ρ,θ, τq ´ z̃T Br̃Φ
Bµ

pỹ,µ;ρq, (59)

or, in unassembled form,

g̃λ
Φpz̃, ỹ,µ;ρ,θ, τq “ g̃L,λΦ pz̃, ỹ,µ;ρ,θq ` τ

«

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ρecepΦeỹ,µq

ffT «

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ρe
Bce
Bµ

pΦeỹ,µq

ff

, (60)

where g̃L,λΦ : Rn ˆ Rn ˆ D ˆ R ˆ RNc Ñ R1ˆNµ is defined as

g̃L,λΦ : pz̃, ỹ,µ;ρ,θq ÞÑ

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ρe

„

Bje
Bµ

pΦeỹ,µq ´ θT Bce
Bµ

pΦeỹ,µq ´ z̃TΦT
e

Bre
Bµ

pΦeỹ,Φeỹ
1,µq

ȷ

. (61)

Finally, the hyperreduced sensitivity residual, r̃B
Φ : RnˆNµ ˆ Rn ˆ D ˆ R Ñ RnˆNµ , is defined as

r̃B
Φ : pw̃, ỹ,µ;ρq ÞÑ

Br̃Φ
Bỹ

pỹ,µ;ρqw̃ `
Br̃Φ
Bµ

pỹ,µ;ρq, (62)

or, in unassembled form,

r̃B
Φpw̃, ỹ,µ;ρq “

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ρe

„

ΦT
e

Bre
Bue

pΦeỹ,Φ
1
eỹ,µqΦew̃ ` ΦT

e

Bre
Bu1

e

pΦeỹ,Φ
1
eỹ,µqΦ1

ew̃ ` ΦT
e

Bre
Bµ

pΦeỹ,Φ
1
eỹ,µq

ȷ

.

(63)
The hyperreduced sensitivity problem is: given µ P D and the corresponding reduced primal solution ỹ‹

Φ

find the hyperreduced sensitivity solution Bµỹ
‹
Φ P RnˆNµ such that

r̃B
ΦpBµỹ

‹
Φ, ỹ

‹
Φ,µ;ρq “ 0 (64)

Remark 4. It can be observed that the hyperreduced form of all quantities, e.g., (52), (53), (60), and (62),
agree with the corresponding reduced quantity in the case where ρ “ 1.

Remark 5. Following [53], we use a single reduced basis to approximate the HDM state, sensitivity, and
adjoint, as opposed to a separate basis for each. Additionally, we use a single set of EQP weights for all
terms (e.g., the primal residual, adjoint residual, sensitivity residual, optimization functionals, and gradient
reconstruction). This allows us to directly derive gradients at the reduced and hyperreduced levels, which
guarantees consistency with the true gradient of the (hyper)reduced model, which is helpful for convergence
analysis and solving trust-region subproblems in the next section.
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3.2.2. Training

The success of EQP is inherently linked to the construction of a sparse weight vector that ensures
the hyperreduced quantities introduced in Section 3.2.1 accurately approximate the corresponding reduced
quantity in Section 3.1. In [58, 55], the EQP weights are chosen to be the solution of an ℓ1 minimization
problem (to promote sparsity) that includes several constraints, most important of which is the manifold
accuracy constraint that requires the reduced (r̂) and hyperreduced (r̃) primal residuals are sufficiently close
on some training set. Manifold constraints on the quantities of interest and adjoint residual, among others,
are included when EQP is used to accelerate dual-weighted residual error estimation [56, 20]. In the adjoint-
based optimization setting, we require the hyperreduced primal residual, adjoint residual, AL function, and
gradient reconstruction operator accurately approximate the corresponding reduced quantity [53]. However,
the presence of the quadratic penalty would lead to a nonlinear optimization problem (as opposed to a linear
program) if we directly control the error in the AL function. Instead, we control the error in the Lagrangian
and constraint functions separately to yield a linear program.

To this end, we let Φ be a given reduced basis and Ξ Ă D be a collection of EQP training parameters,
and define the EQP weights for residual terms, ρ‹, as the solution of the following linear program

ρ‹ “ argmin
ρPCnnXCΦ,Ξ,δ

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ρe, (65)

where Cnn is the set of nonnegative weights

Cnn :“
␣

ρ P RNe
ˇ

ˇ ρe ě 0, e “ 1, . . . , Ne

(

, (66)

δ “ pδdv, δrp, δlra, δlga, δc, δdcµ, δdcy, δrs, δlqq P R9 is a collection of tolerances, and CΦ,Ξ,δr Ă RNe is the
intersection of some subset of the following accuracy constraints3, i.e.,

CΦ,Ξ,δ :“ Cdvδdv X CrpΦ,Ξ,δrp
X ClraΦ,Ξ,δlra X ClgaΦ,Ξ,δlga

X CcΦ,Ξ,δc X CdcµΦ,Ξ,δdcµ
X CdcyΦ,Ξ,δdcy

X CrsΦ,Ξ,δrs X ClqΦ,Ξ,δlq
, (67)

where

Cdvδ :“

#

ρ P RNe

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

|Ω| ´

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ρe|Ωe|

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď δ

+

,

CrpΦ,Ξ,δ :“
␣

ρ P RNe
ˇ

ˇ }r̂Φpŷ‹
Φpµq,µq ´ r̃Φpŷ‹

Φpµq,µ;ρq}8 ď δ,@µ P Ξ
(

,

ClraΦ,Ξ,δ :“
!

ρ P RNe

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

›

›

›
r̂L,λΦ pλ̂‹

Φpµ;θ, τq, ŷ‹
Φpµq,µ;θq ´ r̃L,λΦ pλ̂‹

Φpµ;θ, τq, ŷ‹
Φpµq,µ;ρ,θq

›

›

›

8
ď δ,@µ P Ξ

)

,

ClgaΦ,Ξ,δ :“
!

ρ P RNe

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

›

›

›
ĝL,λΦ pλ̂‹

Φpµ;θ, τq, ŷ‹
Φpµq,µ;θq ´ g̃L,λΦ pλ̂‹

Φpµ;θ, τq, ŷ‹
Φpµq,µ;ρ,θq

›

›

›

8
ď δ,@µ P Ξ

)

,

CcΦ,Ξ,δ :“

"

ρ P RNe

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

}ĉΦpŷ‹
Φpµq,µq ´ c̃Φpŷ‹

Φpµq,µ;ρq}8 ď
δ

τ
,@µ P Ξ

*

,

CdcµΦ,Ξ,δ :“

"

ρ P RNe

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

}BµĉΦpŷ‹
Φpµq,µq ´ Bµc̃Φpŷ‹

Φpµq,µ;ρq}
8

ď
δ

τ
,@µ P Ξ

*

,

CdcyΦ,Ξ,δ :“

"

ρ P RNe

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

}ByĉΦpŷ‹
Φpµq,µq ´ Byc̃Φpŷ‹

Φpµq,µ;ρq}
8

ď
δ

τ
,@µ P Ξ

*

,

CrsΦ,Ξ,δ :“
␣

ρ P RNe
ˇ

ˇ

›

›r̂B
ΦpBµŷ

‹
Φpµq, ŷ‹

Φpµq,µq ´ r̃B
ΦpBµŷ

‹
Φpµq, ŷ‹

Φpµq,µ;ρq
›

›

8
ď δ,@µ P Ξ

(

,

ClqΦ,Ξ,δ :“
!

ρ P RNe

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ℓ̂LΦpŷ‹

Φpµq,µ;θq ´ ℓ̃LΦpŷ‹
Φpµq,µ;ρ,θq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ď δ,@µ P Ξ

)

,

(68)
where |S| is the volume of the set S, ByĉΦ “ BĉΦ

By and BµĉΦ “ BĉΦ

Bµ .

3Superscript legend: nn = nonnegativity, dv = domain volume, rp = primal residual, lra = Lagrangian adjoint residual,
lga = Lagrangian adjoint gradient reconstruction, c = constraints, dcµ = derivatives of the constraints with respect to µ, dcy
= derivatives of the constraints with respect to y, lq = Lagrangian quantity of interest, rs = sensitivity residual.
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Each constraint in (68) ensures a selected reduced quantity introduced in Section 3.1 is sufficiently ap-
proximated by the corresponding hyperreduced quantity in Section 3.2.1. Finally, we define ρ‹ : pΦ,Ξ, δrq ÞÑ

ρ‹pΦ,Ξ, δrq as the implicit map from a given reduced basis Φ, EQP training set Ξ, and tolerances δ to the
solution of the linear program in (65). For now, we leave the tolerances and EQP training set unspecified;
in Section 4.3, these will be chosen to guarantee global convergence of the trust-region method to a local
minimum of the unreduced optimization problem in (7).

Remark 6. The optimization problem in (65) is guaranteed to have a feasible solution (regardless of which
subset of the constraints is used) because all hyperreduced quantities are equivalent to the corresponding
reduced quantity when ρ “ 1.

Remark 7. The constraints on the Lagrangian part of the augmented Lagrangian function Clq
Φ,Ξ,δ and sen-

sitivity residual Crs
Φ,Ξ,δ are not required for global convergence of the trust-region method in Section 4.3;

however, similar constraints were shown to accelerate convergence in the unconstrained setting [53].

3.3. Error estimation

We now introduce residual-based error estimates for the hyperreduced quantity of interest and its gra-
dient. We begin with a residual-based error bound from [53] that applies under regularity assumptions
(Assumptions 2-3 in Appendix B) independent of the training procedure for the reduced basis Φ and weight
vector ρ for fixed Lagrange multiplier estimate θ and penalty parameter τ .

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 2-3, there exist constants c1, c2 ą 0 such that for any µ P D, ρ P R,
θ P RNc , and τ ą 0

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
fpµ;θ, τq ´ f̃Φpµ;ρ,θ, τq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ď c1 }rpΦŷ‹

Φpµq,µq} ` c2 }r̃Φpŷ‹
Φpµq,µ;ρq} `

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ℓ̂Φpŷ‹

Φpµq,µ;θ, τq ´ ℓ̃Φpŷ‹
Φpµq,µ;ρ,θ, τq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
.

(69)

Furthermore, there exist constants c1
1, c

1
2, c

1
3, c

1
4 ą 0 such that

›

›

›
∇fpµ;θ, τq ´ ∇f̃Φpµ;ρ,θ, τq

›

›

›
ďc1

1 }rpΦŷ‹
Φpµq,µq} ` c1

2

›

›

›
rλpΦλ̂‹

Φpµ;θ, τq,Φŷ‹
Φpµq,µ;θ, τq

›

›

›
`

c1
3 }r̃Φpŷ‹

Φpµq,µ;ρq} ` c1
4

›

›

›
r̃λΦpλ̂‹

Φpµ;θ, τq, ŷ‹
Φpµq,µ;ρ,θ, τq

›

›

›
`

›

›

›
ĝλ
Φpλ̂‹

Φpµ;θ, τq, ŷ‹
Φpµq,µ;θ, τq ´ g̃λ

Φpλ̂‹
Φpµ;θ, τq, ŷ‹

Φpµq,µ;ρ,θ, τq

›

›

›
.

(70)

Proof. Follows from Theorem 1 in [53].

Now we specialize the results in Theorem 1 with requirements on the training procedure for Φ and ρ. In
particular, if the HDM primal and adjoint solution at a given µ P D is included in the column space of the
reduced basis, then the first term in (69) and the first two terms in (70) are zero. All remaining terms are
the difference between the reduced and hyperreduced quantity evaluated at the reduced state ŷ‹

Φ, which are
exactly controlled by the EQP constraints in Section 3.2.2, which leads to the following corollaries.

Corollary 1.1. Suppose Assumptions 2-3 hold with R Ą CrpΦ,Ξ,δrp
X ClqΦ,Ξ,δlq

X CcΦ,Ξ,δc
and consider any

µ P D. Then, if the reduced basis Φ P RNuˆn satisfies

u‹pµq P Ran Φ, λ‹pµq P Ran Φ, (71)

where RanpΦq indicates the column space of Φ, and the weight vector ρ is the solution of (65) with constraint
set CΦ,Ξ,δ Ď CrpΦ,Ξ,δrp

X ClqΦ,Ξ,δlq
X CcΦ,Ξ,δc

and EQP training set Ξ Ă D with µ P Ξ, there exist constants

c2, c3 ą 0 (independent of µ) such that

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
fpµ;θ, τq ´ f̃Φpµ;ρ,θ, τq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ď c2δrp ` δlq ` τc3δc. (72)
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Proof. See Appendix C.

Corollary 1.2. Suppose Assumptions 2-3 hold with R Ą CrpΦ,Ξ,δrp
XClraΦ,Ξ,δlra

XClgaΦ,Ξ,δlga
XCcΦ,Ξ,δc

XCdcµΦ,Ξ,δdcµ
X

CdcyΦ,Ξ,δdcy
and consider any µ P D. Then, if the reduced basis Φ P RNuˆn satisfies (71) and the weight vector

is the solution of (65) with constraint set CΦ,Ξ,δ Ď CrpΦ,Ξ,δrp
XClraΦ,Ξ,δlra

XClgaΦ,Ξ,δlga
XCcΦ,Ξ,δc

XCdcµΦ,Ξ,δdcµ
XCdcyΦ,Ξ,δdcy

and EQP training set Ξ Ă D with µ P Ξ, there exist constants c1
3, c

1
4, . . . , c

1
7 ą 0 (independent of µ) such

that
›

›

›
∇fpµ;θ, τq ´ ∇f̃Φpµ;ρ,θ, τq

›

›

›
ď c1

3δrp ` c1
4δlra ` δlga ` c1

5τδc ` c1
6τδdcy ` c1

7τδdcµ. (73)

Proof. See Appendix C.

Corollary 1.3. Suppose Assumptions 2-3 hold with R Ą CrpΦ,Ξ,δrp
XClraΦ,Ξ,δlra

XClgaΦ,Ξ,δlga
XCcΦ,Ξ,δc

XCdcµΦ,Ξ,δdcµ
X

CdcyΦ,Ξ,δdcy
X ClqΦ,Ξ,δlq

and consider any µ P D. Then, if the reduced basis Φ P RNuˆn satisfies (71) and the

weight vector is the solution of (65) with constraint set CΦ,Ξ,δ Ď CrpΦ,Ξ,δrp
X ClraΦ,Ξ,δlra

X ClgaΦ,Ξ,δlga
X CcΦ,Ξ,δc

X

CdcµΦ,Ξ,δdcµ
X CdcyΦ,Ξ,δdcy

X ClqΦ,Ξ,δlq
and EQP training set Ξ Ă D with µ P Ξ, then both (72) and (73) hold.

Proof. Follows directly from Corollaries 1.1 and 1.2.

4. Augmented Lagrangian trust-region method based on hyperreduced models

In this section, we use the hyperreduced models introduced in Section 3 to accelerate the optimization
problem of interest (9) and embed it in an augmented Lagrangian framework to solve constrained optimiza-
tion in (3). To this end, we introduce a trust-region framework equipped with a new asymptotic error bound
adapted from [32] for bound-constrained problems (Section 4.1), the classical augmented Lagrangian frame-
work (Section 4.2), and the proposed approach to train and leverage hyperreduced models in the trust-region
framework to ensure global convergence of each augmented Lagrangian subproblem(Section 4.3).

4.1. An inexact trust-region method to solve bound-constrained problems

We first consider a generic optimization problem with bound constraints,

minimize
µPC

F pµq, (74)

where F : C Ñ R satisfies Assumptions 1. The problem in (74) can be embedded in the augmented
Lagrangian framework as a subproblem to solve the original constrained problem in (3) (Section 4.2). To
solve (74), we seek a critical point µ‹ P C such that }χpµ‹q} “ 0 [17], where χ : D ÞÑ RNµ is the projected
gradient

χpµq :“ PCpµ ´ ∇F pµq,µl,µuq ´ µ, (75)

and PCpx,xl,xuq is the Euclidean projection of the vector x onto rectangular box rxl,xus, i.e.,

rPCpx,xl,xuqsi “

$

’

&

’

%

rxlsi if rxsi ď rxlsi,

rxsi if rxlsi ă rxsi ă rxusi,

rxusi if rxsi ě rxusi.

(76)

We introduce a trust-region method that constructs a sequence of trust-region centers tµku8
k“1 whose

limit will be a local solution of (74). At each trust-region center, a smooth approximation model mk : D Ñ R
is built such that mkpµq « F pµq for all µ P tµ P C| }µ ´ µk} ď ∆ku, where ∆k ą 0 is the trust-region radius.
A candidate step µ̌k is produced by approximately solving the generalized trust-region subproblem

minimize
µPC∆k

mkpµq, (77)

where the set of trust-region constraints is defined by

C∆k
:“ tµ P C | }µ ´ µk} ď ∆ku . (78)
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To ensure the proposed trust-region method is globally convergent, we require the objective models F
and mk to satisfy the following assumptions:

Assumption 1. Assumptions on the trust-region method with an inexact gradient condition

(AT1) F is twice continuously differentiable and bounded below

(AT2) mk is twice continuously differentiable for k “ 1, 2, . . . .

(AT3) There exists ζ1 ą 0, ζ2 ą 1 such that
›

›∇2F pµq
›

› ď ζ1 and
›

›∇2mkpµq
›

› ď ζ2 ´ 1

(AT4) There exists ξ ą 0 such that

}∇mkpµkq ´ ∇F pµkq} ď ξmin t}χmpµkq} ,∆ku , (79)

where χmpµq is the reduced version of χpµq, i.e., χmpµq is defined as

χmpµq :“ PCpµ ´ ∇mkpµq,µl,µuq ´ µ (80)

(AT5) There exists a positive constant β such that βk ď β for all k P N, where the upper bound of the
curvature, βk, is defined as

βk :“ 1 ` max
xPC∆k

›

›∇2mkpxq
›

›

2
(81)

(AT6) There exists κ P p0, 1q such that solution of the trust-region subproblem satisfies the fraction of Cauchy
decrease

mkpµkq ´ mkpµ̌kq ě κ }χmpµkq}min

„

}χmpµkq}

βk
,∆k

ȷ

, (82)

where µ̌k is the candidate step at the kth trust-region iteration.

We use the trust-region method described in [57] adapted to the projected gradient criticality measure
[31] and the asymptotic error condition, (AT4), where ξ ą 0 is an arbitrary constant independent of k.
Similar to its original form in [32], the error bound requires that the model mk must be asymptotically
accurate as }χmpµkq} Ñ 0 or ∆k Ñ 0. However, due to the arbitrariness of ξ, it may be less effective for a
fixed k. To ensure the error condition is practical, we seek a computable error indicator φk : D Ñ R such
that

}∇mkpµkq ´ ∇F pµkq} ď ξφkpµkq, (83)

which reduces the gradient condition to

φkpµkq ď κφ mint}χmpµkq} ,∆ku, (84)

where κφ ą 0 is a chosen constant. This provides a computable criterion in selecting model mk at the kth
trust-region step. The complete trust-region algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 Trust-region method with inexact gradient condition

Input: Current iterate µk and radius ∆k, and parameters 0 ă γ1 ď γ2 ă 1, ∆max ą 0, 0 ă η1 ă η2 ă 1
Output: Next iterate µk`1

1: Model update: Construct the approximation model, mkpµq, that satisfies (AT2) and (AT4).
2: Step computation: Solve the trust-region subproblem to get the candidate center µ̌k

minimize
µPC∆k

mkpµq,

such that µ̌k satisfies the fraction of Cauchy decrease condition in (82).
3: Actual-to-predicted reduction ratio: Evaluate the actual-to-predicted reduction ratio

ϱk “
F pµkq ´ F pµ̌kq

mkpµkq ´ mkpµ̌kq
(85)

4: Step acceptance:

if ϱk ě η1 then µk`1 “ µ̌k else µk`1 “ µk end if

5: Trust-region radius update:

if ϱk ă η1 then ∆k`1 P rγ1∆k, γ2∆ks end if
if ϱk P rη1, η2q then ∆k`1 P rγ2∆k,∆ks end if
if ϱk ě η2 then ∆k`1 P r∆k,∆maxs end if

Theorem 2 establishes the global convergence for the trust-region method described in Algorithm 1.
Similar proofs can be found in [49, 32, 57] for different accuracy assumptions.

Theorem 2. Suppose Assumptions 1 hold. Then

lim inf
kÑ8

}χmpµkq} “ lim inf
kÑ8

}χpµkq} “ 0 (86)

Proof. See Appendix A.

4.2. Augmented Lagrangian framework

Next, we introduce the augmented Lagrangian framework of [38] to solve (9), which uses the augmented
Lagrangian function (frozen Lagrange multiplier estimates θ and penalty parameter τ) as the objective
function F in (74) and the inexact trust-region method in Algorithm 1 to solve the subproblem until µ‹

i P C
that satisfies

}µ‹
i ´ PCpµ‹

i ´ ∇fpµ‹
i ;θi, τiq,µl,µuq}8 ď ωi, (87)

where i denotes the major (outer) iteration number, and ωi is the convergence tolerance for the current
major iteration. In this setting, the values of θi and τi are fixed at the iteration i, i.e., they will not change
throughout all trust-region iterations when solving (87). The augmented Lagrangian framework can become
computationally expensive for small ωi due to a large number of subproblems iterations. In practice, we limit
the maximum number of iterations to 50 to ensure that the subproblem is solved sufficiently while avoiding
excessive iterations.

We initialize the Lagrange multipliers to be θ0 “ 0 to begin the optimization process and use an iterative
method derived from first-order optimality to update Lagrangian multipliers as

θi`1 “ θi ´ τcpµ‹
i q. (88)

When the current iterate µ‹
i is located in the infeasible region, we enlarge the penalty parameter by a

scaling factor a ą 1 to force the optimization trajectory toward the feasible region. The complete algorithm
is summarized in Algorithm 2.
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Algorithm 2 The augmented Lagrangian framework

Input: Initial iterate µ0, Lagrangian multipliers θ0, penalty parameter τ0, scaling factor a, constraint
violation tolerances π0 and π‹, and optimality tolerances ω0 and ω‹

Output: Next iterate µi`1

1: Step computation: Approximately solve for an iterate, µ‹
i , using a bound-constrained optimization

solver (e.g., Algorithm 1) such that (87) is satisfied.
2: Termination criteria: Terminate if µ‹

i satisfies optimality criteria

}µ‹
i ´ PCpµ‹

i ´ ∇fpµ‹
i ;θi, τiq,µl,µuq}8 ď ω‹, }cpu‹pµ‹

i q,µ‹
i q} ď π‹.

3: Step is feasible, i.e., }cpu‹pµ‹
i q,µ‹

i q} ď πi: Update Lagrangian multipliers

θi`1 “ θi ´ τcpu‹pµ‹
i q,µ‹

i q, τi`1 “ τi, πi`1 “ πi{τ
0.9
i`1, ωi`1 “ ωi{τi`1 (89)

4: Step is infeasible, i.e., }cpu‹pµ‹
i q,µ‹

i q} ą πi: Update penalty parameter

θi`1 “ θi, τi`1 “ aτi, πi`1 “ 1{τ0.1i`1, ωi`1 “ 1{τi`1 (90)

5: i “ i ` 1, return to Step 1

In this work, we take π0 “ 1{τ0 and ω0 “ 1{τ0.10 [38], and study the impact of τ0 and a (Section 5).

4.3. Accelerated bound-constrained optimization using trust regions and on-the-fly model hyperreduction

Finally, we introduce the proposed EQP/BTR method, as an extension of the trust-region approach in
Section 4.1, to solve the bound-constrained subproblem in Step 2 of Algorithm 2 by merging the developments
of Sections 3 and 4, namely, the hyperreduced models and the globally convergent trust-region method that
relies on asymptotic error bounds. In the remainder of this section, we freeze Algorithm 2 at the ith major
iteration and drop all major iteration indices. Subscripts will denote the trust-region step of major iteration
i, i.e., Ak denotes the value of the quantity A at the kth trust-region step of the ith major iteration in
Algorithm 2.

Now, we take the trust-region model (mk) at the kth trust-region center µk as the quadratic approxima-
tion to the hyperreduced AL function

mkpµ;θ, τq “ f̃Φk
pµk;ρk,θ, τq ` ∇f̃Φk

pµk;ρk,θ, τq `
1

2
pµ ´ µkqT H̃kpµ ´ µkq, (91)

where Φk P RNuˆnk is the reduced basis, ρk P CΦk,Ξk,δk
is the weight vector, and H̃k P RNµˆNµ is the

Hessian of f̃Φk
defined by

H̃k :“ ∇2f̃Φk
pµk;ρk,θ, τq, (92)

all at the kth trust-region center. Hessian-vector products are approximated using a first-order finite differ-
ence approach given by

H̃kv «
1

ε

”

∇f̃Φk
pµk ` εv;ρk,θ, τq ´ ∇f̃Φk

pµk;ρk,θ, τq

ı

, (93)

where ε P Rą0 is the finite difference step size (ε “ 10´6 in this work). As we assume that the size of the
reduced basis nk is small and the EQP weight vector ρk is sparse, the evaluations of the model mk and its
gradient ∇mk are much cheaper than the HDM model evaluations f .

We follow the same procedure as in [53] to construct the reduced basis that includes the HDM sensitivities
at the starting point. The reduced basis is chosen to as

Φk “ GramSchmidt
`“

u‹pµkq λ‹pµk;θ, τq Bµu
‹pµ0q Φp

k Φa
k

‰˘

, (94)
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to guarantee u‹pµkq,λ‹pµk;θ, τq P Ran Φk, where

Φp
k :“ PODpk

pUk´1q P RNuˆpk , Φa
k :“ PODqkpVk´1q P RNuˆqk (95)

are optimal compressions of state and adjoint snapshots from all previous iterations

Uk “
“

u‹pµ0q ¨ ¨ ¨ u‹pµkq
‰

P RNuˆpk`1q,

Vk “
“

λ‹pµ0;θ, τq ¨ ¨ ¨ λ‹pµk;θ, τq
‰

P RNuˆpk`1q.
(96)

This construction of the reduced basis leads to a basis of size nk “ 2 ` Nµ ` pk ` qk (bounded by nk ď

2pk ` 1q ` Nµ), and 0 ď pk ď k and 0 ď qk ď k are user-defined parameters. Fast low-rank singular value
decomposition updates [10] can be used to construct Φp

k and Φa
k efficiently.

Next, we choose the constraint set CΦk,Ξk,δk
such that

CΦk,Ξk,δk
Ď CrpΦk,Ξk,δrp,k

X ClraΦk,Ξk,δlra,k
X ClgaΦk,Ξk,δlga,k

X CdcyΦk,Ξk,δdcy,k
X CdcµΦk,Ξk,δdcµ,k

X CcΦk,Ξk,δc,k
(97)

and the EQP training set Ξk Ă D such that µk P Ξk to ensure Corollary 1.2 holds, which leads to the result

}∇fpµk;θ, τq ´ ∇mkpµk;θ, τq} “

›

›

›
∇fpµk;θ, τq ´ ∇f̃Φk

pµk;ρk,θ, τq

›

›

›

ď c1
3δrp,k ` c1

4δlra,k ` δlga,k ` c1
5τδc,k ` c1

6τδdcy,k ` c1
7τδdcµ,k

(98)

Therefore, we take φk in (84) to be

φk :“ κ1δrp,k ` κ2δlra,k ` κ3δlga,k ` κ4τδc,k ` κ5τδdcy,k ` κ6τδdcµ,k, (99)

where κ1, κ2, . . . , κ6 ą 0 are user-defined parameters. Note that (99) differs from the similar definition in [53]
where we keep the penalty parameter, τ , to enforce the accuracy on the penalty term in the case that τ
approaches a large number. Then, condition (84) leads to the following bound on the tolerances

κ1δrp,k ` κ2δlra,k ` κ3δlga,k ` κ4τδc,k ` κ5τδdcy,k ` κ6τδdcµ,k ď κ̂ min t}χmpµk;θ, τq} ,∆ku , (100)

where χmpµ;θ, τq “ PCpµ ´ ∇mkpµ;θ, τq,µl,µuq ´ µ. For simplicity, we impose the slightly stronger
condition that equally splits the bound among the six tolerances as

δrp,k ď
κ̂

6κ1
min t}χmpµk;θ, τq} ,∆ku ,

δlra,k ď
κ̂

6κ2
min t}χmpµk;θ, τq} ,∆ku ,

δlga,k ď
κ̂

6κ3
min t}χmpµk;θ, τq} ,∆ku ,

δc,k ď
κ̂

6τκ4
min t}χmpµk;θ, τq} ,∆ku ,

δdcy,k ď
κ̂

6τκ5
min t}χmpµk;θ, τq} ,∆ku ,

δdcµ,k ď
κ̂

6τκ6
min t}χmpµk;θ, τq} ,∆ku .

(101)

The weighting of the tolerances can be achieved through the choice of κ1, κ2, . . . , κ6, although we take
κ1 “ κ2 “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ κ6 in this work. As shown in (101), the penalty parameter τ is accountd for in the
tolerances related to the constraint set c, which enforces the accuracy on the constraint terms when τ
increase. Finally, with these choices, we chose the weight vector ρk to the solution of (65), i.e.,

ρk “ ρ‹pΦk,Ξk, δk;θ, τq, (102)
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where the tolerances
δk “ pδdv, δrp,k, δlra,k, δlga,k, δc,k, δdcy,k, δdcµ,k, δlq, δrsq (103)

are chosen according to (101) with arbitrary δdv, δlq, δrs ą 0.
The trust-region subproblem does not need to be solved exactly; rather, it must only satisfy the fraction of

the Cauchy decrease condition. We assume the fraction of Cauchy decrease, (AT6), based on the flexibility
of the choice of the first-order optimality condition in [17]. For bound-constrained problems, an l8 norm
trust-region constraint is natural because it is also a bound constraint. To approximately solve l8-norm
trust-region subproblems, we use the algorithm in [15]: (1) compute the generalized Cauchy point, µc, along
the projected path and (2) use an active-set truncated conjugate gradient (TCG) method is used to solve
reduced quadratic program. The step candidate is evaluated using the actual-to-predicted reduction ratio,
ϱk in (85), to determine whether to accept the step and how to adjust the trust-region radius.

The complete EQP/BTR algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 3. The specific construction of the
reduced basis Φk and weight vector ρk outlined above are sufficient to ensure the complete algorithm is
globally convergent.

Algorithm 3 Trust-region method with hyperreduced approximation models

Input: Current iterate µk and radius ∆k, trust-region parameters 0 ă γ1 ď γ2 ă 1,∆max ą 0, 0 ă η1 ă

η2 ă 1, snapshot matrices Uk and Vk, frozen Lagrange multiplier estimate θ and penalty parameter τ
Output: Next iterate µk`1, updated snapshot matrices Uk`1 and Vk`1

1: Model update: Build approximation model mkpµ;θ, τq in (91)
• Solve primal and adjoint HDM: u‹pµkq, λ‹pµk;θ, τq

• Construct reduced basis Φk according to (94)

• Compute EQP weights ρk according to (102) with tolerances given by (101) and (103)

• Update snapshot matrices

Uk`1 “
“

u‹pµkq Uk

‰

, Vk`1 “
“

λ‹pµk;θ, τq Vk

‰

(104)

2: Step computation: Compute the generalized Cauchy point, µc and solve the active-set trust-region
subproblem to get the candidate center, µ̌k

3: Actual-to-predicted reduction ratio: Compute the actual-to-predicted reduction ratio ϱk

ϱk “
fpµk;θ, τq ´ fpµ̌k;θ, τq

mkpµk;θ, τq ´ mkpµ̌k;θ, τq
(105)

4: Step acceptance:

if ϱk ě η1 then µk`1 “ µ̌k else µk`1 “ µk end if

5: Trust-region radius update:

if ϱk ă η1 then ∆k`1 P rγ1∆k, γ2∆ks end if
if ϱk P rη1, η2q then ∆k`1 P rγ2∆k,∆ks end if
if ϱk ě η2 then ∆k`1 P r∆k,∆maxs end if

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumptions (AT1)-(AT3), (AT5), and 2-3 hold with R Ą Y8
k“1CΦk,Ξk,δk

. The
sequence of trust-region centers tµku generated by Algorithm 3 satisfy

lim inf
kÑ8

}χmpµk;θ, τq} “ lim inf
kÑ8

}χpµk;θ, τq} “ 0 (106)

independent of the choice of pk and qk.

Proof. From Theorem 3, the result holds if (79) and (82) hold. With the choice of Φk in (94), we have
u‹pµkq,λ‹pµkq P Ran Φk independent of the choice of pk or qk. Furthermore, from the choice of Ξk such
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that µk P Ξk (e.g., Ξk “ tµku)) and the constraint set (97), the assumptions of Corollary 1.2 are satisfied,
which implies the existence of constants c1

3, c
1
4, c

1
5, c

1
6, c

1
7 ą 0 such that

}∇fpµk;θ, τq ´ ∇mkpµk;θ, τq} “

›

›

›
∇fpµk;θ, τq ´ ∇f̃Φpµk;ρk,θ, τq

›

›

›

ď c1
3δrp,k ` c1

4δlra,k ` δlga,k ` c1
5τδc,k ` c1

6τδdcy,k ` c1
7τδdcµ,k.

(107)

From the condition in (101), this reduces to

}∇fpµk;θ, τq ´ ∇mkpµk;θ, τq} ď κ̂

ˆ

c1
3

6κ1
`

c1
4

6κ2
`

1

6κ3
`

c1
5

6κ4
`

c1
6

6κ5
`

c1
7

6κ6

˙

min t}χmpµk;θ, τq} ,∆ku ,

(108)

which is identical to (79) with ξ “ κ̂
´

c1
3

6κ1
`

c1
4

6κ2
` 1

6κ3
`

c1
5

6κ4
`

c1
6

6κ5
`

c1
7

6κ6

¯

. Furthermore, the TCG trust-

region subproblem solver [15] delivers a candidate step satisfying (82), which leads to the desired result.

Remark 8. If there are no bound constraints present in (3), i.e., the problem only possess equality con-
straints, the inexact trust-region framework for unconstrained problems detailed in [53] can be used to solve
(77).

Remark 9. If the optimization problem (3) without constraints c is equivalent to setting θ “ 0 and τ “ 0
in the AL framework, which makes the outer loop (major iterations) unnecessary. The approach introduced
in [53] is sufficient for such problems.

Remark 10. We choose the quadratic model in (91) rather than the more obvious choice of directly using
the hyperreduced model, i.e., mkpµ;θ, τq “ f̃Φk

pµ;ρk,θ, τq, as done in other work [60, 41, 57] because the
trust-region subproblems are less expensive to solve. The reader is referred to [53] for a detailed discussion.

Remark 11. In this work, we take Ξk “ tµku since it is the simplest option that satisfies the requirement
on the EQP training set Ξk although other options possible [53].

Remark 12. We lag the right-hand side conditions in (101) to mk´1pµk´1;θ, τq to simplify the implemen-
tation and improve efficiency [53].

Remark 13. In some cases, an affine subspace approximation u‹ « ū ` Φŷ‹ is preferred to the linear
approximation in (26). We choose the affine offset at the kth iteration to be the trust-region center, i.e.,
ūk “ u‹pµkq, which no longer requires u‹pµkq to be explicitly included in the basis construction in (94).
Lastly, we modify the primal snapshot matrix to be

Uk´1 “
“

u‹pµ0q ´ u‹pµkq ¨ ¨ ¨ u‹pµk´1q ´ u‹pµkq
‰

(109)

because the reduced basis Φk now only represents deviations of the primal state from the offset (rather than
the primal state itself).

Remark 14. In practice, we reuse u‹pµ‹
j´1q and λ‹pµ‹

j´1;θj´1, τj´1q, i.e., the primal and adjoint solution
from the critical point of major iteration j ´ 1, to construct the reduced basis in (94) at the beginning of jth
iteration.

5. Numerical experiments

In this section, we demonstrate the performance of the proposed method with two aerodynamic shape
optimization problems with state-based constraints, e.g., drag, lift. To provide a baseline for comparison,
we solve the optimization problem in (3) with only HDM evaluations (no model reduction) with a stan-
dard interior-point method. We compare the HDM performance with ROM/BTR and EQP/BTR methods
embedded in the augmented Lagrangian framework.

To assess the performance of the proposed method, we study the computational cost required to achieve
a given value of the objective function, i.e., given ϵ ą 0, we investigate the costs for each algorithm to satisfy
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Si ă ϵ, where Si is the normalized distance from the optimal objective value at major iteration i

Si :“
|jpu‹pµ‹

i q,µ‹
i q ´ j‹|

jpu‹pµ0q,µ0q
, (110)

µ0 is the initial guess for the optimal parameter configuration, and j‹ is the optimal objective value de-
termined by HDM optimization (interior-point) with optimality tolerance ω‹ “ 10´10. Furthermore, we
introduce the following notation for the objective function, constraint function, and optimality measure at
the end of major iteration i

ji :“ jpu‹pµ‹
i q,µ‹

i q, ci :“ cpu‹pµ‹
i q,µ‹

i q, χi :“ χpµ‹
i q. (111)

We quantify computational cost with the CPU time required to reach Si ă ϵ for a given ϵ and constraint
violation tolerance.

In this work, there are only a few user-defined parameters because most of the EQP tolerances are pre-
scribed in Section 4.3 directly from the current optimization state (101). Among the remaining user-defined
parameters are those related to the trust-region algorithm itself. We fix these parameters are reasonable
values determined from the thorough study in [53]: ∆0 “ 0.1, η1 “ 0.1, η2 “ 0.75, γ1 “ 0.5, γ2 “ 1, and
κ̂ “ 10´6. The remaining parameters are the EQP tolerances that do not appear in the convergence criteria
but empirically accelerate the optimization, which we set as: δdv “ δlq “ 10´6, and δrs “ 5 ˆ 10´4. Finally,
we set the constraint tolerance π‹ “ 10´6 and optimality tolerance ω‹ “ 10´5.

5.1. Inverse design of an airfoil in inviscid, subsonic flow with one side constraint

We consider an aerodynamic shape design problem that aims to recover an airfoil with a similar flow
profile as the RAE2822 with lower drag starting from a NACA0012 at Mach number M8 “ 0.5 and 2˝ angle
of attack. Let Ω Ă Rd (d “ 2) be the circular region around the NACA0012 airfoil with cord length L “ 1
that extends 10L from the leading edge, and consider steady, inviscid, compressible flow governed by the
compressible Euler equations

B

Bxj
pρvjq “ 0,

B

Bxj
pρvivj ` Pδijq “ 0,

B

Bxj
prρE ` P s vjq “ 0, (112)

where i “ 1, . . . , d and the repeated index j “ 1, . . . , d indicates the Einstein summation. The density of
the fluid ρ : Ω Ñ Rą0, its velocity vi : Ω Ñ R in the xi direction for i “ 1, . . . , d, and its total energy
E : Ω Ñ Rą0 are implicitly defined as the solution of (112). For a fluid with calorically ideal properties, the
pressure of the fluid, P : Ω Ñ Rą0, is related to the energy via the ideal gas law

P “ pγ ´ 1q

´

ρE ´
ρvivi
2

¯

, (113)

where γ P Rą0 is the ratio of specific heats. The conservative variables are collected into a state vector
U : Ω Ñ Rd`2 with U : x ÞÑ pρpxq, ρpxqvpxq, ρpxqEpxqq. In this problem, a farfield boundary condition is
applied to the cutoff surface of the domain and a slip wall condition (v ¨ n “ 0) is applied to the airfoil
surface.

The goal of this problem is to reconstruct a flow field similar to that of the RAE2822 airfoil, denoted as
URAE2822 : Ω Ñ Rd`2, with lower drag by adjusting the airfoil surface, which is parametrized using a Bezier
curve with 18 control points (µ). The deformation is propagated throughout the mesh domain using linear
elasticity. This leads to the following PDE-constrained optimization problem

minimize
U,µ

1

2

ż

Ωpµq

}U ´ URAE2822}
2
dV

subject to LpU ;µq “ 0

DpU,µq ď 0.98DRAE2822

(114)

where DpU,µq is the drag of the airfoil with shape defined by the control points µ and flow field U ,
DRAE2822 “ DpURAE2822,µRAE2822q is the drag of the RAE2822 airfoil, µRAE2822 are the Bezier control
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Figure 1: Convergence history (only major iterations shown) of the objective value (left) and constraint violation (right) of
the EQP/TR method applied the inverse design problem (114) for combinations of pτ0, aq. Legend: pτ0 “ 10, a “ 10q ( ),
pτ0 “ 10, a “ 50q ( ), pτ0 “ 10, a “ 100q ( ), pτ0 “ 25, a “ 10q ( ), pτ0 “ 25, a “ 50q ( ), pτ0 “ 25, a “ 100q

( ), pτ0 “ 50, a “ 10q ( ), pτ0 “ 50, a “ 50q ( ), pτ0 “ 50, a “ 100q ( ), and HDM solution ( ).

points defining the RAE2822 airfoil surface, and L is the differential operator that includes the Euler equa-
tions (112) and appropriate boundary conditions. The discrete optimization problem in (3) is formulated
by discretizing the governing equations and quantity of interest with a nodal discontinuous Galerkin (DG)
method on a mesh consisting of 1018 P2 triangular elements (generated using DistMesh [39]).

5.1.1. Influence of the initial penalty parameter τ0 and its scaling factor a

In the augmented Lagrangian framework, the initial penalty parameter τ0 and its scaling factor a are
user-defined parameters and play an important role in the efficiency of the algorithm, influencing the over-
all convergence speed and feasibility. Given that these two parameter jointly define τi “ τ0a

ki for some
ki throughout the optimization process, we examine their combined effect by exploring nine scenarios:
pτ0, aq P r10, 25, 50sˆr10, 50, 100s. Figure 1 shows the convergence history of the objective value in (114) and
constraint violation for each case. The choice of pτ0 “ 10, a “ 50q outperforms other settings by achieving the
fastest convergence to the feasible region that satisfies the stopping optimality tolerance. This observation
underscores that even though higher values of τ0 and a can strictly enforce feasibility trajectories throughout
the optimization process, they can lead to an increase in the number of trust-region iterations required for
step computation in Algorithm 2. Hence, a balanced approach in choosing τ0 and a emerges as crucial for
optimizing algorithmic efficiency and performance.

5.1.2. Influence of inheriting the snapshots from the previous AL iteration

Next, we explore the influence of inheriting the snapshots from the previous AL iteration. Algorithm 2 is
designed to reset the trust-region solver with each new major iteration, denoted as i. This structure offers a
unique opportunity to expedite the convergence process by integrating snapshots from the previous iteration,
i ´ 1, into the current trust-region cycle because the reduced basis Φk will be enriched. In this study, we
choose r0, 5, 15, 20s snapshots, for each primal and dual solution collections, from pi´1qth iteration. Figure 2
shows unexpected results that the strategy of enriching Φk with snapshots from previous iterations does not
yield the anticipated benefits for problem because the additional snapshots increase the size of Φk, which
increases the cost of the EQP weight calculation and each ROM query without substantially reducing the
number of iterations required for convergence.

5.1.3. Performance

Next, we study the overall performance of the EQP/TR method with frozen parameters based on the
studies in Sections 5.1.1-5.1.2, i.e., we set τ0 “ 10, a “ 50 and do not use snapshot from previous AL
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Figure 2: Convergence history (only major iterations shown) of the objective value (left) and constraint violation (right) of the
EQP/TR method applied the inverse design problem (114) when inheriting a different number of snapshots from the previous
AL iteration. Legend: 0 snapshots ( ), 5 snapshots ( ), 15 snapshots ( ), 20 snapshots ( ), and HDM solution
( ).

Iteration ji ||ci||8 ||χi||8 Si ||ρi||0,min p%q ||ρi||0,max p%q

1 1.8451e-04 2.7371e-05 5.6559e-03 5.7139e-02 15.82 15.82
2 8.8931e-05 1.5385e-05 3.5909e-03 2.7507e-02 16.40 16.40
3 2.8250e-05 1.3185e-05 8.4954e-04 8.6943e-03 16.11 19.94
4 6.7253e-07 5.6703e-05 3.6108e-05 1.4472e-04 15.82 20.63
5 6.4009e-11 7.0908e-06 2.3744e-06 6.3763e-05 16.40 19.25
10 5.4249e-09 5.8542e-06 5.6429e-06 6.2101e-05 14.54 14.54
13 2.0814e-07 1.3564e-07 5.7409e-06 7.4639e-07 15.23 19.16

Table 1: Convergence history of the EQP/TR method applied to the inverse design problem in (114), where ||ρi||0,min

(||ρi||0,max) is the fewest (most) nonzero EQP weights across all trust-region iterations at major iteration i.

iterations. Table 1 presents the convergence history of the proposed method at selected iterations. The
method is converging to a feasible point with }χi}8 “ 5.7ˆ10´6 in 13 major (AL) iterations. At each major
iteration, the value of objective function ji is not necessarily monotonically decreasing due to the trade-off
between objective value reduction and constraint violation. In early iterations, we observe rapid reduction
in ji with only minor reduction in the constraint violation. At the beginning of each major iteration, the
algorithm reconstructs the reduced basis Φ0 and resets the element usage, which leads to low element usage
(approx. 15% of entire mesh) in early trust-region iterations. Table 1 also shows reasonable maximum
element usage below 21%. Due to the small reduced basis and relatively low element usage, the trust-region
subproblems account for a small portion of the overall cost; the HDM evaluations at the end of each trust-
region iteration (85) dominate the computational costs. The element usage in the side-constrained setting is
larger than the element usage in the unconstrained setting of [53] because of the additional EQP constraints
required by the AL framework.

Finally, we compare the performance of the HDM, ROM, and EQP methods in terms of the total compu-
tational cost required to satisfy Si ă ϵ for ϵ P t10´3, 10´4, 10´6u and various constraint violation tolerances.
Figure 3 shows the convergence history of the objective value ji and constraint violation }ci}8. Both the
ROM/TR and EQP/TR methods converge much faster than the HDM-based method with the EQP/TR
exhibiting the fastest convergence. The ROM/TR and EQP/TR methods prioritize objective reductions over
constraint violation reduction in early iterations, which leads better objective values with loose constraint
violation tolerances. Tables 2 - 4 present the performance of each method for three constraint violation tol-
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Figure 3: Convergence history (only major iterations shown) of the objective value (left) and constraint violation (right) of the
HDM-based interior point solver ( ), ROM/TR method ( ), and EQP/TR method ( ) applied to the inverse design
problem in (114).

Method ϵ # HDM # ROM # EQP Cost(s) Speedup

HDM 1.0000e-03 90 - - 1.19e+04 -
1.0000e-04 121 - - 1.58e+04 -
1.0000e-06 147 - - 1.91e+04 -

ROM/TR 1.0000e-03 9 216 - 1.63e+03 7.30
1.0000e-04 9 216 - 1.63e+03 9.74
1.0000e-06 23 2408 - 9.05e+03 2.11

EQP/TR 1.0000e-03 11 10 200 1.49e+03 7.97
1.0000e-04 14 13 534 2.10e+03 7.53
1.0000e-06 26 32 2691 5.03e+03 3.80

Table 2: Performance comparison for various methods applied to the inverse design problem in (114) for a constraint violation
tolerance of }ci}8 ď 10´4. The speedup is defined as the cost of a particular method divided by the cost of the HDM method
at the same cutoff tolerance ϵ. For the ROM/TR method, the objective value has already reached a tolerance of ϵ “ 10´4 when
the constraint violation first drops below the specified tolerance, which explains the identical performance for the ϵ “ 10´3 and
ϵ “ 10´4 cutoffs.

erances (10´4, 10´5, 10´6), respectively. Overall, we observe a speedup of the ROM/TR method (relative to
the HDM-based method) between 1.3 and 9.8, and a speedup of the EQP/TR method between 2.4 and 8.0.
Tighter constraint violation tolerances reduce the overall speedup of the ROM/TR and EQP/TR methods
because additional AL iterations with larger penalty parameter are required. Larger penalty parameter leads
to additional trust-region iterations, which in turn leads to a larger reduced basis and more expensive EQP
training. The initial and optimal shape produced by each method considered are shown in Figure 4.

5.2. Inverse design of an airfoil in inviscid, subsonic flow with two side constraints

We revisit the aerodynamic shape optimization problem from Section 5.1 with an additional side con-
straint on the lift, that is, we aim to construct an airfoil with a flow field as close to the RAE2822 as possible
with a lower drag and larger lift. We discretize the shape of the airfoil with 18 Bezier control points and
employ the same governing equations and discretization detailed in Section 5.1, which leads to the following
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Figure 4: The domain shape and density for the inverse design problem at the starting configuration (top-left), HDM optimal
solution (top-right), ROM optimal solution (bottom-left), and EQP optimal solution (bottom-right).

Method ϵ # HDM # ROM # EQP Cost(s) Speedup

HDM 1.0000e-03 90 - - 1.19e+04 -
1.0000e-04 121 - - 1.58e+04 -
1.0000e-06 147 - - 1.91e+04 -

ROM/TR 1.0000e-03 12 783 - 3.46e+03 3.43
1.0000e-04 12 783 - 3.46e+03 4.57
1.0000e-06 23 2408 - 9.05e+03 2.11

EQP/TR 1.0000e-03 14 13 534 2.10e+03 5.64
1.0000e-04 14 13 534 2.10e+03 7.53
1.0000e-06 26 32 2691 5.03e+03 3.80

Table 3: Performance comparison for various methods applied to the inverse design problem in (114) for a constraint violation
tolerance of }ci}8 ď 10´5. Speedup is defined in Table 2. The objective value has already reached a tolerance of ϵ “ 10´4

when the constraint violation first drops below the specified tolerance, which explains the identical performance for ROM/TR
and EQP/TR methods with ϵ “ 10´3 and ϵ “ 10´4 cutoffs.

Method ϵ # HDM # ROM # EQP Cost(s) Speedup

HDM 1.0000e-03 90 - - 1.19e+04 -
1.0000e-04 121 - - 1.58e+04 -
1.0000e-06 147 - - 1.91e+04 -

ROM/TR 1.0000e-03 23 2408 - 9.05e+03 1.31
1.0000e-04 23 2408 - 9.05e+03 1.75
1.0000e-06 23 2408 - 9.05e+03 2.11

EQP/TR 1.0000e-03 26 32 2691 5.03e+03 2.36
1.0000e-04 26 32 2691 5.03e+03 3.15
1.0000e-06 26 32 2691 5.03e+03 3.80

Table 4: Performance comparison for various methods applied to the inverse design problem in (114) for a constraint violation
tolerance of }ci}8 ď 10´6. Speedup is defined in Table 2. The objective value has already reached a tolerance of ϵ “ 10´6 when
the constraint violation first drops below the specified tolerance, which explains the identical performance for the ROM/TR
and EQP/TR methods across the values of ϵ considered.
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shape optimization problem

minimize
U,µ

1

2

ż

Ωpµq

}U ´ URAE2822}
2
dV

subject to LpU ;µq “ 0

DpU,µq ď 0.98DRAE2822

LpU,µq ě 1.01LRAE2822

(115)

where LpU,µq is the lift of the airfoil with shape defined by the control points µ and flow field U , LRAE2822 “

LpURAE2822,µRAE2822q is the lift of the RAE2822 airfoil, and L is the differential operator that includes the
Euler equations (112) and appropriate boundary conditions.

Table 5 presents the convergence history of the EQP/TR method at selected iterations with the best
practices determined in Sections 5.1.1-5.1.2, i.e., τ0 “ 10, a “ 50 and do not use snapshot from previous AL
iterations. The method is converging to a feasible point with }χi}8 “ 8.0 ˆ 10´6 in 14 major iterations. In
this problem, we observed a smaller element usage (approx. 13%) at the starting point of each major iteration
and similar maximum element usage (approx. 21%) compared with the previous problem in Section 5.1.
This implies element usage is not necessarily directly proportional to the number of side constraints.

Iteration ji ||ci||8 ||χi||8 Si ||ρi||0,min p%q ||ρi||0,max p%q

1 3.0747e-04 3.0329e-03 4.9006e-02 9.3958e-02 14.34 14.34
2 2.8297e-04 2.8957e-03 7.2681e-03 8.6364e-02 13.26 13.26
3 9.9921e-06 2.8855e-04 2.1097e-04 1.7339e-03 13.46 19.16
4 4.1266e-06 7.7998e-05 5.1784e-06 8.4576e-05 13.75 20.92
5 4.2723e-06 1.6064e-05 3.1604e-06 3.9392e-05 13.85 13.85
10 4.3122e-06 2.3423e-06 1.3290e-06 2.7027e-05 14.05 21.12
14 4.3694e-06 4.5063e-07 8.0079e-06 9.3098e-06 14.24 30.75

Table 5: Convergence history of the EQP/TR method applied to the inverse design problem in (115), where ||ρi||0,min

(||ρi||0,max) is the fewest (most) nonzero EQP weights across all trust-region iterations at major iteration i.

Finally, we compare the performance of the HDM, ROM, and EQP methods in terms of the total
computational cost required to satisfy Si ă ϵ for ϵ P t10´3, 10´4, 5 ˆ 10´5u and various constraint violation
tolerances. Figure 5 shows the convergence history of the objective value ji and constrain violation }ci}8.
Similar to the previous problem, both the ROM/TR and EQP/TR methods converge much faster than
the HDM-based method with the EQP/TR being the fastest. Unlike the previous problem, the initial
configuration is not feasible with respect to the side constraints so the HDM (interior-point) method includes
feasibility restoration. For this problem, the reduction in constraint violation is comparable between the three
methods; however, the ROM/TR and EQP/TR methods reduce the objective value much more rapidly.
Tables 6-8 show the performance of each method for thre constraint violation tolerances (10´4, 10´5, 10´6),
respectively. Similar to the previous problem, the ROM/TR and EQP/TR methods acheive the larstest
speedup for loose constraint tolerances, where the EQP/TR speedup can be as large as 12.7ˆ. For tighter
constraint violation tolerances, the speedup of both methods is more modest (ă 2ˆ), and the ROM/TR
method can actually be more expensive than the HDM-based method. Figure 6 shows the initial and optimal
shapes for the three methods considered.
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Figure 5: Convergence history (only major iterations shown) of the objective value (left) and constraint violation (right) of the
HDM-based interior point solver ( ), ROM/TR method ( ), and EQP/TR method ( ) applied to the inverse design
problem in (115).

0.81 0.89 0.97 1.05 1.12

Figure 6: The domain shape and density for the inverse design problem at the starting configuration (top-left), HDM optimal
solution (top-right), ROM optimal solution (bottom-left), and EQP optimal solution (bottom-right).
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Method ϵ # HDM # ROM # EQP Cost(s) Speedup

HDM 1.0000e-03 100 - - 1.41e+04 -
1.0000e-04 121 - - 1.69e+04 -
5.0000e-05 121 - - 1.69e+04 -

ROM/TR 1.0000e-03 15 171 - 2.67e+03 5.29
1.0000e-04 15 171 - 2.67e+03 6.31
5.0000e-05 16 177 - 2.82e+03 5.98

EQP/TR 1.0000e-03 10 9 124 1.33e+03 10.64
1.0000e-04 10 9 124 1.33e+03 12.70
5.0000e-05 11 10 130 1.47e+03 11.51

Table 6: Performance comparison for various methods applied to the inverse design problem in (115) for a constraint violation
tolerance of }ci}8 ď 10´4. Speedup is defined in Table 2. The objective value has already reached a tolerance of ϵ “ 10´4

when the constraint violation first drops below the specified tolerance, which explains the identical performance for ROM/TR
and EQP/TR methods with ϵ “ 10´3 and ϵ “ 10´4 cutoffs.

Method ϵ # HDM # ROM # EQP Cost(s) Speedup

HDM 1.0000e-03 100 - - 1.41e+04 -
1.0000e-04 121 - - 1.69e+04 -
5.0000e-05 121 - - 1.69e+04 -

ROM/TR 1.0000e-03 18 334 - 3.50e+03 4.04
1.0000e-04 18 334 - 3.50e+03 4.83
5.0000e-05 18 334 - 3.50e+03 4.83

EQP/TR 1.0000e-03 14 13 425 2.06e+03 6.85
1.0000e-04 14 13 425 2.06e+03 8.18
5.0000e-05 14 13 425 2.06e+03 8.18

Table 7: Performance comparison for various methods applied to the inverse design problem in (115) for a constraint violation
tolerance of }ci}8 ď 10´5. Speedup is defined in Table 2. The objective value has already reached a tolerance of ϵ “ 10´4 when
the constraint violation first drops below the specified tolerance, which explains the identical performance for the ROM/TR
and EQP/TR methods across the values of ϵ considered.

Method ϵ # HDM # ROM # EQP Cost(s) Speedup

HDM 1.0000e-03 100 - - 1.41e+04 -
1.0000e-04 121 - - 1.69e+04 -
5.0000e-05 121 - - 1.69e+04 -

ROM/TR 1.0000e-03 44 3705 - 1.58e+04 0.89
1.0000e-04 44 3705 - 1.58e+04 1.07
5.0000e-05 44 3705 - 1.58e+04 1.07

EQP/TR 1.0000e-03 48 106 3200 8.80e+03 1.61
1.0000e-04 48 106 3200 8.80e+03 1.92
5.0000e-05 48 106 3200 8.80e+03 1.92

Table 8: Performance comparison for various methods applied to the inverse design problem in (115) for a constraint violation
tolerance of }ci}8 ď 10´6. Speedup is defined in Table 2. The objective value has already reached a tolerance of ϵ “ 5 ˆ 10´5

when the constraint violation first drops below the specified tolerance, which explains the identical performance for the ROM/TR
and EQP/TR methods across the values of ϵ considered.
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6. Conclusion

In this work, we introduced an augmented Lagrangian trust-region method to efficiently solve constrained
optimization problems governed by large-scale nonlinear systems. At each major augmented Lagrangian
iteration, the expensive optimization subproblem involving the full nonlinear system is replaced by an EQP-
based hyperreduced model (Section 3) constructed on-the-fly. Convergence to a critical point of an augmented
Lagrangian subproblem is guaranteed by a novel bound-constrained trust-region method that allows for
inexact gradient evaluations that we developed (Section 4.1) and specialized to our specific setting that
leverages hyperreduced models (Section 4.3). The approach circumvents a traditional training phase because
the EQP models are built on-the-fly in accordance with the requirements of the trust-region convergence
theory.

In our previous work [53], we carefully studied the impact of numerous user-defined parameter introduced
by the trust-region framework with inexact gradient evaluations. In this work, we studied the impact of the
user-defined augmented Lagrangian parameters pτ0, aq and found they do not impact convergence, but have
a large influence on convergence rate. For the problems considered in this work, we found τ0 P r10, 25s and
a P r10, 100s lead to favorable convergence rates. We also found that inheriting primal and dual solutions
from previous major iterations does not necessarily improve the convergence of the proposed method, but
may be useful in other problems or situations (e.g., unsteady problems). Using these empirical rules, the
proposed EQP/BTR method demonstrated speedups of up to about 12.7x relative to a popular interior-point
optimization method using only HDM evaluations, even when accounting for all sources of computational
cost, i.e., HDM evaluations for snapshot generation and trust-region assessment, reduced basis construction,
EQP training, trust-region subproblem solves, etc.

HDM evaluations dominate the cost of the proposed EQP/BTR method. This suggests reduced models
with improved prediction potential that could reduce the overall number of HDM evaluations would lead to
future computational speedup. Additionally, there is likely overhead associated with the nested augmented
Lagrangian approach and further speedup may be available from a trust-region method that directly handles
the constrained problem (instead of a bound-constrained subproblem). Other interesting research directions
include the extension to unsteady problems, the extension to quadrature-based (instead of element-based)
EQP [20, 21] for integration with higher order finite element discretization, and using the methodology to
solve relevant engineering problems.

Appendix A. Proof of global convergence of the inexact, box-constrained trust-region method

In this appendix, we revisit the proofs of the global convergence for the inexact, box-constrained trust-
region framework, and they directly follow those set forth in [32, 57].

Lemma 1. Suppose Assumptions 1 hold and there exists ϵ ą 0 and K ą 0 such that χpµkq ě ϵ for all
k ą K. Then the sequence of trust-region radii t∆ku produced by Algorithm 3 satisfies

8
ÿ

k“1

∆k ă 8.

Proof. We first consider the case with an infinite sequence of successful iterations tkiu with the new gradient
condition in (AT6). In this case, for all i such that ki ą K,

F pµki
q ´ F pµki`1

q ě F pµki
q ´ F pµki`1q “ F pµki

q ´ F pµ̌ki
q ě η1pmki

pµki
q ´ mki

pµ̌ki
qq

ě η1κ }χmpµkiq}min

„

}χmpµkiq}

βk
, ∆ki

ȷ

ě η1κϵmin

„

ϵ

βk
, ∆ki

ȷ

,

for some constant κ P p0, 1q. The subscript for the second µ in the first and second expressions are ki`1

and ki ` 1, respectively. Due to the step acceptance condition in Algorithm 1, the sequence tF pµkqu is
non-increasing, and thus the first inequality holds. The first equality holds because iteration ki is successful
(by construction). The remaining inequalities follow from the step acceptance condition in Algorithm 1, the
fraction of Cauchy decrease, and the assumption that χmpµkiq ě ϵ for all ki ą K.
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Now, we sum over all i ą I for kI “ K to yield

η1κϵ
ÿ

iěI

min

„

ϵ

βki

, ∆ki

ȷ

ď
ÿ

iěI

pF pµkiq ´ F pµki`1qq “ F pµkI
q ´ lim

iÑ8
F pµkiq ă 8,

where the equality follows from the telescoping series, and the finiteness of the limit follows from F being
bounded below. Because ϵ{βk is bounded away from zero, the inequality above implies that

ř8

i“1 ∆ki ă 8.
The result also holds for a finite number of successful iterations (Lemma A.2 of [32]), and the desired result
follows.

Lemma 2. Suppose Assumptions 1 hold and there exists ϵ ą 0 and K ą 0 such that }χmpµkq} ě ϵ for all
k ą K. Then the ratios tϱku produced by Algorithm 1 converges to one.

Proof. By Taylor’s theorem and Assumption 1, we have

|aredk ´ predk| ď }sk} }∇F pµkq ´ ∇mkpµkq} `
1

2
pζ1 ` ζ2 ´ 1q }sk}

2
, (A.1)

where sk “ µ ´ µk is the step from the current trust-region center µk. For all k ą K, the gradient error
bound (Assumption (AT4)) and the result of Lemma 1 (∆k Ñ 0) imply

|aredk ´ predk| ď ξ∆2
k `

1

2
pκ1 ` κ2 ´ 1q∆2

k. (A.2)

Additionally, for k ą K, the fraction of Cauchy decrease condition and the result of Lemma 1 (∆k Ñ 0)
imply

predk ě κ }χmpµkq}min

„

}χmpµkq}

βk
,∆k

ȷ

ě κϵ∆k. (A.3)

Combining these results yields

|ϱk ´ 1| “

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

aredk
predk

´ 1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď
ξ∆k ` 1

2 pζ1 ` ζ2 ´ 1q∆k

κϵ
. (A.4)

Thus, as ∆k Ñ 0, ϱk approaches 1, which is the desired result.

Proof of Theorem 2. We prove by contradiction. Suppose there exists ϵ ą 0 such that χmpµkq ą ϵ for
sufficiently large k ą K ą 0. By Lemma 2, there exists K2 ě K such that, for all k ą K2, ϱk is sufficiently
close to 1 and the corresponding step is successful. From Algorithm 3, this implies ∆K2 ď ∆k ď ∆max,
which contradicts Lemma 1. Hence, lim infkÑ8 }χmpµkq} “ 0. Next, we have

}χmpµkq ´ χpµkq} ď }∇mkpµkq ´ ∇fpµkq} ď ξmin t}χmpµkq} ,∆ku (A.5)

where the first inequality is a property of the Euclidean projection and the second inequality follows
from the gradient error bound. This leads to the desired result when combined with the previous result,
lim infkÑ8 }χmpµkq} “ 0.

Appendix B. Regularity and boundedness assumptions

We begin by stating a series of regularity and boundedness assumptions on both the HDM and hyper-
reduced model. These assumptions were introduced in previous work [53, 61] and will be used to derive
residual-based error estimates. We also suppress the AL variables (θ and τ) because they are fixed in the
trust-region framework.

Assumption 2. Consider any open, bounded subset U Ă RNu . We assume the HDM residual function in
(1) and AL function in (20) satisfy the following:

(AH1) r is continuously differentiable with respect to both arguments on the domain U ˆ D.
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(AH2) ℓ is continuously differentiable with respect to both arguments on the domain U ˆ D.

(AH3) ℓ is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain U ˆ D.

(AH4) c is continuously differentiable with respect to both arguments on the domain U ˆ D.

(AH5) The constraint function c and its partial derivatives are bounded on the domain U ˆ D.

(AH6) The Jacobian matrix

Br

Bu
: RNu ˆ RNµ Ñ RNuˆNu ,

Br

Bu
: pu,µq ÞÑ

Br

Bu
pu,µq (B.1)

is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain U ˆ D.

(AH7) The state derivative

Bℓ

Bu
: RNu ˆ RNµ Ñ R1ˆNu ,

Bℓ

Bu
: pu,µq ÞÑ

Bℓ

Bu
pu,µq (B.2)

is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain U ˆ D.

(AH8) The parameter Jacobian matrix

Br

Bµ
: RNu ˆ RNµ Ñ RNuˆNµ ,

Br

Bµ
: pu,µq ÞÑ

Br

Bµ
pu,µq (B.3)

is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain U ˆ D.

(AH9) The parameter derivative

Bℓ

Bµ
: RNu ˆ RNµ Ñ R1ˆNµ ,

Bℓ

Bµ
: pu,µq ÞÑ

Bℓ

Bµ
pu,µq (B.4)

is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain U ˆ D.

(AH10) The matrix function

D : RNu ˆ RNu ˆ RNµ Ñ RNuˆNu , D : pu1,u2, zq ÞÑ

ż 1

0

Br

Bu
pu2 ` tpu1 ´ u2q,µq dt (B.5)

is invertible with bounded inverse on the domain U ˆ U ˆ D.

(AH11) For any µ P D, there is a unique solution u‹ satisfying rpu‹,µq “ 0 and the set of solutions
␣

u P RNu
ˇ

ˇ rpu,µq “ 0,@µ P D
(

is a bounded set.

Assumption 3. Consider any open, bounded subset Y Ă Rn. For any full-rank reduced basis Φ P RNuˆn,
we assume the hyperreduced residual function in (50) and AL function in (52) satisfy the following: for any
ρ P R,

(AR1) r̃Φp ¨ , ¨ ;ρq is continuously differentiable with respect to both arguments on the domain Y ˆ D.

(AR2) ℓ̃Φp ¨ , ¨ ;ρq is continuously differentiable with respect to both arguments on the domain Y ˆ D.

(AR3) ℓ̃Φp ¨ , ¨ ;ρq is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain Y ˆ D.

(AR4) c̃Φp ¨ , ¨ ;ρq is continuously differentiable with respect to both arguments on the domain Y ˆ D.

(AR5) The constraint function c̃Φp ¨ , ¨ ;ρq and its partial derivatives are bounded on the domain Y ˆ D.
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(AR6) The Jacobian matrix

Br̃Φ
Bỹ

p ¨ , ¨ ;ρq : Rn ˆ RNµ Ñ Rnˆn,
Br̃Φ
Bỹ

: pỹ,µ;ρq ÞÑ
Br̃Φ
Bỹ

pỹ,µ;ρq (B.6)

is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain Y ˆ D.

(AR7) The state derivative

Bℓ̃Φ
Bỹ

p ¨ , ¨ ;ρq : Rn ˆ RNµ Ñ R1ˆn,
Bℓ̃Φ
Bỹ

p ¨ , ¨ ;ρq : pỹ,µ;ρq ÞÑ
Bℓ̃Φ
Bỹ

pỹ,µ;ρq (B.7)

is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain Y ˆ D.

(AR8) The parameter Jacobian matrix

Br̃Φ
Bµ

p ¨ , ¨ ;ρq : Rn ˆ RNµ Ñ RnˆNµ ,
Br̃Φ
Bµ

: pỹ,µ;ρq ÞÑ
Br̃Φ
Bµ

pỹ,µq (B.8)

is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain Y ˆ D.

(AR9) The parameter derivative

Bℓ̃Φ
Bµ

p ¨ , ¨ ;ρq : Rn ˆ RNµ Ñ R1ˆNµ ,
Bℓ̃Φ
Bµ

: pỹ,µ;ρq ÞÑ
Bℓ̃Φ
Bµ

pỹ,µ;ρq (B.9)

is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain Y ˆ D.

(AR10) The matrix function

D̃Φp ¨ , ¨ , ¨ ;ρq : Rn ˆ Rn ˆ RNµ Ñ Rnˆn, D̃Φ : pỹ1, ỹ2, z;ρq ÞÑ

ż 1

0

Br̃Φ
Bỹ

pỹ2 ` tpỹ1 ´ ỹ2q,µ;ρq dt

(B.10)
is invertible with bounded inverse on the domain Y ˆ Y ˆ D.

(AR11) For any µ P D, there is a unique solution ỹ‹ satisfying r̃Φpỹ‹,µ;ρq “ 0, and the set of solutions
ty P Rn | r̃Φpy,µ;ρq “ 0,@µ P Du is a bounded set.

Remark 15. (AR1)-(AR10) follow directly from Assumption 2 in the case where ρ “ 1 because r̂Φpŷ,µq “

r̃Φpŷ,µ;1q and the relationship between r and r̂Φ in (28).

Appendix C. Proof of residual-based output error estimates

We prove the Corollaries 1.1 and 1.2 of Theorem 1 in this section. First, we define the reduced objective
function, ĵΦ : Rn ˆ D Ñ R, and hyperreduced objective function, j̃Φ : Rn ˆ D ˆ R Ñ R, as

ĵΦ : pŷ,µq ÞÑ jpΦŷ,µq, j̃Φ : pỹ,µ;ρq ÞÑ

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ρejepΦỹ,µq. (C.1)

Similarly, we define the reduced and hyperreduced constraint function, ĉΦ : Rn ˆ D Ñ RNc and c̃Φ :
Rn ˆ D ˆ R Ñ RNc , respectively, as

ĉΦ : pŷ,µq ÞÑ cpΦŷ,µq, c̃Φ : pỹ,µ;ρq ÞÑ

Ne
ÿ

e“1

ρecepΦỹ,µq. (C.2)

In the following proofs, we drop the subscript Φ, EQP weights ρ, and input arguments to the of the solution
terms for brevity.
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Proof of Corollary 1.1. From Theorem 1 and the proposed training procedure (94) that guarantees u‹ P

Ran Φ, we have

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
fpµ;θ, τq ´ f̃pµ;θ, τq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ď c2 }r̃pŷ‹,µq} `

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ℓ̂pŷ‹,µ;θ, τq ´ ℓ̃pŷ‹,µ;θ, τq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
(C.3)

because the HDM primal solution can be recovered by the ROM, i.e., u‹ “ Φŷ‹, which implies rpΦŷ‹,µq “ 0.
Then, from the definitions introduced in Section 3 and some basic operations, we have

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
fpµ;θ, τq ´ f̃pµ;θ, τq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď c2 }r̃pŷ‹,µq} `

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ℓ̂pŷ‹,µ;θ, τq ´ ℓ̃pŷ‹,µ;θ, τq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“ c2 }r̃pŷ‹,µq} `

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ĵpŷ‹,µq ´ θT ĉpŷ‹,µq `

τ

2
}ĉpŷ‹,µq}

2
´ j̃pŷ‹,µq ` θT c̃pŷ‹,µq ´

τ

2
}c̃pŷ‹,µq}

2
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď c2 }r̃pŷ‹,µq} `

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ĵpŷ‹,µq ´ θT ĉpŷ‹,µq ´ j̃pŷ‹,µq ` θT c̃pŷ‹,µq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
`

τ

2
|p}ĉpŷ‹,µq} ´ }c̃pŷ‹,µq}q p}ĉpŷ‹,µq} ` }c̃pŷ‹,µq}q|

ď c2 }r̃pŷ‹,µq} `

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ℓ̂Lpŷ‹,µ;θq ´ ℓ̃Lpŷ‹,µ;θq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
`

τ

2
}ĉpŷ‹,µq ´ c̃pŷ‹,µq} p}ĉpŷ‹,µq} ` }c̃pŷ‹,µq}q

ď c2 }r̃pŷ‹,µq} `

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ℓ̂Lpŷ‹,µ;θq ´ ℓ̃Lpŷ‹,µ;θq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
` τc3 }ĉpŷ‹,µq ´ c̃pŷ‹,µq} ,

(C.4)

for some constant c3 ą 0, where the last inequality used boundedness of c and c̃. Because ρ is taken to be
the solution of (65) with CΦ,Ξ,δ Ă CrpΦ,Ξ,δrp

X ClqΦ,Ξ,δlq
X CcΦ,Ξ,δc

, we have

}r̃pŷ‹,µq} ď δrp,
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ℓ̂Lpŷ‹,µ;θq ´ ℓ̃Lpŷ‹,µ;θq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ď δlq, τ }ĉpŷ‹,µq ´ c̃pŷ‹,µq} ď δc, (C.5)

which follows directly from (68) and leads to the desired result in (72).

Proof of Corollary 1.2. From Theorem 1 and the proposed training procedure (94) that guarantees u‹,λ‹ P

Ran Φ, we have

›

›

›
∇fpµ;θ, τq ´ ∇f̃pµ;θ, τq

›

›

›
ď c1

3 }r̃pŷ‹,µq}`c1
4

›

›

›
r̃λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θ, τq

›

›

›
`

›

›

›
ĝλpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θ, τq ´ g̃λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θ, τq

›

›

›

(C.6)

because the HDM primal and adjoints solution can be recovered by the ROM, i.e., u‹ “ Φŷ‹ and λ‹ “ Φλ̂‹,
which implies rpΦŷ‹,µq “ 0 and rλpΦλ̂‹,Φŷ‹,µq “ 0. Then, from the definitions introduced in Section 3
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and some basic operations, we have

›

›

›
∇fpµ;θ, τq ´ ∇f̃pµ;θ, τq

›

›

›

ď c1
3 }r̃pŷ‹,µq} ` c1

4

›

›

›
r̃λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θ, τq

›

›

›
`

›

›

›
ĝλpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θ, τq ´ g̃λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θ, τq

›

›

›

“ c1
3 }r̃pŷ‹,µq} ` c1

4

›

›

›

›

›

Br̃

By
pŷ‹,µqT λ̂‹ ´

Bℓ̃

By
pŷ‹,µ;θ, τqT ´

Br̂

By
pŷ‹,µqT λ̂‹ `

Bℓ̂

By
pŷ‹,µ;θ, τqT

›

›

›

›

›

`

›

›

›

›

›

Bℓ̃

Bµ
pŷ‹,µ;θ, τq ´ λ̂‹T Br̃

Bµ
pŷ‹,µq ´

Bℓ̂

Bµ
pŷ‹,µ;θ, τq ` λ̂‹T Br̂

Bµ
pŷ‹,µq

›

›

›

›

›

“ c1
3 }r̃pŷ‹,µq} ` c1

4

›

›

›

›

r̃L,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq ´ r̂L,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq `

ˆ

τ c̃pŷ‹,µqT
Bc̃

By
pŷ‹,µq ´ τ ĉpŷ‹,µqT

Bĉ

By
pŷ‹,µq

˙
›

›

›

›

`

›

›

›

›

g̃L,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq ´ ĝL,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq `

ˆ

τ c̃pŷ‹,µqT
Bc̃

Bµ
pŷ‹,µq ´ τ ĉpŷ‹,µqT

Bĉ

Bµ
pŷ‹,µq

˙
›

›

›

›

ď c1
3 }r̃pŷ‹,µq} ` c1

4

›

›

›
r̃L,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq ´ r̂L,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq

›

›

›
` τc1

4 }c̃pŷ‹,µq}

›

›

›

›

Bc̃

By
pŷ‹,µq ´

Bĉ

By
pŷ‹,µq

›

›

›

›

`

τc1
4 }c̃pŷ‹,µq ´ ĉpŷ‹,µq}

›

›

›

›

Bĉ

By
pŷ‹,µq

›

›

›

›

`

›

›

›
g̃L,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq ´ ĝL,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq

›

›

›
`

τ }c̃pŷ‹,µq}

›

›

›

›

Bc̃

Bµ
pŷ‹,µq ´

Bĉ

Bµ
pŷ‹,µq

›

›

›

›

` τ }c̃pŷ‹,µq ´ ĉpŷ‹,µq}

›

›

›

›

Bĉ

Bµ
pŷ‹,µq

›

›

›

›

ď c1
3 }r̃pŷ‹,µq} ` c1

4

›

›

›
r̂L,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq ´ r̃L,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq

›

›

›
`

›

›

›
ĝL,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq ´ g̃L,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq

›

›

›
`

` τc1
5 }ĉpŷ‹,µq ´ c̃pŷ‹,µq} ` τc1

6 }Byĉpŷ‹,µq ´ Byc̃pŷ‹,µq} ` τc1
7 }Bµĉpŷ‹,µq ´ Bµc̃pŷ‹,µq}

(C.7)
for some constants c1

5, c
1
6, c

1
7 ą 0, where the last inequality used boundedness of c, c̃, and their partial

derivatives. Because ρ is taken to be the solution of (65) with CΦ,Ξ,δ Ă CrpΦ,Ξ,δrp
X ClraΦ,Ξ,δlra

X ClgaΦ,Ξ,δlga
X

CcΦ,Ξ,δc
X CdcyΦ,Ξ,δdcy

X CdcµΦ,Ξ,δdcµ
, we have

}r̃pŷ‹,µq} ď δrp
›

›

›
r̂L,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq ´ r̃L,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq

›

›

›
ď δlra

›

›

›
ĝL,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq ´ g̃L,λpλ̂‹, ŷ‹,µ;θq

›

›

›
ď δlga

τ }ĉpŷ‹,µq ´ c̃pŷ‹,µq} ď δc

τ }Byĉpŷ‹,µq ´ Byc̃pŷ‹,µq} ď δdcy

τ }Bµĉpŷ‹,µq ´ Bµc̃pŷ‹,µq} ď δdcµ,

(C.8)

which follows directly from (68) and leads to the desired result in (73).
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