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ANALYSIS OF 4D-VARIATIONAL DATA ASSIMILATION PROBLEMS
IN LOW REGULARITY SPACES

P. CASTRO', J.C. DE LOS REYES' AND I. NEITZEL*

ABSTRACT. In this paper, we carry out a rigorous analysis of four-dimensional variational
data assimilation problems for linear and semilinear parabolic equations with control in
the initial condition, coming from a Lebesgue space. Due to the nature of the data
assimilation problem, spatial pointwise observations of the state have to be considered in
the cost functional, which requires continuity of the solution with respect to the spatial
variable. To obtain this for an initial condition in L?(Q), with 8 > d, we make use of
maximal parabolic regularity tools, jointly with real and complex interpolation theory.
We prove that the data assimilation problems admit an optimal solution and derive a
first-order necessary optimality system. For the semilinear case, the situation is more
involved. Indeed, due to the differentiability properties of the control-to-state mapping,
we can derive first-order necessary optimality conditions just for values of 8 > 4. Due to
the same reason, the study of the second-order sufficient optimality conditions is carried
out for d = 2 and taking 3 > 6.

1. INTRODUCTION

Data assimilation can be described as the process through which available measure-
ments/observations are incorporated in a given model in order to more accurately estimate
the system state at a given time. Its applicability is crucial in fields such as atmospheric
sciences, environmental sciences, geosciences, biology, and medicine, to name a few (see [6]
and the references therein). The two main approaches for dealing with data assimilation
problems are based on Kalman filters, on the one hand, and on variational models on the
other hand, although both methodologies are usually combined with each other to exploit
their different advantages and avoid their shortcomings (see, e.g., [6, 31, 55]).

Four-dimensional variational data assimilation (4D-VAR) was originally proposed by Le
Dimet and Talagrand [35], aiming to assimilate observations acquired over an entire time
interval [to,t,] instead of a single instant of time, as was up to that point the case with
3D-VAR. Mathematically, the finite-dimensional 4D-VAR problem may be formulated as
the following optimization problem:

n

min 5 37 (H () = 2o(t)]" Ry H(0)) = 2(60] + 500 — )T B~ (0 — w)
(P) subjectlié:
y(ti) = M;(y(to)) (System model),

y(to) = u (Initial condition),

where n is the number of time instants ¢; at which observations are taken, z,(t;) repre-
sents the observed state at time ¢;, and uy is the background initial condition. For each
1 = 1,...,n, R; represents the observation error covariance matrix at time ¢;, B is the
background error covariance matrix, and H is the observation operator that maps the
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model state to observable variables. The system model operators M; usually correspond
to integration formulas of underlying differential equation models.

Most of the analysis of 4D-VAR problems has been carried out in finite dimensions, due
to its practical widespread use; analytical results in function spaces are rather scarce. Let
us remark that pointwise observations in space are important in practice, since the location
of many observation stations and measurement devices is fixed, while the acquisition
may occur at different time intervals. Indeed, a main analytical challenge consists in
considering, within the cost functional, both pointwise-in-space observations of the state
and an L?-energy for the background error, to mimic the structure of problem (P).

In this regard, let us start by mentioning the seminal paper [35] and the more recent
contributions [36, 32|, where the 4D-VAR problem is posed and treated in Hilbert or
Banach spaces using a general Bayesian setting. Although mathematically rigorous, the
Bayesian framework considered there departs from the finite-dimensional problem (P), as
the norms in the cost functional are significantly different. In fact, to get well-posedness,
artificial stronger norms in either the observation error or the background error terms
typically appear. Pointwise-in-space observations of the state together with an L?-energy
for the background error cannot be considered within this framework.

An alternative path consists in exploiting the regularity properties of the underlying
PDE model, at least for some type of nonlinear parabolic equations. However, for a lot
of problems typically considered, imposing a continuity requirement on the state involves
additional assumptions or restrictions, such as requiring continuity of the initial state or
further constraints on the controls, see, e.g., [51] for semilinear problems, and [32] for
an atmospheric primitive-equations model, which would require in turn either a much
stronger norm for the background error or additional pointwise box constraints on u, to
get well-posedness of the data assimilation problem (see also [17]). Nevertheless, parabolic
optimal control problems and related regularity analysis are an active field of research even
for quasilinear PDEs, e.g., [43, 16, 8, 29], where the latter paper also works with continuity
in order to handle state constraints.

In this paper, we aim at further bridging the theoretical gap for 4D-VAR problems
subject to linear and semilinear parabolic PDE-constraints by considering both pointwise
observations in space and an L?-energy for the background error. First, we study the
required regularity and well-posedness of the four-dimensional variational data assimila-
tion problems solely using the natural L2-norm in the cost. To do so, we consider the
initial condition in the integrable Lebesgue space L?(Q), and make use of mazimal par-
abolic regularity theory for B > 2 (d = 2) or 3 < < 6 (d = 3), where d stands for the
spatial dimension, to justify the corresponding continuous-in-space states, as has recently
also been considered for quasilinear problems, see e.g., [8, 16, 28], yet with some types
of distributed or boundary control rather than controlling the initial condition itself. Af-
ter that, we establish first and second-order optimality conditions for characterizing the
optimal initial conditions. We start with the linear parabolic problem and discuss the
existence of optimal solutions in the low-regularity spaces, as well as first-order necessary
and sufficient optimality conditions. Then, we focus on the semilinear problem, where we
deal with the differentiability of the control-to-state mapping. It is important to mention
that due to the presence of nonlinearity, we only can get even first-order differentiability
results for specific values of 3, for instance, 5 > 4. The second-order differentiability is
more involved. In fact, we only get this result for the two-dimensional case with 8 > 6.
Consequently, the first- and second-order optimality conditions are derived for these values

of 5.
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Let us put our work into perspective. The requirement of continuous state functions and
related challenges in the optimality systems are also well-known from PDE-constrained op-
timal control problems with pointwise state constraints, a meanwhile well-studied problem
class with challenges in the optimality conditions. When relying on Slater-type constraint
qualifications, continuity of the states is usually required, and Lagrange multipliers in the
first-order optimality system are then obtained in the space of regular Borel measures
(see, e.g., [10]), which in turn leads to low regularity of the adjoint state. More recently
[12], the authors showed improved regularity for the Lagrange multipliers in the elliptic
setting under certain conditions, inspired by a result for sparse optimal controls, see [48].
We point out that problems with either finitely many control parameters or finitely many
time-dependent control functions and pointwise state constraints are a particularly inter-
esting subclass with low regularity in the multipliers, cf. [45, 44] in the elliptic setting, or
[20] where the authors also discuss questions of second-order sufficient conditions (SSC).
This class is particularly similar to the case considered in the present paper. From mean-
while, a very rich literature on different aspects of purely state-constrained problems, we
refer only to [50, 51] for some earlier results on semilinear parabolic problems, to [40)]
for parabolic problems subject to state constraints pointwise in time, and to more recent
results in [18] or [28, 16].

Second-order sufficient optimality conditions are of particular interest in the presence
of nonlinear PDE-constraints, since the first-order optimality conditions are no longer
sufficient due to nonconvexity. The review article [14] and the reference therein offer a
general overview of this topic. A regularity analysis of the underlying nonlinearity or
additional constraints for the control and state leads to specific restrictions that have
to be treated when studying the second-order conditions. For example, in [11, 33, 49]
the authors provide second-order optimality conditions for semilinear parabolic problems
with pointwise state constraints. We also mention the recent work on quasilinear state-
constrained problems either in the whole space-time domain or pointwise in space only [28].
However, in those papers and others, it is rather usual to consider the control variable
constrained in a box of L*°-type and acting as some type of source term in the right-
hand-side or in the boundary conditions, which makes more treatable the characterization
of the cone of feasible directions by exploiting the structure of the L*°-norm (see, e.g.,
[13, 14, 54]). On the other hand, in [38] the authors consider more general restrictions and
characterize the cone, for the second-order conditions, directly through the approximation
of the tangent cone. In this paper, we follow this approach since we do not want to impose
L*>-regularity for the control variable. We also point out that sparse control became a
field of active research rather recently. These problems resemble both state-constrained
problems and our problem class in the way that comparable regularity difficulties appear in
the state equation instead of the adjoint equation in the case of pointwise state constraints.
We only mention [37, 15], which are related to our problem setting.

In this paper, the analysis of the state equation will be done via maximal parabolic
regularity jointly with real and complex interpolation results. General principles on max-
imal parabolic regularity can be found in [2, Chapter III]. The analysis of optimal control
problems of semilinear and quasilinear equations using maximal parabolic regularity has
been addressed by some authors, among them, we can mention: Rehberg and coauthors
in [21, 22], Meinlschmidt et al. in [41, 42], Bonifacius and Neitzel in [8], Meyer and Susu
in [46], and Herzog et al. in [27], as well as Casas et al. in [16]. Likewise, when nonau-
tonomous operators are taken into account, maximal parabolic regularity is also used to
provide the state equation’s analysis; see, e.g., the work of Amann in [4], Haller-Dintelmann
and Rehberg in [26], and Rehberg and Meinlschmidt in [43].
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The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 introduces definitions and results of in-
terpolation spaces and maximal parabolic regularity. We use these results as foundations
for our analysis. Here, we also introduce the functional analytic framework we will use
throughout the paper. Section 3 is devoted to studying the convex variational data as-
similation problem. First, we analyze the linear restriction using the maximal parabolic
regularity of the second-order differential operator appearing in the PDE. After that, we
find its necessary - and due to the linearity - also sufficient optimality condition. In Section
4, we study the semilinear variational data assimilation problem. First of all, we prove
well-posedness in the semilinear case, achieving the same regularity as the linear case.
Moreover, we present a detailed analysis of the differentiability properties of the solution
operator needed to state results for the necessary and sufficient second-order conditions.

The latter considers the discrepancy between the spaces where the function is coercive
and differentiable, cf. [30].

2. STANDING ASSUMPTIONS AND PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we collect and present important known preliminary results and defini-
tions required for the analysis of the state equations and the adjoint equations appearing
later on in our optimization problems and in the optimality systems. Let us first consider
the following general assumptions.

Assumption 2.1.
1. T > 0 is a given real number that represents the final time of a fixed time interval
I:=(0,7).
2. X and Y are real reflexive Banach spaces such that Y is continuously and densely
embedded in X, ie., YV & X.
3. QCcRY d=2,3, is a bounded domain of class C2, with T' denoting its boundary.

Moreover, @ := 2 x (0,T") denotes the space-time-cylinder and ¥ :=T" x (0,7'). On the
other hand, let us recall that the closure of C$°(Q) in W1#(Q) is denoted by Wol’ﬁ(Q).
Additionally, letting 8’ be the conjugate exponent of 3, then, W14 (Q) will represent the
dual space of Wol’ﬁ/(Q). Additionally, if we take X = W=15(Q) and Y = Wol’ﬁ(Q), then
Assumption 2.1.2 is satisfied.

For the rest of the manuscript, we adopt the notation from [2, section 1.2] and write
[X,Y]y for complex and (X,Y ), for real interpolation spaces, where 0 < 6 < 1 and
1 < r < oco. Since X and Y are assumed to be reflexive spaces, for r €]1, 00|, it holds
(L"(I; X))* = L' (I; X*) and (L"(I;Y))* = L" (I;Y*), where 7 stands for the conjugate
exponent, i.e., 1 = % + %, cf. [46, Remark 2.4].

Next, we state useful propositions that guarantee embedding results for interpolation
spaces. We refer to [2, section 1.2.5] and [7, section 4.4.7] for the proof.

Proposition 2.1. Let X and Y be Banach spaces where Y ci> X. For 0 <0 <1, the
following is satisfied
d d d d d
(2.1) Y = (X,Y)p1 = (X,Y)gq—= (X, Y)op, = (X, Y )goo = (X,Y)y1 — X
forl<qg<p<ooand0< 9 <0 <1. Moreover,
d
(22) (X7Y)9,1 — [Xa Y]@ — (X,Y)e,oo-

A key concept in our analysis is the maximal parabolic regularity of the operator and the
embeddings that its solution space satisfies. We recall its definition and some significant
embedding results below, see e.g., [2].
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Definition 2.1. We say that the operator A : X — Y satisfies mazximal parabolic L™ (I; X)-
reqularity, with r €]1,00], if for every £ € L"(I; X) and yo € (X,Y),_1 ., the equation

T’T7

0
(2.3) a—z + Ay =14, y(0) =yo,

admits a unique solution y € Wh(I; X) N L™ (I;Y).

It can be shown, see e.g., [22, Remark 3.3], that this solution satisfies

(2.4) lyllwrv,x) < e (HEHLT(I;X) + HyOH(X’Y)l_l,T) ,  for some constant ¢ > 0.

We write W (Y, X) := WH'(I; X) N L"(I;Y), and, if the context is clear, we drop
L"(I; X) and just talk of maximal parabolic regularity. Note that W" (Y, X)) is a reflexive
Banach space, since the spaces spaces X and Y are reflexive [46, Remark 2.10].

Similarly, Proposition 2.2 states useful embedding results that are satisfied by the so-
lution space W" (Y, X). The proof of this result can be found in [3, Theorem 3] and [2,
Theorem 4.10.2].

d
Proposition 2.2. Let X, Y be Banach spaces such that Y — X. Given 1 <r < 0o and
r’ its conjugate exponent, we have:

(i) fO<O—5 < g <1, then W(Y,X) < LI(I;(X,Y)g,1)
(i) If 0 = &, then W' (Y, X) < C(I;(X,Y)1 ,)
(i) If0 <y < % —0, then W(Y, X) = C7 (I; (X, Y )p1).
Moreover, if 0 # % and Y are compactly embedded in X, the embeddings are compact.

The operator A, that we will use throughout the paper, is a linear elliptic second-order
differential operator of the form:

A: WP Q) — WHA(Q), y e —divkVy
such that
(Ay,v) = / kVy-Vode, yeWl?Q), vewl (@),
Q

where the coefficient function k € L>(Q;R?*?) is uniformly elliptic and symmetric. Tt
is important for our analysis to note that the operator A satisfies maximal parabolic
regularity for certain values of 3. We formalize this result in the following proposition, for
its proof, we refer to [46, Lemma 6.4].
Proposition 2.3. The operator A: Wol’ﬁ(Q) — Wb8(Q), A= —divkV satisfies maxi-
mal parabolic L™ (I; W 1B (Q))-regularity for 5 € }d, dQTdQ { and for any r > 1.

As a consequence of the maximal parabolic regularity of A, —A generates the strongly

continuous analytic semigroup {e*4 : t > 0} (see, e.g., [4, Section 3]). Additionally, from
[47, Thm. 1.2.2], the semigroup is bounded on X, i.e., there exists M > 0 such that

(2.5) le™ ) 2qv.x) <M.

Further, our specific operator is such that 0 ¢ o(A), where o(A) denotes the spectrum
of A, see [46, Lemma 6.4]. Therefore, A forms an isomorphism between Y = VVO1 B (©) and
X = Wh=8(Q) (see e.g., [46, pp.2208]).
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Remark 2.1. Note that we assume CZ-regularity on the domain for simplicity. In fact,
C2?-domains have the strong Lipschitz property [1, pp.84] and are consequently Lipschitz
domains [39, Section 1.1.9]. Therefore, 2 and Q UT" are regular in the sense of Groger
[25]. The latter is important since, for dimension two, the result of Proposition 2.3 is
always fulfilled for only Groger regular domains. On the other hand, the three-dimensional
case is more involved. Having Groger regular domains and a uniformly, continuous, and
symmetric operator k : © — R3*3 is not enough. We refer to the appendix of [33] where
arrangements such that A: Wol’ﬁ — WL8 y — —divkVy satisfies maximal parabolic
regularity for the 3-dimensional case, even for less regular domains, was studied in detail.

In the following sections, we will deal with linear and nonlinear state equations. In the
study of these last ones, the analysis of linearized equations will be required. In that sense,
we introduce a perturbation result (see e.g., [5, Prop. 1.3]).

Proposition 2.4. Let A: Y — X satisfy mazimal parabolic reqularity, and R € L(Y, X)
be strongly measurable. If there exist positive constants c1 and co such that:

|IRz||x < cllzlly + e2llzllx, forallz €Y.

Then for all ¢ € L"(I;X) and yo € (X,Y),_1,, there exists a unique solution y €
WY, X) satisfying
Yy

E+Ay+Ry=€, y(0) = yo.

Likewise, since A satisfies maximal parabolic regularity, its adjoint operator also satisfies
this property. We state this result in the following lemma and refer to [27, Lemma 36] for
its proof.

Lemma 2.1. Let A € L(Y,X) be a closed densely defined operator, satisfying mazximal
parabolic L (I; X)-regularity. Then its adjoint operator A* € L(X*,Y™) satisfies maximal
parabolic L" (I; Y*)-regularity.

Consequently, it follows that the equation

_o
ot

has a unique solution p € Wh'(I;Y*) N L™ (I; X*) := W'(X*,Y*) if v € L"(I,Y*).
Moreover, the following estimate holds:

(2.6) +A'p=v, p(T)=0,

(2.7) Hp”WT/(X*,Y*) < cpHyHL,n/(I;Y*), for some constant ¢, > 0.

d
On the other hand, since X* — Y™ (see e.g.,[4, p.8]), we can formulate a Green’s
formula, utilizing the adjoint operator A* € L(X*,Y™*). We formalize this result in the
next proposition, its proof can be found in [4, Prop. 5.1].

Proposition 2.5. If y € W(Y,X) and v € W' (X*,Y*), then the following Green’s
identity holds for 0 < s <t <T:

t
(2.8) / (0, (O + A)y) x» x dt + </U(S)ay(8)>(Y*,X*)l’T,7(X7Y) =

1
P

t
/ (00 A0y y i+ 0090 e xey, | xr),
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Note that thanks to the perturbation result in Proposition 2.4, Green’s formula for the
linearized operator also holds.

For completeness of the article, we briefly comment on the notion of solutions. Let us
consider again the linear equation (2.3), with £ € L"(I; X) and yo € (X,Y); 1

77‘7

Yy

—~ +Ay=1{ 0) = yo.

5 T Ay =16 y(0) =y

By a solution of (2.3), we mean a function y € W"(Y, X)) satisfying (2.3) in the pointwise
sense a.e. Additionally, this solution satisfies

T T
/0 (=0, + A%) 0, y(1) )y ydt = /0 (2O xe xdt + (2(0), o) vy (X

1 .75 1
7T T

for y € L"(I;Y) and ¢ € D(]0,T[; X*), see e.g., [4, Proposition 6.1].

Likewise, let us introduce the concept of mild solutions, which will be used later in
the study of the nonlinear optimization problem, mainly in the well-posedness of its state
equation. To do that, let us consider the following semilinear equation:

(2.9 W Ay=g(), ¥(0) =

By a mild solution of (2.9), we mean a function y € C(I; Z) which satisfies the following
integral equation:

(2.10) y(t) = eHyo + /0 e~ =" Ag(y(r))dr,

where —A is the generator of the strongly continuous analytic semigroup {e*tA it >0},
on X, and the nonlinear term maps from Z C X to X, see e.g., [47, Chapter 6].

3. VARIATIONAL DATA ASSIMILATION PROBLEM: LINEAR CASE

In this section, we study the convex variational data assimilation problem. In this case,
the 4D—VAR problem reads as follows:

u€Uqq

, 1 /7 1
(31) min J(y7u) = 5/ Z[y(xkat) - Zo(xkht)]2 dt + 5”’& - ub||2B—la
0 %

subject to the linear dynamical system:

@ +Ay= £ inQ
) y= 0 onX
y(z,0) = u in Q.

In (3.1), zo(xg, -) represents a state observation at the spatial point zj. The terms u; and
B~ € L(L?(2), L*(Q)) are the background information and the inverse of the background
error covariance operator, respectively. Since B is a covariance operator, its inverse B~}
is also a symmetric and continuous bilinear form. Further, we will assume that B~ is
coercive in L?(Q). Additionally, [lu — up||%-, := [o(u — up) B~ (u — wy) dz. Furthermore,
U,q represents the admissible set whose precise definition will be given later in this section.
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3.1. Analysis of the state equation. A first approach to analyze the well-posedness
of the data assimilation problem constraint was set in [17]. There, an initial condition
in a more regular space such as H{ () was considered, which leads to a state variable
in H>1(Q) (see, e.g., [34]). However, doing this requires modifying the 4D—VAR cost
functional by adding a regularization term. In this paper, we consider an initial condition
in the less regular space L?(Q) with d < 8. Known results guarantee maximal parabolic
regularity up to 8 < d2—_d2. Furthermore, due to the requirements of the problem, the
solution space has to be embedded in a space with continuity in the spatial variable. This
property is essential due to pointwise evaluations in the space variable appearing in the
cost functional.

3.1.1. Well-posedness of the linear constraint. We have already seen that A satisfies max-

imal parabolic L"(I; W~58(Q))-regularity, for every 1 < r < oo and d < 3 < d2Td2-

Together with some embedding results, this yields continuity of the solution with respect
to space similar to e.g., [29] and thus well-posedness of the data assimilation constraint.
We formalize this result in the following theorem.

2d 2
Theorem 3.1. Let B € ]d,m[, l<r<2 2<¢g< Zite for some v > 0 and

a sufficiently small ¢ > 0, and £ € L"(I;W~15(Q)). Then, for each u € LP(Q), with
p > B, Problem (3.2) has a unique solution y € WT(W(}’ﬁ(Q),W_Lﬁ(Q)) — LI(I,C(%)).
Moreover, the solution satisfies the estimates:

(3.3a) 1Yllr w22 @) w180y < LlellLraw—1()) + l[ull e @)

(3.3b) 19l Larc@)) < c2llllr w180y + lullr @)

for some constants c1,co > 0 independent of y, u, and ¢.

Proof. Since we know that the operator A satisfies maximal parabolic L"(I; W ~1#(Q))-
regularity for every 1 < r < oo and for the given values of 3, we first show that L5(Q)
embeds into (W‘LB(Q),W(}’B(Q))P%
guarantee the existence of a unique solution y € V\W(WO1 P (Q), W=LB(Q)) for any u €
LP(Q) — LA(Q) with p > B and £ € L"(I;W~18(Q)). Theorem 1 of [53, Section 2.4.2]
guarantees the following result on interpolation spaces:

W28y = [W18(Q), W (Q)]a.
Furthermore, using (2.1) in Proposition 2.1 with X = W~1(Q) and Y = WOLB(Q)’ it
holds that
W2a71,B(Q) _ [W*lﬂ(Q)’ Wolﬂ(Q)]a SN (Wflﬁ(Q), Wolvﬁ(Q))apo

S (W@, W ()1, S (W), W (@),

R

, under the given conditions on 8 and 7. This will

with 0 < % < a < 1, utilizing 1/ =1 — 1/r. In particular, taking o = %, we obtain
(3.4) LP(Q) — (WA (Q), WP (Q), 1, r<2

To show the continuity of the solution in the spatial variable, we use Proposition 2.2 with
X=W=1L8(Q)and Y = WOI’B(Q), and obtain

(3.5) W (W (), WA Q) > L9 (15 (WA Q) o ()1 )
forall@with0<0—% < % <1, i.e.,
(3.6) 1-1/r<@<1—1/r+1/¢g<2—1/r.
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i 2

Withl <r<2and 2 <qg< v

Theorem 2.8.1] establishes that [W~18(Q), Wol’ﬁ(Q)]g — C7(Q), as long as 20 — 1 = %—l—w
and v > 0. Using this result jointly with (2.2) in Proposition 2.1, it follows that

it is clear that such a 6 exists. Moreover, [53,

B7)  (WQ), WA Q)e1 S [WHEQ), WA (Q)] = CT(Q) = C(Q),

if such a v >0 withy=20—-1— % exists. Choosing 6 = % + % — € guarantees this along
with (3.6) under our conditions on ¢, r, and 5. Consequently, it holds that

(3.8) W (WP (Q), Q) = L9 (1;C(Q)) .
Last, estimate (3.3a) is obtained from (2.4) and embedding (3.4). Likewise, estimate (3.3b)
follows directly from (3.3a) and embedding (3.8). O

About the continuity of the solution, we would like to mention that a similar calculation
was done in [8, Proposition 3.3| for different values of q.

Assumption 3.1. For the rest of the paper, we will take the indices as in Theorem 3.1, i.e.,

56]d,d27d2[,1<r<2and2§q§ﬁWith7>0andasmalle>0,Whererand
n—2 €

r’ are conjugate exponents.

Based on the results of Theorem 3.1, we can introduce the control-to-state mapping
S: LA(Q) — WT(W(}’ﬁ(Q), W=18(Q)),u — S(u) =y, as the solution of the state equation
(3.2). Thanks to estimate (3.3a) and since ¢ € L"(I;W~15(Q)) is given, this linear
operator is continuous as well. Using it, we can rewrite the cost functional (3.1), and thus
the data assimilation problem, into its reduced form:

u€Uyq

1 1
(3.9) min f(u) = 3 // Z[Su — 2,)%0(x — x1,) dtdx + §Hu — up|%-1,
Q k
where U,q represents the admissible set given by

Uy = {u € LB(Q) : / ]u(x)\ﬁdm < b} , for a given constant b > 0.
Q

Note that U,g is a non-empty, closed, convex, and bounded subset of L? (©). With the
existence and regularity result of the state equation at hand, we can now discuss the con-
trol problem, guided by standard arguments available from e.g. distributed or boundary
control, focussing on the structure of the control and control constraints in the initial
condition.

3.2. Existence of a solution for the DA problem. Let us start with an existence result
of optimal solutions. For ease of presentation, let us agree on the following notation:

Remark 3.1. Hereafter we use the simplified notation W := W”(WOI’B(Q), W=18(Q)) and
Wi =W (WP (@), w18 (Q)).

Theorem 3.2. The data assimilation problem (3.9) admits a unique optimal solution

u e LA(Q).

Proof. The continuity of the operator S and the norm implies the continuity of the re-
duced cost functional. Hence, f is convex and continuous; therefore, f is weakly lower
semicontinuous. This allows us to deduce an existence result in a classical way. We refer
to [54, Theorem 2.14] in a slightly different functional analytic framework for details about



10 P. CASTROT, J.C. DE LOS REYES! AND I. NEITZEL?

this procedure. In fact, since f > 0, there exists the infimum j := inf,ep,, f(u) € RT.
Let {up}n>1 C Uug be a minimizing sequence. Since U,q is weakly sequentially compact
[54, Theorem 2.11], there exists a subsequence, denoted the same, and a limit @ € Uy
such that w, — % in U,q as n — oo. From the weakly lower semicontinuity of f, we find
f(a) < liminf, o f(u,) = j. Consequently, 4 € U,y is an optimal control. Since the
control-to-state mapping is linear and the cost functional is strictly convex, it follows that
the solution to the minimization problem is unique. O

3.3. First order optimality conditions. In this subsection, we state and prove the
first-order necessary - and due to convexity also sufficient - optimality conditions satisfied
by @ € Uyq C LP(Q), solution of the convex variational data assimilation problem. We
start by defining the functional:

V: LP(Q) — R, u—(u) =b —/ lu(x)|P dx
Q
as in [56]. Then, with help of 1, we can rewrite problem (3.9), in the following way:
(3.10) min f(u), we LP(Q) and (u) € K,
with K = {k € R : k > 0} being a closed and convex set of R. Problems of the
type (3.10) were treated by Zowe and Kurcyusz (see, e.g., [56]) where after proving a

regularity condition, they prove the existence of Lagrange multipliers. In our particular
case, this multiplier belongs to R. Moreover, for use in the optimality conditions, note

V' (u) = —S{ﬂ|u($)|5_2u(x) dx.

Theorem 3.3. Let & € LP?(Q) be the solution of (3.10), with § € Wr(Wg’ﬁ(Q), W=L5(Q))

its associated state. Then, there exists a unique adjoint state p € WT/(WOI’B,(Q), w18 (Q))
and a multiplier A € R satisfying:

State equation :

ut+Ay= € inQ
(3.11a) g= 0 onX
g(xz,0) = u in Q.

Adjoint equation :
—Dpt + A*p = Z [Sﬂ(m, t) - Zo(x’ t)] ® 5(:6 - xk) mn Q
k
(3.11b) 5 0
p(z,T)= 0
Gradient equation :
(3.11c) p(0) + B~ Y@ — up) — M (@) = 0 in Q.

Complementarity System :

(3.11d) A0, b—/ﬂ\u(x)\ﬂdm >0, A <b—/ﬂ\u(m)]5dx> 0.

Proof. First of all, notice that the operator S is differentiable since it is linear, hence the
reduced cost functional is differentiable as well. Now, to prove the existence of a Lagrange
multiplier A € R, we follow Zowe and Kurcyusz in [56, pp.50]. Therefore, we have to verify
the following regularity condition:

(3.12) ' (@) L QK (¢(a) =R,

on X%
i €.
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with K(¢(a)) = {k — 9(a) : kK € K,9 > 0}. For our problem setting, the left-hand side
of (3.12) takes the form

Y (@) LA (Q) — K((a)) :{ /|u )P 2a(z)h(z)de — Kk + 9b — 10 /|u )|Pda -
heLﬁ(Q),vﬂzo,nEO}.

To verify the regularity condition, let us take z € R. If z < 0, it will belong to ' (@) L?(Q)—
K((@)) by setting: ¥ =0, h =0 € L(Q), and kK = —z > 0. In the same way, if z > 0, it
will belong to ¢/ (@) LA () — K(¢(w)) if ¥ = 2£ >0, k > 0, and h(z) = %ﬂ(x) c LA(Q).
From this, condition (3.12) follows. B

Therefore, there exists a Lagrange multiplier A € R, such that:

(3.13a) A>0
(3.13b) (b—/ |t (x |5dx>
(3.13¢) (f'(w) = M (@), h) pr 1o =0,  Vhe L(Q)

where the derivative of f() in some direction h € L?(Q) has the following form:

(3.14)  f( / / Z [Su(zx,t) (x,t)]0(x — x)Sh dzdt

+ /Q(u(x) —uy(z))B h dz.

The term § = Sh appearing in (3.14) belongs to W{ since it is the solution of the auxiliary
problem:

.
a—zt/ FAj= 0 inQ

(3.15) j= 0 onx
g(x,0) = h in Q.

Note that, since @ € L?(9) is the minimizer of problem (3.10), it satisfies the constraint,
ie, (u) = b— [,|u(z)|’de > 0. This fact jointly with (3.13a)-(3.13b), implies the
complementarity system (3.11d).

On the other hand, due to the pointwise evaluations of the state present in the cost
functional, the adjoint equation (3.11b) has measures on its right-hand side. In partic-
ular, we have ), [Su(z,t) — zo(x,t)] ® 6(x — xp) € L7 (I; W15 (Q)) (see Lemma A.1).
Hereafter and since A* satisfies maximal parabolic L™ (I; W =% (Q))-regularity, it holds
that the solution to the adjoint equation p € Wg/(W&’B,(Q), W—L5(Q)) (see Lemma 2.1).
Then, following typical procedures and using the adjoint state, from (3.14) we then obtain:

T
"(w)h = —D, *b T u(x) — up(x “1h dx
p@h= [ [ ot apShddr+ [ (a(o) - we) B a

T
= / (=0 + A")p, Sh) 15 16 dt + / (a(x) — up(x)) B~ h da.
0 Q
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Applying Green’s identity (2.8), and, taking into account equations (3.11b) and (3.15),
the following is verified:

T
fl@h = /0 (P, (Or + A)Sh) 1.5 y-1,8 dt + ((0), SR(0)) (167 wrery (WLBWLE) |
— (p(D), Sh(T»(W*lﬁ’,Wlﬁ’)l (WLBWLE) + /Q (a(z) — up(x)) B~'h dz

_ / (5(0) + (@—w)B~Yhde, VheLP(Q).
Q
Replacing the above into equation (3.13¢) yields
/ (p(0) + (@ — wp) B~ h(z) dx + 5\5/ @(x)|P~2a(z)h(z) dz =0, Vh e LP(Q),
Q Q

which corresponds to the weak formulation of (3.11c). O

Remark 3.2. Since there is a unique optimal solution @ € L?(Q) and the state and adjoint
equations are well-posed, it holds that p(0) is also unique. Consequently, if ¢’(@) # 0, from
the gradient equation (3.11c), we can conclude the uniqueness of the Lagrange multiplier

A €ER.
Remark 3.3. Since r' > 2, Proposition 2.1 jointly with [53, Theorem 2.4.2.1] yields
W79, Wy ™ (@), o = W (@), W7 ()] = L7 ().
Consequently, from Proposition 2.2-(ii), the following embedding is satisfied
W (W 7 (), W (@) < (L 17 (@),

Therefore, continuity of the adjoint state in the time variable holds, and the term p(7) in
the adjoint equation makes sense.

4. VARIATIONAL DATA ASSIMILATION PROBLEM: SEMILINEAR CASE

In this section, we study the optimal control problem formed by the cost functional:

, 1T 1
@y min S = 5 [ S lent) — sl O de+ g u—
0 'k

uEUqq

subject to the following semilinear constraint

)
Yt Ay+g(y) =

0 inQ

ot
(4.2) y= 0 onX
y(z,0) = u in Q.

Since the distributed term £ € L"(I; W~1%(Q)) that was present in the linear problem is
not a control variable, we will take £ = 0, for the sake of a simpler exposition. Moreover,
to prove well-posedness and differentiability, we must impose a set of assumptions over
the non-linear term g¢(y). For the existence and regularity discussion, we follow the lines
of [46] and amend their assumptions by differentiability properties that did not come into
play for non-smooth nonlinearities.

Assumption 4.1.

1. The nonlinearity g: R — R, appearing in the semilinear state equation, is a mea-
surable and bounded function, that is, |g(-)| < K1, for some Ky > 0.
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2. The function g is twice differentiable, and |gy, ()| < Ko, for some Ky > 0. Addi-
tionally, gy, is globally Lipschitz continuous, i.e., there exists L > 0 such that

|9yy(?/1) - gyy(y2)| < E|y1 - y2|, Yy1,y2 € R.

Note that the latter implies that the first derivative g,(-) and the function itself
are globally Lipschitz continuous.

4.1. Analysis of the semilinear state equation. This section discusses the well-
posedness of (4.2) under Assumptions 4.1. We point out the setting in [46], where the
authors deal with a control problem where the control variable is the right-hand-side
of a non-smooth semilinear equation and with zero initial boundary conditions, can be
adapted to our setting. The Nemytskii operator associated with g will be denoted by g
and is defined as follows:

g: LA(Q) — L*(Q)
2 g(2) = 9(2());
where s < B is such that L°(Q) — W~1#(Q). Note that since f/ < d, from the
Rellich-Kondrachov theorem, we get Wol’ﬁ (Q) = L*(Q) for all s € [1,8*[ (see, e.g.,
[9, Theorem 9.16]), where g < (B <2< p*< d%‘lz. Consequently, the embedding
L3(Q) < W=18(Q) holds for all 2 < s < 3. Next, we state some properties satisfied by
the superposition operator, such as Lipschitz continuity and differentiability.

Proposition 4.1. The Nemytskii operator g is globally Lipschitz, i.e., there exists L > 0
such that

lg(z1) — g(22) s (@) < Lzt — 220l 1oy, V21,22 € L(Q).
Moreover, for 2 < s < 3, g is also globally Lipschitz from LP(Q) to W~1°(Q).

Proof. The proof is rather standard, see for instance [54, Chapter 4], where since g is
bounded and globally Lipschitz, it holds that there is some L > 0 such that |g(z1) —
g(22)llLs() < Lllz1 — 22| 1s(q)- Moreover, since s < 3, there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such
that [|z1 — 22|zs(q) < cllz1 — 22/|ps(q)- Therefore, the result holds, taking L = c¢L > 0.
To prove the second assertion, it is only necessary to note that L*(Q) < W~15(Q) where
2<s<p. O

Due to the differentiability properties of g: R — R settled in Assumptions 4.1.2, the
superposition operator g is Fréchet differentiable from L?(Q) to L*(Q), with 2 < s < .
Additionally, if 2s < (3, we can obtain a second-order differentiability result for g (see, e.g.,
[24]). In our case, due to the restrictions on § that must be imposed to prove the state
equation well-posedness, we can get first- and second-order differentiability for specific
values of . For instance, 8 > 4 (for the first order differentiability), and 8 > 6 (for the
second-order differentiability if d = 2). Next, we formalize this result.

Proposition 4.2. Setting s = 2 and 8 > 4, the superposition operator g : Lﬁ(Q) — L3(Q)
is Fréchet differentiable, with (g'(y)h)(z) = g, (y(z))h(z) for a.e. x € Q and allh € LP(Q).
Additionally, for d = 2 and taking B > 6, g is twice Fréchet differentiable from LP(Q) to
L2(Q), where (g" (y)[h, k])(z) = gyy(y(2))h(z)k(2) a.e. x € Q and all h,k € LP(Q).

Proof. The proof of this result uses standard technicalities. To look at them in a slightly
different functional analytic framework, we refer to [54, Lemma 4.12] and [54, Theorem
4.22], where the author shows the first- and second-order differentiability of the superpo-
sition operator, respectively. ]
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4.1.1. Well-posedness. We now prove the well-posedness of the semilinear state equation.
We first rely on results in [47, Chapter 6] and consider the properties of the strongly con-
tinuous semigroup generated by — A, and the regularity properties of the operator g to first
obtain a mild solution to the equation, cf. also [23]. Then, to improve the regularity, as in
[46], use a standard bootstrapping argument, where the improved regularity of the solution
is obtained by using the maximal parabolic regularity of the operator A, jointly with the
studied embedding results. We state the existence result of the semilinear equation in the
following theorem. Nevertheless, it is worth mentioning that the additional assumptions
on (3 required to prove the differentiability of g are not applied in the existence result and
estimates that follow.

Theorem 4.1. Let 3, v, and q be as in Assumption 3.1. The semilinear equation (4.2) is
well-posed in the following sense: For each uw € LP(Q2), p > B, equation (4.2) has a unique

solution y € WT(W&’B(Q), W-58(Q)) — LI(I;C(Q)). Moreover, the solution satisfies:

(4.3a) lylledze@y < Cr(l+ (lullpsq)),  for some Cy >0,
(4.3b) [yllwy < Ca(1 + [|ullpsy),  for some Cy > 0.

Proof. Under Assumption 4.1, equation (4.2) has a unique mild solution y € C(I; L5(Q))
(see e.g., [23, 47]), which satisfies the following integral equation

(4.4) y(t) = e Ay + /O et Ag(y(7)) dr.

To improve the regularity of the solution, we apply boot-strapping and observe that y
fulfills the auxiliary linear problem

Wb ap= —gly() mQ
(4.5) p= 0 on X
¢(x,0) = u in €,

where y € C(I; L?(Q)) stands for the solution of (4.2). To apply the maximal parabolic
regularity of A and get the desired regularity for the solution of the auxiliary problem
(4.5), it remains to prove that g(y(-)) belongs to L"(I; W ~1#(Q)). Let us show first that
g(y(-)) € LA(L;W~58(Q)). In fact, using the Lipschitz continuity of g, the embedding
LA(Q) — W~LB(Q), the boundedness of the nonlinearity at the origin with constant %
(see Assumption 4.1.1), and the triangle inequality, it follows that

I8y llw-160) < Llly)llzs @) + 18O0)lw-150) < LlYllerew) + 180)w-16(0),
where [|g(0) /[y -1.5(q) < cllg(0)||1s @) < Xi[Q2] =: k. Therefore,
T
g 72 (w1500 < /0 (Llyller.Lo) + k) dt < co.

Moreover, since r < 2, L>(I;W=18(Q)) «— L"(I;W=15(Q)) holds, and consequently
g(y(")) € L"(I; W~18(Q)). Therefore, y € WT(W&’B(Q), W~58(Q)) is the unique solution
of (4.5), i.e., y € L"(I; WOI’B(Q)) satisfies

T T
@0 [ U0+ A Oy s ypodt = [ By

1 /
+ <§0(O)7 u>(w—1,[3’7W01,5/)l ,,(W_I’B,Wol”e) ) VQO € D([07 T[7 WO h (Q))

1
A
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Therefore, by definition, y is the unique solution of (4.2), and consequently, y belongs
to WT(WOI’B(Q), W=18(Q)). The result holds applying the results of Theorem 3.1 to the
auxiliary linear equation.

On the other hand, to prove the estimates, note that (4.3a) follows from (4.4) jointly
with the boundedness of the semigroup by M > 0, and the Lipschitz continuity of g(y(t)).
Then, by using the embedding L?(Q) — W~18(Q), the boundedness of ||g(0)|yy-1.s and
the triangle inequality, it holds that

t
(Ol s < (Mulls +MET) + /0 ML|ly(r)]| o dr-

From here, by using Gronwall’s lemma and setting k1 = MkT, it follows

t
ly(®llzs < (Mlullzs + k) exp ( / MLdT) < Cy(1+ Nlullus),
0

where C = max{cM exp(MLT), k; exp(MLT')} > 0. Consequently, estimate (4.3a) holds.
Estimate (4.3b) follows directly from (4.3a), the Lipschitz continuity of g(y(:)), and the
boundedness of the nonlinearity at the origin. O

Based on Theorem 4.1, we introduce the control-to-state mapping
S:LA(Q) — Wi, u— S(u) =y,

as the solution operator associated with the semilinear parabolic problem (4.2). Even
though we are using the same notation we used in the linear case, in this section, the
operator S refers to the solution operator related to the semilinear PDE.

4.2. Continuity of the control-to-state mapping. This subsection is devoted to study-
ing some continuity properties of S. They will later be used to prove the existence of solu-
tions to the semilinear data assimilation problem. Their proofs follow standard arguments
and can be found in a slightly different framework, for instance, in [46].

Lemma 4.1. The solution operator S is Lipschitz continuous, i.e., there exists Ly > 0
such that

1S (ur) = S(uz)|lwy < Lgllur — uall o), Vur,us € L7(Q).

Proof. Let us take y; = S(u;), i = 1,2. Subtracting the corresponding integral equations,
and proceeding as in the proof of the estimates in Theorem 4.1, it follows that

t
191(8) = y2()ll s < MJur — uall s + M/ Llyy(7) — y2(7)l s dr
0
Using Gronwall’s lemma in the latter, the following inequality holds

(4.7) 191(8) = v2(D)ll o) < Lallur — uallps(q),
with Ly = Mexp(MLT) > 0. Further, let us consider the auxiliary equation:

% +Aj= glp()—gln() nQ
Y y=0 on X
9(@,0) = w1 —uy in Q,

where § = y; — y2. Thanks to the Lipschitz continuity of g(y(t)), there exists a unique
mild solution § € C(I; L?(Q)) of (4.8). Furthermore, noticing that u; — us € L?(Q) and
its right-hand side belongs to L"(I; W~1#(Q)), a boot-strapping argument yields higher
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regularity of g, that is § € W{. The maximal parabolic regularity of A implies that
(0 + A) € L(WE, L™ (I, W=1P(Q))) [4, Proposition 2.1], and, consequently,

1911w < 10 + A~ 2w w-rs@mp 18w () = 8@ ()l rw-15(0)-

The boundedness of (9; + A)~! by a positive constant K [2, Theorem 2.2.5] and the
Lipschitz continuity of g(y(t)) imply that

T r
o = sl < KT ([ 1ne) = (00 0t
0
Using inequality (4.7), we can conclude the existence of a positive constant Ly := KLILT

such that the result holds. O

Before showing a weak continuity result for the control-to-state mapping, we state a
useful embedding. Similar results, with different restrictions on the indices, are presented,
for instance, in [46, 8, 29].

Proposition 4.3. The following compact embedding is satisfied

(4.9) W (W (@), W (Q)) e L (1 L7 ().

Proof. Since Wol’ﬁ(Q) s WLB(Q) (see, e.g., [, pp.7]), from Proposition 2.2 the em-
bedding

(4.10) W s LI (WH2(Q), WP ()1 ),

is compact as well with ¢ > 2. Further, using Proposition 2.1 jointly with [53, Theorem
2.4.2.1], we get that (W—lvﬁ(Q),Wol’ﬁ(Q))%,l - [W—lvﬁ(Q),Wg’ﬁ(Q)]% = LA(Q), and,
consequently Li(I; (W~55(Q), Wolﬁ(Q))%l) < LI(I; LP(Q)). Moreover, since r < 2 < ¢,
it follows

(@11) LG W@, WP Q) ,) < LU LAQ) < L1 LP(Q)).
Finally, using embeddings (4.10), (4.11), and [1, Remark 6.4.2], we obtain that
(4.12) W (Wy P (), WH8(Q)) s LUTL; LP(Q)) = L'(I; LP(Q)).

O
Lemma 4.2. The control-to-state mapping S is weakly continuous from L5(Q) to Wp.

Proof. Let u, — u in LA(Q) and set y, = S(u,) and y = S(u). Thanks to estimate
(4.3b) and the boundedness of {u,},>1 in L?(Q), there exists a constant C' > 0 such that
ynllwy < C, for all n € N. Consequently, due to the reflexivity of Wp, there exists a
weakly convergent subsequence, denoted the same, and a limit point § € Wy, such that
yn — 7 in W, as n — o0o. Using the compact embedding (4.9), we get that y,, — ¢ strongly
in L"(I; L?(Q)). Further, thanks to the Lipschitz continuity of g(y(-)), g(yn (")) — g(#(-))
strongly in L"(I; W~5%(Q)). On the other hand, since y,, € W is the unique solution of
the following equation,

(4.13) Om + Ay + g(yn(t)) = 0

ot
yn(o) = Unp,
then, for any n € N, y,, satisfies the following weak formulation:

T T
/O <(_8t + A*) 2 yn(t)>W71,ﬁ’7W1ﬁdt = /0 <‘~P7 g(yn (t))>W01,/3/,W—1,,8dt

0
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1 /
+ <(‘O(O)’u">(W—1’5/,W01’ﬁl)l /,(W—lﬂ,WOI’B) Vo € D([O7T[§ Wo h (Q))

L
Passing to the limit as n — oo, and using the convergence of y, — ¢ in Wg, g(yn(-)) —
g(7(-)) in L™(I; W=58(Q)), and u,, — u in L#(Q), it holds that

T T
04 00Oyt = [ oGO s

. 17/Bl
+ <SD(0)’ u>(W71’B,7W(}’ﬁ/)%’Tzv(Wil’AWol’B)%7T VSD € D([O? T[a W(] (Q))’
and consequently, y € W{ is the unique solution corresponding to the initial condition
u € LP(Q), i.e., § = S(u). Moreover, due to the uniqueness of the solution, it follows that
7 =y, and the assertion holds. O

4.3. Differentiability of the control-to-state mapping. This subsection deals with
the differentiability properties of the semilinear solution operator S, which will be used
later to derive first- and second-order optimality conditions.

Lemma 4.3. Setting 4 < § < q and let y € C(I; LP(Q)) be the mild solution of (4.2) and
h e LA (Q). There is a unique solution 1 € WG of the linearized equation

0
(4.14) a—Z +An+g'(y())n=0, n(z,0)=h, n=0o0n%,
and there is a unique solution w € W, of the second-order linearized equation
(4.15) %—j +Aw+g'(y()w = —g" (), w(z,00=0, w=0onX.
Moreover, n and w satisfy the following estimates:
(4.16a) Inlleos@) < KillhllLs)y, — for some Ky >0,
(4.16b) Inllwy < Kallhll1sqy,  for some K > 0,
(4.17a) lwllede@) < Cl||h\|%5(g), for some C; > 0,
(4.17b) Jwllwr < Cg||h\|%3(ﬂ), for some Cy > 0.

Proof. Since g'(y(t)): L?(Q) — L*(Q) — W~15(Q) is linear and continuous, then for
each z € WOI’B(Q), it holds that

&' () 2llw-1.5(0) < cllg’(W(t)zllL2 () < CHg/(y(t))HLBL_BQ(Q)HzHLB(Q) < cLlQlerllly6 q)-

Moreover, since z € Wol’ﬁ(Q) c W=LA(Q), it yields
(118) € WOl ey < Crllelyns gy + Collzlw s for some C1.Cy > 0,

On the other hand, since g, comes from the limit of measurable functions, g'(y(t)) =
gy(y(-,t)) will be also (strongly) measurable (see [54, pp.202]). Therefore, from the per-
turbation result stated in Proposition 2.4, it follows that the linear operator A + g'(y(t))
satisfies maximal parabolic L"([; w-L8 (Q))-regularity, and consequently, there exists a
unique 1 € W{ solution of the first-order linearized equation (4.14). The result for the
second-order linearized equation (4.15) follows directly if g”(y(-))n(-)? € L™(I; W=15(Q)).
In fact, taking into account the boundedness of gy, (-) by Ko, it follows that,

T

T
& OO L) < ¢ ( / \\g"<y<t>>n2<t>uzzdt)
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T 1 T N
<o [ Il Ead) <o ([ (1n01e) )
T : T o =
<ar ([ molaaa) ([ O1Tad) " = il il g0

where C1 = c¢K3|€2|. Moreover, since v < 3 < g and =~ < 8 < g, there exists Co > 0 such
that Hg”(y(-))n(-)2HUU;W—LB) < C’2||77H%q(1;LB(Q)). Finally, by using embedding (4.12), we
deduce that

(4.19) lg” () w18y < Callnllg,

which is finite since n € W{. Therefore, w € W is the unique solution of (4.15).

On the other hand, estimate (4.16b) follows directly by using (2.4) and embedding result
(3.4). Likewise, estimate (4.17b) follows by using (2.4), (4.19) , and (4.16b). Moreover,
since A+ g'(y(t)) is the infinitesimal generator of a bounded analytic semigroup T'(t) [47,
Theorem 2.1, Section 3.2], using the integral representation of the first-order linearized
equation (see, e.g., [47, Section 4.2]) yields

(4.20)  [In(®)llLs) = IT@hlLs@) < ITOl w18, [1hllw-16(0) < Mal[hllw-150),

where M; > 0 represents the bound for T(t). Then, since L?(Q) — W~15(Q), there

exists ¢ > 0 such that [[n(t)|[s) < Millhl1s(q), from where (4.16a) holds. Likewise,

using the latter, Holder’s inequality, and the boundedness of |g”"(y(t)|| 28 < e, it
LF-1(Q)

follows that

wo®)ll oy < / IT(r — )" ()P ()| s ey dr < M /0 e (y(r )72 () -0

<o / I&” WP Ollz@) < M / 18" WD, 22, 1)) < Calll e

for some constant C7 > 0, and consequently, estimate (4.17&) holds. U

Remark 4.1. Since L*(Q) — W~55(Q), from (4.20), the following estimate holds
(4.21) @ s() < CllhllL2(q), for some C > 0.

Estimate (4.21) will be useful in proving the Lipschitz continuity of the second-order
derivative of the cost functional.

Theorem 4.2. The control-to-state mapping S is Fréchet-differentiable from LP(Q) to
Wq with B > 4. Moreover, for d = 2 and 8 > 6, S is twice Fréchet-differentiable from
LP(Q) to Wi, where y = S(u), h € LP(Q), n = S'(u)h and w = S"(u)h? correspond to the
unique solutions of the linearized equation (4.14) and the second-order linearized equation
(4.15), respectively.

Proof. Let us consider the increment y, = S(u+ h), with h € L5(Q), and y = S(u). Since
(O + A)~L e L(L"(I; W18 (Q)), Wr) is bounded by a positive constant K [2, Theorem
2.5.5] and L2(Q) — W~15(Q), there exists a positive constant ¢, such that

2(un () —gy() —&'(y(-))n())|

-1
lyn —y — 77”W5 <[ (9 + A) ”E(LT(I;W*L/-’),Wg) L7 (I;W—1.8)

T

T
(4.22) < cK (/0 gy (t)) — 8(y(®) — &' W)n®)7 q dt)
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Moreover, from the differentiability properties of g(y(t)), stated in Proposition 4.2, there
exist positive constants ¢; and ¢y such that

Ig(yn (1) — 8w (®) — &' WE)n(®)ll2@) < lgwa(t) — &y(®) — &' W) (n(t) — y(t)llr2@)
+ 18" ) (yn(t) = y(t) = n®)llz2() < ctllynt) =yl 50) + c2lyn(t) — () =10l Ls @)

From the Lipschitz property (4.7), there exists Ly > 0 such that the first term in the sum
above is bounded by L?||h||2 5. To get a bound for the second term, we analyze its integral
equation. In fact,

1yn(t) = y(&) —=n@)]lLs < CM/O gy (1) — g(y(r)) — &' (y(T)n(7)ll 2@ dr

t
< Cilll a0y + Ca [ lonlr) = () = ) s oy

for some positive constants C; and C5. Then, Gronwall’s inequality yields
t
J9n(6) = 5) = (05 < Colla gy exp ( [ Catr) < Culla oy explCar.

Therefore, [|g(yn(t)) — 8(y(1)) — & (YEOMDI2 0y < CallhlZ g, for some Cs > 0. Re-
placing this in (4.22) yields

lyn —y —nllwy < cKCs (/ 1Rl g d > < Cullhl7s g, for some Cy > 0.

Consequently,
lyn —y — 77HW6
1Pl e

We will prove the second-order differentiability of S in the 2-dimensional case and with
B > 6. Let us denote p = y, —y — n — w. Using the boundedness of (9; + A)~!
LL™(LW=LA(Q)),WE) by K >0 and L?(Q) < W~1#(Q), there exists ¢ > 0, such that

1

—0 as ||hHLB(Q) — 0.

lollwy < K Hg@h(-» ~&0) ~ OO — & WO ~ L& W) )
LT (I;W—18)
T 1 %
<ok ( /O I (1)) — (1) — & WD) — & WO)() — L& WO O dt)

From the differentiability properties of g(y(t)), it can be proved that
1

lg(wa(®) — &(y(®) — &' Wt)n(t) — 58" WE) (1)) [|z2 < Callhlzs, for some Cy >0,
and consequently, ||p|lw; < cK fo CTlIn||37 dt < cKCYT||h||3 5, from where it holds

lyn —y — 1= wlyw,
18175

—0 as Hh||L5(Q) —0

0

We state a Lipschitz continuity result for the solution to the first-order linearized equa-
tion 7. This result will be helpful later in deriving the second-order optimality conditions.

Lemma 4.4. Let y = S(u), g = S(a) and n = S'(u)h, 7 = S'(@)h with u, @ € Uyy and
h € LP(Q), there exists a positive constant C such that

(4.23) In(t) = 71(0)[Ls ) < Cllu = tllLs@)l1hll2@)
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Proof. Let n and 7 be solutions of the linearized equations associated with S(u) and S(a),
respectively. Subtracting the corresponding PDEs, the study of the resulting integral
equation yields the following

() =n()]lLs < M/O (&' (w(r)) = &' (@) n()llw-16+1" @) AT =n() lw-1.5dr,

the embedding L?(Q) — W~58(Q), the differentiability properties of g, the Lipschitz
continuity of S, and estimate (4.21) yields

¢
In(t) = 1)l s < MLLLT ||@ — ul| ]|l 12 +/ ML (7) = n(7)||LsdT.
0
Therefore, applying Gronwall’s inequality in the later, estimate (4.23) is satisfied. U

4.4. Existence. Making use of the solution operator .S, we rewrite the cost functional,
and thus the minimization problem, in the following way:

1
(4.24) uréléild J(S // Z — 2o)%6(x — ap)dtdx + iHu —wp||H-1,
where Ugq = {u € LP(Q) : [, Ju(z \de < b}, for a given constant b > 0.

Theorem 4.3. The data assimilation problem (4.24) has at least one optimal solution
i € Uyg C LP(Q) with § = S(u) € W} being its associated optimal state.

Proof. Since the functional J(S(u),u) is nonnegative, it is bounded from below. Then, the
infimum j = inf,cp, , J(S(u),u) € R exists. Let {(yn,un)}n>1 be a minimizing sequence,
that is, let u, € Uyq and y, = S(uy), for n € N, be such that J(yn,u,) — j as n — oo.
Since U,q is weakly sequentially compact [54, Theorem 2.11], there exists a subsequence,
denoted the same, and a limit u € U,g such that w, — @ in Uy,q as n — oco. Therefore,
1 € Uyq is a candidate to be the optimal control. Now, using the weakly continuity of the
solution operator (see Lemma 4.2), and the compact embedding W5 —< L"(I; L5(Q))
(see Proposition 4.3), we obtain y, — 7 strongly in L"(I;L%(Q)) as n — oo, where
gy = S(a). To show the optimality of u € U,q, we will use the continuity of operator S in
the first term of (4.24) and the weakly lower semicontinuity of the second one, that is,

j= lim J(yp,u,) = lim — //Z () — 2o)? (m—xk)dtdx—l—hmlnf—ﬂun up||%-1

n—00 n—00 2

2 2 //Z — 220 (z — xp,)dtdx + 5“1} — ub||2B_1 = J(y,u).

By deﬁmtlon of the infimum, it must hold that J(y,u) = j, which proves the optimality.
O

4.5. First order optimality conditions. In this subsection, we derive a first-order op-
timality system of the data assimilation problem subject to a semilinear constraint. Let
us start by studying the adjoint equation. We consider the following adjoint problem:
e+ Ap+[g'y()]'p= v nQ
(4.25) p= 0 onX
p(z,T)= 0 in$,

where v € L™ (I; W=1%(Q)). The existence and regularity of solutions follow using results
on the linearized equation (4.14), as well as the maximal parabolic regularity of the second-
order operator. We formalize this result in the next lemma and carry out the details of the
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proof for convenience. Note that due to the presence of g'(y), the result will hold under
additional restriction on either or both 5 and d.

Lemma 4.5. Let v € L' (I; W~'%(Q)). The adjoint equation (4.25) has a unique solution
D E WT/(WOl’ﬁ (Q), W=15(Q)). Moreover, there exists a constant ¢, > 0 such that

HPHWS’ < Cp”’/HLr’(I;Wﬂﬁ’(Q))-

Proof. From the perturbation result, we can prove that A + g'(y(-)) satisfies maximal
parabolic L"(I; W~1%(Q))-regularity. From here and using Lemma 2.1, it follows that
A*+[g (y(-))]* satisfies maximal parabolic L" (I; W 1% (Q))-regularity, and consequently,
p € Wj is the unique solution of (4.25) and the estimate holds. O

As in the linear case, we rewrite the admissible set using the function
VL) SR, we () = b—/ fu(z)|Pdz,
Q
and, consequently, problem (4.24) can be expressed, analogous to (3.10), as:
(4.26) min f(u) = J(S(u),u), weL’(Q) and (u) € K,
with K = {k € R: k > 0} being a closed and convex set of R.

Theorem 4.4. Let @ € LP(2) be a local solution of (4.26) in the sense of LP with § € W}
its associated optimal state. There exists a unique adjoint state p € ng and a multiplier
A € R satisfying:

State equation :

g+ Ay+ey()= 0 nQ
(4.27a) g= 0 onX
g(x,0) = a in Q.

Adjoint equation :

—pe+ Ap+ g @W)]'p =

(ST — 2z, @(z —xK) inQ

(4.27D) oS

in Q.

-7
-

lj’@\
Il

p(z,
Gradient equation :

(4.27c) p(0) + B~ Y@ — up) — M (@) = 0 in Q.

Complementarity System :

(4.27d) A0, b—/ﬂ\u(x)\ﬂdm >0, A (b—/ﬂ\u(x)]ﬁdx> 0.

Proof. Proceeding as in the linear case and using the result of Zowe and Kurcyusz [56,
pp.50], we obtain the existence of a Lagrange multiplier A > 0 that satisfies the comple-
mentarity system (4.27d) as well as the equation:

(4.28) (f'(w) = M (@), h) o s =0,  Vhe LP(Q).

For any direction h € LA(9), we see

f(a)h = // Z[Sﬂ(x,t) — 2o(z, 1)]6(x — x1) S (w)h dzdt + /(ﬂ(x) —up(z))B™h dx,
s) k

Q
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by the chain rule. Further, using the adjoint equation (4.27b) and relying on n = S’(a)h €
W5 C L™(I; W58(Q)) being the solution of the linearized equation (4.14), it follows that

T
f(ah = /0 (=00 + A"+ [& GON Py 100 s i+ /Q (alw) — u(x)) Bh d.

Applying Green’s identity to the latter and considering the linearized equation (4.14), it
holds

T
f’(ﬂ)h = /0 <ﬁ7 (0 + A+ [g/(ﬂ(t))])?ﬁwl,g/vwfl,a dt + (p(0), 77(0)>(W—1,B/7W1,6/) (W—1.8W1B)

%,r” L,,T
= 0D iy, iy, |+ [ (@) = w@) B da

_ / (50) + (@ — up) B~V h dx,  Vhe L(Q).
Q
Replacing the above result into equation (4.28), we finally get
/ (p(0) + (@ — wp) B~Y) h(x) dx + Xﬁ/ la(z)|P~2u(x)h(z) dz = 0,Yh € LP(Q),
Q Q

which corresponds to the weak formulation of (4.27¢). O

Remark 4.2. Likewise to the linear case, we can verify the uniqueness of the Lagrange
multiplier A € R for each fixed control.

Next, we estate two useful estimates on the adjoint state. They will be used later in
proving the Lipschitz continuity of f”.

Lemma 4.6. Let u,u € Uyg and p, p be adjoint states associated with y = S(u) and
g = S(a), respectively. Then the following estimates hold:

(4.29a) HpHWS/ < (1, for some Cy > 0,

(4.29b) Ilp —ﬁngx < Collu — il ps(q), for some Cy > 0.

Proof. To prove estimate (4.29a), we apply the result of Lemma 4.5, then, proceeding as
in the proof of Lemma A.1, we know that there exists a positive constant ¢; such that

1Pl < e (Z Sullwy + 1) < ey (JJulle +1),  for some ¢y > 0.
k

Finally, since u € U,q C L?(Q), taking Cy := c(b + 1), the first assertion holds. For
proving (4.29b), let us subtract adjoint equations corresponding to p and p, that is:

P+ A - P+ GO - = S ly— i@ — )

PG -guO)s nQ
(P —ﬁ) = 0 on %

The right-hand side of the above equation belongs to L" (I; W =15 (Q)). In fact, proceeding
as in the proof of Lemma A.1 and using the embedding L?(Q) < L% (Q) — W17 (Q),
there exist positive constants ¢; and co such that

I= Z [Su — Su] ® 6(x — xp) — (g/@()) - g'(y(-))) ]5”LW(1;W—1,6’(Q))
k
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1/r'

T
<t Y 18w = Sl ooy + oo /W@wm»—g<<»>muyw
k 0

T
<artlu= il +e | [ 1€00) - g WOILIROI-d

where the latter holds since WT(W&’B(Q),W*LB(Q)) c L"(I Wlﬁ( ) and using the

Lipschitz continuity of S jointly with Holder’s inequality Wlth = % + % Additionally,

from the Lipschitz continuity g'(-), jointly with the embedding WhA(Q) — L5(Q) [9,
Corollary 9.14], it follows that

I <cL|ju— ﬂHLB(Q) + eqlu — &\|L5(Q)||ﬁ\|ng, for some c4 > 0.
The result holds by using estimate (4.29a) in the latter. O

Before proving the Lipschitz property for the second derivative of the cost function, let
us see its form. We remark that the Lipschitz result will be crucial in proving second-order
optimality conditions.

Proposition 4.4. Setting d =2, 3 > 6 satisfying Assumption 3.1 and u € L?(Q). Then,
for each h € LP()

(4.30)
T
W = / / > 0P, )8 (x—ay)dtda+ / hB~'h da— / / (D" (y(6)n* (t)dz | dt
Q k 0 0 Q

where n = S’(u)h and p denotes the adjoint state.

Proof. Due to the results of Theorem 4.2, we are allowed to compute the second-order
derivative of the cost functional in the two-dimensional case, which yields:

W = é/zk:nz(x,t)é(m — xy) dzdt + /hB_lh da
//Z [Su(,t) = 2z0]6(z — x3)S" (u)[B]? dadt.

Using the adjoint equation (4.27h) in the latter, f”(u)h? takes the form
(4.31)  f"(u)h? = //ZnQ(x,t)é(x —xy) dxdt —i—/hBlh dx
Q 0

T

[ [srmroe+ A+ gw®)pe d )
0 \Q
Since S”(u)[h)? € C(I; LP(R)) and LA (Q) — L*(Q), it holds that w(t) = S"(u)[h)?(t) €
L2(Q). Additionally, since (9; +A+g'(y(-))) € LIWE, L™(I; W—18(Q))), its adjoint opera-
tor map from L™ (I; W5 (Q)) to W5 . Consequently, (9;+A+g'(y(t)))*p(t) € Wol’ﬁl(Q) —
L3(Q) [9, Theorem 9.16], and we can write (4.31) as



24 P. CASTROT, J.C. DE LOS REYES! AND I. NEITZEL?

4.32) f'(wh*= [ > n*(z,t)6(x — zp) dedt + [ hB~'h dx
[ /

T

4 [ (000 01+ A+ € W0)PO) 200 0
0
Proceeding as in the proof Lemma 4.3 and using the form of the second-order linearized
equation (4.15), it follows that (9 + A + &' (y(t)))w(t) = —g"(y(t))(n(t))* € L*Q).
Moreover, since p(t) € W&’B,(Q) — L%(Q), and g”(-) is bounded, we can prove that
p()g" (y(t)) € L*(Q). In fact,

Ip(®)g” ()2 () < llp)]l 218" ()| oo @) < oo
Additionally, note that n?(t) € L?(Q). In fact, since n(t) € L?(Q) and 8 > ;—g, then
28
n(t) € LA-2(Q), and the generalized Holder’s inequality yields

7)1 2 () < 0@ L In(t) < o0.

| 28
LB=2(Q)

Consequently, we are allowed to use integration by parts in Bochner spaces (see, e.g., [52,
Lemma 7.3]) in equation (4.32), to get:

f"(w)h? = //an(x,t)é(x — x) dedt + /hB_lh dx
Q K Q

T
~ [ & @O0 50) 0120
0

taking into account that p(7") = w(0) = 0, which concludes the proof. O

Proposition 4.5. Setting d = 2 and 8 > 6, the second-order derivative of the cost func-
tional f is Lipschitz continuous in the following sense: for u, @ € Uyy C LB (),

(433) )R — PR < Dl — @l ooy 1hl2a
where L > 0 and h € LP(Q).
Proof. From the form of f”(-), it follows that

I

P )h? — (@] < / / S0P (1) — P D)6 — )| deda
Q k

T
+ / / B(HE" (5(6) P (H)dz — / p(H)e" (y(t))P (t)dz| dt.
0 IQ

Q

Iy

Let us study I, first by using Holder inequality and then estimate (4.23), it holds

T T
n<y / i =)+ 0o — a)lzse < 3 / 1= 7+ )l 2 18 — )| oot
0 0
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T T
<3 / I = #llpalln + llodt < erllbllzzlu — s 3 / 2es||h 1o dt,
k) ko

where the last inequality holds by using inequality (4.21). Consequently, there exists some
C7 > 0 such that I; < CthH%B(Q)Hu — 1l ps(q)- To study expression Iy, let us add and

subtract the term p(t)g” (§(t))7?(t). Then, by rearranging terms, using Holder’s inequality,
and the embedding L?(Q) — W~15(Q), there exists a positive constant ¢ such that

T
I < C/ (lp(t) = B lyyror 18" GENT )]z + Py 18" GO (E) — & (@) ()]l =) dt.
0

From here and using the boundedness of g”(-), by K > 0, and estimate (4.21), we get

T
Iy < cK[lh|I72llp = Bl pa sy + 0/ lp(®)llyyrer (18" (@(2)) = &" () (t)2) dt
0

T
+ CK/ @)1 [10(E) = () e In(E) + 71(2)[| Lo dt
0

< K0l Z2llp = Bll oo (rawsry + Pl o (rawsry (Balla — ull s [|BlI72 + K2l Al 72l — all6)

with, K1, Ko > 0, and where the last inequality holds from estimates (4.23) and (4.21).
Grouping terms and using (4.29a) and (4.29b) yields I < CHhH%Q(Q)Hu — | 15(q2), Which
proves the result. O

4.6. Second order optimality conditions. Second-order conditions are required in the
nonlinear case since the first-order ones are not sufficient for optimality due to the non-
convexity of the control-to-state mapping. In this subsection, we follow some of the ideas
given in [38], where a general abstract problem defined in real Banach spaces is considered.

We start the analysis by building the so-called cone of critical directions. In the cases
when the feasible set takes the form of a box constraint in L*°(£2), the construction of
the cone of critical directions is rather well-known, see for instance [11, 13, 14, 54]; where
the cone is built by exploiting the structure of the L°-norm. In our case, due to the
problem’s nature, the admissible set U,q is a subset of L?(Q) (for the given values of 3).
Consequently, we follow the more general approach given in [38] and characterize the cone
of feasible directions directly through the approximation of its sequential tangent cone.
For that, we exploit the structure of the reformulated problem (4.26) and rewrite the set
of admissible controls as U,y = {u € L?(Q) : 9(u) > 0}. Since the regularity condition
(3.12) is satisfied, the linearized cone of Uyg at u, L(U,q, ), approximates the feasible set
at u [38, Theorem. 4.2]. Moreover, since the set (¢(u)) is closed in R, the sequential
tangent cone of U,y at @ and the linearizing one are the same, i.e., T'(Uyq, u) = L(Uyq, 1)
(see e.g. [38, Lemma 2.1}, [56, Lemma 3.1]), where

Up — U
i JUp € Uggytn > 0,8, — 0},

T(Uyg,i) ={h € LP(Q) : h = lim

L(Uaq, @) = {h € LP(Q) : ¢/ (@)h € K((a))} = {h : ' (@)h = Kk — D(a), s > 0,9 > 0},
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Additionally, taking the Lagrange multiplier of the problem, A > 0, we define the approx-
imating sequential tangent and linearized cones as follows:

Up, — U

, Up € Uad7tn > 07tn — O,Aiﬁ(un) = 0}7

a

TN, 4) ={he LP(Q):h= lim

n

LU, u) ={h € LP(Q) : ¢/ (@)h = k — 9y (a), k > 0,9 > 0, X' (w)h = 0, > 0}.

a

Analyzing the approximating linearized cone when the multiplier is strictly greater than
zero in one case, and when it is equal to zero in another, L(U, a)\d’ u) takes the form:

(4.34) LU, u) = {h e LP(Q) : ¢/(@)h > 0 if 1(@) = 0 and A = 0,
' (w)h =0 if (i) = 0 and A > 0},
see, e.g., [38, pp.102]. Let us introduce the Lagrangian for the problem (4.26):

L(u,\) = %//Z[Su(m,t) — 2o(x, K))?6(x — x1,)dtdx
o kK

+%/(u—ub)B_1(u—ub) dx — A b—/\u(w)]ﬁdx
Q

Q

We give the form of the second-order derivative of the Lagrangian, which follows directly
from Proposition 4.4, where n = S’(u)h and p denotes the adjoint state,

(4.35)  Lou(u, N[> = [ [ D 0’ (@, )0z — 2)dtde + [ hB™'h da
T

- / / p(He" (y(£)P(H)dz | dt + AB(B — 1) / u(z) [P2h2(z) da, Whe LP(9).
0 Q Q

Given the form of Ly, (u,A)[h]?, it will be helpful to first prove a coercivity result of
the second-order derivative of the Lagrangian and an estimate derived from the Lipschitz
continuity of f”(-). We provide both results in the following propositions.

Proposition 4.6. Letd =2, 3> 6, u € L?(Q) and y = S(u). If
(4.36) > oz — ) — p(t)g” (y(t) >0,
k

then there exists a constant k> 0 such that Ly, (u, \)[h]* > k||h||2,, Vh € LP().

Proof. Using (4.35) and grouping terms, it follows that

Lau NP = [[ (Z 5z — 1) —p(t)g"<y<t>>> Plant) dedi+ [ 050 ds
0 k

Q

+AB(B —1) / lu(x)[P~2h%(x) dx,Vh € LP(Q).
Q

Thanks to (4.36) and due to the positivity of the terms involved, it holds that

Loy (u, N)[R]? > /h(x)Blh(ac) dx > k||h|32, for some x > 0,
Q
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where the last inequality holds since B~ € L(L*(Q2), L*(Q2)) is a coercive mapping. There-
fore, the coercivity of Ly, (1,\), in the L2—norm is guaranteed. O

Remark 4.3. Observe that there exist non-linearities satisfying Assumptions 4.1 and Propo-
sition 4.2, which also satisfy condition (4.36). In fact, let us take g: R — R, y — ¢g(y) =
esin(y), with € > 0 a small value. Since g,(y) = ecos(y) is bounded, by the mean value
theorem, we can prove the global Lipschitz continuity of this function. Its second-order
derivative is given by g,,(y) = —esin(y), which is also bounded. Therefore Assump-
tions 4.1 hold. On the other hand, fixing d = 2 and 8 > 6, g: L?(Q) — L?(Q), with
y(t) — g(y(t)) = esin(y(t)) defines the superposition operator. The global Lipschitz
continuity of g, i.e.,

llesin(y(t)) — esin(=(8))l| L2(q) < Llly(t) = 2(0)l Lo (), Yy(1), (1) € L7(Q)

follows directly from the Lipschitz continuity of g and the embedding L?(Q) — L*(Q).
Moreover, the first- and second-order Fréchet differentiability of g from L?(Q) to L?(Q)
hold (see, e.g., [54, Lemma 4.12] and [54, Theorem 4.22]).

Additionally, from the boundedness of the sin(+) function and for sufficiently small values
of ¢, it holds that

> 6z — i) —p(D)g" (y(t) > 1+ ep(t) sin(y(t)) > 0,

that is, the positivity assumption (4.36) holds.

Proposition 4.7. Setting d = 2 and 5 > 6, let u € Uyq be a local solution of problem
(4.26) and u,u € Uyq, then there exists L > 0 such that

(4.37) Lo (0, N[ — 8 = Lo (@, M[u — 0]* > =Lli = il| s ) 1w — Gl 220

Proof. Note that £(@, A) = f(@)—A (@), where & € Uyq is a local solution of (4.26). There-
fore, from the complementarity system (4.27d), Ap(u) = 0 and consequently L(u,\) =
f(@). Then, from the Lipschitz continuity of f”(-) and the form of 1" (+), it holds that

(ﬁuu(ﬁv 5‘) - ﬁuu(ﬂ, 5‘))[“ —Uuu— ﬁ] = (fl/(ﬁ) - f”(ﬁ))[u R ﬂ] - S\W(@)(u - ﬂ)2

> Ll —alls|lu — a7 + A3(8 ~ 1)/Q [a(2)|”*(u(z) — a(x))*dz > ~Ll|a — s |u — a7,

where the last inequality holds since A\3(3 — 1)/ ()P 2 (u(x) — a(x))?dz > 0. O
Q

Theorem 4.5. Let d =2, f > 6, and u € Uyy such that the regularity condition (3.12)
holds. If u satisfies the first-order optimality conditions, and there exists k > 0 such that

(4.38) Lou(u, N[B, ] > kl|hl|72) V€ LU, w).
Then there exist v > 0 and o > 0 such that the quadratic growth condition
(4.39) f(u) > f(a) +o|u— EH%Q(Q) Vu € Ugg 8.t |Ju— 1l sy <

1s satisfied.

Proof. Taking u € Uy,g, there are two possible cases: ¥(u) > 0 and ¥(u) =0

Case 1: () >0

Since % belongs to the inactive set {u € L5 (Q o lu(zx )|? < b}, the direction where

condition (4.38) is satisfied, can be chosen freely Let u € L?() be admissible for the
problem. Then, by using a Taylor expansion, it holds that

L(u,N) = L(1, A) + Lo (U, N)(u — ) + %Euu(ug, N[u — a,u — ),
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where ue = @ — €(u — @), with 0 < e < 1. Taking into account the definition af £(u, ),
and using (4.28) jointly with the complentarity condition (4.27d), from where A\ = 0, it

follows
f(u) = f(u) + %(ﬁuu(ue, A) — Lo (1, M) [u — 1, u — ) + %ﬁuu(a, M[u — @, u — u).

Applying the coercivity condition (4.38) in the direction u — @ € L?(f), possible since in
Case 1 directions are freely chosen, and estimate (4.37), we get

. L _ B K B . L ~ B K B
e e I I o
where the last inequality follows since ||u. — ul|;s = €||lu — @l|;5, with € < 1. Now, taking
0 <y <%, if ||u—alps <7, it holds that

K — Ly

L —

L
F) = £(@) = = allfe + 5 Ju—all7. = £(@) +

the result follows taking o = HELV >0and 0 <vy < f.

Case 2: (u) = 0.
Taking u € U,q, let us prove first that u — u € L(Ui‘d,ﬂ). From the approximating
linearized cone structure (4.34), we need to verify the following assertions:

(4.40) A>0, ¢(a)(u—u)>0, X (a)(u—1u)=0.

The non-negativity of the Lagrange multiplier X is guaranteed by (4.27d). To get the
second assertion, we compute ¢/'(@)(u — @) = 8b— S [, |u(z)|’~2a(z)u(z) dz. From here
and using an extension of Holder’s inequality [9, pp.93] in the second term, we get:

_ _9_ _B_ _1B8—1 B=1 1
[ @ a@ute)de < 18 o lulls < ol s <5568 =,
Q

and, replacing the above computation in the derivative, we get that

(4.41) Y (@) (u — @) > 0.

To get the third one, note that if (4.41) is satisfied with equality, then Ay’ (@)(u — @) = 0
trivially holds for any value of A, and particularly for A > 0. Otherwise, if ' (z)(u—u) > 0,
we can only get the assertion by taking A = 0. Therefore, assertions (4.40) are satisfied,
i.e., we have proved that u — 4 € L(U2,, u). Consequently, the coercivity condition (4.38)
holds for u — u € L(Uj‘d, w). Using estimate (4.37) and proceeding as in Case 1, we get:

Flu) > @)+ Sl — a3 — S~ al3 = ) +

The result follows taking o = % >0and 0 <~y <. O

Kk — Ly

lu — a2

To conclude, we state the second-order necessary condition result. Its proof is classical
and can be found in, e.g., [38, Theorem 3.3].

Theorem 4.6. If d =2 and u € Uy is a locally optimal solution of (4.26), with respect
to LP(Y), then

(4.42) Lou(@,N[h,h] >0,  Yhe LU, ).

a
Proof. Due to the regularity of @, L(U),u) = T(U2,,u). Therefore, for any direction
h € T(UAd,ﬂ), there exists a sequence {u,}n>1 C Uag, t, > 0 with ¢, — 0 such that

a . -
h =lim;,_oo 2=, and AMp(uy,) = 0. Then, by using a Taylor expansion, it holds that

_ _ _ 1 _
L(tp, A) = L(1, \) + Lo (T, N) (up, — @) + §£uu(ﬁ, N[wn — @, — @) + o(|Jun — @|2s).
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Using above the first-order optimality conditions, the optimality of u#, and replacing
L(tun, A) = f(un) — Mp(up) = f(uy), it follows that

1 _
0< flun) — f(u) = §Euu(ﬂa Mun — @, un — u] + oflun — a”%ﬁ)
. 2 I ”_7”13(9) . . . .
Dividing by t; = e > 0 in the expression above and taking n — oo, it follows
N LB(Q)
that 0 < 1£,,(@, A)[h, h] and the assertion holds. O

APPENDIX A. REGULARITY OF THE DATA ASSIMILATION ADJOINT STATE

Let us prove that the solution of the adjoint equation (3.11b) belongs to the space
WW(WOLB,(Q), W15 (Q)) with 7/ and ' the conjugate exponents of r and 3, which are
taken as in Theorem 3.1. This result comes directly from Lemma 2.1 as long as the right-
hand side of this equation belongs to a suitable space. We formalize this result in the
following lemma.

Lemma A.1. Take 8 and r as in Theorem 3.1, with 3 and r' their conjugate expo-
nents and setting B > ' > d. Then, the right-hand side of equation (3.11b) belongs to
L™ (L, W17 ().

Proof. Since z, is given, fixed data, and the sum involved is finite, to verify the assertion
it is only necessary to show that Sa ® d(x — x) € L (I; W=7 (Q)). Since § > d,
using the Rellich-Kondrachov compact embeddings, it follows that W1#(Q) — C(Q)
(see e.g. [19, 1]), and, therefore M(Q) — W15 (Q). Consequently, L™ (I; M(2)) —
L™ (I; W=15(Q)). From the last embedding and using the norm definition in the weakly
measurable space, there exists a constant ¢; > 0 such that

5% @ 6(z — xk)HLT'(I;W*LB'(Q)) <alSu®d(z - xk)HLT'(I;M(Q))
! 1/r

sup /w(m)Su(m)é(w — xp)dx dt
lplloo<1
»eCoh(R)

St~

/
r’ 1/r » 1/r'

< /Su(w)é(m —xg)dz| dt
Q

sup {|e(zg)Su(wy)|} | dt <a
llelloo <1
»€Co(R)

St~
St~

1

T /r’ T
<¢ / /\Su(x)fS(w —ap)|” dx dt = ¢ / 15u(2)0(z — )|l v ()
0 \Q 0

where the last inequality holds due to Minkowski’s inequality for integrals [1, Theorem
2.9]. Now, taking s > 0 such that %—l—% = %, the following is guaranteed, see [1, Corollary
2.5]:

[Sa(2)d(z = zp)ll L ) < 158l o) 10z = 2k)lLs @)
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Furthermore, since [|0(z — z)||s() < 1 and WLA(Q) — LA(Q), it follows that there
exists a constant ca > 0 such that ||Su(z)dé(x — xk)\|Lr/(Q) < e2|Sully1.6(q)- Thus,

T T
(A1) /||Sﬂ(x)5(x — )|yt < cz/uszznwl,ﬂ(mdt.
0 0

Additionally, we know that Su € WT(WOI’B(Q),W*L[;(Q)) C L"(I;WHB(Q)), and, there-
fore ||Stullpr(rw1.8(q)) is finite. Moreover L"(I; WLB(Q)) — LYI;WHP(Q)), from where
Sl 11 (7;w1.8(q) 1s also finite. Then, thanks to (A.1), the assertion holds. O
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