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Abstract

We consider the steady Navier—Stokes equations with mixed boundary conditions,
where a regularized directional do-nothing (RDDN) condition is defined on the Neu-
mann boundary portion. An auxiliary Stokes reference flow, which also works as a
lifting of the inhomogeneous Dirichlet boundary values, is used to define the RDDN
condition. Our aim is to study the minimization of a velocity tracking cost functional
with controls localized on a part of the boundary. We prove the existence of a solution
for this optimal control problem and derive the corresponding first order necessary
optimality conditions in terms of dual variables. All results are obtained under appro-
priate assumptions on the size of the data and the controls, which, however, are less
restrictive when compared with the case of the classical do-nothing outflow condi-
tion. This is further confirmed by the numerical examples presented, which include
scenarios where only noisy data is available.
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1 Introduction

In Fluid Mechanics, including a wide range of applications in Engineering and
Biomedicine, flow control by acting on the boundary conditions of the system poses
interesting theoretical and computational challenges [1-8].

Both in the context of the forward problem and the control problem, when carrying
out numerical simulations of fluid flows in exterior domains, channels and pipes,
artificial boundaries have to be introduced in order to define or reduce the size of
computational domains and lower the computational cost of the simulations [8-20].
This motivates several theoretical and numerical studies of Navier-Stokes flow control
with open boundary conditions [1, 2, 6, 21-23].

A mathematical study on modelling and optimal control of blood flow redirected
by a bypass surgery in a tract of an artery was carried out in [6]. Specifically, in [6], the
authors consider the following optimal control problem: tracking a desired velocity
field for a Navier—Stokes fluid with inputs on a portion of the boundary of the fluid
domain and a classical do-nothing boundary condition (CDN) imposed on the outflow
part of the domain. The CDN condition involves the stress vector on a portion of the
boundary.

The so-called directional do-nothing condition (DDN) is an improved Neumann
type boundary condition which has been successfully used to address classical Navier—
Stokes flow problems encountered in simulations with open boundary conditions [11,
13, 14]. It takes into account the presence of the convection term in the Navier—Stokes
equations and is used to prevent backflow in outflow boundary portions. In [10, 11],
the authors show that the DDN outflow condition also provides accuracy and stability
for higher Reynolds numbers. In [2], alternative convective-like energy-stable open
boundary conditions are tested in some numerical simulations for optimal flow control.

Inspired by the models [2, 11, 16] and by the related control problems [4, 6],
our aim is to investigate the replacement of the classical Neumann type condition in
the steady Navier-Stokes equations by a regularized directional do-nothing boundary
condition (RDDN), which is defined in terms of a reference flow associated with the
nonhomogeneous Dirichlet boundary values [13, 14, 18, 24]. The mathematical model
consists in solving a suitable Stokes problem and, afterwards, use this reference flow
in the outflow boundary conditions of the Navier-Stokes problem. In this paper, we
intend to investigate this alternative RDDN condition in the boundary control problem
for tracking of fluid flow velocity fields [4, 6]. The DDN condition corrects the CDN
condition by an inward velocity term which is defined using the (nonsmooth) negative
part of a function. Since we are interested in the derivation of first order necessary
conditions of optimality, wherein Gateaux differentiation is an essential tool, we opted
for a RDDN outflow condition, which is similar to those considered in [2], but takes
into account the use of the reference flow. It will be clear that the reference flow also
depends on the control and this will lead to a nontrivial control-to-state mapping and
additional difficulties in the characterization of the first order optimality conditions,
namely the identification of the adjoint system.
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2 Formulation of the Problem, Structure of the Paper and Main
Results

Throughout this work, Q2 C R”, n € {2, 3}, represents a bounded domain with a
Lipschitz continuous boundary I" := 9. We assume that ' is divided into two
disjoint parts, the Dirichlet part I'p and the “Neumann part” I'y, ' = I'p U I'y, such
that |T'p|, |[T'n| > 0 (see [8, p. 99]). Our aim is to study a velocity tracking problem
via controls with support on I'p. Here, we will replace the CDN outflow condition,

v(in-V) vy —pn=0onTy, 2.1

with an alternative, more robust, Neumann type boundary condition. In (2.1) and in
what follows, n denotes the outward unit normal to I', v > 0 is the kinematical
viscosity coefficient of the fluid, v is the velocity and p is the corresponding pressure.

The gradient of a vector-valued function of several variables is defined as the
transpose of the Jacobian matrix, (Vv);; = %, i,j = 1,..,n, so that in (2.1)
we can write (n - V)v = n - Vv. Usually, the notation T(v, p) is reserved for
the stress tensor, T(v, p) := 2vD(v) — pl, where D(v) is the stretching tensor,
D) = %(Vv+(Vv)T), and I is the identity tensor. We will use the nota-
tion 'Iﬁ‘(v, p) = vV — pl for the so-called pseudo-stress tensor and the adjoint
pseudo-stress tensor will be denoted by T*(v, p) := vVv 4 pL

The divergence of a tensor-valued function T is defined by (V - T); = 837;? )
j=1,...,n.WhenV.-v=0,wehave V-T(v, p) =vAv—-Vp=V. ’T(v, p).

The Navier—Stokes system with CDN boundary condition on Iy can be written in
the form

—V.-Tw,p)+v-Vov=f inQ
V-v=0 in

v=g onI'p

n~’f(v, p) =0 inTy.

(2.2)

In [13, 14] (see also [11] for the case of homogeneous Dirichlet boundary values) a
modification of the CDN condition was proposed which can be written as

—V-T@,p)+v-Vo=f in Q
V-v=0 in
v=g onI'p (2.3)

~ 1 ~
n~’IF(v,p)~|—§[v~n]_ (v —v)=n-T(v,, pr) on 'y

where

[y]” :=max{0, =y} = (Iy| = ¥)/2 (y eR)
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and (v,, p,) is areference flow associated with the nonhomogeneous Dirichlet bound-
ary condition. This reference flow can be obtained, for example, by solving, in a first
step, a steady Stokes problem. Following [13], we will consider (v,, p,) solution of
the system

V-T(w,, p))=0 inQ
V-v,=0 in Q
2.4)
v =g onI'p
n-f‘(v,,p,):O onIy.

Following [11], the Neumann boundary condition defined in (2.3) is called direc-
tional do-nothing (DDN) boundary condition. Using the reference flow (2.4), we will
formulate the problem with RDDN boundary condition as

—V-TNI‘(v,p)+v~Vv=f in
V-v=0 in Q
v=g onI'p 25)

~ 1
n-’H‘(v,p)—l—E\IJ(;(v~n)(v—vr)=() onl'y
where Ws is a regular function that depends on a parameter 0 < § < 1. From the

computational point of view, the advantage of working with (2.5) is that the RDDN
condition allows the application of Newton’s method. Possible choices for Wy are

]
() =5 [vanh (3) =y +6]. y e R 2.6)
and
2 2
Vyc+46c ify <0
Y = 2.7
8 {3 ify > 0. @7

The main properties assumed for W; are:

(i) when 8 — 0, ¥5(-) — []~ a.e in R3,
(ii) there exists ¢ > 0 such that forall 0 < § < 1,

[yI” < Ws(y) <8+ 1[y]~, VyeR, (2.8)
(iii) forall0 <6 K 1, 1//5 € C%1(R) and therefore we can define the constants

|W5(x) — W5(»)]

(2.9)
x,yER, x#y lx — yl

My; = 19loor. Ly =
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Fig. 1 Different profiles of the regularization Wg(x). Function (2.7) on the left, (2.6) on the right

Condition (iii) will ensure the Gateaux differentiability of the control-to-state operator,
while (ii) implies

v-n=[-nlT—=[v-nl" >[v-n" =Y n)

which is of crucial importance for establishing certain estimates in the existence
and uniqueness results. The well-posedness of the coupled problem (2.4), (2.5) for
(vy, v, p) was studied in [24] under the above assumptions for W;.

The problem we are interested in is the minimization of the cost functional

1 T
J@, g) = 5lv=velig + 5181w,

subject to (2.5), by acting on I'p through boundary values g. The parameter T > 0
and the target velocity vo € L2(2)" are given.

Observe that the state equations (2.4), (2.5) are a kind of coupled system and
therefore, when studying the control problem, we will have to take into account that
(2.4) also depends on the control.

Structure of the paper and main results. Notations and auxiliary results, in particular,
the relevant functions spaces and operators used in the paper are presented in Sect. 3.
In Sect. 4, we give the mixed weak formulation of the state equations (simultaneously
for the velocity and pressure variables). In Theorem 4.4 we recall a result on existence
and uniqueness of weak solutions. The formulation of the control problem is given in
Sect. 5. Existence of an optimal solution is proved in Theorem 5.1, under appropriate
restrictions on the size of the data and the controls. Lipschitz estimates for the control-
to-state mapping are obtained in Sect. 6, namely, Theorem 6.2, and then, in Sect.7,
the Gateaux differentiability of the control-to-state mapping is investigated. The main
result of Sect.7 is Theorem 7.1. The adjoint system is presented in Sect.8, where
Theorem 8.1 gives existence and uniqueness of solution for such system. First order
optimality conditions and the main result of the paper, Theorem 9.1, are deduced in
Sect. 9. The theoretical results are illustrated with a numerical experiment in Sect. 10.
Finally, Sect. 11 highlights the main results of the paper.
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3 Notations and Auxiliary Results

In this section, we present the framework for stating and proving the results of the
next sections.

Throughout the paper, we shall use the classical notations for Lebesgue and Sobolev
spaces, namely, L*(€2) and H' (), with norms I.lls. and ||.||1.2,q, respectively. We
recall the Hilbert space

H'/2T) = |u e LX) :

1

. 2 |u(x) —u(y)? 2
“u”l/ZT = (”’/‘HQI “l‘/r - WdGXdO’y < 00

and the Lions-Magenes space

Ho (Tp) i= {u e H'2(Tp) : it e HA(D)],

where & denotes extension to I' by zero. The space HOIO/ 2(F p) will be endowed with
the H'!/?>-norm. The following notations will be used for inner products: (i, v)g :=
(u, v)Lz(Q) and (u, v)r, = (u, U)HI/Z(FD). The duality product between HV2(Tp)
and HyJ*(T"p) will be denoted by (u, v)r,.

The non-homogeneous Dirichlet boundary values of (2.4), (2.5) will be prescribed
in the space T p := Hol({ 2(I‘ p)". The velocity v and pressure p will be searched in the
functional spaces X := H!(Q)" and Q := L3(), respectively.

Using the results of [25, Sect. I11.3] for the equation V - v = f one can show:

Lemma 3.1 Given f € Q and g € T p, there exists v € X satisfying

Vov=f in Q
3.1
V=g onl'p
and the estimate (kp = kp(2) > 0)
lvllx <o (Il fllo + llglry) - (3.2)
Let
b: X xQ0—R, b(v,q):—/(v-v)qu 3.3)
Q

and consider the subspaces of X
U := {u e H\(Q)": ulr), =0},

V.= {ueU: b(u,¢)=O,V¢eQ}.
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It is clear that |u|y := ||Vull2,q defines a seminorm in X and is a norm in U. By
Poincaré inequality, there exists a constant Cp > 0 such that

lullx </1+Chluly =: rpluly, VueU. (3.4)
The decomposition U = V & V-1, where V- denotes the orthogonal of V in U
with respect to the inner product (-, -)y := fQ Vu : Vudx, is valid. The annihilator
of V in U’ can be identified isometrically with (V1)’ (see, for example the proof of
[26, Corollary 2.4, p. 24]):
Voi={FeU : (Fuyy=0VYueV}= V.
Analogously,

Ve = {F eU : (F.v)yy=0 Ve Vl} =y

ThenU' = (VH) @ Ve =V @ (V1.
Consider the operator

B:U— Q, (Bv,q)g = b(v,q) = —/ (V - v)gdx.
Q

From Lemma 3.1 with g = 0, it follows:

Lemma 3.2 (i) the operator B is an isomorphism from V+ to Q and
vy <Kl Bvllg. Yve Vs
(ii) the operator B* is an isomorphism from Q to V° and
lgllo < kbl B*qlly, Vq € Q.
4 Well-Posedness of the State Equations
Let
a: X xU— R, a(u,v):v/QVu:Vvdx.

Given g € T p, the mixed weak formulation of the Stokes reference flow (2.4) is: find
(vr, pr) € X x Q such that

4.1)

a(vrv ‘P) +b(l7ra (0) - b(”re ¢) = 07 V(‘P’ ¢) eU x Q
Ypvr = §.
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In the last equation and in what follows, yp : H Q) — HY2('p) is the trace
operator.

Lemma 4.1 The weak formulation (4.1) has a unique solution and the following
estimates hold

o llx < 2«ligllz,, (4.2)
Iprllo < 2vilgllr,. (4.3)

where k := kp) p, kp being the constant from Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 and A p the constant
defined in (3.4).

Proof Let g € T p. From Lemma 3.1, there exists G € X such that
IGllx <«pliglry

where kp, is a positive constant. The Stokes velocity is given by v, = G + z, where
z € U satisfies

a(z,9)=—a(G,9) YoV
and the estimate
IVzll2 = IVGl2 = IIGlix < kpligllT)- 4.4)
From (4.4) and the fact that Ap > 1, we obtain
lvrllx < IGllx +2plIVzll2 = 2ApkpligliT)
To bound the pressure norm || p, || o, we use inf-sup continuity, which yields
Iprllo < vl Vorlla < v26; gl

m}

Assuming the reference flow (v,, p,) is available from (4.1), we now consider the
Navier—Stokes system. The notation H~! () will be used for the dual space H~1(Q)",
where H=1(Q) = HO1 (2)’, and the corresponding norm will be denoted by || - ||-1.q-

Lemma4.2 Let H-V2(Ty) := Hy)*(Ty) and U = {u € H'(Q) : ulr, = O}. Then
U'=H Qe H 2Ty).

Proof Since HO1 (R2) is a closed subspace of U, the space U admits the orthogonal
decomposition U = Hé () (HO1 (Q))L (with respect to the inner product defined in
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U). The trace operator yy : U — Hol(fz(l" ~) and the lifting operator £ : Holéz(FN) —
U satisfy

Ker(yn) = Hy(Q), Im(e) = (Hi(Q)", (ywo0)(b) =b, b€ Hyl*(T).

The restriction )/N|( =: J is linear bijective between (H(} (SZ))J'

l@)
(T'y). By the properties of the trace and lifting operators, J : HO1 Q)+ —
(Ty)and §~1: 1/2

1/2
1/2 (Tw) — Hj(Q)* are continuous:
L
19ull12.2.,0 = lynulizary < CDlulizg, ue (Hj(Q) .
_ 172
197 Bl1 2.0 = I1€bll1.2.0 < C(OCN) bl 220y, b€ Hy 2(Ty).

Hence (H, (Q))L and Hol({Z(FN) are isomorphic, (H, (Q))L = l/2([‘1\/) and
therefore

1/2

U = HY(Q) @ Hy) (Tn).

Let f € H'(Q) and g € H™V/2(I'y). Then the pair (f, g) induces an element
F € U’ via

(F,u)yu ={f, Pu>H*1(Q),H&(Q) + (g, VNM)H—I/Z(FN),HOI({Z(FN) (el

where P is the orthogonal projection P : U — H(}(Q). The mapping (f, g) —
F 1is linear, bounded and injective. To conclude that it is an isomorphism between
H~'(Q)® H~/>(I'y) and U’, it remains to show surjectivity. Let F € U’ then, for
any u € U, we have

(F,u)yr u

(F, Pu)U/,U +(F, Iy — P)”>U/,U

1 Ogil,go(lu — P)M>

Fl ,Pu> +<F|
< Ho @™ 1), i@ (Hg @) Hy?

H=1/2(Dy), Hyh™(TN)

= ({Fly ,Pu> +<F| Loﬂfl,VNM>
< Hy (<) H—I(Q),H(}(Q) (Hol(g)) H—I/Z(FN)H(%Q(FN)

O
Given that U’ can be identified with H~1(Q) & H_% (I’'n), the force term in (2.5)

will be selected to preserve the do-nothing boundary condition, that is, f € H™'(R).
Consequently, there exits fO, fl, . fte LZ(Q)" such that

va/U_/fO vdx+2/f’ 22 .

ox;
Concerning the Dirichlet data, we will take g € T p.
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In order to write the weak formulation in a compact form, we define
c: X xXxU—R, c(u,v,z):/u~Vv-zdx
Q

which satisfies the estimate

le, v, 2)| < [lulla,elVvlz,elzllsa < Cellullx IVvl2.alzly.

(4.5)

In (4.5) we used |l@lls.o < Csll¢l1,2,, where Cg is a constant associated with

Sobolev embedding, and set C, := Cé,/l +C% = Cgkp.

We also introduce a new nonlinear operator associated with the RDDN condition:

1
ds : X xU x U — R, dg(u,v,z):z/. Ys(u -n)(v - z)do.
Iy

From (2.8) and (3.4) we get

1 _
lds(u, v, 2)| < §||C8 +[u-n]" |laryllvli2, oy llZll4,ry

< L asiry
=3 SN + llulla,ry ) Ivll2,rp 121140y

(Cryd + llulx) lvlxlizlx.

S
96+ llullx) vlylzly.

<C

<C

For later purposes, recalling (2.9), we set Cy := max{Cg, C((;ng }, so that
lds(u, v, 2)| < Ca(6 + llullx)|vlvlzlu

and, forw € X,

1
'E (w-n)Vs(m-n)v-zdo| < Cqllwl|x|ullx|vlylzlu
Iy

(4.6)

4.7

Note that the operator c is trilinear, but ds is not linear in the first argument. When
6 — 0, werecover the operatord(u, v, z) := % er [u-n]~ (v-z)do and the associated

estimates for the DDN boundary condition.

Based on the notation introduced above, the weak formulation of problem (2.5)

takes the form: find (v, p) € X x Q such that

a(v, @) +b(e, p) — b, q)+c(v, v, Q)
+ ds(v,v—v,,0) =(f,@)v v, V(@,q) €U x Q0
yDv =g.
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The next lemma, which has used in a previous analysis of the state equations (see
[24]), will also be important in several stages of the study of the optimal control
problem. Recall that C; := max{Cg, CgM\I,g} was already used in (4.6).

Lemmad3 Forc: X x X xU — Randds : X x U x U — R defined above, it
holds:

1. forvW e X, u® eU,i=1,2,and g € U,

c@®, v 9) —c(@?, 0, )

+ d(s(v(l) (1) )—d(;(v(z) 2) )
_ C(v(l) _ v 2 ¢) + C(v(z) v ) _ v(z)’ 0)
+ ds®, uV —u® ) +ds D, u, @) —ds (v, u, 9),

(4.9)

where

|d5(v(])s u(l)v ¢) - dB(v(Z)v u(l)v ‘/’)|

\l//
— oD — 0@y 1V 2ry @4y (4.10)

2
C|v? = v?| uwlolo,

IA

IA

2. ifve X, z€V then
1 + 2
c(v,z,2) +ds(v,z,2) > 3 [v-n]" |z|7do, 4.11)
Iy

3. forv) e X with V- v =0, u® e U, r) = v —u® i = 1,2, and
z:=uV — u® we have

c(v(l) (1)’ 7) — C(v(2) (2)’ 2)
+ ds@W, u, 2) —ds@@®, u?, 2)
> ¢z, v, 2) + cr® — r@ O 4
+c@@,rD @ 5 L dsD, u D, 2) — ds@?®, u D, 7).

(4.12)

The well-posedness of the Navier—Stokes equations with RDDN condition was
proved in [24] using the above properties of ¢ and ds.

Theorem4.4 Let f c H ' (Q) and g € Tp. Iflglr, < 2KC then problem (4.8) has
< (=214

at least a solution. Given ¢ € (0, 1), if lgllT, < Ce then the following estimates
hold:
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1 Ap
lvllx <2«ligllr, + (g - 1) kipllglr, + ;Ilfllﬂ,sz,

~ € 1
Ipllg <kcéCq ( 2cliglry + EHfH—I,SZ) + il fll-1.a +xCellvlk

&

1—c¢

1
+W<||v||x+KCd< 2K||g||TD+8—v”f||—l,Q> lvllx.

e
Moreover, if, for the given ¢ € (0, 1), the data satisfy

(Cc+Cyp) )
7 Ifll-1,e <
vk [Ce + Cy(1 — &)] 2kdp [Ce+ Cy(1 — &)]

lgllr, +

then the solution (v, p) of (4.8) is unique in the class of all weak solutions
corresponding to the same data g and f.

Remark 4.5 In the proof of Theorem 4.4, the velocity is obtained in the form v = v, +u.
The estimate obtained for u € V is:

1 1
luly = (— - 1) 2cligliry, + — I fll-1.0-
€ ev

5 Formulation of the Control Problem. Existence of an Optimal
Solution

We will assume that f € H~1(Q) is fixed, and that, together with g € T p, it satisfies

(1 —¢)v
gty < ner Niei= kG, e€ (0,1

(Ce+COIfll-1.2 Fllglr <. v
2V [Co + Ca(1 — ©)] Tp = W2e

5.1

T 2kap[Ce + Ca(l— )]’

which, by Theorem 4.4, is sufficient for the existence and uniqueness of a solution
(v, p) of (4.8). Motivated by the restrictions (5.1), we take

(Ce+Ca)ll fl-1.2

0<7 i , — 5.2
<1 <min\nNie, N2,e 20k [Co + Ca(1 — )] (5.2)

and define the set of admissible boundary controls as
Uy ={geTp: lglr, <7}. (5.3)

Now, we introduce the reference Stokes operator &, : U,qg — X x Q, defined by
S8-(g) = (v, pr), and, since, for the next results, the velocity component v, is the most
relevant part of the solution, we also define the velocity operator &, : Uyg — X by
Sr.v(g) = v,. Analogously, for the Navier-Stokes problem, the operator & : U,q —
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X x Q is defined by §(g) = (v, p), where (v, p) solves (4.8), and the mapping
Sy @ Ugqa — X gives the velocity component of the solution to the Navier—Stokes
problem.

In this framework, the minimization problem consists in finding g € Uy, such that

J(v(g).8) = min J(g). g (5.4
g € Uga,

v(g) = Su(g)

where the cost functional § is of target velocity form

1 T
J@,8) = lv—vali o+ 5lgl7,, (55)

for a small parameter 7 > 0, and a given velocity field vq € L>(Q)".
For what follows, it is convenient to introduce additional notations. If, for g € U4,
we define

1 1
Brliglry) :=2«¢liglry. Bulliglry) == (g - 1) 2cliglry + ;Ilfll—l,sz,
(5.6)

1 Ap
Bulligliry) :=2«ligllT, + (E - 1> kipllglr, + g—v”f”—l,ﬂ’ (5.7

1—¢

Bplglr,) :=8kcCqa ( -

1
2cliglir, + g—vllfll—1,9> +rllfll-1e

e 1
2¢|lgllry, + —||f||1,sz) B,
€ gy
(5.8)

+ KCC,B,% 4+ vy +kCq <

then, from Theorem 4.4 and Remark 4.5, the estimates for the forward problem can
be written as

luly < Bu(llgllTy), (5.9
lv-llx < B (lglrp), lvlx < Bulliglry). lrllo < Bpligliry)- (5.10)

Moreover, let

2cip[Ce+ Ca(l —)lliglr, Ap(Ce+Ca)ll fll-1,0
& ve

a(liglry) =v—

and observe that the second condition in (5.1), a restriction on the data that was used
in Theorem 4.4 to establish uniqueness of solutions for problem (4.8), is equivalent
to
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a(llglry) > 0. (5.11)

The first main result for the control problem is the following.

Theorem 5.1 Under the assumption (5.2) there exists § € Ugyq such that g and the
associated state v = 8, (g) are a solution of the minimization problem (5.4) with the
cost functional (5.5).

Proof Let

E:={(g, vr.0,p) € Usa x X x X x Q; v, =8, ,(8). (v, p) =8(g)}.

If g € Uy then Lemma 4.1 and Theorem 4.4 yield existence and uniqueness of a
state (S,(g), §(g)) for (4.1)—(4.8). Hence, § # 0.

In what follows, in order to simplify the notation, we will write R = v,.

Since J := inf(g R v, p)ec J(v,g) > 0, there exists a minimizing sequence
{(gk, Ry, vg, pk)}keN C &, such that J (v, g;) — J when k — oo.

The sequence {(g, Rk, vk, pr)}ken is bounded. Indeed, since {g; }xen C Uqa, We
have ||g¢llT, < 7, and from the estimates for the solutions obtained in Lemma 4.1
and Theorem 4.4 and (5.10), it follows that

IRcllx < B0, lvkllx < Bo@. llpello < Bp(@), VkeN. (5.12)

We conclude that there exists a subsequence and (g, R,7, D) EUyuxXxXxQ
such that

(gps R, v, pr)— @, R, 9, ) in Uy x X x X x Q, ask’ — oo.

The subsequence {(gy’, Vi, px')}x’en, Which, for simplicity, we will continue to
denote by {(gy, vk, Pk)}keN, satisfies

a(vk9 (P) + b((o’ Pk) - b(vka Q) + C(vk’ Vi, (p)
+ds(vi, vk — R, ) = (f, @)v' v, V@, q) €U x O
YDVk = 8-

It is immediate to conclude that a(vg, @) — a(@, @), b(e, pr) — b(e, p), for all
¢ € X, and b(vi, ) — b(V, ¢),as k — oo, forall ¢ € Q.

From Lemma 4.3, (4.5) and (4.6), setting uy := vy — Ry and & := v — R, we
deduce

lc(Vk, vk, @) + ds (v, ug, @) — c(V,V, @) — ds(V, U, 9)|
< le(uk =0, v, @)| + |c(V, v =, @) + |ds(vi, uy — U, @)|
+ |ds (vi, U, ) — ds (0, U, @)
< llvilellellsallvi —Vlaq + lc@, vx — 7, @)

1 _ -~
+ 1€ + [ox - n] ™ llary llux —ulla.ry l@llary
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/

v ~ ~
+ > 2ok — Dllo,ry 1@lla,ry l@llary — O,

where, to pass to the limit k — 0o, we used the uniform estimates (5.12), the compact
embedding X <><> L*(Q)", the compactness of the trace operator from X into
L%(I'y)", and the fact that, for fixed ¥ and @, ¢(¥, -, @) € U’.

Thus, the weak limit (g, 0,, ¥, p) is also in &. Since the cost functional § is convex
and continuous, we conclude that it is weakly lower semicontinuous. Therefore,

J@,g) <liminf J (v, g,) = J,
keN

and (v, g) is a solution to the minimization problem (5.4). O

6 Lipschitz Continuity of the Control-to-State Operator

In this section, the assumptions on the data and the admissible controls are the same
of Sect.5, in particular, f € H’l(SZ) is fixed. . ' . ' .

Fori = 1, 2, suppose g) € Uy, andlet v, := cS’r,U(g(’)), ®, p») = S(g®).
Then

a(® —v? ) + b(go, p — p(2)) — bW — @ ¢)
+c(D, v @) —c(v?®, 1P, )
+ds(@D, v — v, D ) — ds(@, 1@ — 9, @ )
=0,V(g,$) €U x 0, yp D — @) = g1 — g,

Firstly, we consider the velocity component and show that the mappings &, ,, &y :

Uuq — X are Lipschitz continuous. It is convenient to recall Remark 4.5: fori = 1, 2,

we have v = g vfi), where u® ¢ V.

Theorem 6.1 For the velocity component of the reference flow there holds
15,08 ") = Sr.u(g®)lx < 2¢llg™ — gPlr, ©6.1)

and there exists a constant L, > 0, such that

15: (&™) = $u(gllx =< Lollg™ — gPlr, (6.2)
forall gV, g® € Uyy. The constant L, is independent of gV and g®.
Proof Estimate (6.1) is a simple consequence of the linearity of the Stokes problem.

Let u® = 8,(gV) — S,.,(g?) = v® — »® i = 1,2. Our aim is to derive
estimates for [|[uY — u@ | x of the form

le® —u@)x < L,IIg" — g®lr,. (6.3)
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where the constant L, > 0 is independent of g(!) and g, and then
1$,(g™) = Su(e®)llx < 1o,V — 0, Pllx + 8V —u@x < LolIg® — gz,

where L, = 2« + L,. If u™ , u® € V are related with the boundary data g and
g via the definition in the beginning of the proof, then u!) — u® satisfies

a@V —u®, ¢) + @V, v, 9) — cv?,v?, )
+ds(V, uV, @) —ds@?,u?, 9) =0, VoeV.

Choosing ¢ = u'V —u® =: z in the above equation, since v|z|?, = a(z, z), we get
v|z|%] — C(v(2)’ v(2)’ 7) — C(v(l)’ v(l)’ 7))+ dg(v(z), u(2)’ Z) — d(;(v(l), u(l), 2)
and from (4.12), it follows that

c@@, 0@ 2) — @V, vV, 2) + &P, u?, 2) — ds @V, uV, 2)
< c@,? =0, W 1) —cz. vV 2) + (0P, 0,P =0, D7)

+ dj (v(z), ul, zZ) — dg(v(l), ul, Z).
According to (5.1)<(5.3), if [|g (|7, <7,i = 1, 2, then the estimates
lo,Pllx < B@. 1vVlx < @, 1wy < Bu@®
are valid. Thus
| —c(z. v, )| < CpPylzly < Cerp (B + Bu(] Iz

and

le(@,® — v,V vV )+ 1c(@P, v, — v, D, 7))
Ce (IWPlx + 19@11x ) 1o,V = 0, @ x Izl

4k CcByM gV — Pz, lzlu.

IA

IA

For the integrals on 'y, by (4.10) and (6.1), we obtain

lds(v®, uD, 2) — ds D, u D, )|
< Cyllv® — vV x1uPylzly
< CarpluVylzly + CaluV v,V — v, Plixzly

< CarpBulzly +2cCaBu@ligV — 2@ 7, lzlu.
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We end up with the estimate

2CPo () Br () + 2 CaPu ()
a ()

lzly < g —g@lr,,

where, by (5.11), a() > 0. Hence, we take L, := ZC‘ﬁ”’(mﬂ’gggz'{c‘lﬁ“@, which
yields

15,(g™) — Suglx < 1V —u@)x 4+ v,V — 0, P x
< (Lu+20) 18" - gPlr,

and therefore, (6.2) holds true with L, := L, + 2«. O

The result of Theorem 6.1 for the velocity part of the solution is enough for the
purposes of the next sections. However, for completeness, we provide a Lipschitz
estimate which also includes the pressure component of the solution.

Theorem 6.2 There exists a constant Lg > 0 such that

1S(g™) = S@®)lxxo < Lslg” — @iz,
forall gV, g@ € Uyq. The constant Ly is independent of gV and g®.
Proof Let F € V° C U’ be given by

(F, o)y .y =a@® =1, 9)+ @V, vV, 9) —cv?,2v?, 9)
+ds0D, 0 — 0, D ) —ds (02, 0P — 0, ).

By Lemma 3.2 (ii), there exits a unique ¢ € Q such that B*(¢) = —F and therefore
g =pW — p®. Again, by Lemma 3.2 (i),

1P = pPllo < IF Iy
It remains to bound the norm || F || :
la@®D 2@, ) < vjv® — 2P xlgly < vL.lIg" — P lr,l0ly
and, by Lemma 4.3 and Theorem 6.1,

lc@®, vV, ) — c(v®, @, )
+ds@D, 0D =5, D 9) — ds(@@, 1@ — 3, @ )|
< Cc(lvVlx + @101 — v@ | xloly
+ Callv@lIx 2 — u@ | xloly + Callv® — 0P| x[uV|ylloly
< 2CBu(LylIg" — gPlr,lelu
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+ CaPo(MLNIEY — gPllr, l0lu
+ CaLBu g — gPlr,l0lu
= (2CcBu(H) Ly + CaBu(MLu + CaBu@Ly) g™ — gPll7,l0lx.

We conclude that
Ip™ - pPlio < L,ollg™ — g?lir, (6.4)
with
Ly = ip [VLy 4+ 2CcBo(M) Ly + CaPu(i Ly + CaBu(iLy].

Combining (6.4) and (6.2) yields

I1S(g™) = S(gP)lxxo = /L2 + L2311V — g@ 7).

7 Gateaux Differentiability of the Control-to-State Operator

Let g,, 8 € Ugq. Our aim is to compute the Gateaux derivatives of &, and & at
g € Ugq in the direction g, — g, by taking g, ;=g + h(g, — 8),0 <h < 1.

Due to the linearity of the Stokes problem, the Gateaux derivative corresponding
to the reference flow S/ (g)(g, — g) =: (w,, g;) € X x Q does exist and satisfies

a(wy, @) +b(p, qr) —b(wr, ¢) =0, V(p,¢)eU x Q

(7.1)
Ypwr =8, — 8§,
which in strong form reads

V- T(w,,g) =0 in Q

V-w, =0 in Q
) (7.2)

wr=8,—§ inlp
n~"IVF(w,,qr) =0 onI'y.

Now, our aim is to find the main component of the Gateaux derivative of the control-
to-state map, $'(g)(g, — g)- Under the assumptions of Lemma 4.1 and Theorem 4.4,
let (v, p) = S(g), v, := S»(g) and let (vy, pr) € X x Q be the solution to (4.8)
corresponding to g, € Ugg, thatis, (v, pr) := $(g;,). Then

(wp, pr) — (v, p)  S(gy) —S(8)
h - h

(wp, gn) =
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satisfies
a(wy, @) +b(@. qn) — b(wy, ¢) + c(v, Wy, @) + c(wy, v, @)
+h C(Wh, wh, ‘P) +d5(vv wp — Wy, (P)
1
+7l [ds(n, vi — vrp @) —ds(v, 04 — 0,4, 9)] =0, V(9. ¢) € U x Q
YDWhp = 8, — 8-

(7.3)

The next step is to pass to the limit # — 0% in (wy,, g5) and find the Gateaux derivative
S'(g)(ga — &)

Theorem 7.1 Under the assumption (5.11), let (v, v) := (Sr,(g), Su(g)) € X x X
and w, := S8/ ,(g)(g, — &) € X. Then the linearized system

a(w, @) + b(e, q) — b(w, ¢)
+e(w, w, @) +c(w,v,9) +ds(v, w —w,, @)
+%/ (w-n)¥5v-n)(v—v,)-9do =0, V(p,¢) €U x Q
Iy
Ypw =8,—8§

(7.4)

has a unique solution (w, q) € X x Q and S'(g)(g, — g8) = (w, q).

Proof Letu := v — v, € U. Firstly, we consider the problem of finding # € V such
that

a(@, @) +c(@,v,9) +c(, ¥, ¢9)+ ds(v, ¥, @)
1
+— (@ -n)V5(v-n)u - gdo
2 Jry
= _a(wr7 (p) - C(v1 wy, (P) - C(wr’ v, ‘P)

1
amp; =3 g (wy -n)V5(v-n)u-@do, VoeV (7.5)
N

We are assuming that # and v are fixed. For #, ¢ € V, set
A, u; ¥, 9) :=a(@, @) +c(,?,9) +c(@,v,9)
1
+ ds(v, %, @) + 5/ (- n)Ws(v - n)u - pdo,
Iy

(g(’l}, u, wr)s (0)V’,v = C(vv wy, ‘P) - C(wr’ v, (ﬂ)

1
- = (wy - n)W5(v - n)u - pdo
2 Jry

where we used a(w,, ¢) = 0. Using (2.9), (4.5)—(4.7), we get
| A (v, u; #, @) < [v+ Cad + (1 +1p)Cc + Ca)llvllx
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+Carpluly]|?lulply, V9,9 €V,
(F (v, u, w,), @)y y] < [2Cclvlix + Callullx]llwllx|olx. Yo € V.

From
1 + 1912
c(v,z?,ﬂ)—i—d(s(v,ﬂ,z?)zi [v-n]" |#|°do =0
VY
and (5.9), (5.10), it follows that

AW, u; ¥, %)

v

v|lg — @ - n)W( - nu - ¥do

Iy
(v = CerplVola — Catpluly) 1B

> a(lglrp)|?3.

1
c(ﬂ,v,ﬂ)( =

v

If o« = a(llgllT,) satisfies (5.11) then A (v, u; #,¥) > «|#|?. By the Lax-Milgram
Theorem, if (5.11) holds then problem (7.5) has a unique solution # € V. Then w
is given by w = # 4+ w, and the pressure g is obtained and estimated by the same
reasoning used in Theorem 4.4, Step 4 (see [24]) and Theorem 6.2 of the previous
section.

Now, we pass to the limit A — 07. Letuy, := vj, — v,j, and &y, 0n) == (wp, qn) —
(w, g) € V x Q, which satisfies (notice that w,;, = w,, for all 1)

a&), ) +b(@.60h) —bE,, ¢)
+c(, &, 0)+ds(v, 8, 0) +c,v,90)

1
+ lTl [dg(vh’ u, (0) - dﬁ(vv u, (p)]
1 7.6
+Z[da(vh,uh—u,w)—da(v,uh—u,<p)] (7.0
1
— = (w-n)¥Y(- nu-¢pdo
2 Jry
=—hc(wy, wy, 9), Y(p,¢) €U x Q.

By Lemma 6.1, the following estimate holds for wy,
1 <
lwnllx = ;llléu(gh) —Su(@lx = Lvlgy — gllrp, 0<h <1,

and recalling (6.3), we have

lup —ullx < Lu”gh _g”TD = hLu”ga _g”TD’ 0<h<l
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Taking ¢ = &, in (7.6) yields

(v — Cerp|vly) €415

1
=3 |ds(op, up —u, &) — ds(v,up —u, &)| + h |c(wy, wp, &)

1 1
+ Z[da(vh,u,éh)—da(v,u,éh)]—5/ (w-m)Y5(v-n)u - §,do
VY

where

b c(wp, wh, €,)| < h Cohpllwpllx €ylu <hCerpLillg, — gl7,Enlu-

1
- [ds (o, un —u, &) —ds(v, up —u, §;)]
< Carp |whllx lun — uly|&,lu < hCakpLuLyllg, — g7, 1€xlU.

and

1 1
‘— [dg(vh, u, €, —ds(v,u, Eh)] — —/ (w-n)V5(v-n)(u-§&;)do

h 2 Jry
2%/ [‘I’a(vh'”)h_%(v'n)—(w-n)\llé(v-n)}(ufh)da
'y 1
:l/ |:(wh'n)/ W5 ((vy —v) -nb +v-n)do
21 Jry 0

—(w-n)WYy(v - n)] (u-§&;,)do

1

< —
-2

1
/ / Vs (vp —v)-n +v-n)doE, n)(u-&;,)do
ry Jo

I
/r /0 [Vs(hwy -n6 +v-n) — Ws(v-n)|dO(w - n)(u - &;,)do|.

L]
2

Analogously to (4.6), by the property (iii) of the function Ws,

< Carplulylé,l}

1
/ / \Ilg ((vp—v)-n0+v-n)doE, -n)(u-§&,)do
Iy Jo

and, again by property (iii) and (2.9),

1
/1“ /0 [Vs(hwp -nO +v-n) — Wi(v-n)|do(w - n)(u - §,)do

< CryCahLy llwpllxllwllx|ulv|&,lu
< CryCahLy Lyllg, — gllrplwlxlululé,lu.
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We conclude that

1 1

E[ds(vh,u,éh) —ds(v,u,§))] — 5/ (w-n)Ws(v-n)(u-&,)do
VY

< Carplulyléyly + CahLy Lyllg, — glrplululwlx|§,lv

Combining all the above estimates, we conclude that, under the assumption (5.11),
&, satisfies

al€ylu <h CcrpLylg, — glF, +hCarpLuLyllg, — gl7,
+h(1+Cry)CaLly L, lIg, — glir,lulylwlx

and letting h — 0T we conclude that |§,|y — 0. Consequently, w;, — w in X. To
see that ), also goes to zero one can use, similarly to what was done in the proof of
Theorem 4.4 (see [24]), an inf-sup argument, showing that [|0,]l¢o < M|&,|y — O.
8 Adjoint System

Assume that v € L2(Q)". Let g € Uy and (v, v) = (Sr.v(8), Su(g)), so that
(5.11) holds true [27].

The first part of the adjoint system is the problem of finding (z, 7) € U x Q which
satisfy the linearized equations

a(p,z) —b(e,m) +b(z,¢) +c(v,9,2) +cle,v,2)
1
+ds(v,<p,z)+§/F (@ -m)¥s(w-n)[(v—1,)- z] do 8.1)

= —vq,0), Y(p,¢) cU x Q.

Once z is obtained from (8.1), the following linear problem can be solved for (2, ;)
eU x Q:

a(@,zr) +b(@, 1) — b(zr, ¢) = ds(v, 9, 2), V(p,¢) € U x Q. (8.2)

Theorem 8.1 For g € Uy, the adjoint problem (8.1), (8.2) has a unique solution.

Proof Firstly, we consider the problem of finding z € V such that

a(@,2) +c(v,9,2) +clp,v,2) +ds(v, 9,2)

1 ' _ (8.3)
+§ - (¢ -m¥Ys(v-n)(v—v,) -zdo = (v —vg,)g, Vo c 'V,

where v, v,, v are fixed and v — vg € Lz(Q)”.
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Letu := v — v,, and, for z, ¢ € V, define

AW, u;z,9) :=a(@,z) +c(,¢9,2) +clp,v,2) +ds(v, 9, 2)

1
+—/ (¢ -n)¥5(v-n)u - zdo.
2 Jry

From now on the reasoning is the same as in the proof of Theorem 7.1, problem (7.5).
In particular, A satisfies

AW, u;z,2) :=a(z,2)+c(,2,2) +c(z,v,2) +ds(v,2,2)

1
+= | (z-n¥Y;@-nu-zdo
2 Jry

v

(z-m)Ws(v-n)u -zdo
VY

> (v — Cerpl Vol — Carpluly) I2lf

vlzl2 ‘ (z,v z)‘ !
“le@z v, )| = =
2

and id (5.11) holds true then
AW, u;z,2) > oz|z|2, VzeV.

By the Lax-Milgram Theorem, problem (8.3) has a unique solution z € V. The
pressure 7 is obtained by the same reasoning used in Theorem 4.4, see [24].

With existence of z established, existence and uniqueness for the Stokes problem
(8.2) is immediate. m]

Notice that, in strong form, problem (8.1), (8.2) takes the form: first solve

—V-T*@z,7) + (Vo)z — (v-V)z = v — vg in Q
V.z=0 in
z=0 onI'p
- 1 (8.4)
n-T*(z, )+ E\IJ(;(v -n)z
1
+§\P[§(v-n) [(—v,) -zln=—(-n)z on Ty
and then, using z, solve
V. -T*(z,, 7)) =0 in Q
V.z,=0 in
2, =0 onI'p (8.5)

~ 1
n-T*(z,, 7)) = E\I'(s(zwn)z onI'y.
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9 First Order Optimality Conditions

Let (97,7, p, g) be an optimal solution, in accordance to Theorem 5.1, and let g, €
Uyq. Consider v, = S,(g;,) where g, := ¢+ h(g, —€),0 <h < 1,and w, =
(v, —0)/h. By Theorem 7.1, we obtain

m
h—0 h

. h 2 _~ ~ ht —~2
= lim wy - @ —ve)dx + S wall; +7(8, 80 — &rp + 18, — &I,
h—0 | Jo 2 2

~ [ 6= ve) Bx+ 1@, ~ D,

where W := limy,_,o(v, —0)/h.
From the fact that (v, p, @) is optimal, we know that J(vj, g,) — J(¥,g) > 0 for
all & € (0, 1), and therefore,

/(ﬁ—vm-wdxw@, g, — By = 0. ©.1)
Q

We can dot-multiply the first equation of (8.4) by a test function ¢ € W = {¢ €
X : ype € Tp} and integrate in 2. Using the boundary conditions of (8.4) and
defining

o :=n-T*z, n),
we find
a(‘Ps z) - b((pv T[) + C(vv P, Z) + C((pv v, z) + ds(vv , Z) - <0, ‘p>FD

1 / _ 9.2)
+5 (@ - m)Vsv-n)[(v—v,)-z]ldo = (v—vg,¢9), VopeW

Iy

Analogously, defining
o, =n- 'T*(zr, ),
from (8.5), we obtain
a(@.zy) —b(g, ;) —(0,,@)r, =ds(v,9,2), YoeW. 9.3)

Now, let (Z, ) be the solution to the adjoint problem (8.1) associated with the
optimal solution (¥;,?) := (Sy.»(2), $» ().
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Choosing, in (9.2) and in the second equation of (8.4), ¢ = W and ¢ = ¢, we
obtain

a(®.2) — b(@. ) + (0. B.2) + c(®.9.9) + ds (0. 8.9 — (6. Dr,

1
+§/ (W -V -n)V— ;) -2do = (U — vg, W, (9.4)
Iy

bz, q) =0
and taking ¢ =Z and ¢ = 7 in (7.4) yields

a(W,2) +b(Z,q) +c(,W,2) + c(W,,2)
T T .
+da(v,w—wr,a+§/ @ W@ )@ 5) Zdo =0,  (9.5)

b(@,7) = 0. .
Comparing (9.4) with (9.5), we conclude that
¥ — v, We =ds@, w;,2) — (7,8, — &)rp
and therefore (9.1) takes the form
ds(, w;,2) — (0.8, —8)rp + 7(8. 84— 8)rp 20, Vg, € Uaa-  (9.6)

In order to simplify the first term in (9.6), we use (7.1) with (@, ¢) = (Z,, ;) and
(9.3) and the second equation of (8.2) with (¢, ¢) = (w;, g,), to obtain

_<6'\rv ga _§>FD +d8(/ﬁv wAr’/zj = O

so that

9 @)(g,—8 =(0,—0)+78 8, —8rp =0, Vg, € Usa- 0.7

Our main result concerning the characterization of the optimal solution can then be
stated as follows.

Theorem 9.1 Let (vy, py, , P, 8) be an optimal solution of (5.4) for vg € L*()".
Then, there exists a unique (Z,7) € X x Q and (z,,7,) € X x Q satisfying (8.1),
(8.2) and the inequality (9.7).

Remark 9.2 1f U,; C H (l)(F p) then we can compute the whole gradient

9@ =6, —6)+18 € H'2(Tp) = (HY (Tp))

as an element of H(l)(FD). In fact, taking r = (6 — ) € H™'/>(I'p) we have

(r,grp = (ir, g)Hfl(l“D)xH(l)(FD)
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where ( : H~Y/>(I'p) — H~'(I'p) is the canonical identifier.
We may then look for the unique Riesz representative § = R(ir) € H (l)(F p) such
that

@ )iy = (ir &) g1 pyxmiry) Y& € Hy(Tp) 9.8)

and VJ(@) =7+ 18 € H\(T'p).

10 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we present some numerical experiments related to a common problem
in different fields such as atmospheric sciences or cardiovascular modeling, which is
the data assimilation problem (DAP). For artificially truncated computational domains,
the DAP consists of identifying the boundary condition which is able to produce a
solution minimizing the mismatch with respect to data that has been acquired. Math-
ematically, this can be considered as the minimization of a fitting functional, having
the form (5.5), with respect to a noisy target solution, denoted by vg, which has
been corrupted by random errors. To solve the optimization problem, we opted for a
steepest descent method, with an optimize-then-discretize approach. As explained in
Remark 9.2, assuming some extra regularity, the gradient of the cost functional can
be represented as

VJ@) =18 +7, (10.1)

where g € H (l)(Fin) solves (9.8), which corresponds to solving the weak formulation
of the 1D Poisson equation

o~

— A =0,—0 inly,. (10.2)
See, for instance, [6, 7] where this approach was also used. We implemented Algorithm
1 in FreeFem++. To simplify the calculations, a fixed step ¢ = 0.05 was used in every
iteration. As stopping criteria, a cost threshold can be used instead of the gradient
norm threshold.

Algorithm 1 Steepest Descent for NS-RDDN

0. Define an initial guess g0 for the optimization procedure;
while (niter<nmax and norm > tol) do
1. Compute the Reference Flow (v’,‘ , plr‘) for the given control gk ;
2. Compute the NS-RDDN Flow k, pk) for gk, and the cost §; = ‘([(vk, gk);
3. Using (vk, pk), compute (zk, qk), solution to the Adjoint Problem (8.1);
4. Compute the Reference Adjoint (zlr‘, qf), using (zk, qk) and (vk, nk);
5. Solve the 1D equation (10.2) and determine the gradient V § from (10.1);
6. Update the control gk‘H = gk —0oVY;
7. Set norm= ||V Yy |2 r;, and niter++
end while
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For the numerical approximation of the state and adjoint equations, we employ
P,/ P; finite elements, which are known to be LBB-stable.

10.1 Example 1

Inspired by biomedical applications in computational hemodinamics, we consider the
problem of adjusting an artificial Dirichlet boundary condition in order to reproduce a
flow profile from which we only have noisy measurements available. In the tests that
follow we use the cost functional (5.5) with T = 107>.

We consider the stenotic domain represented in Fig.2a. The inlet is located at
[ip := {0} x (0, 1), a RDDN condition with (2.6) and § = 107° is prescribed at
'y = {3.5} x (0, 1), and the highest depth of the stenosis is £ = 0.45. A parabolic
inflow g(x) = g(x1,x2) = (V1 — x2)x3, 0) is considered at [';,, and v = 0 on
I' \ (I'j; U T'y). The parabolic profile presents a mean velocity Vyeqn = V /6 and
therefore the Reynolds number can be defined as Re = 2¢V,,.4n / v =0.15V/v. The
target velocity vg is the solution to the system (2.4), (2.5) with v = 1073, RDDN
condition defined above and parabolic inflow with V = 1.2, which corresponds to
Re = 180. At first, we consider the basic situation in which the target velocity vg is
perfectly known. It serves the purpose of verifying our solution approach.

As previously stated, we use P>/ P finite elements, defined in a mesh with diameter
h = 0.0405875, 33443 triangles, 67666 velocity nodes and 17112 pressure nodes.
Moreover, 241 nodes are placed at I';;,, where the control is applied. All numerical
results have been obtained by Newton’s method with a stabilization in the linearized
Navier—Stokes systems. It is important to highlight that with the CDN, for Re = 180,
a solution cannot be computed. In fact, the CDN produces solutions until Re = 120.
The RDDN condition was tested in simulations of the Navier-Stokes equations until
reaching Re = 225.

We tested this minimization scheme assuming as initial guess g© = 0.

After 100 iterations, we arrived at the result shown in Fig.2a, with the following
relative errors for the velocity in €2:

Il =vell2 _ ) 600763927,
lv]l2

10.2 Example 2

In this example, we simulate a realistic scenario where only noisy data is available.
To do so, we revisit the previous example, but now assume that the target velocity is
corrupted by white noise (see Fig.3). The target has a discrepancy of 33.8 % from the
"exact" solution, which we recall is given by 85(g), with

1.2 1— ,0), =1
g, xy) = | 22X (1= 2). 0. =1 (10.3)
0,0, otherwise
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(b) Magnitude of the velocity error.
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Fig. 2 Results from Example 1. a Numerical solution attained after 100 iteration. b Shows the difference
v — vg. ¢ Shows the cost functional value along iteration and d illustrates the progression of the controls
profiles at I';;, for some selected cases

and 8 being the regularization parameter and equal to 10~°. Using the same model
parameters and discretization assumptions as in the previous example, and after per-
forming 50 iterations of the descent method (Algorithm 1), we obtained the numerical
solution shown in Fig. 3b.

The relative error (L2-norm) for the optimal state velocity is approximately 1%
when compared to the ground truth solution obtained prior to the introduction of
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Fig.3 Results from Example 2: a represents the target. After 50 iterations, the flow depicted in b is obtained.
¢ Ilustrates the evolution of the cost functional over the iterations. Finally, d presents the trace profiles at
I'j;, for selected cases

noise. In Fig. 3d, we represent the control variable (Dirichlet boundary condition) after
several iterations and compare it with the (exact) profile which was used to obtain the
ground truth solution, as well as the noisy solution at the controlled boundary.The
optimal solution obtained after 50 iterations closely matches the exact solution. In
Fig.3c, a consistent decrease of the cost functional can be observed.
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10.3 Example 3

Finally, we test the algorithm for an open cavity configuration. Modeling cavity flows
is of major importance in several engineering applications. Again, we consider the
problem of flow reconstruction from noisy measurements. Concerning the computa-
tional domain, we consider 2 = (0, 1)2, 'y =(@0,1) x {0}, p =T \Ty and we
control de Dirichlet boundary condition at I';;, = (0, 1) x {1}. The mesh is composed
by 5000 uniform triangles, 10201 velocity nodes, 2601 pressure nodes and grid size
h = 0.02828. To mimic the acquired data, we started by generating a ground truth
solution as 85(g), where § = 10 and

x1(1=x1),0), xp=1
’ = 10.4
g0, 22) 0,0, otherwise. (10.4)

We then perturbed the ground truth solution until reaching a target solution corre-
sponding to 25% of relative error (in the L>—norm), with respect to the exact solution.
After the minimization process, which took 300 iterations, we achieved a relative error
of only 4%. Figure4a and b show the reconstructed (optimized) solution compared
with the data (target). In the bottom row we can appreciate the cost function reduction
as well as the progression of the control variable at several iterations of the algorithm.

11 Conclusions

Velocity tracking by means of localized boundary controls has been investigated for
the Navier—Stokes equations with mixed Dirichlet and RDDN outflow boundary con-
ditions. The state equations are actually a coupled problem which requires to obtain a
suitable reference flow whose velocity component is subsequently used to define the
outflow boundary condition for the Navier—Stokes equations. Therefore, a two stage
analysis was carried out for the control-to-state mapping, as the reference flow, which
we defined as a Stokes flow, also depends on the control. The regularity of the RDDN
condition is quite relevant when computing the Gateaux derivative of the control-to-
state mapping, as seen throughout the proof of Theorem 7.1. This justifies studying
the RDDN condition before the DDN condition in the context of optimal control of
Navier—Stokes flows. The first order optimality conditions, stated in Theorem 9.1, are
described, as usual, in terms of the solution of the adjoint problem. This is a nontrivial
coupled problem, (8.4), (8.5) in strong form, consisting of a linearized Navier—Stokes
system, followed by a Stokes system. Our study was supplemented with numerical
simulations to demonstrate the advantages of the RDDN condition over the CDN, as
well as applications involving cases with only noisy measurements available. Another
important reason for preferring the RDDN condition over the DDN condition is the
possibility of applying the classical Newton method in the numerical simulations of
the state equations.
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Fig. 4 Results from Example 3. a Is the target. After 50 iterations, the flow in b is achieved. ¢ Illustrates
the cost functional development along iterations. d Shows the trace profiles at I';,, for a selection of cases
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