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Abstract In this article, we investigate a time-optimal state-constrained bilevel optimal control problem whose
lower-level dynamics feature a sweeping control process involving a truncated normal cone. By bilevel, it is
meant that the optimization of the upper level problem is carried out over the solution set of the lower level
problem.This problem instance arises in structured crowd motion control problems in a confined space. We
establish the corresponding necessary optimality conditions in the Gamkrelidze’s form. The analysis relies on
the smooth approximation of the lower level sweeping control system, thereby dealing with the resulting lack of
Lipschitzianity with respect to the state variable inherent to the sweeping process, and on the flattening of the
bilevel structure via an exact penalization technique. Necessary conditions of optimality in the Gamkrelidze’s
form are applied to the resulting standard approximating penalized state-constrained single-level problem, and

the main result of this article is obtained by passing to the limit.

Keywords optimal control theory - state constraint - sweeping process - bilevel optimization - control of

constrained systems - exact penalization
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1 Introduction

In this article, we present and derive a Maximum Principle in which the usual Pontryagin-Hamilton function
(cf. [27]) is replaced by its Gamkrelidze’s form (cf. [30l3]) for a certain state constrained bilevel optimal control

problem featuring a sweeping process at the lower level. The first formulation of an instance of this problem
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is the minimum-time optimal control problem of a moving structured crowd in [34] in which existence, and
well-posedness are addressed. To the best of our knowledge this is the first time that a maximum principle is
derived for this class of problems. The motivation to investigate this class of problems, goes well beyond motion
control of structured crowds. Multi-level sweeping control process paradigms constitute a natural framework
for the multiple controlled dynamic systems like, for example, operation of teams of drones or robots, in a

shared confined space.

Sweeping processes were introduced in the 1970’s by Moreau in [42] to model elastoplasticity phenomena

which involved a differential inclusion of the form
z(t) € —Ng(z(t)) a.e.t€[0,T], (1)

where C is a convex set, and Ng(z) is the normal cone to a convex set 2 C R™ at z. The sequel of his
research led to the so-called catching-up algorithm, [43]. Fuelled by a fast expansion of the range of applications,
which encompasses systems with hysteresis, nonlinear electric circuits, nonsmooth mechanics, robotics, traffic
equilibria, and crowd motion, to name just a few, see [39L[45[I7,[13], this field expanded to very diverse sweeping
processes settings. This has been documented in a vast literature on a rather comprehensive body of results in
control and optimization encompassing time-varying, [2,[14], nonconvex sweeping sets, [36}37], dynamics with
additive nonlinear controlled drifts, [28|[21[231[241[49,[22], distributed systems, [I], and systems with trajectories
of bounded variation, among others, being these references a very small sample. Moreover, it is worth pointing
out that, by considering discrete approximations, the relevance of the developments in [I6l[32l[I5] goes beyond

contributions in dynamic optimization theory to include also computational schemes.

In order to provide a flavor of the bilevel optimal control paradigm involving sweeping processes, consider a
population confined to a certain closed space - assumed to be a sphere, for simplicity - and trying to exit it in
the minimal possible time. The population is moving along a trajectory y prescribed by a coordinator in order
to reach the exit. Moreover, the population features a certain structure, in the sense that it is constituted of
groups of individuals each one remaining in a moving set (also a closed sphere), while minimizing their effort
to achieve this. In order to model the “conflict” between the goal of minimizing the time to reach the exit, and
the one of minimizing the effort in order to stay inside the set moving in the direction of the exit, the problem

is formulated as a bilevel problem as follows:

— Upper level control problem defining the motion direction for each group with the goal of driving the whole
population to the exit in minimum time, while all groups remain constrained to the big closed sphere, and
— Lower level control problem whose dynamics define the motion of the individuals of each group modelled
by a sweeping control process with its own control dependent drift term required to stay confined to their

moving set while minimizing their control effort to achieve this.
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Given the complexity of the optimality conditions for the general formulation of this problem, here, we consider
only one population group. Thus, by considering two closed spheres @, and @1 in R™ with radius R, and R,
respectively, with R > R;, and centered, respectively, qo, and yo in R™ such that yo + Q1 C Q, our set-up

involves two nested optimal control problems:

— Upper level minimum-time control problem (Pg (2(0),uy,)) whose control process (7, y) is such that y(0) = yo
is a given point in Q satisfying Q1 + y(t) C Q V¢ € [0,T] and y(T) € E, being E the exit set to be defined
below, T the final time, and y a vector defining the translation of the disk Q1 at each time, while (x(0),up)
is a solution to the lower level problem.

— Lower level minimum control effort problem (Pr(T,y)) whose control process (z,ur), is such that z(0) €
Q1+ yo, and z(t) € Q1 +y(t) Vt € [0,T], where z € R" is the “representative” position of the individuals

of the group. (T,y) is regarded as a parameter inherited from the upper level problem.
Now, we state both optimal control problems in detail.
(Pg(x(0),ur)) Minimize Jg(T,y;z(0),ur,),
subject to  g(t) =wv(t) a.e.in [0,T], y(0)=yo € Q,
y(T)€e E, E=0[(E+ R1B1(0))NQ], E C 9Q,
veV:={ve L([0,TR") : v(t) e V},
Q1+y(t)cQ Vtel0,T], and (2)

(T,y) is such that 3 a solution (x(0),uy,) to (Pr(T,y)). (3)

Here, yo is the given center of Q1 at the initial time ¢t = 0, Jy (T, y; z(0),ur) := T (time-optimal), V C R" is
compact, F is closed and connected, B;(0) is the closed unit ball in R™ centered at the origin, A denotes the
boundary of the set A, and (Pr(T,y)) represents the parametric lower level control problem whose dynamics
involve a sweeping process. Before pursuing, we remark that £ was designed as target set for y to ensure a

feasible finite time solution preserving ().

(P(T,y)) Minimize Jy (2(0),ur; T,y),
subject to  &(t) € f(z(t),u(t)) — Nom 1y (z(1),  2(0) € Q1 +yo ace. (4)
u €U :={u€ Loo([0, T;R™) : u(t) € U},
z(t) € Q1 +y(t) Vtel[0,T], (5)
where, for a given pair (T,y), Ji.(z(0),ur; T,y) ::/:E|u(t)|2+|uo(t)|2) d (control effort), f: R"xR™ —=R", UC
R™ is compact, the truncated cone Né{+y(t)(z) ::3VQl+y(t)(z) NMB1(0), being Ng, 44+)(2) the Mordukhovich

(limiting) normal cone to the closed set Q1 + y(¢) at point z in the sense of [41L20], with M > 0 being a

L Here, |u(t)], and |ug(t)| are the finite dimensional norms of the values of u and wug, respectively, as functions in Lo
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given constant, and ug € Uy := Loo([0,T7;[0,1]) is a control function taking nonzero values only on the set

{t€0,T]: z(t) €0[Q1+y(t)]}, and specified implicitly in the sweeping component of the dynamics by
— Ny g (@(1)) := {F(2,9) (= — y)uo(t) : wo(t) € [0,1]}, (6)

being f(z,y) = _R% if z € 9[Q1 + y], and 0 otherwise.
1
Remark that, while (Pr(T,y)) is a nonstandard sweeping optimal control problem that depends on the
parameter (T,y), (Pg(2(0),ur)), in turn, not only depends on the parameter (x(0),uy,), but also features the

constraint ([B) whose satisfaction entails the nonemptiness of the solution set of (Pr(T\,y)).

Remark 1 The reason to consider the truncated normal cone at the lower level sweeping process instead of the
usual normal cone is to preserve the relevance of the bilevel structure of the problem. If the normal cone were
used in the problem formulation, then the upper level control could always drive arbitrarily the set @1 to the
exit set E without forcing the lower level control system to use an extra control effort to remain feasible, and
the bilevel problem would collapse to two independent optimal control problems. Results reported in [36,37]
prove that, under certain conditions, the solutions to a sweeping process formulated with the usual normal cone
to a continuously time dependent set, C(t), coincide with those whose normal cone is replaced by g(t)ddc 4)()
for a certain function g(-) reflecting the magnitude of the variation of C' with time. Thus, no time independent

truncated normal cones are considered.

Whenever the context is clear, we refer to the upper and the lower level problems as (Pp ), and (P ), respectively,
thus, simplifying the presentation by dropping the parameters (z(0),ur) and (y,T).

For some parameter (T,y), a pair (z(-),ur(-)) is a feasible (or admissible) control process to (Pr) if ur(-)
is feasible control to (Pr), and z(-) is an arc satisfying the differential inclusion (@), the initial condition,
together with (B]). An optimal solution to (Pr) is a feasible pair of (Pr) minimizing the value of the cost
functional Jr,(z(0),ur;T,y) over all admissible pairs of (Pr). A feasible quadruple of the dynamic control
problem (Ppg) is the collection of a feasible pair (T,y), and an optimal pair (z(0),ur) to (Pg). The feasible
quadruple (T,y;z(0),ur) is optimal to (Pg) if (T,y;x(0),ur) if it minimizes the value of Jy (T, y;x(0),ur)
among all admissible strategies of (Pp). Given our set-up, the state constraints (), and (B can be respectively
expressed by inequality constraints hg (y(¢))<0, and hr,(z(t),y(t))<0, where, by denoting the Euclidean norm

by|'|a

hu(y) ==

(|y—qo|2 —(R—Rl)Z) , and (7)

(lo— v - R?). (8)

N = N =

hr(z,y) :

We emphasize that the presence of state constraints is the reason why we chose the Gamkrelidze form of
the Maximum Principle, [30l[3] instead of the more common Dubovitskii-Myliutin form, [27]. While, in the

latter, the multipliers associated with the state constraints are measures, in the former, they are the much
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more regular monotonic functions of bounded variation. The price to pay for this extra regularity is that
the functions specifying the inequality state constraints have to be 2. This assumption clearly holds for our
problem. Moreover, as shown in [4[33], if the problem’s data satisfies additional controllability, and regularity
assumptions, then these multipliers turn out to be continuous. This property is critical to ensure the efficiency
of numerical algorithms based on indirect methods using necessary conditions of optimality, a fact that was
exploited in [I8|[38§].

The article is organized as follows. In section 2] the assumptions on the data of the problem, and the
main theorem - necessary optimality conditions in the Gamkrelidze’s form of the time-optimal bilevel sweeping
control problem defined by (Pg) and (Pp) - are stated. In Section 3] the proof of the main theorem is presented
in detail with proofs of auxiliary results left in the appendix. The last section, ] provides some conclusion and
outlines future avenues of this work.

Notation. a%, dp, and a% denote, respectively, the proximal, the Mordukhovich (limiting), and the
Clarke subdifferentials of the function ¢. If ¢ is locally Lipschitz, then 0%y = codyp, where “coA” denotes
the closure of the convex hull of the set A. Nonsmooth analysis concepts, results and tools can be consulted
in [41l20,46]. AC([0,T]; R™) stands for the set of R™ valued absolutely continuous functions on [0,T], while
NBV (]0,T]; R) is the set of nonnegative valued scalar functions of bounded variations on [0,7], and | - |7y is

the total variation.

2 Main Theorem

Our main result - necessary conditions of optimality in Gamkrelidze’s form for the bilevel optimal control
problem formulated in the previous section - of this article is stated in this section. We start by stating and
discussing the presenting assumptions H1 — H6, and, then, move to the partial calmness assumption required
to the application of the exact penalization technique used in the proof.

The data of (Pg) and of (Pp) satisfies the following standing assumptions:

H1 f(z,-) is Borel measurable Vo € R™, f(-,u) is Lipschitz continuous with constant K for all u € U, and there
exists a constant M1 > 0 such that, for all (z,u) € R"XU, |f(z,u)| < M.

H2 f(z,U) C R™ is a closed and convex set for each z.

H3 The control constraint sets U, and V' are compact and convex.

H4 There exists § > 0 such that §B1(0) C f(z,U), Vo € R".

H5 The constant M > 0 specifying the truncation level of the normal cone has to satisfy M > M > 7T where,

V¢ € Ng, 4y()(z(t)), Yt € [0,T] such that z(t) € d(Q1 +y(t)),

= min { a6, 1(o(0) )} -mipt(€,00} b and s { mip(€. £ (o(0)0) et (.00}
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H6 The set ¥ := {(T,y,z,u) : (T,y) is feasible to Py (z,u), and (z,u) is feasible to Py (T,y)} is nonempty, and

(T, y*, 2", u*) is not an isolated point in ®.

Remark 2 Assumption H4, and the need to consider a truncated cone in the lower level sweeping dynamics as
defined in H5 are crucial to preserve the bilevel structure of the problem. Given the data of our problem, it is
straightforward to conclude that such M > 0 exists since M (z(t),y(t)) >m(x(t),y(¢)) for all t€[0,T]. Moreover
if, for some ¢ €[0,T], M > M (x(t),y(t)), then, for any v(t) € V, the pair (f,Q1 + y(¢)) is strongly invariant, in
a certain neighborhood of ¢ and the lower level solution set would be an inactive constraint to the upper level
problem in this neighborhood. On the other hand, if M <m(z(t),y(t)) and z(t) € 8(Q1 + y(t)), then feasible
solutions to the lower level problem from ¢ onwards may not exist, and the set of feasible control processes to

(Pp) is empty.

Remark 3 Assumption H4 is very strong as it amounts to full controllability of the drift component of the

dynamics. We can dispense with it by considering the following assumption

[H4] Velocity sets f(z,U) and V are such that 3 a constant M >0 satisfying the conditions in H5.

Remark 4 The first part of assumption H6 amounts to the natural existence of compatible feasible control
processes to problems at both levels. The second part is also quite natural, and it is required for technical

reasons involving the used proof technique.

For a (T,v) admissible to (Pg), let ¢ : RxL2([0,T],R™) — R be the value function of (Pf,) on the functional
parameters of (Pg).
t
o(Tyv) = min {JL(x(O),uL;T, y): y(t):yo—i—/v(s)ds} . 9)
(z(0),ur,) feasible to (Pr) 0
Some considerations are in order. Given a pair (T,y) for (Pg), let & (T,y) be the set of feasible control
processes for (Pr). Due to the specific structure of the overall problem, notably, the state constraint (&), and
the hypotheses on its data, we have that, V (T,y) such that &1 (T,y) # (1, the set-valued mapping @ (-,-) is

Hausdorff Lipschitz continuous, and, thus, the finite valued map (T, v) — (T, v) is Lipschitz continuous in the

topology induced by a Rx Ly ([0, T],R™)-norm. By using the value function ¢, the articulation of (Pg) and (Pr)

2 As mentioned before, the truncated normal cone in the dynamics of (Pr) entails that the complementary set of such (T, y)’s
is not empty.
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can be expressed in the flattened optimal control problem:

(Pg) Minimize Jyg(T,y,z(0),ur) :=T,
subject to  y=v, @€ f(x,u) - Ny L, (x)  [0,T]—ae., (10)
y(o) = Yo, y(T) S E: .'I?(O) S Ql +2407

veV, uel, hyg(y) <0, hy(x,y) <0 on [0,T], and

T
/O lur, (t)|*dt — (T, v) < 0. (11)

Here, and from now on, |ur(t)|* stands for |u(t)|> + |uo(t)|?> as in the specification of the cost function of
(PL(T,y)). Before pursuing, consider that for a quadruple (T,y,z,ur,) jointly feasible for (Pg), and (Pp), we

have the following result.

Proposition 1 Assume that H1-H6 hold. Then, there ezists a solution to (Pg).

This is a direct consequence of merging [34], Theorem 4.3] with [24) Theorem 1]. Indeed, while [24, Theorem 1]
yields the existence of an optimal solution to (Pp) if it has at least one admissible process, [34, Theorem 4.3]

guarantees the existence of an optimal solution to (Pg).

Problem (Pg) presents two key challenges: the dynamics (I0)), and, the inequality constraint (I1I). Indeed,
the dynamics ([I0) are not Lipschitz continuous in z, and, thus, standard necessary optimality conditions are
not applicable. The difficulty associated with inequality (1)) results from the fact that constraint qualifications,
such as Mangasarian-Fromovitz or linear independence constraint qualifications, are too strong to hold. While
the first challenge is addressed by considering a proper sequence of approximating problems with dynamics
Lipschitz continuous in x, the second one requires an additional assumption. Like in [48|[47], we consider the
partial calmness property which allows to derive an equivalent problem without this constraint ([IIl) but whose

cost functional features the associated exact penalization term.

Remark 5 Nondegeneracy of the necessary conditions of optimality due to the presence of state constraints of
the type (@), and (8) has long drawn the attention of researchers [8[7}[20,[0,/46]. These references, and [5L10,41]
reveal that the type and nature of regularity and controllability assumptions on the data of the problem to
ensure nondegeneracy has been increasing in sophistication. Given the specific nature of the data of (Pg), one
immediately concludes that constraints (@), and (8) do not entail the degeneracy of the conditions of the main

result of this article.

Now, we recall the concept of partial calmness. Let (T, y*, 2", u},,v*) be a minimizer to (Pp).
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Definition 1 (Partial Calmness) (Pp) is called partially calm at (T*,y*, z*,u},,v*) with modulus pif 3p >0

such that, for any (T,y,z,ur,v) feasible to (Pg), the following inequality holds
T 2
I (T 50(0).us) 2 I (T 5" (0).ud) = [ s (o) Pds—o(T,0)).
0

Note that partial calmness is not really a constraint qualification as it compounds properties of the lower level
solution set with the properties of the upper problem cost functional. Moreover, for our problem, this issue
is compounded by the existence of state constraints jointly on both levels. As noted in [40,31], the partial
calmness is, in general, a very restrictive property. However, it has been shown in [48 Proposition 5.1] that the
partial calmness property follows from the fact that the solution to the lower level problem is a uniformly weak
sharp minimum. Now, we cast this property in terms of our problem’s data. Let (T, y*,z*,u}) be a solution

to (PF)

Definition 2 (Uniform Weak Sharp Minimum) The lower level optimal control problem has a uniform weak

sharp minimum around (z*(0),u}) at (T, y*), if 36 > 0, and a > 0 such that

Jr(x(0),ur; T,y) — @(T,y) > ady(r,y)(x(0),ur),

V (T,y) € 6Brxac(T*,y*), and V (2(0),ur) € §Brnx ., (2*(0),u]), being da(a) := grelg{|a — a|} the distance of

the point a to the set A.

Here, @ is the value function of the lower level problem ¢ defined above but now as a function of (T, y) instead

of (T,v) with y(t) = yo + /t v(1)dr, ¥(T,y) is the solution set of the lower level problem for any pair (7, y)
0

such that (T,y,z,ur) € ¥ and Bxxy (a,b) is the unit ball in X x Y centered in (a,b).

It can easily be shown that, for our problem that, if (T, y*, z*, u},v*) is a minimizer of (Pr), then Definition
is satisfied. Take (T™,y*, z*,u},v*) to be a minimizer of (Pr). From H6, there are processes (T,y,z(0),ur),
and (T,y,%(0),ur) in a e-neighborhood (in the appropriate spaces) of (T, y*,2*(0),u} ) for any arbitrary small
€>0 such that

Jr(@(0),ur; T, y) > JL(2(0), ur; T, y).
Moreover, for a given e, we have, also from H6, that, for some § >0, we may take the above pairs to be arbitrary
such that (T, y)€6Brx ac(T™*, y*), and both (2(0),uy,), and (Z(0),ur) are in §Bgn 1, (z*(0),u},). Note also that,
from the continuity of the cost functional, and the compactness of the feasible set of Pr(-,+;T,y), as well as the
continuity of the joint state constraint on z and y, the existence of a solution is clear. Let us choose (z(0),uy) as
above to be a solution to P (-, T, y), i.e., (T, y):/T|1IL (7)|dr. Now, by examining the structure of the lower
level optimal control problem, it is also clear that 307>O such that |lur, —ar| > v||(z(0),ur)—(z(0),ayr)]|, and,
as a consequence, also some (>0 such that ||ug||?—||ap||* > Bllugy —ar|| ¥ ur, satisfying the above conditions.

Thus, by choosing o= v, we have
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Jr(z(0),up; Tyy) — Jr(2(0),a5 T, y) = ug [P |apl® > Bllur, — ar |l > ady 1 (x(0),ug).
In order to state the necessary optimality conditions in the Gamkrelidze’s form for the bilevel optimal

control problem (Pg) articulated with (Pr) (or equivalently the single level problem (Pg)), let us define
HH(%%%% qH7qL7VH7VL7T) = <QH—VH(Z/—QO)7'U>+VL<CC—ZJ:"U>—7’|U|2
+<QL—VL($—Z/)7f(%“))‘f'g(yvl’:QL:VLﬂ')v

where y, x, v, qm, qr, take values in R”, v in R™, vy, v, in R, and r is a nonnegative scalar, and, by using the

alternative truncated normal cone expression in (@) o(y,z,qr,vp,r) =0if |[x —y| < R1 or

oy, qr,vL,m) = sup {(qL—VL(fv —y), flz,y)(z — y)uo) — mg} :
up€[0,1]

Observe that, for |z — y| = R1, function o(y,x,qr, vy, ) is explicitly expressed by

0 lf 5(qL,VL7507y7R1) S 0
o(y,z,qr,vp,7) = %%{52(%,%,%%&) if 0 < &(qp,ve, oy, R1) < r3p (12)
RM1&2(‘ZL7VL7137?/7R1)—7" if &(QL7VL7:C7:U7R1) 2T21\1/%[17

where 5(qr, v, z,y, R1) == v RY — (qp, = — y).

Now, we state our necessary conditions of optimality to (Pg).

Theorem 1 Let Hi-H6 hold, and (T, y*,x*,v*,u*) be a solution to (Pg). Then, there exists a set of multipliers
(qm, 9L, vH,vL, A7), and a constant ¢ € R, with qg, and qr, in AC([0,T*]);R™), non-increasing vy, and vy in
NBV ([0, T*];R), being vy constant on {t€[0,T*]:|ly — z|>R1V2€0Q}, and vy, constant on {t€[0,T*]:ly — z|<Ri1},

and non-negative numbers X\, r, with r = Ap, being p the partial calmness modulus, satisfying the following conditions:

1. Nontriviality. ||(q¢r,90)lILoe + | (va,ve)llTv + A+ 7 # 0.
2. Adjoint equations.
—qr(t) € OyHp (y", 2" v"u", q qr, vi, v, r) = — (v (t) + v (8))o" () + vr () f (27 (), u" (1))
+8y0(y*(t)7 z” (t)7 qrL (t)7 VL (t)7 T) [07 T*] —a.e., (13)
—qr(t) € OHp (y", 2" v, u", qm, qr, v, ve, ) = Ox(qr(t) — v (8) (27 (t) —y" (1)), f(2" (1), u" (1))
+rr ()™ (t) +0z0(y* (), 2" (t),qr, (), vr(t),r) [0,T*]—a.e.. (14)
3. Boundary conditions.
ar (0) €R",  qu(T") € =Ng(y™ (T"))+vu (T) (y" (T)~q0)—ve (T™) (& (T")~y™(T")),
q1.(0) € Ng, 4y, (z7(0)) + v, (0)(z7(0) = 50),  qr(T")=v(T*)(&"(T*) —y*(T7)).

4. Conservation law.

Hy(y", 2" (t),v" (t),v" (t),q5 (t),qr,(t), v (t),vr (t),7) = X +rc, ¥Vt € [0,T7]. (15)
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5. Mazimum condition on the lower level control. w*(t) mazimizes on U, [0,T*]-a.e., the mapping
w = (qr (8) —vr () (=" () =y " (1)), F (@ (£), u)) = rlul®. (16)
6. Maximum condition on the upper level control.
—qu(t) +vu(y" — @) —vr(z* —y*) € —rdf o(T*,v*) + Ny(v*). (17)
Now, we give an explicit expression for 0F o(T*,v*) in condition 6. Denote by W(T,y) the set of solutions to (Pr,)

for a given feasible pair (T,y), and by Hy, its Hamilton-Pontryagin function given by

HL(y7$7’U7U7[37 iy )‘) = <pH_lj’H(y - q0)7’U>+ML<CC - y71)>

+(pr—nr(—y), (2, w)=Nul® + &(y, 2, pr, pr, V),
where y, T, v, py, and pr, take values in R™, up, in R™, ugr, and py, in R, and X is a nonnegative scalar, p := (pH,rL),
i:= (pg,pr), o(y,z,pr, ur, \) either takes the value 0 if |x—y| < Ry, or the value sup {(pp—~ur(z—1y), f(z,y)(z—
uo€[0,1
Y)uo)—Iud} if |z —y| = Ry (in this case, 5(-) takes an explicit form analogue to (ﬁg)[), c]md the set valued mapping
S o(-,-) is given by
a5 o(T*,v™) :=co U {¢2€Lo([0,T*]: R™) : 3 (B, i, \) EACKNBV xR s. t. ||p]| 1. + A+ ||llry #0,
o+ €W (T* v*)

i monotonically non-increasing, with py and g constant on, respectively,
{t€]0, T*):ly — x|<R1} and {t€[0,T*):|ly — 2| > R1 V2 €0Q},
(=5, 3", 8") €0(yap Ho(y" 2" 0" u*, 5,1 N) ace., (5(0),5(T"))€ Py, and
~A2 € pr—pu(y* —q0)+ur(a” —y")+ Ny (v™)}.

Here, Pr:={(p(0), 5(T")): pr(0)ER™, pr(0)ENQG, +y5 (2" (0))+1£(0)(z"(0)~yo), pr(T™)E~Ng(y" (™))

+pa(T7) (Y (T7) =q0) —pL (T) (& (T7) =y ™(T7)), pL(T*) = p (T7) (2™(T7) —y™(T7)) }.

The proof of Theorem [I] including the computation of 85 o(T*,v*), follows in the next section.

3 Proof of the Main Theorem

The proof is organized into five steps:

Step 1. Here, the key challenge of the sweeping process at the lower level problem is addressed. Indeed, the main
difficulty is the lack of Lipschitz continuity of the right-hand side of the dynamics of (Pp) with respect to
the state variable. In order to overcome this difficulty, we construct a sequence of auxiliary problems {(Pf)}
approximating (Pr,), being the truncated normal cone in the dynamics of each (PF) replaced by a mapping
depending on the parameter k and Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. the state variable. Note that our construction

differs from the one in [24.49] where the usual normal cone is considered. Moreover, in opposition to work
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Step 2.

Step 3.

Step 4.

Step 5.

in [24, Lemma 1], or [49, Lemma 4.2], the state constraint cannot be discarded from the formulation of our
approximation to the lower level problem.

In this step, we also provide an explicit expression for av%k, where <pk is the value function for (Pf)
Now, two substeps are combined: (a) Flattening of the approximating bilevel problem, and (b) Application
of the Ekeland’s variational principle. Substep (a) allows to obtain a standard “single-level” approximating
optimal control problem. The flattening consists in replacing the original pair of coupled optimal control
problems (Pg), and (PF) by another one constructed by adding to (Py) the constraints of (PF), and
an additional constraint involving the value function of (PF) that depends on (T),y). Since the solution
to each (Pf) is not known, Substep (b) is required. It consists in the application of Ekeland’s variational
principle to ensure the existence of a solution to a suitably perturbed version of the approximating flattened
problem (PJ{E) By a suitably perturbed version, we mean that the solutions to the approximating sequence
of problems converge in a proper sense (to be defined below) to the one of the original optimal control
problem.

Here, the degeneracy caused by the constraint (1)) involving the value function associated with the lower
level problem as detailed in Step 2 (a) is handled by using the partial calmness property which holds from
the fact that the solution is a local uniform weak sharp minimum. Due to the partial calmness property,
an exact penalization technique allows the construction of a related optimal control problem where this
additional constraint is absorbed in the cost functional as an exact penalty term.

Now, the maximum principle of Pontryagin in the Gamkrelidze’s form of [3] with nonsmooth data, [35],
is applied to the perturbed approximating single-level problem. We observe that, since the velocity set of
the approximating problem includes the one of the original problem, no incompatibility between state and
endpoint constraints emerges. Besides the reasons pointed out in Section [ for choosing the Gamkrelidze’s
form, there are significant technical advantages due the fact that, in this form, the state constraints multi-
pliers are monotonic functions of bounded variation instead of mere Borel measures as it is the case of the
Dubovitskii-Miliutyn form.

Here, we pass to the limit in the necessary conditions of optimality established in Step 4. By using standard

compactness results, the necessary optimality conditions of our main result are recovered.

As we go through these five steps, most of the relevant intermediate results will be only stated in order to

simplify the presentation, being the corresponding proofs presented in the Appendix.

3.1 Lower Level Dynamics Approximation, and Computation of 9¢ ¥

a) Lipschitz Continuous Approximation to the Lower Level Dynamics

Here, a sequence of conventional - in the sense of dynamics being Lipschitz continuous on the state variable

- control processes approximating a feasible sweeping control process to (Pr,). Approximations of this type have



12 Fernando Lobo Pereira, Nathalie T. Khalil

been considered in [241[49]. However, since, we have a bounded truncated normal cone instead of the usual
normal cone, and a time varying set Q1 + y(¢) instead of a constant one, a construction scheme significantly
different of the previous ones is required.

By recalling the representation of the lower level dynamics, & = f(z,u) + f(x,y)uo(z — y), where ug €Uy :=
L(]0,7);]0,1]) is a scalar control, and f : R*" — R is defined in (@), we now consider the approximate lower

level control system (DF(T,y)), referred to by (D¥),

™
= Y, Uy 0,T] — a.e. 0) € + yo,
( k) z = f¥(z,y,u,up) [0,7T) z(0) € Q1 + yo here

hp(z,y) <0, Vte[0,T], u€euU, ug € Uo,

fk(:c7y7u7u0) = f(x7u)—uoc(’yk7:c7y)(x—y)7 (18)

being ¢(vg,T,y) := min {R—gyke%hL(w’y)}, hr(z,y) as in (®), and {v;} is a sequence such that
1

lim v = oo, and, for all k, ~; > % (19)
k—o00 Ry

Consider the k-approximate lower level problem defined by
T
(P¥) Minimize J, ((0),up; T,y) := / luy, (£)2dt subject to (DY),
0

Define F¥(T,y) :={(z,u, uo) € AC([0, T;R™) xU xUo : (2, u,uo) feasible for (D¥)} where (T,y,z,u) is feasible for
(Pp).

Proposition 2 For v, satisfying {I3), and (T,y) € RXR™ such that Fr,(T,y) # 0, ff (T, y) # 0.

Proof . Take a pair (T,y) € RxR" such that Fr(T,y) # 0. Standard results for ordinary differential equations
with dynamics Lipschitz continuous with respect to the state variable z asserts the existence of a solution
for any given feasible control pair (u,uo). Moreover, due to the fact that ~; > R%l, and, by construction, we
have that, for any given (T),y,z), the velocity set associated with the dynamics of (D¥) contains the one of
the dynamics of (Pr)J. Thus, the existence of a control process (z, uy,ug ) feasible to (DF) satisfying the

constraints of (PF) is guaranteed.

Take T > 0, and A(-.-): (WxUxUp) x (VxU xUp) — [0,00), with V,U, and Uy defined on [0,T], given by
A(01,02) := [|01 — 02| 1, (20)

and let S := RT xAC([0,T]); R™)x AC([0,T]; R™)x VxU xUp. In what follows, let T = maﬁ?{{T, T;}, and, put §; =0
1€

if 0; is not specified in some subinterval [T}, T].

~ _ M - -
3 More generally, for any given x €R™, if k > k > —, the velocity set of (D*) is contained in the one of (DF)
1
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From the proposed approximation scheme, and due to Proposition[2] the following result holds.

Proposition 8 Let (T,y,x,v,u,uo) €S be such that (x,u,uo) € Fr(T,y). Then, there exists a sequence {(Tk, Yk They Uk Uy “0,7@)};0:1

with elements in Sk, being S* the space S defined on [0,Ty], satisfying:

1) |T_Tk| + |$k(0)—$(0)| + A((vk7uk7u0,k)7 (U7u7u0)) — 0 as k — oo,
2) yr(0) = yo, and g, = vg, L-a.e. on [0,T}], and

3) (xg,uk, uo,k) € f’f(Tk7yk), with (D*) defined on [0,T}).

Moreover, there exists a subsequence (we do not relabel) of {x} converging uniformly to an arc x which is the unique

solution to

(D) a'tef(x,u)—Né\ﬁer(x) [0,T] — a.e., z(0) € Q14+ yo, wel, hp(z,y) <0 Vtel0,T].

Since the proof of Proposition [ is long and involves standard arguments, we include it in the Appendix.

b) Computation of 9 "

Denote by ¢* the value function for (P£C ) in ([@). Since it is needed to establish the necessary conditions of
optimality, we shall compute its limiting subdifferential, denoted by ¥ gok (whose limit, ¥ ©, appears in the
maximum condition on the upper level problem in Condition 6. of Theorem [II). For this purpose, we apply the
idea in |47, Theorem 2.3], albeit in the context of the Hamilton-Pontryagin function in the Gamkrelidze’s form
given by [23) (cf. [35]). Following the idea in [47], we notice that the arguments of the value function inherited
from the upper level problem are given in terms of control functions. For this reason, it is convenient to cast
our problem in an equivalent one on a fixed time interval [0,T*] by a standard time variable change, giving rise
to an additional scalar nonnegative control and state component, i.e., t € AC([0,T*];R™), with ¢(0) = 0, and
w€ La([0,T*];RT), related by

t(r) = /OTw(s)ds. (21)

This allows the value function in (@) to be expressed as in the context of [47], i.e., the value function of (PJ)

on the functional parameters of (P ), ¢* : Lo([0,T]; RT) x L2 ([0, T]; R™) — R, where

‘Pk (wv U) = min{JL (:L’(O),UL; T, y): (‘T(O)vuL) feasible for (PLk(Tv y))}v (22)
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being v € V the control associated with y, and w the new control yielding the final time T, on [0,7*]. Now,

problem (PF), i.e., (PF(t(T*),y)), can be written (without relabeling) as follows
-
(PE) Minimize 7, (2(0),ui tT"),0) 1= [ Jus () Pu(e)ds,
0
T = )”k(gr,’7g/7u7uo)w7 t=w, [0,T7*]—a.e.,
1’(0) € Q1+yo, t(O) =0.
w€U, wug €Uy, we L2([0,T*;RT).

subject to (Ek)
hL(x7y) <0 Vte [07T*]7

where f¥(z,y,u,uo) is as in (AR), and (¢,y) (or, equivalently, the associated control pair (w,v)) is a solution to

(PE(2(0),ur)) on the fixed time interval [0, 7], now cast as

(PF) Minimize Jg (t(T*),y, z(0),ur) := t(T*).
subject to ¢y =ww, t=w [0,T7*] —a.e., y0)=y €Q, y(T*)cE, t(0)=0,
veV, we La([0,T*;RT), hy(y) <0 Vte[0,TF], and
(t(T™),y) is s.t. 3 a solution (2(0),ur) to PL(t(T*),y).
The new time parametrization enables to express the functional interdependence between (PL) and (PF)
in the variables (£(T*),y), through the value function ¢ as a function of the controls (w,v).
Let p = (pg,pL), i = (pm,prn), (4,2) = (v, f(z,u)—uwoc(vg, v, ) (z—y))w, and w as in (Z]). Since the context
is clear, we omit the index k in the specification of the multipliers, the state, and control variables in order to
unburden the notation. The Hamilton-Pontryagin function in the Gamkrelidze’s form for (P£C ), is expressed by

Hf(~7w):ﬁlz(-)w, where

—k _ _ = -
HL(y7:C7U7u7p7 Ky )‘) = <pH_MH(y_q0)7U> + /,LL<$—y7’U> - )\|U|2

+pr—pr(z —y), f(z,0)+5" (y, 2, pr, ur, A). (23)

Here, A > 0, and ¢*(y, z,pp, ur,, A) = 0 if |# — y| < Ry and, for |z — y| = Ry, given by

0 if 0> 6"(pp, pr vy, Ba)
1 (c(’y 2,95 (pr, ur, 2,y R1)>2 if 0<6"(pr,pr, 2y, R1) < _2X__
AN ks LyML> LY, = LyMLsLy Y, = (i, 2,y)
“k < oo~ by
C(’kaxvy)o- (meu‘lnxyval)_)\ lf Uk(vaﬂvavy:Rl) 2 #}w,y)’
where 5k(pL7HL7xvny1) = AU‘LR% - <pL7-'17 - y>
-
Proposition 4 Let W¥(w,v) be the set of optimal solutions to (PE(T,y)), where T:/ w(s)ds, and let (z,u) be one
0

of such optimal control processes. Assume that H1-H6 are in force. Then, gok is Lipschitz continuous in its domain,

and
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096" (w,v):=co | J{(C1,¢2)€La([0, T*]: R*™):3 (b, f1, ) EACXNBVXRY s.t. ||p]| .., + A+ ]|ally #O0,
€V (w,v)
I 18 non-increasing, with py, and pp constant, respectively, on
{te[0,T™]: |y — z|<Ri}, and {t€[0,T*]:|y — z| > R1 V2€0Q},
(_57 f/ﬂ@688,1,5)115(1/7507%“7@/175\700) [07T*]—0/.€.7 (]3(0)713(T*))7€ P[]zg (24)

_S‘(CLC?) € {ﬁlz(%%%%@ H, X)}X (pH - /’LH(y - qo) + /’LL(J: - y))w + Ny(’l})}

Here, — PL={(p(0),p(T")):pri (0)€R", pL,(0) € N, (x(0) —yo)+1£ (0) ((0) —yo), pr (T™)e~Np(y(T™)
Fur (T) (Y(T) —gq0) = pr(T)(@(T) —y(T7), pr(T") = pr(T) (2(T7) —y(T7))}-
Again, to unburden the presentation, the proof of this result is included in the Appendix.

3.2 Flattening the Bilevel Approximation Problem and Application of Ekeland’s Variational Principle

Now, we construct an approximate flattened single-level problem to which the Maximum Principle of Pontryagin
can be applied. By considering the change of time variable, and the state variable component z, z = |uL|2,
2(0) = 0, we state the flattened single-level approximated problem as an equivalent optimal control problem

(PE) on a fixed time interval [0, 7*], (once again, we do not relabel),

y=wvw, i=f*(y, z,u,uo)w, 7=|ur|?w, i=w [0,T*]—a..,
y(o):y07 $(0)€Q1+y07 2(0)207 t(o):07 y(T*)€E7
vEV, uEU, up €Uy, we La([0, T*];RT),

Minimize ¢(T*) subject to (D)
hir(y) <0, hy(2,y) SO VEE (0,7, 2(T%) = 9" (w,v) <0,

where gok (w,v) is as defined in ([22)). The solution to this problem is not known, and, thus, in order to pursue
with the derivation of the necessary conditions of optimality, we shall use Ekeland’s variational principle, (cf.
[29], [46, Theorem 3.3.1]). Since the approximating family of problems is only at the lower level, the extension
of Propositions[2] and [3] to the current flattened control problem required to construct an appropriate sequence
of auxiliary optimal control problems is straightforward. By “appropriate” it is meant that the assumptions
underlying the application of Ekeland’s variational principle hold.

Proposition 5 Let HI-H6 be in force and let (y*,x™*, 2%, t*,v* , u*, uf,w™), with t*(T*) = T*, be an optimal process
to problem (Pg). Then, for some positive sequence {e}}, with €} | 0, as k — oo there exists, for each k, a solution

(Yk» Thos Zhor ts Vio» Uk Ug > W) t0 the following perturbed version of (PE)

(PE)  Minimize t;,(T*)+ey, (|25 (0) = 24(0) |+ A((vi, uks up k> k)5 (Vi Uk, Uo k> Wi )))

subject to (Df%)7 and |z"(0) =z (0) |+ A((v*, u*, ug, w™), (vi, ug, uo g, wk)) <,
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where, A(-.-) : (WXxUxUox La) x (VxUxXxUpx La) — [0,00) is an extension of (20) to encompass the additional control

w in Lo. Thus, for a subsequence (we do not relabel), we have
(Yies Thos 2s tie) — (y™, 2™, 2%, ¢°) uniformly, and (v, uj, uo, ,wp) — (v°,u*,ug,w”) a.e. on [0,T7].

A detailed proof of this proposition can be found in the Appendix.

3.3 Partial Calmness of the Approximate Bilevel Problem (ﬁ;?)

From Proposition[d], the value function to the lower level problem, apk, is Lipschitz continuous. This Lipschitzian-
ity is a complementary property crucial for handling the degeneracy resulting from the functional inequality
constraint z(T*) — ¥ (w,v) < 0 in (D%), as it will be shown next. This degeneracy is due to the fact that, in
the presence of this inequality, the standard constraint qualifications, such as Mangasarian-Fromovitz or linear
independence constraint, do not hold.

In this stage, we eliminate the pathological situation of the degeneracy caused by the functional inequality
constraint z(T*) — ¥ (w,v) < 0 in (D), by imposing the so-called partial calmness condition on (Pr), and we
use an approach based on an exact penalization technique. This consists in replacing the original problem
by an equivalent one (i.e., with same solution) where the inequality z(T*) —¢"(w,v) < 0 is eliminated as a
constraint, and a related penalty term is added to the cost functional. This idea has been used in [48/[47] to
obtain necessary conditions of optimality, and later in [26l25l[12][T1] in a wide variety of instances. In what
follows, we give results on the partial calmness of the approximate problem (ﬁ}?), by using the notation of the

previous subsection.

Proposition 6 The partial calmness of (Pp) implies the partial calmness of (ﬁ;—?) for any positive sequence {e}

with €;0.

Proposition 7 Let (x5, 05) be a solution to (PE). If (PE) is partially calm at (x},0}) with modulus py,, then (x%,05)

solves the auziliary optimal control problem

(Ph) Minimize ,(T*)+ep, (|21,(0) =25 (0)|+ A0k, 7)) +pr (21(T™) — or(wr, o)) ,

subject to (DIJZ—‘)7 and |21, (0) —z7(0) |+ A0y, 07) < ey,

where 0, := (Vks Uk U0 ke W) 0" = (v*,u*,up,w*), Ok := (vg, ug, uo k,wk), and A(-,-) is as in (20) ezpanded to

encompass the additional control.

Proof The proof goes along the lines of [I1], Proposition 3.4], by directly using the definition of partial calmness

(cf. Definition ), the Lipschitz continuity of ¢, and by noting that zj(T*) —* (wj, v}) = 0.
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3.4 Necessary Conditions of Optimality for (P%)

We first note that, from the Lipschitz continuity of <pk, as discussed in the previous step, we can write
% " (w,v) = co 8p*(w,v) where 8 ¢F (w, v) is the Clarke subdifferential of ¢* at (w,v), and co A" (w,v) stands
for the closure of the convex hull of the Mordukhovich (limiting) subdifferential of ©* at (w,v). Moreover the
Clarke subdifferential is homogeneous in the sense that 9% (—¢")(w,v) = —9° 9" (w,v) while this property fails
for the Mordukhovich (limiting) subdifferential. This property will be crucial in the derivation of necessary
conditions of optimality presented below.

Now, we are ready to establish the necessary conditions of optimality to (P’}) We adopt the approach used
in the proof of Theorem 3.2 in [47]. Clearly, the cost functional of (P%) makes it a nonstandard optimal control
problem. Thus, in order to derive the necessary conditions of optimality, the problem is seen as a nonlinear
programming problem in appropriate infinite dimensional spaces. Then, we apply the Fermat principle to the
associated Lagrangian (the required assumptions hold) and decode the obtained conditions in terms of the data
of (P]}) Albeit rather technical, these steps are straightforward, and, thus, we omit them, and jump directly
to the resulting conditions which we choose to cast in the Gamkrelidze’s form of the Hamilton-Pontryagin
function.

Let c(yg,y,z) be as defined in Subsection B}, and denote I(a,b) by either I} or by I} (a) if its arguments are,
respectively, either (a},b}) or (a,b}). Recall also f*(y, z,u, uo)=f(x,u) — uoc(yk, v, x)(x —y), and let ¥ = A\*pF.
The Hamilton-Pontryagin function in Gamkrelidze’s form of (Plf;) is given by

k n .k k _k k \k _k.p* Tk k k _k k \k _k k n n*
HF(X707qH7qL7VH7VL7)‘ s T ;ek):HF(y,l’,'U,'LL,UO,qH,qL,l/H,l/L,)\ , T )w_)‘ €k|9_0k|7

where x = (y,z,2,t), 0 = (v,u, up,w), and

A () =gk —vi(y—ao) +vE(z—y),v) +{dE—vE (), F(2,u) — ey v, 2) (2 —y)uo) — " (Jul*+|uo[*) -A"  (25)

Let (x},0;) be a minimizer to (PX). Then, there exists a multiplier
(aFr, ab v vF A 1F) e ACKACKNBV xNBV xRTxR T

not all zero, where %, v are non-increasing, being v%, and v¥ constant on the subsets of [0, 7] in which the
inequalities |y; — §| > R1, Vy€90Q, and |yj —z}| < R1 respectively hold, satisfying:

1. Adjoint equations.

— i1 (t) € (—vir()or(t) + dy(ar (1) = vE(6) (2™ () =y (6)), £ (1)) = vE(©) vk (1) wi(?),

—G1(t) € (Da(aL(t) = vE () (@i (t) = yi(D), f (O + VEOvi(D))wi(8),  [0,T*] —ace..
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2. Boundary conditions.
afr(0) €R™, qfy (T*) € =Np(yi (T*)) + vy (T*) (i (T*) —a0) =V (T*) (i (T*) =y (1)),
g7 (0) € Ng, 1y, (27:(0)) +7£ (0) (@3 (0) = (0)) = Noer ks af (T%) =vE(T*) (@i (T*) =y (T7)).-

3. Maximum condition. (uj,vg,wy,ug ;) takes values on UxV xR x[0,1], maximizing [0, 7*]-a.e., the mapping
k k k k k \k _k k k
(u7v7w7u0)'_>HF(X*7u7v7w7u07qH7QL7VH7VL7)‘ , T ;u27v27w27u8,k)+r ¥ (w7v) (26)

along (x* (), af (1), q (£),vj (£), v (1)).
Given the structure of HY, and the fact that w > 0, the maximum condition (26) amounts to:

— For almost all t€[0,7"], uj, maximizes on U, and ug , maximizes on [0, 1] the mappings

ws (L) W k(D) ~wi (1), £ (@ (0), w) =¥l ) i (1) = Xexju—ui (1), (27)
and ug (1w (t)uo—r*fuof? ) wi(8) ~X'erluo — (1) (28)

respectively, where 1y, (t) = —c(yi, yi (1), 2 (6)) g (8) =L (8) (5 (8) =i (1)), 2k (1) — i (1)

— For almost all t€[0,T*], the pair (wj,v}) satisfies
— (Hp™(8), Vo Hp ™ (wk (£) + Ak (€5 5(8), €5 5(6) €7, 1) (Wi 08) (8) + Ni, (i) (1) x Ny (vp) (1)- (29)

Here, & 1 (t)€0la—aj,(t)|a=az (1) Note that [ |=1, being 8&7U)<pk (wy, ;) defined in Propositiond in terms of

the corresponding set of multipliers (p];{,plz, u’f_l, MZ, S\k).

3.5 Limit Taking

In this last step, we show how our main result, Theorem/[I] follows from the necessary conditions of optimality for
(P]}) by taking the appropriate limits as k—o0o. The proof uses also Proposition[5, which asserts the*existence of
a subsequence (x},0;) converging in an appropriate sense to (y*,z*, 2*, %, v*, u*, uf, w*), with /Tw*(r)dT—T*,
the solution to the original bilevel problem (Pp). ’

From the boundary conditions, the sequence of functions {(¢} (T*),¢% (T%)} is uniformly bounded. Then,
by Gronwall’s Lemma, the qf’s and q%’s are uniformly bounded and ¢f’s, q'fs are uniformly bounded in
Li. Thus, along a subsequence (we do not relabel), and by Dunford-Pettis theorem, {(¢%,q%)} converges
uniformly to (qg, qr,), and {((j}“{, qf)} converges weakly to (¢g, ¢r) in L1 for some qg, and qr, in AC([0,T*]; R™).
Moreover, since {(vf,vF)} and {(A\¥,7%)} are uniformly bounded, then, again, by standard arguments, there

exist subsequences such that {(v¥,F)} converges point-wisely to (vg,vr) and {(A\*,7%)} to (A,r), for some

nonincreasing functions vy, and vy, and numbers A>0, and r>0. Furthermore, vy, and vy, are constant on
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{t€[0, T*]:|y*—g|>R1V §€dQ}, and on {t€[0,T*]:|y* —x*| < R1}, respectively. Note also that, by taking the limit
as k—oo in (28), and using a result in the proof of Proposition[3, we obtain the function o defined in section 2l
By the compactness of trajectories theorem [46, Theorem 2.5.3], and Proposition Bl the pair (qg, qr) satisfies
the respective adjoint equations and boundary conditions of our main result. Moreover, by passing to the limit
in ([217), and [28) leads to (I6).

Let us obtain the remaining conditions: conservation law (IH), and maximum condition on v* (). First,
let us consider ([24) in Proposition [l Observe that, due to the time independence of the data of (Pf), there
exists constant ¢ such that F]z* (t) = &, Moreover, the normality of (PF) follows easily from its structure,
and the assumptions on its data, and thus, \¥ in (24) is strictly positive. Thus, we have 8(6;”)1))(,0]“ (wi,vE) =
{ex} % 8§<pk(w,’;7v;;), where ¢, = 55\_12 By rescaling, ¢, takes values in a given compact set for all k, and, by
choosing an appropriate subsequence, {c;} converges to a certain constant c.

Now, by taking the limits in (29)), with further subsequence extraction, and, given that Bcgok(w,’;, v};) con-
verges (in the Kuratowski sense) to 0% p(w*,v*), we obtain Hj(t)—\ € TC_NLz([o,T*],R(T)(W*) and (—qyg +
vir (v —qo0) —vi(z* —y*))w* (1) e—rdS o(w*, v*)) + Ny (v*). By considering the original time parametrization (we
do not relabel), we conclude that the last inclusion becomes ([IT) where the arguments of ¢ now are (T*,v*).
By noting the existence of solutions to (Pr) in a neighborhood of T, and that ¢ is Lipschiz continuous,
we may choose ¢ € 9% (T*,v*) in the original parametrization. Note also that, in the reparametrized time,
NLQ([O,T*],R(T)(‘*’*) = {0} a.e.. With these two observations, we conclude that H7;(t) = A+7c and thus, the

conservation law ([IZ) holds. This concludes the proof of Theorem [

4 Conclusions

This article deals with an instance of a bilevel optimal control problem with the dynamics at the lower level
given by a sweeping process. We formulate and prove a theorem on the necessary conditions of optimality
for a simple instance of this problem, i.e., the cost functional of the lower level is scalar valued. To the best
of our knowledge, this is the first time that a problem of this type is addressed. The main techniques used
in the main theorem’s proof are the approximation of the sweeping process at the lower level by a smooth
Lipschitz function in the state variable and the flattening of the bilevel structure to a single-level problem with
an objective function involving a penalty term representing the value function of the lower level problem.
There are several possible avenues to extend this work. One might investigate problems with multi-objective
functions at the lower level. In these circumstances, a new solution concept is required, for instance in the sense
of Pareto-like solution, among other possibilities. Moreover, one might consider problems with nonsmooth data
and more complicated state constraint sets, leading to several challenges in handling the passing to the limit.

These open questions will be the subject of forthcoming research.



20 Fernando Lobo Pereira, Nathalie T. Khalil

Acknowledgements The authors acknowledge the partial support of FCT R&D Unit SYSTEC - POCI-01-0145-FEDER-
006933, and R& D Projects STRIDE - NORTE-01-0145-FEDER-000033, MAGIC - PTDC/POCI-01-0145-FEDER-032485,
SNAP - NORTE-01-0145-FEDER-000085, HARMONY - NORTE-01-0145-FEDER-031411 funded by ERDF — COMPETE2020
— FCT/MEC — PT2020 — NORTE 2020, POCI and PIDDAC.

Appendix

We provide here the proofs of the propositions stated in Section Bl

Proof of Proposition [3l Fix some k € N. From Proposition 2 let (T, yr) be a pair such that ff(Tk,yk) # ), with
Yk (0) = yo, and such that g, = v, € V. Then, there exists a triple (z,u,uo,kx) € AC([0, Ty]; R™) xU xUo, satisfying (DF).
Here, and in what follows, the sets U and Up are defined on the time interval [0, T}%].

The non-emptiness of the set of sequences {(T]w Yhs Thoy Vi, Uk U0, k) }zozl satisfying 1) —3) follows from the fact that, for each
k, the velocity set of the dynamics of (D*) contains the one of the dynamics of (Pr,) (as observed in the proof of Proposition 2J),
and, thus, obvious fact that the constant sequence {(T,y,z, v, u,ug)}, which is feasible for (D*), satisfies (x,u, uo)EFL (T, ).
By inspection of the data of (Pr) and (Pg), we can construct a sequence with the stated properties, and such that, on
[0, max{T}), Tk+1}], and for some constant ME]R*, A ((vk,uk,uoyk), (UkJrl,uk+1,u0yk+1))gﬁ2’k.

The boundedness of f(:,-) (by assumption H1), and of the approximation to the truncated normal cone defined by (I8])
implies that {@} is a bounded sequence in Li. Let us see now that {x} is an equicontinous and uniformly bounded sequence.

€
Indeed, take any € > 0, and consider 71, and 75 such that Ty > 72 > 71, and 79 — ngm. Then,
1

\ﬂﬁk(TZ)—mk(Tl)\S/Tﬁbk(s)\dé‘ < ‘af(mk(s)’uk(s))|+‘u0,k(s)c(“ﬂmxk(s)7yk(s))(xk(s)_yk(s)”)dsS(M1+M)(T2_Tl)SE-

Since the x(0)’s are bounded, the uniform boundedness of {3} is obtained from the fact that, for all ¢ € [0,T], where
T = rineal\)l({T’ T;}, we have |z (t)| < |2x(0)| +|zx (t) — 2x(0)] < |2k (0)|+ (M1+M)t < |24(0)| + (M1+M)T. Due to the uniform
boundedness, and the equicontinuity of {z}, we conclude, from the application of Arzela-Ascoli theorem, the existence of a
subsequence (without relabeling) such that zj converges uniformly to an absolutely continuous function z. From the boundedness
of {#} in L1, and, from the Dunford-Pettis theorem, there exists a subsequence (we do not relabel) {zy} converging weakly
in L1 to some function ¢ € Ly. Moreover, since {z(0)} is a bounded sequence, we arrange by further subsequence extraction
that x4 (0) — «(0) for some x(0) € Q1 + yo. Hence, &(t) = £(t) a.e., and

zk(t) = 2, (0) + /t Tk (s)ds — x(t) := x(0) + /t &(s)ds uniformly,

Next, we prove that &(t) € f(z(t), u(t)) (i Nq]\g/[l +y(t)(x(t)) a.e.. From tﬁe convexity of Q1, and from the definition of the

normal cone to a convex set, this amounts to show the following inequality
(F(@(t),u(t)) — (), 2 —x(t)) <0 VZ € Q1 +y(h). (30)

For this purpose, let us examine the quantity (f(zk(t), uk(t)) — 2x(t), & — zx(t)) for the control ug, and the pair (T, yx),
for which we recall that FF (Ty, yx) # 0. We consider two cases: & € int(Q1+yx(t)), and & € 0(Q1+yx(t)).

We start by taking an arbitrary Z € int(Q1+yg(t)). From the a.e. equality

F(@n (), ur(t)) — @x(t) = uok (O)e(ve, Tx (), yx (8) (2 () — yr (),

the convexity of hr, and the expression of its gradient, Vzhr (2 (t), yx(t)) = zk(t) — yr(t), (there is no loss of generality in

assuming xx(t) # yx(t)), we conclude that
(flar®),ur @) — 2x(t), & — 2x(t)) < uok®)clve, 2k (t), yr () (hL (E,yk(t)) — hr(zk(t), Y (1)) (31)

Define Zy (t, &) := o,k (t)e(ve, 1 (), yr () (hr (2, 41 (1)) — b (zx(1), yx(#))). From (D), we have that, either lim Zj(t,Z) = 0,
— 00
if 25 () €int(Q1 +yi(t)), or Zk(t, ) <0 if zx(t) €0(Q1+yx(t)). Let us take the limit in (BI). As already proved, the sequence
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{&} converges weakly in L1 to some &, such that &(t) = £(t) a.e.. By Mazur’s theorem, there exists a sequence {xn }, such that

o] +oco
Xn = Z Br Tk, where B;>0 and Z Br = 1, and xn converges in the Li-norm to €. This also implies that, up to a subsequence
k=n k=n

(we do not relabel), {xn} converges to £ a.e..

Now, let us take a Lebesgue point ¢t € [0, Tk], and some 7 > 0 such that t+7 < T}. Then, we may write

e t47 O t4T
! > b [ Zutsards = 23 B [ (o) un(s) = uls). 5 = as)ds (32)
T P Tk:n t

t+7’
+1 Zﬁk / (@1(5), un(s)) — 34 (s), o(s) — i (s))ds
k n

t+7

t+7’
fzﬁk/ (2 (), wi(s)) = (), & — o(s))ds — M~ Zﬁk/ ja(s) — ax(s)lds,  (33)

k=n

\Y

being inequality ([B3])) due to the boundedness of | f(zx(s), ur(s)) — #x(s)|. From the uniform convergence of z) to z, we have

1 t+7
that M — / |z(s) — z(s)|ds — 0. Moreover, we can write
T Jt

t+7’
fzﬁk [ o), () = (). = ol ds =
k=n

oo

ttT t+7
» [ ) ue) — €.~ aleds+ - [ <kZ Brlf (i (s), ui(s)) —f(x(s>,uk(s>>17:z—z(s>> ds

')

t+T i t+7
41 / <s<s> -3 m:ek(s),fc—x(s)> ds+ / <Z mf(x(sxuk(s»—f(:c(s),u(s>>,f—:c(s>> ds
T Jt k=n TJt k=n

It is easy to check that each one of the last three terms converges to zero. The second term is due to the fact that

Z B (t) — £(t), the third one follows from the Lipschitz continuity of f w.r.t. , and the uniform convergence of zy to z,

;;3 the last one is a consequence of Mazur’s theorem, by taking into account that {uy} weakly converges in L1 to u, which

entails that, on [¢,t+7), when k — oo, Z Bk f(x(s), ur(s)) converges to f(z(s), u(s)). By passing the relation (32]) to the limit
1 [pt+T e t4T

in n, we obtain —/; (f(z(s),u(s)) —&(s), & — z(s))ds < 11m - Z Bk/ Zy(s,Z)ds < 0. Now, by taking the limit 7 — O,

T

and, since ¢ is a Lebesgue point, then, for all Z€int(Q1+y(t)), we Conclude that

(fz@), u®) — (), £ — (1)) <0. (34)

Let us consider now, any point Z € 9(Q1+y). Take some A € [0,1). Clearly, hp, (AN (Z — y) + y,y) = %()\2 —1)R? < 0. We
are, therefore, reduced to the previous case replacing Z in (34) by y + A(Z — y). By taking the limit A\ — 1, and by using the
continuity of hr,(-,y), we have that, for all ¢, hr, (z(t), y(t)) < 0. Thus, we conclude that z(-) is a solution to (D).

It remains to show the uniqueness of the solution to (D). This is a consequence of the hypomonotonicity of the truncated
normal cone to a convex set (cf. [44]), and of the application of the Gronwall’s inequality. Indeed, let (T, y) be a given parameter,
and take a measurable u such that u(t) € U, [0, T]-a.e. By contradiction, let x1(-), and x2(-) be distinct solutions to (D) with
21(0) = x2(0), and let ©¥(z1,y), and o(x2,y) be the velocity components of zi, and x2, respectively, in Né\z/flﬂ(:rzl)7 and
Né\’)/[lﬂ(:cg). Thus, we may write (€1 — &2, 21 —x2) = (f(x1,u) — 0(x1,y) — f(z2,u) + O(z2,y), x1 — x2). The Lipschitz continuity
of f(-,u) (assumption H1) implies that

(#1 — d2,21 — 22) < Kfl|z1 — 22|® — (B(21,9) — 0(22,9), 21 — 22). (35)

From the hypomonotonicity of the truncated normal cone, we may write the inequality

(0(x1,y) — (22, y), 21 — 22) > —|21 — 22|*. (36)

1d
By replacing (36) in ([35]), we obtain = —(\xl — x2|?) < (Kf + 1)|21 — z2|?. By applying Gronwall’s lemma, and using the

fact that x1(0) = x2(0), we obtain z(-) = xg( ), thus confirming the uniqueness of the solution to (D).
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Proof of Proposition[dl Here, the index k in the specification of the multipliers, the state, and control variables is omitted
for the sake of simplicity. Let (T, y) be a parameter inherited from (Pg) such that .7:12 (T, y)#0, and denote by (z,ur,) a feasible
control process to (PiC (T, y)) whose existence is asserted by Proposition Bl Then, ¢*(w,v) is finite where (w,v) corresponds to
(T, y). Standard compactness arguments (see [47, Lemma 2.4]) allow us to conclude that, for a sequence {(7},y;)} converging in
L3 to (T, y), and a sequence of {(z;,u;)} with (z;, u;) feasible for (PF(T},y;)), there is a subsequence {z;} converging uniformly
to « for which Juy, feasible, and such that (z,ur) is feasible for (PF(T,y)), and Jr(2(0), ur; T, y)<lim irj;f Jr(x(0)5,us; T, y5)-
This, with the boundedness of ©* in its domain, entails its lower semicontinuity.

Moreover, let (T,y) be such that 0¥ ¥ (w,v) # @. Assume that such (z,ur) is an optimal solution to (PF), i.e. (z,ur) €
Uk (w, v), being the latter the set of optimal solutions to (Pf), and that 8F ¥ (w, v)#0. Remark that, by [47, Lemma 2.4] applied
to ¥, this property holds a.e.. Let (C1,¢2)€0F ¢ (w,v). Here, (w,v) are the controls associated with (7', y) as defined in ().
By definition of the proximal subdifferential in the Hilbert space L2, for some ¢ > 0, and for all (w’,v’) sufficiently near (w,v)

in the Lo-norm, i.e., 3e>0 such that ||(w’,v) — (w,v)||3 < &, we have

T T
/0 (Cr,0" —wdt +/0 (G2, —0))dt < " (W', v') = F (w,0) +éllw — |13 + o — |3

Here, || - ||2 represents the Lo-norm. Equivalently,
ke 1.1 ™ ’ / 2 2
" (W', v") —/O ((€1(8), G2(1)), (W' (#), v ()t + ellw — '3 + 2llv — V'l

T* T*
> [ lun@Pwdt— [ (0, 6), @O, o)
0 0
Denote by (z’,u7, ) an admissible solution to the approximate lower level problem corresponding to (w’,v’) (or equivalently

(T",y")). Then,

T* T*
/0 |u, (D)W’ (t)dt — /0 ((G1(), (), (W' (1), v (&)t + el — &'[I3 + eljo — " |13
> /OT Jur (8)Pw(t)dt — /OT (€1 (1), C2(1)), (w(B), v(t)))dt.

This means that (z,u,uo;w,v) is an optimal solution to

-
(Pauz) Minimize / [l ()2’ (8) = (G (1), C2(1)), (&' (1), ()] dt + ellw — W'[[3 + ellv — o' [[3,
0
M ’ ’ .
subject to i’ = (f(x',u’) — uh min {—,yke“’khL(z Y )} (' — y')) Wy =, =W [0,T*] - ae.,
T1
'(0) € Q1 +yo, ¥'(0)=y5, ¥'(T™) € E, t(0) =0,

v eV, v eU, uy €Uy, W € L2([0,T*],RT), and hr(z',9y") <0, hg(y') <0 on [0,T*].

By considering ﬁ’z is as defined in (23)), the Hamilton-Pontryagin function for (Pyuz) in the Gamkrelidze’s form is
Hf(y’7 v P, N W' v, u,w) = (ﬁ]z + 5\(1) W' +2{¢2,v)—Ac (\w'—w|2+\u’—u\2+|v'—v\2).
The application of the necessary conditions of optimality to the reference control process to (Pauz) in the Gamkrelidze’s form
of [3] with nonsmooth data, [35], asserts the existence of a multiplier comprising an adjoint arc p= (pg,pr) € AC(]0, T*]; R?™),
nonincreasing scalar function fi= (ug, pr) € NBV ([0, T*];R2), with ug constant on {t€[0,T*]:|y — 2| > R1 V2€0Q}, and uy,

constant on {t€[0,T*]:|y — 2| < R1}, and a scalar A>0, not all zero, satisfying:

i) Adjoint and primal system: (—p, ¥, %) € 8@,@,'@ Hf(y,ac,v7 u, P, i, \,w) [0, T*] — ae.,
ii) Transversality conditions: py (0)ER™, pu (T)e—Ngy(T))+pm (T)(Y(T)—qo) —pr (T)(@(T)—y(T)), pL(0)ENQ, (z(0)—yo),
and pr (1)) = (pr (0)(z(0) —yo), pr (T)(x(T) —y(T))), and

iii) Maximum condition on (w’,v’): max {ﬁ’z (V") + XWX (G2, V) = Agw—w'|?— 5\6|v—v’|2} = (ﬁlz (V) +X¢)w+HA{(C2,v).
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By applying the Lagrange multiplier rule, the maximum condition with respect to w’, and v’, yields

5 =k =k
= A(C1,¢2) € {HL(v)} X Vo HE (v)w + {0} x Ny (v). (37)
Clearly, this inclusion corresponds to the last inclusion specifying the generalized gradient of ¢* of Proposition El

These conclusions are extended to pairs (w,v) for which 8F¢*(w,v) might be an empty set. Take any (C1,(2) € 9pF(w, v),
where f=w and §=wv a.e., such that v €V, and w € L2([0, T*],R*), and satisfying the corresponding endpoint and state
constraints (i.e., y(0) =yo, y(T*) € E, t(0)=0, and hy(y) <0). From the definition of limiting subdifferential, there exists
a sequence {(w;,v;)} converging in La to (w,v) with ¢ (w;,v;) converging to " (w,v) by continuity of ¢*, and {(({,Cé)}
satisfying (C{,Cé) Eﬁpcpk(w,-,vi), such that, for a fixed k, and, for all ¢, (C{,Cé) converges weakly in La to (1, (2)-

By compactness arguments, the sequence {(w;,v;)} with (w;,v;) € L2([0,T*],RT) x V can be chosen so that ; = w;, and
Y¥; =v; a.e., and the corresponding endpoint and state constraints are satisfied. The analysis above implies that, for each one of
such (w;,v;)’s, there exists (piH,piL,p')}{,uiL,j\i) associated with the pair (z;,u;) such that conditions (i)-(iii) above hold, and
that (z;,u;) is an optimal solution to (Pf)7 ie., (zi,us) exp’f(o% V).

The sequences {p%;}, {p%} are bounded, hence {p;},{p% } are uniformly integrably bounded (as follows from the adjoint
system). Then, there exist subsequences (we do not relabel) {p%;}, {p% }, uniformly converging to some absolutely continuous
arcs respectively, pgr, and pr,. Moreover, we can extract (without relabeling) subsequences {\*}, {,uj{}, and {,u’L} converging,
respectively, to some A >0, and to some nonincreasing functions of bounded variation g, and uy, such that py is constant on
{t€[0,T*]:|y — 2| >R1Vz€0Q}, and pr, is constant on {t€[0,T*]: |y — x| < R1}.

Therefore, from the compactness of the feasible set of (Pf)7 we have that x; — z uniformly, and u; — u a.e., where (z,ur)
is a feasible process to (PF) associated with (T',y) (or equivalently (w,v)). Moreover, (z,ur) € ¥*(w,v), since the graph of
k(. .) is closed (as a result of the closure of the graph of F*(T,vy), and (z;,u;) € ¥*(w;,v;)). Then, by passing to the limit
i— oo in the necessary conditions of optimality and by compactness arguments, the statement of Proposition Ml regarding the

expression of dp* (w,v) holds.

Now, it remains to show that ¢ is Lipschitz continuous in its domain. By [19} Theorem 3.6], " is Lipschitz continuous near
(w,v) with rank L if all the proximal subgradients in 8F ¥ (w’,v’) for all (w’,v’) of the domain of p* near (w,v) are bounded
in Lo by the constant L. This can be easily concluded from the necessary conditions obtained above, and the boundedness of

the adjoint variable with simple arguments.

Proof of Proposition[Bl Let 0 = (v, u,up,w) € © := V xU xUy x L2([0, T*]; RT). Under assumptions H1-H6, Proposition
[ entails the existence of a solution to (Pr) denoted by (y*,z*, z*,t*,v*, u*, uf, w*).

Proposition [ applied to (D¥) cast in the new time parametrization (i.e., on the fixed time interval [0, T*]), yields the
existence of a sequence {(z(0), )}, with (g, Uk, uo, i, Wi ) Gflg(tk (T*),yr), such that 8, — 0%, a.e. on [0,T*], and {z}} is
such that zj, — =* uniformly, being z* the unique solution to (Pr) with data (z*(0),y*,t*, z*, 6*).

By observing that the construction of the approximating problem (151’2) involves only the approximation to (Pr) (i.e., (Pg)
remains intact), it is clear that Proposition [3]can be readily applied to (Pr) in the reparameterized time by choosing a control
process so that 25 (T*)—pF (wy,, vi) < 0. This is always possible due to the fact that ]-"E (61 (T*), yg ), with, ¢ (T*) = /ka (s)ds,
is compact and, thus, the existence of solution to (Pf) is guaranteed. ’

Since, it is straightforward to conclude that the cost functional of (P;?) is lower semi-continuous, and that R™ x © with
|- [+ AC(:,-) is a complete metric space, we just need to show that there is a sequence of positive numbers {e } satisfying e, — 0
as k — oo so that (y*,z*, 2*,t*,0%) is a e2-minimizer to (PF). Let €2 := |z*(0) —x (0)|+ A(9*, Ox). From Proposition [} it is
clear that the sequence {e;} satisfies the needed requirements. Thus, Proposition [ follows immediately (for k sufficiently large,

€k < 1), from Ekeland’s Variational Principle.
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Proof of Proposition[6l Let (T*,y*,z*, u*, 2*,u) be a minimizer to (Pr). Then, the partial calmness, cf. Definition [I]

implies that 3p>0, such that, for any feasible control process (y, x, z,t,0) of (Pr), we have

Ja @ (T"),y"527(0),ur) < Jg(t(T™), y;2(0), ur)+p(z(H(T™)) —p(w, v)). (38)
Consider now (ﬁ;ﬁ), with X5 = (Yr, Tk, 2k, t), and O, = (Vk, U, ug, &, wy) as its state and control variables, respectively.

“*7 to either

We preserve the notation in the limit by dropping the subscript k and refer to the solution by adding superscript
these variables or their components. Let us assume that (151{3) is not partially calm. Then, for its minimizer (see Proposition [,
(XngZ)v there exists a nonnegative sequence {8} converging to some 8 >0, and a control process (xx,0x) feasible to (151{3),
such that |2*(0) —z(0)|+A(0*,0k) < ek, and satisfying

R (T™) > te(T) + e (|27,(0) =21 (0) |+ A0, 01)) + B (21 (b (T™)) —p(wi; vi)) - (39)

Moreover, from Proposition [5] we have that the sequence of approximating control processes {(x}, g;)} satisfies

X7 — x* uniformly, and (40)
07 — 0 a.e. (41)

Since, Proposition [B holds for all (xy,0}) feasible for (151{3) such that |2*(0) -z (0)| + A(0%,0;) < ek, we have that (@I)
asserted for {6} } also holds for {6 }. Furthermore, since z(0) — z*(0), and, in the light of the convergence [0, T*]-a.e. of {0}
to 0*, straightforward arguments lead us to conclude that (@Q) also holds for {xx}.

Now, since |2}(0) — zx(0)] < |z (0) — «*(0)] + |2*(0) — z(0)|, A®B},0,) < A(6,0%)+ A(6*,0y), and that, by defini-
tion 2y (¢ (T™*)) > p(wk, v ), we conclude, by passing to the limit, while choosing 8 > p without any loss of generality, that

klim ty (T*) > klim t(T™). This is a contradiction since t} (T™) <t (T™*) for all k. Thus, (ﬁ;?) has to be partially calm.
gl — 00
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