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Abstract
In this manuscript, we present a comprehensive theoretical and numerical framework
for the control of production-destruction differential systems. The general finite
horizon optimal control problem is formulated and addressed through the dynamic
programming approach. We develop a parallel in space conservative scheme for the
corresponding backward-in-time Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation. Furthermore,
we provide a suitable reconstruction algorithm for optimal controls and trajectories.
The application to two case studies, specifically enzyme catalyzed biochemical reac-
tions and infectious diseases, highlights the advantages of the proposed methodology
over classical semi-Lagrangian discretizations.
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1 Introduction

The starting point of this work is the following Production-Destruction differential System
(PDS) {

y′(t) = (P (y(t))−D(y(t)))e,

y(t0) = y0, t ≥ t0 ≥ 0,
(1.1)

where y(t) = (y1(t), . . . , yN (t))T ∈ RN , with N > 1, represents the state variables vector,
e = (1, . . . , 1)T ∈ RN is a vector of all ones and the matrices P (y(t)) = {Pij(y(t))} ∈
RN×N and D(y(t)) = {Dij(y(t))} ∈ RN×N denote the non-linear production and destruction
rates, respectively. Numerous real-world phenomena involve the interplay between processes
of production and decay or consumption and can be therefore modeled by PDS of the form
(1.1) (see, for instance, [16,18,21,39,40].)

Our investigation will be based on the following assumptions for the system (1.1)
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(A1) Pij(x) and Dij(x) are non-negative, continuous functions on RN
0+ ;

(A2) P (x) = DT(x), for all x ∈ RN
0+ ;

(A3) Pii(x) = Dii(x) = 0, for all x ∈ RN
0+ ;

(A4) Pij(x1, . . . , xj−1, 0, xj+1, . . . , xN ) = 0, for all (x1, . . . , xj−1, xj+1, . . . , xN ) ∈ RN−1
0+ ;

for all i, j = 1, . . . , N , with

RN
0+ =

{
x = (x1, . . . , xN )T ∈ RN : xi ≥ 0, for i = 1, . . . , N

}
.

The properties above ensure the existence of a unique non-negative solution to the initial
value problem (1.1) (see [38, Theorem 3.3] and [70, Theorem 1.2] for further discussion on this
topic). Furthermore, owing to (A2) and (A3), the PDS (1.1) is positive and fully conservative
(see [51, Definitions 1.1-1.2]), i.e.

Ω0 = {x ∈ RN : 0 ≤ x ≤ eTy0}, (1.2)

is a positively invariant set for the system (1.1), whose solution satisfies

y0 > 0 =⇒ y(t) > 0, ∀t ≥ t0, and eTy(t) = eTy0, ∀t ≥ t0. (1.3)

In (1.3) and throughout the paper, inequalities involving vectors are considered component-
wise.

The numerical simulation of positive and fully conservative PDS presents challenges in
retaining the properties outlined in (1.3), which are guaranteed by standard methods only
for sufficiently small time steps. Therefore, the necessity arises for unconditionally positive
and conservative schemes that, assuming positive initial values, yield positive numerical so-
lutions and preserve the linear invariant of system (1.1), independently of the discretization
step-length. Numerous contributions in the literature have addressed this topic (see, for in-
stance, [27,29,38,46,57]). Of particular relevance are the Modified Patankar methods, linearly
implicit time integrators devised by suitably modifying explicit schemes. The original ap-
proach, introduced by Patankar in [65], has been firstly extended to Runge-Kutta discretiza-
tions [14, 42–44, 47–49, 51–53] and more recently applied to deferred correction [64, 70] and
linear multistep [50,75] methods .

Optimal control theory provides a valuable framework to guide interventions across the
variety of natural and industrial processes modeled by PDS. The approaches to address optimal
control problems can be classified into two categories. The direct methods, such as the forward-
backward sweep or the direct-adjoint looping [58], rely on Pontryagin’s first order optimality
conditions [10]. Alternatively, indirect methods involve a reformulation of the problem in
terms of partial differential equations [7,34]. More recently, hybrid methods that combine the
aforementioned procedures [5,15,26] and machine learning techniques [69] have become viable
thanks to the advancements in GPUs utilization.

To the best of our knowledge, there are no contributions in the literature that specifically
pertain to the optimal control of PDS. However, the versatility of these models and the need to
preserve their inherent properties motivate us in developing a theoretical and numerical frame-
work for this purpose, which we present in this work. We adopt the dynamic programming [8]
indirect approach that guarantees convergence to the optimal solution and provides optimal
controls in feedback form. First, from the optimal control problem a first-order Hamilton-
Jacobi equation for the value function is formulated. Then, the optimal trajectory and control
are synthesized by solving a finite-dimensional optimization problem. The most challenging
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aspect of this routine lies on the approximation of the PDE viscosity solution [24, 25]. As a
matter of fact, commonly employed numerical methods such as finite differences may reveal
inadequate for the task, as they rely on regularity assumptions for the solution. In this con-
text, semi-Lagrangian schemes represent a valid alternative, providing greater stability and
less numerical diffusion by tracking the evolution of particles along characteristic paths. Here,
we define a robust and reliable semi-Lagrangian method built upon the approximation of the
PDS characteristics via modified Patankar integrators, taking advantage of their conservativ-
ity and positivity properties. The proposed scheme is, by design, parallelizable in space, which
allows for an efficient implementation on GPUs.

The manuscript is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the theoretical framework
for the controlled production-destruction system. There, the optimal control problem and the
dynamic programming approach are detailed as well. In Section 3, we present the parallel-in-
space modified Patankar semi-Lagrangian scheme and a positive and conservative algorithm
for the reconstruction of the optimal control and trajectory. Section 4 addresses two specific
case studies, supported by numerical simulations. Finally, Section 5 offers concluding remarks
and outlines potential directions for future research.

2 Controlled production-destruction systems

Let M ≤ N be a positive integer, A be a compact subset of RM and

α : t ∈ [0,+∞) −→ α(t) ∈ A, P,D : a ∈ A −→ P(a),D(a) ∈ RN×N , (2.4)

be Lebesgue-measurable functions. From now on, we assume that y0 ≥ 0 and that (A1)-(A4)
hold true. Referring to the notations in Section 1, we then define a Controlled Production-
Destruction System (CPDS) as follows{

y′(t) =
(
P (y(t))⊙ P(α(t))−D(y(t))⊙D(α(t))

)
e,

y(t0) = y0, t ≥ t0 ≥ 0,
(2.5)

where the symbol ⊙ denotes the (component-wise) Hadamard product. In this context, α(t)
represents the control function at time t ≥ t0. The matrices P(α(t)) = {Pij(α(t))} ∈ RN×N

and D(α(t)) = {Dij(α(t))} ∈ RN×N govern the control policies associated with the produc-
tion and destruction processes, respectively. The following definitions arise from the aim of
controlling a PDS while avoiding any alterations to its inherent nature and properties.

Definition 2.1. The controlled system (2.5) is referred to as positive if, independently of the
choice of the control function in the space of admissible controls

A = {α : [0,+∞) −→ A | α measurable}, (2.6)

the condition y0 > 0 implies y(t) > 0 for all t ≥ t0.

Definition 2.2. The controlled system (2.5) is called conservative if for all α ∈ A, the
following conservation law holds

eT(y(t)− y0) = 0, for all t ≥ t0.

The existence of a unique solution to the CPDS (2.5) is proved, under mild regularity
assumptions on the known functions, with the following result.
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Theorem 1 (Existence of the solution). Assume that P and D are Lipschitz continuous
functions on RN and that P,D ∈ C0(A). Then, for each α ∈ A, the controlled production-
destruction system (2.5) admits a unique solution.

Proof. The CPDS (2.5) can be rewritten as y′(t) = F (y(t),α(t)), with y(0) = y0, α ∈ A and

F : (µ,a) ∈ RN ×A −→
(
P (µ)⊙ P(a)−D(µ)⊙D(a)

)
e ∈ RN . (2.7)

Let LP , LD be the Lipschitz constants of P and D, respectively. Define

p̄ = max
a∈A

1≤i,j≤N

|Pij(a)| and d̄ = max
a∈A

1≤i,j≤N

|Dij(a)|.

The hypotheses on the known functions imply that F ∈ C0(RN × A) and that, for each
µ,ν ∈ RN and a ∈ A,

∥F (µ,a)− F (ν,a)∥ ≤ ê∥
(
P (µ)− P (ν))⊙ P(a)∥+ ê∥

(
D(µ)−D(ν))⊙D(a)∥

≤ êkN
(
p̄LP + d̄LD

)
∥µ− ν∥,

where ê = ∥e∥ and kN > 0 is a constant depending on N. As a result, the function F in
(2.7) is Lipschitz continuous as well and all the hypotheses of the Carathéodory theorem
(see [34, Theorem 8.1]) are fulfilled. The existence of a unique solution y(t) to (2.5) is then
assured.

Remark 2.1. The solution given by Theorem 1 must be regarded as a weak, almost everywhere
differentiable, solution of the system (2.5).

To establish physically meaningful controls policies, we investigate sufficient conditions for
the positivity and conservativity of a CPDS.

Theorem 2 (Positivity of CPDS). Assume that P andD are Lipschitz continuous functions
on RN and that P,D ∈ C0(A). Then the CPDS (2.5) is positive, according to the Definition
2.1.

Proof. We emphasize that, due to (A4), the condition y0 = 0 implies y(t) = 0 for all t ≥ t0.
We prove the positivity of the CPDS by contradiction. Let y0 > 0 and suppose that there
exist i∗ ∈ {1, . . . , N} and t∗ > t0, such that yi∗(t

∗) ≤ 0. It then follows that the non-empty
set

T = {τ ≥ t0 : y(t) > 0 for all t ∈ [t0, τ ]},

is bounded from above and that t̄ = supT ∈ [t0, t
∗). We define, for ε > 0, the perturbed

controlled system {
yε′(t) = F (yε(t),α(t)) + εe,

yε(t0) = y0 + εe,
(2.8)

with F (µ,a) = (F1(µ,a), . . . , FN (µ,a))T given in (2.7) and denote by yε(t) its unique solution
for t ≥ t0, which exists for a straightforward extension of Theorem 1. From the continuity of
F and the uniqueness of the solution to (2.5), limε→0+ yε(t) = y(t) (see, for instance, [23, p.
18]). It is then possible to select ε∗ > 0 and t̃ ∈ (t0, t̄) such that yε

∗

i∗ (t̃) = 0 and yε
∗

i∗ (t) > 0, for
all t ∈ [t0, t̃). Therefore yε

∗′
i∗ (t̃) ≤ 0. On the other hand, from (2.8), (A2) and (A4),

yε
∗′

i∗ (t̃) = Fi∗((y
ε∗

1 (t), . . . , yε
∗

i∗−1(t), 0, y
ε∗

i∗+1(t), . . . ),α(t)) + ε∗ = ε∗ > 0,

which yields the contradiction.
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Given a matrix M = {Mij} ∈ RN×N , we denote by tr(M) ∈ R the trace of the matrix,
defined as follows

tr(M) = eMeT =
∑N

i=1 Mii,

and by diag(M) ∈ RN×N the diagonal matrix whose elements are given by

diag(M)ij = δijMij , for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N, (2.9)

where δij represents the Kronecker delta.

Theorem 3 (Conservativity of CPDS). Assume that the hypotheses of Theorem 2 are
fulfilled. Then, if the known functions satisfy

tr(P (x)(PT(a)−D(a))) = 0, for all x ∈ RNand a ∈ A, (2.10)

the CPDS (2.5) is conservative, according to the Definition 2.2. Moreover, Ω0 defined in (1.2)
is a positively invariant set for the system.

Proof. Owing to (A2) and the properties of the Hadamard product of matrices (see, for in-
stance, [41, Lemma 7.5.2]), the equalities

eT(P (y(t))⊙ P(α(t)))e = eT diag(P (y(t))PT(α(t))) = tr(P (y(t))PT(α(t))),

eT(D(y(t))⊙D(α(t)))e = eT diag(PT(y(t))DT(α(t))) = tr(P (y(t))D(α(t))),

hold true for each t ≥ t0 and α ∈ A. It then follows from (2.5) and the hypotheses that

(eTy(t))′ = eT
(
P (y(t))⊙ P(α(t))−D(y(t))⊙D(α(t))

)
e

= tr(P (y(t))(PT(α(t))−D(α(t)))) = 0,

which implies eTy(t) = eTy0 for each t ≥ t0. Thus, if y
0 = 0, then y(t) ≡ 0 belongs to

Ω0 = {y0} for all t ≥ t0. On the other hand, if y0 > 0, Theorem 2 assures that 0 < yi(t) <∑N
j=1 yj(t) = eTy0, for each t ≥ t0 and i = 1, . . . , N, which yields the result.

Theorem 3 addresses CPDS that preserve eTy0 as a linear invariant. As a direct conse-
quence of it, the condition P(a) = DT(a) for all a ∈ A, which mirrors the assumption (A2),
is sufficient, though in general not strictly necessary, for achieving a conservative CPDS.

2.1 The optimal control problem

Let ℓ : RN ×A× [0,+∞)→ R and φ : RN → R be bounded, uniformly continuous functions.
Consider, for tf ∈ (t0,+∞) and α ∈ A, the cost functional

Jy0,t0(α) =

∫ tf

t0

ℓ(yy0,t0(t;α),α(t), t) dt + φ(yy0,t0(tf ;α)), (2.11)

where yy0,t0( · ;α) denotes the solution to the CPDS (2.5) with initial data y0, at the initial
time t0, and implementing the control α. A finite horizon optimal control problem for the
CPDS (2.5) consists in finding a control function α∗ in the space of admissible controls A,
such that

α∗ = argmin
α∈A

Jy0,t0(α). (2.12)

The expression finite horizon is here employed to stress the objective of controlling the system
within a predetermined final time tf < +∞ (we refer to [34, Section 8.1] for a comprehensive
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overview of other types of optimal control problems). The functions ℓ and φ jointly contribute
to the cost functional in (2.11). The former, called running cost or Lagrangian, quantifies the
cost associated with the dynamics throughout the entire time interval. The latter, representing
the final cost, depends solely on the state of the system at time tf .

Proving the existence of a global minimum α∗ for the cost functional in (2.11) is generally
a challenging task. In fact, many theoretical results in the scientific literature rely on ad-
ditional assumptions, primarily related to convexity, concerning both the cost functions and
the dynamics. We refer to [7, Section III.3.4] and to [20, 30, 67] for further insights on the
subject. In what follows we address problem (2.12) by the dynamic programming approach
which, under the hypotheses we made above, ensures the existence of at least one optimal
control in feedback form without the need of assuming convexity.

2.2 The dynamic programming approach

In this section, we present the dynamic programming approach (see, for instance, [7, 8], [34,
Chapter 8]) to finite horizon optimal control problems in the setting of CPDS. From now on,
for the sake of simplicity, we denote by (x, t) the initial data and time (y0, t0), with a slight
abuse of notation.

As a first step, we define the value function v : RN × [0, tf ]→ R as follows

v(x, t) = inf
α∈A

Jx,t(α), (2.13)

which represents the optimal cost of the trajectories of the CPDS (2.5) with initial conditions
y(t) = x. It is well-established that the value function in (2.13) lacks differentiability even
for linear systems and smooth cost functions (cf. [7, Proposition 3.1] for a regularity result).
Furthermore, we highlight the dependence of v(x, t) on the initial condition and the initial
time in (2.5). In particular, the spatial variable x belongs to the state-space of the dynamical
system, which may not coincide with the physical space.

A fundamental result for dynamic programming is Bellman’s Dynamic Programming Prin-
ciple (DPP) [8, 34], which in our case can be formulated as follows.

Theorem 4 (DPP for CPDS). Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, the value function v
in (2.13) satisfies

v(x, t) = inf
α∈A

{∫ τ

t

ℓ(yx,t(s;α),α(s), s) ds+ v(yx,t(τ ;α), τ)

}
, (2.14)

for all x ∈ RN and 0 ≤ t < τ ≤ tf .

Proof. Immediately comes from [7, Proposition 3.2] by setting a constantly null interest rate
λ.

Following the arguments in [7, 8] and taking advantage of the DPP (2.14), we derive the
following partial differential equation which characterizes v for all x ∈ RN and t ∈ [0, tf ]−

∂v

∂t
(x, t) + max

a∈A

{
−eT

(
P (x)⊙ P(a)−D(x)⊙D(a)

)T∇v(x, t)− ℓ(x,a, t)
}
= 0,

v(x, tf ) = φ(x).
(2.15)

The differential problem (2.15) corresponds to a backward-in-time Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman
(HJB) equation. Therefore, it may not admit a classical solution and concurrently exhibit in-
finitely many almost everywhere differentiable ones. Nevertheless, by adapting [32, Section
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10.3, Theorem 2] to the case of CPDS, it can be proved that the value function in (2.13) is
the unique viscosity solution to (2.15). For further details on viscosity solutions of Hamilton-
Jacobi equations we refer to [24,25].

Once v(x, t) is derived from (2.15), an optimal control in feedback form satisfying (2.12)
can be obtained, at least where v is smooth, by solving the optimization problem

α∗(x, t) = argmax
a∈A

{
−eT

(
P (x)⊙ P(a)−D(x)⊙D(a)

)T∇v(x, t)− ℓ(x,a, t)
}
. (2.16)

The interpretation of (2.16) at the points where ∇v does not exist in a classical sense is rather
delicate and goes beyond the scope of this work (see, for instance, [7, Section III.2]). Finally,
the corresponding open-loop optimal control may be retrieved as

α̃∗(s) := α∗(yy0,t0(s;α
∗), s), s ≥ t0. (2.17)

Remark 2.2. Solving (2.15) is the most demanding task in our approach, since (2.16) is just
an optimization problem over a compact subset of RM .

Remark 2.3. For practical applications, feedback controls are more convenient than open-loop
ones because, as functions of the state, they can automatically adapt to small perturbations in
the dynamics. Another advantage of the dynamic programming approach is that if the initial
data change, only (2.16) needs to be solved again, without the need to compute a new value
function, since v is defined across the entire state-space.

3 A parallel-in-space Modified Patankar Semi-Lagrangian
scheme for the HJB equation

The HJB equation (2.15) provides necessary and sufficient conditions for the optimality of
a control with respect to (2.11) (cf. [7, Section 3.4]). However, its inherent non-linearity
poses a significant challenge in deriving its viscosity solution and therefore the necessity of
employing numerical methods arises. Here, we adopt a Semi-Lagrangian (SL) approach to
device a parallel integrator which naturally tracks the characteristic curves of the HJB equa-
tion. This feature, combined with a Patankar-type unconditionally positive and conservative
time-marching scheme, yields more accurate approximations of the right-hand side of (2.15)
and represents the primary advantage of the SL discretizations over other standard numer-
ical methods, such as those based on finite differences. Moreover, the absence of CFL-like
conditions allows for the use of larger time steps to mitigate numerical diffusion effects [35].

Consider ∆t > 0 and a uniform partition {tn}0≤n≤n̄ of the interval [t0, tf ], where the
discrete times are denoted by tn = t0 + n∆t, for n = 0, . . . , n̄, and tn̄ = tf . Since from
Theorem 3 the trajectories of the CPDS (2.5) are confined within the set Ω0 defined in (1.2),
we designate it as the computational space domain. Let {xi}0≤i≤Ī represent a uniform mesh
therein and denote by V n

i = V n(xi) ≈ V (xi, t
n) the discrete value function at time tn on the

grid node xi. Following the arguments in [34, Section 8.4.2], we define, for i = 0, . . . , Ī and
n = n̄, . . . , 1, the backward-in-time Modified Patankar Semi-Lagrangian (MPSL) scheme as
follows

V n̄
i = φ(xi),

M(xi,a) =

(
P (xi)⊙ P(a)−Diag

(
(D(xi)⊙D(a)) e

))
Diag

((
1

x1
, . . . ,

1

xN

)T)
,

V n−1
i = min

a∈A

{
I [V n] ((I −∆t M(xi,a))

−1 · xi) + ∆t ℓ(xi,a, t
n)
}
,

(3.18)
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where I[ · ] is a monotone (spatial) interpolation operator. Here, given a vector w ∈ RN ,
we denote by Diagw = diag(ewT) ∈ RN×N , where the diag operator is defined in (2.9).
The peculiarity of the MPSL scheme (3.18) for the HJB equation, compared to classical
SL approaches, lies in the use of the Modified Patankar-Euler (MPE) discretization [14] to
approximate the foot of the characteristic curve. The conservative nature of this method
excludes the necessity of projections of state space points onto the computational domain Ω0

(we refer to [33] for theoretical results on the use of general one-step time integrators). In
addition, (3.18) retains the advantageous attributes of traditional SL schemes. Specifically,
it avoids the explicit computation of ∇v on the whole domain by treating the discretization

of the scalar product eT
(
P (x) ⊙ P(a) − D(x) ⊙ D(a)

)T∇v(x, t) in (2.15) as a directional
derivative.

The following result, which is adapted from [36, Theorem 3.1], addresses the convergence
of the numerical method (3.18).

Theorem 5. Assume that the functions P and D in (2.15) are Lipschitz continuous on RN

and that P and D are continuous on A. Let v(x, t) represent the exact viscosity solution
of the HJB equation (2.15) for (x, t) ∈ Ω0 × [t0, tf ], with 0 ≤ t0 < tf and Ω0 defined in
(1.2). Consider V n

i as the approximated solution computed by (3.18) with time step-length
∆t = (tf − t0)/n̄ and spatial mesh size ∆x = ∥xĪ − x0∥/Ī. Then

max
i=0,...,Ī
n=0,...,n̄

|v(xi, t
n)− V n

i | ≤ C

(
∆t1/2 +

∆x

∆t1/2

)
, (3.19)

where the positive constants C is independent of ∆x and ∆t.

Remark 3.1. Under the broader assumption of γ-Hölder continuity for the functions P and D
in (2.5), convergence of order γ/2 can be established for the MPSL scheme (3.18).

The MPSL scheme (3.18) requires the solution of an optimization problem at each time
step, for which specialized algorithms can be employed. Here, to achieve a fully discrete
method, we approximate the minimum through direct comparison by discretizing the compact
set A ⊂ RM with an adequate number of discrete controls. Moreover, in order to further
mitigate the computational demands of (3.18), we exploit its structure to implement a spatial
parallelization procedure based on the CUDA programming model [63]. Specifically, although
individual V n−1

j values may depend on the entire set {V n
i }0≤i≤Ī due to the interpolation

operator I, the computations for the different V n−1
i , for i = 0, . . . , Ī, can occur simultaneously.

3.1 Reconstruction of the optimal control and trajectory

The approximation of the value function provided by the MPSL method (3.18) is used to
concurrently synthesize the optimal control α̃∗ and the optimal trajectories y∗ by numerically
solving (2.16)-(2.17). Specifically, in line with the MPSL approach, we employ the uncondi-
tionally positive and conservative MPE scheme for time integration and a direct comparison
procedure for the maximization in (2.16).

Our optimal control-trajectory reconstruction algorithm then reads
M(y∗,n,a) =

(
P (y∗,n)⊙ P(a)−Diag

(
(D(y∗,n)⊙D(a)) e

))
Diag

((
1

y∗,n1

, . . . ,
1

y∗,nN

)T)
,

α̃∗,n = argmin
a∈A

{
I [V n] ((I −∆t M(y∗,n,a))−1 · y∗,n) + ∆t ℓ(y∗,n,a, tn)

}
y∗,n+1 = (I −∆t M(y∗,n, α̃∗,n))−1 · y∗,n

(3.20)
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where y∗,0 = y0, y∗,n = (y∗,n1 , . . . , y∗,nN )T ≈ y∗(tn) = (y∗1(tn), . . . , y
∗
N (tn))

T and α̃∗,n ≈
α̃∗(tn), for n = 0, . . . , n̄− 1.

Remark 3.2. We point out that employing more accurate Modified Patankar (MP) discretiza-
tions in place of the MPE scheme is feasible but requires specific considerations. First, since
the entire reconstruction procedure relies on (3.18) and the spatial interpolation operator em-
ployed therein, increasing the order of the time integrator in (3.20) may not be beneficial in
terms of the overall accuracy-complexity trade-off. Furthermore, since the function α̃∗ ∈ A is
assumed to be just measurable, numerical methods requiring time interpolation of the optimal
control may prove inadequate. As a matter of fact, interpolating over a jump could artificially
regularize the control, resulting in a potential loss of optimality. For this reason, the stageless
modified Patankar linear multistep methods introduced in [50] may be a viable alternative to
other unconditionally positive and conservative MP schemes.

3.2 Pseudo-codes

We conclude this section with Algorithms 1 and 2, regarding a pseudo-code implementation
of the MPSL scheme (3.18) and the reconstruction procedure (3.20), respectively. There, the
parallelization in space is conceptually represented with a parfor instruction. As already out-
lined, the minimization over the compact set A ⊂ RM is performed, for the sake of simplicity
and to provide a fully discrete algorithm, by direct comparison.

Algorithm 1 Fully discrete MPSL algorithm

1: Compute a uniform time discretization {tn}n̄n=0 with step ∆t and tf = n̄∆t.

2: Compute a space grid {xi}Īi=0 ⊂ Ω0 and a control grid {aj}J̄j=0 ⊂ A

3: for i = 0, . . . , Ī do
4: V n̄

i ← φ(xi)
5: end for
6: for n = n̄, . . . , 1 do
7: parfor i = 0, . . . , Ī do
8: V ∗ ← +∞
9: for j = 0, . . . , J̄ do

10: compute M(xi,aj) as in (3.18)
11: y ← solve [I −∆t M(xi,aj)]y = xi

12: V ← I [V n] (y) + ∆t ℓ(xi,aj , t
n)

13: if V < V ∗ then
14: V ∗ ← V
15: end if
16: end for
17: V n−1

i ← V ∗

18: end parfor
19: end for

Remark 3.3. In order to approximate the feedback map (x, t) 7→ α∗(x, t), one can modify
Algorithm 1 by also saving a∗(xi, t

n)← aj right after line 14. The resulting discrete feedback
could then be used in place of V in Algorithm 2, yielding an alternative yet equivalent method
to compute the optimal trajectory and open-loop control.
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Algorithm 2 Optimal control and trajectory reconstruction algorithm

Require: {tn}n̄n=0, {xi}Īi=0 and {V n
i }

0≤n≤n̄
0≤i≤Ī

, from Algorithm 1

Require: initial data y0 ∈ Ω0

1: Compute a control grid {âk}K̄k=0 ⊂ A
2: y∗,0 ← y0

3: for n = 0, . . . , n̄− 1 do
4: V ∗ ← +∞
5: for k = 0, . . . , K̄ do
6: compute M(xi,ak) as in (3.18)
7: y ← solve [I −∆t M(xi,ak)]y = xi

8: V ← I [V n] (y) + ∆t ℓ(xi,ak, t
n)

9: if V < V ∗ then
10: y∗,n+1 ← y
11: a∗,n ← ak

12: end if
13: end for
14: end for

4 Case studies and numerical simulations

In this section, we present two specific CPDS with realistic applications and formulate the
corresponding finite horizon optimal control problems. To numerically solve these problems,
we employ a CUDA C++ implementation of the MPSL scheme (3.18) and a C++ implementation
of the control-trajectory reconstruction (3.20), each equipped with a multilinear interpolation
operator I. For both case studies, we compare the results of the MPSL scheme with those
of a classical SL approach by directly computing the discrete cost functional along the opti-
mal trajectories provided by the two algorithms. The aim of this comparison is to provide
numerical evidence that the conservative MPSL scheme produces higher-quality solutions, i.e.
trajectories that are closer to the final objective at a lower cost.

The first problem deals with chains of chemical reactions, more in particular enzyme-
catalyzed reactions. Processes of this kind are crucial for the biochemical industry, because
they offer high specificity and efficiency, enabling the production of complex molecules with
fewer byproducts and lower energy consumption. Additionally, these reactions often occur
under mild conditions, reducing the need for harsh chemicals and extreme temperatures,
which enhances sustainability and safety [3, 68,72].

The second case study is about compartmental epidemic models, which provide insights on
the evolution of infectious diseases and enable predictions of how they spread. In this context,
control theory may represent a reliable tool to minimize the direct health impacts, such as
morbidity and mortality, and to reduce the broader societal and economic disruptions. For
instance, effective control measures can prevent healthcare systems from being overwhelmed
(cf. [11–13,15] and references therein).

We highlight that several contributions in the literature have focused on developing positivity-
preserving methods for the aforementioned applications (see, for instance, [2,6,9,59–61,66,73,
74]).
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Figure 1: Visual representation of an enzymatic reaction mechanism.

4.1 Enzyme-catalyzed biochemical reaction

Our first case study addresses the control of a single-substrate enzyme catalyzed biochemi-
cal reaction. In particular, our objective is to control the chain of processes schematically
represented as follows

E + S
k1−−⇀↽−−−
k−1

C
k2−−→ E + P ,

where an enzyme (E) bonds to a substrate (S), forming a complex (C) through a reversible
reaction and catalysing a second reaction that yields the final product (P) and makes the
enzyme available again (see Figure 1 for a schematic representation). In this context ki, for
i = −1, 1, 2, denote the kinetic reaction rates.

The mathematical description of the aforementioned scenario is achieved through the
Michaelis–Menten kinetic model (see, for instance, [45, Section 3.1] and [54])

s′(t) = −k1s(t)e(t) + k−1c(t),

e′(t) = −k1s(t)e(t) + k−1c(t) + k2c(t),

c′(t) = k1s(t)e(t)− k−1c(t)− k2c(t),

p′(t) = k2c(t),

(4.21)

where the non-negative functions s(t), e(t), c(t) and p(t) represent the relative concentrations
of substrate, enzyme, complex and product, at time t ≥ t0 ≥ 0, respectively. Here, the initial
values s0 = s(t0), e0 = e(t0), c0 = c(t0) and p0 = p(t0) are considered given. Since the enzyme
is not consumed throughout the reactions, its total concentration etot remains constant and
therefore

e(t) = etot − c(t), for all t ≥ t0. (4.22)

It turns out that the system (4.21) can be rewritten as a positive and fully conservative PDS
of the form (1.1) by taking y(t) = (s(t), c(t), p(t))T, y0 = (s0, c0, p0)

T and

P (y(t)) =

 0 k−1c(t) 0
k1s(t)(etot − c(t)) 0 0

0 k2c(t) 0

 = DT(y(t)). (4.23)

In this case it is evident that the properties (A1)-(A4) are satisfied. Furthermore, given the
relation (4.22), the linear invariant in (1.3) corresponds to Lavoisier’s law of conservation of
mass.

Due to the dependency of the reaction dynamics on the environmental temperature, a
practical approach to physically control the system (4.23) is by temperature modulation. Let
T (t) > 0 represent the absolute temperature at time t. Following the arguments in [4, Section
10.9] and [55, Page 174], we adopt the modified Arrhenius law to express the reaction rates
as follows

ki
√
T (t) e−

Ea
i

RT (t) , i = −1, 1, 2. (4.24)
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Here, the constants ki and Ea
i , i = −1, 1, 2, serve as the pre-exponential factors and the activa-

tion energies [55] of the three reactions, respectively. Collectively referred to as the Arrhenius
parameters, they might be estimated, for instance, from experimental data. Furthermore,
R denotes the universal gas constant [4, Table 1.1]. It then appears natural to consider the
absolute temperature 0 < Tmin ≤ T (t) ≤ Tmax as a control function and to define, starting
from (4.23), the controlled PDS

s′(t) =
√

T (t)

(
−k1e−

Ea
1

RT (t) s(t)(etot − c(t)) + k−1e
−

Ea
−1

RT (t) c(t)

)
,

c′(t) =
√

T (t)

(
k1e

− Ea
1

RT (t) s(t)(etot − c(t))−
(
k−1e

−
Ea

−1
RT (t) + k2e

− Ea
2

RT (t)

)
c(t)

)
,

p′(t) = k2
√
T (t) e−

Ea
2

RT (t) c(t).

(4.25)

For the sake of conciseness, we have opted in (4.25) not to report the explicit dependence of
the state functions s(t), c(t), and p(t) on the control T (t). The system (4.25) fits the general
form of a CPDS (2.5) with A = [Tmin, Tmax], the production-destruction terms given by (4.23)
and

P(T (t)) =

 0
√

T (t) e−
Ea

−1
RT (t) 0√

T (t) e−
Ea

1
RT (t) 0 0

0
√
T (t) e−

Ea
2

RT (t) 0

 = DT(T (t)).

Physically, the direct intervention on the temperature modulates the reaction rates, thereby
enabling the control of the overall process to attain the objective of maximizing the product
in the time interval [t0, tf ]. From a mathematical point of view, we introduce the space of
admissible controls

A = {T : [t0, tf ]→ A = [Tmin, Tmax] | T measurable}

and define, for T ∈ A, the running and final costs as follows

ℓ(T (t)) = w1

(
T (t)− Tamb

Tmax

)2

, φ(p(tf )) = w2 (1− p(tf ))
2,

where Tmin = 263.15 K, Tamb = 293.15 K and Tmax = 373.15 K represent the minimum,
ambient and maximum temperatures, respectively. Here, the weights are set to w1 = 1

2 and
w2 = 20 to prioritize the maximization of the final product over regularizing the temperature.
Hence, our ODE-constrained, finite horizon, optimal control problem reads

minimize
T∈A

∫ tf

t0

1

2

(
T (t)− Tamb

Tmax

)2

dt + 20 (1− p(tf ;T (tf )))
2,

subject to (4.25).

(4.26)

4.1.1 Numerical Simulations

We report some simulation outcomes for the optimal control problem (4.26). Specifically, we
consider the CPDS (4.25) with y0 = (0.7, 0, 0)T and the parameters detailed in Table 1, that
are meant to be realistic but are not inferred from experimental data.

Parameter t0 tf k1 k−1 k2 Ea
1/R Ea

−1/R Ea
2/R etot

Value 0 30 0.04 0.03 0.035 200 220 190 0.3

Table 1: Parameter values used for the numerical simulation and control of the CPDS (4.25).
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We discretize the cube [0, 1]3 ⊃ Ω0 with a uniform grid with step ∆x = 1/750, i.e. made
of 7513 ≈ 4.24 · 108 nodes. Then, the solution of the HJB equation (2.15) is approximated
by (3.18) with ∆t = 30/100, while for the optimal control and trajectory reconstruction the
procedure (3.20) is employed. Furthermore, the control set A is uniformly discretized with 103

points. We emphasize that the choice ∆t > ∆x, which could be unfeasible in a finite-difference
setting due to CFL-like stability conditions, is here adopted to reduce numerical dissipation
effects.

The discrete value function obtained with the MPSL scheme (3.18) is reported in Figure
2 for three different values of t. Moreover, we show in Figure 3 the time-evolution of the
approximated value function at x = y0 = (0.7, 0, 0)T. It is worth to note that in our finite
horizon setting, V (y0, t) is a non-decreasing function of time, since, as t increases, the effort
to achieve the objective must grow, resulting in a higher optimal cost. We remark that the
value function evolves backward in time, therefore the plots of Figures 2 and 3 are meant to
be read from right to left.

p

c
s

0.7

0.7
0.7

0

V( · ,0)

p

c
s

0.7

0.7
0.7

0

V( · ,18)

p

c
s

1.8

20.0

5.0

10.0

15.0

0.7

0.7
0.7

0

V( · ,30)

Figure 2: Discrete value function in the positively invariant region Ω0 = {x ∈ R3 : 0 ≤ x ≤
eTy0} for t = 0 (left), t = 18 (center) and t = 30 (right).
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Figure 3: Time-evolution of the discrete value function at the initial data y0 = (0.7, 0, 0)T.

As for the optimal controls and trajectories, those derived with the MPSL scheme (3.18)
and the reconstruction procedure (3.20) are reported in Figure 4, whereas those given by a
classical SL method, employing an explicit Euler integrator to trace the characteristics, are
presented in Figure 5. First of all, as shown in Table 2, both approaches for solving (4.26)
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provide better solutions compared to the base case T (t) ≡ Tamb, leading to higher values for
the final product and lower optimal trajectory costs. Furthermore, when compared to the
classical SL method, we notice that the two optimal control functions T (t) are not identical.
Although both end at around the same temperature, the one in Figure 4 is flatter and more
regular. This difference is not only qualitative. In fact, the advantages of the MPSL scheme
are twofold: it results in a more substantial increase in the value of p(tf ) and achieves a more
considerable reduction in the corresponding objective functional Jy0,t0(T ).
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Figure 4: Numerical solution of the optimal control problem (4.26) computed by the MPSL
scheme (3.18) with the value and feedback reconstruction (3.20).
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Figure 5: Numerical solution of the optimal control problem (4.26) computed by the classical
SL scheme with the value and feedback reconstruction (3.20).
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Base Case
p(tf ) = 0.500824 Jy0,t0(T ) = 4.983513

Optimal Control Setting
Scheme p(tf ) p% Jy0,t0(T ) J%
MPSL 0.556064 +11.03% 4.337023 −12.97%
SL 0.555476 +10.91% 4.337484 −12.96%

Table 2: Final product and cost functional evaluated along the optimal trajectories for system
(4.25) in both the base case (T (t) ≡ Tamb) and the controlled scenarios. Here, p% and J%
denote the percentage variation of p(tf ) and Jy0,t0 relative to the base case, respectively.

4.2 Infectious diseases spreading

In our second case study, we explore the possibility to control the spread of infectious diseases
through the implementation of restrictive measures. We consider a closed population for which
demographic turnover is neglected and individuals are categorized into four distinct compart-
ments: susceptible (S, those at risk of infection), infective (I, those who have contracted and
can spread the disease), recovered (R, those who have overcome the infection) and deceased
(D). In this scenario, we assume that the immunity following the recovery is temporary,
allowing for the possibility of reinfection. Additionally, we account for psychological effects,
letting the population’s behavior vary in response to changes in the number of infections. We
refer to Figure 6 for a schematic representation of the infection pathway.

S I

DR

Im
m
u
n
it
y

lo
ss

ε

H
ea
lin

g
γ

Infection κ

D
e
a
th

δ

Figure 6: Visual representation of the infection pathway.

Let s(t), i(t), r(t) and d(t) represent the fraction of the total population that belongs,
at time t ≥ t0, to the compartment S, I, R and D, respectively. Given the initial values
s0 = s(t0), i0 = i(t0), r0 = r(t0) and d0 = d(t0), the evolution of the disease is modeled as
follows 

s′(t) = −g(i(t))s(t) + εr(t),

i′(t) = g(i(t))s(t)− (γ + δ)i(t),

r′(t) = γi(t)− εr(t),

d′(t) = δi(t),

(4.27)

where γ, δ, ε ∈ R+ are the recovery, death and immunity loss rates. Here, the force of infection,
i.e. the probability per unit of time for a susceptible individual to become infected [28], reads

g(i) = κ iϱ(1− i)σ, with ϱ ≥ 1, σ ≥ 0 and κ > 0.

As outlined in [17, 31, 71] and references therein, this non-standard form for g takes into
account the reduction in the frequency of contacts, driven by the fear of contagion, when
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the proportion of infected individuals exceeds the threshold value ϱ
ϱ+σ . Thus, when ϱ = 1

and σ = 0, the product g(i(t))s(t) coincides with the widely used mass action incidence term.
Denote by y(t) = (s(t), i(t), r(t), d(t))T, for t ≥ t0 and by y0 = (s0, i0, r0, d0)

T. The differential
system (4.27) then corresponds to the positive and fully conservative PDS (1.1) with

P (y(t)) =


0 0 εr(t) 0

g(i(t))s(t) 0 0 0
0 γi(t) 0 0
0 δi(t) 0 0

 = DT(y(t)). (4.28)

In this context, properties (A1)-(A4) are satisfied and the linear invariant in (1.3) reflects the
conservation of the total population size.

Non-pharmaceutical interventions, including mobility restrictions and social distancing,
limit interactions and therefore represent a direct and immediate approach to mitigate the
spread of infectious diseases. We incorporate such measures into the model (4.27) by intro-
ducing a control function u : R+

0 → [0, 1], which quantifies the intensity of the interventions
at time t ≥ t0. Specifically, we consider the controlled system

s′(t) = (u(t)− 1) g(i(t))s(t) + εr(t),

i′(t) = (1− u(t)) g(i(t))s(t)− (γ + δ)i(t),

r′(t) = γi(t)− εr(t),

d′(t) = δi(t),

(4.29)

which follows the general CPDS formulation (2.5) with A = [0, 1], the production-destruction
terms defined in (4.28) and control policies P(u(t)) = DT(u(t)) ∈ R4×4, that exhibit all zero
components except for

P21(u(t)) = 1− u(t) = D12(u(t)).

Here, a control strategy is designed with the objective of minimizing both the cumulative
number of infections caused by the disease over the interval [t0, tf ] and the number of dead
people at the final time. Furthermore, as interventions come with inherent costs that may
become too demanding, restrictions should be applied only when truly necessary. These
considerations lead to the following running and final costs

ℓ(u(t), i(t)) =

∫ tf

t0

w1u
2(t) + w2i(t) dt, φ(d(tf )) = w3d(tf ),

where we choose w3 >> w2 >> w1 to differently weigh the single contributions of the afore-
mentioned cost components. Given the space of admissible controls

A = {u : [t0, tf ]→ A = [0, 1] | u measurable},

we then define the following ODE-constrained, finite horizon, optimal control problem

minimize
u∈A

∫ tf

t0

10−3u2(t) + i(t) dt + 104d(tf ),

subject to (4.29).

(4.30)

4.2.1 Numerical Simulations

Some numerical experiments addressing the optimal control problem (4.30) are here presented.
The specific parameter values for (4.29) are listed in Table 3. Moreover, to represent a realistic
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Figure 7: Time-evolution of the discrete value function at the initial data y0 =
(0.985, 0.007, 0.006, 0.002)T.

situation in which restrictive measures are introduced not at the onset of the first infection
but following a certain delay, we set y0 = (0.985, 0.007, 0.006, 0.002)⊤, which reflects the
epidemiological scenario expected after thirty days without intervention.

Parameter t0 tf κ ϱ σ γ δ ε
Value 0 90 0.32 1 0.5 0.12 0.0294 0.0094

Reference - - [1] [56] [62] [37] [1] [22]

Table 3: Parameter values used for the numerical simulation and control of the CPDS (4.29).

The MPSL scheme (3.18) is adopted with ∆t = 90/200 and ∆x = 1/100, i.e. 1014 ≈
1.04·108 nodes in [0, 1]4 ⊃ Ω0, to approximate the viscosity solution of the HJB equation (2.15).
Then, following a uniform discretization of the control set A with a step size ∆a = 1/1000, we
reconstruct the optimal control and trajectory using the algorithm provided in (3.20). Figure
7 exhibits the approximated value function, computed backward in time, for the chosen initial
point.

The simulation outcomes using both (3.18) and the classical SL scheme, depicted in Fig-
ure 9, are compared to those of the base case (no intervention policy, i.e., u(t) = 0 for all
t ≥ t0), shown in Figure 8. This comparison underscores the qualitative effectiveness of the
epidemic control strategy and highlights a significant reduction in the proportion of infected
and deceased individuals. From a quantitative standpoint, as shown by the data in Table 4,
the MPSL method proves more accurate than the classical SL scheme, achieving a greater
reduction in both the cost functional and the value of d(tf ). Additionally, the control strat-
egy suggested by (3.18) appears more realistic, advocating for the implementation of more
dynamic but less strict restrictive measures, with a total lockdown period that is two months
shorter than that indicated by the classical SL approach.
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Figure 8: Numerical solution of the base case, i.e. (4.29) with u(t) ≡ 0.
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Figure 9: Numerical solution of the optimal control problem (4.30) computed by the classical
SL and the MPSL scheme (3.18) with the value and feedback



S. Cacace and A. Oliviero and M. Pezzella 19

Base Case
d(tf ) = 0.178829 Jy0,t0(u) = 325.8751

Optimal Control Setting
Scheme d(tf ) d% Jy0,t0(T ) J%
MPSL 0.002815 −98.43% 0.199714 −99.94%
SL 0.002970 −98.34% 0.210538 −99.93%

Table 4: Final deceased portion and cost functional evaluated along the optimal trajectories
for system (4.30) in both the base case (u(t) ≡ 0) and the controlled scenarios. Here, d% and
J% denote the percentage variation of d(tf ) and Jy0,t0 relative to the base case, respectively.

We aim to provide an explanation for the inherent causes of the differences observed be-
tween the SL and MPSL control strategies illustrated in Figure 9. To this end, we define the
subset of the computational domain

ω∆x = {x ∈ {xi}0≤i≤Ī | dist(x, ∂Ω0) ≤ 10∆x}

and compute the overall percentage of characteristic curves that, starting from a node in ω∆x,
are wrongly located outside the positively invariant region Ω0, defined in (1.2), after one time
step. We conducted this analysis for various values of ∆t and the corresponding results are
presented in Figure 10. As expected, by virtue of the positivity and conservativity properties
inherited from the modified Patankar integrator, the MPSL scheme successfully tracks all
the characteristics regardless of the time step-size. Conversely, the classical SL scheme fails
to preserve the system’s inherent properties due to Euler’s method. As a matter of fact,
due to the incorrect localization of the characteristics, certain control strategies, which would
perform better if their effects were accurately captured by the discrete dynamics, are considered
unfeasible. These considerations place emphasis on the limitations of classical SL schemes in
the context of PDS, while also demonstrating the robustness of the dynamic programming
approach. In fact, the feedback mechanism effectively compensates for the inaccuracy of the
ODE solver, yielding solutions that, although suboptimal, remain acceptable.

We then conclude that the solution provided by the MPSL scheme most closely approxi-
mates the optimum.
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Figure 10: Percentage of characteristic curves that, starting from a node in ω∆x, are wrongly
located outside Ω0 by the classical SL scheme employing forward Euler.

5 Conclusions

In this work, we established a rigorous theoretical and numerical framework for the opti-
mal control of positive and fully conservative Production-Destruction Systems (PDS). As a
first step, we formulated the general model of a Controlled Production-Destruction System
(CPDS) and investigated the requirements that control functions and policies have to satisfy
in order to preserve the inherent properties of the original PDS. We then introduced a finite-
horizon optimal control problem, which we addressed by means of the dynamic programming
approach and the definition of a Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) partial differential equation.
To accurately approximate the value function, i.e. the viscosity solution to the HJB equa-
tion, we proposed a parallel-in-space Modified Patankar Semi-Lagrangian (MPSL) scheme.
Furthermore, we provided a straightforward positive and conservative algorithm for recon-
structing the optimal control and trajectory. The MPSL procedure was implemented in CUDA

C++ and applied to two realistic case studies (enzyme-catalyzed biochemical reaction model
and epidemic model), for which the mathematical properties of the continuous CPDS have a
well-established physical meaning. The numerical simulations provided evidence of the effec-
tiveness and robustness of the proposed procedure. In particular, the comparison with classical
semi-Lagrangian schemes revealed that the MPSL strategy results in a greater reduction in
the objective functional. Moreover, the conservative nature of the MPSL scheme ensures the
correct localization of characteristics within the CPDS’s positively invariant region, leading
to more realistic and accurate control strategies.

Potential advancements of the optimal control framework we presented in this paper may
primarily move towards the development of high-order MPSL schemes. In this context, more
accurate modified Patankar methods that do not require time-interpolation would represent
reliable integrators to correctly track the characteristic curves, in compliance with our ob-
jectives. However, in order to achieve an overall high-order MPSL procedure, they need to
be complemented with a state-space reconstruction of comparable order – such as Pd or Qd

interpolations with d > 1 or Essentially Non-Oscillatory (ENO) reconstructions – which may
not be monotone. Therefore, proving the convergence of the resulting scheme would be more
challenging, as shown in [19], where a CWENO reconstruction is employed to recover the
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value function on the whole computational domain. Further developments may focus on the
implementation of the MPSL scheme on unstructured grids, with the aim of achieving a more
accurate discretization of the positively invariant region and a more efficient use of memory.
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