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Abstract. Given a convex set Ω of Rn, we consider the shape optimization problem
of finding a convex subset ω ⊂ Ω, of a given measure, minimizing the p-distance
functional

Jp(ω) :=

(∫
Sn−1

|hΩ − hω|pdHn−1

) 1
p

,

where 1 ≤ p < ∞ and hω and hΩ are the support functions of ω and the fixed container
Ω, respectively.

We prove the existence of solutions and show that this minimization problem Γ-
converges, when p tends to +∞, towards the problem of finding a convex subset ω ⊂ Ω,
of a given measure, minimizing the Hausdorff distance to the convex Ω.

In the planar case, we show that the free parts of the boundary of the optimal
shapes, i.e., those that are in the interior of Ω, are given by polygonal lines.

Still in the 2 − d setting, from a computational perspective, the classical method
based on optimizing Fourier coefficients of support functions is not efficient, as it
is unable to efficiently capture the presence of segments on the boundary of opti-
mal shapes. We subsequently propose a method combining Fourier analysis and a
numerical scheme recently introduced in [4], allowing to obtain accurate results, as
demonstrated through numerical experiments.

1. Introduction and main results

The strategic placement and shape design of sensors and actuators is of paramount
importance in numerous applications involving Partial Differential Equation (PDEs)
models or purely geometric ones as they influence system’s behavior and enhance its
observability and controllability properties. From a mathematical viewpoint, a mul-
titude of interesting problems can be formulated in the context of optimal design,
aiming to identify the subdomains minimizing a certain energy functional measuring
sensor/actuator performance, which could be purely geometric or related to the PDEs
under consideration, while satisfying some natural constraints related, for instance, to
their shape, number of connected components, size, etc.
This topic has been widely explored across diverse contexts and by various scientific

communities, highlighting its broad applicability and theoretical significance. Here, we
provide a non-exhaustive list of typical related problems and references:

• The optimal shape design of actuators within a given set under the framework
of optimal control is well-documented. Notable references include [27, 28, 29],
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which discuss various approaches and methodologies for actuator placement that
optimize control effectiveness.

• The minimization of the average distance within a subset, first introduced in
2002, is a classic problem [7, 8]. A comprehensive overview of this problem and
its developments can be found in [22], which also presents a detailed state of
the art. More recent studies have shifted focus towards minimizing the maximal
distance, expanding the theoretical and practical implications of this problem
[1, 9, 17, 32].

• The strategic placement of cavities within a region to either minimize or max-
imize specific eigenvalues of a differential operator has attracted significant at-
tention. This area of study offers rich literature and an array of methodologies.
For an up-to-date overview, readers may refer to [15], which includes a compre-
hensive introduction along with extensive bibliographical references.

• It is also worth noting that such point of view has also been considered for
problems of mathematical biology such as the optimal distribution of resources
so as to maximize population size [24, 25] and the mathematical analysis of the
optimal habitat configurations for species persistence [30].

The diverse applications and theoretical depth of these problems underline the im-
portance of developing robust mathematical methods for actuators optimal design and
placement. This article aims to contribute to this ongoing research by presenting new
findings that enhance the understanding of optimal design strategies in systems gov-
erned by purely geometric criteria. It naturally extends the study presented in [17],
where the authors studied the problem of optimal shape design of a convex subset ω
of a given measure contained in a convex container Ω ⊂ Rn in such a way to minimize
the Hausdorff distance dH(ω,Ω) between the two sets.
This problem is mathematically formulated as follows

(1) min{dH(ω,Ω) | ω ⊂ Ω is convex and |ω|= c},

with c ∈ [0, |Ω|] and dH(ω,Ω) the Hausdorff distance between the sets ω and Ω defined
as follows

(2) dH(ω,Ω) := max

{
sup
x∈ω

inf
y∈Ω

∥x− y∥, sup
x∈Ω

inf
y∈ω

∥x− y∥
}
.

Manipulating formula (2) presents clear challenges as it involves the infinity norm of
the distance function which is non differentiable. To address this, the authors of [17]
consider an analytic approach consisting of parameterizing convex sets through their
support functions.
The support function of a convex set Ω ⊂ Rn can be defined as a function of Rn as

follows:

hΩ : x ∈ Rn → sup{⟨x, y⟩ | y ∈ Ω}.
By the definition, one can see that the support function hΩ is convex on Rn and thus
also continuous.
Since the function hΩ satisfies the scaling property hΩ(tx) = thΩ(x) for t > 0, it is

completely determined by its values on the unit sphere Sn−1. Therefore, from now on,
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we will consider support functions defined on Sn−1 as follows:

(3) hΩ : θ ∈ Sn−1 −→ sup{⟨θ, y⟩ | y ∈ Ω}.

For a brief presentation of support functions and their key properties, we refer the
reader to Section 2.2.
The perspective of parameterizing sets via their support functions enables the refor-

mulation of the geometric problem (1) into an analytical one as the Hausdorff distance
between two convex sets ω and Ω is given by

(4) J∞(ω) := dH(ω,Ω) = ∥hΩ − hω∥∞:= max
θ∈Sn−1

|hΩ(θ)− hω(θ)|,

where hω, hΩ : Sn−1 −→ R correspond to the support functions of ω and Ω respectively,
defined on the unit sphere Sn−1. This approach is also used to propose and implement
a scheme for the numerical resolution of problem (1), see [17, Section 5].
Nevertheless, being non differentiable, the infinity norm in (4) raises numerical and

theoretical challenges. To avoid such differentiability issues, it is then natural to con-
sider smooth approximations of the Hausdorff distance via the following p-distance
between convex sets

(5) Jp(ω) := ∥hΩ − hω∥p:=
(∫

Sn−1

|hΩ − hω|pdHn−1

) 1
p

,

with p ≥ 1 and Hn−1 being the (n − 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure on the sphere
Sn−1.

The functionals (Jp) have the advantage of being shape differentiable, with explicit
formulas for the shape derivatives, which is essential for numerical optimization.

In the present work, we propose to introduce and study the following approximated
problems

(Pp) : σp := inf{Jp(ω) | ω ⊂ Ω is convex and |ω|= c},
with c ∈ [0, |Ω|].
Before presenting the main contributions of the present paper, it is worth noting that

the p-distances introduced in (5) provide classical metrics on the space of convex bodies.
Such metrics have been investigated by R. A. Vitale in [34] for p ≥ 1 and by A. Florian
in [14] for p = 1. We also refer to a relatively more recent paper [18] by A. Henrot and
E. Harrel who studied shape optimization problems involving the p-distance functionals
for p = 2 and p = ∞.
On an other note, one might naturally expect the solutions of the approximated

problems (Pp) to be smooth, and easier to approximate numerically, using the classical
scheme based on optimizing the Fourier coefficients of support functions such as in [17,
Section 5]. Nevertheless, as we shall see in the present paper, the situation is trickier as
in the planar setting the solutions are proven to present some singularities since their
boundaries are shown to contain polygonal parts.
The first main result of the paper is concerned with proving the Γ−convergence of

the problems (Pp) to the problem of minimizing the Hausdorff distance (1). This result
is proved for any dimension.
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Theorem 1. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a convex body, p ∈ [1,+∞) and c ∈ [0, |Ω|].
• The problem (Pp) admits solutions.

• The sequence of functionals (Jp) Γ-converges to J∞ when p tends to +∞. There-
fore,

lim
p→+∞

σp = σ∞ := inf{dH(ω,Ω) | ω ⊂ Ω is convex and |ω|= c}

and every accumulation point, with respect to the Hausdorff distance dH , of
solutions of Problems (Pp) solves problem

min{dH(ω,Ω) | ω ⊂ Ω is convex and |ω|= c}.

In the planar case, we are able to prove the following structural result on the boundary
of the optimal shapes:

Theorem 2. Let Ω ⊂ R2 be a planar convex body, p ∈ [1,+∞) and c ∈ [0, |Ω|]. If ω∗

is a solution of the problem (Pp), then the free part of its boundary, i.e., ∂ω∗\∂Ω, is
the union of polygonal lines. In particular, if the container Ω is a polygon then ω∗ is
also a polygon.

Theorem 2 is restricted to the planar case because its proof relies on results of [20],
where the authors provide sufficient conditions on the cost functionals guaranteeing
the presence of polygonal parts in the boundary of optimal sets. Such results are, up
to our knowledge, still not available in higher dimensions due to non-trivial technical
challenges as explained in [21].
The proof relies on combining the arguments of [20] with the following important

technical result that we formulate in a general setting for possible use in other related
problems.

Theorem 3. Let J and F be two shape functionals and C a given class of subsets of
Rn endowed with a distance δ. Set I := {F (Ω) | Ω ∈ C} and assume that:

(A) The class C is non-empty and compact with respect to the distance δ.
(B) The functionals F and J are not constant and are continuous on C with respect

to the distance δ.
(C) For every Ω ∈ C, there exists εΩ > 0 and a continuous map

ΨΩ : x ∈ [inf I, sup I] ∩ (F (Ω)− εΩ, F (Ω) + εΩ) 7 −→ ΨΩ(x) ∈ C
such that

ΨΩ(F (Ω)) = Ω and ∀x ∈ [inf I, sup I] ∩ (F (Ω)− εΩ, F (Ω) + εΩ), F (ΨΩ(x)) = x.

(D) A set Ω ∈ C such that F (Ω) < sup I cannot be a local minimizer of J in (C, δ).
Under these assumptions, we have the following properties:

• The set I is a closed interval with non-empty interior: it is exactly given by the
closure of the interval (inf I, sup I).

• For every x ∈ I, the problem

inf{J(Ω) | Ω ∈ C and F (Ω) = x}
admits solutions.
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• The function

(6) f : x ∈ I −→ min{J(Ω) | Ω ∈ C and F (Ω) = x}

is continuous and strictly decreasing.

• The following problems are equivalent:
– min{J(Ω) | Ω ∈ C and F (Ω) = x},
– min{J(Ω) | Ω ∈ C and F (Ω) ≤ x},
– min{F (Ω) | Ω ∈ C and J(Ω) = f(x)},
– min{F (Ω) | Ω ∈ C and J(Ω) ≤ f(x)}.

Let us now comment on this result:

• Theorem 3 provides sufficient conditions implying the continuity and the mono-
tonicity of functions defined as infima (or maxima), such as the function f
defined in (6). Such a result leads to the equivalence between different opti-
mization problems, allowing, in various cases, to simplify the initial one, by
considering an equivalent more convenient formulation. Such ideas have been
considered in different frameworks such as in the study of Blaschke–Santaló di-
agrams, see for example [16, Corollary 3.13], the problem of the minimization of
the Hausdorff distance treated in [17] or the study of the equivalence of minimal
time and minimal norm controls in [35].

• Hypothesis (C) of Theorem 3 corresponds to a perturbation property than can
be expressed as follows: given a set Ω in the class C, it is in general possible to
continuously perturb it while remaining in C, so as to increase or decrease its
corresponding energy F (Ω).

• In the same spirit, Hypothesis (D) is also a perturbation property (weaker than
the latter one) for the second functional J . This assumption is crucial for the
monotonicity of the function f defined in (6).

Outline of the paper: The paper is organized as follows: in Section 2, we introduce
the notations and recall the basic properties of support functions of convex sets. The
proofs of Theorems 1, 2 and 3 are given in Section 3. Then, some results on the
extremal cases p = 1 and p = ∞ are presented in Section 4. Finally, Section 5 focuses
on the numerical resolution of the problems, implementing and comparing two distinct
parametrization methods across various test cases.

2. Notations and useful results

2.1. Notations.

• If X and Y are two subsets of Rn, the Hausdorff distance between X and Y is
defined as follows

dH(X, Y ) = max(sup
x∈X

d(x, Y ), sup
y∈Y

d(y,X)),

where d(a,B) := inf
b∈B

∥a− b∥ quantifies the distance from the point a to the set

B. Note that when ω ⊂ Ω, as it is the case in the problems considered in the
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present paper, the Hausdorff distance is given by

dH(ω,Ω) := sup
x∈Ω

d(x, ω).

• If Ω is a convex set, then hΩ corresponds to its support function.

• For p ∈ [1,+∞), we take Jp(ω) := ∥hΩ − hω∥p=
(∫

Sn−1|hΩ − hω|pdHn−1
) 1

p .

• J∞(ω) := dH(ω,Ω) = ∥hΩ − hω∥∞= maxθ∈Sn−1|hΩ(θ)− hω(θ)|.
• Given a convex set Ω and t ≥ 0, we denote by Ω−t its inner parallel set at the
distance t, which is defined by

Ω−t := {x | d(x, ∂Ω) ≥ t}.
• Given a convex set Ω and c ∈ [0, |Ω|], we denote by Kc the class of convex bodies
of measure c included in Ω.

• The Minkowski sum of two convex sets Ω1 and Ω2 is given by

Ω1 + Ω2 := {x+ y | x ∈ Ω1 and y ∈ Ω2}.
• H1

per(0, 2π) is the set of H1 functions that are 2π-periodic.

2.2. Properties of support functions in the planar case. According to the defi-
nition of the support function given in (3), in the planar case, the support function can
be defined as follows:

Definition 4. The support function of a planar bounded convex set Ω is defined on
[0, 2π) as follows:

hΩ : [0, 2π) −→ sup

{〈(
cos θ

sin θ

)
, y

〉
| y ∈ Ω

}
.

Figure 1. The support function of the convex Ω.

The support functions of planar convex sets have some interesting properties:
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• They allow to provide a simple criterion of the convexity of Ω. Indeed, Ω is
convex, if and only if, h′′Ω + hΩ ≥ 0 in the sense of distributions, see for example
[31, Formula (2.60)].

• They behave linearly for the Minkowski sum and dilatation. Indeed, if Ω1 and
Ω2 are two convex bodies and α, β > 0, we have

hαΩ1+βΩ2 = αhΩ1 + βhΩ2 ,

see [31, Section 1.7.1].
• They allow to parametrize the inclusion in a simple way. Indeed, if Ω1 and Ω2

are two convex sets, we have

Ω1 ⊂ Ω2 ⇐⇒ hΩ1 ≤ hΩ2 .

• They also provide elegant formulas for some relevant geometric quantities. For
example, the perimeter and the area of a planar convex body Ω are respectively
given by

P (Ω) =

∫ 2π

0

hΩ(θ)dθ, |Ω|= 1

2

∫ 2π

0

hΩ(h
′′
Ω + hΩ)dθ =

1

2

∫ 2π

0

(h′Ω
2 − h2Ω)dθ

and the Hausdorff distance between two convex bodies Ω1 and Ω2 is given by

dH(Ω1,Ω2) = max
θ∈[0,2π)

|hΩ1(θ)− hΩ2(θ)|,

see for example [31, Lemma 1.8.14].

3. Proofs of Theorems 1, 2 and 3

3.1. Proof of Theorem 1. In this section we present the proof of Theorem 1 and a
technical equivalence result in Proposition 6, which will play a crucial role in the proof
of Theorem 2.
For convenience of the reader, before presenting the proof, let us recall the statement

of Theorem 1:

Theorem 5. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a convex body. For every p ∈ [1,+∞) ∪ {+∞} and
c ∈ [0, |Ω|], the problem

(Pp) : σp := inf{Jp(ω) | ω ⊂ Ω is convex and |ω|= c}

admits solutions.
Moreover, the sequence of functionals (Jp) Γ-converges to J∞ as p tends to +∞.

Therefore

• lim
p→+∞

σp = σ∞.

• Every accumulation point, with respect to the Hausdorff distance, of solutions
to problems (Pp) is a solution of (P∞).

Proof. The existence of optimal shapes is quite standard and is obtained by following
the fundamental method of calculus of variation. Let us then focus on the proof of the
Γ-convergence.
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Let (ωp) be a sequence of elements of the class Kc, whichconverges to a certain ω
with respect to the Hausdorff distance. We have

(7) lim
p→+∞

Jp(ωp) = J∞(ω).

Indeed,

|Jp(ωp)− J∞(ω)| ≤ |Jp(ωp)− Jp(ω)|+|Jp(ω)− J∞(ω)|
= |∥hΩ − hωp∥p−∥hΩ − hω∥p|+ |∥hΩ − hω∥p−∥hΩ − hω∥∞|
≤ ∥hωp − hω∥p+|∥hΩ − hω∥p−∥hΩ − hω∥∞|
≤ ∥hωp − hω∥∞+|∥hΩ − hω∥p−∥hΩ − hω∥∞|
= dH(ωp, ω) + |∥hΩ − hω∥p−∥hΩ − hω∥∞|
−→

p→+∞
0.

We are now in position to check the classic Γ-convergence conditions:

• For every sequence (ωp) of elements of Kc, which converges to ω with respect to
the Hausdorff distance, by (7) we have

J∞(ω) = lim
p−→+∞

Jp(ωp) = lim inf
p−→+∞

Jp(ωp)

• On the other hand, for every ω ∈ Kc, we consider the (constant) sequence
(ωp) := (ω). It trivially converges to ω. We have

J∞(ω) = lim
p−→+∞

Jp(ω) = lim
p−→+∞

Jp(ωp) = lim sup
p−→+∞

Jp(ωp).

Therefore, the sequence of functionals (Jp) Γ-converges to J∞ when p tends to +∞.
Moreover, this sequence is equi-coercive on the metric space (Kc, d

H), which is compact
with respect to the Hausdorff distance, and for all m ∈ R the class Kc, contains the
sublevel set {ω ∈ Kc | Jp(ω) ≤ m}. We then conclude by using the fundamental
theorem of Γ-convergence, see for example [6, Theorem 1.3.1]. □

Let us now state the following property that provides the equivalence between Prob-
lem (Pp) and another one that falls within the framework of [20]. This allows in Theorem
2 to prove the existence of polygonal parts in the boundary of optimal sets.

Proposition 6. For every p ∈ [1,+∞) ∪ {+∞} and c ∈ [0, |Ω|], Problem (Pp) is
equivalent to the problem

min{ |ω| | ω is convex, included in Ω and Jp(ω) = dc},

where dc is a constant depending on c.

Proof. We use Theorem 3, with:

• C being the class of closed convex sets included in Ω,
• δ being the Hausdorff distance denoted by dH ,
• F being the area functional |·| and J being the functional Jp.

Let us check the hypotheses of Theorem 3:
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(1) Hypothesis (A) is a direct consequence of the boundedness of Ω and the Blaschke
selection theorem, see for example [31, Theorem 1.8.7].

(2) It is classical that the area functional |·| is continuous on the class of closed
convex sets endowed with the Hausdorff distance. As for Jp, one can easily
check its continuity with respect to the Hausdorff distance by writing

|Jp(ω1)− Jp(ω1)| = |∥hΩ − hω1∥p−∥hΩ − hω1∥p|
≤ ∥hω1 − hω2∥p≤ ∥hω1 − hω2∥∞= dH(ω1, ω2).

Moreover, both functionals are not constant as Ω has non-empty interior. Thus,
Hypothesis (B) is satisfied.

(3) Let ω ⊂ Ω and |ω|= x0. We consider the following continuous map

Ψω : x 7 −→ Ψω(x) =

{
ω−τx if x ∈ [0, x0],

(1− tx)ωx0 + txΩ if x ∈ (x0, |Ω|],

where τx is chosen in R+ in such a way that

|ω−τx|= x

and tx is chosen in [0, 1] such that

|(1− tx)ω + txΩ|= x.

The map Ψω satisfies Hypothesis (C).

(4) Let ω ⊂ Ω such that |ω|∈ (0, |Ω|). The set ω is then different than the container
Ω. This yields Jp(ω) > 0.
For ε > 0 sufficiently small, we consider ωε := (1 − ε)ω + εΩ, which is strictly
included in Ω. We have

Jp(ωε) = ∥hΩ − hωε∥p= ∥hΩ − h(1−ε)ω+εΩ∥p
= ∥hΩ − (1− ε)hω − εhΩ∥p= (1− ε)∥hΩ − hω∥p
< ∥hΩ − hω∥p= Jp(ω).

This means that ω is not a local minimizer of Jp in the class C which shows
that Hypothesis (D) is satisfied.

□

3.2. Proof of Theorem 2. The following result is restricted to the planar case as its
proof relies on results of [20] which, to our knowledge, are still not available in higher
dimensions due to non-trivial technical challenges as explained in [21].

Theorem 7. Let Ω be a planar convex body, p ∈ [1,+∞) and c ∈ [0, |Ω|]. If ω∗ is a
solution of the problem (Pp), then ∂ω

∗ ∩ Ω is the union of polygonal lines.

Proof. By Proposition 6, Problem (Pp) is equivalent to the problem

min{|ω| | ω is convex, included in Ω and Jp(ω) = f(c)}
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that can be reformulated in terms of support functions as follows

(8) min

{
1

2

∫ 2π

0

(h2 − h′
2
)dθ

∣∣∣ h′′ + h ≥ 0, h ≤ hΩ and

∫ 2π

0

(hΩ − h)pdθ = f(c)

}
.

Following the notations of [20], we set

• T := [0, 2π).
• For every h such that h′′ + h ≥ 0 and h ≤ hΩ,

Tin(h) := {θ ∈ T | h(θ) < hΩ(θ)}.

• m(h) :=
∫ 2π

0
(hΩ − h)pdθ.

• j(h) := 1
2

∫ 2π

0
(h2 − h′2)dθ.

We have

m′′(h)(v, v) =
p(p− 1)

2

∫ 2π

0

(hΩ − h)p−2v2dθ.

Thus

∥m′′(h)(v, v)∥≤ β∥v∥2L2(0.2π)≤ β∥v∥2Hs(0,2π).

On the other hand, the second order derivative of the volume is given by

j′′(h)(v, v) =
1

4

(∫ 2π

0

v2dθ −
∫ 2π

0

v′
2
dθ

)
.

We note that the functional j satisfies property (49) of [20, Proposition 4.10]. Namely

j′′(h)(v, v) ≤ −1

4
|v|2H1(0,2π)+

1

4
∥v∥2Hs(0,2π).

Therefore, by [20, Theorem 2.9], if I is a connected component of Tin(h), then it is a
sum of finite Dirac masses. Finally, we conclude that for any optimal shape for Problem
(8) (and thus also the initial problem (Pp)), the free parts of its boundary (i.e., that
are included in the interior of the container Ω) are given by polygonal lines. □

Remark 8. Enlightened by the result of Theorem 2, it is not difficult to see that if Ω
is a polygon, then the optimal solution ω∗ is also a polygon as the part ∂ω∗ ∩ ∂Ω will
simply be the union of a finite number of lines. We note that this property is similar to
the one proved in [17, Proposition 8] with a different and more elementary method for
the (P∞) problem.

3.3. Proof of Theorem 3. Let J and F be two shape functionals and C a given class
of subsets of Rn endowed with a distance δ. We consider I := {F (Ω) | Ω ∈ C}. We
assume that the following hypotheses, stated in Theorem 3, hold:

(A) The class C is non-empty and compact with respect to the distance δ.
(B) The functionals F and J are not constant and are continuous on C with respect

to the distance δ.
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(C) For every Ω ∈ C, there exists εΩ > 0 and a continuous map

ΨΩ : x ∈ [inf I, sup I] ∩ (F (Ω)− εΩ, F (Ω) + εΩ) 7 −→ ΨΩ(x) ∈ C
such that

ΨΩ(F (Ω)) = Ω and ∀x ∈ [inf I, sup I] ∩ (F (Ω)− εΩ, F (Ω) + εΩ), F (ΨΩ(x)) = x.

(D) A set Ω ∈ C such that F (Ω) < sup I cannot be a local minimizer of J in (C, δ).
For clarity, the proof of Theorem 3 is structured as a sequence of propositions, each

addressing a distinct assertion of the theorem.

Proposition 9. The set I = {F (Ω) | Ω ∈ C} is a closed interval with non-empty
interior.

Proof. Since the class C is non-empty (by Hypothesis (A)) and F is not a constant
functional (by Hypothesis (B)), the set I is non-empty and inf I < sup I.

• First, let us show that the set I is closed. Let (xn) be a sequence of elements
of I converging to some x∗. We consider a sequence (Ωn) of elements of C such
that

∀n ∈ N, F (Ωn) = xn.

Since the class (C, δ) is compact (Hypothesis (A)), then there exists Ω∗ ∈ C such
that (Ωn) converges to Ω∗ with respect to δ up to a subsequence still denoted
by (Ωn).
By the continuity of F with respect to δ, we deduce that

F (Ω∗) = lim
n→+∞

F (Ωn) = lim
n→+∞

xn = x∗,

which shows that x∗ ∈ I. This proves that the set I is closed.
• It remains to show that the set I is an interval. To do so, we prove that
(inf I, sup I) ⊂ I. Let y ∈ (inf I, sup I) and consider

ay := sup{x ∈ I, x ≤ y}.
Since the set I is closed, we have ay ∈ I, i.e., there exists Ω0 ∈ C such that
F (Ω0) = ay.
If we assume that ay < y, then by Hypothesis (C), there exists ε > 0 and a
continuous map

Ψ : x ∈ [ay, ay + ε) → Ψ(x) ∈ C
such that

∀x ∈ [ay, ay + ε), F (Ψ(x)) = x.

This is in contradiction with ay being the supremum of the set {x ∈ I, x ≤ y}.
Thus, y = ay ∈ I. We then conclude that the set I is an interval.

□

Proposition 10. Let x ∈ I. The problem

min{J(Ω) | Ω ∈ C and F (Ω) = x}
admits solutions.
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Proof. Let (Ωn) be a minimizing sequence for the problem under consideration, i.e.,
such that Ωn ∈ C, F (Ωn) = x and

lim
n→+∞

J(Ωn) = inf{J(Ω) | Ω ∈ C and F (Ω) = x}.

By Hypothesis (A), C is compact with respect to δ. Thus, the sequence (Ωn) converges
up to a subsequence (that we also denote by (Ωn)) to a set Ω∗ ∈ C as n tends to +∞.
By the continuity of F and J with respect to the distance δ (Hypothesis (B)), we

have
F (Ω∗) = lim

n→+∞
F (Ωn) = x

and
J(Ω∗) = lim

n→+∞
J(Ωn) = inf{J(Ω) | Ω ∈ C and F (Ω) = x}.

We then conclude that the set Ω∗ solves the problem

inf{J(Ω) | Ω ∈ C and F (Ω) = x}.
□

Proposition 11. The function f : x ∈ I → min{J(Ω) | Ω ∈ C and F (Ω) = x} is
continuous and strictly decreasing on I.

Proof. Continuity:
Let x0 ∈ I. By Proposition 10, for every x ∈ I, there exists Ωx solution of the

problem
min{J(Ω) | Ω ∈ C and F (Ω) = x}.

• We first show an inferior limit inequality. Let (xn)n≥1 be a sequence converging
to x0 such that

lim inf
x→x0

J(Ωx) = lim
n→+∞

J(Ωxn).

Since all the convex sets Ωxn are included in the compact class C and the func-
tionals J and F are continuous with respect to the distance δ (Hypothesis (B)),
there exists Ω∗ ∈ C that is a limit of a subsequence still denoted by (Ωxn) such
that F (Ω∗) = x. We then have

f(x0) ≤ J(Ω∗) = lim
n→+∞

J(Ωxn) = lim inf
x→x0

J(Ωx) = lim inf
x→x0

f(x).

• It remains to prove a superior limit inequality. Let (xn)n≥1 be a sequence con-
verging to x0 such that

lim sup
x→x0

f(x) = lim
n→+∞

f(xn).

By Hypothesis (C), there exists ε0 > 0 and a continuous map

Ψ0 : x ∈ I ∩ (x0 − ε0, x0 + εΩ) 7 −→ Ψ0(x) ∈ C
such that

Ψ0(x0) = Ωx0 and ∀x ∈ I ∩ (x0 − ε0, x0 + εΩ), F (Ψ0(x)) = x.

We recall that lim
n→+∞

xn = x0. Thus, there exists n0 such that

∀n ≥ n0, xn ∈ (x0 − ε0, x0 + εΩ) and F (Ψ0(xn)) = xn.
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Then, by the definition of f being an infimum, we have

∀n ≥ n0, f(xn) ≤ J(Ψ0(xn)).

Passing to the limit, we get

lim sup
x→x0

f(x) = lim
n→+∞

f(xn) ≤ lim
n→+∞

J(Ψ0(xn)) = J(Ψ0( lim
n→+∞

xn)) = J(Ψ0(x0)) = J(Ωx0) = f(x0).

We then conclude that

lim
x→x0

f(x) = f(x0).

Monotonicity:
We now prove that f does not admit a local minimum in the interior of the interval

I. Let us assume by contradiction that it is not the case: then by the continuity of f
there exists a local minimum of f at a point x∗ in the interior of I. Thus, there exists
α > 0 and Ω∗ ∈ C such that

F (Ω∗) = x∗ and ∀x ∈ (x∗ − α, x∗ + α), J(Ω∗) = f(x∗) ≤ f(x),

which implies

∀Ω ∈ C such that F (Ω) ∈ (x∗ − α, x∗ + α), J(Ω∗) ≤ J(Ω).

Because of the continuity of F in (C, δ), this would imply that Ω∗ is a local minimizer
of J in C with respect to δ which contradicts Hypothesis (D). We then conclude that
the continuous function f is strictly decreasing on the interval I. □

Proposition 12. Let x ∈ I. The problems

(I) min{J(Ω) | Ω ∈ C and F (Ω) = x},
(II) min{J(Ω) | Ω ∈ C and F (Ω) ≤ x},
(III) min{F (Ω) | Ω ∈ C and J(Ω) = f(x)},
(IV) min{F (Ω) | Ω ∈ C and J(Ω) ≤ f(x)}

are equivalent. In the sense that any solution to one of the problem also solves the other
ones.

Proof. Let us prove the equivalence between the four problems.

• We first show that any solution of (I) solves (II): let Ωx be a solution to (I).
Then for every set Ω ∈ C such that F (Ω) ≤ x, one has

J(Ω) ≥ f(F (Ω)) ≥ f(x) = J(Ωx),

where we used the monotonicity of f given by Proposition 11: therefore Ωx

solves (II).
• Reciprocally, let now Ωx be a solution of (II): we want to show that Ωx must
satisfy F (Ωx) = x. We notice that

f(x) ≥ J(Ωx) ≥ f(F (Ωx)) ≥ f(x),

where the first inequality follows as Problem (II) allows more candidates than
in the definition of f , and the last inequality uses again the monotonicity of f .
Therefore f(x) = f(F (Ωx)), and since f is continuous and strictly decreasing,
we obtain F (Ωx) = x, which implies that the set Ωx solves (I).
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We have proved the equivalence between problems (I) and (II); the equivalence between
problems (III) and (IV) is shown by similar manipulations. It remains to prove the
equivalence between (I) and (III).

• Let Ωx be a solution of (I), which means that Ωx ∈ C and J(Ωx) = f(x). Then,
for Ω ∈ C such that J(Ω) = f(x), we have

f(x) = J(Ω) ≥ f(F (Ω)).

Thus, since f is decreasing, we get x = F (Ωx) ≤ F (Ω), which means that the
set Ωx solves (III).

• Let now Ω′
x be a solution of (III). We have

f(x) = F (Ω′
x) ≥ f(F (Ω′

x)).

Thus, by the monotonicity of f , we get x ≥ F (Ω′
x). On the other hand, since Ω′

x

solves (III) and that there exists Ωx solution to (I), we have F (Ω′
x) ≥ x, which

finally gives F (Ω′
x) = x and shows that Ω′

x solves (I).

□

4. Some remarks on the extremal cases p = 1 and p = +∞

This section is devoted to the planar setting and the extremal cases p = 1 and p = ∞.
On the one hand, Problem (P1) is shown to be equivalent to a reverse isoperimetric
problem. On the other hand, the case p = ∞ corresponds to the problem of minimizing
the Hausdorff distance between two convex sets studied in [17].

4.1. The case p = 1. In this case, we retrieve the following problem

(9) min{
∫ 2π

0

(hΩ − h)dθ ; h ≤ hΩ, h+ h′′ ≥ 0, and

∫ 2π

0

h(h+ h′′)dθ = c},

with c ∈ [0, |Ω|].
We recall that the perimeter of convex bodies can be computed via their support

functions as follows

P (Ω) =

∫ 2π

0

hΩdθ and P (ω) =

∫ 2π

0

hdθ,

where h and hΩ are the support functions of two convex sets ω and Ω respectively. This
allows us to write ∫ 2π

0

(hΩ − h)dθ = P (Ω)− P (ω),

which shows that Problem (9) is equivalent to the following purely geometric one

(10) max{P (ω) | ω is convex ⊂ Ω and |ω|= c}.
Problem (10) can be interpreted as a reverse isoperimetric problem, where the goal

is to maximize the perimeter under volume constraint instead of minimizing it. As one
expects, for such problems, an extra geometric assumption (such as the convexity for
example) is necessary to ensure the existence of a solution. The literature on reverse
isoperimetric problems is abundant. For examples of related works, we refer to [3, 5, 13]
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for problems under convexity constraint and to [11, 12, 19] for studies where curvature
constraints are considered.

Proposition 13. The optimal set ω∗ touches the boundary of Ω at least in two points
and the free parts of its boundary, namely the connected components of ∂ω∗ ∩ Ω, are
straight lines.

Proof. The proof relies mainly on parallel chord movements. More precisely, if the
boundary of the solution ω∗ contains a polygonal part, one can consider A, B, C three
consecutive corners so that ABC forms a triangle, see Figure 2. One can move B
along the line passing through B and being parallel to the line (AC). In this way, the
volume is preserved and the perimeter must increase when moving B away from the
perpendicular bisector of the segment [A,C] (which is possible at least in one direction).
By Theorem 2, any connected part of the boundary of the optimal set ω∗ ∩ Ω is

polygonal. If we assume that there exists a connected part of ∂ω∗ ∩ Ω which is not
a line, we can perform a parallel chord movement, as in Figure 2, and increase the
perimeter while preserving the value of the area. Thus, every connected part of ∂ω∗∩Ω
is a line.

Figure 2. Parallel chord movements increase the perimeter while pre-
serving the area.

At last, since the free part of the boundary of the optimal set ω∗ is a line, then ∂Ω∩ω∗

contains at least two different points. □

Remark 14. It is straightforward that if the container Ω is a polygon then the optimal
solution ω∗ is also polygonal.

We note that Problem (10) has recently been completely solved by B. Bogosel when
the container Ω is a ball [5]. In this case, the solution ω is always a polygon having
all but one sides equal. The proof is purely geometric and heavily relies on the specific
structure of the spherical container Ω. Therefore, as explained in [5, Remark 11], a
generalization using similar techniques seems to be out of reach. In the sequel, we state
the following conjecture when Ω is a triangle:

Conjecture 1. Let Ω be a triangle of vertices A, B and C, whose diameter is given

by the side [AB] and such that ĈAB ≥ ĈBA and let c ∈ [0, |Ω|]. The solution of the
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problem

max{P (ω) | ω is convex ⊂ Ω and |ω|= c}
is given by the triangle MAB whose area is equal to c|Ω| such that M ∈ [AC], see
Figure 3.

Figure 3. The triangle MAB is conjectured to be the solution of the
reverse isoperimetric problem when the contained Ω is the triangle ABC.

4.2. The case p = +∞. The problem (P∞) can be written as

min{dH(ω,Ω) | ω ⊂ Ω is convex and |ω|= c},

which is, as stated in [17, Theorem 1], equivalent to the problem

(11) min{|ω| | ω is convex and hΩ − dc ≤ hω ≤ hΩ},

where dc is a constant depending on c.
We are able to characterize the exact solution of the problem in the following case:

Proposition 15. Assume that there exists d0 > 0 such that h′′Ω + hΩ ≥ d0. For every
d ∈ [0, d0], the solution of (11) is given by the inner parallel set

Ω−d := {x ∈ Ω | d(x, ∂Ω) ≥ d}.

Proof. Let d ∈ [0, d0]. The function ψd = hω − d corresponds to the support function
of a convex set. Indeed,

ψ′′
d + ψd = (hΩ − d)′′ + (hΩ − d) = h′′Ω + hΩ − d ≥ h′′Ω + hΩ − d0 ≥ 0.

In fact, in this case, the function ψd corresponds to the support function of the inner
parallel set Ω−d. Thus, any set ω satisfying the constraints of problem (11) satisfies
ψd ≤ hω, which is equivalent to the inclusion Ω−d ⊂ ω which yields |Ω−d|≤ |ω|. This
proves that Ω−d is the only solution of Problem (11). □

One can then state the following corollary:
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Corollary 16. If the container Ω is given by K+d0B1 := {x+y | x ∈ K and y ∈ B1},
where K is a convex, d0 > 0 and B1 is the unit ball, then, for every d ∈ [0, d0], the
solution of (11) is given by the inner parallel set Ω−d = K + (d0 − d)B1. In particular,
if Ω is a stadium of inradius r, then for every d ∈ [0, r], the solution of (11) is given
by the stadium Ω−d.

Remark 17. We note that the inner parallel sets (Ω−d) do not always provide solutions
of the problem (P∞). Indeed, in [17, Theorem 2], the authors show that for a sufficiently
small measure, the optimal sensor of the square is given by a given rectangle.

5. Numerical simulations

In this section we limit ourselves to the planer setting and present the numerical
schemes adopted to solve the problems under consideration. To obtain satisfactory
results, we combine two discretization frameworks: the first, more classical, is based
on optimizing the coefficients of the Fourier decomposition of the support function,
the second, more recent, was introduced by B. Bogosel [4], where a rigorous discrete
convexity condition is found and that can capture well the presence of segments in the
boundary, which is very important in our case since the optimal shapes are proved to
contain segments in their boundaries (c.f. Theorem 2).

We recall that we are mainly interested in solving the following type of problems

min
ω

{∫ 2π

0

|hΩ − hω|pdθ | ω ⊂ Ω is convex and |ω|= α|Ω|
}
,

where hΩ and hω are the support functions of Ω and ω respectively, p ∈ [1,+∞)∪{+∞}
and α ∈ [0, 1].
By the results recalled in Section 2.2, the problem can be formulated in a purely

analytic setting as follows

min
h∈H1

per

{∫ 2π

0

(hΩ − h)pdθ | h ≤ hΩ, h
′′ + h ≥ 0 and

∫ 2π

0

(h2 − h′
2
)dθ = α|Ω|

}
,

where H1
per(0, 2π) is the set of H1 functions that are 2π-periodic.

5.1. Method 1: Optimizing the Fourier coefficients. In Section 2.2 we recall that
if ω is convex, we have the following formula for the area

|ω|= 1

2

∫ 2π

0

h(h′′ + h)dθ =
1

2

∫ 2π

0

(h2 − h′
2
)dθ,

where h corresponds to the support function of ω.
On the other hand, the inclusion constraint ω ⊂ Ω can be expressed by h ≤ hΩ on

[0, 2π] and the convexity of the sensor ω is expressed as

h′′ + h ≥ 0,

in the sense of distributions. We refer to [31] for more details and results on convexity.
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Therefore, we are mainly interested in the analytical problem

(12)



inf
h∈H1

per(0,2π)

∫ 2π

0

(hΩ − h)pdθ,

h ≤ hΩ,

h′′ + h ≥ 0,

1
2

∫ 2π

0
h(h′′ + h)dθ = α|Ω|,

To perform the numerical approximation of optimal shape, we have to retrieve a
finite dimensional setting. We then follow the same ideas in [2] and consider Fourier
decompositions of the support functions truncated at a certain order N ≥ 1. We then
look for solutions in the set

HN :=

{
θ 7 −→ a0 +

N∑
k=1

(ak cos (kθ) + bk sin (kθ)) | a0, . . . , aN , b1, . . . , bN ∈ R

}
.

This approach is justified by the following approximation proposition:

Proposition 18. ([31, Section 3.4])
Let Ω ∈ K2 and ε > 0. Then there exists Nε and Ωε with support function hΩε ∈ HNε

such that dH(Ω,Ωε) < ε.

Remark 19. We refer to [2] for some theoretical convergence results and applications
to other different problems.

Let us now consider the regular subdivision (θk)k∈J1,MK of [0, 2π], where θk = 2kπ/M
and M ≥ 3. The inclusion constraints hΩ − d ≤ h ≤ hΩ and the convexity constraint
h′′ + h ≥ 0 are approximated by the following 2M linear constraints on the Fourier
coefficients:

∀k ∈ J1,MK,


a0 +

N∑
j=1

(aj cos (jθk) + bj sin (jθk)) ≤ hΩ(θk),

a0 +
N∑
j=1

((1− j2) cos (jθk)aj + (1− j2) sin (jθk)bj) ≥ 0.

As for the area of the set ω, it is approximated by the following quadratic formula:

|ω|= πa20 +
π

2

N∑
j=1

(1− j2)(a2j + b2j).
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Therefore, the infinitely dimensional problem (12) is approximated by the following
finitely dimensional one

(13)



min
(a0,a1,...,aN ,b1,...,bN )∈R2N+1

∫ 2π

0

(
hΩ(θ)− a0 −

N∑
j=1

(aj cos (jθ) + bj sin (jθ))

)p

dθ,

∀k ∈ J1,MK, a0 +
N∑
j=1

(aj cos (jθk) + bj sin (jθk)) ≤ hΩ(θk),

∀k ∈ J1,MK, a0 +
N∑
j=1

((1− j2) cos (jθk)aj + (1− j2) sin (jθk)bj) ≥ 0,

πa20 +
π
2

N∑
j=1

(1− j2)(a2j + b2j) = α|Ω|.

5.2. Method 2: A new method based on a rigorous convexity parametriza-
tion. The method based on the optimization of the Fourier coefficients of the support
function presented in Section 5.1 showed to be less efficient when the optimal shape is
not strictly convex, which is the case for the problems considered in this paper as shown
in Theorem 2. We then propose to combine it with the recent parametrization intro-
duced by B. Bogosel in [4] that allows to overcome this difficulty and capture segments
on the boundaries of the optimal shapes.
It is classical that given the support function h of a strictly convex shape Ω ⊂ R2, h

is of class C1 and a parametric representation of ∂Ω is given by{
x(θ) = h(θ) cos θ − h′(θ) sin θ,

y(θ) = h(θ) sin θ + h′(θ) cos θ.

For N ≥ 3, we consider an equidistant partition of [0, 2π] given by θj = 2πj/N and
denote hj := h(θj), where j ∈ J0, NK. We then use the following approximations:

• The objective function is approximated as follows∫ 2π

0

(hΩ − h)pdθ ≈ 2π

N

n∑
j=1

(hΩ(θj)− hj)
p.

• The main novel idea of [4] is to approximate the radius of curvature h′′ + h as
follows

h′′(θj) + h(θj) = hj +
hj+1 − 2hj + hj−1

2− 2 cos 2π
N

, j ∈ J1, NK,

which provides the following rigorous discrete convexity condition

hj+1 + hj−1 − 2hj cos
2π

N
≥ 0, j ∈ J1, NK.

• The inclusion ω ⊂ Ω (equivalent to h ≤ hΩ) is then approximated via the
inequalities

hj ≤ hΩ(θj), j ∈ J1, NK.
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• As for the area of ω, we write

|ω| = 1

2

∫ 2π

0

h(h′′ + h)dθ

≈ π

N

N∑
j=1

hj

(
hj +

hj+1 − 2hj + hj−1

2− 2 cos 2π
N

)

=
π/N

2− 2 cos 2π
N

N∑
j=1

hj(hj+1 + hj−1 − 2hj cos
2π

N
).

Problem (12) is then approximated as follows:

(14)



min
(h1,...,hN )∈RN

2π
N

N∑
j=1

(hΩ(θj)− hj)
p,

∀j ∈ J1, NK, hj ≤ hΩ(θj),

∀j ∈ J1, NK, hj+1 + hj−1 − 2hj cos
2π
N

≥ 0,

N∑
j=1

(
hjhj+1 + hj−1hj − 2h2j cos

2π
N

)
=

2αN(1−cos 2π
N

)

π
.

Remark 20. In practice, it turns out that the use of the optimal shapes obtained with
Method 1 as initial shapes for the second Method 2 allows to obtain quite satisfactory
results, see Figures 4 and 5.

5.3. Computational experiments.

5.3.1. Comparison between the two methods. Since the optimal sets are shown to con-
tain polygonal parts on their boundaries (see Theorem 2), the method based on the
rigorous convexity parametrization (Section 5.2) is likely to provide better results than
the classical method via Fourier coefficients (Section 5.1). In what follows, we present
some numerical simulations supporting this claim.

Method 1 Method 2

Energy = 0.942 Energy = 0.913

Table 1. Obtained optimal sensors with Methods 1 and 2 for p = 10
and α = 0.7.
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Figure 4. First example for the history of convergence of the two meth-
ods (with a zoom in the figure in right).

Method 1 Method 2

Energy = 1.185 Energy = 1.053

Table 2. Obtained optimal shapes with Methods 1 and 2 for p = 4
and α = 0.4.
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Figure 5. Second example for the history of convergence of the two
methods (with a zoom in the figure in right).
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5.3.2. Obtained optimal shapes. In this section, we present some obtained numerical
results for two chosen containers Ω and different values of p and of the fraction α.
It is worth noting that the problems considered are complex with many local minima.

Therefore, multiple runs of the algorithm with different random initializations for the
optimization variables are used. The results giving the least values of the energy are
shown in the figures below.

p = 1 p = 2 p = 8

α = 0.2

α = 0.5

α = 0.8

Table 3. Obtained optimal shapes for p ∈ {1, 2, 8} and α ∈
{0.2, 0.5, 0.8}.

6. Conclusions and perspectives

The present paper addresses the problem of using the classic Lp-metric defined on
convex bodies as a criterion for approximating a convex set Ω via convex subsets ω of
a given measure. Here, we outline some key problems and research avenues that we
believe merit further investigation.

• More general geometries. The analysis in this paper is limited to the case
of convex domains. The same problems make sense in the absence of convexity
restrictions, both on the domain Ω and the subdomains ω.

• Higher dimensions. The present paper presents a careful analysis of 2 − d
optimal shapes employing exhaustively the support function. The extension
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p = 1 p = 2 p = 8

α = 0.2

α = 0.5

α = 0.8

Table 4. Obtained optimal shapes for p ∈ {1, 2, 8} and α ∈
{0.2, 0.5, 0.8}.

of this analysis and computational study to higher dimensions is a challenging
topic.

• Other geometric constraints. It would be interesting to explore the same
problems under other geometric constraints on the subsets, such as, for instance,
the perimeter constraint

P (ω) =

∫
Sn−1

hdHn−1,

where h is the support function of ω. This leads to the problems

min{
∫
Sn−1

(hΩ − h)pdHn−1 | h ≤ hΩ, h
′′ + h ≥ 0 and

∫
Sn−1

hdHn−1 = c|Ω|},

that are intuitively expected to be easier than those addressed in this paper.
However, they present their own unique challenges that deserves specific atten-
tion.

• Other metrics. It is also interesting to consider the same optimal shape design
problems for different metrics. An illustrative example is provided in [23], where



24 ZAKARIA FATTAH, ILIAS FTOUHI, AND ENRIQUE ZUAZUA

the authors consider the mean distance functional

JΩ(K) :=

∫
Ω

d(x,K)pdx,

where K ⊂ Ω are two convex sets. The authors consider both volume and
perimeter constraints on the subsets K and provide explicit formulas for the
first and the second order shape derivatives of JΩ. In the same spirit of Modica–
Mortola [26], an approximation of the functional JΩ via relevant PDEs’ solutions
is introduced and studied. However, as far as we know, the computational
analysis and experiments for these problem were not undertaken.

• Varadhan’s approximation of the distance function. It would be valuable
to explore alternative approximations of the for the mean distance, beyond those
used in [23]. In a similar vein, proving Γ-convergence results for these new
approximations would also be of interest.

It would be relevant to further exploit the use a suitable approximations of
the distances functions in terms of the solution of simple elliptic PDEs, inspired
by the following classical result:

Theorem 21. ([33, Theroem 2.3])
Let Ω be an open subset of Rn and ε > 0. We consider the problem{

wε − ε∆wε = 0 in Ω,
wε = 1 on ∂Ω.

This has been successfully developed in [10], employing the parabolic counterparts
of this result.

lim
ε→0

−
√
ε lnwε(x) = d(x, ∂Ω) := inf

y∈∂Ω
∥x− y∥,

uniformly over compact subsets of Ω.

Figure 6. Varadhan’s result for the approximation of the distance func-
tion.
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