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Abstract

We study a class of optimal control problems governed by nonlinear stochastic equations of monotone
type under certain coercivity and linear growth conditions. We give first order necessary conditions of
optimality. A stochastic Pontryagin principle can be recovered in the case that the diffusion doesn’t
depend on the control. We give several applications, most notably for stochastic porous media equations
in the Lipschitz case.
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1 Introduction

This paper concerns optimal control problems for systems governed by nonlinear stochastic evolution equa-
tions of monotone type. We aim to derive necessary optimality conditions in the style of the Pontryagin
Maximum Principle. We introduce as a motivating example a class of problems which model diffusion in
heterogeneous medium subject to stochastic effects. This example serves to illustrate the type of nonlinear
monotone SPDEs we consider. Our results are formulated in a general abstract framework that encompasses
a broader class of nonlinear stochastic evolution equations.

Let O C R? be a bounded open domain with smooth boundary, and let (€2, Fr,F,P) denote a complete
and separable filtered probability space where F = {F; : 0 <t < T} represents a filtration. Assume that W
is a cylindrical Wiener process on L?(0), and F is the filtration generated by W, enlarged by the P-null sets.

We consider the following state equation of stochastic porous media type:

d.’IIt [ (.’L't) + u; ( )} dt + 0'((E15)CZVV,§7 (€7t) €0 x (O,T),
W(a) = u?(S), (S,4) € 90 x (0,T), (1.1)

zo € HH0), £e0,
where ¥ : R — R is a Lipschitz continuous, monotone function, u® (resp. u?) is a progressively measur-
able L2(O) (resp. L%*(00))-valued stochastic process representing a control on the domain (resp. on the
boundary). The assumptions on these functions will be made precise in Section 5.
The study of porous media equations has garnered significant attention in the mathematical literature due
to their diverse applications in fields such as fluid dynamics, material science, and environmental modeling.
The order of growth of ¥ determines the diffusion behavior, ranging from slow to fast and even super-fast
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diffusion. Although the porous media equation is a guiding example throughout the paper, the theoretical
contributions extend to general stochastic control problems governed by monotone-type nonlinear SPDEs.

In the deterministic setting, a rich body of work has been dedicated to analyzing diffusion equations in
porous media, with results addressing the existence, uniqueness, and regularity of solutions, particularly for
nonlinear monotone operators (see, for instance, [26]). The diffusion behavior in such systems is typically
determined by the growth properties of the nonlinear term defined by the function ¥. Depending on these
properties, the system may exhibit saturation (associated with singular behavior), slow diffusion (super-
unitary growth), fast diffusion (sub-unitary growth), or even super-fast diffusion (negative order growth).

In the stochastic setting, recent research has extended these analyses to include additive or multiplicative
noise terms, giving rise to an active area of investigation. Studies focus on how noise influences the properties
of solutions, such as their regularity and asymptotic behavior. The monograph [4] provides a comprehen-
sive overview of advancements in this domain. This framework encompasses the Stefan problem for phase
transitions, including mushy regions corresponds to choosing a smooth function ¥, which has been studied
in the deterministic setting [20, 21, 2], we mention the controllability results of [3] for this class of problem
(in divergence form). The smoothness and coercivity assumptions of our approach exclude the stochastic
Stefan problem but encompass systems with smoothed enthalpy.

The goal of our work is to derive necessary optimality conditions for the control problem associated with
(1.1) and a cost functional of the form:

T T
— o 17}
J(z,u) = IE/O /O ft, @y, uy )dEdt + E/O /ao g(t,uf)dSdt + E/o h(zr,&)dE. (1.2)

Such problems have practical relevance, as they model diverse phenomena, including phase transitions and
diffusion processes, under uncertainty.

This paper provides an analysis of the stochastic porous media control problem by establishing first-order
necessary optimality conditions for an open-loop control setting. The main novelty lies in addressing the
challenges posed by the nonlinear principal part in the state equation. While the porous media equation
serves as a concrete illustration, the formulation of the problem is abstract and accommodates a wide class of
nonlinear monotone SPDEs. In this paper, we provide several applications beyond the porous media setting
to demonstrate the scope of our framework.

The theory of optimal control for deterministic systems has seen remarkable growth since its inception in
the mid-20th century, with significant contributions in both linear and nonlinear settings. Stochastic control
theory emerged as a natural extension to account for uncertainties in the system dynamics, leveraging the
mathematical foundations of stochastic processes. The control of stochastic partial differential equations
(SPDEs) represents a more recent development, addressing complex systems arising in fields like physics,
biology, and engineering.

In the deterministic setting, optimal control of infinite dimensional systems is by now a mature field, we
refer for instance to [23, 30] for a review of the topic. The optimal control of deterministic porous media
equations has been studied, with results on existence, uniqueness, and optimality conditions (see, e.g., [20]
and references therein).

For stochastic systems, more general SPDE control problems have been considered, as in [8, 17, 34,
27, 16, 11, 13, 24, 9, 5, 33], but these works cover, at most, lower order semilinearities. Recent advances
include first-order optimality conditions for classes of SPDEs with nonlinear dynamics, in [6] the authors
have established first-order conditions for closed-loop control problems including stochastic porous media
equations, by a formulation using Kolmogorov equations.

To the best of our knowledge, this work is the first to provide necessary optimality conditions for an open-
loop stochastic control problem with a nonlinear principal operator. While we focus on Lipschitz continuous
U, this framework paves the way for addressing more general settings, possibly including operators with
polynomial growth and/or multivalued operators, since the latter cases can be studied as limits of problems
with Lipschitz nonlinearities (as in [4]).



2 Formulation of the problem. Main results

2.1 Notations and Preliminaries

Let us start by establishing some notations that will be used in this paper. For any measure space (M, %; ),
any Banach space (Y, || - ||y), and for r € [1,4o00[, the Bochner space L"(M;Y") consists of all (equivalence
classes of) strongly measurable functions y : [0, 7] — Y for which the function ¢ — ||y(¢)||}, is p-integrable
and where functions which agree a.e. are identified. This space is a Banach space when endowed with the
norm || - ||,y defined by

1Yl Lr vy == </M ly(s)Iy du(s)) ' :

Let T > 0 be a fixed final time, we shall denote by C([0,7];Y) the Banach space that consists of all
continuous functions y : [0, 7] — Y. This space is endowed with the usual norm

vy = t .
I¥llcqomn = mas lu(o)ly
For any Banach spaces Y and Z, we denote by L(Y,Z) the space of linear continuous operators from
Y into Z. When Y = Z, we will simply write £(Y). The dual space of Y, denoted Y”, is the space of
continuous linear functionals from Y to R, i.e., L(Y,R). The duality pairing between Y and Y’ is written as
<" '>Y7Y"
For any operator A € L(Y, Z), its adjoint, denoted A* € L(Z',Y"), is defined by the relation

<y7A*Z/>Y,Y’ = <Ay>ZI>Z,Z’ VZU S Y7 vzl cZ

For a topological space X and Banach spaces Y, Z, we say that an operator valued function 4 : X —
L(Y,Z) is strongly continuous if = — [A(z)]y is continuous from X to Z for every y € Y. We say that it
is uniformly continuous if it’s continuous from X to £(Y, Z) with the metric induced by the operator norm.
In the particular case that Z = R, we have L(Y,Z) = Y, strong and uniform continuity are equivalent to
continuity into Y’ with the weak-* and norm topologies, respectively. For a function f : Y — Z, we denote
its Gateaux derivative at y by 9, f(y), we say f is C! if 9, f is strongly continuous.

We also denote by L5(Y, Z) the space of Hilbert-Schmidt operators from Y to Z. This space is a Hilbert
space itself, equipped with the inner product

(8, Q) eaviz) = Y _(Ses, Qei)z

3

where {e;} C Y is an orthonormal basis. Note that we do not systematically identify L£o(Y, Z) with its dual
space Lo(Y, Z)'. Instead, we identify Lo(Y, Z)" with the space £2(Y, Z’), and the duality pairing is given by

(S, Q/>£2(Y,Z),52(Y,Z’) = Z(Seia Qei)z,z-

K2

Throughout this work, we assume that we are working on a complete filtered probability space (Q2, Fr, F,P),
where F = {F; }o<i<7 is a filtration. For any Y-valued random variable y : 2 — Y that is Bochner integrable,
the expectation of y, denoted by E[y], is defined as

Ely] = /Q y(w)dP(w).

It is worth noting that E[y] is an element of Y whenever y is Bochner integrable. We systematically omit
the dependence of functions on the random parameter w.

For a Banach space Y, we use the notation LE(Q;C([0,T],E)) (respectively, LE(Q;L(0,T;E))) to
denote the space of progressively measurable functions that belong to LP(;C([0,T], E)) (respectively,
LP(Q; L9(0,T; E))). Dependence on t may often be indicated with a subscript.



Finally, let Y be a Banach space and let K be a nonempty subset of Y. For y € K, we define, T%(y)7
the adjacent cone to K at y (see, for instance, [1, section 4.1]) as follows

deTh(y) < decY, Y{ertren C (0,00):¢ — 0ask — oo
Hditken C X i dy > dask - oo and y+edy, € K Vk.

For embedded spaces Vy C H C V;, we say that they are a Gelfand triple if (Vp, (,-)v;,) is a separable
Hilbert space densely embedded in the separable Hilbert space (H, (-, -)g) which is itself densely embedded
in the normed space V1, and the function mapping h € H to the functional (-, k) on Vj extends to an isometry
between V| and the dual space V;’. In particular, this means V; is a separable Hilbert space as well. We
then define the pairing

<y, $>V1,V0 = <l‘, y>Vo,V1 = yligly (!L‘7 yn)H—

yn€H
2.2 Optimal control problem

Let T > 0 be a fixed final time. Let Vj C H C V; be a Gelfand triple on which the state will take its values.
Suppose that W is a cylindrical Wiener process on some separable Hilbert space K and F is the filtration
generated by W, enlarged by the P-null sets, we denote Ly := Lo(K, H). We denote the state space

X = L3(Q: C([0,T1, H)) 1 LA L2(0.T: Vp)-

Let U be the control space, which is a separable Banach space. We take the set of admissible controls
U2 C U to be a given closed subset. We denote

U= LEQ L0, T;U)), U :={ucll:uw)ecU"ae Qx[0,T]}.
We consider a general abstract stochastic partial differential equation:

{ dIt = A(t,It, Uf)dt + J(t,xt,ut)th, t S [O,T], (2 1)

xo € H.
We make the following assumptions:
(A1) Suppose that the function A : Q x [0,T] x Vy x U — V; satisfies:

1. For every (z,z,u) € V@ x U the mapping (w,t) — (A(t,x,u), z)v, v, is progressively measurable.

2. For every (w,t) € Q x [0, 7], the mapping (z,u) — A(t,z,u) is C* from Vo x U to V;. For every
(w,t,z,u) € Qx[0,T] x Vo x U we have

10z A 2wl £ v vay + 10uAE 2, W) | 21707y < B- (2.2)
Moreover, [|A(t,0,0)|l, € L*(Q x [0,T]).
3. For every (w,t,x,z,u) € Q x [0,T] x V& x U, we have
<81.A(t,a:,u)z, Z>V17V0 S _M* ||Z||%/O +a ||Z||?LI ) (23)
for some o € R and M, > 0.

(A2) Suppose that the function o : Q x [0,T] x H x U — L satisfies:

1. For every (z,z,u,k) € H? x U x K the mapping (w,t) — {(o(t,z,u)k,2)y is progressively mea-
surable.

2. For every (w,t) €  x [0,7], the mapping (z,u) — o(t,z,u) is C* from H x U to Ly. For every
(w,t,z,u) € Q x[0,T] x Vy x U we have

10x0 (8 2 )| 211,20y + 10u0 (2, W) 2020y < L (2.4)

Moreover, [|o(t,0,0)| ., € L*(Q x [0, T]).



In the next section, we will define precisely what we mean as a solution of (2.1) and establish well-
posedness. We will also state an existence and uniqueness result for a solution of (2.1), for every control
input u € Y*?

In the sequel, we consider the cost function J : X x Y — R defined by

J(X,u):=E /0 f(t, @, ug)dt + h(zr) | . (2.5)

This cost is supposed to satisfy the following assumptions.

(A3) The mapping (w,t) — f(t,x,u) is progressively measurable for every (z,u) € Vy x U.
The mapping (z,u) — f(t,z,u) belongs to C1(Vy x U, R) for almost every (w,t) € Q2 x [0, T]. Moreover,
the derivatives satisfy

0w f (t, 2, w)llyyr i < My(w,t) + Clzlly, + Cllully,

for some M; € L&(Q; L?(0,7)), and C' > 0. Moreover, we assume that (w,t) — f(¢,0,0) € Li(Q x
[0,T7).

(A4) The mapping w — h(x) is Fp-measurable for every z € H.
The mapping x — h(z) belongs to C'(H,R) for almost every w € 2. Moreover, the derivatives satisfy

10 R(2) | g < M (w) + C [l
for some Mj, € L% (), and C' > 0. Moreover, we assume that w — h(0) € Lg(9Q).

In this work, are interested in the following optimal control problem:

Minimize {J(z,u), z € X, u € U*, and (z,u) satisfies (2.1)}. (P)

In the following, we assume that the control problem admits an optimal solution. Our goal is to derive
the necessary optimality conditions that this solution must satisfy, based on first-order variations of the
objective functional.

In some situations, we are able to obtain a Pontryagin type maximum principle, which is stronger than
a first order optimality condition and doesn’t involve derivatives with respect to the control. The main
trade-off is that 0 may not depend on u and we need to strengthen some of the conditions on the dynamics
and cost functions. So for some results, we will assume the following additional hypothesis.

(A) Suppose that for all u, us € U, z € Vg and (w,) € @ x [0, 7],
At z,u1) — A(t, 2, us) ||y < C,

for some uniform constant C'. The function o does not depend on u. Assume as well that the mappings
(z,u) — (0. A(t, z,u))*, (0z0(t,z))* are strongly continuous, the derivative (x,u) — O, f(t, z,u) is
norm continuous from Vy x U to Vy', as is @ — 9,h(z) from H to H'.

2.3 Main result

In the following sections, we will first focus on the regularity results of the solution to the state equation
and the regularity of the mapping that associates the state to the control.

Next, we will establish the optimality conditions for problem (P), which we can already state in the
following theorem. Doing so requires the introduction of the costate equation, whose solutions take values
in the costate space

P = La(C([0,T), H')) N Le(% L2(0,T5 Vi), Q= Lg(Q; L*(0,T; £y)).

Theorem 2.1. Assume that Hypotheses (A;)-(A4) hold. Let & € X and u € U, Assume that (z,1) is an
optimal pair for problem (P). Then, there exists a process (p,q) € P X Q, such that



- The process (p,q) is the solution of

dpt = _[<a:vA(ta jfnat))*pt + (axo-(ta'fh’at))*qt - awf(t"i‘t’at)]dt + Qtth

pr = —d,h(wr) € H', (2.62)
- For a.e. (w,t) € Qx (0,T), it holds that
(Vg (OuA(t, Ty, 1)) Dr + (Ou (t, Ty, 1)) gt — Ou f(t, T, W) <O VU € Traa (). (2.6b)
- Assume (A) holds, then for a.e. (w,t) € Q x (0,T), it holds that
(A(t, Ty Ue) s Dedvavar — F(t Tey ) > (AL T, ), pe)va vy — f(E Tou)  Yu € UL (2.6¢)

Remark 2.2. Condition (2.6¢) holds without differenciability with respect to u, or even without the vector
space structure of U, it is sufficient to have controls in a Polish space and continuous cost and dynamics
w.r.t. U.

2.4 Comments on the main result.

Let us note that for the model problem (1.1), the optimality conditions have been established in the literature
in the case where ¥/ = 1, which corresponds to the stochastic heat equation. We refer to [29, 23, 22] to
cite some of the works addressing the deterministic case, which corresponds to the scenario where all the
parameters py in the state equation are zero. The stochastic problem has also been analyzed in [8, 17, 34,
16, 24, 31], again for the case where ¥/ = 1. Moreover, it should be noted that in the deterministic case
with W' 2 1, the optimality conditions have been studied in the monograph [26].

3 State Equation and Adjoint Equation

In this section we study both the forward and backward equations introduced previously. We provide results
on the sensitivity of trajectories with respect to variations in the control. We will use throughout the
variational framework of [19]. We refer the textbook [28], in particular, we invite the reader to have in mind
the standard well-posedness result [28, Theorem 4.2.4] and the 1t6 formula [28, Theorem 4.2.5].

3.1 State equation

We consider solutions of the state equation (2.1) in the following sense.

Definition 3.1. We say that € X is a solution of (2.1) if A(-,x(y,ucy) € LE(Q; L*(0,T;V1)) and x
satisfies

¢
Tt = To +/ [A(s, 25, us)ds + o (s, x5, us)dWs], Vte[0,T], a.s. (3.1)
0
in Vi.

Proposition 3.2. For every xg € H and u € U, equation (2.1) admits a unique solution. Moreover, letting
c1 be the constant for the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality with p = 1, the following bound holds

1 T
5B sup [l + MLE [l
te[0,T) 0

T
1
<o+ L2 (14261)T <x0|§{ +2E/ [M JA(t, 0,u) |3, + (L2(1 + 2¢3)) a(t,o,ut)nio} dt) ) (3.2)
0 *



Moreover, the control to state mapping is Lipschitz, more precisely: Let x, x’ be solutions of (2.1) with
data u, u' € U respectively. Then

1 2 T 2
EE sup}xt—x;HH-FM*E/ ||33t—35;||vO dt
0

tel0,T (3.3)
o B? r
< Ao+ LP(142e)T <M +2L%(1 + 2@%)) IE/ llwe — ui| dt.
* 0
Proof. Existence and uniqueness is proved in [28, Theorem 4.2.4], we verify the remaining hypotheses:

As a consequence of (2.2) (resp. (2.4)), A (resp. o) is B(resp. L)-Lipschitz continuous.
Similarly, because of (2.3) we have

A o Moy o 2 L B2 1ul2 114 2

(At z,u) 2)vi v < == llzlly, +allzlly + 37 | B llully + 14, 0,0y, | -
Lastly, we have weak monotonicity for A:

(Alt,21,0) — Alt,wa,u),21 — 22), v < —M 21 — 213, +a flor — 2o (3.4)

For the estimate we use the It6 formula [28, Theorem 4.2.5], the coercivity inequality (3.4), the Burkholder-
Davis-Gundy inequality and the Gronwall Lemma.
The proof of the Lipschitz continuous dependance of the state with respect to the control is similar.
O

3.2 Linearized state equation
3.2.1 Linear perturbation

We now fix u,v € U and consider the notation z* for the solution process of Equation (2.1) with u as control.
We will now show that z%t? = 2% + 2" + o(e) where 2" solves a linear equation with v as its data. We
introduce the linearized equation

dz;"" = [0, At @y ug) 2" + O A(L, xy ug)vy] dt
+ [0p0(t, 2} up) 2" + Ouo(t, 2y, ug) vy AWy (3.5)

u”U J—
zg = 0.

Consider a solution of (3.5) as a process z*¥ € X for which

t
2V = / [(0:A(s,2¥, us)z" + Oy A(s, x¥, ug)vs)ds

y sy
0

Vit € 10,T], a.s. (3.6)
+(0z0 (8, 2%, us)2%"Y + Oyo(s, 2, us)vs)dW]

holds in V;.
Following standard applications of It6 formula, Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality and Gronwall lemma
we have.

Proposition 3.3. Equation (3.5) admits a unique solution. Moreover, letting ¢ be the constant for the
Burkholder-Davis- Gundy inequality with p = 1, the following bound holds

2

1 T TrB
Lg sup ||zf’”||§{+M*]E/ A dtge2<a+L2<1+20f>>TE/ <+2L2(1+2c$)> loelly dt. (3.7)
2 g0, 0 o \ M.

Moreover, the control to state map U > u + a% € X is C' and its derivative is given by Oy[u
¥ (u).v = z"Y € X where 2" is the solution of Equation (3.5).



Proof. Existence and uniqueness is again direct from [28, Theorem 4.2.4]. The estimate follows from the It

formula, the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality and the Gronwall lemma.

Let u,v € U, x, 2“7 and 2% be as before. We begin by defining for every ¢ the L£(V,V*)-valued

A€

stochastic processes A fu

o;, and of , defined by

t,x

Af 2= / 0z A(t, (1 — O)zf + 021V uy + Ocvy)zdf 2 € V,
A v = / OuA(t, (1 — 0)xl + 02T uy + Oevy)vdd v € U,
22 = / Do (t, (1 — )Y + 021 uy + Ocvy)zdd 2 € Vp,

WU = / Ouo(t, (1 — )zt + 0z uy + Oevy)vdd v € U.

I t,uHL(U,Vl) = : HL(H,LO) < L and HUtUHL(ULO) < L.
We denote r* = x““” — % —ez™" so that, with similar arguments as before we find that

Notice that HA < B and (A7 .z, 2)v;,vp <

tx||5(v Vi)

t t
*E sup |[|r5|l; + M.E ||7’§H%/0 ds < 2“‘3/ (a+ L2 (1+24)) |r5]l7 ds
s€[0,t] 0

/ (A5, — BuA(s, 2%, u))22 + (AT, — uA(s, 2% w3, ds

+2(1+201 2E/ H o — 0,0 (s, S,us))z"”—|—(U§7u—auo(s,xg,us))vsHiOds

It follows from the Gronwall lemma and the dominated convergence theorem that

—M, ||z||%/0 +a ||z||i a.e. on Q x [0,7]. Similarly,

T
}]E sup ||zpte — @ — Eztu”HiI + M*IE/ |zpter — zf — 6zf’v||‘2/0 dt = o(g?), (3.8)
0

2 te[0,T]

which is in essence the Gateaux differentiability. We have only left to prove that for fixed v € U, the

derivative U > u +— Oy[u — z¥](u).v = 2™ € X is continuous.
Let u,u’,v € U. Denote ( = 2%? — 2% Y, By the It6 formula, we have

t
Hct”f'i :2A [<8IA(87‘(E15/’uls)CsaCs>V1,Vo <(a A(S LU ) Oz A( Ts, ;))Z:7v7CS>V1,V0:| ds

+2/0 (DuA(s, 2, u5) — DuA(s, 22 )05, Covi vods

/
0

2

Dp (5,2 ug) 2" — B0 (s, 2% 1)z Y + (Duo(s, 2, us) — uo (s, ul))vs

?¥s 87 S

ds

Lo

+2/0t<{a$a(s,x )20 — Bpo (s, 1)z + (Do (s, 2, us) — Byuo(s, 3))Us:| dW57Cs> ,

With similar arguments as before we find that

t t
E sup 1G5+ ME [ IR, ds < 28 / (a+ L3(1+262)) [GoII% ds
0

se(0,t

2

ds
Vi

/ H (D A(s, 2%, 1) — D A(s, 2, 1l)) 2% + (DuA(s, 2%, us) — Dy A(s, ¥, u’) )vs

M

0

, 2
+2(1+2c§)g2E/ (@ (s, w2, us) = Bpor(s,at ul)) 227 4 (Duor(s, 2t ) = Do (s, a' )
0

The result follows once again from the Gronwall lemma and the dominated convergence theorem.

ds.

O



3.2.2 Spike perturbation

In order to establish (2.6¢), we will need to consider a diferent kind of variation for the control and trajectories.

We now consider that the assumption (A) holds.

Let u,v € U and ty € [0,T) be given, we introduce a different notion of a perturbation of u which
is in some sense moved "toward” v by a ”step” of size €. Instead of a linear perturbation, we consider for
e € (0,T — tp] the so called spike or needle perturbation

t e fto,t ,
uy = vt lto, t0 +¢) (3.9)
Ut t¢ [to,to-ﬁ-E).

We introduce the following linearized equation

dzy = [0, A(t, o u)zf + (A(t, xf ug) — A(t, o, ug))] dt
+ Opo(t, a}, us)zg AWy (3.10)

zg = 0.

We can then describe the variations of z in terms of the variations of the control by the following
proposition.

Proposition 3.4. The following asymptotics for the variations of the state hold as € — 0.

L ||z =2, = Of)
2. 2%l = OCe)-
3. %[1’“6 -z =2 —=0in X.

Proof. We denote
1
A= [0 (1 0)st 465 ui)eds 2 €V
0

1
Of % = / Dpo(t, (1 —0)z¥ + 02 )zdf = €V,
0
1. We remark that
u® _ u — u® e\ _ u u®y u
d(x} & x}) [A(t,xt Jup) — A(t, ,ut)} dt + {U(t,.’l)t ) — o(t, zy )} dW; (3.11)
xg —xy =0.
Since
A(t7 :L,;ﬁ ) U?) - A(t7 1';5‘, ut) :A(t7 x;ﬁ ) U?) - A(t7 l'g, u?) + A(t7 1'?, u?) - A(t7 1'?, ut)
:Ai,x(‘r}‘ﬁ - x?) + A(t7 Igv Ui) - A(t7 x?» ut)

and
ot,zy ) —o(t,x)) = o (v —a¢),

we may show through the It6 formula, the BDG inequality and the Young inequality that

2. Proof is similar to the previous case.

£
4 — "

2
2 T
¥ <CE (/ ”A(ta x?aui) - A(ta xgvut)”Hdt> = 0(52)'
0




3. We define r¢ = 2% — 2% — 2°, it then holds that
dr; = [A;Irf + [Afz — GIA(tw;ﬂut)]zf] dt + [Uf’xrf + [af’z — aza(t,x?7ut)]zf] dW,
rg =0.
It follows that ||r¢|, < C'[|2°]|4 = O(e), now we notice that

dr; = [&CA(t, xy u)ry + [Afz — 0. A(t, xf, ug)](rs + zf)] dt
+ [Oeo(t, ) ue)rs + 07, — Ouo (b} up)|(rf + 2)] AW (3.12)

&
ro =0.

By the linearity of (3.12), if

m | =

([A7 2 — 02 At 2 un)| (] + 20), [0f » — Owor(t, 2}, )] (5 + 2)) — 0 (3.13)

in LZ(Q x [0,T]; V4 x Lo), then ¢ — 0 in X and the result follows. Consider (¢,v) € LZ(2 x
[O,T]; Vll X ﬁo/), then

1 € u e € ’I“f + Zt6 € u *
g <[At7:v - 8$A(t’ Ty 7U’t)](rr + 2t )’ ¢>V1,V1’ = ) [At,z - 8$A(t? Ty ,Ut)] ¢
Vo, Vo'
and
1 € u € € Ti + 2 € u *
g <[Ut,m - afﬂo—(tvxt 7ut)](rr + 2t )7¢>£0’£0, = < c k ) [O—t,m - aEO'(t,ZEt ,ut)] ¢> )
H,H'

so by the strong continuity of 9,A* and d,0* and the dominated convergence theorem, (3.13) holds
and therefore %rs — 0 in & and the result holds.

O

3.3 Adjoint equation

Throughout this section we suppose that z € X and u € U solving (2.1) are given.

We remark that Vi’ ¢ H' C V}’ is a Gelfand triple isometric to Vy C H C V;. For the adjoint equation
we consider the former.

To simplify notation, we write 0, A(t, ¢, ur) (vesp. Oy A(t, x4, ur), Opo(t, xe, ), Ouo (t, Ty, ur), Op f (L, Ty, ut),
Duf (0, us)) SODly a5 D, A(t) (1esp. DuA(t), Buc(t), Duo(t), D (1), Ouf(1)):

Consider the backward stochastic evolution equation

dpy = —[(0: A1) pr + (0z0 () qr — Op f(t)]dt + qdW

3.14
pr = —0;h(zr) € H', (3.14)
or equivalently, for all 0 <t < T,
T T T
Do+ Duh(er) + / 0, fods = / (D0 A(5))"ps + (Buo(s))"gs] ds — / 4oV, (3.15)
t t t

Notice that since d,0(s) € L(H, Ly), we have
(0y0(8))* € L(Ly',H') = L(L2(K, H), H").
We search for a solution (p,q) € P x Q. Analogously to Definition 3.1 we define a solution as follows

Definition 3.5. We say that (p, q) is a solution of (3.14) if p € P, g € Q and (p,q) satisfies (3.15) in Vi'.
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Lemma 3.6. Equation (3.14) admits a unique solution (p,q) € P x Q. Moreover, the following duality
relation holds:

T
(21", p1) 1,17 :/ (27" 0 F (D)) v, vor + (OuA)ves ) v vir + (0w ()01, Gt g, 0] At
0
T
+/ (2", qdWe) i + ([0x0(8) 2" + Ouo (t)ve] AWy, )]
0
with which

T
0 :E/ KZ%L”U? a:rf(t»vo,vo' + <auA(t)Ut7pt>V1,V1/ + <8uo(t)vt, qt>£o7£0'] dt
0

+E(SY Oph(zr)) -

(3.16)

Proof. Existence and uniqueness is a consequence of [18, Theorem 4.1]. The duality relation is simply the
It6 formula (see for instance [28, Theorem 4.2.5]) and the polarization identity. O

4 Optimality conditions
Throughout this section, we assume Hypotheses (A;)-(A44) hold.

Proposition 4.1. The cost J is C* w.r.t.  and u and its derivative is given by

T
(0T (z,u), (2,0)) xrsur xxu = ]E/o (28, O f (1)) v, vor + (e, Ouf () uu ] dt + Bz, Oph(xr))mmr (4.1)

Proof. Let (z,u),(z,v) € X x U. To establish (4.1)t, it is sufficient to show that every sequence {ej}
converging to 0 has a subsequence for which

[T (z+ez,u+ev) — T(z,u)]

M | =

converges to
T
IE:/ [z, 0 f(O))vo, vy + (ve, Ouf (8))uur] dt + E(zr, Ouh(@r)) b m-
0

We have x + ez — x in Lg(Q x [0,T); Vo), ar 4+ epzr — xp in L%k (% H) and u + epv — u in
L2(Qx[0,T);U), so there is a subsequence for which convergence holds a.e., due to the bounds of Hypothesis
(As), the dominated convergence theorem implies the differenciability.

The strong continuity of 0J (x,u) follows from the strong continuity of the derivatives 9, ,,f, Ozh and a
classical variation of the dominated convergence theorem.

O

By Proposition 3.2, x € X is uniquely determined by u € U through (2.1), we denote such solution by
a®. Tt follows that problem (P) is equivalent to

min J(z", u). (P)

ueyd

It will be useful to revover from (4.1) the derivative of J(x*,u) w.r.t. u. Because of Propositions 3.3
and 4.1, J and the solution mapping U 3 u — z% € X are both C*, thus the chain rule holds:

Proposition 4.2. The function U > u+— J(z%,u) is C* and its derivative is given by:

(Oulu = T (", w)], v)uru :IE/O (27", 0 () v vy + (01, Ouf (1)) vru] dt

-+ E<unw’v, 8zh(xT)>H,H/.

11



We can now proceed to the proof of the main result.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. We now fix (x,u) = (Z,u) which are optimal for Problem P. Recall that by Lemma
3.6, for v € U it holds that

T
0 :E/ [<Z?’U,awf(t)>\/07v0/ + <8UA(t)Ut7pt>V1,V1’ + <au0-(t)vt7q75>£o,£o’} dt (4 3)
0 .

+ E(ZZ}’U, 8$h(xT)>H,H/.

Let v € T},..(u) and e — 0. By definition, there exist {vz} C U such that vy — v and @ + exvp € U
We denote uy 1= 4 + exvy, and xj, = z%. Since u — J (2%, u) is C1, it follows that it is locally Lipschitz
continuous. Let R be its Lipschitz constant in some neighborhood of @ and let k& be large enough that wy
belongs to said neighborhood. We have

j(xu+5kv7u + ekv) _ j(a?,ﬂ) j(aj“""s’“",u + Ekv) - J(-’I?kyuk)

lim = lim
k— o0 €k k—o0 Ek
+ lim j(mkvuk) — j(xvu)
k— 00 €k
> = RN =Vt g~ oy ).
€k
Taking k — oo we obtain
T _
E/ [z, 0 F(0)v + (v, 0uf (D)) v ] dt +El2p”, Och(ar)) i > 0. (4.4)
0
Replacing (4.3) in (4.4) we get
T
]E/ (vt (OuA(t)) e + (w0 (1)) qr — Ouf (1)) v,v-dt < 0. (4.5)
0

We will need the following result, which is proven in [32, Lemma 4.6] for X finite dimensional; and in
[12, Lemma 3.2.], with the Clarke tangent cone in place of the adjacent cone and with the assumption that
X is a separable Hilbert space. The proof is omitted as it doesn’t change substantially.

Lemma 4.3 ([32, Lemma 4.6],[12, Lemma 3.2.]). Assume X is a separable Banach space, (S,3,u) is a

o— finite measure. Denote
K={ye LS, ;X)) :y() e K p— a.e.}.

Suppose also that y' : S — X' is weak*-measurable, ||y'||x, € L*(S, p) and for every w € T2 (y),
[, us)xduts) <o
s

Then (y'(s),w)x'.x <0 Vw € T%(y(s)) for p—a.e. s €S O

A direct application of Lemma 4.3 recovers (2.6b).

To end the proof, assuming that (A) holds we establish (2.6c¢).

Denote
H(ta‘rauvp) = <A(t7x7u)7p>V1,V1/ - f(t,(E,’U,).

Denote as well

1
fiL = / Du f (£, (1 — 0)F, + 02", u5)do),
0

1
he :/ 0uh((1 = 0)&7 + 0% )do,
0

12



Similarly to (3.16), it holds that

T to+e
0 :E/ <Zt€7axf(t)>vo7vo/dt+E/ <A(t, "ft,’l}t) —A(t,"ft,ﬂt),pt>vl,vlldt
0

to
+ E(2%, 0uh(27)) o -

This implies the relation

1 to+e
gE/ [H(t,T¢, g, pt) — H(t, Ty, v¢, pe)]dt
to
1 to+e 1 to+e
ZEE/ (A(t, T¢,ve) — A(t, Ty, Ut ), Pe) vy vy dE + EE/ [f(t, Te,ve) — f(E, Ty, 0y)]dE
to to

T
== 2B [ {50 vt =SB Ouh(on)) e + TElb(ah) — har)] - SElb(ah) — ar)

' o (4.6)
2B [t ) — £ e+ 2B [ (e f) — Fltan nlds
0 0
€ 2,€) _ T 1 T 1 T
S ZIOD | 2 [t vt + 2B [ S~ 0O vt
0 0

1 1
+ EJE@"?, he) o + EE<Z%’ h — Oh(z7)) B 10

Because of the norm continuity of assumption (121) and the bounds of Proposition 3.4, the dominated
convergence theorem shows that the liminf of the right hand side is positive. Then (2.6¢) follows from a
standard localization argument, see step 7 in the proof of [25, Theorem 12.17] for a detailed proof. O

5 Applications

We now mention several classes of optimal control problems for nonlinear SPDEs which are included in the
previous results. Throughout this section, @ C R? is a bounded and open domain with boundary 0O regular
enough that the results of [14] and of [15] apply, the exact regularity then depends on dimension and the
boundary conditions considered.

5.1 Nonlinear divergence form equations

Take the state equation

dXy(€) = [V @(VXy(€)) +ue(©)]dt + 377, e Xe(€)er(€)dwy, (£,1) € O x (0,T),
X:(S) =0, (S.) €00 % (0,T)  (5.1)
Xo(§) = o(8), €O,

where X is the state process, V is the gradient and V- is the divergence operator, ® : R¢ — R? is a nonlinear
function, and the initial state 2o belongs to L?(0). Because ® depends on the gradient of the state variable,
we use y to denote its R%-valued input, and use 0y for derivatives (gradient or Jacobian) with respect to this
input.

The terms {wf} are mutually independent one dimensional a Wiener processes (Brownian motions) and
we assume that F is the filtration generated by {w} }1en, enlarged by the P-null sets.

The functions {ex} are an orthonormal basis of L?(O) consisting of eigenfunctions of the Laplacian with
Dirichlet boundary conditions. Denote the eigenvalues by {A}.

The input u is a progressively measurable L?(Q)-valued stochastic process and represents an interior
control on the domain.

Here, we assume that the function ® and the coeflicients {yu} satisfy the following assumptions:

13



(H;) The function ® : R? — R? is assumed to be Lipschitz continuous, of class C'!, and monotone. Specif-
ically, we assume the existence of constants 0 < M, < M* such that for all y,z € Rd,the Jacobian
0,®(y) € R¥*4 gatisfies

M, |z|* < 0,®(y)z - 2 < M*|z|*.

(Hz) For the eigenvalues {\;} previously mentioned, it holds that
[eS) ) a1
> uinT < oo (5.2)
k=1

We consider a closed subset of U C R and consider the set of admissible controls defined as follows
U= {uel|w() e U for ae. (w,&,t) € Qx O x (0,7T), I®

Consider the cost function J : X x Y — R defined by

‘JEtA/Qf““X*@aVXM£Lu467@daﬁ

r (5.3)
+/0/aog(t7Xt(S),S)det+/oh(Xt(g)’g)d§‘|.

(H3) The mappings (w,t) — f(t,z,y,u,§),g(t,x,S) are progressively measurable for every (z,y,u) € R x
R? x R and almost every (£,5) € O x 90.

The mapping (z,y,u) = (f(t,2,y,u, ), g(t,x,S)) is C* for almost every (w,t, &, S) € Qx[0, T|x Ox90.
Moreover, the derivatives satisfy

|0,y.uf (b, 2,y,u,§)| < My(w,t,§) + Cla| + Cly| + Clul, |029(t, x, 5)| < Mg(w,t, 5) + Clzl,

for some My € LZ(Q; L*(0,T; L*(0))), M, € L&(Q; L*(0,T; L*(00))) and C > 0.
We have

(w,t,€) = f(£,0,0,0,€) € Lg(2 x [0,T] x O),  (w,S,t) = g(t,0,5) € Lg( x [0,T] x O).

(H,) For the final time cost, we assume that w — h(x, &) is Fp-measurable for every x € R and almost every

£e0.
The mapping x — h(z, &) is C! for almost every (w,€) € Q2 x O. Moreover, the derivative satisfies

|0zh(2, &)] < My (w,€) + Clal,
for some M, € L% (9 L*(0)) and C > 0.
We consider the Gelfand triple
Vo i= HY(0) € H = H™Y(0) € Vi = H™Y(0) = (H}(0))'.

Let U = L?(0). We define the operator A : Vo x U — Vj by
(.. i vy = = [ TOG(e) - Volede + [ u@ole)c (54)
o

It’s clear that A € C*(Vy x U, V;) with

(On A, 10)z, Yy v = — /a¢ V2 (6) - Vo(e)de
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and

(Du Az, W), &) vi vy = /O o(€)(€)de.

For ¢ € Vj, it holds that

(O A=+ 0, Al )0 O vy = = [ 0,8((€)V=() - Vo€t + [ vlpo(ede
<110, ¥(z(") )VZ(')H(L?)d IVl (L2ya + vl 2 0]l 2
<M ||zlly, [18lly, + Clivliy [l »
for some C (the constant from the Poincaré inequality), so that (2.2) holds with B = max{M*,C'}.
Hypothesis (H;) implies that

(D0 A(2,0)2, 2)ys v = / 0, ®(2(€))V2(€) - Va(€)de < —M. |2I]%,

so that (2.3) is verified.
We consider the cylindrical Wiener process on K := L%(O) given by the formal series

o0
= Zw,’fek, t >0,
k=1

where {w*} is a sequence of independent 1-dimensional Wiener processes.
We define the multiplicative noise operator o by

([o(@)h) (€) =Dt (hsen) 2oy 2(E)en(E). (5.5)
k=1
Based on the bounds established in [14], there exists a constant C' > 0 such that
[ee] ) ) &) ) (12;1 )
Zﬂk |lwers < CZNk)‘k |3
k=1 k=1

for all x € L%(0O). Consequently, the condition o € L(H, Lo) = L(L?(0), L2(L*(O), L*(0))) simplifies to
0o , . dt1
> N < oo, (5.6)

which holds due to assumption (Hs).
Because o depends only on x and belongs to L(H, L), Hypothesis (As) is verified trivially.
The costate equation (2.6a) then reads as

dpi(§) = = [V - 9,@(Xe(€) Ve () + 25ty pwar (§)en(§) — Ou f(t, Xo, VX, i, €)
+V -0, f(t, X¢, VXy, Uy, f)} dt + Zliil q,’f(f)dwf, (&,t) € O x (0,T)
pt(ﬁ) =0, _ (5715) € 90 x (O’T)
pr(§) = —0:h(X4,$), £€0

(5.7)
and the maximum principle holds:

- For a.e. (w,t,€) € Qx (0,T) x O, it holds that

pe(€)a(€) — fF(t, Xe(€), VXe(€), 0e(€), €) 2 pe()u — f(t, Xe(€), VX(E),u, ) Yue U™ (58)
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5.2 Burgers type equations

Take the state equation

dXi(§) = [3§Xt(§) + DX (€)D(0e X (€)) + ue(€) | dt + 332, e Xe(€)en(§)dwy, (€,1) € (0,1) x (0,T),
X:(S) =0, (S,t) € {0,1} x (0,7)
XO(&) = l‘o(g), §e (0’ 1);

(5.9)
where X, is the state process, O¢ is the space derivative, b : R — R is a nonlinear function, and the initial
state zo belongs to L2(0,1). We consider the same cost structure as the previous example.

(Hs) The function b : R — R is assumed to be C!. Suppose that |b(x)| + |V (x)| < Cy for all 2 € R.

In the case b(z) = x corresponds to the Burgers equation, in this framework we are able to consider only
smoothed truncated approximations of the identity, say for instance b(z) = A arctan(xz/A). We remark that
one could take independent approximations of the identity for X and 9:X, but we take the same function
to simplify.

We consider the same Gelfand triple

Vo:=H}(0,1) Cc H:=H *0,1) cV; = H1(0,1) = (H}(0,1))".
Let U = L?(0,1). We define the operator A : Vo x U — Vj by
(Alzvu), b, == [ 0cal€) - 90l + [ ba(©)b@e()] 6O + [ ul©)s(e)dg.  (5.10)
0 0 0

It’s clear that A € C1(Vy x U, V1) with

1 1
(OzA(w,u)2, d)vy vy = */ 0c2(€) O p(€)dS +/ [0 (2(£))b(De(E))] 2(€)D(&)dE
0 0

n / (D)) (0ex(€))] ez (€)b(€)de

and .
(BuA(z, u)v, $)vy vy = / o(©)p(E)de.
For ¢ € Vj, it holds that
1 1
(O Al )z + BuA(, ), By vy = — / De=(€)0ed(E)dE + / IV (2(6))b(Dex(€))] 2(€)(€)de
+ [ bW @a©) a0 + [ v©oe)as
0 0

<llzllv, ¢l + C5C* llzlly; ¢y,
+CiCllzlly, l1glly, + Cllvlly el »

for some C (the constant from the Poincaré inequality), so that (2.2) holds.
Hypothesis (Hs) implies that

1 1
(0 A(z,u)z, 2)v; vy :*/0 |552(5)|2d€+/0 [t (2:(€))b(0(€))] |2(€)*dg

+/ [b(()b' (9 (€))] D¢ 2(£) (€)dE
0

2 2
< = llelly, + G5 llzllr + 3 lizlly, 2l

1, 9 [y 9
< g bally+ (3 + ) i
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so that (2.3) is verified.
We borrow the assumptions (Hs)-(Hy) of the previous example, as well as the formulation of W and o.
The costate equation (2.6a) then reads as

dpi(€) =~ [02p0(€) + V(X (€)b(9e X (€))pe(€)
— O b(X (€)Y (0 X (€)pe(€)] + 3502, uual <§>ek<§)>

—&Df(t, Xt, agXt, ﬂt, f) + Ggayf(t, Xt, ath at,ﬁ ] dt (511)
+ 20 4 (§)dwy, (&,1) € (0,1) x (0,T)

pe(§) =0, _ (&:t) €{0,1} x (0,7

pT(g) = _awh(Xtag)v g (0’ 1)

and the maximum principle holds:

- For ae. (w,t,£) € Q2 x(0,T) x (0,1), it holds that

pt(é)ﬂ(g) - f(tht(§>7 VXt(é)vat(f)’ﬁ) > pt(é)u - f(tht(f)v VXf(§)7u7§) Vu € Uad' (512)

5.3 Porous media type equations

Consider the following state equation of the stochastic porous media type:

dXy(€) = [AV(Xe(E)) +uf (O] dt + 3230, e Xe(€)en(§)dwy, (€,8) € O x (0,T),
Xo(f) = .’ﬂo(f), g € 07

where X, is the state process, A is the Laplace operator, for which we will consider different boundary
conditions, ¥ : R — R is a nonlinear function, and the initial state x¢ belongs to L?(0O).

The functions {ex} are an orthonormal basis of L?(O) consisting of eigenfunctions of the Laplacian with
appropriate boundary conditions. We still denote the eigenvalues by {A;}.

The input u® is a progressively measurable L?(Q)-valued stochastic processes and represents an interior
control on the domain.

The input u? is a progressively measurable L?(90)-valued stochastic processes and represents a control
on the boundary. The way it enters the system will vary with the boundary conditions we will consider.

The operator AV(X;) captures the diffusion or porous media effects.

The stochastic porous media equation has been the subject of extensive research in various contexts in
recent years (see [4] for a comprehensive monograph on the topic). Depending on the growth rate of the
function W, the equation models different types of diffusion phenomena. For growth rates above unity, the
equation describes slow diffusion processes, whereas for sub-unit growth rates, it corresponds to fast diffusion.
In cases where the growth rate is negative, the equation even models super-fast diffusion phenomena.

Here, we assume that the function ¥ and the coefficients {u} satisfy the following assumptions:

(5.13)

(Hg) The function ¥ : R — R is assumed to be Lipschitz continuous, of class C*, and monotone. Specifically,
we assume the existence of constants 0 < M, < M* such that for all z € R, it holds that M, < ¥'(x) <
M.

(H7) For the eigenvalues {\;} previously mentioned, it holds that

WK
.
A
8

(5.14)
k=1

We consider U® and U? two closed subsets of R and consider the set of admissible controls defined as
follows

U= {(u®u) el |uf () e U® for ae. (w,&,t) € Qx O x(0,T),
and u?(S) € U? for ae. (w,S,t) € Qx 0 x (0,T)}.
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In the sequel, we consider the cost function J : X x Y — R defined by

T
— u°
J(X,u) :=E l/o/o F(t, X4 (8), uy (€), §)dEdt -

T 0
+/0/80 gt (S),S)detJr/oh(g)XT(g)dg].

This cost is decomposed of three parts: a running cost f in the parabolic cylinder O x (0,T); a running
cost g on the boundary 0O x (0,T) and a final cost h at time T'. These three costs are supposed to satisfy
the following assumptions.

(Hg) The mappings (w,t) — f(t,x,u,&),g(t,u,S) are progressively measurable for every (z,u) € R? and
almost every (£,5) € O x 90.

The mapping (x,u) — (f(t,z,u,£),g(t,u,S)) is C! for almost every (w,t,£,5) € Q x [0,T] x O x 90.
Moreover, the derivatives satisfy

|0z f (8 2,0, )] < My(w,t,8) + Cla| + Clul,  [0ug(t, u, S)| < Mg(w,t,5) + Clul,
for some My € LZ(Q; L*(0,T; L*(0))), M, € L&(Q; L*(0,T; L*(00))) and C > 0.
We have

(w,t,€) = f(2,0,0,€) € Lg(Q2 % [0,T) x O),  (w,5,t) = g(t,0,5) € Lg(2 x [0,T] x O).

(Hy) For the final time cost, we assume that h € L% (Q; Hi(O)).

Remark 5.1. The fact that g doesn’t depend on x, the linearity of the final time cost and the reqularity of
h are only imposed because the solution X belongs to L*([0,T] x Q x O) and is therefore not regular enough
for it’s traces to be functions on the time and space boundary.

5.3.1 Dirichlet boundary conditions

We consider the state equation (5.13) with the Dirichlet boundary condition

W(X,(9)) =ud(S), (S,t) € DO x (0,T) (5.16)
We consider the Gelfand triple
Vo:=L*(O)Cc H:=H '(0)cV; =(H*(O)NH}0)).
Let U = L?(0) x L?(00). We define the operator A : Vo x U — V; by

Va0 + [ o~ [ WS Gan

o 00

(Ale,w), $)vi v = /

o
where ¢ € Vi’ = H?(0O) N H} (O) and % denotes the Neumann trace.
It’s clear that A € CY(Vy x U, V1) with
O A0z O)ve = [ W @(O)€)A0)de

and for v = (v°,v?),

@Al vy = [ @0~ [ ()T (S)as.

200

18



For ¢ € V7', it holds that

(00 A, 0)2 + By A, u)v, By v = /O ' (2(£))2(€) A(€)de + /O WO(€)b(E)de

- / vf’(S)%(S)ds
80 v

<N (@()z0)lly, =281y, + Clivlly 18y,
<M [zlly, 10l + Cllvlly [1€llv,

for some C, so that (2.2) holds with B = max{M*, C}.
Hypothesis (Hg) implies that

(0: Az, 1)z, 2)v; vy = (O A(,u)z, (=Ap) ™ 2)vy vy = */O‘P'(SE(E))ZQ(f)dE < =M. |2[ly,

where Ap is the Dirichlet Laplacian, so that (2.3) is verified.
We consider the cylindrical Wiener process on K := L?(O) given by the formal series

o0
W, = wae;€7 t>0,
k=1

where {w"} is a sequence of independent 1-dimensional Wiener processes.
We define the multiplicative noise operator o by

([o(@)]h) (€) = D pr (hs ex) 20y 2(E)en(E). (5.18)

k=1

Based on the bounds established in [14] and [4, Chapter 2, Appendix], there exists a constant C' > 0 such
that

Y nklwerly < CY NG Jaly (5.19)
k=1 k=1

for all z € H~1(0). Consequently, the condition o € L(H, Ly) = L(H*(O), L2(L*(0), H~1(0))) simplifies
to assumption (H7).

Because ¢ depends only on = and belongs to L£(H, Lg), Hypothesis (As) is verified trivially.

The costate equation (2.6a) is then set in the Gelfand triple

Vi' = H*(O)NH}(O) c H = HY(0O) c Vi = L*(0)

and reads as

dpt(f) = - [‘I’/(Xt(f))APt(f) + Zzozl N/ka(f)ek(E) - azf(t>Xtaa?>£)] dt

+ 3 e aF(©)dw], (E)e0x(0.T) (oo
pe(S) =0, (S,t) € 90 x (0,T)
pr(§) = —h(&), Ee0O

and applying Lemma 4.3 on the product spaces © x [0,T] x O and Q x [0,T] x 9O we obtain the optimality
conditions:

- For ae. (w,t,£) € Q2 x (0,T) x O, it holds that
V(&) = 0uf (Xi(€), 07 (€), )] <0 Vo € Tho ) (ar). (5.21)
- For a.e. (w,t,5) € Qx (0,T) x 90 it holds that

5[0
09 | 2Pt

oy (S) — Dug(@d (S),t)| <0 Yoo € Th,(a?(S)). (5.22)

It’s worth noting that these conditions are not merely formal, since p, € H2(O) N H}(O) almost surely,
even the Neumann trace is well defined.

19



5.3.2 Neumann boundary conditions
We consider the state equation (5.13) with the Neumann boundary condition

a%qf(xt(S)) =u?(S), (S,t) € 00 x (0,T) (5.23)
For this case, we denote H = {¢ € H?*(O) : g—f = 0} with the norm [[¢[l, = [[-A¢ + ¢|l;2(0). By
the weak formulation of the Poisson Equation, H is exactly the set of functions ¢ such that the mapping
HY(O)> 2z~ (@, 2) (o) 18 L?(O)-continuous, this means H is the dual of L?(O) with pivot space H'(O).
This means the dual of L?(O) with pivot space (H!(O))" is H'.
We consider the Gelfand triple

Vo:=L*(O)C H:=(H (0)) cV; =H.

Let U = L?(0) x L*(d0). We define the operator A : Vo x U — V; by

(A, w), 0)vi vy = /

(@

(2(€)) Ad(E)de + /

o

u© (€)$(€)dE + / u®(8)p(S)dS, (5.24)

00

where p € V}' = H.
It’s clear that A € C1(Vy x U, V1) with

(On Al 0)z, v vis = /O W ((€))2(€) Ad(€)de

and

(OuA(, w)v, p)v, vy = /

o

vo(£)¢(£)d€+/ V2 (S)¢(S)dsS.

o0
For ¢ € V7', it holds that

(00 A, 0)2 + By Az, u)v, By v = /O U (2(£))2(€) Ad(€)de

(@} o
+ /O WO (€)B(€)dE + /6 _(S)a(s)as

< @)z, =201y, + Cllvlly 181l
<M" |lzlly, (18llv; + 1l ) + C llvlly 1€l

for some C, so that (2.2) holds.
Hypothesis (Hg) implies that

(OsA(x,u)z, 2)vy vy =(05A(z,u)z, (AN + Id)_lz)vhvlz

_ / W (2(6))22(€)dé + / ' ((6))2(€)p(€) €
O

(@]

<= M. el + M Uzl el

< M el + 20 o, + S e,

<= 2oz, + Q0 e,
e, 4 OEF

where Ay is the Neumann Laplacian and ¢ = (—Ax + Id) "'z, so that (2.3) is verified.
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For W and o, we consider the same situation as the Dirichlet case, with the adaptation that the condition
(5.19) is replaced by

00 oo a1
D _uilverly O pE(+ M) Jaly,
k=1 k=1
to account for the first (null) eigenvalue.
The costate equation (2.6a) is then set in the Gelfand triple
Vi'=H c H =H'(0) cV =L*0)

and reads as

dpi(€) = — [V (2()Ape(&) + Xy trar (§)en(€) — 0uf (L, Xy, uf, €)] dt

+ZZO:1 Qf(g)dwf’ (gvt) € O X (O’T) (5 25)
Ge(8) =0, (S,1) € 00 x (0,T) >
pr(§) = —h(§), §€0

and applying Lemma 4.3 on the product spaces  x [0,T] x O and Q x [0,T] x O we obtain the optimality
conditions:

- For ae. (w,t,€) € Q2 x (0,T) x O, it holds that
() (€) = F(Xe(€). 77 (€).1) = pr(&)u — F(Xe(€),ut) VueUT (5:26)
- For ae. (w,t,5) € Qx (0,T) x 90 it holds that

p(S)E(S) — g(a?(8),8) > pi(S)u — glu,t) Vu € UP. (5.27)

5.3.3 Robin boundary conditions
We consider the state equation (5.13) with the Robin boundary condition

0 : y
5, V(Xi(9) = a($)U(Xy(9)) = (S)B +yuf],  (St) €00 x (0,T), (5.28)
where a : 90 — R is a bounded measurable function and ¢ represents a one dimensional white noise
affecting the boundary condition.

For this case, we borrow from [26, 10] and endow H'(Q) with the norm

[ 19e©Pde+ [ a(s)ips)Pas
@ 00

which we assume is equivalent to the Sobolev norm (a sufficient conditions for this is that « is nonnegative
and bounded away from zero on some open subset of O, though « could in principle assume negative values).
We also assume that « is regular enough that the product agp belongs to H'/2(00) for ¢ € H3/2(00) (say,
a € H*(00) for s > %52, see [7]), due to [15] the resolvent (—Ag)~! maps L?(O) into H?(0O), where Ap is
the Robin Laplacian.

We denote H = {¢p € H?(O) : g—f — ap = 0} with the norm [|¢[l;, = [[=A¢|[;2(0)- By the weak
formulation of the Poisson Equation, H is exactly the set of functions ¢ such that the mapping H'(O) >
T = (9, 2) 1 (o) 18 L?(0O)-continuous, this means A is the dual of L?(0) with pivot space H!(O). The dual
of L?(0) with pivot space (H'(0O))’ is then H'.

We consider the Gelfand triple

Vo:=L*(O)C H:=(H (0)) cVi =H'.
Let U = L?(0) x L?(00). We define the operator A : Vo x U — V; by

(A, w), B)vi e = /@ Wa() Ao(e)ds + [

(@]

u®(&)p(€)dE + B . u?(S)(S)dS, (5.29)
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where p € V' = H.
It’s clear that A € C*(Vy x U, V;) with

(On A, )2 B)vi vy = /O W (2(€))2(6) Ad(€)de
and
(OuA(, w0, D) ve vr = / WO©)(e)de+ 8 | v7(S)(S)dS.
(@] o0

For ¢ € V7', it holds that

(00 A(z, 1)z + OuA(z, u)v, P)v; v/ :/O U'(2(£))2(§) Ad(€)dE

O 6]
+ /O WO(E)HE)dE + B /a o (S)9(s)as

<N @)2Oly, =201y, + Cllvliy 16l
<M lzlly, [19llv, + Cllvliy l1llv,

for some C, so that (2.2) holds.
Hypothesis (Hg) implies that

(O A2, 1)z, 2)vs vy = (oA, 1)z, (—AR) " 2)vi 10 = —/O‘I”(x(ﬁ))zg(f)df < —M. |25,

where Ay is the Robin Laplacian and ¢ = (—Ag)™12, so that (2.3) is verified.
We consider K = L*(O)xRand W = (377, wfek, w). Define for h = (h®,h?) € K and u = (u®,u%) €
U the value of [o(z,u)]h € H = (H*(O))’ by evaluating at » € H'(O):

(fo (e, ), ) gy e = Zuk Doy [ #@al©e@ds 0 [ w(S)pls)as. (530)

00

We verify that o € L(H x U, Ly), so Hypothesis (As) is verified trivially.
The costate equation (2.6a) is then set in the Gelfand triple

Vi'=HcCc H =H'Y(0) cVy =L*0)

and reads as

dpe(€) = — [W'(2:(€)) Ape(€) + X202, gt (§)ex(§) — 0o f(t, Xe, uf, €)] dt

Y g €k + g (€)du €0e0x0T) o
() = a(S)p(9), (S,1) €90 x (0,T) >
pr(§) = —h(§), §€0

and applying Lemma 4.3 on the product spaces  x [0,T] x O and Q x [0,T] x O we obtain the optimality
conditions:

- For a.e. (w,t,€) € Qx (0,T) x O, it holds that
vOpe(€) — Buf(Xi(€), 7 (€),1)] <O Vo € Tho g (). (5.32)
- For a.e. (w,t,5) € Qx (0,T) x 00 it holds that

O [Bpe(S) + 747 (S) — Dug(uf (S),4)] <0 Vo € Tjo(uf (5)). (5.33)
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Remark 5.2. We remark that with our assumptions on ¥, the state equation (5.13) is well posed in the
Gelfand triple HY(O) C L*(0) c H-YO) (or HY(O) C L*(O) C (H*(O))'). The operator A (with null
Dirichlet boundary conditions) is then

(4w 0. O+ 0 myc0 = = [ VH@(E) - Vo)t + [ w0©o(epde
_ /o W (a(€)Va(e) - V(e + | O (o6,

(@]
Which means, at least formally, that

(O:A(z,u)z, ¢) g—1(0),H1(0) = _/o

W"(x(i))Z(f)Vﬂ?(f)-V¢(§)d§—/o‘lf’(x(§))w(§)~V¢>(§)d£~

In order to handle the linearized state equation and/or the adjoint equation, the previous operator must

be well defined, which (assuming U" exists and is bounded) is only de case in space dimension d = 1, even
in this case the coercivity hypothesis (2.3) may not hold.
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