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An augmented Lagrangian trust-region method with inexact gradient
evaluations to accelerate constrained optimization problems using model
hyperreduction

Tianshu Wen®!, Matthew J. Zahr®?2*

% Department of Aerospace and Mechanical Engineering, University of Notre Dame, Notre Dame, IN 46556, United States

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]. Inrecent 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
[65, 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.



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 p € D < RV« find u* € RM+ such
that

r(u*,pu) =0, (1)
where u* is the primal solution implicitly defined as the solution of (1) and » : RM« x D — RN« with
r: (u, ) — 7r(u, ) denotes the residual. We assume that for every p € D, there exists a unique primal
solution u* = u*(pu) satisfying (1) and that the implicit map p — w*(p) is continuously differentiable. In
most practical applications, the dimension N,, 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 (Q) consists of N, elements (Q.), i.e., Q@ = U=, Q,, and the
residual can be written as an assembly of element residuals

N
r(u,p) = Z P.r. (ueauévu) ) (2)

e=1

where 7, : RNu x RNe xD — RNu with 7, @ (we, ), ) — 7 (e, u), p) is the residual contribution of element

e, u, € RMu are the DoFs associated with element e, u, € RM= are the DoFs associated with elements
neighboring element e (if applicable), and P, € RNw*Ne is the assembly operator that maps element DoF's

for element e to global DoFs. The element and global DoFs are related via assembly operators u. = Pl u

and u,, = (P!)Tu, where P! € RN«*Nu is an assembly operator that maps element DoFs from neighbors of
element e to the corresponding global DoF's. 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 Fuler equations of gasdynamics.

2.2. Optimization formulation

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

minimize  j(u, p)

weRNu ueD

subject to c(u,p) =0 (3)
r(u,p) =0
M S PSS Py,

where j : RV x D — R is the quantity to be minimized, ¢ : (u, ) — ¢(u, p) is a vector of N, side constraints
(i.e., constraints other than the governing equation 7 involving the primal variable w), and p; and p,, 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.,

N, Ne
J(u, p) = Z Je(tue, ), c(u,p) = Z Ce(Ue, 1), (4)

where j, : RV x D — R and ¢, : RV« x D — RNe 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.



Remark 2. The optimization problem (3) is sufficiently general to incorporate inequality side constraints of
the form d(u, ) = 0. In this case, the parameter vector p = (v, s), where v are design parameters from the
governing equations and s are slack variables [38]. In this case, the side constraints read c(u, p) = d(u, p)—s
and the lower bound reads p; = (v;,0), where v; is the vector of lower bounds for the design parameters v.

We convert (3) to an optimization problem without side constraints using the classic augmented La-
grangian (AL) function, £ : RN+ x D x RVe x R — R, defined as

-
0,5 0,7) > £, 1130) + - e, )3 (5)
where the Lagrangian part, £~ : RV x D x RVe — R, is defined as

KL : (ua 3 0) = j(uv /'l’> - HTC(’U,, ,LL), (6)

where @ € R™e are Lagrangian multiplier estimates, and 7 € R denotes the penalty parameter. Then, we
replace the optimization problem in (3) with a sequence of optimization problems of the form

e O, 1 6.

b shie SR

subject to  7(u,pu) =0 (7)
M S S Py,

where 0 and 7 are fixed. We eliminate the HDM constraint by restricting the primal variable to the solution
manifold of 7, i.e., define f : D x RN x R — R such that

fo(p;0,7) = L(u'(p), 1;0,7), (8)
which leads to the following bound-constrained, reduced-space optimization problem
minimize f(u;6,7) = l(u”(n), p:6,7), (9)
HE
where C is the set of bound constraints defined by
C={peD|m<p<pt. (10)

We use the adjoint method to compute the gradient of the objective function because the parameter-space
dimension N, can be large. The corresponding HDM adjoint problem is: given pu € D and the corresponding
primal solution u* € RN« satisfying (1), find the adjoint solution A* € RV» satisfying

(AT Ut ps8,7) =0, (11)
where the adjoint residual, r* : RNu x RN« x D x RNe x R — RN« is defined as

or el4
A . 2 T 2 . T
r : (Z, 3M7077—) a ( Hu') z 6 ( 7/1'5077-) * (12)

We expand %(u, 1;0,7) and define the Lagrangian part, ri* : RNV« x RNV« x D x RNe — RNu | as

or dj dc
LA . 0\ s T, T T
P (s 0) o o () S () 4 5 ()0, (13)
which reduces (12) to
P (2,110, 7) = 7 (2,0, 130) — 7o (u, 1) e, ) (14)

Assuming the residual Jacobian is well-defined and invertible for every (u*(u), ) pair with p € D, then



there exists a unique adjoint solution

N (1:0,7) = S5 () )T 5 s (1), 10, 7). (15)

making the implicit map (u;0,7) — A*(w; 0, 7) well-defined for all u € D. From the primal-adjoint pair
(u*, X*) satisfying (1) and (11), the gradient of the reduced AL function, Vf : D x RNe x R — RV is
computed as

g v
V(1 0,7) > g A (10, 7). (1), 0, 7)T = %(U*(u)m; 0,7)" - %(u%m,u)ww;om, (16)

where the operator that reconstructs the gradient from the adjoint solution, g* : RMu x RVu x D x RVe x R —
R1*Nu , is
or
T
—(u, ). 17
S () (1)

Similarly to (13) and (14), we define gt : RN x RNu x D x RNe — RV Nu as:

g)\ : (Z,U,/L;G,T) = %(u?u/70a7—) -z

aj oc or
LA . ) _pT _ T
g (z,u,u;0) — 8u(u’“) 0 8u(u’“) z Bp,(u ), (18)

and the gradient becomes

9z, 1:6,7) = g (2w, 1 6) + relu, mT%w W), (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

2

N, N,
7'
E ’LL IJ’aH T = g ueall'y 5 ; ueau ) (20)
where the elemental contribution to the Lagrangian function, % : RN x D x RVe — R, is defined as
05 (e, 1;0) = je(te, ) — OTce(ue,u). (21)
Similarly, the adjoint residual can be written as
e & dc
A L,A e
;0 = ’ e Ue, ;0 - P.— es e 22
M (z,u, p1;0,7) gre (Ze, Ue, 13 0) Tl; aue(u ][g (e, pt) (22)

where the elemental contribution to the Lagrangian adjoint residual, r>* : RVa x RN x D x RNe — RN,
is defined as

Oje
“ou,

L,A

oce ore or
T 1 (Ze, Ue, p; 0) > —Po3—(u e>N)T+Pei(uea )T0+Pem (e, ;’:“) z€+Pe/a /(US’U/E’“)T’Z

ou, Ue
(23)
and z, = PI'z. Finally, we can rewrite the gradient as

N N, N,
g>‘(z7u,p;0,7') = Z gg’A(zeauevﬂ;e) +7 lZ Ce(uea lz ] (24)
e=1 =1




where the elemental contribution to the gradient, gh-* : RN x RMu x D x RNe — RY™Nuis defined as

or
TY"e / 2
L (el ) (25)

aj
g]e-‘7>\(z€7ueay’;0) e 76(“67“’) - 0T

Ue, b) — 2
o “( K)

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 ¢(u, p; 0,7) = Zivzl le(u,p;0,7).
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 Vg = {®9 | § € R} c R4, where ® € RV«*" with n « N,, is the reduced basis. That is, we
approximate the primal state u* as

u* ~ gy = Py, (26)

where 113 € Vg is the subspace approximation of the primal state u, and ¢} € R™ contains the corresponding
reduced coordinates. The primal reduced coordinates are implicitly defined as the solution of the Galerkin
reduced-order model: given u € D, find §3 € R” such that

7o (Y5, 1) = 0, (27)

where 7 : R" x D — R" with
';'<I> : (@7 /J’) e q)TT(q)gv /J’)? (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 p € D, there exists a unique primal solution g3 = §% (@) satisfying (27) and that the implicit map
p— Y5 (p) is continuously differentiable. The reduced residual (7 ) inherits an unassembled structure from
the HDM

Ne
o (1) = ), Blra (@Y, LY, 1. (29)
e=1

where @, := PT® e RVo*" and &' := (P!)T® € RVa*" 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

é‘i’ : (Q,H;O,T) H€(¢@7/L;077’), éé : (Qv“vo) '_)éL(q)QHUHOL fA‘i : (""7037-) Hé@(@;(“)auvaaT)v
(30)
where /g : R" x D x RNe x R — R is the reduced augmented Lagrangian function, @:ﬁ :R? x D x RNe - R
is the Lagrangian component of g@, and fq, : D x RV x R — R is the restriction of the reduced augmented
Lagrangian function to the ROM solution manifold. The reduced AL function can be expanded as

~ N N T N
lo (Y, p1;0,7) = lg(y, 1;0) + 5 lc(@g, 1) (31)



and inherits an unassembled structure from the HDM

2

Ne
lo (9, 1;0,7) Z&M 9,10 Z ce(®eG, )| (32)
e=1 2
where the elemental contribution to the AL function, f‘;i,’e :R” x D x RNe - R, is defined as
e (9:150) = je(Bey, 1) — 07 ce(Beh, p). (33)
The reduced adjoint residual, f"é, ‘R x R® x D x RV x R — R", is defined as
A\ A oA af’é ~ T A (}Zé T M\ ~ ~
Pe 1 (2,9,150,7) — 2% (Y p)" 2 - ¥ (9,1;0,7)" = @Tr (22, @Y, 13 0,7), (34)

where the equality follows directly from the definitions in (12), (28), and (30). Following (13) and (14), we
let the Lagrangian component rli,’)‘ :R" x R x D x RNe — R™ be

) . P . p. o oc T o
P (2 0.:0) > S (5,072~ 8T L (B, )T + | o (By, p)B | 6 = BTrIN (@2, 85, 1:6), (35)
oYy ou ou
and (34) becomes
P59, 01:0,7) = 75 (5,9, 1:0) — 787 S (@9, 1) (@i ). (36)

The reduced adjoint problem is: given pu € D and the corresponding reduced primal solution 43 satisfying
(27), find the reduced adjoint solution A% € R™ satisfying

%é(A;ﬂ’};vu;aaT):O' (37)

Assuming the reduced residual Jacobian is well-defined and invertible for every (g% (pt), p) pair with g € D,
there exists a unique reduced adjoint solution

33507 = 7 (5 1) 1) 22 05 0, 10,717 (38)

making the implicit map (w@;0,7) — 5\;(;1,; 0, 7) well-defined for all p € D. The reduced adjoint residual
inherits an unassembled structure from the HDM using the relationships in (22) and (34)

N, N, N,

XA S LA s a oce . : .

(29,1 0,7) = 3 gL (29 m0) 7| ), Bl o (@ey,u)T] lZ ce(éeyyu)] : (39)
e=1 e=1 € e=1

where the elemental contribution, rq, :R"” x R x D x RVe — R™, is defined as

. L. 0je . oce . ore S .
e (2,8, 1:0) > —@7 ai (@, )" ‘PeTa (®ch,1)" 0 + 4’36 (®ei), ®Ly, ) B2+
: (40)
(‘PQ)T%('Pey,@’y p) @z,

From the primal-adjoint pair (9}, ;\f{,), the gradient of the reduced AL (fq>), Vfe : D x RVe x R — RNu,
is computed as

~ R - . x aé ~ % or % A *
vf‘l’ : (“;977—) — gé’()‘@(ﬂ;0a7)7y<1>(“)7“;077—)T = l Y ; )T - T;(yQ(H),H)TA@(H;G,T),

(41)



where the operator that reconstructs the reduced AL gradient from the reduced adjoint solution, gg :
R" x R® x D x RVe x R — RV*Nu g

. ols . X o
a5 (2,9,10,7) — T:(yvu;G,T) — 2T 2 (g, p) = g\(®2, DY, 11;0, 7). (42)

The Lagrangian part of the gradient reconstruction operator, g-* : R® x R” x D x RNe — R>*Nu ig
aj oc or
AL A o J T ~TOT®
i (2,y,150 ——(Py,p) — 0" —(Py,pn) — 2" —(y, 1), 43
93 (,yu)HaM(yu) W(yu) u(“) (43)
which allows the gradient operator to be rewritten as
)T

N ~ N C
92 (2,9, 1:0.7) = G5 (2,9, 11:0) + Tc(By, p @y ). (44)

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

N, Trn,
R R . e . R R e . e ace R
95 (2,9,1:0,7) = > ga (2.9, m:0) + 7 [Z Cce(®eG, 1) [Z au@ey,u)} , (45)
e=1 e=1 e=1

where the elemental contribution, g{;ﬁe :R” x R"* x D x RNe > R Nu ig defined as

(9' 6c é’r

AL /A A .76 ~ T e ~ ~T xT e A ~/

) Z I,L.g _— @e 7“ 0 @e ’I..L Z @e @e ) me ,l,lc . 46
g@’e( 7y7 ) ) a ( y ) ; ( y ) o) ( y y ) ( )

Finally, we consider the reduced sensitivity residual as in [53], i“f;, R Nu  R® x D — R™*Mu | which
will be used to accelerate convergence of the optimization framework. The sensitivity residual is defined as

or or
~0 A A P . ~ P .
re (W, Yy, p) — —— (Y, p)w + Y, ), 47
B (0.9, 0) = GG+ S () (47)
and its unassembled form

~0 (A 2 & Tare ~ !~ ~ Tare ~ !~ /N Tare N /A

P (W, g, pm) = ). | @] . (B, By, )R + B, = (Y, By, 1) B + B o (e, By ) |-

e=1 Ue Ue 12

(48)
The reduced sensitivity problem is: given p € D and the corresponding reduced primal solution 4%, find the
reduced sensitivity solution 0,,9% € R™*"¥u such that

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
PDESs, 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



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, 7 : R™ x D x R — R"™, where

Ne
P (§1:0) = ), pe®LTe (DY, LY, 1) (50)

e=1

and p € R is the vector of weights with R — R™e the set of admissible weights such that 1 € R (1 is the
vector with each entry equal to one). For each element Q. € &, with p. = 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 p is deferred to Section 3.2.2. The primal EQP problem reads: given g € D and p € R, find
Y3 € R” such that

7o (Yg, 1; p) = 0. (51)

For each p € R, we assume there is a unique primal solution 3 = §% (u; p) satisfying (51) for every 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 (p) into the unassembled form so efficiency is achieved when p is sparse.
The hyperreduced AL, lg : R" x D x R x RVe x R — R, its Lagrangian part @:I, ‘R xDxRxRNe - R, and
the restriction of the hyperreduced AL function to the EQP solution manifold, fe : D x R x RVe x R — R,

are defined as 5

)

Ne
~ - ~ T -
la: (§,1:0,0,7) = L5(5,18:9,0) + 5 | D pece(Peh )

e=1 2
_ N, o (52)
U 2 (§,1:0,0) = Y peje(®e, ) — 07 . pece(®e, ),
e=1 e=1
fo : (1:p,0.7) = Lo (G5 (1 ), i p, 0, 7).
The hyperreduced adjoint residual, 73 : R™ x R” x D x R x RYe x R — R", is defined as
N OFg , _ dls
31 (2,9, 00,0,7) > =W p) 2= 2 (Wi p,0,7)7, (53)
Y Y
or, in unassembled form,
e dc Ak
73 (2,0,1:0,0,7) =75 (2,9, 1:0,0) — 7 lz pe¢ZaJ<¢e@,mT] [Z pece(®eY, u)] - (54)
e=1 € e=1

where its Lagrangian part fI&;A ‘R” x R® x D x R x RVe — R™ is defined as

Ne

. L 0j - oc
e (20, m0,0) > 3 pe | BT (Do )+ B S

5 or - - 5
(®ey, )"0+ ‘?Zﬁ@ey? DLy, p) @2+

or
) Ty 0 g 1)Te.2].
(@) puy (BT P 1) B2

(55)
The hyperreduced adjoint problem is: given € D and the corresponding hyperreduced primal solution y%

satisfying (51), find the hyperreduced adjoint solution 5\’[1, € R" satisfying

(N5, U, 11;0,0,7) = 0. (56)



For each p € R, we assume the hyperreduced Jacobian is well-defined and invertible for every (g% (u; p), 1)
pair with pu € D so there exists a unique hyperreduced adjoint solution

-, o 2 0le
Ap(;p,0,7) = % ® (@5 (mip)mip) T a; (95 (i p), ;i p,60,7)7, (57)

making the implicit map (u; p,0,7) — 5\;(#; p, 0, 7) well-defined. From the primal-adjoint pair (9%, j\fi,),
the gradient of the AL function in reduced-space, Vfg : D x R x R¥e x R — RVe is computed as

Vie: (uip.0,7)— ga(Ne(p:p,0.7), 95 (1;p), 15 p,0,7)7

ol ore -, (58)
alf (yé(ﬂap)au;pveaT)T - T:(y@(ll‘ap)?#’ap)TA@(u’,p7evT)a

where the operator that reconstructs the hyperreduced AL gradient from the hyperreduced adjoint solution,
g3 R" xR" x D x R x RVe x R — R™Nu_is

~ -~ o~ (9[7 (9Tq>
9% 1 (2,9,1p,0,7) — o =2 (g, mip.0,7) — 2" T Bmip). (59)
or, in unassembled form,
Ak X de
93(2,9,1;0,0,7) = 35 (2,9, 1;p,0) + 7 lZ peCe(®.7, u)] lZ pea—;(cpe@, p,)] , (60)
e=1 e=1

where g3 : R" x R” x D x R x RNe — R Nu is defined as

N, .
o s [0je, . - dee . g OTe
95" (Z,0,m0,0) — ) pe [aj“(@ey,u)—OT(i’eyw) T@Za (*ﬁey,i’ey’,u)]- (61)
1

op

Finally, the hyperreduced sensitivity residual, ﬁ% (RPNe x R? x D x R — R**Ne | is defined as

0T . _ O0Te .

7o (@,9, 1 p) — %5 (Y, 3 p)w + W(y,u;p% (62)
or, in unassembled form,
7% (W, 7, p T(’e 'y, pu)dP @Ta &y, Oy, pn)d o7 (5.9
y Zpe e a ey7 ey?u’) €w+ au/( €y7 ey’p’) ’UJ+ e (7 ( €y7 ey’p’)

(63)
The hyperreduced sensitivity problem is: given u € D and the corresponding reduced primal solution y%
find the hyperreduced sensitivity solution 0, g% € R"*V« such that

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 p = 1.

Remark 5. Following [53], we use a single reduced basis to approzimate 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 ¢; minimization
problem (to promote sparsity) that includes several constraints, most important of which is the manifold
accuracy constraint that requires the reduced () and hyperreduced () 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 ® be a given reduced basis and E < D be a collection of EQP training parameters,
and define the EQP weights for residual terms, p*, as the solution of the following linear program

p* = argmin ) p, (65)

peC™nCa,m,5 o1

where C™ is the set of nonnegative weights

=0, e=1,...,N}, (66)

0 = (0av,Orp, O1ra; O1gas Oc, Oacp, Oacys Orss 01q) € R? is a collection of tolerances, and Cs =5 < RM is the
intersection of some subset of the following accuracy constraints®,
. dv rp lra dcy
Cazms:=Cs NCozs, NCazs,, N C NCe =5, N C = 5dc N Co iz o, N Cazs,. N C =5

Lo L. (67)

where

CY = {peRNe 6}7
Coms =

=5 = {PERY | |7a(95 (1), 1) — Ta (95 (1), 15 p) |, < 6,V € B},
Oty = {p e RY | |75 (Ap (1:0.7). U (). 130) — 75 (X3 (:0,7). (). s p,0)| < 6.¥pe B,

Ne
1 — Z PelQel| <
e=1

C}iﬁas,a = {P e RN | g5 /\(A* (1;0,7), 9% (1), 1;6) — Q;/\(S\;(u; 9,7),@3(u),u;p,9)” <65 Vpe E.}
Coms i {p e R | (@ (). 1) — o (53 (). i), < OV :}

s = {pe B | 10uea .0 1)~ duta 330 )], < L e =),

s = [P e B | 10ycalti (). ) — 2ycalti ). mip)l, < S Ve,

Crzs = {peRY | [#5 (0,05 (1), U5 (1), 1) — 75 (0uB% (1), U5 (1), 5 )|, <6,VpeE},
Cras = {pe RN | |8 (55 (1), 1:0) — B (53 (1), i p, 0)] < 6,V e B,
) ) (68)
where |S| is the volume of the set S, 0yt = aac;, and dute = GE.

3Superscript legend: nn = nonnegativity, dv = domain volume, rp = primal residual, 1ra = Lagrangian adjoint residual,
lga = Lagrangian adjoint gradient reconstruction, ¢ = constraints, dey = ‘derivatives of the constraints with respect to B, dcy
= derivatives of the constraints with respect to y, 1q = 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 p* : (®,E, ;) —
p*(®,E, ;) as the implicit map from a given reduced basis ®, EQP training set E, and tolerances § 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 p = 1.

Remark 7. The constraints on the Lagrangian part of the augmented Lagrangian function Cg q_ 5 and sen-
sitwity residual Cg = 5 are not required for global convergence of the trust-region method in “Section 4.3;
however, similar constmmts 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 ® and weight
vector p for fixed Lagrange multiplier estimate @ and penalty parameter 7.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 2-3, there exist constants ci,co > 0 such that for any p € D, p € R,
0cRYe, and 7 >0

F(02:0,7) = Fal1zs p,0,7)] < 1 [ (@5 (), 1) + 2 |70 (G (1), 15 )| +

o (55 (1), 11:6,7) — Lo (3 (12), 3 9, 6, 7). 0
Furthermore, there exist constants ¢y, ch, s, ¢y > 0 such that
V1 (156,7) = V o (115 p, 6,7)]| <4 I (@5 (1), )| + ¢ |7 (@ (1136, 7), @ (1), 11;0,7)| +
& 1T (G (1), 13 9)| + ¢ |7 (Np (1 0,7), 5 (1), 113 p, 0,7) +
93 (Xa (1:0.7), 9 (). 1:0,7) — G2 (N5 (:0.7), 53 (). i p.0,7)|
(70)
Proof. Follows from Theorem 1 in [53]. O

Now we specialize the results in Theorem 1 with requirements on the training procedure for ® and p. In
particular, if the HDM primal and adjoint solution at a given 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 4%, 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 > Cg < 5 O Cale 5, 0 Cé =5, and consider any
p € D. Then, if the reduced basis ® € RV=*" satisfies

u*(p) € Ran @, A*(p) € Ran @, (71)

where Ran(®) indicates the column space of ®, and the weight vector p is the solution of (65) with constraint
set Como S Cie 5 O Ca 51, 0 Co =z, and EQP training set E < D with p € E, there exist constants
¢a,¢3 > 0 (independent of p) such that

F(p;0,7) — fao(u; p,0,7)| < cadpp + 01 + TC36c. (72)
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Proof. See Appendix C. O

Corollary 1.2. Suppose Assumptions 2-3 hold with R > Cga’% NCEE 5. mc}g;élga NCs =, NCEh

12, 8acp

Cf;ya 5, A0d consider any p € D. Then, if the reduced basis ® € RN=X" gatisfies (71) and the weight vector
is the solution of (65) with constraint set Ce =5 < Cy = 5, NCEE 4., mC(lif’aE)élga NCs =5, me;‘é)adw me;ff'Eﬁdcy
and EQP training set = < D with p € B, there exist constants ¢, ¢, ..., ¢t > 0 (independent of p) such
that

HVf (150,7) — V fa(u; p, 0, T)H < lrp + €401z + Orga + o700 + CyTOacy + ChTOucs. (73)

Proof. See Appendix C. O

Corollary 1.3. Suppose Assumptions 2-3 hold with R > Cg'z 5 NCE% 5., mC(lIfaEﬁlga nCs = 5. mC;ffé,édw N

CeL s NCalzs and consider any p € D. Then, if the reduced basis ® € RNe*" satisfies (71) and the

o=y Udcy y=Ulq

weight vector is the solution of (65) with constraint set Ca =5 S Cg =4 N Caes,. O C‘li,g?: b N Co =5, O
3=,0rp s=,01ra s=,01ga se=;0¢

Co'e s, N Coxs., N Cazs, and EQP training set E ¢ D with p € , then both (72) and (73) hold.

§7575dc;4

Proof. Follows directly from Corollaries 1.1 and 1.2. O

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 F(p), (74)
peC

where F' : C — 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 p* € C such that |x(u*)| = 0 [17], where x : D — RMx is the projected
gradient

x(p) = Pe(p — VF(p), i, pu) — 1, (75)

and Pg(x,x;, x,) is the Euclidean projection of the vector & onto rectangular box [x;, x,], i.e.,

[x]i if  [z]i < [,
[Pe(x,x, @y,)], = < [x]; if [2:]: < [x]i <[], (76)

[zo]i if  [z]i = [wu]s
We introduce a trust-region method that constructs a sequence of trust-region centers {py}7; whose
limit will be a local solution of (74). At each trust-region center, a smooth approximation model my : D — R

is built such that my(p) ~ F(u) for all g e {p e C||p — px| < Ax}, where Ay, > 0 is the trust-region radius.
A candidate step 15 is produced by approximately solving the generalized trust-region subproblem

minimize my (), (77)
reCa,

where the set of trust-region constraints is defined by

Cap ={meCllp—p| < Ax}. (78)
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To ensure the proposed trust-region method is globally convergent, we require the objective models F'
and my, 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) my is twice continuously differentiable for k =1,2,....

(AT3) There exists (1 > 0,{> > 1 such that |[V2F(p)| < ¢ and |[VZmi(p)| < G —1

(AT4) There exists £ > 0 such that

IVme () = VEF(pr) | < Emin {[xm (pr) | Ar} (79)

where x,, (@) is the reduced version of x(u), i.e., xm (@) is defined as
Xm (1) = Pe(p — Vg (), p, pu) — 1 (80)

(AT5) There exists a positive constant 8 such that Sy < S for all k£ € N, where the upper bound of the
curvature, S, is defined as
B =1+ max | V?my(z)|, (81)
:Z:ECAk

(AT6) There exists k € (0, 1) such that solution of the trust-region subproblem satisfies the fraction of Cauchy
decrease

(i) — M) >  [xom ()] min [’“"ﬁ“”’f) Ak] , (s2)

where f1;; 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 £ > 0 is an arbitrary constant independent of k.
Similar to its original form in [32], the error bound requires that the model mj must be asymptotically
accurate as | xm(pr)|| = 0 or Ay — 0. However, due to the arbitrariness of £, it may be less effective for a
fixed k. To ensure the error condition is practical, we seek a computable error indicator ¢y : D — R such
that

IVmg(pr) — VF(pe)| < Eon(pn), (83)

which reduces the gradient condition to

er(n) < o mind[xm (r) | Ax}, (84)

where K, > 0 is a chosen constant. This provides a computable criterion in selecting model my, 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 pj and radius Ay, and parameters 0 < v; < 2 <1, Apax >0, 0 <y <12 <1
Output: Next iterate prj41

1: Model update: Construct the approximation model, my(p), that satisfies (AT2) and (AT4).

2: Step computation: Solve the trust-region subproblem to get the candidate center fiy

minimize my(p),
pneCa,

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

F(pr) — F(fux)
my (pr) — M (fr)

Ok = (85)

4: Step acceptance:
if ok =M then Mit1 = [ else Mit1 = Mk end if

5. Trust-region radius update:

if ok <M1 then Agy1 € [11A%,72A%] end if
if Ok € [771,772) then Ak+1 € [’ygAk, Ak] end if
if Ok = 1o then Akt € [Ak, Amax] 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 [, (pere) | = liminf [x (pe)| = 0 (86)
—00 k—0o0
Proof. See Appendix A. O

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 @ and penalty parameter 7) as the objective
function F' in (74) and the inexact trust-region method in Algorithm 1 to solve the subproblem until p? € C
that satisfies

[pi = Pe(pi = V(106 7:), b, ) | o < wi (87)

where i denotes the major (outer) iteration number, and w; is the convergence tolerance for the current
major iteration. In this setting, the values of 8; and 7; are fixed at the iteration 4, i.e., they will not change
throughout all trust-region iterations when solving (87). The augmented Lagrangian framework can become
computationally expensive for small w; 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 8y = 0 to begin the optimization process and use an iterative
method derived from first-order optimality to update Lagrangian multipliers as

0i+1 = 01 - ’TC(M:) (88)

When the current iterate p; is located in the infeasible region, we enlarge the penalty parameter by a
scaling factor a > 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 pg, Lagrangian multipliers 6y, penalty parameter 7, scaling factor a, constraint
violation tolerances my and m,., and optimality tolerances wy and w,
Output: Next iterate p;11
1: Step computation: Approximately solve for an iterate, p;, using a bound-constrained optimization
solver (e.g., Algorithm 1) such that (87) is satisfied.
2: Termination criteria: Terminate if p} satisfies optimality criteria

lpi = Pe(pi = V(i3 05,7), s pa) | < wns (™ (1), 1) < o

3: Step is feasible, i.e., |c(u*(u}), ;)| < m;: Update Lagrangian multipliers

0i11=0; —Te(u (p)), 1)), Tiv1=Ti, Tit1 =T/T, Wil = Wi/Ti1 (89)

4: Step is infeasible, i.e., |c(u*(p}), u})| > m;: Update penalty parameter

0.1
0iv1=0;, Tipi=ar, mp=1/70, wip =170 (90)

5: 9 =14 1, return to Step 1

In this work, we take mp = 1/79 and wp = 1/71 [38], and study the impact of 79 and a (Section 5).

4.8. 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., A 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 (my) at the kth trust-region center p; as the quadratic approxima-
tion to the hyperreduced AL function

~ _ 1 3
my(p; 0,7) = fo,(r; Pk, 0,7) + Vfe, (1r; pr, 0,7) + 5(# — )" Hy(p — ), (91)

where ®;, € RN«x"¢ is the reduced basis, pj € Ca, =5, is the weight vector, and H, € RVe*Nu ig the
Hessian of fs, defined by ~ ~
Hk, = v2f<1>k (p’k;pk7077—)’ (92)

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

- 1 ~ ~
Hk'U X g I:vf'}k (y’k + 5'U§pk7977') - qu’k (Hk?pkaaﬂ')] ) (93)

where € € R. is the finite difference step size (¢ = 107% in this work). As we assume that the size of the
reduced basis ny is small and the EQP weight vector pj is sparse, the evaluations of the model my and its
gradient Vimy, 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

@), = GramSchmidt ([u*(pr) A* (i3 0,7) Juu*(po) @5 ®2%)), (94)
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to guarantee u* (), A*(ux; 0, 7) € Ran Py, where
@} = POD,, (Uj_1) € RNV=>Pk, 2 := POD,, (Vi_1) € RNVw> (95)
are optimal compressions of state and adjoint snapshots from all previous iterations

U, = [u*(po) -+ u ()] € RNwx (k1)

(96)
Vi = [A(po;0,7) -+ XN (pi;0,7)] € RNwx(k+1)
This construction of the reduced basis leads to a basis of size ny = 2 + Ny, + pr + gr (bounded by nj <
2(k+1) 4+ Ny), and 0 < pp < k and 0 < ¢ < k are user-defined parameters. Fast low-rank singular value
decomposition updates [10] can be used to construct ®% and ®3 efficiently.
Next, we choose the constraint set Cs, =, .5, such that

1 d d
nCze C Ce?Y N

rp c
—_ C p— —_ —_ —_ _
Cq”w:‘kvak = Cq)k; P, Bk, 01ra, k N P, B, 0180,k N P, 2k, 0dcy, k n Cq’k,:k,tsdm,k N C(ikv:kvéc,k (97)

Ek,0rp, k

and the EQP training set Ej < D such that pj € Ej to ensure Corollary 1.2 holds, which leads to the result

IV f(1r; 0,7) — Vg (pr; 0, 7)| =

‘Vf(,uk; 0.7) — Ve, (e pr. 0, T)H

< 0rp ks + Cy0rrak + O1gak + C5TOck + CoT0dcy ke + CrT0dcp k %)

Therefore, we take @y, in (84) to be
Ok = K10rpk + K201rak + K301gak + K4aTOc k + K5T0dcy,k + K6T0acu, k> (99)
where K1, Ka, ..., kg > 0 are user-defined parameters. Note that (99) differs from the similar definition in [53]

where we keep the penalty parameter, 7, to enforce the accuracy on the penalty term in the case that 7
approaches a large number. Then, condition (84) leads to the following bound on the tolerances

K10rpk + K201rak + K301gak + KaTOc i + K5T0dcy ke + K6T0acp,k < A min {|xm (pw; 0, 7)|, Ak}, (100)

where X, (p;0,7) = Pe(p — Vmy(p; 0,7), py, o) — p. For simplicity, we impose the slightly stronger
condition that equally splits the bound among the six tolerances as

ko

5rp,k < 67mln{HX7n(l"’k; 07 T)” aAk}7
K1
ko

Orrak < g —min {xm (141 6, 7)|, Ax},
R2

ko
6183’]@ < ——min {me(ulm 07 T)” 7Ak} )

6’;3 (101)
50-,16 < %min{“xm“‘k;ea’r)” vAk}a
ko
5dcy,k < ﬁmln {HXm(u’kv 0, T)H 7Ak} )
k.
5‘10#:]@ < %mln {me(/"l’kv 0, T)” 7Ak} .
The weighting of the tolerances can be achieved through the choice of k1, kas,..., ks, although we take
K1 = Ko = --+ = kg in this work. As shown in (101), the penalty parameter 7 is accountd for in the

tolerances related to the constraint set ¢, which enforces the accuracy on the constraint terms when 7
increase. Finally, with these choices, we chose the weight vector py to the solution of (65), i.e.,

pr = p (Pr, By, 01;0,7), (102)
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where the tolerances
(Sk = (6dV7 6rp,k; 61ra,k7 61ga,k; 6c,ka 5dcy7k; 6dcu7k7 61q, 6rs) (103)

are chosen according to (101) with arbitrary day, d1q, 0rs > 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 [* norm
trust-region constraint is natural because it is also a bound constraint. To approximately solve [*-norm
trust-region subproblems, we use the algorithm in [15]: (1) compute the generalized Cauchy point, u¢, 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,
ok 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 ®; and weight vector p outlined above are sufficient to ensure the complete algorithm is
globally convergent.

Algorithm 3 Trust-region method with hyperreduced approximation models

Input: Current iterate py and radius Ay, trust-region parameters 0 < v1 < 72 < 1, Apax > 0,0 <y <
12 < 1, snapshot matrices Uy and Vj, frozen Lagrange multiplier estimate 8 and penalty parameter T
Output: Next iterate 1, updated snapshot matrices Ug,1 and Vi1
1: Model update: Build approximation model my(u;8,7) in (91)
e Solve primal and adjoint HDM: w*(per), AN*(pex; 0, 7)

e Construct reduced basis ®;, according to (94)
e Compute EQP weights py according to (102) with tolerances given by (101) and (103)

e Update snapshot matrices
Uis1 = [u* () Uy, Visr = [A*(pr;0,7) Vi (104)

2: Step computation: Compute the generalized Cauchy point, pu¢ and solve the active-set trust-region
subproblem to get the candidate center, fij
3: Actual-to-predicted reduction ratio: Compute the actual-to-predicted reduction ratio g

f(uk;077-) — f(ﬂk;077-)

_ 105
ok my(pw; 0, 7) — mi(fug; 0, 7) (105)

4: Step acceptance:
if ok =M then Mit1 = [ else i1 = Mk end if

5: Trust-region radius update:

if ok <M1 then Agi1 € [11A%,72A0%] end if
if Ok € [771,772) then Ak+1 € [’ygAk, Ak] end if
if Ok = 1o then Akt € [Ak, Amax] end if

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumptions (AT1)-(AT3), (AT5), and 2-3 hold with R o U{L,Ca, =,.5.- Lhe
sequence of trust-region centers {p} generated by Algorithm & satisfy

liminf [xon (t5; 8,7)] = liminf | (21; 6, 7)) = 0 (106)
k—00 k—0o0

independent of the choice of pr and qx.-

Proof. From Theorem 3, the result holds if (79) and (82) hold. With the choice of ®; in (94), we have
uw* (), A (i) € Ran @ independent of the choice of py or gx. Furthermore, from the choice of Ej such

18



that py € By (e.g., B = {pr})) and the constraint set (97), the assumptions of Corollary 1.2 are satisfied,
which implies the existence of constants ¢4, ¢, cs, ¢, ¢4 > 0 such that

IV (13 0,7) = Vi (s 0.7)| = |V (1430,7) = V fa s 1. 0, 7)|

(107)
< cé6rp,k + Ciﬂslrajc + 61ga,k: + 0/57—6c,k + C/GT(;dcy,k + C/77_6dcp,,k-

From the condition in (101), this reduces to

VS (150.7) — Vi 0,7 < & (2 4 G L B ) i (07 A
0.7) — Vi (e 0.7 < — — min {|[xom (pr; 6, 7)1, A},
Hk; U, k(MK U, 6%1 6%2 6%3 6%4 6/4/5 6“6 Xm\Hk T k
(108)
which is identical to (79) with £ = & (6%”1 + 6% + % + 60754 + GCTG5 + GCT76) 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 @ = 0 and 7 = 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., my(p;0,7) = fa,(; pr,0,7), 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 By = {puy} since it is the simplest option that satisfies the requirement
on the EQP training set By although other options possible [53].

Remark 12. We lag the right-hand side conditions in (101) to my_1(pr—1;0,7) to simplify the implemen-
tation and improve efficiency [55].

Remark 13. In some cases, an affine subspace approrimation u* ~ u + ®yY* 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.,
up, = w*(pr), which no longer requires w*(uy) to be explicitly included in the basis construction in (94).
Lastly, we modify the primal snapshot matrixz to be

U1 = [u"(po) —u(pr) - u(pr—1) —u* ()] (109)

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

Remark 14. In practice, we reuse w*(p}_;) and X*(pu}_1;0;-1,7Tj-1), 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 € > 0, we investigate the costs for each algorithm to satisfy
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S; < €, where S; is the normalized distance from the optimal objective value at major iteration 4

0w (o), o) (110)

Wo 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 w, = 107!°. Furthermore, we
introduce the following notation for the objective function, constraint function, and optimality measure at
the end of major iteration ¢

Ji= gt (i) ui),  ci=cwt(pl) mg),  xi=x(k). (111)

We quantify computational cost with the CPU time required to reach S; < € for a given e 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]: Ag = 0.1, n; = 0.1, 52 = 0.75, 71 = 0.5, 72 = 1, and
% = 107°. The remaining parameters are the EQP tolerances that do not appear in the convergence criteria
but empirically accelerate the optimization, which we set as: dqy = 014 = 1079, and 6, = 5 x 10~%. Finally,
we set the constraint tolerance 7, = 10~% and optimality tolerance w, = 107°.

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 M, = 0.5 and 2° angle
of attack. Let Q < R? (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

0 0 0
-— ) =0, — (pvv; +Pd;;) =0, — ([pF + P]v;) =0, 112
qa (P20) =0 (o + o) =0, o (0B + Ploy) (112)
where ¢ = 1,...,d and the repeated index j = 1,...,d indicates the Einstein summation. The density of

the fluid p : Q@ — Rsg, its velocity v; : € — R in the z; direction for ¢ = 1,...,d, and its total energy
E : Q — Ry are implicitly defined as the solution of (112). For a fluid with calorically ideal properties, the
pressure of the fluid, P : 2 — R., is related to the energy via the ideal gas law

P=(y-1)(pE -5, (113)
where v € R+ is the ratio of specific heats. The conservative variables are collected into a state vector
U:Q — R*2 with U : x — (p(x), p(z)v(z), p(x)E(x)). 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
Urag2s22 : Q@ — R42, with lower drag by adjusting the airfoil surface, which is parametrized using a Bezier
curve with 18 control points (). The deformation is propagated throughout the mesh domain using linear
elasticity. This leads to the following PDE-constrained optimization problem

1
minimize = f |U — URAE2822H2 av
v 2 Jou 114
subject to L(U;u) =0 (114)

D(U, p) < 0.98DRAE2822

where D(U, p) is the drag of the airfoil with shape defined by the control points g and flow field U,
Drag2s22 = D(Uragases, BrAE2s22) is the drag of the RAE2822 airfoil, pragos2s 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 (79,a). Legend: (mo0 = 10,a = 10) (—@—),
(70 = 10,a = 50) (- ®-), (10 = 10,a = 100) ( ), (to = 25,a = 10) (—&—), (170 = 25,a = 50) (- ©-), (10 = 25,a = 100)
(--©-), (10 = 50,a = 10) ( ), (0 = 50,a = 50) (- ¢-), (70 = 50,a = 100) (--¢--"), 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 P? triangular elements (generated using DistMesh [39)]).

5.1.1. Influence of the initial penalty parameter 7o and its scaling factor a

In the augmented Lagrangian framework, the initial penalty parameter 7y 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 7, = 1pa* for some
k; throughout the optimization process, we examine their combined effect by exploring nine scenarios:
(70, a) € [10,25,50] x [10, 50, 100]. Figure 1 shows the convergence history of the objective value in (114) and
constraint violation for each case. The choice of (19 = 10, a = 50) 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 79 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 79 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 ¢. 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 ®; will be enriched. In this study, we
choose [0, 5, 15, 20] snapshots, for each primal and dual solution collections, from (i —1)th iteration. Figure 2
shows unexpected results that the strategy of enriching ®; with snapshots from previous iterations does not
yield the anticipated benefits for problem because the additional snapshots increase the size of ®j, 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 79 = 10, @ = 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

(—)

[teration Ji lleilloo [0 Si [pillo,min (%) llpillomax (%)
1 1.8451c-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 1.3185¢-05 8.4954e-04 8.6943e-03 16.11 19.94
4 6.7253¢-07  5.6703e-05 3.6108¢-05 1.4472¢-04 15.82 20.63
5 6.4009¢-11  7.0908¢-06 2.3744e-06  6.3763¢-05 16.40 19.25
10 5.4249e-09 5.8542e-06  5.6429¢-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 ||p;||o,min
(|lpillo,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 x|, = 5.7 x 107% in 13 major (AL) iterations. At each major
iteration, the value of objective function j; 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 j; with only minor reduction in the constraint violation. At the beginning of each major iteration, the
algorithm reconstructs the reduced basis ® 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 S; < € for e € {1073,107%, 1075} and various constraint violation tolerances.
Figure 3 shows the convergence history of the objective value j; and constraint violation |c;|,,. 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 € # 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+4-04 -

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 1.49e4-03 7.97

1.0000e-04 14 13 534 2.10e+4-03 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 |c;|,, < 107%. The speedup is defined as the cost of a particular method divided by the cost of the HDM method
at the same cutoff tolerance e. For the ROM/TR method, the objective value has already reached a tolerance of € = 10~* when
the constraint violation first drops below the specified tolerance, which explains the identical performance for the e = 1073 and
e = 10~* cutoffs.

erances (1074, 1075, 1079), 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 € # HDM # ROM # EQP  Cost(s) Speedup

HDM 1.0000e-03 90 - - 1.19e+4-04 -
1.0000e-04 121 - - 1.58e+04 -
1.0000e-06 147 - - 1.91e+4-04 -

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 |¢;|,, < 10~5. Speedup is defined in Table 2. The objective value has already reached a tolerance of ¢ = 1074
when the constraint violation first drops below the specified tolerance, which explains the identical performance for ROM/TR
and EQP/TR methods with € = 1073 and ¢ = 1074 cutoffs.

Method € # 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+404 -

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 ||c; |, < 1076. Speedup is defined in Table 2. The objective value has already reached a tolerance of e = 1075 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 € considered.
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shape optimization problem

minimize lf U — Uragasaz|® dV
U, 2 Jau
subject to L(U;u) =0 (115)
D(U, ) < 0.98DRaE2822
L(U, ) = 1.01LRrAE2822

where L(U, ) is the lift of the airfoil with shape defined by the control points p and flow field U, Lragasaz =
L(Uraga2s22, MrAE2822) 18 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., 79 = 10, a = 50 and do not use snapshot from previous AL
iterations. The method is converging to a feasible point with [/x;[,, = 8.0 x 1079 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 lleilloo [0 Si [|pillomin (%) llpillo,max (%)
1 3.0747e-04 3.0320e-03 4.9006e-02  9.3958¢-02 14.34 14.34
2 2.8207e-04 2.8957e-03  7.2681e-03  8.6364e-02 13.26 13.26
3 9.9921e-06  2.8855e-04 2.1097e-04  1.7339¢-03 13.46 19.16
4 4.1266e-06  7.7998¢-05 5.1784e-06  8.4576e-05 13.75 20.92
5 4.2723¢-06  1.6064e-05 3.1604e-06  3.9392¢-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  8.0079¢-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 ||p;||o,min
(|lpillo,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 S; < € for € € {1073,107%,5 x 107} and various constraint violation
tolerances. Figure 5 shows the convergence history of the objective value j; and constrain violation |¢; |, .
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 (1074, 1072, 107),
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 12.7x. For tighter
constraint violation tolerances, the speedup of both methods is more modest (< 2x), 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).
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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 € # HDM # ROM # EQP  Cost(s)  Speedup

HDM 1.0000e-03 100 - - 1.41e+4-04 -
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+4-03 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 |¢;|,, < 10~%. Speedup is defined in Table 2. The objective value has already reached a tolerance of ¢ = 104
when the constraint violation first drops below the specified tolerance, which explains the identical performance for ROM/TR
and EQP/TR methods with ¢ = 1073 and ¢ = 10™* cutoffs.

Method € # 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 |¢; ], < 10~5. Speedup is defined in Table 2. The objective value has already reached a tolerance of ¢ = 10~% 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 e considered.

Method € # 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 |c;|.,, < 107°. Speedup is defined in Table 2. The objective value has already reached a tolerance of € = 5 x 107>
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 e 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 (79, a) and found they do not impact convergence, but have
a large influence on convergence rate. For the problems considered in this work, we found 7y € [10,25] and
a € [10,100] 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 ¢ > 0 and K > 0 such that x(ui) = € for all
k > K. Then the sequence of trust-region radii {A} produced by Algorithm 3 satisfies

o8]
Z A < 0.
k=1

Proof. We first consider the case with an infinite sequence of successful iterations {k;} with the new gradient
condition in (AT6). In this case, for all ¢ such that k; > K,

F(Nkb) - F(”’%JA) = F(“kz) - F(l“l’krFl) = F(M’%) - F(p‘kl) = Ul(mh (Mkb) — My, ([Lkz))

. m i . €
> me HXWL(AU'kz)H min [|X (uk )”7 Ak7:| = 71 K€ MIIl [a Ak1:| 5
Bk Bk

for some constant « € (0,1). The subscript for the second g in the first and second expressions are k;i1
and k; + 1, respectively. Due to the step acceptance condition in Algorithm 1, the sequence {F ()} is
non-increasing, and thus the first inequality holds. The first equality holds because iteration k; 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 X, (ug,) = € for all k; > K.
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Now, we sum over all ¢ > I for k; = K to yield
. € .
nse ), min [Bk’ Akz] < D (F(pk,) = Flpn,,)) = Flp,) — lim F(pg,) < oo,
i>1 i i>1

where the equality follows from the telescoping series, and the finiteness of the limit follows from F' being
bounded below. Because €/ is bounded away from zero, the inequality above implies that Z;il Ap, < oo.
The result also holds for a finite number of successful iterations (Lemma A.2 of [32]), and the desired result
follows.

O

Lemma 2. Suppose Assumptions 1 hold and there exists € > 0 and K > 0 such that |xm(pr)| = € for all
k > K. Then the ratios {or} produced by Algorithm 1 converges to one.

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

1
Jaxedy, — pred, | < sy [V F () = Vg i) + 5 (G + G — 1) [l (A1)

where s = p — pi is the step from the current trust-region center pg. For all £ > K, the gradient error
bound (Assumption (AT4)) and the result of Lemma 1 (Ax — 0) imply

1
|laredy, — pred, | < A2 + i(m + kg — 1)AZ. (A.2)

Additionally, for k¥ > K, the fraction of Cauchy decrease condition and the result of Lemma 1 (A — 0)
imply
predy > [ xm (f)] min ['X’“g’“)' Ak] > nelp. (A.3)

Combining these results yields

d Ap+3(G+G&—-1)A
on — 1] = arek_1‘<§ k5 + G —1) E (A4)
pred,, Ke
Thus, as A — 0, g approaches 1, which is the desired result. O

Proof of Theorem 2. We prove by contradiction. Suppose there exists € > 0 such that x,,(pg) > € for
sufficiently large k¥ > K > 0. By Lemma 2, there exists K” > K such that, for all k > K", ;. is sufficiently
close to 1 and the corresponding step is successful. From Algorithm 3, this implies Agr < Ax < Apax,
which contradicts Lemma 1. Hence, liminfy_, o | Xm (pr)|| = 0. Next, we have

[xm () = X () | < IV (pae) — Vi () | < §min {[xem () |, A} (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,
liminfg o0 [xm (x)]| = 0. O

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 (6 and 7) because they are fixed in the
trust-region framework.

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

(AH1) 7 is continuously differentiable with respect to both arguments on the domain ¢ x D.
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(AH2) / is continuously differentiable with respect to both arguments on the domain U x D.
(AH3) ¢ is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain U x D.
(AH4) c is continuously differentiable with respect to both arguments on the domain U x D.
(AHS5) The constraint function ¢ and its partial derivatives are bounded on the domain U x D.
(AH6) The Jacobian matrix

or N N, NowX Ny or or
u RV x R R , o (u, p) T (u, p) (B.1)

is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain U x D.
(AHY) The state derivative

ol ol ot

RNU % RN”’ N RlXN

u o (W) o (u ) (B2)

is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain U x D.
(AHS8) The parameter Jacobian matrix

or
op

or

tRVe x RN — RNwXNe
op

)

) o 5 () (B3)

is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain U x D.
(AH9) The parameter derivative

ot
op

ol ol

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

(AH10) The matrix function
D :RMe x RNu x RMe — RNuxNu D : (uj,uy, 2z HJ (ug + t(u; —us),m)dt  (B.5)

is invertible with bounded inverse on the domain U4 x U x D.

RNu X RNH - RlXN ) EYE (’U/HU,) = %(’U/HU/) (B4)

(AH11) For any p € D, there is a unique solution u* satisfying r(u*, ) = 0 and the set of solutions

{ue RN | r(u,p) =0,V € D} is a bounded set.

Assumption 3. Consider any open, bounded subset ))  R™. For any full-rank reduced basis ® € RN=*"
we assume the hyperreduced residual function in (50) and AL function in (52) satisfy the following: for any

PER,

(AR1) 7a(- is continuously differentiable with respect to both arguments on the domain ) x D.

)

(AR2) le (-, -;p) is continuously differentiable with respect to both arguments on the domain Y x D.

( .-
(

(AR3) la(-, -;
(AR4) éa(-, - is continuously differentiable with respect to both arguments on the domain ) x D.

)

)
)

p) is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain ) x D.
)

(ARS5) The constraint function (-, -; p) and its partial derivatives are bounded on the domain ) x D.
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(AR6) The Jacobian matrix

oFe (@) oFe
e o

oy

ors

Py - R™ RN“HRRX,’L
ag(’ ;p) X

(@, 5 p) (B.6)

)

is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain ) x D.

(ART) The state derivative

ol - ol

e (-, 50): (U3 p) = —= (U, 1 p) (B.7)

oy

. ip) R x RNe 5 RIXR
( ) 7p) ? a@

is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain ) x D.
(ARS8) The parameter Jacobian matrix

ore . ore , .

T @) = S @) (B.8)

or
Gy (o ip) R X RN o R,
is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain ) x D.
(AR9) The parameter derivative
ol
op

oy oy
oy p) R x RNw — RPN —: ip) = —— (¥, B.9
(-, -3p) x ; o (Y, 3 p) o (Y. 13 p) (B.9)
is Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first argument on the domain ) x D.

(AR10) The matrix function

Ore L
iy — - p) dt
7 (U2 +t(y1 — 92), 1 p)

(B.10)

1
Da(-, -, -ip) K" x R" x RMe SR Dy (@1,@2,z;p>wf
0

is invertible with bounded inverse on the domain Y x Y x D.

(AR11) For any p € D, there is a unique solution g* satisfying 7&(g*, u; p) = 0, and the set of solutions
{yeR" | 7o(y, u; p) = 0,V € D} is a bounded set.

Remark 15. (AR1)-(AR10) follow directly from Assumption 2 in the case where p = 1 because T¢ (Y, ) =
7o (Y, ;1) and the relationship between v and ¢ 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, ja : R™ x D — R, and hyperreduced objective function, je : R™ x D x R — R, as

Ne
j‘i’ : (:{/7“) '_)](@’gau’)a jq) : (Z’:lvli;p) = Z p6j8(¢g7tu’)' (Cl)

e=1
Similarly, we define the reduced and hyperreduced constraint function, ég : R” x D — RMe and ¢g :

R™ x D x R — RMe, respectively, as

N
o (§,1) = (@Y, 1), o (G 1) = Y pece(BY, ). (C.2)

e=1

In the following proofs, we drop the subscript ®, EQP weights p, 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* €
Ran ®, we have

F(:0.7) = F(1:0,7)| < 2 |75 )l + 0@ 130,7) = (5", 10, 7) (C:3)

because the HDM primal solution can be recovered by the ROM, i.e., u* = ®g*, which implies r(®y*, u) = 0.
Then, from the definitions introduced in Section 3 and some basic operations, we have

f(p;0,7) = f(1;6,7)

< e @ W+ (G 1 0,7) = Uy, ;0. 7)

— e |F@ Wl + i@ 0 —07e@ m) + 2 et ) = 5t ) + 07" w) — 3 e’ w)

<o |F@",w) + 5@ p) —0"e(@ 1) — §(§", 1) + 07", 1) + (C4)
5 e, )l = e, ) (le@*, m)] + e, m))]

< (@ )|+ | 1 0) = P07 0)| + 5 1 1) — 2, )| (e, w)] + 16", w)

< F@ W+ [F7 1 0) ~ P07, 10)| + Tes ey, 1) — 2@, )],

for some constant cg > 0, where the last inequality used boundedness of ¢ and ¢. Because p is taken to be
the solution of (65) with Ce .z s < C3 = 5y C};E P C% =.5., We have

”,,7.(:';’*7 N‘)H < 6IP7 él(y B 0) - ZL(@*>N; 0)‘ < 51‘1’ T ||é(:';/*7 N‘) - &(g*a IJ’) H < 607 (05)
which follows directly from (68) and leads to the desired result in (72). O

Proof of Corollary 1.2. From Theorem 1 and the proposed training procedure (94) that guarantees u*, A\* €
Ran ®, we have

V(130,7) = V(i 0,7)| < 177w+ |7 (A7 57,13 0,7)] + |02 (AT, 7,13 6,7) = 2 (A 57 i 0,7

(C.6)
because the HDM primal and adjoints solution can be recovered by the ROM, i.e., u* = ®y* and A* = A,
which implies 7(®¢*, u) = 0 and 7*(®X*, 4y*, u) = 0. Then, from the definitions introduced in Section 3
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and some basic operations, we have
VI (136,7) = V (110, 7)|

< 1@ )+ PO 57 w07 + |00 A7 3 0,7) — (AL 1 6,7)|

or <, ol or <, ol
— (i N S T}\*_iA* -0 T Y7 (% TA* T (e -0 T
cd H”'(y 7”’)” +C4 ay(y 9 ) ay(y s MK 7T) ay(y 7“) + ay(y y M 7T) +
ol T OF ol T 07
~ % 9 (o I 0 (o
5, 0 1 0.7) 5u( D) au(yvu, ,T) + 8u( 1)

* Ak I * o~k ~ Ak aé A~ % AL AR aé A~ %
AN G 10) — NN, s 0) + (re(t, ) () — eyt )T — (9t p) ) | +
oy oy

~LA/N* Ak ALA/N* % ~ Ak Taé ~ % N Taé ~ %
gAY ;0) =g (ALY m;0) + | Te(YT, ) @(y ) —TE(Y", @) @(y s 1)

=g |[F(G" )| + ey |7

Iy /= Ix ox ~ A x ox aC oe
< F@T )|+ |FN A, s 0) — PR, G, 1 6 H+Tc4 le( ' (¥* ) — ay(y u)'+
~ /A% Al Ak aé ~ % ~ I *x A% * ok
Ty ey, pm) — ey, p)| 'a(y ,u)‘ + Hg“(A U 0) — g N, )H+
aA
Tle(yr, w)l *y w) — aﬂ W+ 7le@™, n) — ey uH
<R )+ [N 515 0) = PN AL 5 i 0)] + g A*,@*,u;m—&»A(X*,@*,u;e))h

+ 765 [6(y”, 1) = e(@", W + ¢ |0y e(§", 1) — (", w)| + 77 | 0ue(§”, 1) — 0ue(P”, p)
(C.7)
for some constants cf, g, ¢, > 0, where the last inequality used boundedness of ¢, €, and their partial

derivatives. Because p is taken to be the solution of (65) with Ca=s < CZ = 5y Clr_ S O C}I,gas Sige 1

c dcp
Co =5 mC(I)_(;d N Cq = 5, We have

PN G 0) = TN 50| < O

H
QL)\(}‘*,@*v“;e) - gL’/\()‘*ag* “’O)H 51ga (CS)
T, w) — ey, w)| < e
T Hayé(@*> lj/) - ay&(@*7 IJ’)H < 6dcy
T Halté(:';*a I’l’) - alié(@*v H)H < 5dc,u7
which follows directly from (68) and leads to the desired result in (73). O
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