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BOUNDARY NULL CONTROLLABILITY FOR THE HEAT
EQUATION WITH DYNAMIC BOUNDARY CONDITIONS

S. E. CHORFI, G. EL GUERMAI, A. KHOUTAIBI, AND L. MANIAR

ABSTRACT. In this paper, we are concerned with the boundary controllabil-
ity of heat equation with dynamic boundary conditions. More precisely, we
prove that the equation is null controllable at any positive time by means of
a boundary control supported on an arbitrary subboundary. The proof of the
main result combines a new boundary Carleman estimate and some regularity
estimates for the adjoint system, with an explicit dependence with respect to
the final time. This technique allows us to overcome a new difficulty that arises
when absorbing a normal derivative term.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let us fix 7 > 0 and an integer N > 2. Throughout the paper, Q C RY is
a bounded domain with boundary I' = 9Q of class C*! and I'° C ' a nonempty
relatively open subset of I'. Let us set

Er=(0,T)x E for all E C Q.

Then, we consider the following heat equation with dynamic boundary conditions

Oy — dAy = f(t,z), in Qrp,
Owyr — 6Aryr + do,y = g(t, z), on I'rp, Q)
yr(t,z) = yir(t, o), on I'r,
(¥, yr)lt=0 = (Y0, Yo,r), QxT,

where d, § > 0 are positive real numbers, f € L*(Qr) and g € L?(T'r) are the source
terms, d,y := (Vy - V)‘F is the normal derivative, where v is the outer unit normal
field on I' exterior to €. Further, we denote by yr := y|r the trace of y. Finally, A
is the Laplace operator, Ar is the Laplace-Beltrami operator on the Riemannian
submanifold T' (see [29]), and yo € L?(Q),yor € L*() are initial states, which
are not necessarily interrelated. The term dd,y represents the interaction domain-
boundary, while §Aryr stands for a boundary diffusion.

The aim of this paper is to prove the boundary null controllability of the system
(1). Our main result relies on a new boundary Carleman estimate for the adjoint
system associated to (1), with a local integral in terms of Dirichlet data localized
in the arbitrary subboundary I'° C T.

Evolution equations with dynamic boundary conditions have attracted a consid-
erable attention in last years, and have found applications in various mathematical
models such as population dynamics and heat transfer, in particular when the

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary: 93B05; Secondary: 35K05, 93B07.
Key words and phrases. Null controllability, parabolic equations, Carleman estimate, dynamic
boundary conditions, surface diffusion.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.10701v1

2 S. E. CHORFI, G. EL GUERMAI, A. KHOUTAIBI, AND L. MANIAR

diffusion process takes place in the interface between a solid and a moving fluid,
see [12,25,30] and the references therein. The reader can be referred to the seminal
paper [17] for the physical interpretation and derivation of such boundary con-
ditions. We also refer to the recent paper [28], where the derivation is given by
employing the Carslaw-Jaeger relation. Many researches were done for the well-
posedness and regularity results related to such equations, see [13,17,27,31] for
the case of a scalar diffusion and without gradient terms, and recently [24], in the
presence of gradient terms. The general case of variable diffusion coefficients with
gradient terms has been recently studied in [3]. Although the controllability of par-
abolic equations, by the Carleman estimate approach, is well studied in the case of
static boundary conditions (Dirichlet, Neumann or Fourier boundary conditions),

see, e.g., [8, 14-16, 18-20], only some recent works concern the controllability and
inverse problems in the dynamic boundary conditions case; see [1,2,7].
In [23,27], the authors have considered the distributed null controllability for

(1), that is, the null controllability from an arbitrary subdomain w € Q. The
inverse source problem with interior measurements has been recently studied in a
more general setting in [3]. In these works, we have adopted the interior weight
function used in [16] for parabolic equations with classical boundary conditions.
The aforementioned weight function is null on the boundary of the domain. This
fact along with the nature of classical boundary conditions allow several boundary
terms to be canceled. This is not the case in the present setting.

As for the standard (scalar) heat equation, a well-known result states that
the boundary null controllability and distributed null controllability are equiva-
lent (see [1, Theorem 2.2]). This result is no longer valid for coupled parabolic
systems. In our case, one can obtain the boundary null controllability from a
distributed control by enlarging the domain 2. Nevertheless, this technique for
dynamic boundary conditions requires more regular initial data than those in the
Dirichlet or Neumann cases, see [27, Theorem 4.5]. More precisely, due to the use of
Sobolev’s embedding and local regularity results, the2 authors take initial conditions

such that yo € H*(Q), yo;r € H*(T) and yo € WE_E(Q) for some p > 1+ . Our
boundary Carleman estimate allows us to recover the boundary controllability re-
sult without assuming any further regularity assumption. Furthermore, our direct
approach has the following extra advantages:

e we keep an explicit dependence of the constants in the boundary Carleman
estimate with respect to the final time 7. This fact is crucial when dealing
with semilinear problems;

e we obtain an explicit constant, with respect to the final time T, of the
boundary observability constant which is different from the interior observ-
ability constant obtained in [23];

e we then obtain a continuous dependence of null controls and corresponding
states with respect to initial data and source terms;

e our boundary Carleman estimate allows to obtain an explicit upper bound
for the cost of boundary approximate controllability, i.e., an explicit bound
for the size of the minimal norm control. We refer to [7] for the case of a
distributed control;

e the techniques could seemingly be extended to deal with inverse problems
with boundary measurements in the spirit of [1,3]. However, a careful
analysis is needed to include a large class of source terms.
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In comparison with the classical parabolic equations, where the control acts
by means of the Dirichlet condition on a part of the boundary of the domain,
the present Carleman inequality requires a different technique to absorb a term
of Neumann type (in terms of the normal derivative) by the left-hand side of the
Carleman estimate. Absorbing this term turns out to be a main difficulty that will
be overcome with help of some parabolic regularity estimates with explicit constants
in terms of the final time T' (see Proposition 3). Such regularity estimates can be
very useful while doing Carleman estimates [5]. It is worth mentioning the paper [10]
which is the first to deal with a Carleman inequality when a time derivative appears
in the boundary condition (but without a boundary diffusion). However, it only
consider the one dimensional case and point out the difficulty of the controllability
in higher dimensions for such equations (see Section 4 in [10]).

In the subsequent sections, we typically use the following surface divergence
theorem

/AFyZdS = _/<VF3J=VFZ>F ds, y € H*(T'), z € H'(D), (2)
r r

where Vp is the tangential gradient and (-, -)p is the Riemannian inner product of
tangential vectors on I" [21]. To simplify notation, we will denote

(Vrf,Vrg)p = Vrf - Vryg.

Also, we need the following identity which holds for general Riemannian manifolds.
Its proof can be found in [6]:

Vr(Vef - Vrg)- Vef = V3¢ (Vef, Vef) + 3 Veg - Ve (1Ve/F)  (3)

for f € H*(T') and g € H*(T"), where Vi denotes the Hessian with respect to the
Riemannian metric on I'.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we recall some
wellposedness and regularity results that will be useful in the sequel. In Section
3, we prove a boundary Carleman estimate for the homogeneous adjoint system.
Finally, in Section 4, we apply the Carleman estimate to show the observability
inequality, and consequently we obtain the boundary null controllability of the
system (1).

2. WELLPOSEDNESS AND REGULARITY OF THE SOLUTION

In this section, we recall some wellposedness and regularity results related to
system (1). The reader can refer to [27] for different notions of the solution as well
as detailed proofs.

2.1. Notations. First, we introduce the following real Hilbert space
L% := L*(Q,dx) x L*(T,dS),
equipped with the scalar product given by
((,yr), (2, 2r))L2 = (¥, 2) L2(0) + (yr, 2r) L2(1)>

where we denoted the Lebesgue measure on 2 and the surface measure on I' by dz
and dJS, respectively. We also define the spaces

Hk = {(y,yp)er(Q)XHk(F)Zy‘F:yF}, k:172a"'7
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which are Hilbert spaces when equipped with the standard product norm. Note
that H' is a Hilbert space when equipped with the norm

(s yr) s = (s ur) s (v, yr) )i

where ((y,yr), (2, 2r))m = / Vy-Vzdx + / Vryr - VezrdS + / yrzr dS.
Q r r

Similarly, H? is a Hilbert space with respect to the norm

(s yr) e = (s ur) s (v, ) )it

where ((y,yr), (2, 2r))g = / AyAzda:—l—/ApypAsz dS—l—/ypzr ds.
Q r r

For the regularity of the solutions, we introduce the following spaces
Ey(to, t1) == H' (to, t1;L%) N L? (to, t1;H?) for t1 > to in R,
Ea(to, t1) := H' (to, t1;H?) N H? (to,t1;L?) for t1 > to in R.
In particular,
E; :=E;(0,7) and Es:=E5(0,7T).
Finally, we recall that the system (1) is governed by the linear operator that is

denoted by
_ dA 0 _ 2
A_<—d6,, 5Ar>’ D(A) = H".
It is shown in [27, Proposition 2.1] that the operator A is self-adjoint dissipative
and generates an analytic Cy-semigroup (etA) >0 O1 L2

2.2. Regularity estimates. We first recall an elliptic regularity result, which will
allow us to characterize the domain of A% and prove parabolic regularity later on.
Consider the following elliptic problem

dAu = j"7 lIl Q,
0Arur —do,u —upr =g, onl, (4)
ur = u|r, onlI'.

The following result is a special case of [22, Theorem 3.4].

Proposition 1. If F = (f,g) € H?(Q) x H*(T), then the solution of (4) satisfies
(u,ur) € H* and

| (w, ur)lus < CF | m2(0) x 12 (r)» (5)

where C' = C(d,d) is a positive constant.
Consequently, we have the following lemma.
Lemma 2.1. The domain of A? is given by
D (A*) = {(u,ur) € H*: (dAu)|r = 6Arur — dd,u},

which is a Hilbert space equipped with the standard inner product of H*(Q) x H*(T).
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Now, let us consider the backward adjoint problem of (1), which is given by

— Orp —dAp =0, in Qr,
— Oypr — 0Arpr +do,p =0, on I'p,
or(t,z) = ¢r(t,z), on I'r, (6)
(o(T-),r(T,-)) = (1, 1r), QxT
for given (o7, o7 r) in L2. We recall the following result from [27] for future use.

Proposition 2. Let f € L?(Qr), g € L*(T'r), Yo :== (yo, vo.r) € L? and (o1, o11) €
L2. Then the following assertions are true.

(a) There is a unique mild solution Y := (y,yr) € C([0,T);L?) of (1). More-
over, Y belongs to Eq(r,T) and solves (1) strongly on (7,T) with initial
data Y (1), for each 7 € (0,T). This mild solution is given by

Y(t)_etAY(H—/O e=9A(f (), g(s)) ds, t € [0,7].

(b) There is a constant C > 0 such that for all data the mild solutionY satisfies

1Yoz < C (1Yollz + 122 + N9l 22rg)) - (7)
(c) If Yo € H, then the mild solution from (a) is the strong one.
(d) The backward adjoint system (6) admits a unique mild solution given by
(p(t), or(t)) = eT=D4(pr, orr). It is the unique strong solution if (o7, prr) €
H'.

In order to absorb the normal derivative term in the proof of the Carleman
inequality and obtain an explicit observability constant in terms of 7', we shall
prove more accurate regularity estimates for the following adjoint system

{—atrb(t) =A®(t)+ F(t), te (0,77, (8)
o(T) = (0,0),

where ® := (¢, or) and F := (f, g).

Proposition 3. The following assertions hold
(i) if F € L? (0,T;L?), then the solution ® of (8) satisfies

e L?(0,T;H"),

9)
1@l 200,7m1) < C(A+T)|Fllz200,7502),
where C' > 0 is independent of T and F.
(it) If F € L*(0,T;1L?), then the solution ® of (8) satisfies
® e L?(0,T;H?) N H"' (0,T;L?), 10)

1@l L2(0,7m2) + 10: @ L2(0,71.2) < C(1 + T)||F £2(0,75L2)

(iii) if F € L* (0, T;H*) N H' (0,T;1L%) and F(T) = (0,0), then the solution ®
of (8) satisfies

® e L*(0,T;H*Y) N H? (0,T;L?),

|9l 2(0,7;m1) + Hatzq’HL2(07T;Lz) <CA+T) (1 Fll20.1m2) + 10:F | 20,712 ) -
(11)
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Proof. By density, it suffices to consider a smooth source term so that the solution
® is smooth. Next, we focus on the regularity estimates.

(i) Multiplying (6)1 by ¢ and (6)2 by ¢r and using Green formula and surface
diverge formula, we obtain, for any ¢ € (0,7, that

- 30RO +d [ Vol do+3 [ [Fror®F 45 = (FO). 8@ (12

Integrating over (¢,7T), we infer, for any € > 0 and any ¢ € (0,7T), that
T
912 <2 [ (O 9O o

T
<2 / | F (02 [ B8]

< 2[|[Fllzro, e ®lleqo, e
< CellFl o, ry + el @ E0,m2)-
Choosing € > 0 small enough, we find that

1212 0,12) < CIF 710,751y
Since
111720712y < TI®NZ 07712 and IFN7 10,002y < TINFIZ20 7:02)0
it follows that
@l L2(0,7:02) < CT||Fllz200,7512)- (13)
On the other hand, integrating (12) over (0,7T), we obtain
T
min(d.8)|(Ve Vrer) s < [ (FO. 9O} . (14)
We have
T
2 [ (F@.0(0)s 4t < 101 ra + 17 e
This inequality with (13)-(14), yield
@1l 22(0,r;mmy < C(1+T)||F|lL2(0,75L2)-

(1) For t € (0,T), we have
fPda = / (Orp + dAp)? dx

Q Q

= / |0s0|? da — d/ 0|Vl dz + 2d/ Orprd,pdS + dz/ |Ap|? de,
Q Q r Q
/92 dsS = /(&sw + 0Arer — dd,p)* dS
r r
= / |8tg0r|2ds — 5/ (9t|Vp<pp|2dS — 2d/ 8t<ppaygﬁds+ 52/ |Ap<pp|2ds

r r r r

—2d5/AF<ppayg0dS,
r
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where we used Green’s formula and surface divergence formula. Adding up the two
previous identities and integrating over (0,7"), we obtain

H(I’H%%O,T;W) + Hatq)HQL?(O,T;L?) < C(d,9) (H]:H%%O,T;U) + ||80FH%2(0,T;L2(F)))

T
205 [ [ 1averliouel ds.
0 I

The second term on the right-hand side can be estimated by (9). For the last term,
we use Young’s inequality for € > 0 to write

T T
1
2 / / Arr]|9yp] dS < < / / Arrl2dS + 10,0220, rup5(r)-
0o JU 0o JU €

Fixing € small enough, the first term on the right-hand side can be estimated by
the left-hand side of the penultimate estimate.
Next, it suffices to estimate the normal derivative term so that

10,0l 72ry < elldeplFzq) + Vel ey + CellVel iz + 111720,
where ¢ > 0 and C is a positive constant independent of T. Indeed, since (2 is of
class C?, there exists N € C? (ﬁ)N (see [6, Lemma 2.3]) such that

N(z) =v(z), z €T, and IN(z)| <1, z€Q.
Multiplying (6); by Ve - N and integrating over {2, we obtain

— | 0oV -Ndzx — [ ApVe -Ndz= [ fVep- -Ndz. (15)
Q Q Q
By Green’s formula, we obtain
—/ ApVy -Ndx = —/ |6Vg0|2d5+/ Ve -V(Vep-N)da
Q r Q
1
= —/ 10,0|? dS + 5/ V|Vp|? -Ndx—i—/ VNVp - Vedx
r Q Q
1 1
= —/ 10,|* dS + —/ [Ve|*dS — —/ divN Vo[> dz
r 2 Jr 2 Ja
-I—/ VNV - Vedx
Q
1 ) 1 ) 1. )
=—— [ |0bp|°dS+ = [ |Vre|*dS — = | divN |Vy|* dx
2 Jr 2 Jr 2 Ja

—I—/ VNV - Vedz, (16)
Q

where VIN = (9;N;) stands for the standard Jacobian matrix of N.
Using (15) and (16), we obtain

10,0l 72r) :—2/Q<9t<pVga-Nda:+||Vpga||2L2(F) —/QdivN |V|? dz
+2/VNV<p-Vg&dx—2/ng0-Ndx.
Q Q

Let ¢ > 0. Using Young’s inequality and the fact N € C? (ﬁ)N, there exists a
positive constant C independent of 7" such that

10vellZ2ry < elldeplizq) + IVrelZzmy + Cell Vel iz + 11172
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This completes the proof of (i7).
(i4i) We set ¥ = 9,®. Differentiating (8) in time ¢, we see that ¥ solves the
same system (8) with source term 9,F. Then by (ii), we have

10:® 20, 712) + H8t2(1)HL2(07T;L2) < C(1+D)|0F | L2(0,7512)- (17)

On the other hand, (p, ¢r) solves the following problem

dAp = —f — Oy, in Q,
0Arer —ddyp —r = —g — Ogor —r, onl,
or = <P|F7 on I.

Then inequality (5) implies that
2] < C (1F]le + 10:® [l + [ ®llfe) -

Integrating over (0,7') and combining the resulting inequality with (10) and (17),
we obtain the desired estimate. O

Remark 1. We emphasize that a similar regularity result to Proposition 3 can be
obtained by classical semigroup theory and Lemma 2.1, see, for instance, Theorems
2.3 and 2.4 in [11]. However, the dependence with respect to the terminal time T'
would not be explicit enough to infer an explicit observability constant.

3. THE CARLEMAN ESTIMATE

In this section, we prove a boundary Carleman estimate for the homogeneous
backward adjoint problem (6), which is the key tool to prove the boundary null
controllability of system (1).

In the following lemma, we recall a weight function needed for the global bound-
ary Carleman estimate. We refer to [32, Lemma 2.1] for a precise statement and
also for the proof.

Lemma 3.1 (see [18]). Given a nonempty relatively open set v €@ I'° € T, there is
a function n € C*(Q) such that
i) n>0 in €,
il) |[Vn| > ¢ >0 in Q,
= (1)
(iil) Oyn < —co on T\ 7,

(iv) n=0,Vrn=0 onT\~.

Let v € I'? be a relatively open and non-empty, and let  be as above. We then
define the weight functions a and £ by

1

o(t) = T 0 t e (0,7),
alt,z) = 0(2) (1l — M@ | (1,2) €Ty, (19)
£(t,x) = O(t)e ™), (t,r) € Qr,

where A > 1 is a sufficiently large parameter. The weights o and & are of class Cc?,
strictly positive on Qr, and blow up at t = 0 and ¢t = T. Moreover, we have the
following formulas:

e Onl, Vra=-XVrn and Ara=—\Arn— \2¢|Vryl?.
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e InQr, Oia=2t—T)la and 0?a =20a+2(2t—T)6%a.
Next, we state the Carleman estimate. In the proof, we follow the strategy of
Lemma 3.2 of [27]. In our setting, several new boundary terms arise from the new

weight function, which is not null on the bundary as the one of [27], and these
should be absorbed.

Lemma 3.2 (Boundary Carleman estimate). There exist two positive constants
c=C (Q,I‘O) and \y = C (Q,I‘O) > 1 that are independent of T, and a positive
constant s1 = C (Q,T9) (T + T3) such that the strong solution (p,¢r) € E1 of
the backward system (6) satisfies

s—l/ e ¢ (|0w)? + |Agl?) d:vdt+s)\2/ e 25| V| de dt
Qr Q

T

+s—1/ e ¢ (10ger > + | Arer|?) det—i—s)\/ e 25¢|Vrpr|* dS dt
I'r N

T

+s3/\4/ e_25a§3|@|2dxdt+s3)\3/ e 250¢3 | pp 2 dS dt
Qr

I'r

+ S)\/ e 25¢|0,p|* dS dt
I'r

< 59\ / e ¢8| op |2 dS dt (20)
re

forall A > A1, s> s1.

In the following remark, we highlight a few facts about the boundary Carleman
inequality (20).

Remark 2. It is worth to mention that:
e In the boundary Carleman inequality for the classical heat equation, the
local term
s\ / =250 (9, m)|9uo|2 dS dt (21)
FO

T

naturally appears in the right-hand side of the Carleman estimate, see, for
instance, [9, Théoreéme 3.4]. A main difficulty in comparison with the clas-
sical boundary conditions is that, in our case, we must absorb the normal
derivative term (21) by the left-hand side of (20). This will be done by
using the regularity estimates stated in Section 2. The underlying term has
been easily transmitted to the left-hand side of (20) in the case of internal
controllability, since in that case the weight function satisfies 9,17° < 0 on
whole T'.

e In contrast to the interior weight function used in [27] for dynamic boundary
conditions, the boundary weight function 7 is not null on I', which makes
the situation a bit more complicated by adding several new boundary terms
in the proof of the Carleman estimate.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. By a density argument, it suffices to consider smooth solu-
tions ¢ € C* ([0,7] x Q). We will often write ¢ instead of ¢r. Throughout the
proof, C' will denote a generic constant which does not depend on A, s and .

We will also shorten some calculations done in [27] and will pay a special atten-
tion to terms that need to be treated differently.
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Step 1. Change of variables. Let p € C*° ([0, T] x ﬁ) satisfying (6), A > A\; > 1
and s > s; > 1 be given. We consider the change of variable 1 := e™**p. Simple
calculations yield that

Va=—-VE=—-X\Vn, (22)
A= =N¢|Vnl* — AAn,
O = e "0 — s,
Vi) = eV — spVa = e **Vp + sApEVn, (23)
A = e 5 Ap — 25V - Va — s2)|Va|* — spAa.
Then the equation fulfilled by ¢ in Qr is given by
Opth 4+ dAY = —spOpar + dsA*PE|Vn|? + dsApEAN + 2dsAEVY - Vn
— ds* A€ | V. (24)
Similarly, on I'r we obtain
oY + 0ATY — dO,) = —sOra — dstpAra — 20sVry - Vra + syo, o
= —5Y0a + 6SAEY AN + 65NV |2 + 20AsEV Y - Vin — 652 N2E24)| Vrn)|?

— ds\YED,. (25)
Following the decomposition in [27], we write the identities (24) and (25) as
M+ My =f inQp,  Nip+Npp=35 onTr, (26)
where

My = =2dsN*E|Vn|* — 2dsAEVY - Vg + Opp = (Maya)y + (Myy)a + (My1h)s,
Moty = ds*N2E29|Vn|? 4+ dAY + sipdra = (Marh)y + (Marh)g + (Moarh)s,
Ny = =288 X2 Vrn|? — 26086V - Vi + Optp + dsAEpd,n
= (N19)1 + (N1¥0)2 + (N19)3 + (N19)a,
Notp = 0> NY&* | Vrn|* + 0Arep + spdra — dO,ip = (Narp)1 + (Natp)2 + (Nat)s
+ (N2t)4,
f = dsApeAn — dsA*€|Vnl?,
g = 0sX\PEADY — 5sX*EY| V.
i};ﬁiﬁziﬂwtggggi:esp I-I72(r to the equations in (26) and adding the resulting
112200 + 1317200 = 1M1l 7200y + IM2t 13200y + V19120
+ [ Notll72(rpy + 2D ((Me)i, (Math);) 2y +2 ) ((N19)is (N2th);) L2 () -

i.j 4]

(27)

Step 2. Estimating the mixed terms from below. First, we expand the
mixed terms in (27) by using, several times, integration by parts with respect to ¢,
Green formula over 2 and the surface divergence theorem on I'.
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The first term is nonpositive

(M1y)1, (M2tp)1) 2007y = —2d233)\4/ |Vn[te3y? dz dt.
Qr

Using integration by parts with (22), we derive
(Mya))a , (Mat)1) 120

:3d2s3)\4/ |Vn|2&3? dodt + d?s3X\3 | An|Vn|2€3? da dt
QT QT

+d2s3)\3/ (V(|Vn|2)-Vn)§3¢2dxdt—d233)\3/ |Vn[2£30,mp? dS dt.
Qp r

T

Integrating by parts in ¢ and using ¢ (0) = ¥(T) = 0, we obtain

(M19)3, (Math)1) 12(0) :—d52A2/ |Vn|?0,£€64° da dt.

Qr

Integration by parts yields
(M), (Mat))2) 2(ar)

:2d2s/\2/Q |V77|2§|V1/)|2dxdt+2d25)\2/ﬂ &YV (|Vn|?) - Ve da dt
T T

+2d2s/\3/ﬂ |V77|21/1§V77~V1/1d3:dt—2d25)\2/r |Vn|?€4d,1) dS dt.
T T

The next summand is given by
(M13))a, (Mat))2) L2(c2p)

= —2d%s\ / Vn - Vo,pedSdt + 2d%sh | € (V2 Vi) - Vpdzdt  (28)
FT QT

+ 2d%s\? §|V77-V1/;|2d3:dt+d25/\/ V- V|Vy|? € da dt,

Qr Qr

using integration by parts and (22). Here, V27 stands for the standard Hessian
matrix of the function 7. For the last term in (28), integration by parts and (22)
yield

dzs)\/ V- V|Vy|* € da dt
Qr
:dQSA/F 8,,17|Vz/1|2§d5dt—d25)\2/9 EIVn|? |V |? de dt

—dzs)\/ EAN|VY|? da dt.
Qr
Next,

—2d%s\ [ €V - Vo, dSdt
I'r

— 28\ | &(Ven+ @um)v) - (Vo + (9,0)0)0,4 dS dt
I'r

= —2d%s\ [ €0,m(0,)?dSdt —2d*sA | €0,4(Vrn- Vi) dS dt.
FT 1—‘T
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Since V) vanishes at t = 0 and ¢ = T in view of (23), we obtain
(M1y))s, (M2t)2) 120y = d | OppOytp dS dt. (29)
T'r
(M19)1, (M2%)3) 2 (0p) = —2d52/\2/ IVn|*0ra&y® da dt.

Qr

Integration by parts and (22) imply

(M1)2, (M2%)3) L2(07)

= —ds’X\ [ 0,a0,mp* dS dt + ds* A / V(0sax) - Vnéap? da dt
Tr Qr

+ ds?\? / 0yl |Vn|*p? de dt + ds*X | O Anyp? da dt.
Qr Qr

Integrating by parts with respect to ¢, we can derive

(Mi)s, (Mat)s)neon) = —5 | Ofag?ded, (30)

since v vanishes at the endpoints.
We now consider the boundary terms N; and Na, employing the surface diver-
gence theorem (2) several times, we have

(N19)1, (N2¥)1) p2(rpy = —25283)\4/F [Vrn|*¢*y? dS de.

Using integration by parts, we further derive

(V1) (Nth)1) ooy = —02°N° / VPV - Vo () dS dr
I'r

:5253>\3/ divr (|Vrn|*€*Vrn)p? dS dt
I'r
235283)\4/ |V *e3y? det+6253)\3/ Arn|Vrn2e3y? dS dt
FT FT
+ 6257\ / (Ve(IVrnl?) - Ven)€¥y? dS dt.,
I'r

Therefore

(N1Y)1, (N2¥)1) L2(rp) + ((N190)2, (N2¥0)1) 21

:5253/\4/ IVFUI4§3¢2det+52s3>\3/ Apn|Vrn?¢%y* dS dt
FT 1_‘T

+5253>\3/ (Ve(|Venl?) - Ven)&3y? dS dt. (31)
I'r

(N)s, (N ey = 952 [ 0,0%)€% VendS dr
I

=5 [ [TrPogerasar
I'r
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The next terms are given by

(N19)a, (Noth)1) 20y = dB55N3 / €30, 7| Vrn[20? dS dt.
I'r

(N1) 1, (Noth)2) 12 (o) = —28%57 / VenedAry dS dt

I'r

= 25762 / Ve (€ |Venf2) - Ve dS dt
I'r

:2525>\2/ |Ven26| V|2 dS dt 4+ 26%s0% | &V (|Venl?) - Vi dS dt
FT FT

+2525A3/ IVrn2E(Ven - Vi) dS dt.
I'r

(N1)2, (Not)2) 12 (o) = —25%5) / (Ve Ve)eAry dS di

I'r

:2625/\/ Vr((Vrn - Vey)€) - Ve dS dt
I'r

=262\ [ E(VEnVrY) - Ve drdt +26%s0% [ €| Vrn - Vg dSdt
FT FT

+525>\/F EVrn - Vr V2 dS dt

:2625/\/F g(v%nva)-vp¢dxdt+252sA2/F &\ Vrn - Vryl*dS dt
— 625\ /F divp (V)| Vry|* dS dt

—2625)\/ E(VEn V) - Vp¢dxdt+262s)\2/ & Vrn - Vry|*dSdt

— 52502 [ V|V dS dt — 62sh [ €Ay V|2 dS dt.
PT l—‘T
(32)
Since ¥(0) = ¢(T') = 0, we have
((N1%)3, (N210)2) L2(rs) = 0.
Moreover, using Vré = AV, one has
((N19)4, (N2tp)2) £2(ry)

= —dds\ EY(NVT0O,n, Vr)r dS dt — dosA Oumé|Vry|* dS dt
FT FT

—dés\? [ 9,m&pVrn - Vi dS dt.
I'r

(N1Y)1, (N2ap)3) 2 (rpy = —2582)\2/ |Vrn|?0:ay? dS dt.

I'r
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Integration by parts and (22) imply

(N1)2, (N2®)3) p2(rpy = —0s°A Ora€Vrn - Vr(¢?) dS dt
I'r

=052\ / divr (9ra€Vrn)y? ds dt
I'r

=0s°\ | Vp(0:a) - Vrnéy? dS dt
I'r

+ 65207 [ 0| Vrn|2? dS dt + 05X | OyaéArnmy? dS dt.
FT FT

Hence

(N19)3, (N20)3) L2(rgp) = —% A D2a(y?)dsS dt.

((N1%)a, (N2tp)3) L2(rp) = ds2>\/F dyndiat® ds dt.

(N19)1, (Natp)a) r2(rp) = 2d65A° &Y, | Vrn|* dS dt.

I'r

(N19)2, (Nav)a) L2(rpy = 2d6sA | €0,¢p(Vrip - V) dS dt.
I'r

(N19)3, (Nay)a) r2ryy = —d | Opp0,1p dS dt.

I'r
The last term cancels with the one from (29). Next,
(N1)a, (N2)a) L2(rg) = —d*sA | €D,nduapyp dS dt.
I'r

Summing up all terms together, we derive

Z<(Mﬂ/})i, (Matp)j) r2(0r)

4,J

= d2s3)\4/ V232 dadt + d?s3X\3 [ An|Vn|2€3?* de dt

QT QT

+ d2s3)\3/ (V(|V77|2)-Vn)g?’q/;zdxdt—ds?)\z/ |Vn|20u&€4p° da dt
Qp Q

T

—dsw/ |Vn|?0,aéyp? dz dt + ds2>\/ V(0ra) - Vnéap? da dt
Qr Q

T

+ds?h | BagApp?dedt— 2 | 92ayp?drdt
Qp 2 Qp

+ dQS/\Q/ §|V77|2|V1/;|2dxdt+2d25>\2/ EYV(|Vnl?) - Vop da dt
QT QT

+2d25/\3/ IVnl2eVn - Vo de dt + 2d%sh [ € (VP V) - Ve dadt
QT QT

— dzs)\/ EAN|VY|* dedt + 2d25)\2/ £|Vn - V|2 dedt
QT QT

—d2s3)\3/ |V17|2§38V17¢2d5dt—2d2s)\2/ |Vn|?€d,4h dS dt
FT 1_‘T

(33)
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— s\ [ €0,m0,0)2dSdt +d?sh [ O, Vryl?£dS dt

FT FT
—2d%s\ [ €0,¢(Vrn-Vry)dSdt+d [ 0o, dS dt
FT FT
—ds®X\ | Oald,mp*dS dt
I'r

14 7
=D I+ Bu
k=1 k=1

D ((N1)i, (N2)) 120

0,J

:5253)\4/ |Vp77|4§31/)2d8dt+62s3/\3/ Arn|Vrn|?34? dS dt
FT FT

+5253>\3/ (vp(|vm|2)~vpn)§3¢2d3dt—552x2/ |Vrn|?0,£€64° dS dt
T'p I8

T

—552)\2/ |Vr77|23ta§1/)2d8dt+552/\/ Vr(0sa) - Vrnéy? dS dt
Tr r

T

162\ [ dafArmp? dS dt — g 82aap? dS dt
FT FT

+ 525)\2/ g|vpn|2|vp¢|2dsc1t+2525A2/ &V (IVrnl?) - Vg dSdt
FT FT

15

+ 26%s\3 /F |Vrn|2pE(Vrn - V) dS dt + 26%s\ | € (VEn V) - Vi dS dt

I'r

—523)\/ EArn| V| dSdt + 2523)\2/ €|Vrn - Vip|? dS dt
FT 1_‘T

+dosP X3 | £20,m|Vrn2Y?dS dt + 2d6s\? | D, Virn)? dS dt
FT FT

— dsA / AnE|Vr2dS dt + 2désh | 8,0 (Vre - Vi) dS dt
FT 1—‘T

—d | 0o, pdSdt+ds®X | 0,ald,mp? dS dt
FT FT

—dosh | &Y(Vr(0,m), Vr)rdSdt — dés\? | 0,mEYVrn - Ve dS dt
FT FT

+ 262503 / |Vrn|?we(Vrn - V) dS dt — d?sh [ €0,nd,1pp dS dt
T'r

14 6 1 v
=D Jet+ D Bas+) B
k=1 k=1 k=1

Next, we estimate the resulting terms from below. We will often use the following

basic estimates on Qr,

E<OT?, |Va| <CX, |9 +10,€] < CTE?, |0}al < OT?€3.  (34)
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Using |Vn| > ¢o > 0in Q and |9,71] > ¢o > 0 on '\ y, we obtain

3
ka +B1y > O\t [ Ey?dadt + 053)\3/ 2 dsdt
(T\7) % (0,T)

k=1 Qr
— Os®\3 / £3p*dS dt (35)
YT
for A1 large enough. Since J; is nonnegative and Vrn =0 on I'\ v, we infer that
3
> Jk4Bay > —Cs*N [ Ey?dSdt. (36)
k=1 YT
Since [0:¢] < CTE? and |02l < CT?E3, we obtain
8 8
S L+ S > -CsPN [ SyPdadt—CsPA [ FyPdSdt (37)
k=4 k=4 Qr I'r

Using again the fact |Vn| > ¢o > 01in Q and [9,n] > co > 0 on '\, we derive

Io+ Bis+Bys > Cs\ | &V dadt + OS/\/ £(0,1)% dS dt
Qr (T\1)%(0,T)

—COs\ [ £(0,9)*dSdt + Cs)\/ Vel dsdt
vr (D\y)x(0,7)

—CsA\ [ £[Vry|*dSadt. (38)
yr
Now, applying Young’s inequality to (A\2£/21)) (51/2V(|V77|2) - V) together with
(s)\z/Jf) (Vn : Vz/J), respectively, we find

‘25)\2 §wV(|Vn|2)-V¢d:vdt‘§Cs)\4 §w2dxdt+05/ €|Vp|? da dt,
Qr

QT QT

’2SA3/Q |V77|2¢§V77-V¢d:vdt’ < O\t §2w2dxdt+0)\2/ V|2 dz dt.
T

QT QT
It follows
Lo+ 11, > -0\ [ 2?dedt — c/ (s& + \?)|Vep|? da dt. (39)
QT QT

By virtue of Vrn =0 on I'\ 7, it turns out that

Jio+ J11 > —082)\4/

yr

€242 det—Cs/ &[Vry|* dS dt
I'r

—CN [ €|V dsde. (40)

yr
Since n € C?(Q2) and Vrn =0 on '\ 7, we can estimate
Iio+ I1s + Jio + Jiz3 > —CsA §|V1/)|2 dx dt — CS)\/ §|VF1/)|2 ds de.

Qr YT

The next terms are nonnegative

Iig+ Jg + Jia > 0. (41)
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Young’s inequality implies

Bio+ Bao+ By > —Os/ IN3/2M/ 20 INV261/28,4p| AS dt
I'r

>-C (52/\3 3% dS dt + A 5(81,1/))2d8dt>. (42)
I'r

I'r

Using the fact that &(¢,-) is constant on I'\ v (we denote it by &(¢)) with the
divergence formula, we then obtain

T
|Bl,4|gcsA/ §(t)/ |Vrg|?dSdt + Csh [ €|Vry|?dS dt
0 '\

YT

T
gc/ /(571/2571/2(t)|Ar1/1|)(53/2/\53/2(t)|1/1|) det—i—Os/\/ g Vry?dSdt
0 T

YT

<s U [ eTHAryPdSdt + CsPA? [ y?dSdt 4 COsh [ €| Vry)?dSdt.
T'r Ir YT
We apply Young’s inequality to (s'/2£'/2|0,4]) and (s'/2X/2| V|| Vre|) and we
use Vrn =0 on I'\ v to obtain

|Bly5+B2_’4| < CsA €|81,1/)||V1‘77||V1‘1/)|d8dt
I'r

<Cs | €0,0)*dSdt+Cs\? [ €|Vrp*dSde. (43)
Tr T
Moreover, we have
Big+ Bys+ B17+ Bag = 0.

Finally,
| B1| gc(sw/ &? det+/ §|er|2d5dt), (44)
FT FT
|By| < C <52A3 &2 dSdt + )\/ |Vp1/1|2det) , (45)
FT FT

|§3| <’ <52A4 2% dsdt + /\2/ |Vry)? det> , (46)
T Y

T

where we used the fact that Vrn =0 on I'\ 7 in the last estimate.

Step 3. The transformed estimate. By summing the final inequalities obtained
in previous steps, adding the complementary terms on vy, and choosing A1, s1 large
enough to absorb terms with lower powers in s and A, we arrive at

Z«lei’ (Mav)j) L2 (o) + Z<(N11/))i, (N2p)j) r2(rp)

+Cs3\3 [ p?2dSdt + Csh [ £(D,)*dS dt + CsA /

YT yr v

€|Vry|?ds dt

T

> O8N [ EPdadt+ 03N [ 342 dSdt 4+ CsA\? £|Vap|? de dt
Qr I'r Qr

+ CsA g(a,w)zdetJrcsA/ ¢IVry|* dS dt
FT 1_‘T
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— O\ [ y2dSdt — CsA? | €|Vry2dSdt

T yr
—s 1 [ ¢ YApy[2dSdt.
I'r
The lower order terms coming from f can be absorbed to the left-hand side by
increasing A1 and s;. The same thing holds true for § except the boundary term

s2)\4 €24 dS dt, which remains on the right-hand side. Thus
yr

M]3 20y + [ Matl 2200y + 1N T 20y + IN2 132 (py + 5° A /Q §y* drdt
T

+ 50 [ €VyPdadt 4 s3)3 531/)2d8dt+s>\/ £V ds dt
Qr T'r Tt

+sA [ &0,)*dS dt
I'r

<OsAY | Ey2dadt + CsA\? /

YT YT

§|Vp¢|2d5’dt+Cs)\/ £(0,)?dS dt

YT
+s [ ¢HAry|*dSdt. (47)
I'r

To put the last summand in (47) to the left-side, we make use of the equality
SAr = Notp — 100y + 0,00 — s2X2€296|Vrn|?. Combined with (34), this equality
yields

I:=s"1[ ¢ Aryp?dsde

I'r
< 1||N2¢||22(F )+ Cs/ Ep?2dSdt+C [ €0,4)?dSdt
2 T FT FT
+ O [ 32 dSdt (48)
yr

for sufficiently large s1. We can now choose sufficiently large A\; and s; so that (47)
becomes

M1l 20y + 1Mol Z2(0p) + N1 20 gy + [ N2l F2rgy + 53>\4/Q & de dt
T

+ 50 [ VP dadt 4+ 303 [ p2dSdt +sh [ £(0,4)*dSdt
I'r

QT 1_‘T
+s\ [ €Vry|2dSdt
I'r
<O\ [ 92 det+Cs>\2/ §|Vr1/1|2d3dt—|—05/\/ £(0,1)? dS dt.
YT YT YT

(49)

Step 4. Inverting the transformation. The inequality (48) allows to replace in
(49) the summand ||N21/)||2L2(FT) by the term I times a constant, where we increase

A1 and s if necessary to absorb the lower order terms in (48). Similarly, from

) = Nitp — sAED,n + 25X2€)|Vrn)? 4+ 2sAEV Y - Vi,
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we deduce that

I'=s" [ ol dSdt < CINw||Tar,y +CsA? [ &p*dSdt
FT FT

+OsXt [ ep?dSdt+Cs\? | ¢|Vry|?dSdt, (50)
VT Vr
and then I’ can be inserted on the left-hand side of (49). Similarly, one can handle
the corresponding terms on Qr, (see [14]). We deduce that

s [ e (0 + |AYP) dedt + 57! / (0 + |Aruf?) dS dt
QT FT

+ %A i 32 da dt + sA? i E|Vy|? da dt
T T

+30 [ S2dSdt+sh [ €0,0)2dSdt+ sA [ €|Vrp2dSdt
Tr T'r T'r

<CsPA [ E9rdSdt + Os\? §|Vp1/1|2d8dt+05/\/ £(0,p)*dSdt. (51)

YT yr yr
To estimate the penultimate integral in the right-hand side, we consider a cut-off
function y € C?(T"°) such that y =1 on 4,0 < x <1 onI'. Then

sA2 [ ¢|Vry]? dSdt < s)\Q/ XE [Vrp|® dS dt
Ty

YT

:—s/\z/ X&/)prdet—sA2/ EpVrx - VrgpdS dt
re re
—s\3 / xEYVrn - Vi dS dt
re
§68_1/ eV Ary)? det+is3A4/ 2 ds dt
g e g

+ Cs)\4/ Ely)? dS dt.
e
Choosing € > 0 sufficiently small, we obtain that

sTH [ (0 + |AYP) dedt + 570 | €7H(10]? + |Ary[*) dS dt
Ir

Qr

+83\ [ Etdadt+sA\? [ € VyPdadt
QT QT

+530 [ S92dSdt+ sA §(8U1/))2det—|—s/\/ ¢V dS dt
T'r Tr T'r

<O\ [ S2dSdt+ Csa [ €0,4)2dS dt. (52)

YT YT

Step 5. Estimating the normal derivative term. The most challenging term
to be eliminated is the last term in (52). For this purpose, we proceed as follows:
since

sh [ €0,0)*dSdt = s/\/ E(e™*Op + s)\fal,m/))z dsSdt
YT

yr
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< Cs)\/ (e725%¢(Dup)® + $*N2E3?) dS dt
T

< CsA / e 250E(9,0)? dS dt + Cs3N® [ €32 dS dt,
YT

YT

it suffices to estimate
SA / e3¢ 10,0|° dS dt.
YT

Since d > 0, using (6),, we have
—2sa 2 —2s« 2 2
8)\/ e~ 25%¢ |9, 0| detgcsA/ e §(|Arcp| + 10l ) asdt.  (53)
T T

Next, we estimate the two terms in the right-hand side of (53). We introduce a
cut-off function y € C?(I'°) such that 0 < y <1 on I and y = 1 on 7. Then, using
the surface divergence formula twice, we obtain

8)\/ e 2 | Arg|® dS dt < 8)\/ e 2\ | Argl® dSdt
Yr

Iy

< s)\/ @Ar (e*QSO‘XgApgp) dsdt
FO

T
/1“%

+ (252N2€% + sA2E) (YArnArg) + sAEArYArg + sAEYAZ
+ (452022 + 2502%¢)(Vrn - Virx)Arg
+ (4520262 4 2502€) XV - Vi Arg + 25AEVEy - VpArcp) s dt

<C (sﬁ)\ﬁ/
FO

T

e_250‘g0( (652)\352 +453\3¢3 + s)\?’{) (X|Vp77|2Ap<p)

T
67(273u)sa§6|¢|2 ds dt + / mgg_)z( (67(2+3#)SQ) ||<P||§{4(F) dt)
0 =«

for all 4 > 0, where we used Young’s inequality. Integrating by parts in time, and
using &€ < OT2E2) |&] + |ou| < CTE2, |&| + |aue| < CT?E3 together with the fact
that e 2%¥|;_g = e~ 2°*|;—r = 0, we obtain

s/\/ e 25| 0pp|? dS dt = —SA/ @0, (e72%*E0p) dS dt
o I,

T

:s)\/
Iy

1
= S/\/ e 28 <2520sz — 2sau&y — sapé + 5&1&) @2 dsdt
g

o2 (saug - 36 ) o) asar-sn [ e egapndsar

e

— s)\/ e 2%y, dS dt
FO

T

T
<C (86)\6/ e~ (Bmdmsagh| )2 def+/ max (e_(2+3”)sa) el 2y dt) :
9 0

9 e
(54)



BOUNDARY NULL CONTROLLABILITY FOR THE HEAT EQUATION 21

Then

T

T
-|-/0 max (67(2+3“)Sa) (||90||§14(r) + H‘PttHi?(F)) dt) ’

z€Q
(55)

SA/ e 00> dSdt < C <56A6/ e~ (273msa el | o2 45 dt
vr g

Moreover, taking A > C), large enough, we obtain

max (e7(2+3,u)sa) < mlLl (ef(2+2,u)sa) )
e e

Let us denote o*(t) = maxa(t,z). Then min (e~(+21)sa) = =(2+2usa” "ap( it
e e
suffices to estimate the quantity

T
| Qe + lalqey) .

where (g, gr) = e~ (1*#)5¢7 (o o), by using parabolic regularity estimates. Remark

that (g, gr) satisfies the system

—0g — dAq = (1 + p)sajq, in Qr,
— Oqr — 0Argr + doyq = (1 + p)sojqr, on I'r, (56)
qr(t,z) = qr(t, o), onI'r,
(q(T,-),qr(T, ")) = (0,0), QxT.

We use Proposition 3, (ii) for (56), and then (i) for the system satisfied by
af(q,qr), we obtain

T
2
/0 (||Q||§14(r) + Hqtt||L2(F)> dt
<Cu(1+T)? (Ilsa;‘f(% ao) 1720, raey + [150: (f (g, ar)) H%zw,mm))
< Cu(1+T) s (g — s+ ) (@))?) (g a0 720712

S CMT4(1 +T)4 (/ e*(2+#)5a*|80|2 dxdt—l—/
Qr

I'r

e*(2+#)sa* |SDF|2 det) 7 (57)

where we used (saj;)? + (saf)* < CT*(sa*)® < CT*e#*®". Taking p = %, the
previous integrals can be absorbed by the left-hand side of the inequality (52), and
the rest of the proof follows from the same strategy as in [14].

O

4. BOUNDARY NULL CONTROLLABILITY

In this section, we prove the null controllability of the following linear inhomo-
geneous system

8ty—dAy: f(t,I), in QT,
Owyr — SAryr + dd,y = v(t, z)lro + g(t, ), on I'r, (58)
yr(tu (E) = y\F(t7x)7 on FT,

(¥, yr)|i=0 = (¥o,Yo,r), QxT.
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To this end, we shall first infer an observability estimate for the homogeneous
backward system given by

— Oyp — dAp =0, in Qr,
— Ogpr — 0Appr + do,p = 0, on I'p,
oir(t,z) = or(t, o), on I'r, (59)
(@(T,-),¢r(T,") = (¢r,¢1,1), QxT,

by applying the Carleman estimate (20).
Proposition 4. There exists a constant C = C’(Q,FO) > 0 such that, for all
(o1, orr) € L2, the mild solution (¢, ¢r) of the backward problem (59) satisfies
2/3, 1
(0. )y + r 0. sy < T4 [ joasar
T

Moreover, for (yo,yor) € L? the mild solution (y,yr) of the forward problem (58)
with f = g =v = 0 satisfies

2/3, 1
mmwamﬂm@mmms&@+ﬂﬁﬂmwﬁ
T

Proof. The proof mainly follows from the Carleman estimate (20) with an adapta-
tion of the same ideas in [23, Proposition 5], so we omit the details. (]

Remark 3. We emphasize that the boundary observability constant

e oot (1)

obtained in Proposition 4 is different from the interior observability constant

K., (Q,T) = exp (O (2w) (1 * %>)

obtained in [23, Proposition 5]. This is merely due to the parabolic regularity
estimates used in the Carleman estimate to absorb the normal derivative term.

Now, we are in position to conclude the null controllability of (58), where in-
homogeneities with exponential decay at ¢ = 0 and ¢ = T are allowed. Recall

that
1

0(t) = ———
0 =75
Let us introduce the L2?-weighted spaces

Zo = {f € L2(Qr) : D93 (1) f € L2(QT)} :

Zp = {g € L*(T'y) : esg(t)eig(t)g € L2(PT)} g

te(0,T).

X = {Y € L2 (0,T;L2) : WY ¢ 12 (0,T;L2)} ,
with the inner products

(f1, f2)zq = fifae®0 3 dadt
Or

(91,92) 70 = / G192 %% 073 dS dt.
I'r
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Theorem 4.1. For any initial data Yy := (yo,yor) € L?, f € Zq and g € Zr, there
exists a control v € L? (T'Y}.) such that the mild solution (y,yr) of (58) satisfies

Moreover, there exists a constant C' > 0 independent of Yy, f and g such that
Yllx + ol 2 rgy < € (IYollz + £l 2 + llgllze) - (60)

Proof. By duality, the proposition will be derived from the previous observability
inequality along with the Carleman estimate. To do this, we define a bounded
linear operator 7 : L? (I‘OT) — L2 by

T
Tv:/ eT=7A(0, —Lpov(r)) dr.
0

Using the embedding Zq x Zr < L?(Q7) x L?(I'r), we consider the bounded linear
operator S : L2 x Zq x Zr — L? defined as follows

T
S(Yo. f.g) = " AYy + / eT=DA(f(7), g(r)) dr.

By Proposition 2 (a), the function S(Yp, f, g) — Tv is the final value (y(T"), yr(T")) of
the mild solution (y,yr) to the inhomogeneous system (58). Note that the adjoint
operator T* : L2 — L2 (T}) is given by

T*(er,err) = —lrogr,

where (¢(t), ¢r(t)) = eT=D4(or, prr) is the mild solution of the homogeneous
backward problem (59) with final value (@1, ), see Proposition 2 (d).
The adjoint operator S* : L2 — L2 x Zg x Zr is given by

S*(er,orr) = ((9(0),9r(0),e 0%, e > P ppr) .
From Proposition 2, we see that (o, ¢r) € E; is a strong solution of the backward
problem if (¢, pr ) € H'. The observability inequality of Proposition 4 and the
Carleman estimate from Lemma 3.2 imply that

18" (1, o102 % 260 x 20 < 1000, 17202y + leor (0, )17y + C/Q e P drdt
T

+C [ e 3p2dSdt
I'r

< C/ lel* dS dt = CIT" (er, or0)l 12 (rg)
e

for (pr,prr) € HY, and hence for (pr,prr) € L? by denseness. Theorem 15.2
of [33] implies that the range of 7 contains that of S; i.e., for all Yy € L2, f € Zqg
and g € Zr there exists a control v € L? (I‘OT) such that S(Yy, f,g9) = Tv. Thus,
(y(T),yr(T)) = S(Yo, f,g) — Tv = (0,0). Finally, the estimate (60) follows by
arguing as in [27, Proposition 4.3] O

Remark 4. Since the operator A is self-adjoint dissipative and the system (58)
without source terms is null controllable, a similar controllability result in the
presence of source terms can be obtained from [26, Proposition 2.3]. In the latter
result, the source terms f and g should be taken respectively in the weighted
spaces Zo and Zp which result by considering a weight function (p(t))~! instead
of es?(g—3 (t) in Zg and Zr, where p is an appropriately chosen function.
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