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Abstract

We suggest a global perspective on dynamic network flow problems
that takes advantage of the similarities to port-Hamiltonian dynamics.
Dynamic minimum cost flow problems are formulated as open-loop op-
timal control problems for general port-Hamiltonian systems with possi-
bly state-dependent system matrices. We prove well-posedness of these
systems and characterize optimal controls by the first-order optimality
system, which is the starting point for the derivation of an adjoint-based
gradient descent algorithm. Our theoretical analysis is complemented by
a proof of concept, where we apply the proposed algorithm to static min-
imum cost flow problems and dynamic minimum cost flow problems on
a simple directed acyclic graph. We present numerical results to validate
the approach.
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1 Introduction
Network flow problems occur in a variety of applications, including routing
problems, supply chain management applications, and combinatorial optimiza-
tion problems like matching and assignment problems. We refer to [1] for a
comprehensive introduction. In this paper, we focus on minimum cost flow
problems. In the static and linear case, minimum cost flow problems seek to
send a constant amount of flow from a finite set of supply nodes to a finite set
of demand nodes through a directed graph at minimum cost, while obeying the
flow conservation constraints. The edges of the graph usually have some upper
and lower capacities limiting the amount of flow, and each unit of flow induces
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a fixed cost on every edge. Static linear minimum cost flow problems (MCFP)
have a simple linear programming formulation

min c⊤x
s. t. Ax = b

xℓ ≤ x ≤ xu.
(MCFP)

Here, x is the vector of (unknown) flows on the edges, c is the vector of flow costs
(per unit of flow), A is the node arc incidence matrix of the underlying graph, b
is the vector of supplies and demands at the nodes, and xℓ and xu are lower and
upper flow bound constraints, respectively. Static minimum cost flow problems
can be solved efficiently, for example, by the network simplex algorithm or by
specific algorithms tailored, e.g., for sparse or dense networks. We refer again
to [1] for a comprehensive introduction to the field, and to [37] for a numerical
comparison of a variety of solution methods.

In many practical applications, supplies and demands vary over time, hence
requiring dynamic network flow models. These can also be characterized by a
set of flow conservation constraints, that typically have to be satisfied at all
points in time. See, for example, [3, 36, 48, 50, 53] for introductory surveys on
dynamic network flow problems and for an array of potential applications.

An established way to handle flows over time is based on time-discretization
and on the construction of so-called time-expanded networks, see, for example,
[19, 22, 53]. By generating a copy of the (static) network for each time step and
introducing arcs that reflect travel times between nodes by spanning over differ-
ent time steps, dynamic network flows can be approximated by static network
flows that can be computed using classical methods. However, this comes at
the cost of a largely increased network complexity – and hence computational
time – and becomes impractical for large real-world applications. Moreover, it is
difficult to incorporate non-linear and flow dependent edge costs into the frame-
work of time-expanded networks. One possible but rather rough approximation
of flow dependent edge costs consists in introducing several (parallel) arcs with
limited capacity and increasing costs, so that larger flow amounts are forced to
use more expensive edges [35].

Alternatively, dynamic and non-linear network flows can be modelled by
using one dimensional partial differential equations (PDE) on each edge and,
if necessary, also ordinary differential equations in each node of the network.
This is particularly well-suited whenever a high accuracy is needed and was
successfully applied for modelling, simulation [40, 15, 16, 45] and optimization
[14, 6, 23, 25, 26, 38, 11, 32, 29, 21] of gas, traffic or heating networks, see also
[24] for a recent overview in the gas setting and [42] for more details on water
networks. Due to the large computational complexity, however, these models
are often limited to smaller instances, see the discussion in [8].

The port-Hamiltonian flows that are considered in this paper are modelled
in terms of ordinary differential equations (ODE), and can be viewed as a com-
promise between (cheap and inaccurate) discretized linear and static flows and
(accurate and complex) flow dynamics based on PDE. We will show that port-
Hamiltonian flows cover static as well as dynamic models and allow for a wide
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range of further modelling options through the system matrices and via poten-
tial ports. Further, we incorporate capacity constraints, which require tailored
optimal control problems for PHS. We propose gradient-based optimization ap-
proaches that are then applied to static and dynamic flow settings. Character-
istic for (static and dynamic) network flow problems are the flow conservation
constraints that guarantee that no flow is added or lost at any node and that the
(external) supplies and demands are satisfied. This flow conserving property,
that is also sometimes referred to as Kirchhoff’s law, is the basis of the sug-
gested port-Hamiltonian formulation. To showcase the relation of (MCFP) and
the port-Hamiltonian framework we introduce the nodes ρ as additional state.
Flow conservation in the nodes leads to the constraint −A⊤ρ = 0. Hence, the
reformulation of the minimum cost flow problem in the extended state space is
given by

min c⊤x
s. t. Ax = b

−AT ρ = 0
xℓ ≤ x ≤ xu.

(PH-MCFP)

Now, we can see the skew-symmetric structure typical for port-Hamiltonian sys-
tems considering z = (ρ, x) and J =

(
0 A

−A⊤ 0

)
. Indeed, the equality constraints

are given by Jz = Bu with B = ( I 0
0 0 ) and u = (b, 0)⊤. The skew symmetric

structure inherent to flow conservation constraints in graphs was observed, for
example, in [56], and will be further explored in Section 3. As we shall see, port-
Hamiltonian systems provide a general framework that can be used to model
classical (static) flow conservation constraints as well as a wide range of dynamic
network flow formulations, including flow dependent costs and constraints.

Port-Hamiltonian systems (PHS) were introduced in 1992 by Arjan van der
Schaft and Bernhard Maschke in order to formalize the power-conserving cou-
pling of dynamical systems on different domains [43]. By now, the PHS frame-
work for modelling is well-established in the engineering community, in par-
ticular, the inherent features of energy conservation, elegant (de)coupling into
submodules and PHS preserving control approaches using system theory are ap-
preciated [56]. Initially, the main focus was on physical systems, but the abstract
framework of Dirac structures [9] allows for straightforward generalizations at-
tracting the interest of mathematicians. In recent years, linear PHS with finite
and infinite dimensional states became well-understood [31]. However, there
are many open problems concerning nonlinear systems, differential-algebraic
PH structures, stochastic PHS and optimization of PHS.

Concerning the optimization of PHS most approaches in the literature use
closed-loop controllers, for example, by constructing a feedback that, in combi-
nation with the original system, yields again a PHS structure, see for example
[5, 57], [39] for a variant based on Control-Lyapunov functions and the survey
[46]. Open loop approaches are very recent [18, 44, 52, 33] and so far focused
on minimizing the energy supply, which naturally leads to solutions with turn-
pike properties. Since our ultimate goal is the solution of dynamic minimum
cost flow problems, we focus on the optimal control of general cost function-
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als constrained by nonlinear ODE-PHS in the following. Towards this end, we
introduce a general class of optimal control problems constrained by nonlinear
ODE with PHS structure and analyze the well-posedness. In order to derive a
gradient-descent algorithm we compute the first-order optimality system that
characterizes the optimal control. We then consider dynamic minimum cost
flow problems as an application of this general framework. Here, we exploit
the intrinsic flow conservation property of PHS and recall the relation of the
incidence matrix A of the network and the skew-symmetric system matrix J as
in (PH-MCFP), which is well-known in the context of PHS on graphs [56]. We
then first verify the new modelling perspective at the (well-understood) special
case of static minimum cost flow problems, before discussing an instance of a
dynamic minimum cost flow problem as a proof of concept for the new approach.

This paper is organized as follows. To pave the way for the port-Hamiltonian
formulation of network flow problems, we start in Section 2 with the formulation
of a general class of optimal control problems constrained by ODE systems with
PHS structure. As we aim to derive a gradient-descent algorithm we assume
that the control space admits a Hilbert structure and prove well-posedness of
the state system as well as continuous dependence on the data in Carathéodory
sense. These results are exploited in the proof of well-posedness of the optimal
control problem. Then we derive the first-order optimality conditions which
lay the ground for the gradient-descent algorithm. In Section 3 we discuss
the relationship of the general PHS setting, especially PHS on graphs, and
the special case of minimum cost network flow problems. To verify the PHS
approach at a well-understood problem class, we first solve static minimum cost
flow problems with the proposed framework. A proof of concept for dynamic
minimum cost flow problems is given in Section 4. Then we draw our conclusion.

2 Optimal control of ODE with PHS structure
In this section we formally introduce a general class of optimal control problems
for PHS that will be central for the PHS-based formulation of dynamic network
flow problems. Since most of the results follow from more or less standard
arguments, we have moved the technical parts of the derivation to the appendix.
For a comprehensive introduction to PHS see, for example, [56].

Let us assume to have a Hamiltonian H : Rn → R of the form

H(z(t)) = 1

2
z(t)⊤Qz(t), Q ∈ Rn×n, Q > 0 (1)

and the corresponding port-Hamiltonian system given by

d

dt
z = (J(z)−R(z))Qz +B(z)u, z(0) = ẑ, (2a)

y = B(z)⊤Qz, (2b)

where J and R are locally Lipschitz, in more detail, J,R ∈ Liploc(Rn,Rn×n),
with J(z)⊤ = −J(z) for all z ∈ Rn, R(z) ≥ 0 for all z ∈ Rn and the input
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matrix B ∈ Liploc(Rn,Rn×m). Note that the output equation (2b) is passive,
in the sense that y can be easily computed once we have z.

2.1 The optimal control problem
We consider the task of finding an initial condition ẑ or input u ∈ L2(0, T ;Rm)
(or both) that allows us to drive the dynamics either as close as possible to a
desired state zdes ∈ H1(0, T ;Rn) or to find a dynamic that satisfies, for example,
given supplies and demands at minimum cost in a network flow sense. To this
end, we let w = (u, ẑ) and propose an optimal control problem given by

min
(z,w)∈Z×Wad

J (z, w) subject to the dynamics (2), (P)

where

J (z, w) :=
∫ T

0

c(z(t), zdes(t)) dt+ cT (z(T ), zdes(T )) +
λ

2
∥w∥2

with cost functions c, cT : Rn × Rn → R. Z is the state space (see below for
a specification), and Wad is the set of admissible controls, which needs to be
specified individually for each problem at hand. The first two terms of the cost
functional allow us to define the main objective of the problem by penalizing
undesired states over the entire time interval [0, T ] or at the final time T , while
the third term is optional. It is needed in case the set of admissible controls is
unbounded.

For the derivation of the first order optimality system and the gradient, it
is useful to have Riesz representation theorem, which requires controls from
a Hilbert space. We therefore choose u ∈ L2(0, T ;Rm) in the following and
consider solutions to the state system in Carathéodory sense.

Let u ∈ L2(0, T ;Rm) and ẑ ∈ Rn. Then the right-hand side of (2a) given by

f(t, z) = (J(z)−R(z))Qz +B(z)u(t)

is defined on the rectangle Ω = {(t, z) : 0 ≤ t ≤ T, |z − ẑ| ≤ b} for b > 0.
Moreover, it is a Carathéodory function, i.e., it holds

(a) f(t, z) is continuous in z for each fixed t,

(b) f(t, z) is measurable in t for each fixed z,

(c) there is a Lebesgue-integrable function mΩ : [0, T ]→ [0,∞) such that

|f(t, z)| ≤ mΩ(t) for all (t, z) ∈ Ω.

Indeed, (a) holds by the assumptions on J,R,Q and B; and (b) holds by the
assumption on u. To show (c) we note that it holds

|f(t, z)| ≤ max
z : |z−ẑ|≤b

(
∥J(z)∥+∥R(z)∥

)
∥Q∥ |z|+ max

z : |z−ẑ|≤b
∥B(z)∥ |u(t)| =: mΩ(t).
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Furthermore, the assumptions on the system matrices yield the existence of a
function kΩ(t) such that

|f(t, z)− f(t, z̃)| ≤ kΩ(t) |z − z̃|, (t, z), (t, z̃) ∈ Ω.

Altogether we obtain the well-posedness of the state equation, see [28, Theorem
5.3] for details.

Theorem 1. Let J,R,Q,B and u as above. Then for any ẑ there exists a
unique absolutely continuous solution z satisfying (2) except on a set of Lebesgue
measure zero and z(0) = ẑ.

In particular, Theorem 1 yields z ∈ H1(0, T ;Rn). Hence, we define the
state space Z = H1(0, T ;Rn). Let W := L2(0, T ;Rm)×Rn, then we define the
control-to-state map

S : W → Z, w = (u, ẑ) 7→ z.

Furthermore, we use S to define the reduced cost functional

Ĵ (w) := J (S(w), w).

We emphasize that using Ĵ we treat the state constraint of the optimization
problem (P) implicitly. In fact, we will derive an optimization algorithm based
on the reduced form and only update the controls w to drive the dynamics to
reduce the objective.

The next theorem shows the boundedness of the states with respect to the
controls.

Theorem 2. Let J,R,Q,B and u as above. Then the state solution z to (2)
is bounded by the control w. In more detail, there exists a constant C > 0 such
that

∥z∥H1(0,T ;Rn) ≤ C ∥w∥W .

The proof of Theorem 2 is provided in Appendix 6.1.
Before we begin with the theorem on the existence of optimal controls, we

note that λ > 0 implies that the cost functional is coercive with respect to w
and thus a minimizing sequence is bounded. Moreover, we introduce the state
operator

e : H1(0, T ;Rn)×W → X∗ × Rn

implicitly as

〈
e(z, w), ( φ

φ0 )
〉
X∗×Rn,X×Rn =

∫ T

0

( d

dt
z − (J(z)−R(z))Qz −B(z)u

)
· φdt

+ (z(0)− ẑ) · φ0

where φ ∈ X = L2(0, T ;Rn) and φ0 ∈ Rn.
To state the result on the existence of an optimal control, we introduce the

notion of weak continuity.
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Definition 1. Let W,Z be Banach spaces. A mapping A : W → Z is weakly
continuous, if wk ⇀ w in W implies A(wk) ⇀ A(w) in Z.

Theorem 3. Let λ > 0 or Wad ⊂W closed and bounded. Further, let J,R,B be
weakly continuous and c(z, zdes) continuous and convex w.r.t. z and cT (z(T ), zdes(T ))
continuous and convex w.r.t. z(T ). Then there exists a solution to (P).

The proof of Theorem 3 is given in Appendix 6.2.
In the following, we formally compute the optimality system that allows us

to characterize candidates for optimal controls. We remark that more regularity
of the system matrices is required to make the following results rigorous.

2.2 First-order optimality system
We use a Lagrangian approach to derive the first-order optimality system for-
mally. We therefore introduce the Lagrangian corresponding to (P) as

L(z, w, φ) = J (z, w)−
〈
e(z, u), ( φ

φ0 )
〉
X∗×Rn,X×Rn .

The first-order optimality system is now characterized by the solution of dL = 0.
In more detail,

dφL =
d

dt
z − (J(z)−R(z))Qz −B(z)u = 0, dφ0L = z(0)− ẑ = 0,

which is the state equation. For the adjoint equation we compute for an arbitrary
direction h ∈ Z

dzL(z, w, φ)[h] =
∫ T

0

c′(z, zdes) · hdt+ c′T (z(T ), zdes(T )) · h(T )− h(0) · φ0

−
∫ T

0

d

dt
h · φ− (J ′(z)[h]−R′(z)[h])Qz · φdt

−
∫ T

0

(J(z)−R(z))Qh · φ−B′(z)[h]u · φdt

Assuming φ ∈ Z we integrate by parts to obtain

dzL(z, w, φ)[h] = −h(0) · φ0 −
[
h · φ

]T
0

+

∫ T

0

c′(z, zdes) · hdt+ c′T (z(T ), zdes(T )) · h(T )

−
∫ T

0

(
− d

dt
φ− (J ′(z)∗[φ⊗Qz]−R′(z)∗[φ⊗Qz])

−Q⊤(J(z)−R(z))⊤φ+B′(z)∗[φ⊗ u]
)
· hdt
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Since h is arbitrary we can choose h(0) = 0 and h(T ) = 0 to identify the adjoint
equation with the help of the fundamental lemma of the calculus of variations

− d

dt
φ = c′(z, zdes) + (J ′(z)∗[φ⊗Qz] +R′(z)∗[φ⊗Qz])

+Q⊤(J(z)−R(z))⊤φ−B′(z)∗[φ⊗ u],

φ(T ) = c′T (z(T ), zdes(T )).

The optimality condition is an inequality as Wad is possibly bounded. Hence
an optimal control w̄ satisfies

⟨dwL(z, w, φ), w − w̄⟩ ≥ 0 for all w ∈Wad.

Following the same steps as above, we obtain

(λ ¯̂z + φ(0)) · (ẑ − ¯̂z) +
∫ T

0
λ ū(t) +B(z̄)⊤φ · (u(t)− ū(t)) dt ≥ 0

for all w = (u, ẑ, ) ∈Wad.
(3)

To derive the gradient of the reduced cost functional Ĵ (w) we first compute
the Gâteaux derivative in direction h which yields

dwĴ (w)[h] =
∫ T

0

dzJ (z, w) · S′(w)h+ dwJ (z, w) · hdt

=

∫ T

0

(
S′(w)∗ dzJ (z, w) + dwJ (z, w)

)
· hdt

=

∫ T

0

dwL(z, w, φ) · hdt.

Together with (3) this allows us to identify the gradient as

∇Ĵ (w) =
(
λu(t) +B(z)⊤φ

λ ẑ + φ(0)

)
.

We employ this to propose a projected gradient descent algorithm for the opti-
mal control problem [30].

In the following, we focus on PHS that model dynamic network flows. One
important feature is flow conservation. In particular, this will constrain the set
of admissible controls and lead to natural projection operators. Before we go into
the details and numerical results for static network flow problems, we establish
the relationship of the general optimal control for ODEs with PH structure and
static and dynamic network flow problems.
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1: initialize: feasible initial guess w, PHS functions J(z), R(z), B(z), Q,
and other algorithmic parameters

2: solve state problem to get S(w)
3: solve adjoint problem to get φ for given S(w) and w
4: identify the gradient and project to Wad to obtain PWad(∇Ĵ (w))
5: while |PWad(∇Ĵ (w))| ≥ ϵstop do
6: choose appropriate step size σ with Armijo rule
7: w ← w − σ PWad(∇Ĵ (w))
8: solve state problem to get S(w)
9: solve adjoint problem to get φ for given S(w) and w

10: identify the gradient and project to Wad to obtain PWad(∇Ĵ (w))
11: end while
12: return optimized control w

Algorithm 1: Gradient descent algorithm for (P)

3 Port-Hamiltonian formulation of network flows
In this section we start with a reinterpretation of a standard static network
flow problem as a special case of a PHS constrained optimal control problem
as introduced in Section 2. While this can not be expected to lead to competi-
tive solution approaches as compared to well-established network optimization
algorithms (see, e.g., [1]), the PHS perspective offers a wide array of modelling
options that go far beyond static network flows. This will be exemplified with
time dynamic network flow problems in Section 4.

Minimum cost flow problems have an array of applications in operations
research and thus have been extensively investigated since the 1960s, see, e.g.,
[1, 7, 10, 20]. While the original formulation considers a static situation and
constant flow costs, there are extensions to the dynamic case with flow depen-
dent costs. However, linear network flow models require extensive reformulation
and linearization techniques to approximate time dynamics and/or non-linearity
of flow costs. To avoid these reformulations which generally lead to a dramatic
increase of the network size (in terms of the number of nodes and edges) we sug-
gest a port-Hamiltonian formulation of network flows which inherently covers
non-linear costs and time-dynamic flows.

Towards this end, let G = (V,E) be a finite directed and connected graph
with node set V = {1, . . . , Nv} and edge set E ⊂ V × V , with |V | = Nv and
|E| = Ne. An edge e ∈ E from node i to node j, i ̸= j, is denoted by e = (i, j).
The node arc incidence matrix A ∈ {−1, 0, 1}Nv×Ne contains one column for
every edge e = (i, j) ∈ E such that aie = 1, aje = −1, and ake = 0 for all
k ∈ V \{i, j}. Note that the rows of A sum to the zero vector since each column
contains exactly one entry equal to +1 and one entry equal to −1. Hence, A
is not of full rank. Whenever a full-rank matrix is required in the following,
we will omit an arbitrary but fixed row of A (e.g., its last row) which yields
the so-called full-rank node arc incidence matrix that still contains the same
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information as A.
In a static network flow problem we usually assume that finite supplies and

demands bi ∈ R are associated with every node i ∈ V , satisfying
∑

i∈V bi = 0
(i.e., the sum of all demands equals the sum of all supplies), and that non-
negative costs ce ∈ R+ are associated with all edges e ∈ E. Moreover, all
edges e ∈ E have associated flow bound constraints xℓ

e (lower bounds) and xu
e

(upper bounds), with xℓ
e ≤ xu

e for all e ∈ E. If not stated otherwise, we assume
that xℓ

e = 0 for all e ∈ E. The goal is then to identify a minimum cost flow
solution x ∈ RNe that satisfies the flow bound constraints on all edges and
the flow conservation constraints in all nodes in the sense that the difference
between inflow and outflow at every node equals the supplies and demands at
the respective nodes. Comprising all data for supplies and demands, costs, and
capacities by b ∈ RNv and c, xℓ, xu ∈ RNe

+ , respectively, we recall the linear
programming formulation for the static and linear minimum cost flow problem
(MCFP) from Section 1:

min c⊤x
s. t. Ax = b

xℓ ≤ x ≤ xu.
(MCFP)

We will assume throughout this paper that (MCFP) is feasible. An example
problem with one supply node (node 1) and four demand nodes (nodes 2 to 5)
is illustrated in Figure 1.

1

b1 = 4

2

b2 = −1

3

b3 = −1

4

b4 = −1

5

b5 = −1

(4, 1)

(4, 4)

(3, 1)

(2, 2)

(3, 1)

(3, 1)

(1, 1)

A =


1 1 0 −1 0 0 −1
−1 0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 −1 1 1 0 0
0 −1 0 0 −1 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 −1 1

 .

Figure 1: Illustrative example of a network flow problem with five nodes, i.e.,
V = {1, . . . , 5}, seven edges E = {(1, 2), (1, 4), (2, 3), (3, 1), (3, 4), (4, 5), (5, 1)},
and node arc incidence matrix A. The supplies and demands bi, i = {1, . . . , 5}
are indicated next to the nodes, and the upper capacity bounds and costs (xu

e , ce)
are indicated next to the edges. We assume that all lower bounds are equal to
zero (xℓ = 0). Note that one possible (non-optimal) feasible flow with cost 20
is given by x = (4, 2, 3, 2, 0, 1, 0)⊤.

In principle, any optimization algorithm for linear programs can be used to
solve (MCFP). However, the specific structure of network flow problems can be
exploited to significantly improve the computational performance. The network
simplex algorithm and its variants (see again [1]) rely on highly efficient updates
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in the residual network and have become state-of-the-art solution techniques
over the years.

3.1 Static flows as a special case of dynamic flows
In order to cast static network flow problems in the port-Hamiltonian framework
(2), we interpret a static flow x̂ ∈ RNe as a special case of a dynamic flow
x ∈ H1(0, T ;RNe), where x(t) = x̂ for all t ∈ [0, T ] is desired to be constant
over time. Motivated by [55], we apply the optimal control of port-Hamiltonian
systems to the optimal control of (static) network flows, see also [13]. We hence
consider flow not only on the edges of the network G, but also consider associated
potentials, or pressure on the flow, in the nodes of the network. Let ρ̂v ∈ R
denote a (static) potential (or pressure) in node v ∈ V , and let ρ̂ ∈ RNv denote
the vector of node potentials. Similar to the flow values on the edges, these could
be interpreted as a special case of dynamic node potentials ρ ∈ H1(0, T ;RNv ),
where again ρ(t) = ρ̂ for all t ∈ [0, T ] is desired in the static case. The flow
conservation constraints (over time) can then be generalized to the system

d

dt
ρ = Ax+ uρ, ρ(0) = ρ̂, (4a)

d

dt
x = −A⊤ρ, x(0) = x̂, (4b)

where uρ ∈ H1(0, T ;RNv ) denotes external inputs (i.e., supplies and demands)
at the nodes. Note that (4a) ensures that the rate of change of the potential in
any node v equals the sum of in- and outflows on the incident edges, possibly
plus some (external) input uρ

v. Similarly, (4b) guarantees that the rate at which
the flow changes in any edge e = (i, j) is equal to the difference ρj − ρi of
the potentials (or pressure) at the respective end nodes. Note that the node
potentials ρ from (4) are somewhat related to the dual variables of (MCFP)
that are also called node potentials in the network flow context (see, e.g., [1]).
Similarly, potential-based flow networks (see, e.g., [4, 12, 51]) use node potentials
to constrain the flow on the edges through physically motivated constraints.

In the static case, i.e., when ρ = ρ̂ and x = x̂ are constant over time, we
recover the flow conservation constraints Ax = b of (MCFP) from (4a), where
we set uρ = −b. In addition, (4b) then yields for ux = 0 that −A⊤ρ = 0, which
is satisfied for ρ = ρ̂ = 0, i.e., with zero potentials in the nodes.

Now set n = Nv +Ne and let z = (ρ, x)⊤ ∈ H1(0, T ;Rn). For completeness,
we define ux ∈ H1(0, T ;RNe) as possible external inputs (i.e., inflows or leaks)
at the edges and set u = (uρ, ux)⊤ ∈ H1(0, T ;Rn). Then the system (4) can be
rewritten as the port-Hamiltonian system

d

dt
z = J(z)Qz +B(z)u, z(0) = ẑ, (5)

where

J(z) = J =

(
0 A
−A⊤ 0

)
, Q = I ∈ Rn×n, and B(z) = B =

(
I 0
0 0

)
∈ Rn×n.
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This is a special case of the port-Hamiltonian system (2) with R(z) = 0 ∈ Rn×n.
When a solution z of the system (5) is known, then the output of the system
can be easily computed as y = B⊤z = (ρ, 0)⊤ ∈ Rn.

In the following, we first utilize a linear program based on the KKT con-
ditions of (4) as the projection applied in Algorithm 1, which is an equivalent
way to formulate the static problem (MCFP). Next, we apply a projection
on the space of circulations, i.e., {x ∈ RNe : Ax = 0}, paired with a bar-
rier term to achieve results that satisfy the (ε-relaxed) capacity constraints,
i.e.,xℓ

e − ε ≤ xe ≤ xu
e + ε, ε > 0, to also solve the static problem (MCFP).

Finally, we move toward dynamic time-dependent problems and investigate a
small instance with two different time-dependent cost functions.

3.2 Static flows using projections and KKT conditions
We now consider the static case and set uρ = −b as discussed above. Note that
uρ is thus fixed and no longer a control variable. We hence optimize only over
the initial condition ẑ = (0, x̂), where the cost functional of the control problem
is given by

J (z, w) = 1

T

∫ T

0

c⊤x(t) dt = c⊤x̂.

In the following, we consider Ĵ as defined in Section 2.
As stated above, in our first approach we utilize the KKT conditions of our

formulation for the projection of the gradient ∇Ĵ (w). Recall that an optimal
control w̄ satisfies 〈

∇Ĵ (w), w − w̄
〉
≥ 0 for all w ∈Wad, (6)

where, for simplicity, we consider only the controllable variables x̂ and hence
set Wad = {x̂ ∈ RNe : Ax̂ = b, xℓ ≤ x̂ ≤ xu}. In an iteration of the gradient
descent Algorithm 1, we are interested in a direction h = w − w̄ such that we
achieve equality in (6). Towards this end, we investigate the linear program

min
h

∇Ĵ (w)⊤h

s.t. Ah = 0,

xℓ − x̂ ≤ h ≤ xu − x̂.

(7)

Note that the constraints of (7) ensure that h is a circulation in the static
network flow problem (MCFP), i.e., that in Algorithm 1 the control updated via
the projected gradient PWad(∇Ĵ (w)) is still feasible. Moreover, for an optimal
direction h̄ of the linear program (7), i.e., PWad(∇Ĵ (w)) = h̄, it holds that
w̄ = w−h̄. Thus, solving (7), i.e., computing the path from w to w̄, is equivalent
to solving (MCFP), i.e., computing w̄ directly.

We test the presented approach on the same test cases as in [41] which are
generated via NETGEN, see [34]. We acquired the files containing the test
instances on the 23rd of November 2022 from the electronic library of Zuse
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Institute Berlin1 which are unfortunately not available anymore but are repro-
ducible via [41, 34]. Furthermore, since the test cases in [41] are rather large,
we also include three small exemplary networks (ep1-3) on which we test our
approach, see, Figure 2. The numerical experiments are implemented in Python
(version 3.8.15) using Anaconda (version 4.12.0). For the numerical integration
of the ordinary differential equations we apply the symplectic Euler scheme,
see, e.g., [27]. Furthermore, all linear programs are solved with IBM ILOG
CPLEX (version 20.1.0.0), since we experienced some issues with the open-
source linear program solvers of the Python packages “networkx ”, which returns
correct optimal objective function values but, surprisingly, infeasible solutions,
and “scipy.optimize” where some optimal objective values were incorrect. To
compare our approach, we compute relative errors of the optimized solutions
of the static minimal cost network flow problem (MCFP) to the ones resulting
from CPLEX. We emphasize that for all test cases of [41] and ep1-3 only one
gradient step is needed to achieve a relative error of 0.0 with Algorithm 1. This
is due to the fact that (MCFP) is actually an equivalent reformulation of the
static minimal cost network flow problem.

3.3 Static flows using orthogonal projections and barrier
terms

We use the same problem formulation for static network flows as in Section 3.2.
Instead of including the capacity constraints into the projection, one can use
penalty or barrier methods to obtain feasible flows. In this case, a projection
is only required to map the flows to the affine-linear space of flows satisfying
the flow conservation constraints, i.e., {x ∈ RNe : Ax = b}. Penalty and barrier
methods both relax (some or all) constraints and penalize constraint violations
in the objective function. In the penalty method a penalization term is added
to the objective function that is zero if the constraints are satisfied and goes to
infinity for increasing constraint violation. On the other hand, in the barrier
method a barrier term is added to the objective function that tends to infinity
when approaching the boundary of feasible set from the inside. A comprehensive
discussion of penalty and barrier methods is, for example, given in [47]. To
satisfy the flow conservation constraints after a gradient step, we project the
gradient ∇Ĵ (w) to the space of circulations, i.e., {x ∈ RNe : Ax = 0}. Towards
this end, we utilize the following orthogonal projection, see, e.g., [49],

PWad(∇Ĵ (w)) =
(
I −A⊤(AA⊤)−1A

)
∇Ĵ (w), (8)

where I is the identity matrix of the same dimension as A⊤ A. Furthermore, in
order to achieve results that do not violate the (ε-relaxed) capacity constraints
we use logarithmic functions as a barrier term in our numerical tests, i.e.,

Θ(x) := Θ(x, α, ε) := −α

(∑
e∈E

(
ln ((xu

e − xe + ε)) + ln
((
xe − xℓ

e + ε
))))

,

1http://elib.zib.de/pub/mp-testdata/mincost/netg/index.html

13



where α > 0 is a penalization parameter and ϵ > 0 is a small constant. If the flow
value xe on an edge e ∈ E reaches one of the flow bounds xu

e or xℓ
e then Θ(x)

becomes large. Since the feasible set of network flow problems has a specific
polyhedral structure, optimal flow solutions often have flow values that are on
the boundary of the feasible set, i.e., that satisfy flow bound constraints with
equality on many edges. This is also the case for standard choices for the starting
solution. Therefore, we relax the flow bound constraints to xℓ − ε ≤ x ≤ xu + ε
in the barrier term Θ(x) since otherwise already the starting solution would lead
to unbounded cost values. The cost functional including the barrier term now
reads

JΘ(z, w) := J (z, w) +
∫ T

0

Θ(x(t)) dt.

For the implementation of Algorithm 1 we normalize the cost vector c = (ce)e∈E

with the maximum cost of the edges, i.e., c̄ = (ce/max c)e∈E , to ensure that
for each test instance the value of α can be chosen from a comparable range.
During the optimization process we decrease the values of α and ε after each
gradient step in Algorithm 1, thus decreasing the influence of the barrier term
and the relaxation. We remark that the parameter tuning for this problem
is not straightforward since it is unfortunately instance dependent. Further,
note that Θ, due to the logarithmic terms, favours flow values in the middle
of the intervals [xℓ − ε, xu + ε]. Thus, this approach has problems computing
solutions that are on the boundaries, and hence it is not likely to find optimal
flow solutions which are usually extreme points of the polyhedral feasible set.
Nevertheless, the combination of the projection (8) and the barrier term Θ
allows us to extend this approach for dynamic time-dependent network flow
problems, as investigated in the following section.

Due to the required instance dependent parameter tuning we narrow our
numerical experiment to the exemplary problems (ep1-3). As initial flows
for Algorithm 1 we select the optimal solutions of the maximization prob-
lem with the same objective function and constraints as (MCFP), i.e., the
worst case solutions. The results after 300 iterations and a maximum of 20
Armijo iterations in Algorithm 1 with a geometric decrease of α and ε after
each gradient step k, where we applied the update scheme αk+1 = 0.9αk until
αk = 0.01 is reached and εk+1 = 0.99 εk, are shown in Table 1. Here, we chose∑

e∈E |PWad(∇Ĵ (w))e| < 10−6 as a stopping condition which was not satis-
fied during the 300 iterations, i.e., the approaches did not converge and stopped
after the maximum number of iterations. However, we observe that for all prob-
lems ep1-3 there are no significant changes to the costs of the solutions after
approximately 150 iterations, see Figure 3. Furthermore, for all three problems
we achieved a relative error of below 5% where graphs with a larger number of
edges led to larger relative errors w.r.t. the solutions of (MCFP). The reason is
that the barrier term Θ pushes the flow value away from the boundaries towards
the middle of the interval [xℓ

e − ε, xu
e + ε] for each edge, and hence for a larger

number of edges the deviation from the optimal solution, which is an extreme
point, may grow, accumulating in a potentially larger relative error.
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Name α0 ε0

Rel. Error
w.r.t.
(MCFP)

ep1 0.7 1.3 0.0392
ep2 1.0 2.0 0.0277
ep3 0.7 1.1 0.0430

Table 1: Results after 300 iterations with 20 Armijo steps for test instances
(ep1-3) with geometrically decreasing α and ε.
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(a) Exemplary problem 1 (ep1) with 8 nodes and 15 edges.
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(b) Exemplary problem 2 (ep2) with 6 nodes and 9 edges.
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(c) Exemplary problem 3 (ep3) with 10 nodes and 20 edges.

Figure 2: Exemplary minimum cost network flow problems (ep1-3). In all cases
we assume xℓ

e = 0 and xu
e = 20 for each edge, and the values next to the edges

denote the cost of the edges.
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Figure 3: Cost for 300 gradient steps with 20 Armijo iterations for exemplary
problems (ep1–3). The red lines show the optimal costs of (MCFP) for these
problems.
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4 Time-dependent network flow problems
In this section, we extend our approach to dynamic time-dependent problems
and show a proof-of-concept with two different time-dependent cost functions.
We consider time-dependent network flow problems with relaxed flow bound
constraints

min J (z, w), J (z, w) =
∫ T

0

∑
e∈E

ce(t)xe(t) +
λ

2

∣∣∣∣ ddtux(t)

∣∣∣∣2 dt (9)

s.t.
d

dt
ρ = Ax, ρ(0) = ρ̂,

d

dt
x = −A⊤ρ+ ux, x(0) = x̂,

xℓ − ε ≤ x ≤ xu + ε,

where, using the notation from (P), w = (u, ẑ), ε > 0, and where we assume
that uρ = 0 and ẑ are given and fixed (and not part of the optimization). We
hence omit the fixed components uρ and ẑ of w and identify w with ux for better
readability. Moreover, we consider only the case λ > 0 in the following. Hence,
the penalization term in the cost function is active and minimizers have higher
regularity. In particular, we allow only to vary the flow on circulations in the
network which leads us to the admissible set given by

Wad =
{
ux ∈ H1

(
(0, T );RNe

)
: ux(0) = 0, A ux(t) = 0 a.e. in (0, T )

}
.

In addition to ensuring that the flow conservation constraints are satisfied a.e. in
(0, T ), this admissible set guarantees that the control does not change the initial
condition x̂. Note that the cost functional penalizes ∥ d

dtu
x∥2 which corresponds

to the assumption that adjusting the redirection of flow is expensive.

Remark 1. We note that in W = {ux ∈ H1
(
(0, T );RNe

)
: ux(0) = 0} the

norms ∥ux∥λ defined by

∥ux∥2λ := ∥ux∥2L2 + λ
∥∥∥ d

dt
ux
∥∥∥2
L2

and ∥ux∥H1 are equivalent, since for c1 = min(λ, 1) and c2 = max(λ, 1) it holds
c1∥ux∥2H1 ≤ ∥ux∥2λ ≤ c2∥ux∥2H1 for each ux ∈ W . Moreover, since ux(0) = 0 is
fixed, already the semi-norm ∥∇ux∥2L2 is equivalent to ∥ux∥2λ. Hence, for λ > 0
the cost function J (z, w) from (9) is coercive and the result on the existence of
optimal controls can be directly applied.

We use the barrier approach from Section 3.3 to ensure the ε-relaxed capacity
constraints analogous to Section 3.3. The derivative of this barrier term appears
also in the adjoint system and is given by

− d

dt
ν = −A⊤ p+ cρ(t), ν(T ) = 0,

− d

dt
p = Aν + cx(t) +∇Θ(x(t)), p(T ) = 0.
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The computation of the gradient is a bit more involved, since we consider
Wad ⊂ H1

(
(0, T );RNe

)
here. We therefore first compute the linearization of

Ĵ (w) and then solve an additional problem to identify the gradient using the
Riesz representation theorem. This leads to

duxJ ((z, ux))[h] =

∫ T

0

λ
d

dt
ux · d

dt
h+ p · hdt.

Afterwards, the gradient gux is identified by solving∫ T

0

gux · h+ λ
d

dt
gux · d

dt
hdt =

∫ T

0

λ
d

dt
ux · d

dt
h+ p · hdt for all h

for gux . Since the states are only time-dependent, we solve the problem in strong
formulation, i.e.,

gux − λ
d2

dt2
gux = λ

d2

dt2
ux + p,

with finite differences, where we incorporate the boundary conditions ux(0) = 0,
d
dtu

x(0) = 0 = d
dtu

x(T ) in the difference operator. The gradient gux is then
projected to the feasible set to satisfy the flow conservation constraints. For the
projection of gux(t) we again utilize the orthogonal projection

PWad (gux(t)) =
(
I −A⊤(AA⊤)−1A

)
gux(t) (10)

for each time t ∈ [0, T ] and apply the barrier term Θ(x(t), α, ε) to achieve (ε-
relaxed) feasible solutions. For our numerical experiments we investigate a small
directed acyclic time-dependent network flow problem with 4 nodes and 4 edges
and consider two different time-dependent cost functions on the edges for the
time interval [0, 1]. This problem and the two different time-dependent cost
functions, cqe(t) for all edges e ∈ E, t ∈ [0, 1], and q ∈ {1, 2}, are illustrated in
Figure 4.

4.1 Linear cost function
By construction, the upper path, i.e., from node 1 to 4 through node 2, has
smaller cost than the lower path, i.e., from node 1 to 4 through node 3 for
t ∈ [0, 1

2 ), while for t ∈ ( 12 , 1] the lower path is preferable, and at t = 1
2 both

paths are indistinguishable w.r.t. the cost. For the barrier term Θ we normalize
the costs as above and set the parameters as α0 = 1 and ε0 = 0.001 while
applying the same geometric decrease in α and ε as in the previous section. For
the dynamics (9) we choose λ = 0.001, i.e. the penalization w.r.t. ux is small.
For the optimization approach we allow a maximum of 50 gradient steps and 20
Armijo iterations with an initial step length of 1000 while stopping the scheme
if
∑4

i=1 |PWad(∇Ĵ (ux))i| < 10−6 or if the maximum number of iterations is
reached. For simplicity, we discretize the time interval [0, 1] by 1000 equidistant
time steps. This ensures that the discrete adjoint and state information is
available at the same points in time. As the initial flow we choose the flow
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Figure 4: Time-dependent example problem – minimum cost network flow prob-
lem with 4 nodes and 4 edges, where xℓ = 0 and xu = 4 for each edge. We
consider two different time-dependent cost functions cqe = cq(i,j) : [0, 1]→ R with
q ∈ {1, 2}. For these simple examples the optimal cost (1000) can be computed
explicitly.

that only uses the upper path, x(0) = (x(1,2)(0), x(1,3)(0), x(2,4)(0), x(3,4)(0))
⊤ =

(4, 0, 4, 0)⊤, i.e., the cost optimal path at time t = 0, and expect that the
optimizer redirects the flow over time to the lower path x = (0, 4, 0, 4)⊤ that is
optimal at time t = 1. We actually observe this in our numerical tests. After
25 gradient steps the optimizer updates the control ux such that, after starting
in x(0) = (4, 0, 4, 0)⊤, the flow at time t = 1, i.e., after 1000 time steps, has the
value of x(1) ≈ (0.0213, 3.9787, 0.0213, 3.9787)⊤ which lies in the precision of the
applied Euler scheme and the barrier term Θ. In Figure 5d, the total cost over
time for each gradient step in Algorithm 1 is shown, where the red line at 1000
depicts the optimal costs that is attained for a flow that switches from the upper
path to the lower path at time t = 1

2 . Note that we can not expect to reach this
optimum value, due to the smoothness constraints imposed on our control ux(t).
We observe a descent in total cost over time in 25 gradient iterations until the
optimizer can not find a feasible Armijo step length anymore, i.e., reaches the
maximum number of Armijo iterations. We expect this behaviour due to the
barrier approach.

The course of each component of the control ux after the first update and
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of the optimized control ux over time are shown in Figure 5a and Figure 5b,
respectively. Note that we have a two-fold symmetry in these figures. The ux

i

values for edges from the same path, i.e., edges (1, 2) and (2, 4) of the upper
path (cyan, dotted) and edges (1, 3) and (3, 4) of the lower path (magenta), are
identical and change with the same ratio, and ux

i values of different paths have
the same absolute values but differing signs, i.e., edges from the upper path
lose flow over time while edges from the lower path gain the same amount over
time. One can observe that more and more flow is redirected via ux during
the optimization process. Furthermore, this is also visible in the course of the
optimal flow values over time, see Figure 5c. This nicely captures the expected
behaviour of the optimizer for this simple time-dependent network flow problem
with a linear cost function.
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(a) Control ux after the first update over
time where the values w.r.t. the edges
(1, 2) and (2, 4) are dotted and in cyan and
the values w.r.t. the edges (1, 3) and (3, 4)
are in magenta.
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(b) Optimized control ux over time.
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(c) Optimized flow values x̄ over time.
Here, the x̄ components w.r.t. the edges
(1, 2) and (2, 4) are dotted and in cyan and
the values w.r.t. the edges (1, 3) and (3, 4)
are in magenta.
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(d) Cost (over time) w.r.t. the gradient it-
erations. The red line depicts the optimal
cost of 1000.

Figure 5: Time-dependent problem with linear cost function
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4.2 Piecewise linear cost function
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(b) Optimized control ux over time.
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(c) Optimized flow values x̄ over time.
Here, the x̄ components w.r.t. the edges
(1, 2) and (2, 4) are dotted and in cyan and
the values w.r.t. the edges (1, 3) and (3, 4)
are in magenta.
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(d) Cost (over time) w.r.t. the gradient
iterations. The red line depicts the non-
continuous optimal cost of 1000.

Figure 6: Time-dependent problem with hat-type cost function

As a second example, we consider a piecewise linear cost function that re-
sembles the shape of a hat, i.e., that is first linearly increasing and then linearly
decreasing. This hat-type cost function, see Figure 4, is similar to the lin-
ear cost function in the sense that for t ∈ [0, 1

4 ), the upper path has smaller
cost than the lower path for t ∈ [0, 1

4 ), at t = 1
4 the paths are indistinguish-

able w.r.t. the cost, and for t ∈ ( 14 ,
1
2 ) the lower path is preferable. How-

ever, for t ∈ [ 12 , 1] the roles reverse, i.e., the lower path is superior w.r.t. the
cost for t ∈ [ 12 ,

3
4 ), the paths are indistinguishable at t = 3

4 , and the upper
path has again smaller cost for t ∈ [ 34 , 1]. Hence, starting with the initial flow
x(0) = (x(1,2)(0), x(1,3)(0), x(2,4)(0), x(3,4)(0))

⊤ = (4, 0, 4, 0)⊤ that only uses the
upper path one would expect that until t = 1

2 the approach would shift the
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flow to the lower path, i.e., x( 12 ) = (0, 4, 0, 4)⊤, and then redirect it back to
the upper path for t ∈ [ 12 , 1], i.e., x(1) = (4, 0, 4, 0)⊤. As for the linear cost
function, the same setting for the barrier term Θ is applied, i.e., α0 = 1 and
ε0 = 0.001 with the same geometric decrease. We also allow a maximum of
50 gradient steps and 20 Armijo iterations with the same initial step length
of 1000 and stopping condition

∑4
i=1 |PWad(∇Ĵ (ux))i| < 10−6. Furthermore,

the time interval [0, 1] is again discretized by 1000 equidistant time steps. For
the dynamics (9) we choose λ = 0.001. The optimization approach used all 50
gradient iterations, i.e., it did not converge, which we expect due to the barrier
term. However, there are no significant changes to the cost after around 25
iterations, see Figure 6d. Note that the red line at 1000 in Figure 6d corre-
sponds to the optimal costs. The control ux after the first iteration is depicted
in Figure 6a. We observe that in this first iteration the optimizer redirects flow
from the upper path (cyan, dotted) to the lower path (magenta) without taking
into account that after t = 1

2 , i.e., 500 time steps, the flow should be redirected
back to the upper path. This is not the case for the optimized control ux, where
the control shifts the flow back to the upper path after initially redirecting it
to the lower path, see Figure 6b. Moreover, the optimized flow values x̄ for the
times t ∈ { 12 , 1} are as expected, i.e., x̄( 12 ) ≈ (0.0011, 3.9989, 0.0011, 3.9989)⊤

and x̄(1) ≈ (3.9984, 0.0016, 3.9984, 0.0016)⊤, see also Figure 6c. This nicely
captures the expected behaviour for this hat-type cost functional.

To summarize, the presented approach yields satisfactory results for small,
time-dependent network flow problems for both cost functions.

5 Conclusion
In this article we recast (static and dynamic) minimum cost flow problems in
an optimal control framework for general nonlinear port-Hamiltonian systems of
ODE-type. The well-posedness of optimal control problems constrained by PHS
is established and the first-order optimality system is derived. Based on this,
a gradient descent algorithm exploiting the adjoint formulation is proposed.
A special case of the discussed framework is given by (static and dynamic)
minimum cost flow problems. Here the skew-symmetric matrix contains the
information of the incidence matrix which defines the network at hand. We
validate the approach with the help of simple static and dynamic network flow
problems.

In future work, we plan to extend the concept to more involved network flow
problems and gain a deeper understanding of the relationship of optimal control
for PHS on graphs and dynamic network flow problems. Intrinsic features of
PHS, such as the decomposition into subnetworks will be exploited to speed up
the algorithms. Moreover, dissipation of flow that may occur, for example, due
to leaking pipes, can easily be integrated into the model in the PHS framework.
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6 Appendix

6.1 Proof of Theorem 2
Let Q ∈ Rn×n such that Q > 0, let J,R ∈ Liploc(Rn,Rn×n) with J(z)⊤ = −J(z)
for all z ∈ Rn, let R(z) ≥ 0 for all z ∈ Rn, let B ∈ Liploc(Rn,Rn×m), and let
u ∈ L2(0, T ;Rm). We want to show that the state solution z to (2) is bounded by
the control w, i.e., there is a constant C > 0 such that ∥z∥H1(0,T ;Rn) ≤ C ∥w∥W .

To show this, we first find a bound on the L2-norm of z. Note that the
regularity of z shown in Theorem 1 implies the embedding z ∈ C([0, T ],Rn)
and in particular yields the existence of a constant C0 > 0 such that

max
s∈[0,T ]

(
|J(z(s))|+ |R(z(s))|+ |B(z(s))|

)
≤ C0.

Using the Young inequality and the Jensen inequality [2] we find

|z(t)|2 = 2|ẑ|2 + 2|
∫ t

0

(
J(z(s))−R(z(s))

)
Qz(s) +B(z(s))u(s) ds|2,

≤ 2|ẑ|2 + 4T

∫ t

0

|
(
J(z(s))−R(z(s))

)
Qz(s)|2 + |B(z(s))u(s)|2 ds

≤ 2|ẑ|2 + 4TC2
0

(
|Q|2

∫ t

0

|z(s)|2 ds+
∫ T

0

|u(s)|2 ds

)
for all t ∈ [0, T ]. An application of the Gronwall inequality [17] gives us

|z(t)|2 ≤ αe4TC2
0 |Q|2t

where

α = 2 |ẑ|2 + 4T C2
0

∫ T

0

|u(s)|2ds.

Integration over [0, T ] yields the existence of C1 > 0 such that

∥z∥2L2(0,T ;Rn) ≤ C1

(
|ẑ|2 + ∥u∥2L2(0,T ;Rm)

)
.

Analogously, we obtain for the derivative∣∣∣ d
dt

z(t)
∣∣∣2 =

∣∣(J(z)−R(z)
)
Qz +B(z)u(t)

∣∣2
≤ 2C2

0 |Q|2 |z(t)|2 + 2C2
0 |u(t)|2

= 2C2
0 |Q|2

∣∣∣∫ t

0

d

ds
z(s) ds

∣∣∣2 + 2C2
0 |u(t)|2

≤ 2C2
0 |Q|2 T

∫ t

0

∣∣∣ d

ds
z(s)

∣∣∣2 ds+ 2C2
0 |u(t)|2.

Again, with Gronwall we obtain a constant C2 > 0 such that∥∥∥ d

dt
z
∥∥∥2
L2(0,T ;Rn)

≤ C2 ∥w∥2W .
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Adding the two bounds and taking the square root on both sides yields the
desired result.

6.2 Proof of Theorem 3
By assumption, λ > 0, or Wad ⊂ W is closed and bounded. Moreover,
J,R,B are weakly continuous, c(z, zdes) is continuous and convex w.r.t. z, and
cT (z, zdes) is continuous and convex w.r.t. z(T ). We want to show that, under
these assumptions, the optimal control problem (P) has a solution.

To prove this, we follow the lines of [30, 54] and consider a minimizing
sequence {wn}n∈N ⊂Wad, that means wn = (un, ẑn) with

inf
w
Ĵ (w) = lim

n→∞
Ĵ (wn).

Either λ > 0 or the boundedness of Wad ensures the boundedness of {wn}n.
Note that W is a reflexive Hilbert space, hence there exists a weakly convergent
subsequence {wnk

}nk
with wnk

⇀ w̄ ∈ W as k → ∞. We denote w̄ = (ū, ¯̂z) in
the following. Theorem 2 yields the boundedness of

{S(wnk
)} ⊂ H1(0, T ;Rn)

and by reflexivity of the space we obtain the existence of z̄ such that S(wnk
) =:

znk
⇀ z̄ as k → ∞. We emphasize that at this stage it is not clear that z̄ is

the state solution for the control w̄. We prove this in the following. Indeed, the
weak continuity of J,R and B and the weak convergence of znk

in H1(0, T ;Rn)
allow us to obtain∫ T

0

φ(t)
d

dt

(
znk

(t)− z̄(t)
)
dt −→ 0,∫ T

0

φ(t)
(
J(znk

(t))− J(z̄(t))−
(
R(znk

(t))−R(z̄(t))
))

Qznk
(t) dt −→ 0,∫ T

0

φ(t)
(
J(z̄(t))−R(z̄(t))

)(
znk

(t)− z̄(t)
)
dt −→ 0,∫ T

0

φ(t)B(znk
(t))

(
wnk

(t)− w̄(t)
)
+
(
B(znk

(t))−B(z̄(t))
)
w̄(t) dt −→ 0,

for all test functions φ ∈ L2(0, T ;Rn), which implies the weak continuity of the
state operator e, i.e. e(znk

, wnk
) ⇀ e(z̄, w̄). By the weak lower semi-continuity

of the norm we find

0 ≤ ∥e(z̄, w̄)∥ = lim inf
k→∞

∥e(znk
, wnk

)∥ = 0,

which proves that limk→∞ S(wnk
) = limk→∞ znk

= z̄.
We note that the continuity and convexity of c(z, zdes) and cT (z(T ), zdes(T ))

imply the weak-lower semicontinuity of J and moreover of Ĵ . This allows to
conclude that

Ĵ (w̄) ≤ lim inf
k→∞

Ĵ (wnk
) = inf

w
Ĵ (w),

which proves that w̄ is an optimal control.
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