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ANALYSIS AND OPTIMAL VELOCITY CONTROL OF
A STOCHASTIC CONVECTIVE CAHN-HILLIARD EQUATION

LUCA SCARPA

ABsTrACT. A Cahn-Hilliard equation with stochastic multiplicative noise and a random convection
term is considered. The model describes isothermal phase—separation occurring in a moving fluid,
and accounts for the randomness appearing at the microscopic level both in the phase-separation
itself and in the flow—inducing process. The call for a random component in the convection term
stems naturally from applications, as the fluid’s stirring procedure is usually caused by mechanical
or magnetic devices. Well-posedness of the state system is addressed and optimisation of a standard
tracking type cost with respect to the velocity control is then studied. Existence of optimal controls
is proved and the Gateaux—Fréchet differentiability of the control-to-state map is shown. Lastly, the
corresponding adjoint backward problem is analysed, and first-order necessary conditions for optimality
are derived in terms of a variational inequality involving the intrinsic adjoint variables.

1. INTRODUCTION

The aim of this paper is to analyse the stochastic Cahn-Hilliard equation with convection

de — Apdt+u-Vedt = B(p)dW in(0,7)x0=Q, (1.1)
p=—Ap+ ¥ (p) in (0,7) x O, (1.2)
n-Ve=n-Vu=0 in(0,7)xd0, (1.3)

e(0)=¢y O, (1.4)

where O is a smooth bounded domain in R%, d = 2,3, T > 0 is a fixed final time, and n denotes
the normal outward unit vector on 90O. The system (1.1)-(1.4) models isothermal phase—separation
occurring in a moving fluid occupying the space region O during the time interval [0,7]. The order
parameter, or phase-variable, ¢ represents the relative concentration between the pure phases, the
variable p represents the chemical potential of the system, and the nonlinearity ¥ : R — R is a double-
well potential with two global minima. The term u is an external random velocity field acting on the
system, modelling possible stirring and mixing processes of the fluid which may affect phase—separation
itself. The stochastic forcing describing the thermal fluctuations affecting phase—separation is modelled
by means of a cylindrical Wiener process W on a given probability space and a W-integrable coefficient
B, possibly depending on the phase variable itself, which calibrates the intensity of the noise.

The Cahn—Hilliard equation is a classical model employed in phase—separation, and has nowadays
numerous applications to physics, biology, and engineering. Its introduction dates back to the pioneering
work by Cahn & Hilliard [16], where it was proposed, in the deterministic version, to adequately describe
spinodal decomposition in binary metallic alloys. In the last decades the model has been extensively
refined in several directions. For example, the description of possible viscous behaviours has been
originally presented in [42,43,79], and then generalised in [61]. The presence of a further evolution close
to boundary due to the interaction with the hard walls has been accounted for by proposing several
choices of dynamic boundary conditions, for which we refer to [47,56,68|.
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The deterministic Cahn—Hilliard equation has been proven to be extremely effective in describing
phase—separation phenomena. Nevertheless, it presents some drawbacks. Indeed, the phase—separation
process inevitably presents some disruptions, acting at a microscopic level. These are due to unpre-
dictable movements at the atomistic level, which may be caused for example by temperature oscillations,
magnetic effects, or configurational interactions. As such, the classical Cahn—Hilliard system is unable
to capture the erratic nature of the separation process. The most natural way to overcome this problem
is to switch to a random setting instead, by introducing a suitable noise term in the equation that could
effectively describe the unpredictability of the phenomenon at a small scale. This was proposed by Cook
in [28] for Wiener—type noises and gave rise to the well-known Cahn—-Hilliard—Cook stochastic model
for phase—separation. The stochastic version of the model was then confirmed multiple times [7,84] to
be the only one that can genuinely describe phase—separation in alloys. Since then, the random version
of the equation has been increasingly studied, both in the physics literature [40,59,71,77,86] and in the
direction of model validation and numerical simulations [8-10,63-65, 72].

The classical Cahn—Hilliard equation is the gradient flow associated to the free energy functional

1
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with respect to the metric of H*(O)*. The gradient term penalises the oscillation of the order parameter,
while the double—well potential models the tendency of each phase to concentrate. The form of the
chemical potential in (1.2) appears then naturally from the differentiation of the free energy. Typical
examples of ¥ are given by

Uiog(r) = g((lJrr)ln(lJrr)Jr(lfr)ln(lfr))f %TQ, re(=1,1), 0<6<by, (1.5)

and )
Ul (1) 1= Z(T2 -1)?, reR. (1.6)

Although (1.5) is the most relevant choice in terms of thermodynamical consistency, its singular be-
haviour in +1 could be hard to tackle from the mathematical viewpoint, and in several models the
polynomial approximation (1.6) is often employed.

The velocity field u models the transport effects due to convection terms acting on the system. In
our analysis, this will be a prescribed external forcing field which will play the role of velocity control
in a typical optimisation problem. Optimisation involving phase-separating fluids where the velocity
is the control arises naturally in applications. For example, this is the case of block solidification of
silicon crystals in photovoltaic applications: here, the flow of the fluid acts as a control to optimise the
distribution of certain impurities, at the atomistic level, in a process of solidification of silicon melt.
For more details about the applications of optimal velocity control problem in phase—separating fluids
we refer to [70,85]. In practice, the motion of the fluid can be achieved in several ways: as pointed
out in [23,85], the most common choices consist in employing either mechanical stirring devices or
ultrasound emitters directly into the container. Another possibility is to prescribe a velocity on the
fluid by means of magnetic fields: this is widely employed for example in the case of molten metals [70] or
bulk semiconductor crystals. Nevertheless, it is worthwhile noting that in all these scenarios, the velocity
field is usually obtained in an indirect way, meaning that the motion of the fluid is achieved only as a
consequence of more direct controls, such as mechanical devices or magnetic effects. This being noticed,
it is clear then that the the external prescription of a given velocity is strongly affected by microscopic
noises, which may be caused, depending on the type of motion—inducing devices, by configurational
or electromagnetic disturbances occurring in the flow—creating process. Also, the effective induction of
the flow is strongly affected by the imprecision of the above—mentioned devices. From the modelling
point of view, this strongly calls for the introduction of a further source of randomness in the velocity
field u and for abandoning the classical deterministic setting of the problem. Let us stress that the
random component of the velocity field prescinds from the stochastic nature of the noise in equation
(1.1): while the Wiener process W models microscopic turbulences occurring in phase—separation, the
random nature of u takes into account the imprecision of the low—inducing mechanisms. For example,
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in typical situations u would satisfy a further stochastic equation involving a further Wiener process,
independent of WW. Clearly, this extra equation would specifically depend on the model in consideration:
here, in order to make the treatment as general and light as possible, we only require u to be a stochastic
process. Besides, the importance of allowing the control variable to be random is crucial when dealing
with a controlled stochastic equation (see e.g. [97]). Indeed, bearing in mind the typical perspective of
Monte Carlo simulations, restricting to deterministic controls would mean to choose a priori a control
which is independent of the possible outcomes of the evolution according to the prescribed underlying
probability space. By contrast, stochastic controls ensure more freedom from the point of view of the
controller, as they allow to adapt the control to the random outcomes of the phenomenon itself. With
this in mind, in our analysis u will be a prescribed stochastic process satisfying some natural box—
constraints, possibly taking into account the random imprecision of the velocity—inducing devices. The
model that we study presents then two main sources of randomness: the first one is given by the Wiener
noise in equation (1.1), taking into account the microscopic turbulence affecting phase-separation, and
the second one is the stochastic component of the convection term, modelling the imprecision of the
stirring procedure. Hence, one can think the two random forcings as acting on two separate levels: a
microscopic scale described by W, and a different uncorrelated scale rendered by u.

The mathematical literature dealing with the Cahn-Hilliard equation is extremely developed. In
the deterministic case, attention has been widely devoted to the study of well-posedness, regularity,
long—time behaviour of solutions, and asymptotics. Due to the considerable size of the literature, we
prefer to quote the detailed overview by Miranville [78] and the references therein for completeness.
Let us only point out the contributions [17,20,57| dealing with well-posedness and [18,21,22,66] in the
direction of distributed and boundary control problems. Possible relaxations and asymptotics of the
Cahn—Hilliard equation have been recently studied in [11-13,26, 88| also with nonlinear viscosity terms.

In the stochastic case, the original contribution dealing with Cahn—Hilliard equation is [30], on the
existence of mild solutions in the case of polynomial potentials. Further studies have been then carried
out in the works [29,41] again in the polynomial setting, and in [87,91] in the case of more general
potentials in variational framework. The stochastic Cahn-Hilliard equation with logarithmic potential
has been studied in [32,33,58] in relation with reflection measures, and in [90] in the case of degenerate
mobility. In the context of phase—field modelling with stochastic forcing, it is worthwhile mentioning
the contributions [2,44,45], as well as [5,6,82] on the stochastic Allen-Cahn equation. In the direction of
optimal control, we point out [89] dealing with a distributed optimal control problem of the stochastic
Cahn—Hilliard equation, and the recent work [81] on a stochastic phase—field model for tumour growth.

Concerning specifically the Cahn—Hilliard equation with convection, in the deterministic case well—
posedness has been studied in [23] under general choices of dynamic boundary conditions, in [34] in
a local version with reaction terms, while some related optimal velocity control problems have been
analysed in [24,25,85,98,99]. Also, the relationship between the behaviour of the convection term and
phase—separation has been analysed in the recent work [46]: here, the authors show that if the velocity
field is sufficiently mixing, then no phase—separation occurs, and the solutions of the respective advective
Cahn—Hilliard equation converge exponentially to a homogenous mixed state instead. This may have
important connections to related optimal control problems with a target distribution at a final time:
in particular, the above-mentioned result makes the optimisation problem meaningful also when the
final target state is not necessarily separated, but is a homogenous mixed state. Also, it points out how
powerful the action of the convection term is on the phase—separation, and motivates the study of phase—
optimisation problems where the control is the velocity itself. The convective Cahn—Hilliard equation
has also been considered in coupled systems, with a further equation equation for the velocity field: it
is the case, for example, of Cahn-Hilliard—Navier—Stokes systems, studied in [1,49-51|. By contrast,
despite its strong relevance in application to stochastic optimal velocity control, the convective Cahn—
Hilliard has not been analysed yet. The only results available in the stochastic setting deal with coupled
systems, for example in the context of stochastic Cahn—Hilliard—Navier—Stokes models [35,36,94]. This
paper constitutes a first contribution to optimal velocity control for the stochastic convective Cahn—
Hilliard equation.
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The literature on stochastic optimal control is also quite extensive: for a general overview we refer to
the monograph [97]. Stochastic optimal control is also studied in [52-55,60] in the context of the heat
equation and reaction-diffusion systems. For completeness, we refer also to the works [38,74] concerning
the stochastic maximal principle. Relaxation of the optimality conditions have been addressed in [15]
and [4] for dissipative SDPEs and the Schrodinger equation, respectively. Deterministic optimal control
problems of stochastic reaction—diffusion equations have been analysed in [93].

Let us describe now the main points that will be addressed in this work. First of all, we concen-
trate on the well-posedness of the state—system (1.1)—(1.4), where the control u is arbitrary but fixed.
Using a Yosida approximation on the nonlinearity and a time-regularisation on the velocity field, we
show existence—uniqueness of solutions by means of variational techniques and stochastic compactness
arguments. Thanks to monotone analysis tools, we are able to cover very general potentials, not neces-
sarily of polynomial growth. Also, we prove continuous dependence of the variables with respect to the
control, and this allows to define a suitable control-to—state map S : u — (¢, ). Secondly, we focus on
the optimisation problem, which consists in minimising a tracking—type cost functional in the form

« « «
T = S8 [ 1o pol* + ZE [ o) = orP + ZE [ up
Q o Q

subject to the state—system (1.1)—(1.4) and the constraint that u is an admissible control, meaning
that u € U,q with U,q being a suitable bounded, closed subset of the space p—integrable progressively
measurable process with values in L3(0)¢. Here, ¢ and @7 represent some running and final targets,
while ay, as, a3 are nonnegative weights.

Cost functionals in this form arise very naturally from applications. Roughly speaking, the optimi-
sation problem amounts to identify the optimal way of stirring and mixing the fluid in such a way that
the state variable ¢ is as close as possible to the running target ¢g during the evolution and to the final
target 7 at the end of the evolution, without wasting too much energy in inducing the flow u. As we
have anticipated above, a typical example that we have in mind appears in the solidification process of
silicon crystals in the context of industrial photovoltaic applications [70,85]. Here, a certain mixture
of impurities needs to be moved by convection from within the silicon melt to its boundary, in order
to refine the quality of the final silicon block. The flow u of the fluid behaves then as a control on the
silicon melt in order to make the relative distribution of impurities ¢ be close enough to some prescribed
targets. In particular, the final target distribution @7 of impurities can be seen here as concentrated
on the boundary and diluted in the interior. Analogous applications arise more generally in optimal
distribution problems of melting materials: the local distribution of some substance contained in the
separating fluid is optimised close to some desired targets by inducing a flow in the material itself.

The starting point in the analysis consists in addressing existence of optimal controls. This is
one of the main differences with respect to the deterministic optimal control problem. Indeed, in
the deterministic setting existence of optimal controls follows with no particular effort from the direct
method of calculus of variations, since one is able to obtain enough compactness from the well-posedness
of the state system and the boundedness of the set of admissible controls. By contrast, in the stochastic
case these uniform estimates on the minimising sequence of controls do not ensure enough compactness
in probability, due to the stochastic nature of the problem itself. Also, classical stochastic tools that
are usually employed to bypass this problem, such as the well-known criterion a la Gyéngy—Krylov, do
not work here: this is due to the non—uniqueness of optimal controls, which is caused by the highly
nonlinear nature of the minimisation problem. To overcome this issue, we propose instead a relaxed
notion of optimality, which may be considered as optimality in law, i.e. requiring that the stochastic
basis and the Wiener process are part of the definition of optimal control themselves. This technique
mimics the definition of probabilistically weak solution for stochastic evolution equations, and has been
employed in other settings such as [4,81]. In this framework, we prove existence of relaxed optimal
controls, and we show that when one restricts the attention only to deterministic controls then it is
possible to get existence in the classical (probabilistically strong) sense.
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We move then to the study of the differentiability properties of the control-to—state map S. More
specifically, we prove that S is Gateaux and Fréchet differentiable between suitable Banach spaces. This
is done by showing well-posedness of the so—called linearised system, obtained from (1.1)—(1.4) formally
differentiating with respect to u, and by carefully proving that the unique linearised solution actually
coincides with the derivative of S. This will allow to explicitly characterise, thanks to the chain rule
in Banach spaces, the derivative of the reduced cost functional .J o S, so that the optimisation problem
could be seen only in terms of the control u. Consequently, it is possible to obtain a first rudimental
version of necessary conditions for optimality, by imposing the classical first—order variational inequality
D(J o S)(u) > 0 on a given optimal control.

The last part of the paper aims at refining the first version of necessary conditions, by removing any
explicit dependence on the linearised variables. This is done by introducing and studying a suitable
adjoint problem, which is formally related to the dual problem of the linearised system. The adjoint
problem consists of a backward—in—time stochastic partial differential equation, and its analysis is the
most challenging point of the work. The first main difficulty is indeed the backward nature of the
equation: although this is not a great limitation in deterministic problems, in the stochastic case it
calls for the introduction of an extra variable, in order to preserve adaptability of the processes in play,
and requires different analytical techniques such as martingale representation theorems. The second
and most crucial difficulty depends instead on the nonlinear nature of the system. Indeed, the presence
of the nonlinear term ¥”(y) and the dual structure of the equation prevent from obtaining uniform
estimates directly on the adjoint system. Consequently, well-posedness cannot be obtained classically
by tackling the adjoint problem straightaway, and a different idea is needed. In this regard, we use
a duality method. We consider a more general version of the linerised system, where an arbitrary
forcing term is added, and we show that this is well-posed and the solutions depend continuously on
the forcing term. Then, we prove that such system is in duality with the adjoint problem that we want
to study, and this allows to recover by comparison some first uniform estimates on the adjoint variables.
This tool is extremely powerful, as it allows to bound the adjoint variables without even working on
the adjoint system itself: the main intuition behind this is that the linearised system is usually much
simpler to study, and the duality between linerised—adjoint systems allows to “transfer” uniform bounds
on the solutions from one problem to the other. Once these first crucial estimates are obtained, using
classical techniques we are then able to prove well-posedness of the adjoint problem. Lastly, the duality
relation is employed to refine the first—order conditions for optimality and to write them as a variational
inequality only depending on the intrinsic adjoint variables.

The main novelty of the work is the presence of two sources of randomness in equation (1.1), account-
ing for noises both in the phase—separation process and in the flow—inducing procedure. As interesting
as it may be from the applied point of view, certainly this novel framework does not come without
effort on the mathematical side. Indeed, let us stress that the fact that u is assumed to be a stochastic
process, and not a deterministic function, causes several non—trivial issues in estimating the solutions:
this is due to a lack of satisfactory computational tools of Gronwall-type in the genuinely pure sto-
chastic case. Such difficulties are evident especially in the study of the forward problems, i.e. in the
state system (1.1)—(1.4) and in the corresponding linearised system. Here, the idea is to argue instead
combining carefully the Holder inequality and several iterative patching arguments, in order to avoid
applying the Gronwall lemma, which does not work. In the adjoint problem, the situation is slightly
better: we will show that the backward nature of the equation allows indeed to use a very general and
recent backward—in—time version of the stochastic Gronwall lemma (see Lemma 6.1 below).

We conclude by summarising here the structure of the paper. Section 2 contains the description of
the setting of the work, the precise assumptions, and the main results that we prove. In Section 3 we
prove well-posedness of the state-system, while Section 4 focuses on the existence of optimal controls.
Then, in Sections 5 and 6 we study the linearised system and the adjoint system, respectively. Finally,
in Section 7 we prove the two versions of first—order conditions for optimality.
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2. SETTING AND ASSUMPTIONS

In this section we specify the general setting, notation, and assumptions of the work. We then present
the main results of the paper.

Let (2,7, (Z4)ielo,1), P) be afiltered probability space satisfying the usual conditions, where 7" > 0 is
a fixed final time and W is a cylindrical Wiener process on a separable Hilbert space K. For convenience,

let us fix now once and for all a complete orthonormal system (e;); of K. The progressive o-algebra on
Q x [0,7] is denoted by £2.

As far as notation is concerned, the dual of a given real Banach space F is denoted by E*, and
the duality pairing between E* and E is denoted by (-,-)p. p. Weak convergence in E and weak”
convergence in E* will be denoted by the respective symbols — and —. Also, for all ¢ € [1,+00] we
employ the usual symbols LI(Q); E) and L9(0,T; E) for the spaces of ¢—Bochner integrable functions,
and C°([0,T]; E) and CY([0,T]; E) for the spaces of strongly and weakly continuous functions from
[0,T] to E, respectively. For spaces of stochastic processes, we use the notation L%,(Q;L%(0,T; E))
to further specify that measurability is also intended with respect to the progressive o-algebra . In
the case that ¢ > 1 and F is separable, we explicitly set L% (2; L>°(0,T; E*)) as the dual space of
L7T(Q; L*(0,T; E)), which we recall can be characterised [39, Thm. 8.20.3] as the space of weak*-
measurable random variables y : Q — L°°(0,7T'; E*) with finite g-moment in Q. Finally, if £y and F»
are separable Hilbert spaces, we use the notation .#?(Ej, E») for the space of Hilbert-Schmidt operators
from E1 to EQ.

In the proofs, the symbol c¢ is reserved to denote any generic positive constant, whose value depends
on the structure of the problem and may be updated from line to line in the proofs.

Let O C R? (d > 2) be a smooth bounded domain. We use the classical notation Q := (0,T) x O,
Qi = (0,t) x O, and QT = (t,T) x O for every t € (0,T). The outward normal unit vector on the
boundary 0O is denoted by n. We introduce the functional spaces

H:=L*0), Vi:=H'0),
Vo:={ve H*(O): n-Vu=0 a.e. ondO}, Vs := V2N H*(O),

endowed with their natural norms ||| 7, [|*[[y,, [I[ly;, and [-[|;, respectively. We identify H to its dual,
so that we have the continuous and dense inclusions

Vas Vo= Vi - H<— V.
For all y € V" we use the notation yp := Iﬁl\ (y, 1) for the spatial mean of y, and define the subspaces

of zero-mean elements as
Vg ={y € Vi : yo =0}, Ho:=HNV,, Vio:=ViNHy.

Let us recall that the variational formulation of the Laplace operator with Neumann conditions

L:Vis VP <£y,c>:=/wvc, y,CEV,
O

is a well-defined linear operator, and its restriction to V1 is an isomorphism onto the space Vy*,. Its
inverse \V : V"o — V1,0 is the resolvent operator associated to the abstract elliptic problem on O with
homogenous Neumann conditions, meaning that for all y € Vi*; the element 2 := Ny € Vi is the
unique solution with null mean to

—Az=y in O,
Onz =0 in 00.

As a consequence of the Poincaré—Wirtinger inequality, it is immediate to check that

¢ [VN(C = Co)llf +1Col?, Ce vy,
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yields an equivalent norm on V;*. In particular, it follows the compactness inequality

Ve>0, Je>0: |yl <elVyl + e IVNYIE Yy e Vio. (2.1)

We introduce the space
U:= {u€L3((’)) : divu=0, u-n=0a.e. on 6(’)} ,

where the divergence is intended in the sense of distributions on O. The space of velocity controls u
that we focus on will be

U:= L% LP(0,TU)), pE (2,400).
Let us note that this includes as a special case the choice of deterministic controls, which has also
received a strong mathematical interest on its own: see for instance Stannat & Wessels [93]. Indeed,
we can set

udet .= LP(0,T;U) C U .
The following assumptions on the problem will be in force throughout the paper.

Al: U:R — Ris of class C?, ¥/(0) = 0, and there exist Cy > 0 and ~ € [1,2] such that
\I/”(T) > —Cy VreR,
(W' (r)] + [®7(r)]" < Co(1+¥(r))  VreR.
Let us point out that the classical polynomial double-well potential ¥, satisfies these assump-
tions with v = 2. Nonetheless, by allowing also the smaller values v € [1, 2] we are able to include
possibly more singular potential, such as first-order exponentials. We set § : r — ¥'(r) + Cyr,
r € R: then 8 : R — R is a C? nondecreasing function, hence it can be identified with a maximal
monotone (single-valued) graph in R x R. Let us also denote by 5 : R — [0, +00) the convex

lower semicontinuous function with 3(0) = 0.
A2: py € Vy and ¥(pg) € LY(O).
A3: B:V; — Z?(K,V;) and there exists a constant Cg > 0 such that

1Bn) ~ Bl2)ll g < Collys — 2l Vg € H,
1B w2irerny < Cs L+ ylly,) YyeW,

Z ”B(y)ejni%( <Cp VyecH.
=0

Moreover, we prescribe that
B:V, — &2 (K,V1,0) in case of multiplicative noise .

Let us note that in case of additive noise B € .#?(K, V1), these conditions are trivially satisfied
for all v € (1,2] if d = 2 and for all v € [3/2,2] if d = 3: in particular, the classical polynomial
case in dimension two and three is always covered. In the genuine multiplicative noise case,
i.e. when B is not constant in V;, we also suppose that B is #?(K, V; )-valued: this amounts
to requiring that the noise is conservative, in the sense that it preserves the mean o of the
phase-variable. A direct consequence is the conservation of mass, which is a fundamental feature
of Cahn—Hilliard-type evolutions. This hypothesis on the noise is very classical and natural in
literature: for example, let us stress that a relevant multiplicative choice of B can be given as

B(y)ej = hj(y) — (hi(y))o, yeVi, jeN,
where the sequence (h;); C W1°°(R) is such that

8

2
C% = 1yl gy < +00-

J

Il
o

It is not difficult to show that this example allows for all values of v € [1,2] in every space-
dimension d = 2, 3.
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In the context of the optimal velocity control, it will be useful to introduce a polynomial-growth
assumption on W. This will be necessary only in the study of the optimisation problem, but is not
needed for the well-posedness of the state system.

C1: it holds that v =2 in A1 and
W' (r)| < Ce(1+1r’)  VreR.

Such requirement is very natural in the Cahn—Hilliard context, since it satisfied by the classical
choice of the polynomial double-well potential ¥,,; of degree 4.

The first main result of the paper states existence and uniqueness of strong solutions, and their
continuous dependence with respect to the velocity field.

Theorem 2.1. Assume A1-A3. Then, for every u € U, there exists a unique pair (@, 1) with
p € LY, (W*P(0,T; Vi) N C°([0, T]; H) N L*(0,T; Vo)) N LE,(Q; L>(0,T5 V4)),
p=—Ap+ W (p) € LYXQ; L2(0,T; V1)),

for all s € (0,1/2), and such that

(), Q)u+ | Ve -VC— [ ou-V(= (g0, {)u + (/ B((p(S))dW(S),C) v¢ewn,
Q¢ Qr 0 H

for every t € [0,T], P-almost surely. Furthermore, there exists a constant K > 0, only depending on
the structure of the problem, such that for all u € U, the respective solution (v, ) satisfies

H‘PHLp(Q;Loo(o,T;Vl))mL%i;,(Q;LZ(O,T;VQ)) + ||MHL%2(Q;L2(07T;V1)) + H\I]((p)HLP/2(Q;L°°(O,T;L1(O)))
1 ) g2y 20,y + 1 O pmr @m0y < K [1 + ||u||ﬂ SR

and for every {u;}i=12 CU, the respective solutions {(¢s, fi)}i=1,2 verify

ler = @2l s @uooqo.rpvnizomvy < K {1 n |u1|57} {1 + |u2|57} [uy — ugll,, - (2.3)
Lastly, if also C1 holds, then
ler = ‘PQHL;{B(sz;co([o,T];H)mLZ(o,T;VQ)) + [l = IUQHL%B(Q;L?(O,T;H))

_4 _4 _2 2
=y Yl N Y FR Y AT (2.0

Once the analysis of well-posedness of the state-system has been addressed, we can turn our attention
to the optimal velocity control problem. As far as the controls are concerned, we consider classical box-
contraints on the velocity controls, by defining the set of admissible controls as

Upa = {u eU: ull oz < L ]P’—a.s.} :

where L > 0 is a prescribed constant. The prescription of a box—constraint on the admissible controls is
classical on the mathematical side. In applications, the constant L is typically related to the maximum
capacity of the flow—inducing devices that convey the velocity field. It will be useful to introduce an
enlarged bounded open set L?ad in U containing U,q, as

Upg :={uecll: |ul, <L+1}.
Analogously, we introduce the corresponding spaces of admissible deterministic controls as

det .__ 7 det y ydet . 7 4det ~ 77
UZS =U" NUua s S =U N U4 -
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The cost functional that we study is of quadratic tracking-type and reads
J: L% (9 C0([0,T); H)) x L%(Q; L*(0,T; HY)) — R,

How=5E [ lo-gal + TB [ o) —erf+ TE [ (25)
(p,u) € L% (2 CO([0,T]; H)) x L% (25 L2(0,T; HY))

where a7, oo, aig are nonnegative constants with a; + as + a3 > 0 and the targets are fixed with
0 € L%(% L7(0,T;H)),  agpr € L*(Q, Fr; H) .

The optimal velocity control consists in the following:

(CP): minimise the cost functional J with the constraints that u belongs to U,q and ¢ is the
unique corresponding solution component to the state system (1.1)—(1.4).

By virtue of the well-posedness Theorem 2.1 it is well-defined the control-to-state map
S Uaa — [L7, (25,C°([0, T]; H) N L2(0,T; Vo)) N LE (25 L¥(0,T; Vi) x L257(Q; L2(0,T; V1))
as _
S(u) = (S1(u), S2(w)) := (@, ), WEUaa-
This implies that the optimal control problem can be reduced to the only variable u, by introducing
the so-called reduced cost functional as

Jileg =R,  Ju):=J(S1(u),u), UEUay.

Remark 2.2. Clearly the well-posedness result in Theorem 2.1 continues to hold on any new stochastic
basis (', F',P',W'), provided to analogously define the new spaces of controlsU’, U! ;, and Z]('ld. Hence,
if also (pg, p) are some new targets on (', F',P') with the same law of (pq, ¢r), one can define the
corresponding cost functional J', the corresponding control-to—state map S’, and the new reduced cost
functional J' on the new probability space, by simply replacing 0 with €.

With this notations, we can state the exact definition of optimal control as follows. As anticipated,
we also give some relaxed notions of optimality, one based on the concept of optimality—in—law and the
other obtained minimising only on the deterministic controls.

Definition 2.3. An optimal control for (CP) is an element u € Uyq such that

J(u) = inf J(v).

J(u) = inf J(v)
A relazed optimal control for (CP) is a family (Q’, F' A Feeo.m, PW! 00, ¢, u’) where (', F' | P)
is a probability space, (F{)icjo,r) is a filtration satisfying the usual conditions, W' is a K-cylindrical
Wiener process on it, a1¢p € L%(Q; L*(0,T; H)) and aspy € L*(SY, Fr; H) have the same laws of
a1pq and aspr, respectively, and v’ € U!; satisfies

J'(W)= inf J(v).

(w) = inf J(v)

A deterministic optimal control for (CP) is an element u € U5 such that

J(u) = inf J(v).
veudst

Our first result in the analysis of the optimisation problem (CP) concerns existence optimal controls.
It is worthwhile noting that due to the non-uniqueness of optimal controls, in the genuinely stochastic
case one can only show existence of relaxed optimal controls: this is typical in highly nonlinear stochastic
optimal control problems, se for example [4,89]. By contrast, we show that deterministic optimal controls
always exist.

Theorem 2.4. Assume A1-A3. Then, there exist a relazed optimal control u and a deterministic
optimal control u®t for problem (CP).
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Once existence of minimisers for (CP) is proved, we can now turn to the main focus of the work,
i.e the investigation of necessary conditions for optimality. The first main step in this direction is
the study of the differentiability of the control-to-state map S, along with the characterisation of its
derivative through the analysis of the linearised state system. This will allow to obtain a first version of
first-order conditions for optimality by means of a suitable variational inequality involving the derivative
of the reduced cost functional. In this direction, we introduce the assumptions

C2: the map B : V; — Z?(K, H) is of class C. Let us point out that this implies together with
A3 that | DB(y)Cll 22 (r, 1y < C lIC]| for ally, ¢ € V1. Moreover, let us stress this requirement
is very natural, and it is satisfied for instance in the relevant example described in A3, provided
to replace WH°(R) with W1 (R) N C1(R).

C3: U is of class C®, DB € C%'(Vy; £(V1, £?(K, H))), and it holds that

[T (r)] < Cy(1+|r|) VreR.

This is a refinement of assumptions C1—C2 and ensures, as we will see, better differentiability
properties for S. Still, C3 is satisfied by the polynomial potential ¥,,; and the relevant noise
coefficient described in A3, provided to replace W1 (R) with W2 (R).

The linearised system can be formally obtained by differentiating the state system (1.1)—(1.4) with
respect to the control u in a given direction h € U/, and reads

dby — Avpdt + h-Vedt +u- Vo, dt = DB(p)b0, dW in (0,7) x O, (2.6)
vh = —Ab0p + ¥ (¢)0n in (0,7) x O, (2.7)

n-Vopb=n-Vo, =0 in (0,7) x 00, (2.8)

0n(0)=0 O, (2.9)

The next result ensures exactly that the linearised system (2.6)—(2.9) is well-posed in a suitable varia-
tional sense, and that the unique solution to (2.6)—(2.9) coincides with the derivative of the control-to-
state map S in the point u along the direction h.

Theorem 2.5. Assume A1-A3, C1-C2, and p > 3. Then, for all u € Upg and h € U, setting
= S1(u), there exists a unique pair (On, vn) with

On € L7, (2 C°([0,T]; Vi) N L2(0,T; V1)) N L2 (2 CO([0, T); H) N L2(0,T; Va))

Vh = — A0 + ()00 € L7 (Q; L2(0,T; H))
such that, for every t € [0,T], P-almost surely,

(On(t), ) m —/ ZWAVGES

| Qf¢h+9mn-vg=(1;DB@xgwﬂgdwx@g) Ve,

H

Furthermore, the control-to-state map Sy is Gateauz-differentiable in the following sense: for allu € Z]ad

and h € U, as § \, 0 it holds that

Sifutoh) =S g L2001 )) Vee (L),

)
DL = v g 1 (0 L0, T Vi) N LY (2 20T ) |
Sl(u + (51'(1;) - Sl(u) N O in L;fu/?) (Q;LOO(O,T;H)) n L%B (Q;LQ(O,T; Vg)) ’
S1 (U. + 6h)(t) -5 (U.)(t)

5 —Ou(t)  in LP3(Q,.Z; H) Yitelo,T].

Moreover, if p > 7 and C3 holds, then Sy is also Fréchet-differentiable as a map
Syt Ung — L2T(;C0([0,T0; Vi) N L2(0, T VA1)
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The second step in the analysis of necessary conditions for optimality consists in studying the so-
called adjoint system and by proving a suitable duality relation with respect to the linearised system.
The adjoint system can be formally obtained as the dual system of (2.6)—(2.9), and reads

—dP — APdt + 9" (p)Pdt —u-VPdt

=o1(p —¢q)dt+ DB(p)*Zdt — ZdW in (0,7) x O, (2.10)
P=—-AP in(0,T)x0O, (2.11)

n-VP=n-VP=0 in (0,7) x 80, (2.12)

P(T) = ax(p(T) —¢r)  in0O. (2.13)

Let us point out that the adjoint system is backward in time: due to the stochastic framework of
the problem, this necessarily requires the introduction of the additional variable Z in view of the
classical martingale representation theorems. The situation here is then much more complex than the
deterministic one: the variable of the adjoint system is indeed the couple (P, Z), with P being an
auxiliary variable. Due to the difficulty of analysis of the adjoint system, we will need to require more
regularity on the targets, namely

C4: p > 6 and it holds that
a1pg € L% (U L2(0,T; H)),  aspr € Li-1(Q, FriVh).

The next result ensures that the adjoint system (2.10)—(2.13) is well-posed in a suitable variational
sense, and state a duality relation between (2.6)—(2.9) and (2.10)—-(2.13).

Theorem 2.6. As§ume A1-A3, C1-C2, and C4. Then, for all u € Z/N{ad, setting ¢ = Sy(u), there
exists a triplet (P, P,Z), with

P e L% (;C°([0,T); Vi) N L2(0,T; V3)),

P =LP e L%(Q;C°([0,T); Vi) N L*(0,T; W),

Z € L% (% L2(0,T; L2(K, W))) ,
such that, for every t € [0,T], P-almost surely,

P10+ [ VPVe+ [ wio)Pcr [ Puve
QF QT QF

T
= (0a((T) = ). O+ | DB 2C ( / Z(s)dw<s>,<> Y.
t t H
Furthermore, the solution components VP, P, and VZ are unique in the spaces L%,(Q;C°([0,T7; H)),
L%,(9;C°([0,T0; Vi), and L%,(Q; L*(0,T; £%(K, H?))), respectively.

At this point, we are finally ready to state the necessary conditions for optimality: more specifically,
we present here two different versions. The first one is deduced directly by the characterisation of the
derivative of S7 in Theorem 2.5, and consists of a variational inequality depending also on the linearised
variables. The second one is a refinement of this, as it employs the adjoint problem and only depends
on the intrinsic adjoint variables (P, P, Z), not on the linearised ones.

Theorem 2.7. Assume A1-A3, C1-C2, and p > 6. If u € U,q is an optimal control for (CP) and
= S1(u) is its respective optimal state, then

041E/(<P—90Q)9v—u+a2E/
Q

(p(T) — o1)0v—u(T) + a3IE/ u-(v—u)>0 Vv €Uy, (2.14)
o

Q

where Oy _y is the unique first solution component of the linearised system (2.6)—(2.9) with the choice
h :=v —u, in the sense of Theorem 2.5.
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Theorem 2.8. Assume A1-A3, C1-C2, and C4. If u € U,q is an optimal control for (CP) and
= S1(u) is its respective optimal state, then

IE/ (pVP +azu) - (v—u) >0 Vv € Uya, (2.15)
Q

where VP is the uniquely-determined solution component of the adjoint system (2.10)—(2.13) in the
sense of Theorem 2.6. In particular, if ag > 0, then u is the orthogonal projection of fa%gaVP on the

closed convex set Uyq in the Hilbert space L2, (% L2(0,T; HYY).

Remark 2.9. Let us comment on the necessary condition for optimality. When handling the optimisa-
tion problem in practice, the main role of condition (2.15) is to restrict the class of possible candidates
to be optimal controls. Roughly speaking, the optimisation analysis begins with the identification of some
natural candidates u to the role of optimal controls. Secondly, for such controls u the forward and the
backward systems are solved, so that the respective variables ¢ = @(u) and VP = VP (u) are identified.
Finally, if condition (2.15) is not met, then the candidate u is cut off from the analysis, otherwise it
is confirmed. Nonetheless, let stress again that condition (2.15) is only a necessary requirement, and
can only help to restrict the class of potential optimal controls. In order to further refine the analysis,
sufficient conditions for optimality should be investigated. The mathematical idea behind this is very
natural: if the reduced cost functional J can be shown to be twice (Fréchet or Gateauzx) differentiable,
then any control u satisfying the first order—stationary condition (2.15) and the positive definiteness
condition D2j(u) > 0 is an optimal control. Such second—order analysis is extremely challenging, and
to the best of the author’s knowledge it has been performed so far only in relation to some selected
optimal control problems in the deterministic setting [19, 27]. In the stochastic case, the second—order
analysis is open, and is currently being investigated in a work in preparation.

3. WELL-POSEDNESS OF THE STATE SYSTEM

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 2.1 about well-posedness of the state system.

3.1. Uniqueness. Let {u;};=12 C U and let us denote by {(¢;, i) }i=1,2 any respective solutions to
(1.1)~(1.4) in the sense of Theorem 2.1. Let us set for brevity of notation ¢ := p1 — @a, pt:= 1 — po,
u:= uj; — uy: then we have

dp —Apdt+u-Veydt +uz - Vodt = (B(g1) — B(p2))dW,  ¢(0) =0,

where the equality is intended in the usual variational sense of Theorem 2.1.

Taking Wl‘ € V1 as test function yields directly by assumption A3 that o = 0, so that actually
@ € L,(:C°([0,T); Vi) and B(p1) — B(pz) € LY, (% L*(0,T; L2 (K, Vi))). Hence, Ito’s formula
for the function 1 || VA ¢|7; yields

SIVNel + [ e+ [ W) - wieet [ Vot VNG

= %/O IVN'(B(1) = B(p2))(5) %2 sy ds +/0 (Nep(s), (B(e1) — Blpz))(s) AW (s)) -

Now, the mean value theorem and assumption A1l give

| o) - viee=-cu [ o,

t t
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while the inclusion V3 < L%(0), the Holder and the Poincaré-Wirtinger inequalities yield
t
/ (u-Ver +u - Vo)Np < C/O VL ()l ()l + llaz(s)lly 1Vl ) [N (s)lly, ds

2 2 1 ! 2 2
< lerllzoe . zvy 1l 20,70y + §/Q Vel|* + C/O (1 + Hu2(s)||U) [VN@(s)ll7 ds.
t

Furthermore, assumption A3 ensure that
! 2
| ION B = Blea) @ ds < [ 1o
0 t
Using the compactness inequality (2.1) and rearranging the terms we are left with

t
IV + [ V6P < cllealmoray Nl +¢ / (1+ ()17 ) VA (s) 7 ds

e / (No(s), (Blor) — Blg2))(s) AW (s) 1 - (3.1)

On the right-hand side we have, by the Holder inequality in time,

t
2 2 -2 2 2
/O (14 e (I ) 19N (s ds < et' =% (14 il o.0,0) ) IVNV Gl w0 )

and, thanks to the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy and the Young inequalities, assumption A3, and again the
compactness inequality (2.1),

p/2
1
E sup < §E||VN@||iw(0,t,H) +CEH90||ZL),2(O¢;H)

re(0,t]

/ (W els). (Blor) — Blea))(s) AW (s)

1 1
< g BIVNGlL 0.0 + 5 EIVOIL2 00 + CBIVN @l L20 1) -
Consequently, taking power p/2 at both sides of (3.1) and rearranging the terms yield

E VNI 0.0 T ENVOlL200m0)
< cllulf B lealfe o vy +etE 1+ allf) EIVN @I o iy -

Hence, setting

2

1 - P
Ty := <§c Y+ luzll7)) 1> AT,
we get
1
E VNI o 0,m:m) + BIVOIT20,105m) < Clall BllorlZ< o1y + 5 EIVNOIL< (0,7, -
Since T} is independent of the initial time, we can iterate the procedure and close the estimate on each

subinterval [kTy, (k + 1)Tp] for all k € N until (k + 1)7p > T summing up, noting that the number of
such subintervals is less than Tlo + 1, and renominating ¢ independently of us, we get then

_2p_
llen = (‘02HZZ(Q;C"([O,T];vf)mLZ(o,T;vl)) < cllerlloneo,rs11)) (1 + |u2|ft2) ur — wal7;

from which uniqueness of solutions follows.
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3.2. Approximation. We turn now to existence of solutions. First of all, for every A let 5y : R — R
be the Yosida approximation of § and 8y : R — [0,+00) be the Moreau-Yosida regularisation of 3,
which are defined, respectively, as

Ba(r) == r- +:\ﬂ)’1(r) , B)\(T) = /0’” Ba(s)ds, r € R.

Let us recall that 3y is ifLipschitz continuous, () is convex and quadratic at oo, and as A \, 0 it holds
that Bx(r) — B(r) and Si(r)  B(r) for all r € R. For further details about the properties of 8\ and
B we refer to the monograph [3, Ch. 2]. We define the approximated double-well potential as

~ C
U, :R >R, Uy (r) = \IJ(O)Jrﬂ)\(T)fT\PTQ, reR,

so that in particular we have W'\ (r) = x(r) — Cyr for r € R. Secondly, we define
uy =y kU,

where (pa)x C C(R) is is a classical non—anticipative sequence of mollifiers in time. In particular, let
us point out that it holds

uy € L5 (Q x (0,7);U), uy —u in LL(QLP(0,T;U)) Vg>1.

The approximated system is obtained by replacing ¥’ with ¥, and u with uy in (1.1)-(1.4):

dpx — Apndt +uy - Vi dt = B(py) dW in (0,7) x O, (3.2)
pa = —Apx + P\ (px) I (0,7)x0O, (3.3)
n-Voy=n-Vyuy,=0 in (0,7) x 00, (3.4)

er(0)=¢o  InO. (3.5)

We formulate (3.2)—(3.5) in an abstract way as
dpx + (Ax +Cx) () dt = B(pa)dW , oA (0) = 0, (3.6)
where the variational operators
Ay Vo = V5, Cr: Qx[0,T] x Vo = V5,
are defined as
0.0 1= [ (~AO-Ay+ T, p.Ce V.
and

<Ck(watay)a§> = —/OyU-)\(W,t) : VC, y,C S ‘/2, te [O,T] .

Since W) is Lipschitz-continuous, it is not difficult to show (see for example [87, Lem. 3.1]) that Ay
is weakly monotone, weakly coercive, and linearly bounded, in the sense that there are two constants
¢, ¢y > 0 such that
2 2
(An(y1) — A2(y2),v1 —y2) > exlyr —w2lly, — A llyr — w2l Yy, €V2

and

AWl < A+ ylly,) Yy ela.
As far as the convection operator Cy is concerned, since divuy = 0, thanks to the divergence theorem
we have

(Cr(1) — Caly) i — y2) = — /O (11 — y2)ur - V(g1 — o) = 0,

and, thanks to the Holder inequality and the inclusion V; — L°(0O),

ICAWllyx = sup = [ yuxn- V(e < |ylly [[unlly < Hu/\HLg,C(QX(o,T);U) lvlly, YyeVa.
e, <t o z
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Hence, the operator Ay 4+ Cy : Q x [0,T] x Vo — V5 is weakly monotone, weakly coercive, and linearly
bounded. Besides, due to the Lipschitz-continuity of ¥4 and the regularity of uy it is immediate to
check that it is also hemicontinuous. Moreover, assumption A3 ensure that B : H — (K, H) is
Lipschitz-continuous. It follows then by the classical variational approach to SPDEs by Pardoux [83]
and Krylov—Rozovskii [69] that the evolution equation (3.6) admits a unique variational solution

ox € Lo (Q; C7([0, T H) N L*(0, T3 Va))
Let us set py := —Apy + ¥, (¢n) as the approximated chemical potential.

3.3. Uniform estimates. Itd’s formula for the square of the H-norm yields

1
Slosll+ [ 1o+ [ wien-ne) - [ e Ve

t

= gl +5 [ 1B G s+ | (or(o). Blo(s) W (s)

Now, on the left-hand side we have, thanks to the monotonicity of [y,

/tw;mx—mnz o ﬁ&((px)|V<p>\|2—C\I,/tgp/\(_A%\) Z_E/Q

Also, by the Hélder inequality and the inclusion V; < L(0) it holds

t
- / oAty - Vipy > — / loa)lla Tar(®)lly ey, ds-

Thanks to the elliptic regularity theory for the Neumann problem (see e.g. [14, §9.6]) there is ¢ > 0
independent of A such that |[([|y, < c(||¢||z + [[AC] ) for every ¢ € Va: consequently, renominating ¢
and using the Young inequality we get

1 t
[ e Verz g [ 18— [esl 0+ ol ds
t t 0

ac1 =G5 [ el
¢ Qt

Furthermore, noting that % > 4 since v € [1, 2], assumption A3 yields

1 t
3 | 1B e ds<c.

Putting this information together and using assumption on the right-hand side we get, possibly updating
the value of ¢,

1 2 1 1, o ' 2 >
SIestl 5 [ 18 < 5ol +e [ loa(o)l (14 el s
t

+/O (oa(8), B(pa(s)) dW (s)) 4 Vte[0,T], P-as.

Taking now power p/2 at both sides, the stochastic integral on the right-hand side can be treated again
thanks to A3, using classical computations based on the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality (see for
example [75, Lem. 4.3]). Consequently, the same iterative argument used in Subsection 3.1 ensures that

”%|‘ii})(Q;CO([O,T];H)nLZ(o,T;Vz)) s¢ (1 + |u|§2> : (3.7)

In order to deduce further estimates on ¢, and wy, we rely on the free-energy estimate. Namely, we
consider the approximated energy

S GEE YN R NGRS

Clearly, E) is well-defined and of class C! in Vi, with derivative
DEy : Vi — V", DE\() =L+ (¢), ¢eW,
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so that in particular we have DFE)(¢x) = pux. Moreover, the Lipschitz-continuity of ¥) ensures that
DEy : Vi — V" is actually Fréchet-differentiable with

DQE)\(C)[Zl,ZQ /Vz1 VZQ+/ 0 (C)leg, C,29,29 € V1.
O

Now, we would like to write Itd’s formula for E)(py): in order to do this, we need to show first that
wx and py enjoy more regularity. This can be shown by performing a further approximation on the
problem (for example, the classical Faedo—Galerkin approximation of the abstract evolution equation
(3.6)). Indeed, by the classical variational theory on stochastic evolution equations [73], there is a
sequence (H,,), of finite-dimensional subspaces of H, included in Vo and with U, H,, dense in H, such
that, setting P, : V' — H,, as the orthogonal projection onto H,,, the unique solution (¥, u%) of the
finite dimensional system
— Apydt + Py(uy - V) dt = P, B(e%)dW in (0,7
py = —Apk + PaPi(px)  in (0,7)x O,
n-Vey =n-Vuy =0 in (0,7
ex(0)=¢g  inO,
satisfy, as n — oo,

P = on in L (G L2(0,T5V)),  uh — un in L (L0, T H)) .

At this point, the finite-dimensional It6 formula for Ey |z, yields

3 sl [ weren+ [ wme=g [ wars [ wen s | covs

v / IV P B3 ()22 . d”;o /Q BB + / (H5(5), B3()) AW (s)

for every t € [0,T], P-almost surely. We show now uniform estimates on the terms on the right-hand
side, independent of both A and n. These will show a posteriori that ¢, and u) are actually more
regular. For this reason and for brevity of notation, we omit from now on the dependence on n and
refer to [87,91] for more detail.

To this end, noting that the definition of u) and assumption A1 imply

(ol = (W (ex)ol < 1T (o) o < ¢ (1 v wm) ,

on the left-hand side we get

—_

/‘I’A(w(t)) L ®)ol - c.
O

o

On the right-hand side, thanks to the Hélder and Young inequalities, the inclusion Vi — L5(0), and
the estimate (3.7), proceeding as in Subsection 3.1 we have

1 I
[ oo+ [ o Vin< [ w45 [ 19 45 [ el o)l as
o Q o Q¢ 0

t

1 _2 2 2
<ty [ 9m el 19
t
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Moreover, assumptions A3 and A1 yield, together with the Holder inequality and (3.7),

I -
3, 1B e ds+ 3 [ wenlBenel
=07 @

t 0 t
gc<1+ / lor()II3, ds>+2 / 124(r (Dl o) IBor(es I 2 ds
Jj=0

(0)
¢ 2
SC(1+/ IV (s)ll d8+/ ‘I’WA))
0 Q1

2
Sctct HVQDAHLOC(O,t;H) +ct ||‘I//\(90/\)||Loc(o,t;L1(O)) :

Finally, the Burkholder—Davis—Gundy and the Poincaré-Wirtinger inequalities give, together with as-
sumption A3,
p/2

E sup

t p/4
v < 8 ([ 1B 1B 6D g 05
re|0,

<cE H/’l’)\”L?(Ot H) <JE HV:LL/\HLZ(O t;H) +Cs (1 +E ”(M)\)O”LZ(O t))

for every § > 0, where we have updated the value of ¢ and ¢s step—by—step, independently of A\. Putting
all this information together, choosing ¢ sufficiently small, rearranging the terms, and updating again
the value of ¢, we infer that

/0 " (n(s), Bloa(s)) AW (s))

E [Vor s 0. + E AT 0 00 + ENm)ol?2 0.0 + BNV (0.0
<e[t+ (Bl + 8 BVl o
HEE [ OA @022 01100 + P E N30l 6. vt el0,T].

Consequently, we can close the estimate on a certain subinterval [0, Tp], where Tj is chosen sufficiently
small in order to incorporate the terms on the right-hand side into the corresponding ones on the left.
Also, a patching argument as in Subsection 3.1 allows then to extend the estimate to the whole interval
[0, 7], and we obtain

|\90A||Lv(sz;Loo(o,T;vl)) + H/j/)\”L%Q(Q;LZ(O’T;Vl + ||VNA||LP (;L2(0,T;H))

I a0y < (14 G ) (35)

which by comparison in py = —Agx + ¥4 (¢a) and estimate (3.7) gives also
_2p_
WA Loz 0,200,750y < € <1 + ||u|5,2) : (3.9)

Finally, note that by assumption A3 and the estimate (3.8) we have

1B L (9 0,7y, 22 (5, Lo (0,15 (0,75 22 (1 VA ) < €
so that the classical result by Flandoli & Gatarek [48, Lem. 2.1| ensures in particular that

I = /O'B(w(s))dvv(s) <o Vse(0,1/2). (3.10)

L% (;W=P(0,T;V1))

Consequently, by comparison in (3.2) it is not difficult to check that

H(‘DA||LZ7;(Q;W1’2(O,T;V1*)+WS 2(0,T:V1)) < cg Vs e (0, 1/2) .

Now, recalling that p > 2, for all arbitrary s € (0,1/2) we have that s — % < 1 so that the usual

2
Sobolev embeddings ensure that

WE2(0,T5 V) = W*P(0,T:Vy') Vs e (0,1/2),
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and we deduce that
||SOAHLZ,(Q;WSYP(O,T;VI*)) S Cs VS S (0, 1/2) . (311)

3.4. Passage to the limit. From the estimates (3.7)—(3.9), there exists a pair (p, ), with
p € (L0, T V1)) N LG (G L0, T5 V), pe LA Q5 L2(0,T5 VA))

such that, as A \ 0, on a non-relabelled subsequence we have

px =@ i LE(Q L(0,T5 V1)) N LY, (2 L*(0, T Va))

pa— o in LYAQ L0, T3 1)) .
Now, since p > 2, we can fix § € (%, %), so that sp > 1: with this choice, by the classical Aubin—Lions—
Simon compactness results [92, Cor. 5] we have

L>=(0,T; V1) N L2(0,T; Vo) N WSP(0,T; Vi) — C°([0,T]; H) N L2(0,T; V4) compactly .

Hence, setting B,, as the closed ball of radius n in L°(0,T; V1) N L2(0,T; Vo) "NWSP(0,T; Vi), we have
that B,, is compact in C°([0,T]; H) N L?(0,T; V1), for every n € N. Consequently, denoting by vy the
law of ¢, on C°([0,T]; H) N L?(0,T; V1) for brevity, the Markov inequality and the uniform estimates
(3.7), (3.8), and (3.11) yield

A (By) = ]P){”90)\HL°°(O,T;Vl)ﬂL2(O,T;VZ)HWEvP(O,T;Vl*) > n}

)

Slo

= n E ”90)‘HL°°(O,T;V1)ﬂLZ(O,T;Vz)ﬂWg’p(07T;V1*) <

from which
lim supwvy(B;)=0.

N0 NS0
By the Prokhorov theorem this implies that
the laws of (px)x are tight on C°([0,T); H) N L*(0,T; V1) .
Similarly, estimate (3.10) ensures by the same argument that
the laws of (I)y are tight on C°([0,T]; H).

Let us show now that, possibly on a further subsequence, we have also the strong convergence

ox =@  inC%0,T]; H)N L*(0,T;Vy) P-as. (3.12)
To this end, we use the following lemma due to Gyongy & Krylov [62, Lem. 1.1], which characterises

the convergence in probability in a Polish space.

Lemma 3.1. Let X be a Polish space and (Z,)n be a sequence of X-valued random variables. Then
(Zn)n converges in probability if and only if for any pair of subsequences (Zy, ) and (Zy,);, there exists
a joint sub-subsequence (ane s Zn;, )e converging in law to a probability measure v on X X X such that
v({(z1,22) EX X X 121 = z9}) = 1.

We apply this lemma to X = C°([0,T]; H) N L?(0,T; V1) and (px)x. Given two arbitrary sub-
sequences (¢x, )k and (py,);, since the laws of the pairs (pa,,x, )k, are tight on (C°([0,T]; H) N
L?(0,T;V1))?, there is a joint subsequence (¢xx, 9, )i converging weakly to a probability measure v
on (C°([0,T); H) N L?(0,T; V1)) By the Skorokhod representation theorem [67, Thm. 2.7] and [95,
Thm. 1.10.4, Add. 1.10.5], there exist a new probability space (Q',.%’, ') and measurable maps
¢i o (, F') — (Q,.F), such that P’ 0 ¢; ' =P for every i € N and

(D5, 5, ) = (o ong, ) 0 0 = (Ph9n) i (CO([0,T); H) N L2(0,T3Vh))?,  Plas.,
for some measurable random variables

(91, 95) = (,.F") — (C°([0, T H) N L*(0, T3 V1))*.
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Similarly, we have

(u’/\kv,u’/\j_) = (u,\ki,u)\ji) o ¢; — (uf,uh) in LP(0,T;U)?, P-as.,
(I T4, ) = (I, T, ) 0 6 — (I I3) in CO(0, T} Y, P-as.,
W!:=Wo¢; - W in C°([0,T); K), P-as.

for some measurable random variables
(uf,u}): (¥, F") — LP(0,T;U)

and
(I, 1) : (2, F") — C°([0,T]; H)?, W' (.7 — (0, T);U).

Now, since uy — u in LP(0,T;U) P-almost surely on the whole sequence A, for every arbitrary f €
C°(R) N L*(R) we have
LP(O,T;U)>:|

E' [f (Hull - u/QHLP(O,T;U)):| = lim E' {f (HU-/A,%. - u&u
)]=o
Lr(0,T;U)

i—00

lim E |:f (Hu,\ki —uy,,

i—00
from which u] = u} P'-almost surely due to the arbitrariness of f. Let us set then u’ := u} = u)
and (“/Akg“/)\jv) i= (K, » iy, ) © @it since the maps ¢; preserve the laws, from the uniform estimates

(3.7)-(3.9) we deduce also that
in L% (Q;C(0, T); H
in L1 (Q; L°(0,T; Vh)

NL*0,T;V1))* VL€ ([L,p),
N LY, L%(0,T; Va))?,

(D5, > Ph;,) = (1, 95) )
(DA, #5,,) = (91, 93) )
(Hh,,»#h,,) = (o) in LEL(Q L2(0,T5 V)2,
(), uy ) = (W) in L(Q5LP(0,T3U))?,
for some measurable random variables
(11, p5) = (', F") = L2(0,T5V1)2.
Now, if we introduce the filtration (#];):ej0,7] s

‘gzi/,t = 0—{90/)\;%. (S>’ 50//\11. (S)v M/)\ki (S)v M/)‘Ji (S>a u/)\ki (S)v u//\ji (S)v W{(S), I//\,CZ (S)v IS\JI (S> © 8 S t} ’

using classical representation theorems for martingales (see [48] and [31, § 8.4]) we have that W/ is a
cylindrical Wiener process on (@', %', (F{)icjo, 1), P’) and

i

= [ B, () awics),

K, = [ B v, 5, = [

so that on the new probability space (,.%’, ') we have
Aoy, — Apy, dt+u), -V, dt =B(gy, )dW], @), (0) = g0,
dey, —Apy, dt+u) V) dt=B(g) JdWi, ¢ (0) =g,

where the equations are intended in the usual variational sense (3.6). Now, the strong convergences of
((p&ki , go’/\ji ); imply, together with the Lipschitz-continuity of B, that

(B(¢4,,): B(#h,,)) =+ (B(¢1), B(wy))  in LE(Q5C°([0,T);.2%(K, H)))* VLe[L,p).
Introducing then the limiting filtration (.#/)ic(o,7] as

Fi = 0{@1(s), a(s), i (s), ua(s),u'(s), W'(s), I1(s), I (s) : s <}, t€[0,T],
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a classical argument based again on the martingale representation theorem (see [48] and [31, § 8.4])
yields the identification

I = / B (s) AW (s),  Tp= / B(h(s)) AW (s).

Moreover, the strong convergences of (¢}, ), )i together with the uniform estimate (3.9) on the
nonlinearities also give

(Wh,, (4, ) T, (9h,)) = (W/(01), W (h))  in LY*(QL2(0,T; H))?.

Putting all this information together, we deduce that (¢}, 5) solves the limit problem (1.1)—(1.4) in
the sense of Theorem 2.1 on the new probability space (€',.%’,P'), namely

dpy — Apjdi+u' - Vi dt = B(eh) dW', ¢1(0) = ¢o,

deh — Aph dt +u’ - Vs dt = B(ph) AW’ ¢5(0) = 0.

Since we have already proved uniqueness of solutions in Subsection 3.1, we deduce that

v({(21,22) € X2 21 = 221) = P {16} = @hll oo o,mmmnieo.rany = 0f = 1.

so that Lemma 3.1 ensures the strong convergence (3.12) also on the original probability space (§2,.7, P).
Proceeding now in exactly the same way on (£2,.%,P) instead, it is a standard matter to show that
(p, ) is the unique solution to the state system (1.1)—(1.4). Clearly, the global estimate (2.2) follows
directly by the computations in Subsection 3.3 and assumption A3,

3.5. Continuous dependence. Here we conclude the proof of Theorem 2.1 by showing the continuous
dependence estimates (2.3)—(2.4).

First of all, (2.3) is a consequence of the already proved (2.2) and Subsection 3.1. Now, let us focus
on proving (2.4). To this end, we use the same notation of Subsection 3.1 and use 1td’s formula for the
square of the H-norm instead, getting

e+ [ 1868 = [ o) - veaps [ (w- Ve tu vo)

=5 [ 1816 = BleaD e A5+ [ (016), (Blo1(9) = Blia(9) W (s)

The third term on the left hand side can be handled thanks to assumption A1, the Hélder and Young
inequalities, and the embedding V; — L%(0), as

1
W - wemaos g [ a6l e | (el + el ol

t

IN

1 t
: /Q gl + |+ lerloioy + Boaln) (o) s

IN

1 4 4 2
g 186+ (14 lealiori + el iori) el aoras) -

The convection terms on the right-hand side can be treated similarly using the divergence theorem, the
Hélder and Young inequalities, and the inclusion L(2) < V; as

2 2 2
/ (u-Vpr +uz-Vep)p = / u- Voo < H50||L2(0,T;V1) tc HWl”Loo(o,T;vl) HuHL2(0,T;U) :
t t
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Hence, we rearrange the terms and take power p/6 at both sides, obtaining, thanks to the Holder and
Young inequalities,

3 3
E 112 o 7o) + ENARIE 7o
<c|l+ ||<p1HLp<Q Le(o,r3v3)) T ||9"2HLP<Q Lo(0,T vn)} ”‘P”LP @z200,mv)) T CE ”9"”L2<0T Vi)
p/6

3
+ CH501||LD Q;L>°(0,T;V1)) HUHZZ/ + cE sup
t€[0,T]

/0 ((3), (B(g1(5)) — Blea(s)) AW (5)) 5

where the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality and the Lipschitz-continuity of B yield
p/6

3
E sup < OBl o rmy + o Elelato oy

te[0,7)

/0 ((5), (Blg1(5)) — Blea(s))) AW (5))

for all o > 0. Hence, choosing ¢ sufficiently small and rearranging the terms, the continuous dependence
(2.4) follows from the already proved estimates (2.2)—(2.3). This concludes the proof of Theorem 2.1.

4. EXISTENCE OF OPTIMAL CONTROLS

In this section we prove Theorem 2.4, showing that the optimisation problem (CP) always admits a
relaxed optimal control u € U,q and a deterministic optimal control u?e* Z/lggt. The main idea idea is
to use the direct method from calculus of variations, combined with a stochastic compactness argument.

Let (uy,)n C Ugq be a minimising sequence for the functional J, , in the sense that
J(u inf J(v
(un) N inf J(v),

and define (@y, ttn)n as the unique respective solutions to the state system (1.1)—(1.4), in the sense of
Theorem 2.1. Thanks to the definition of U, 4 and the estimate (2.2), we deduce that there exist u € Uyq
and a triplet (o, 1, £) with

p € L (2 CO[0,T); H) N L(0,T; Va)) N LE,(Q; L(0,T3 V1))
pe LA L20,T5 V), €e LPP(Q; L3(0,T; H))
such that, as n — oo, possibly on a subsequence,
Pn = ¥ in L5, (Q; L>(0,T; V1)) OL?@(Q;LQ(OaT;VQ))’
. 2
o = in L2 L2(0,T5 V),
. 2
Wipn) =€ in LYXQL2(0,T; H)),
u, >u in LS(Q; LP(0,T;0)) .
Assumption A3 and the uniform estimates on (¢,,), ensure also that
1B(on )l oo (x (0,122 (K, 1)) Lp (9 Lo (0,752 (K Vi Y)) < €

so that in particular

I = /O'B(%(s))dvv(s) <e, Vse(0,1/2).

L2, (Q;W=:r(0,T;V1))
By comparison in the equation (1.1) we infer then
||<PnHL;(Q;WS,F(O,T;V;)) <c¢ Vs€(0,1/2),

which ensures that the laws of (¢,,), are tight on the space C°([0,T]; H) N L?(0,T;V;). We argue now
on the same line of Subsection 3.4. As a consequence of the Skorokhod theorem there is a probability
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space (', %' /') and measurable maps ¢; : (', F') — (,.%) with P’ o qﬁ;l = P for all 7 € N, such
that
P = pnodi = ¢ in L (Q;C°([0,T); H)N L*(0,T; 1)) VL€ [1,p),
P, =@ i LB Q5 L0, T5 V1)) N L2, (25 L2(0,T; Va))
M, =m0 6 =i in L@ L2(0,T5 ),
u, =u, 00, —~u  in L (Q;LP(0,T;U)),
go’Q,i =g o ¢; — (p’Q in LQQ(Q/; LQ(O, T;H)),
Y =prog; —¢p i L(Q, FrH).
Furthermore, on the new probability space we have

dey,, — Apy, dt + g, - Ve, dt = B(e),,) AW,  ¢;,.(0) = ¢o,

where the stochastic integral are intended with respect to a suitably defined filtration (% )ieqo,1)-
Proceeding as in Subsection 3.4, we infer that

Vgh) = V() in LN LA(0,T5 H)),
so that by assumption A3 and the martingale representation theorem we can pass to the limit as i — oo
on the new probability space and get
dp' — Ap/ dt +u’ - V' dt = B(¢')dW’, ©'(0) = ¢ .

This shows that u’ € U/, and that (¢, ') = S’(u’). To conclude that u’ is a relaxed optimal control for
the optimisation problem (CP), we note that by the weak lower semicontinuity of the cost functional
J we have

~ (6% (6% (0%
Tw) =G [ 16 ol + G [ 190 -l + PE [

<timint (S8 [ loh, - ol + P [ 1,0 - onP + T [
2 Q i ) 2 o i ) 2 Q i

i—00

@] (8] (@)
h_mmf<—1E/ |wnin|2+—2E/ |som<T>fsoT|2+—3E/ [, )

= lim inf j(un) = inf j(v) ,

n—00 VEULa

)

so that u’ € U/, is a relaxed optimal control in the sense of Definition 2.3.

In order to show existence of a deterministic optimal control, the argument is similar. We start
taking a minimising sequence (u,), C L{ggt such that

J(up) \, inf J(v).

veudst

Arguing exactly as above, thanks to the fact that (u,), are deterministic, in this case we have that
u;, = u,, for every i € N. Consequently, in this case we can (¢, ), inherits some strong compactness
properties on the original probability space, using a similar argument to the one of Subsection 3.4, by
employing Lemma 3.12. Namely, we infer the strong convergence

on — @ inCY0,T); H)Nn L*(0,T; V1), P-as.

on the original probability space (Q,.7,P). It follows then that & = U’'(p) almost everywhere, and
letting n — oo yields

dp — Apdt +u-Vedt=B(p)dW,  »(0)=¢o,

so that (¢, u) = S(u). At this point, the conclusion follows as above by lower semicontinuity of the cost
functional.
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5. LINEARISED SYSTEM AND DIFFERENTIABILITY OF THE CONTROL-TO-STATE MAP
The aim of this section is to prove that the linearised state system (2.6)—(2.7) is well-posed and to
characterise its solution as the derivative on the control-to-state map. Namely, we prove here Theo-

rem 2.5.

5.1. Existence. Let u € U,q and h € U be arbitrary and fixed. Using the notation of Subsection 3.2,
we consider the approximated linearised problem

A0pr — Avprdt + h - Vo dt +uy - Vo dt = DB(@)0prdW  in (0,7) x O, (5.1)
Uhy = —A0p x + U5 (¢)0n,2 in (0,7) x O, (5.2)

n-Vopr=n-Vip =0 in (0,7) x 00, (5.3)

O (0)=0 inO. (5.4)

Noting that ¥4 (p) € L>=(Q x Q), the classical variational approach ensures existence and uniqueness
of the approximated solution

O € L% (4C°([0,T); H) N L*(0,T; V5))
vy = A0 + WA (0)0nx € L5 (95 L*(0,T5 H))
in the sense that, for every ¢ € Vs, for every t € [0,T], P-almost surely,

(ohﬁ,\(t),C)H — /Qt I/hﬁ,\AC — o ((ph+ 9117)\11) -V( = (/O DB((p)ohﬁ,\ dW(S),§> . (55)

H

Noting that (6n,x)o = 0, we can write Itd’s formula for 1 |\VN9h7)\||§i, getting

1
S 1N+ [ 1900aP == [ W@oarP+ [ (bt ) - VA
Qe

+%/O VN DB(p(5))0n ()] %2 1.1 ds+/0 (NOna(s), DB(p(s))0n 1 (s) AW (s)) ;-

Now, assumption A1, the Holder—Young inequalities and the compactness inequality (2.1), and the
embedding V; < L5(0) give, for all ¢ > 0,

= [ NP+ [ (o ) VA

t
<e [ I90AR el v e [ (1 B + sl ) [VAB A, ds.

t

Similarly, by C2 and again the compactness inequality (2.1), we have

1 t t
3 | IVN DB iy ds <2 [ 900 e [ IVABAI s
0 Qt 0

As for the stochastic integral, the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy and Young inequalities give (see for example
[76, Lem. 4.1]), together with (2.1) and C2

p/2

E sup / " (WBa(s), DB((5))fnr(s) AW (s))
rel0,t] 1J0

< eENO AT 0,10y + €= EN00ANT 20,1,
<cE |‘V_/\[9h7)\|‘1£oo(07t;H) +cE Hveh,,\Him(O,t;H) +c. E HVNeh,/\H:ZZ(Q,t;H) .

Consequently, using the same iterative—patching argument of Subsection 3.1, raising to power p/2,
taking supremum in time and expectations, we infer that

||9hv)\HL%,,(Q;C“([O,T];Vl*)ﬁL2(O,T;V1)) <c. (5.6)
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A 1 2 .
Now, It6’s formula for 5 [|0n A ||7; yields

1
5 |‘9h7)\||§—] +/ |A9h7)\|2 = / (gﬁh+ 9117)\11)\) . V@hy)\ +/ \IJ',\’(gp)th,\Ath,\
Q

t t

t t
+3 | IPB0A ) 05+ [ 009 DB () (5) AW (1)
where by the divergence theorem we have
/ (ph + Opauy) - Vo, = / ¢h - Vo, .
Hence, it is not difficult to see that, using again the Holder, Young and Burkholder-Davis—Gundy

inequalities, assumption C2, and the estimate (5.6), all the terms on the right-hand side can be handled,
except the one containing ¥U”. For this one, we proceed using C1, the embedding V; — L°(0), as

1
[ W @masta < e [ 180 e [ (LTl ) sl ds
t t 0

4 2
S 5/ |A9h7)\|2 + Ce (1 + ||(‘0||L°°(0,T;V1)) ||9h7)‘||L2(O,T;V1) 5
t

where, thanks to (5.6) and the Hélder inequality,

4 2 4 2
1= 02534 1632 0,0 < el oo, 10012 o0 mmay < -

Lr/6(Q)
Consequently, we deduce that

1Al g2 @00, rimmynna 0 mivay) S €5 (5.7)

from which, by comparison in (5.2),
Hyh’/\HL%S(Q;LZ(O,T;H)) sc,
We infer the existence of (0y, vy, ) with
On € L%, (9 CO([0, T); Vi) N L2(0,T; Vi) N LE/3 (95 L%(0,T; H)) N L (9 L2(0, T3 Va))
vn € L2 (Q; L2(0, T H))
such that, as A \, 0 (possibly on a subsequence),

Oy — 0 in LE (Q; L°(0,T; V) N LY/ (@ L%(0,T: H)) (5.9)
Onr — On  in LE, (Q; L2(0,T; V1)) N L2 (9 L2(0,T; Va)) (5.10)
Vp — v in L2 (Q L%(0,T; H)) . (5.11)

Since the systems (5.1)—(5.4) and (2.6)—(2.9) are linear, the passage to the limit is straightforward.
Indeed, by assumption C2 and the dominated convergence theorem, it follows that

DB(¢)0nr — DB(@)  in L, (O L*(0,T; Z2(K, H))) .

Moreover, thanks to C1 and the regularity of ¢ we have ¥”(¢) € L3(Q; L>(0,T; L3(0))), so in partic-
ular

Vi(p) = ' (p)  in LP(QxQ),
and also, thanks to (5.10),
U@y — ()0 in LY (Q; L/5(0,T; LY/5(0))) .

We deduce that letting A N\, 0 in (5.5) we get that (0n,vn) is a solution to (2.6)—(2.9) in the sense of
Theorem 2.5. The strong continuity in H of 6, follows a posteriori with a classical method by Itd’s
formula on the limit equation (2.6).
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5.2. Uniqueness. We show here that the linearised system (2.6)—(2.9) admits at most one solution.
By linearity, it enough to check that if (6,v) is a solution to (2.6)—(2.9) in the sense of Theorem 2.5
with h = 0, then § = v = 0. To this end, we note that (2.6) yields 6 = 0, so that 1t6’s formula gives

1 2 2 " 2 _ u- ! S S S
IOV + [ 190+ [ W = [ ow- N0+ [ Vo), DB

1 2
45 [ IVADB@NOE Y e 05
0
Now, we can argue on the same line of Subsection 5.1 by using assumption A1 on ¥’ C2 on DB,

together with Burkholder-Davis-Gundy and Young inequalities to get

101l Lz, (e o, 113v)n L2 0,751 )) < 05

from which # = 0, and also v = 0 by comparison in (2.7). This show that the linearised system
(2.6)—(2.9) admits at most one solution.

5.3. Gateaux-differentiability. We prove here that S is Gateaux-differentiable. Let u € ?jlad and
h € U be arbitrary and fixed: since L{ad is open in U, there exists §y > 0 such that u+ éh € L{ad for all
d € [—do,00]. For every such ¢, setting (ps, pi5) := S(u + oh) and (¢, u) := S(u), the difference of the
respective equations (for ¢ # O) gives

d(%) A(N‘Sé )dt—i— v(%é )dt+h Vs dt = Blgs) = B gy

5
ps— i (es—e\ | Yips) — V()
o -a(fre) Tl T,

<<P56<P> (0) =0,

whose natural variational formulation reads

%—wt’) ST N L Py
( <><H/t54/f ~Fu) V¢

(/ Bles(s) — B(e(s)) dw(s)’g) ¥CeVh,  Vte[0,T], Pas. (5.12)

H

Now, by the continuous dependence estimate (2.4), we deduce that there exists a constant ¢ > 0
independent of § such that

H 05 — ‘e
O lLe (@000, 11vi)nL2(0.13v))
H%sﬁ +Hu5u -
0 lLefs 000,13 m)NE2 (0,7, v2)) O Mrrp@nzommy)

so that there exist (0n,vn) with
B € LI,(0: (0,75 V7)) 0 L% (9 L2(0, T3 VA)) 1 LA/3(Q5 L0, T H)) 1 L2 (@ L(0, T3 Va))
vn € L (9 L2(0,T; H))

such that, as 6 — 0 possibly on a subsequence,

PP n gy i I L0, V0) 0 IR L0, T3 H)), (513)

Ps — P

—nin L% (5 L3(0, T3 Vi) 0 LY (9 L2(0,T; Va)) (5.14)

% —ounin PO L2(0,T; H)) . (5.15)
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It follows in particular that
ps = in LB, (0 CO([0,T0; Vi) N L2(0, 75 Vi) N LY (9 C°([0, T1; H) N L2(0, T, Vo)) . (5.16)

Furthermore, since u € U, by the inclusion V; < L%(0), the Holder inequality, and the convergence
(5.14) it holds that

Y5 — ¥ . 2p
(T) u—fhu  in L, (L2 (0,T; HY)). (5.17)

As far as the nonlinear term is concerned, thanks to the mean-value theorem we have

\p/(505)g \I//((p) - \II”(QD)Qh

Vips) = W(p) = V(@) ps =)  n 05—
: e ) (22 - o)

- %/ (‘If”(go—i—s(go(; _90)) . \I/”((p)) dS—l—\I/”((p) <506650 _Gh) -

0
Now, by the strong convergence (5.16) and the continuity of U” we have

U (o +s(ps — ) —¥"(¢) -0 Vse[0,1], ae inQx(0,T)x0,

where, recalling that by C1 ¥ has quadratic growth, thanks to the embedding Vi < L5(O) the
left-hand side is uniformly bounded in the space LP/2(Q; L>(0,T; L3(0))), so that

1
[ Wt stes =) - W) ds 50 in LE@:L7 0.1 20)
0
for every ¢/ € [1,p/2) and ¢” € [1,400). Taking (5.14) into account, we infer in particular that

1

B2 [0t slios — )~ W0 ds =0 in L2701 )
0

for every ¢/ € [1,p/3) and ¢’ € [1,2). Similarly, thanks to C1 and the regularity of ¢ we have

V(@) € LP/2(Q; L>°(0,T; L*(O))), and the same argument as above yields

\II// <

for every ¢’ € [1,p/3) and ¢ € [1,2). It follows that

) —0  in L%(Q; LY (0,T; H))

- / ’ 17
Mé\p“(@)eh in L% (LY (0,T; H)) V¢ €[l,p/3), V¢ €[1,2). (5.18)

)
Lastly, let us handle the stochastic integral. By the Lipschitz-continuity of B in A3 we have
B - B
B — B(p) — DB — —
_ Blgs) = By) g ()5 = 2) | ppy) (9055 v Hh)

= [ (DBo+ sts — 0) - DBo) P as 4 DB(e) (95E 1)

Now, the strong convergence (5.16), the continuity and boundedness of DB in C2 imply together with
the dominated convergence theorem that

/ (DB(¢ + s(ps — ¢)) = DB(p)) ds = 0 in L(Q; L0, T;.2 (V1,2 (K, H))))
0

for every £ € [1,400). Since £2=£ is bounded in LP/3(€; L*(0,T; V4)) by interpolation of (5.13)-(5.14),
it follows that

/0 (DBlg+ s(ps — 2)) - DB(9)) BFds =0 in L(Q L0, 15 2%(K, H)))



STOCHASTIC CONVECTIVE CAHN-HILLIARD EQUATION 27

for every ¢ € [1,p/3). Similarly, by the boundedness of DB in C2 and the convergence (5.14) we have
also

DB(y) (%6_ $_ 9h) — 0 in LP,(Q L2(0,T;.22(K, H))) .

Hence, we obtain that
B(ps) — B(y)
)

Finally, letting 6 — 0 in (5.12) using convergences (5.13)—(5.19), we deduce that actually (0n,vn) is the
unique solution of the linearised system (2.6)—(2.9) in the sense of Theorem 2.5.

—~ DB(p)fn  in LYQ; L0, T; £*(K,H))) Vi{el,p/3). (5.19)

It remains to show now the strong convergence of 2=, To this end, note that by the Lipschitz-
contiinuity of B in A3 and (5.14) we have

HB(%) — B(y)

5 <c

LP/3 (9L (0, T3 22 (K, H)))

)

from which, thanks to the classical result [48, Lem. 2.1] we get
"B - B
0

By comparison in the equation (5.12) and the estimates proved above we infer then that

SCT VT€(051/2)
L%3(5);Wr,p/3(0,T;H))

H(pé_(p <ep Vre(0,1/2).

0

Lp/3(QWrp/3(0,T;Vy))
Now, recalling that by [92, Cor. 5] we have

L*(0,T; Vo) N W30, T; Vi) < L*(0,T; Vi) compactly,
so that the laws of (£5-2)s are tight on L?*(0,7; V). By using again Lemma 3.12 together with the
uniqueness of the limit problem at § = 0, proceeding as in Subsection 3.4 we also get the strong
convergence

%f;“" —0n  in L*(0,T;Vi), P-as.

which in turn yields, together with (5.14), the strong convergence of Theorem 2.5. This proves that
51 is Gateaux-differentiable and its derivative is a solution to the linearised system. in the sense of
Theorem 2.5.

5.4. Fréchet-differentiability. We are only left to show the Fréchet-differentiability of Si. To this
end, since U,q is open in U, there is a U-ball BY(u) of radius r = r, > 0 centred at u such that
BY(u) C Uyq. For all h € BY(0), we set (¢n, pn) := S(u+h), yn := pn— ¢ — 0, and 2y, 1= iy — j — Vn,
so that

dyn — Azpdt+u-Vypdt + h-V(pn — ) dt = (B(¢n) — B(p) — DB(¢)0n) dW |
zh = —Ayn + F'(pn) = F'(¢) = F"(¢)0n -

Noting that (yn)o = 0, Itd’s formula yields

S IOV + [ 1P+ [ (Flow) — F'0) = F' (o))~ [ (on = olh VA

t Qt t

- / yntt- VA g + / (Num(s), (Blon(s)) — B(g(s)) — DB(g(5))0n(s)) AW (5))

+3 | 1IN Ba9) = Be(s) = DB e A5 VEEDT). Peas
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Now, the Young and Holder inequalities give, together with the embedding V3 — L%(O),
[ 9N < [0 [ (1 ) 1PN a5 e >0
¢ ¢
and similarly

/ (¢n —p)h - VNy, < / |V/\/yh|2 +cllon — 80||2L4(0,T;V1) Hh”i‘l(O,T;U) :

t Q1

Moreover, note that by the mean value theorem and assumption A1l we have

/Q (F'(¢n) = F'(¢) = F"(¢)0n)yn
Z/ / F"(SO+0’(<Ph—<P))|yh|2d0+/ / (F"(¢+0(on — @) — F'(¢)) Onyn do
¢t /0 + J0

1 1
> —va/ lyn +/ / / F" (04 07(pn — ¢))o(¢n — ¢)0nynd7 do,
Qt t 0 0

where, by the Holder inequality, the compactness inequality (2.1), the embedding V3 < L5(0), and
assumption C1,

1 1
/ / / F" (o4 07(pn — ¢))o(¢n — ©)0nyn d7 do
¢+ J0 0
t

< C/O (1 + o)l ooy + l\wh(S)llLe(o)) [(en = ©) ()]l ooy 10n(8) ]l ooy lyn(s)l g ds
< 6/ IVyh|2+cs/ |V Nyn|?
t t

+c (1 + H‘pHiW(O,T;Vl) + H‘PhHiw(o,T;vl)) [l — (thi4(O,T;V1) ||9h||i4(0,T;VI) .
Lastly, we have
1
B(gn) — B(p) = DB(¢p)0h = / [DB(¢ + o(en — ¢))yn + (DB(p + o(pn — ¢)) — DB(y)) 0n] do
0

so that by A3, C2—C3, and the compactness inequality (2.1),

3 | 1Ben() = Blo(s) = DB(A(s)u(5) iy

t
scé/Q |yh|2+c/0 1o — D)2, (I, ds

2 2
<< [ 1Vl re [ 9NWE+lle = anlaou 190l -
t t

Consequently, taking all this information into account, we can choose € small enough and rearrange the
terms to get

1
3 NI + [ [Tl

Q:
< ! 1 2 % 2 4 2 hli2
> + ||u(s)HU [VNyn(s)[|7; ds +cllon — ‘PHL4(0,T;V1) l HL4(0,T;U)
0
2 2 2 2
+c (1 + el zor1) + H‘ph”Lw(O,T;Vl)) o = enllzs0,75) 198l 2a0.7:97)

+/0 (Nyn(s), (B(gn(s)) — Blp(s)) — DB(p(5))0n(s)) dW(s)) p -
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Thanks to the embedding L>(0,7; H)NL?(0,T; Va) < L*(0,T; V1), by (2.4) and (5.13)—(5.14) we have

llon — 50||LP/3(Q (LA(0,T5V1)) + ||9h||LP/3(Q .L4(0,T:V1)) <c Hh”u )

while (2.2) yields

H‘PhHLJ,(Q Lo,y el P (S L°°(OT ) =

where the constant c is independent of h. Taking power {5 at both s1des, supremum in time and

expectations, on the right-hand side we use the Holder inequality with exponents % + % + § =1 to get

2p/7
gy Sl
()

7
[ B N A [N /A
and similarly
2p/7
<c|n|F’".

| b
Consequently, arguing again as in Subsection 3.1 using an iterative argument and the Burkholder-Davis-
Gundy and Young inequalities (see also [76, Lem. 4.1]) gives then

/7
y B o 70

[ENET .

2
1ynll Lor7@ucoo,10v)nL2 0,0y < € llblly = o([[hll,)  as [Ihl, —0.

This proves the Fréchet-differentiability of S; and concludes the proof of Theorem 2.5.

6. ADJOINT SYSTEM

In this section we study the adjoint problem (2.10)—(2.13), proving that it is well-posed in the sense
of Theorem 2.6.

As we have anticipated in the introduction, the presence of the extra-random component in the
convection term calls for non—trivial mathematical tools when deriving estimates on the solutions. Let
us recall here a general backward version of the stochastic Grownall lemma that will be used in this
section: for details we refer to [80, Thm. 1] and [96].

Lemma 6.1. Let £ € L*(Q, Fr) be non-negative, o € L%(; L(0,T)) with o > g > 0 almost
everywhere in Q x (0,T), and X € L2%,($;C°([0,T])) be a non-negative process such that

X(t)<E §+/t a(s)X(s)ds

3‘}] Vte[0,T], P-a.s.

Then, for every t € [0,T] it holds that
X(t> <E |:§eXpHO‘HL1(t,T) ‘jt} P-a.s.

6.1. Approximation. For every A > 0, using the approximations on ¥ and u as in Section 3.2, we
consider the approximated problem

—dPy — APy dt + WY (p)Pydt —uy - VP dt
=oai(p—)dt + DB(p)*Zxdt — Z,dW in (0,7) x O,
Py = —AP, 0,T)x O,
n-VPy=n-VP =0 in (0,T) x 00,
PA(T) = az(p(T) —¢r) nO

/N TN N TN
oo o o

B o =
~— — ~— ~—

This can be written in abstract form as
—dPy + J_'.,\(P)\) dt = 041(50 — QDQ) dt + DB((,O)*Z)\ dt — 72, dW, P)\(T) = QQ((P(T) — (pT) R
where Fy : Q x [0,T] x Vo — V5" is given by

<]:)\(wa tay)a C> = /O (AyAC - lI///\I((p(wat))AyC + yu,\(w,t) : VC) ) Y, C eV,
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By construction it holds that WY (¢) € L>(£2 x Q) and uy € L3 (2 x (0,7);U), so that using similar
arguments to the ones in Subsection 3.2, we have that the operator F) is progressively measurable,
hemicontinuous, weakly monotone, weakly coercive, and linearly bounded. Moreover, the Lipschitz-
continuity of B in A3 implies that DB(y)* is uniformly bounded as well. The classical variational
theory for backward SPDEs [37, Sec. 3] ensures then that such approximated problem admits a unique
variational solution (Py, @), with

Py € L%(Q;C°([0,T); H)N L*(0,T; Vo)),  Zx € L% (2 L*(0,T; £ (U, H))) .

Actually, let us note that thanks to the assumption on the target ¢ and the regularity of ¢, the
final value satisfies az(o(T) — @) € L*(Q, Zr;V1). Consequently, by a standard finite dimensional
approximation of the approximated problem with A > 0 fixed, it follows that the approximated solution
actually inherits more regularity, namely

Py € L (Q;C°([0, T Vi) N L0, T; Va)),  Zx € L% (Q5 L2(0,T; £%(U, A))) -
We can then set
Py = LPy € L% (2 C°([0, T1: V') N L*(0,T5 V1)),
so that (Py, Py, Zy) satisfy, for every ¢ € [0, T], P-almost surely, for every ¢ € Vi,
(&@L0H+/‘vé»vc+/ wawéc+/ Pyuy - V¢
QF QF Q

T
t

T
= (0ale(T) ~on). O+ [ onlo—va)ih [ DB ¢ - ( / zms)dvv(s),g)

t H

6.2. An estimate by duality method. The first estimate that we prove is based on a duality method
between the approximated adjoint system (6.1)—(6.4) and a suitably introduced approximated linearised
system. This step is fundamental as it allows to obtain some preliminary estimates on the adjoint
variables without working explicitly on the adjoint system, which may be not trivial. Such duality
method is extremely powerful, and it will be crucial in showing well-posedness of the adjoint system.

The idea is the following: we consider the A-approximated version of the linearised system (2.6)—(2.9),
in a more general version where the forcing term is given by an arbitrary term

_2p
g€ L, (QL*0,T; H)).

Namely, for h € U we consider

07, — AV, dt +h-Vedt +uy - V0L, dt = DB(p)6S ,dW  in (0,T) x O, (6.5)
v = —A0 + VN0 —9  n(0,T)x O, (6.6)

n-Voy,=n-Vyj, =0 in(0,7)x00, (6.7)

6,(0)=0 0. (6.8)

Since ¥ () € L= (2 x Q), the classical variational approach (see again Subsections 3.2 and 5.1) ensures
that the system (6.5)—(6.8) admits a unique solution

2p 2p_
Op\ €Ly (C°(0,T); H)NL*(0,T; V) vpx € L5 (9 L2(0,T; H)) .

Moreover, we can show that the system (6.5)—(6.8) is in duality with the approximated adjoint system
(6.1)—(6.4). To this end, by Ito’s formula we have that

(09, P )i = —Pyvfl, dt + h - VP dt + 09 uy - VP dt + (P, DB()0%, dW) g
+ PA(— A0, + TK(@)05, ) dt + Pauy - VO, dt — a1 (@ — 9@)0, , dt
— (DB(p)*Zx, 05 \)m dt + (05 \, Zx dAW) i + (DB(p)0], \, Z)) 22 (k1) dt
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which readily implies by comparison in the two systems that

OélE/QolgL/\(cp@Q)JFO‘QE/(Q@&)\(T)((P(T)QOT) :E/

gph~VPA+IE/ Pyg. (6.9)
Q

Q

€t us set now I1or brevity oI notation = and v, = V; W1 € choice = U. oting a
Let t for brevity of notation 6 := 6y , and vy &, with the choice h = 0. Noting that
(69)o = 0, 1to’s formula for 3 |[VAGY||, yields

1
S IVNBOI + [ 903P = [ ogun-vne - [ wieneR+ [ oo
Qt Qt Qt Qt
1 t t
+5 [ IV DB iy B+ [ (N6 DBl AW (51,

Using the fact that ¥4 > —Cy and the boundedness of DB(y) in £ (Vi, £*(K, H)), thanks to the
Hoélder—Young inequalities and the compactness inequality (2.1) we get, for all £ > 0,

VARG + [ V0P [ e | IV e [ (14 Gl ) IVNR I, ds
+ [ N(6). DBo()68 () W (5)

We take now power = at both sides, supremum in time, and expectations. Thanks to the Burkholder—
Davis-Gundy mequahty (see [76, Lem. 4.1]), assumption C2, and (2.1) we get

r ] 3 3
5 / (wi(s),DB(so(s»ei(s)dW(s))H\ < S EIVNO gy + BN
re|0,
< 1 E N@g % 1 E 99 % 1R Neg p+4
=35 IV ,\HLoo(o,t;H) + 3 v /\HLZ(O,t;H) + T E|V ||L°° (0,¢;H)

Moreover, since u € Z]ad, by the Hoélder inequality we have

" 2
B sup | [ (14 [} ) IVAEG)IG ds
ref0,t] 1J0
pi p+4a
< B[ % (14 Il om0 ) IV w0 | < b5 EIVAOIZE o
Since pﬁ > 0 and Ti > 0, we can close the estimate rearranging all the terms on [0, Tp] for Ty

sufficiently small (independent of both A and g). Using once more a classical iterative procedure on
every subinterval until T', we infer that there exists a constant ¢ > 0, independent of both A and g, such
that

(4 <clgll 2o : (6.10)
LEF (2;09([0,T];Vy)NL2(0,T5V4)) LB (;L2(0,T;H))

Now, by assumption C4 and the regularity of ¢ (since —= m < p for p > 6) it holds

ai(p— Q) € L (ML 0,T;H)),  ax(o(T) —¢r) € L3 (Q, Fr; Vi),
so that the duality relation (6.9) (with h = 0) and the estimate (6.10) yield
B[ Po<I08) o~ eall 2,
Q L (@;L2(0,T;H)) 1 (@;L2(0,T;H))
+ 165 as(o(T 2 )
| ||Lp+4(9 ;CO([0,T];V)) laz(e(T) = ¢r H 4(9? V) (sz L2(0,T;H))

By the arbitrariness of g we obtain

I2A] <ec. (6.11)
LP 4(9 L2(0,T;H))
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6.3. Further estimates. We show here that the initial estimate (6.11) allows to obtain uniform es-
timates on the adjoint variables. To this end, It6’s formula for % ||P,\||i, +1 HVP,\H?I, yields, recalling
that Py = LPx,

1 5 T I 2
31RO, [ 1P s+ 5 [ 1236 S, ds

a2 ~ ~ ~
= 72 ll(T) — SDTH%/1 - /T U ()| Prl? */ WY (0) Pr Py +/ (Px + Py)uy - VP

Q1 QrF Qf
var [ (e-va)Pr B+ [ (DB 3P+ Py
QF Qr
T
f/ (PA(S) +I5A(s),Z)\(s)dW(s))H Vte[0,T], Pas. (6.12)

On the right-hand side, we have already noticed that as(¢(T) — 1) € L*(Q, Z1;V1). Moreover, by

A1, the compactness inequality (2.1) and the fact that Py = LPj, for the second and third terms we

have
[ wnrscs [ 1BPse [ VRPie [ (VR
Qt Qf QT Qu

t

and, thanks to the Holder-Young inequalities, the embedding V; < L%(0), and C1,
R T ) T ) ~
- [ B@RE < [CIROI, ds e [ IO |G s

T
2 4 D
< [ IR, dste (14 lelimran) 1P e
t

Also, note that since Py = LPy, in particular it holds that (P,\)o = 0. Hence, using the Young and
Hélder inequalities, the embedding Vi < L®(0O) yields, for all € > 0,

T T
/QT(PAJFPA)uA.vPA gg/t 1By(s)I12, ds—i—cg/t (1 + ) 3) 1PA()I3, ds.

and similarly

_ 1 1 _
a1/ (= 0Q)(Px+ Py) SO@/ |<P*<PQ|2+§/ |PA|2+§/ |PA|?.
QF Q QY Qf

Lastly, thanks to A3 and C2, and again the compactness inequality (2.1), we have that
T
DB(p)* Z))(Ps + Py) = (Z,DB PP) d
L, P8 B P = [ (0 DBEANE PO,

I _
1 [ 12O e ds 203 [ IBPrach [ PP
t Qf Qf

IN

e > ; g >
1] 12O e ds e [ IVRP e [ IR, ds.
t QF t

IN

Choosing e small enough, rearranging the terms in (6.12), and conditioning (6.12) with respect to .%;
we are left with

T
4 r 2 2
(L4 10l ) Py + [ (1 DG IPAGI ds
t

IR}, +E

T T
[ IR s [ 1236 e

<c+cE

jt‘|a
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so that the backward version of the stochastic Gronwall Lemma 6.1 yields

T T
-t 2
/ |B(s)]12, ds + / 1Z5(5) 2.1y 8 9]
t t

4 7 2
(C +c (1 + ||90HL°°(O,T;V1)) ||P)‘||%2(O,T;H)) exp (t =+ ||u||L2(O,T;U))

1P}, +E

<E

Consequently, taking expectations we infer that
2 = 2
E [Py, +ENPAIZ2 v + ENZaL2 0 r 221w
2 4 =
<c(1+expul) E 1+ (14 el ozm) ) 1P IR0 |
where, by the Holder inequality and the duality-estimate (6.11), we have

4 D 4
E (14 I9lie 0w ) 1P W20z | < |1+ Il w0204

vt oy 1Pz |

2

L71(Q)
<c(1+ Lo (L (0T )PQQP <c,
B lellz (L= (0,T51)) | )\HLW(Q;LZ(O,T;H))

which yields in turn

||P/\||CO([O,T];L2(Q;V1)) + ”PAHL?W,(Q;L?(O,T;VQ) + HZA||L237,(Q;L2(O,T;$2(K,V1))) <c. (6.13)

With this additional information, we can perform a classical refinement on the estimates going back
to the inequality (6.12), repeating the same steps but this time taking first supremum in time and
then expectations: the estimate (6.13) allows to apply the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality on the
stochastic integral, so that we obtain, thanks also to elliptic regularity,

IPAll 22, (o to,m1iv) L2 0,13va)) + IPAN L2, (000,71 v) 22 0,731)) < € (6.14)

6.4. Passage to the limit. From (6.13)—(6.14) we infer that there exists (P, P, Z) with
P e L3, (Q L%(0,T; V1)) N L3 (Q; L2(0, T V3))
P=LPc L3(Q;L>0,T;V;)) N L%(Q; L*(0,T; V1)),
Z e L% (9 L(0,T; . 2%(K, W),

such that as A \ 0, possibly on a subsequence,

Py 2P in L2 (5 1%°(0,T; V1)) N L% (9 L2(0,T5 V3)), (6.15)
Py 2P in L2(Q; L°°(0,T; Vi) N L% (% L2(0,T; V1)), (6.16)
Zy—Z  in L%(Q; L*(0,T; L%(K,V1))). (6.17)

Now, thanks to C1 and the regularity of ¢ we have ¥”(¢) € L3(Q; L>=(0,T; L3(0))), so in particular
Vi) = ¥(p) i L(QxQ),
and also, thanks to (6.16),
V()P = U (@)P in LY (L0, 75 L°°(0))).

Similarly, since uy — u in L%,(Q; LP(0,T; U)) for every ¢ > 1, from (6.15) we have

uy VP —u- VP  in LY (Q L3 (0, T, H)  Vee[l,2).
Lastly, convergence (6.17) readily implies that

DB(p)"Zx = DB(@)"Z  in L5(Q L*(0,T; H)),

while by the linearity and continuity of the stochastic integral we have

/Zk(s)dW(s)A/ Z(s)dW(s)  in L2(Q: CO([0,T]: V1))
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Consequently, we can let A N\, 0 in the variational formulation of the approximated system (6.1)—(6.4)
and deduce that (P, P, Z) solve the limit adjoint problem (2.10)—(2.13). The pathwise continuity of P,
hence by comparison also of P, follows by classical methods using It6’s formula on the limit equation.

6.5. Uniqueness. By linearity of the adjoint system, it is enough to show that if (P, P, Z) is a solution
of (2.10)—(2.13) with ay = g = 0, then VP =0, P = 0, and VZ = 0. To this end, Itd’s formula for
1 2 .

5 [V P yields

1 ~, 1T
SIVPOI + [ 9P+ 5 [ V26 ds

H

— _/Q? ()| P|? +/QZ Pu.VP-i-/QtT(DB(SD)*Z)P_/tT (P(s),z(s)dw(s))

Now, as the computations are similar to the ones of Subsection 6.3, we avoid details for brevity. The
terms on the right-hand side can be treated using A1, the Holder—Young inequalities, the embedding
V4 = L%(0), and the compactness inequality (2.1) as

t
[ wipp s [ Puvpse [ 9PR e [ (L@l VPO ds.
QY QY QY 0

t

and similarly, since DB(p)P is .22 (K, Hy)-valued by A3, by the Poincaré Wirtinger inequality and
C2 we have

/ (DB(p)* 2)P = / (Z(5), DB((3))P()) .11y s
Qf 0

1 T B T
<3 | 1920 e ds e [ 9P e [ IVPEI as.
t 7 t

Rearranging the terms and taking conditional expectations with respect to .%; we get that

T T
PR [ IV 26 e o | IV P as

so that applying the backward stochastic Gronwall Lemma 6.1 and then taking expectations yield
VP = 0 almost everywhere in Q x @, hence also P = 0 almost everywhere in Q x Q since Pp = 0.
Consequently, the stochastic integral appearing in the estimate above vanishes, and we deduce also
VP = 0 in L%(Q;C°([0,T); H)), from which P = 0 in L%,(Q;C°([0,T]; Vi*)). Also, VZ = 0 in
L%, L*(0,T; £?(K, H?))). This concludes the proof of Theorem 2.6.

IVP@®)I[} +E 7

)

yt‘| S cE

7. NECESSARY CONDITIONS FOR OPTIMALITY

In this last section, we prove the two versions of necessary conditions for optimality contained in
Theorems 2.7-2.8. Let then u € U,q be an optimal control for problem (CP) and let us set (¢, p) :=
S(u) as its corresponding optimal state. Let us also fix an arbitrary v € Uyq.

By convexity of Usq we have u + 6(v — u) € Uyq for all 6 € [0,1]. Hence, setting (¢s, ps) =
S(u+6(v —u)), for every § € [0,1] the minimality of u yields

a1 Q2 as
Tow < FE [ Jos - 0ol + LB [ loaT) = orP + E [ jutotv - wp,
Q o Q
which entails in turn

% E/Q (lesl® — | — 2(0s — ©)pq) + %E/O (les(T)1? = lo(T)> — 2(05s — ©)(T)eer)

+%E/ (6°|v —u[*+26u- (v —u)) > 0.
Q
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Now, the functions ¢ EfQ [¢[* and ¢ — E [, |¢|* are Fréchet-differentiable on L2,(€; L*(0,T; H))
and L2(Q, Zr; H), respectively. Hence, the mean-value theorem yields

1
o a
alE/ M/ ((p+7(ps —¥)) — ¢qQ) dT+0<s]E/ us (v w) IR = ul e g
o 0 Jo Q 2

+ a21E/O %(T)/O (9(T) + 75 — £)(T)) — or) dr > 0.

At this point, as 6 — 0 we have u + dv — u in U, so (2.3)—(2.4) imply that
1
/0 (p+7(ps —¥)) =) dT = 9 —xq  in L (% L*(0,T5V1)),

/0 (@) + (05 — )(T)) — o) dr = o(T) —or  in LP/3(Q, Fr: H)

Moreover, Theorem 2.5 ensures that

B b in L (% L7(0,T: H)),
2P~ Oy_u(T)  in LP/3(Q, Fri H
T v—u m ( y 7T )

Hence, noting that & > 2, letting § — 0 we obtain exactly (2.14), and Theorem 2.7 is proved.
Lastly, we note that (2.15) follows directly from (2.14) provided to show the duality relation

alE/QevuwwQ>+a2E/Oevu<T><so<T>w)E/Qsa(vu>-vp.

In order to prove this, we can take ¢ = 0 and h = v —u in the duality relation (6.9), and then let A \, 0
thanks to the convergences (5.9)—(5.10). This concludes the proof of Theorem 2.8.
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