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Abstract. The main goal of this paper is to study the infinite-horizon expected discounted
continuous-time optimal control problem of piecewise deterministic Markov processes with the control
acting continuously on the jump intensity A and on the transition measure @ of the process but not
on the deterministic flow ¢. The contributions of the paper are for the unconstrained as well as
the constrained cases. The set of admissible control strategies is assumed to be formed by policies,
possibly randomized and depending on the history of the process, taking values in a set valued
action space. For the unconstrained case we provide sufficient conditions based on the three local
characteristics of the process ¢, A, Q and the semicontinuity properties of the set valued action space,
to guarantee the existence and uniqueness of the integro-differential optimality equation (the so-called
Bellman—Hamilton—Jacobi equation) as well as the existence of an optimal (and d-optimal, as well)
deterministic stationary control strategy for the problem. For the constrained case we show that the
values of the constrained control problem and an associated infinite dimensional linear programming
(LP) problem are the same, and moreover we provide sufficient conditions for the solvability of the
LP problem as well as for the existence of an optimal feasible randomized stationary control strategy
for the constrained problem.
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1. Introduction. A general family of nondiffusion stochastic models, namely,
piecewise deterministic Markov processes (PDMPs), was introduced in [9], covering
an enormous variety of applications in operations research, engineering systems, and
management science. These processes are determined by three local characteristics:
the flow ¢, the jump rate A, and the transition measure (). Roughly speaking, for
the uncontrolled case, the motion of a PDMP can be described as follows: starting
from x, the motion of the process follows the flow ¢(x,t) until the first jump time
T1, which occurs either spontaneously in a Poisson-like fashion with rate A or when
the flow ¢(x,t) hits the boundary of the state space. In either case the location of
the process at the jump time 7} is selected by the transition measure Q(.|¢(x,T1))
and the motion restarts from this new point as before. With a suitable choice of the
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state space and the local characteristics ¢, A, and @, a great deal of problems can be
covered by these models (see, for instance, [9]).

The goal of this paper is to study the infinite-horizon expected discounted
continuous-time optimal control problem of PDMPs, with the control chosen from
an action set (which depends on the state variable) acting continuously on the jump
intensity A and on the transition measure @), but not on the flow ¢. The contributions
of the paper are for the unconstrained as well as the constrained cases. For the un-
constrained case the goal is to minimize the infinite-horizon total expected discounted
cost, which is composed of a running cost and a boundary cost, added to the total
cost each time the PDMP touches the boundary. For the constrained case there is a
finite number of restrictions, also written as infinite-horizon total expected discounted
costs, that has to be satisfied. The set of admissible control strategies is assumed to be
formed by policies possibly randomized and depending on the history of the process.

For the unconstrained case, a common approach to tackle this problem is to
characterize the value function as a solution to the Bellman—Hamilton—Jacobi (BHJ)
equation associated with an embedded discrete-stage Markov decision model, with the
stages defined by the jump times T;, of the process. In this case the decision is to find,
at each stage, a control function that solves an embedded deterministic optimal con-
trol problem. Usually the control strategy is chosen among the set of piecewise open
loop policies, that is, stochastic kernels or measurable functions that depend only on
the last jump time and post jump location. We can mention [2, 3, 6, 9, 8, 13, 23, 25]
as works following this technique. Another important approach for this class of prob-
lems, which we will call the infinitesimal approach, is to characterize the optimal
value function as the viscosity solution of the corresponding integro-differential BHJ
equation. We can mention [10, 9, 11, 12, 26] as a sample of works using this kind of
approach. Our results concerning the unconstrained case, presented in section 5, fol-
low the infinitesimal approach and provide in Theorem 5.5 sufficient conditions for the
existence of a solution for an integro-differential BHJ optimality equation associated
with the problem as well as conditions for the existence of an optimal or J-optimal
selector for this equation. In what follows it is shown in Proposition 5.6 that the solu-
tion of the integro-differential BHJ optimality equation is in fact unique and coincides
with the optimal value for the unconstrained problem, and also solves the dual linear
program (DLP). Moreover, the optimal selector (§-optimal selector) derived in Theo-
rem 5.5 yields an optimal (e-optimal, respectively) stationary nonrandomized strategy
for the unconstrained problem. When compared with the PDMP literature it should
be stressed that we consider a broader class of control strategies (possibly depend-
ing on the history of the process and taking values in state-dependent action spaces)
instead of the open loop policies with fixed action set considered in previous papers.
Under this general class of strategies we obtain in Lemma 4.2 a discounted version of
the so-called Dynkin formula associated with the controlled process, a key result for
the unconstrained as well as the constrained problems. Another main novelty for the
unconstrained case is that we provide sufficient conditions based on the three local
characteristics of the process ¢, A\, @ and the semicontinuity properties of the set
valued action space, to guarantee the existence and uniqueness of the solution to the
integro-differential BHJ equation as well as the existence of an optimal (J-optimal)
deterministic selector for this optimality equation. As far as the authors are aware,
this is the first time that this kind of result is presented in the literature for discounted
control problems of PDMPs considering the broader class of controls mentioned above.

The linear programming (LP) technique has proved to be a very efficient method
for solving continuous-time Markov decision processes (MDPs) problems with
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constraints. We can mention [15, 16, 21] and the references therein as a sample
of works on this subject in the context of continuous-time controlled Markov pro-
cesses. On the other hand, contrary to continuous-time constrained MDPs, it should
be stressed that the constrained optimal control problems of PDMPs have received
much less attention. An attempt in this direction is presented in [14], where the au-
thors study a control problem for a special class of PDMPs (with no boundary) by
using an LP technique. More recently in [7] the constrained problem was studied by
reducing the original continuous-time control problem into a discrete-stage Markov
decision model in which the stages are the jump times T, similar to the approach
adopted for the unconstrained case mentioned above. In this paper we follow another
way, using what we called above the infinitesimal approach. The main results regard-
ing the constrained case are presented in section 6. Initially the set of admissible finite
measures are introduced in Definition 6.5, a definition that generalizes the usual defi-
nition in the continuous-time MDP case, as pointed out in Remark 6.6. Theorem 6.7
presents a key result relating the set of admissible measures and the set of occupation
measures associated with any admissible control strategy for the problem. The main
novelty of this section, and one of the main contributions of the paper, is presented in
Theorem 6.14, which proves that the values of the constrained control problem and
the LP problem are the same and provides sufficient conditions for the solvability of
the LP problem as well as for the existence of an optimal feasible control strategy
for the constrained problem. As mentioned above, the literature for the constrained
control of PDMPs is very scarce and, as far as the authors are aware, this is the
first time that the constrained control problem for PDMPs is considered under the
infinitesimal approach.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we introduce the notation as well
as the parameters defining the model and the construction of the controlled process.
In section 3 we define the infinite-horizon performance criterion we are concerned with
and several different classes of admissible control strategies and introduce the main
assumptions that will be considered throughout the paper. In section 4 we present
some preliminary key results that will be used throughout the paper. In particular
we provide conditions for the controlled process to be nonexplosive and derive the
discounted version of the so-called Dynkin formula associated with the controlled
process. The main results for the unconstrained case are presented in section 5, while
the main results for the constrained case are presented in section 6, as discussed above.

2. The controlled PDP. The main goal of this section is to introduce the
notation and the parameters defining the model and to present the construction of the
controlled process. In particular a measurable space (€2, F) consisting of the canonical
sample paths of the multivariate point process (0,,, X,,) is introduced. Having defined
the class of admissible strategies, we show the existence of a probability measure Py
with respect to which the controlled process (©,, X, ) has the required conditional
distributions.

The following notation will be used in this paper. N is the set of natural numbers
including 0, N* = N — {0}, R denotes the set of real numbers, R} denotes the set of
nonnegative real numbers, R* =Ry — {0}, Ry = R U{+oc}, and Rj_ = R U{+o0}.
For any ¢ € N, N, is the set {0, 1,...,¢} and for any ¢ € N*, N} is the set {1,...,q}.
The term measure will always refer to a countably additive, R -valued set function.
Let X be a Borel space (i.e., a Borel-measurable subset of a complete and separable
metric space) and denote by B(X) its associated Borel o-algebra. For any set A, I4
denotes the indicator function of the set A. The set of measures defined on (X, B(X))
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is denoted by M(X), P(X) is the set of probability measures defined on (X, B(X)),
and P(X|Y) is the set of stochastic kernels on X given Y, where Y denotes a Borel
space. When referring to the space of measure M(X), it is supposed that this space
is endowed with the weak topology. For any point x € X, §, denotes the Dirac
measure defined by §,(T") = Ir(x) for any T' € B(X). Suppose that X, Y, and Z
are Borel spaces. If R; is a kernel on Y given X and Ry is a kernel on Z given
Y, the product of Ry and Rs is defined by RyRa(B|z) = [Ro(Bly)Ri(dy|z) for any
(z,B) € X x B(Z). For a kernel R on X given X, the iterates R" for n € NU{0}
are defined by setting R%(z, B) = §,(B) for any (z,B) € X x B(X) and iteratively
R™ = RR"!. Suppose that Y = W x Z, where W and Z are Borel spaces. The
marginal of a measure n € M(Y) with respect to the first space W will be denoted by
7, that is, 7(Tw) = n(Tw x Z) for any T'yy € B(W). The set of bounded real-valued
Borel-measurable functions defined on the Borel space X is denoted by B(X) and
C(X) (respectively, L(X) and U(X)) is the set of bounded real-valued continuous
(respectively, lower semicontinuous and upper semicontinuous) functions defined on
X. Finally, the infimum over an empty set is understood to be equal to +o00, and we
set e = 0.

2.1. Parameters of the model. We will deal with a control model defined
through the following elements:
e X is the state space, assumed to be an open subset of R? (d € N*), and 90X

denotes the boundary of X.
o ¢(x,t) : RIxR, — R?is the flow associated with a given Lipschitz continuous

vector field in RY, that is, ¢(z,t + s) = @(d(z,s),t) for all x € R? and
(t,s) € R%

e 2 ={xcdX:z=¢yt) forsomey € Xandt € R’} is the so-called
active boundary. Below, with some abuse of notation, X denotes X UE. For
r € X we use notation t*(z) = inf{t € R} : ¢(x,t) € E}. Actually, the flow

¢ outside the space X plays no role and can be defined arbitrarily.
e A is the action space, assumed to be a Borel space. A* € B(A) (respectively,

A9 € B(A)) is the set of impulsive (respectively, gradual) actions assumed to
be nonempty and satisfying A = A* U A9 with A* N A9 = (.

e The set of feasible actions in state € X is A(x), which is a nonempty
measurable subset of A. We assume that A(z) C A9 for all € X and
A(z) C A® for all x € E. Let us introduce the following sets K = K* U K9
with

Ky ={(z,a) e XxA:aecAx)} € B(X x AY),

K'={(r,a) cExA:ac A(z)} € B(E x AY).

It is assumed that K9 (respectively, K') contains the graph of a measurable

function from X (respectively, =) to A.
e The transition rate (infinitesimal generator) ¢ is a signed kernel on X given

K9. This means that I' — ¢(T'|z, a) is a signed measure on (X, B(X)) for all
(z,a) € K9 and that (z,a) — ¢(T|x,a) is measurable for all T' € B(X). It
satisfies ¢(T'|x,a) > 0 for all T' € B(X) such that « ¢ T'. It is conservative,
ie., ¢(X|z,a) = 0, and stable in that sup,c ;) A(7,a) < 0o, where A(z,a) =
—q({z}z,a) = ¢(X\ {z}|z,a). , , .

e The stochastic kernel @ on X given K. For any (z,b) € K*, Q(:|z,b) is the
distribution of the state immediately after the jump from the boundary when
an impulsive action b € A(z) is applied. We call such jumps “forced” jumps,
while the jumps governed by the generator ¢ are called “natural” jumps.
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Note that A(x,a), as previously introduced, is the natural jumps’ intensity. For an
arbitrary I' € B(X) and x ¢ T', the ratio defined by Q(I'|z,a) = q(T'|z,a)/A(z,a)
whenever A\(z,a) > 0 gives the probability that the state belongs to I' immediately
after a natural jump. In case A\(x,a) = 0, Q can be defined in an arbitrary measurable
way to obtain a stochastic kernel @ on X given K9 satisfying Q(X \ {z}|z,a) =1 for
any (x,a) € K9. Now obviously,

(1) q(dylz, a) = Az, a) [Q(dyl|z, a) — 6 (dy)].

When adding points (z,a) € K?, we obtain the stochastic kernel Q on X given K.

Related to the parameters defining the process, one needs to introduce the set
A(X) of bounded measurable functions which are absolutely continuous with respect
to the flow ¢, that is, the set of functions g € B(X) such that for any x € X, the
function g(¢(x,-)) is absolutely continuous on [0, t*(z)] NR.

If g € B(X) is such that for any = € X, g(¢(x,)) is absolutely continuous on
[0,2*(x)[ and limg_¢- () g(P(x, 1)) exists whenever t*(z) < oo, then it can be easily
seen that the domain of the mapping g can be extended to X by setting g(z) =
limy 4+ (z) 9(&(2,t)), where z = ¢(z,t*(x))) € E. By doing so, we can consider
that g € A(X). Let g € A(X). From Lemma 2.2 in [6], there exists a real-valued
measurable function Xg¢ defined on X satisfying

(2) g(d(x,1)) = g(z) + o Xg(d(z,s))ds

for any ¢t € [0,¢*(x)[. Observe that for any function g € A(X), the function Xg
satisfying (2) is not necessarily unique.

Let us introduce the following notation: P¢ (respectively, P?) denotes the set of
stochastic kernels 7 in P(A9|X) (respectively, v in P(A?X)) satisfying 7 (A (z)|z) = 1
for any € X (respectively, v(A(z)|z) =1 for any z € B).

2.2. Construction of the process. Let X, = X U {2}, where 2, is an
isolated artificial point corresponding to the case when no jumps occur in the future.

We put €, = X x (R x X)™ x ({00} X {Z})*°. The canonical space denoted
by € is defined as Q = [J;, 2, U (X x (R% x X)*°) and is endowed with its Borel
o-algebra denoted by F. For notational convenience, w € 2 will be represented as

w = (zg, 01, 21,02, 22, ..).

Here, x¢ € X is the initial state of the controlled process ¢ with values in X, defined
below. For n € N*, the components 6,, > 0 and z,, correspond to the time interval
between two consecutive jumps and the value of the process £ immediately after the
jump. In case 6,, < oo and 6,41 = 00, the trajectory has only n jumps, and we put
0, = 00 and x,, = T (artificial point) for all m > n + 1. Between jumps, the state
of the process £ moves according to the flow ¢.

The path up to n € N is denoted by h,, = (xq,01, 1,02, 22,...0,,x,), and the
collection of all such paths is denoted by H,. For n € N, introduce the mappings
X, Q= X by X, (w) = 2, and, for n > 1, the mappings 6, : Q — Ki by
O, (w) = b,; ©g(w) = 0. The sequence (T}, )nen+ of K:—valued mappings is defined
on Q by T, (w) =21 Oi(w) => 11 6; and Too(w) = limy,—,0 Ty (w). We denote by
H, = (Xo,01,X1,...,0,,X,) the n-term random history taking values in H,, for
n e N.
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The random measure p associated with (0, X,,)nen is a measure defined on
R x X by
w(w; dt, dx) = Z I{Tn(w)<oo}6(Tn(w),Xn(w))(dtv dz).

n>1

For notational convenience the dependence on w will be suppressed and, instead of
p(w; dt, dz), it will be written u(dt, dz). For t € Ry, define 7y, = o{Ho} VvV o{u(]0, s] x
B): s <t,B e B(X)}. Finally, we define the controlled process {&; teR,
f(w) = O Xn,t —=T,) T, <t <Thy forneN;

B B if T, < t.

Obviously, the process {{;}:cr, can be equivalently described by the sequence
(@n;Xn)nGN'

2.3. Admissible strategies and conditional distribution of the controlled
process. An admissible control strategy is a sequence u = (7, Vn)nen such that, for
any n € N, the following hold:

e T, is a stochastic kernel on A9 given H,, xR . For h,, = (2o, 01,21,...0,,xy)
€ H, with z, # z, it satisfies m,(A(¢(zp,t))|hn,t) = 1 for any t €
10,t*(2,,)[; in the case x, = Too Tn(:|hn,t) is an arbitrary stochastic kernel
on AY given H, x RY.

e 7, is a stochastic kernel on A* given H,,. For h,, = (2,01, x1,...0,,2,) € H,
with @, # To and t*(z,) < o0, it satisfies v, (A(P(xn, t*(zn)))|hn) = 1;
otherwise 7, (+|h,) is an arbitrarily fixed kernel on A given H,,.

The set of admissible control strategies is denoted by U. Below, we will use the
following notation. When an admissible control strategy u = (7, Yn)nen is consid-
ered, then we denote by 7 and v the random processes with values in P(AY) and
P(A?) correspondingly as

m(dalt) = > Iip, o<t 1)™n(dalHy t — T,)
neN

and

v(dalt) = Z I, <t<T, .1y Vn(da|Hy)
neN

for t € R . The processes 7 and «y are {F};cr, -predictable random processes with
values in P(A9) and P(A*) correspondingly.

Suppose a strategy u = (7rn, 'V”)neN € U is fixed. For h,, = (x9,01,21,...0,,2,) €
H,, with x,, # =, the transition rate is given by

/A 1ol 1), ) (dalha,0), t €0 E )]

In this connection, the intensity of the natural jumps is given by
Al (hp, t) = / Md(zn,t), a)m,(dalhy, t), ¢ €]0,t%(x,)],
A9

and the rate of the natural jumps by

Ag(hn,t):/ N (h, )ds, £ €]0, 2 ()],
10,¢[
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for any n € N. In case z,, = Too, Apy(hn,t) = Alt(hy,t) =0 for any t € RY. Let I'x €
B(X). Similarly to the definition of the stochastic kernel @, in case A\%(hy,,t) > 0, we
define the distribution of the state after a natural jump at time moment Y ,_, 05 +t
for t < t*(x,) by

AQE" (Tx |, 1)

o (Tx|hn,t) = )
Q7 ( X| ) )\%(hn,t)

where

AQL (Mxlhast) = [ aTx\ {6, D16 b)), (dalh )
= A Q(Fx‘qb(.%’n, t)? a)>‘(¢(xm t)7 a)ﬂ—n<da|hn7 t)'

In case AY(hy,t) = 0, the kernel Q9" is fixed arbitrarily.
When z,, # o and t*(z,) < oo, one can introduce the distribution of the state
after a forced jump at time moment Y ;_, 6x + t*(z,) by

Q Qi (Txlha) = [ QTxlo(w. (@), (dalh).

If 2,, = Zoo OF t*(w,) = 00, then Q4" is fixed arbitrarily.
Now, for any n € N, the stochastic kernel G,, on @i X X given H,,, describing
the joint distribution of the next sojourn time and state, is defined by

Gn(Tlhyn) = |:I{a:n::voo} + e_AZ(h"’J’oo)I{znex}f{t*(xn):oo}]5(+oo,zm)(r)

+ Iz, ex) [/ In(t, @) 04 (4, (dt) QL™ (dz| hyy e ™ Ag (bt (@)
*xX
0 N e
10,t* (2 ) [x X

where I' € B(@i x X)) and hy, = (29,01, 21, ..,0,,x,) € H,. Note that the kernels

“U and Q%" appear in the formula for G,, only if t*(z,) < oo and AY%(h,,t) # 0,
respectively.

Consider an admissible strategy u € U and an initial state g € X. From Theorem

3.6 in [18] (or Remark 3.43 on p. 87 in [19]), there exists a probability P% on (£, F)

such that the restriction of Py to (2, Fo) is given by
(5) Pgo ({XO = xo}) =1
and the positive random measure v defined on R x X by

—T,,dz|H,)
(6) v(dt, dx) Z o Tn,—i—oo] X [H)  Tn<tsTu)

is the predictable projection of u with respect to PPy, .

Remark 2.1. Observe that Fr, is the o-algebra generated by the random variable
H,, for n € N. The conditional distribution of (0,41, X,41) given Fr, under P} is
determined by G, (-|H,) and the conditional survival function of ©,1 given Fr,
under P} is given by Gy, ([t, +00] x Xoo|Hp).
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3. Optimization problems and assumptions.

3.1. Formulation of the optimization control problems. The objective of
this section is to introduce the infinite-horizon performance criterion we are concerned
with for the unconstrained and constrained cases as well as several different classes
of admissible strategies. First we provide in Lemma 3.1 below the decomposition of
the predictable projection v of the process in terms of two parts: one related to the
natural jumps governed by the jumps intensity A and the other to the impulsive jumps
from the boundary E entirely governed by the stochastic kernel Q.

LEMMA 3.1. The predictable projection of the random measure u is given by v =
vp + v, where, for T' € B(R% x X),

vo(T) :/ Q(dz|&s, a)A(&s, a)m(da|s)ds,
rJA(E)

v(I) :/F > lier, ey /A(ng)Q(dIISTn—,a)W(dalTn)5Tn(d8)~

neN*

Proof. First observe that by using the integration by parts formula, we obtain
that

G ([t +00] X Xoo|hn) = 8, ({Too}) + 0, (X)e 2P D y5 .

Now, recalling the definition of v (see (6)) in terms of G (see (4)), a straightforward
calculation gives the result. 0

We consider in this paper optimization problems without constraints and with
p constraints for p € N*. We will use the index 57 = 0 for the performance cost
and j € N for the constraints, with all of them given in terms of infinite-horizon
discounted criteria. The cost rate CJQ associated with a gradual action is a real-valued
measurable mapping defined on K9 and the cost C’; associated with an impulsive
action on the boundary E is a real-valued measurable mapping defined on K' for
any j € N,. The associated infinite-horizon discounted criteria corresponding to an
admissible control strategy u € U are defined, for j € N, by

V; (u, ) =B l/ e—(xs/ ng(fsa a,)ﬂ'(d(l|8)d8]
10,+00[ A(gs)

(7) + Ego / e—asf{fs_ea} / C; (§s—, a)vy(dals)u(ds, X)‘|
10,+00[ A(g)

for any j € N,. In the previous expression, a > 0 is the discount factor, and V;(u, o)
is understood to be equal to +oco if the integrals of both the positive and negative
parts of the integrand are infinite. Note that for any control strategy u € U, the
function V;j(u, -) is measurable.

DEFINITION 3.2. The optimization problem without constraint consists in mini-
mizing the performance criterion Vo(u,xg) within the class of admissible strategies
u € U, where g is the initial state.

DEFINITION 3.3. The optimization problem with p constraints consists in min-
imizing the performance criterion Vo(u, zo) within the class of admissible strategies
u € U, where x¢ is the initial state, and such that the constraint criteria Vj(u,zo) < Bj
are satisfied for any j € Ny, where (Bj)jeN; are real numbers representing the con-
straint bounds.
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We introduce now several different classes of admissible strategies that will be
considered throughout the paper. A control strategy u € U is called
o nonrandomized stationary if m,(-|hn,t) = Ops(p(zn,)) (") and v (-|hn) =
Ot (p(zn,t)) (), where ©* : X — A is a measurable mapping satisfying ¢*(y) €
A(y) for any y € X;
e uniformly or persistently optimal (respectively, e-optimal for € > 0) if u satis-
fies Vo (u, x0) = inf,cy Vo(v, o) (respectively, Vo(u, zo) < Vo(v, zg)+¢ for any
v € U) simultaneously for all ¢ € X and hence for any initial distribution;
e stationary if for some (m,v) € P9 x P’ the control strategy u = (7, Yn)neN

is given by m,(dalhn,t) = w(da|dp(xy,,t)) when x, # 2o and v, (dblh,) =
Y(dblp(xp, t*(2,,))) when z, # T and t*(z,) < 00; in case &, = To OF
t*(zy) = 00, mp(-|hn,t) and 7, (:|hy,) are arbitrarily fixed, by a slight abuse of
notation, such strategy will be denoted by u = (7, ), and the set of stationary
control strategies will be denoted by Us;

e feasible if u € U and V;(u,zo) < B for any j € Ny; the set of feasible control
strategies is denoted by U/

e feasible stationary if v € U7 NU;. The set of feasible stationary control
strategies will be written as U/ .

3.2. Assumptions. In this subsection we present a list of assumptions that we
will consider in the paper. Assumption A will be mainly used to show that the process
is nonexplosive and to provide an upper bound for the sum of the expected values of
e~ T Assumptions B, C, and D will be mainly required to obtain the existence of
an optimal or d-optimal selectors for the problem.

Assumption A. There are constants K > 0,e; > 0, and €2 € [0, 1] such that the

following hold:

(A1) For any (z,a) € K9, A(z,a) < K.
(A2) For any (z,b) € K, Q(A.,|2,b) > 1 — &3, where

A, ={z e X t*(z) > e1}.

(A3) There exist b € B(X), ¢ > —a, and a positive function v € A(X) such
that the following inequalities are satisfied:

(8) X0(2) + cvlx) = Mz, a) [v(x) = Qula,a)| < b(a),
b(x) <wv(x)

for some Xv and for any (z,a) € K9, and for any (z,a) € K°
(10) v(z) > Qu(z,a) + c+ a.

O s+ ——

Assumption B.
(B1) The set A(y) is compact for every y € X.
(B2) The kernel @ is weakly continuous (also called the weak-Feller Markov
kernel).
(B3) The function A is continuous on K9.
(B4) The flow ¢ is continuous on R? x R .
(B5) The function ¢* is continuous on X.
Assumption C.
(C1) The multifunction U9 from X to A defined by ¥9(z) = A(z) is upper
semicontinuous. The multifunction ¥* from = to A defined by Wi(z) =
A(z) is upper semicontinuous.
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(C2) The cost function C§ (respectively, C§) is bounded and lower semicon-
tinuous on K9 (respectively, K*).
Assumption D.
(D1) The multifunction P9 from X to A defined by ¥9(z) = A9(x) is lower
semicontinous. The multifunction ¥? from = to A defined by ¥'(z) =
A’(2) is lower semicontinous.
(D2) The cost function C§ (respectively, C¢) is bounded and upper semicon-
tinuous on K9 (respectively, K).
Without loss of generality, we assume that in the case Assumptions (A1) and
(C2) or (D2) are satisfied, inequalities |C§| < K and |C}| < K are valid, where K is
the constant from (A1l).

4. Preliminary results. In this section we establish some preliminary results
that will be needed throughout the paper. We start with Lemma 4.1 by showing that
the process is nonexplosive and provide an upper bound for the sum of the expected
values of e=*T». A key result for the unconstrained as well as the constrained cases
will be the discounted version of the so-called Dynkin formula associated with the
controlled process, proved in Lemma 4.2.

LEMMA 4.1. Suppose Assumptions (A1) and (A2) or (A1) and (A3) are satisfied.
Then there exists M < oo such that for any control strategy w € U and for any o € X

Ego{ Z e—O(Tnj| <M and P (T < +o0) = 0.
neN*

Proof. (a) Suppose (A1) and (A2) hold. An easy calculation gives

P;U (®n+1 > 61|Hn_1,@n) = / ]P);;O(@n_lrl > gl‘Hn—l, ®n7xn)]P)ZO (dl’n‘Hn_l, @n)

oo

Recalling the conditional distribution of (©,,+1, X,+1) given Fr, under P} as defined
in (4), it follows that

IP;O (®n+1 > 51|Hn—17®naxn)
_ [I{ww}(l‘n) +IXX{OO}(J:T“t*(xn))e*AZ((Hn_l,@n,mn)yoo):|
+ Ix () [ﬁa,oo[(t*(xn))e—AZ((anl79mwn)7t*(xn))
+ / Ty ol (DN (a1, O ) e A (Frs @) 0y
10,t* (zn)|

(1) = Tgpy(wn) + L, (rg)e” 45 (Tnma One)a)

for any z,, € X and that the conditional distribution of X,, given o{H,,_1,0,}
satisfies

Py (dan | Hy—1,00) =Ie, 0} 0{ar} (d2n)+1{0, <oo} [I{Gn:t*(Xn_l)}Qﬁlﬂil(dxn|Hn71)

+ Lo, <t*(Xn_1)} @1 (dn | Hy 1, @n)} :
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Consequently,
]P)u (®n+1 > sllHn 1; ) - I{@ =00} +I{® <oo}

(I{@,L<t* Xpn_1) / / Q(dy|d(Xy—1,0n),a)mn—1(da|Hy,— 1,@)€7AZ((H"_1’@""1/)’61)

+ 1{en:t*(xn,1)}/A /_Q(dy|¢(Xn—17@n)aa)%—1(da|Hn—1)e_AZ((H”"l’@"’y)’“))-
1 Al

By using Assumptions (A1) and (A2), we obtain that for any j € N

Pgo (@j+2 > 51|Hj’ @j+1) > e_K61<1 - 52)1{@j+1<00}1{@j+1:t*(Xj)}
(12) > e (1 = ) Iix;ex\a, 1 0, 1= (X))
since {X; € X\ A, } C {©,41 < oo}. Now, by using Assumption (A1)

(13)
Pu (ej—i-l* ( )‘H )I{X eX\A.,}= e —A(Hj,t (Xj))I{XjEX\AEI}ZeiKEII{XjEX\AEI}-

Combining the previous equations (12)—(13), it follows that

Py Q52 + ©j41 > e1|Hj) > Pr ({042 > e1} {041 = t7(X;) } Hj)
> e K (1 — e9)PY (041 = (X)) H;) [ x,ex\4., }
(14) > e KO (1 = e2) 1x,ex\4,, }-

Moreover, from (11) and Assumption (A1)

—A¥(Hj, K
4 (0541 > er|Hy) > e N )y > e KM 1y ca,

> e 2R (1—eg)ix ea., )
implying
(15) Py (04240541 > e1|H;) > Pl (0,41 > e1|Hy) > e 2K (1 —e9) [1x ea., }-
It is clear that
(16)  P% Q)42+ Oj41 > e1|Hj) > Iix,zay = e 2K (1= e2)(x, 20y
Finally, combining (14)—(16),
(17) P ()12 + ©j41 > e1|H;) > e 2K (1 —&5).
Now, for any control strategy u, for any xy € X we have for any j € N
EY [em@”w@m) | Hj]
<SP (O + 0540 <er|Hj) +e P (041 4 Oj42 > e1[Hj)

=1+ [e—ael — 1]1[])1;0 (®j+1 + @j+2 > 81|Hj)
(18) <1+ [em@ —1)[1 —ep)e 2K =k < 1.
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For any j € N*|
Ego [eiO‘T2j+1] = E;o [e*asz—lE;O [6704(@2j+@2j+1)‘H2j_1:|:| < H]EZO [efaTQj,l] )
Therefore,
EZ, [e‘aTQHl] < nngO [e_aTl] < Kl
and similarly,
Egg [e‘aTsz] < /{ngo [e_O‘T2] < Kl

for any j € N. Therefore,

EZO{ > e_aTn] = 1315

neN*

and we obtain the statements since if P (Ts < +00) > 0, then EY [Y°, e 7] =
0.
(b) Suppose now that (A1) and (A3) are satisfied. In this case the proof is similar
to the one in Proposition 5.7 of [7]. 0
The following lemma provides a discounted version of the so-called Dynkin for-
mula associated with the controlled process (&;)icr, -

LEMMA 4.2. Let the assumptions of Lemma 4.1 be satisfied. Suppose a strategy
w = (Tn, Yn)nen € U is fivred. Then we have for any (W, XW) € A(X) x B(X) that

0:W<£o>+Ezo[/]

0,00

e AW (L) — aW(fs)]ds]
+EZOU]OOO[/XBQS [W(y)fW(fs)} /A(E )Q(dy|£s,a))\(§S,a)7r(da\s)ds

8| 5t e [ [ - Wie, )]

neN*

19) </ . )Q(dy|5Twa>v<da|Tn—>].

Proof. First, observe that from Lemma 4.1, we have that P} (T, = +o0) = 1.
Since W € A(X), then any measurable function XW satisfies W (¢(z,t)) — W(x) =
f}o,t] XW(é(x,s))ds for any z € X and ¢ € [0,¢*(z)[. Consequently, by using the
product formula for functions of bounded variation (see, for example, Theorem A.4.6
in [20]) and since Py (T, = +00) = 1, we have for any t € R

W (E) = W(E) + /]0 W) oW (e)]ds

(20) n /]O o e=as [W(z) - W(gs_)} u(ds, dz).

However, it is easy to see that f]O,oo[XX e~ p(ds,dz) = Y, cn- €T

bining Lemma 4.1 and the bounded convergence theorem, and recalling that W is

and so, com-
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bounded, it follows that

g, | [ e[ - Wi s o)

—E* { /]0 WG Wi s dz)} < 0.

Now, by using the fact that v is the predictable projection of u, it yields that
Jim 2, | /H e ) - Wi tas, )|
/ e [W(2) ~ We)|vlds. dz) |.
10,00[x X

Consequently, taking the expectation with respect to Py in (20) and passing to the
limit as t tends to infinity we obtain that

_ TR7u
_Eﬂlo

0 =E;, [W(&)] +E

)

/]0 iex e {W(Z) - W(gs—):| v(ds, dz)]

since W and XYW are bounded. We obtain the result by using Lemma 3.1. |

/ [ e [XW(gs) - aW(&s)] dS]

+E;,

The following corollary will be useful in the proof of Proposition 5.6.

COROLLARY 4.3. Let assumptions of Lemma 4.1 be satisfied and a strategy u =
(Tn,¥n) € U be fired. Suppose the cost functions C§ and C§ are bounded (below or
above). Then we have for any (W, XW) € A(X) x B(X) that

Vi(uyz0) = W (o) + EX { [0 W) —aW(e)ds

+EY,| /]o,m[ [ e+ [ W 0N
—W(fs»(ss,a)}w(daw)]ds}
+E7§0[ Z Iier, _empe ™" {/Ai{cé(fn—,a)

neN*
(21) + [ wawetaer,-, >}v<da|Tn—>—W<§Tn_>H.

Proof. This is a straightforward consequence of Lemma 4.2 and the definition of
the cost function Vy(u, zp) as in (7). |

5. The unconstrained problem and the dynamic programming approach.
In this section we present our main results concerned with the unconstrained case. We
provide in Theorem 5.5 sufficient conditions based on the three local characteristics of
the process ¢, A, @, and the semicontinuity properties of the set valued action space,
for the existence of a solution for an integro-differential BHJ optimality equation asso-
ciated with the problem as well as conditions for the existence of an optimal selector or
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d-optimal selector for this equation. In what follows this result is used in Proposition
5.6 to show that the solution of the integro-differential BHJ optimality equation is in
fact unique and coincides with the optimal value for the unconstrained problem and
also solves the DLP. Moreover, the optimal selector (respectively, §-optimal selector)
derived in Theorem 5.5 yields an optimal (respectively, e-optimal) stationary nonran-
domized strategy for the unconstrained problem. But before showing these results we
need four auxiliary results presented in Lemmas 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4.

LEMMA 5.1. Consider a bounded R-valued measurable function F (respectively,
G) defined on X (respectively, E) and a real number 3 > 0. Then the mapping V
defined on X by

Vi(e) = / ¢ F(@(@, 5))ds + e PO G (g (7 (2)))
[0,t*(=)[

belongs to A(X). Moreover, there exists a bounded function XV satisfying
-8V (z) + XV (z) = —F(x)
for any x € X. Furthermore, V(z) = G(2) for any z € E.

Proof. Observe that for any x € X, t*(¢(x,t)) = t*(x) —t, ¢(p(x, 1), t*(p(,1))) =
¢(z,t*(x)) and ¢(P(z,t),s) = dp(x,t +s) for any (¢, s) € RZ with ¢+ s < ¢*(z). Then,
a straightforward calculation shows that for any « € X and t € [0,¢*(z)],

(22)  V(g(,1)) =™ /[t » )[e_’BsF(qb(:c, $))ds + e7'e T DG (p(x, 1 (2))).

Consequently, the function V(¢(z,)) is absolutely continuous on [0,¢*(x)] "Ry and

so, V € A(X). Equation (22) implies that for any z € X
AV (p(2,1)) = BV (¢(x,1)) — F(o(x, 1))

almost everywhere w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure on [0,t*(z)[. This implies that
—BV(z) + XV(x) = —F(x) for any x € X. Moreover, we have V(z) = G(z) for
any z € B, showing the result. 0

In case Assumption (Al) is satisfied, let us introduce for any V € B(X) the
real-valued function BV defined on X by

(23) NV (z) = inf {Cg(x,a)—i—qV(%a)—i-KV(x)},
a€A(x)

where the constant K has been introduced in Assumption (A1) and ¢ in (1). For

notational convenience, let use denote the real-valued function €V defined on E by

(24) W)=t {cg(z, b)+ QV (=, b)}

for any V' € B(X).

LEMMA 5.2. Suppose Assumptions (A1) and B-C are satisfied. If V € L(X),
then RV € L(X) and TV € L(E). Moreover, the function BV defined on X by

(20) BVl = /[Ot W) e~ EFIRY (¢(y, t))dt + e~ EFI TV (4(y, t*(y)))
it (y

belongs to L(X).
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Proof. Consider V € LL(X). By using hypotheses (B2)-(B3) and the fact that
A is bounded by K on K9, we obtain that ¢V + KV € L(KY), and so C§ + ¢V +
KV € L(KY) by Assumption (C2). Therefore, combining Lemma 17.30 in [1] with
Assumptions (B1) and (C1), it yields that RV € L(X). By using the same arguments,
it can be shown that TV € L(E).

Now consider y € X and a sequence {y, }nen in X converging to y. By a slight
abuse of notation, for any y € X, Ijg = (y)((t) e~ B+t RV (4(y,t)) denotes the func-
tion defined on R which is equal to e~ (KT9RV (4(y,t)) on [0,¢*(y)[ and zero else-
where. It can be shown easily by using the lower semicontinuity of the function RV
and the continuity of the flow ¢ that lim,,_, . Ijo.¢=(y,)((t) € ETIRV (¢(yy,t)) >
I, (y)((t) e~ BEHIRY (¢(y,t)) for any ¢t € [0,t*(y)[. An application of Fatou’s
Lemma gives that

lim e~ B RY (G(yn, t))dt > / e~ EHIRV (p(y,t))dt.
n—ro0 [Ovt*(yn)[ [Ovt*(y)[

The case t*(y) = oo is trivial. Now, if t*(y) < oo, then combining the lower
semicontinuity of the function TV with the continuity of the flow ¢ and t* (see As-
sumptions (B4)—(B5)), it gives easily that

lim e~ FHOTWITV (G (yn, () 2 e FFITBITV ((y, 1 (y))),

n—oo

showing the result. O

LEMMA 5.3. Suppose Assumptions (A1), (B2)—(B5), and D hold. If V € U(X),
then RV € U(X) and TV € U(E). Moreover, the function BV defined on X in (25)
belongs to U(X).

Proof. The proof follows exactly the same line as in the proof of Lemma 5.2
except that in order to show that RV € U(X) and TV € U(E) for V € L(X), one
needs to use Lemma 17.29 in [1] and we do not need Assumption (B1), that is, the
compactness hypothesis of the actions sets (A(y))y X" 0

In case Assumptions (A1) and (A2) are satisfied, let us introduce the constants
K4 and Kp satistying

K
1 —627
K1+ Kg)(1—e E+ea) 4 (K + a)(K + Kpeg)e (Ko
a(l — e~ (Ktaer) '

Kp >

Ky >

LEMMA 5.4. Suppose that Assumption (A2) holds and that either the assumptions

of Lemma 5.2 are satisfied and V € L(X) or the assumptions of Lemma 5.3 are
satisfied and V € U(X). If [V(y)| < Kala., (y) + (Ka + Kp)lag (y) for any y € X,

then BV € A(X) and |%V(y)‘ < KAIAal (y) + (KA + KB)IAEI (y)

Proof. Under the assumptions, it is clear from Lemmas 5.2 and 5.3 that BV as
an integral of the measurable function RV along the flow (see (25)) is well defined.

Now, applying Lemma 5.1, it follows that BV € A(X) and BV (z) = TV (z) for any
z € B. Observe that

(26) sup |RV ()| < K(1+ Ka + Kp).
zeX
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Moreover, for (z,b) € K?, we have

QV(zb)] < / La., (0)[V(5)|Q(dylz.b) + / Lac, (0)|V(9)|Q(dylz.b) < K + Kpea,
X X
and so

sup|%V(z)| = sup|TV(z)| <K+ Kis+Kpes <Ka+ Kp,
zEE

z€E

where for the last inequality we have used the definition of Kp. We study now three
different cases:
(a) For z € AZ N X, we have

K+ Ka+Kp) P
- _ Wt* (@)
|%V(l‘)‘ - K+« (1 € )
(27) +[K 4 K+ Kpep| e (4 @),

By the definition of K4 we have Kya > K(1 + Kpg) and so, Ilgiz N K(Il(ilis) _
K — Kpes, implying

K(1+Ka+Kp)

28 K+ K K —
(28) + K4 + Kpea K+a

> 0.

Therefore, (27) gives

K1+ Ka+ Kp)
K+ao
— (K + Ka+ KBEQ)} (1 — e—<K+a>t*<I>)
<K+ Ky+Kpesg <Ks+ Kp.

BV (2)| < K + Ka+ Kpes + [

(b) Suppose x € A., and t*(x) < co. Then
BV (z) = / e~ (BFOIRY (é(x, t))dt
[07t*($)_81[
+ / e” BFIRY (¢(,1))dt + e~ FFI OV (g(x, % (2)))
[t (@) —e1,t™ ()]
(29) = / e EHIRY (p(a,t))dt + e~ EFIE @ =e) gy (5%),
[0, (z)—en]

since t*(z*) = 1 with 2* = ¢(x,t*(z) — 1) € AZ, N X. Now, recalling (27) it follows
that BV (2*)| < M with

K(1+Ks+ Kp)
K+a

M= (1 - e*(K“‘)El) + (K + Kg + Kpey)e™ (Kte)en,

Therefore, (29) gives

|SBV(I’)‘ < K(l +KA +KB) (1 o ef(KJroz)(t*(x)fal)) + Mef(K+oz)(t*(x)761)
- K+ao
KA+ Ka+Kp) | _(k+ay<( )[ K(1+Ks+ Kp)
= @K 4+ Ky + Kpey — :
K+« T TRt Ane K+ao
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From inequality (28) and using t*(x) > 1, we conclude that [ BV (z)| < M. However,
a straightforward calculation shows that M < K 4 based on the definitions of K 4 and
M. Consequently, it yields BV (z)| < K4.

(c) Suppose z € A., and t*(z) = co. Then we have

K(1+ K+ Kg)
K+a

BV (z)] < <M< Ky,

giving the result. 0
The next theorem provides sufficient conditions for the existence of a solution for

the BHJ equation associated with the optimization problem as well as conditions for

the existence of an optimal selector or J-optimal selector for this equation.
THEOREM 5.5. Suppose the assumptions of Lemma 4.1 are satisfied. If either

Assumptions B and C hold, or Assumptions (B2)~(B5) and D hold, then there exist
W e A(X) and XW € B(X) satisfying

(30) —aW(z) + XW(zx) + aeijlgf(x) {Cg(:r, a) + gW(z, a)} =0

for any x € X and

(31) W)=, inf {cg(z,b) + QW(z,b)}

for any z € E. Moreover the following assertions hold:
7(1) If Assumptions B and C are satisfied, then there is a measurable mapping
©: X = A such that p(y) € A(y) for any y € X and satisfying

(32) Gy, () + aW (2, 8(a) = inf {Cf(ar,a) + g (,0)]

for any x € X and

(33) G322 + QW (2. 8(2) = inf {Ci(=0) + QW (=) |
for any z € E.
(i) If Assumptions (B2)—(B5) and D are satisfied then, for any § > 0, there is a

measurable mapping P5 : X — A such that P5(y) € A(y) for any y € X and, for all
rzeX,

(34) Ci(z,ps(x)) + qW (z,p5(x)) < aei/rif(‘m) {Cg(x, a) + qW (z, a)} +4

and, for all z € B,

(3) =) + QW Es(2) < inf {Ciz0) + QW (=)} +6

Proof. Suppose first that Assumptions B and C hold. By Lemma 5.2, one can
define recursively the sequence of functions {WZ}Z oy 10 L(X) as follows: Wit1(y) =
BWi(y) for i € N and Wo(y) = —Kala, (y) — (Ka + Kp)lac (y) for any y € X.
By using Lemma 5.4 and the definition of Wy, we obtain that Wy (y) > Wo(y) for
any y € X. Now, note that the operator 8 is monotone, that is, V3 < V5 implies
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BV; < BV,. Consequently, it can be shown by induction that the sequence {W;},
is increasing. Using again Lemma 5.4, this sequence is uniformly bounded, that
s, sup,.x ’WZ(y){ < Ky + Kp for any i € N. As a result, {Wi}ieN converges to a

mapping W € B(X). Since {WZ }Z cn 18 an increasing sequence of lower semicontinuous

functions, W € L(X), KW, + ¢W; € L(KY), and so, C§ + KW, + ¢W; € L(KY) by
Assumption (C2). Therefore, combining Assumptions (B1) and (C1) and Lemma 2.1
in [22], it follows that lim;_,oc RW;(z) = RW (x) for any = € X and lim;_,o TW;(2) =
IW(z) for any z € E. By using the bounded convergence theorem, it implies that
the mapping W satisfies the following equations:

W(y) = BW(y)

(36) - / em FFIRW @y, ))dt + e~ FFITOITW (g(y, 1*(y))),
0,67 (3)]

where y € X. Applying Lemma 5.1 to the mapping W where the function F (respec-
tively, G) is given by RW (respectively, TW), it yields that the function W € A(X)
and satisfies

—(a+ EK)W(z)+XW(x) =— aei}xlgf(z) {Cg(x, a) + gW(z,a) — KW(x)}

for any z € X and

W(z) = inf {cg(z,b) + QW(z,b)}
beAi(z)
for any z € 2.
Now, if Assumptions (B2)-(B5) and D hold, then by using Lemma 5.3, one can
define recursively the sequence of functions {Vl}z ey in U(X) as follows: Viyi(y) =

BV;(y) for i € N and Vo(y) = Kala, (y) + (Ka + Kp)lac (y) for any y € X. By

using Lemma 5.4 and the definition of Vp, we obtain that V3 (y) < Vy(y) for any y € X.
Consequently, it can be shown by induction that {‘/;}z ey IS a decreasing sequence of

upper semicontinuous functions converging to a mapping V € U(X). At this point,
the same arguments can be used to show that the mapping V satisfies (36) and again
applying Lemma 5.1 we get the result.

Now, under Assumptions B and C, for any 2 € X the mapping defined on A(z)
by

a— C§(z,a) + Nz, a) [QW (z,a) — W(z)]

is lower semicontinuous and since W9 is upper semicontinuous, it follows from Propo-
sition D.5 in [17] that there exists a measurable mapping ¢? : X — A9 such that
for all z € X ¢9(x) € A(x) and (32) holds. Similar arguments can be used to show
the existence of a measurable mapping ¢’ : E — A’ satisfying ¢(z) € A(z) for any
z € E and (33). Therefore, the measurable mapping @ defined by @(x) = ¢'(z) for
any r € X and §(z) = ¢(2) for any z € E satisfies the claim.

To prove the last part, observe that under Assumptions (B2)-(B5) and D the
mapping defined on K9 by

(2,0) = Cf (@,0) + A(w,0) [QW (2,0) — W(2)] + KW ()
and the function defined on K’ by
(2,0) — Ci(2,b) + QW (z,b)

are upper semicontinuous. Now applying Proposition 7.34 in [4], we get the result. O



1462 O. L. V. COSTA, F. DUFOUR, AND A. B. PIUNOVSKIY

The following proposition shows that the solution of the BHJ equation is in fact
unique and coincides with the optimal value for the unconstrained problem and also
solves the DLP. Moreover this result provides the existence of an optimal (respectively,
e-optimal) stationary nonrandomized strategy for the unconstrained problem.

PROPOSITION 5.6. Suppose all the conditions of Theorem 5.5 are satisfied. Under
Assumptions B and C, the stationary nonrandomized strategy ¢ as defined in item (i)
of Theorem 5.5 is uniformly optimal. Under Assumptions (B2)—(B5) and D, for any
€ > 0 there is 6 > 0 such that the stationary nonrandomized strategy ps as defined in
item (ii) of Theorem 5.5 is uniformly e-optimal.

Moreover the function W € A(X), solution of (30)—(31), is unique and coincides
with inf,cy Vo(u,x). Under a fized initial condition xo € X, it solves the so-called

dual linear program (DLP)

(37) sup V(xo)
ve{seaX)3xseB(x)}

subject to

XV(x) —aV(z) + C§(z,a) + qV(x,a) >0,
(3%) Cil=0) + QV(=8) > V(2)
for (z,a) € K9 and (2,b) € K.

Proof. Let us denote by W a mapping in A(X) satisfying (30)—(31). According
to Corollary 4.3, for an arbitrary control strategy u € U we have Vy(u,x) > W(z) for
any z € X.

In case Assumptions B and C are satisfied, the stationary nonrandomized strategy
© as defined in item (i) of Theorem 5.5 is uniformly optimal since Vo(p,x) = W(x)
for any =z € X.

Suppose Assumptions (B2)—(B5) and D are satisfied. Then the stationary non-
randomized strategy @5 as defined in item (ii) of Theorem 5.5 satisfies, for any = and
any u € U, the inequality

(39) Vo(@s,2) < Volu,z) + 6 e ds + B4 [ Y gy ye T4
[0,00[ neN=

due to (21). From Lemma 4.1, it implies that Vo(Ps,2) < Vo(u,z) + 6[L + M] for
any x and any u € U. By choosing ¢ such & [é + M] < ¢, the strategy @5 is uniformly
e-optimal.

Consequently, if the assumptions of Theorem 5.5 are satisfied, then W(x) =
infy, ez Vo(u, x) is unique.

According to (21), for any function V' € A(X) satisfying inequalities (38) we have
Vo(u, xg) > V(xg) for any u € U and for any initial value x, implying inf, <z Vo (u, o)
> V(xo). On the other hand, the function W satisfies (38) and inf, ey Vo(u, o) =
W (zo). Therefore, the function W is a solution of the DLP described by (37) and
(38). o

Remark 5.7. (a) Note that for a fixed z¢ € X, the DLP can have solutions differ-
ent from the function W satisfying (30)—(31) in Theorem 5.5. However, the value of
all these solutions at point x is the same and equal to W ().

(b) Suppose the assumptions of Lemma 4.1 are satisfied and function W € A(X)
satisfies (30), (31). Moreover, assume that there is a measurable mapping ¢ (respec-
tively, @) satisfying equalities (32), (33) (respectively, inequalities (34), (35) for any
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fixed § > 0). Then the stationary nonrandomized strategy @ (respectively, @s) is
uniformly optimal (respectively, uniformly e-optimal for € > § (é + M)). All the other
assertions of Proposition 5.6 hold true as well.

6. The constrained problem and the LP approach. In this section, we
present the main results regarding the constrained case. In order to do that we need
to introduce in Definition 6.5 the set of admissible finite measures, a definition that
generalizes the usual definition in the continuous-time MDP case, as pointed out in
Remark 6.6. A key result in this section is presented in Theorem 6.7, relating the
set of admissible measures and the set of occupation measures associated with any
admissible control strategy for the problem introduced in Definition 6.4. Theorem 6.14
provides the main result of this section, showing that the values of the constrained
control problem and of an infinite dimensional LP problem are the same. Furthermore
it gives sufficient conditions for the solvability of the LP problem and the existence of
an optimal feasible control strategy for the constrained problem. A simple illustrative
case of the calculation of the occupation measure by using Theorem 6.7 is presented
at the end of the section. But first we need the following auxiliary result.

PROPOSITION 6.1. Suppose the assumptions of Lemma 4.1 are satisfied. Consider
v € B(KY) and w € B(K") and a stationary control strategy u = (m,7), where (7,7) €
P9 x P. Under these conditions the function U defined on X by

U = [ e [ vieoymtanleas
(40 eE[ [ e [ et (e uen X)|

is absolutely continuous along the flow ¢, that is, for any x € X, U(p(x,-)) is ab-
solutely continuous on [0,t*(x)[ and when t*(z) < oo, imy_,4« () U(d(,1)) exists (in
this case, limy_ -y U(@(z,t)) will be denoted by U(¢p(x,t*(x)))). Moreover, there
exists XU € B(X) satisfying for any x € X

(41) XU(z) — aU(m)—i—/

U(y)q(dy|z, a)m(dalz) + / v(z, a)m(dal) =0,
XxA(z)

A(x)

where the signed kernel q has been defined in (1), and for any z € &,

W) [ wen@i s [ v ) - UE) =0

XxA(z)

Proof. This proof is similar to the one in Theorem 32.2 of [9]. O

Remark 6.2. According to Proposition 6.1, it can be easily seen that the do-
main of definition of the mapping U can be extended to X by setting U(z) =
limy ¢+ (z) U(9(2, 1)), where z = ¢(x,t*(x))) € E. By doing so, we have that U €
A(X).

DEFINITION 6.3. For any n € M(K) we define n9 € M(K9) and n* € M(K") as
follows:

(43) n?(T1) =01 NKY),
(44) n'(C2) =n(T2NKY)
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for any Ty € B(KY) and T'y € B(K?). Since KI NK® = ) we have that
n(T) = n?(CNK?) + 7' (T NK')

for any T € B(K).

DEFINITION 6.4. For any admissible control strategy w € U, we introduce the
occupation measure 1, € M(K) associated with u, as follows:

=E;, l/ / e~ *0¢, (dx)m(dals)ds
I'nK9 J]0,00[

[ 3 e e, (@@,
I'nK:? neN*

(45) +Ez,

for any T € B(K).
From Definition 6.3 and (45) it follows that

(46) 7(Tco) = l / B /000 ¢~ (da)(dals)d ]

(47) 7 (Tkce) = [ / S e T, (d2)y(dbT,-)

Tki pens

for any I'ks € B(KY) and I'g: € B(K'). Notice that n4(K9) = 1. Moreover if the
conditions of Lemma 4.1 are satisfied, then 7' is finite and, furthermore, if Assumption
(C2) or (D2) holds and the functions C and C} are bounded from below (or above),
then V;(u,z0) = 1%(CY) +n;,(C}) for any u € U and j € N,,.

DEFINITION 6.5. A finite measure n € M(K) is called admissible if the following
equality holds:

[ law@) - aw@]irn) + [ W)
X

(48) =W (xo) + /Kg gW (z,a)n?(dz,da) + QW (z,b)n'(dz, db)

Kt

for any (W,XW) € A(X) x B(X).

Remark 6.6. Notice that for the case in which there is no flow, that is, ¢(x,t) =
x for all t € Ry and therefore the boundary is empty, then A(X) = B(X) since
XW(x) =0 for every W € B(X). Thus it is easy to see that in this case it is enough
to consider the indicator functions W(xz) = Ity (x) for I'x € B(X). Thus, noticing
that n9 =7, and defining p = an, we have that (48) becomes

~ 1
(49) p(I'x) = 620(I'x) + EPQ(FXL
which is the usual admissibility condition known in the literature on continuous-time
MDPs (see, for instance, [21, (3.1)]).

The next important result shows the link between the set of admissible measures
and the set of occupation measures.
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THEOREM 6.7. Let the conditions of Lemma 4.1 be satisfied. Then the following
assertions hold:

(i)
(i)

For any control strategy uw € U, the occupation measure 1, as introduced in
Definition 6.4 is admissible.

Suppose that the measure n is admissible according to Definition 6.5 and con-
sider the measures n9 and n° as defined in (43) and (44). Then there exist
stochastic kernels m € P9 and v € P* satisfying

(50) 7(To) = / (dal)9 (dz),
(51) 7 (Tks) = / (b)) (d)

Ki

for any Tks € B(KY) and I'k: € B(K?).

The stationary control strategy u = (7,v) € Us is such that n = n,, where 1,
is the occupation measure associated with u according to the Definition 6.4.

Proof. For item (i), consider W € A(X) with XYW € B(X). According to (19)

(52)

0= W(w) + B,

~/]O [e—as [XW(SS) - aW(&s)] d8‘|

/ e~ ¥qW (&s,a)m (da|s)ds]
10,00]

Z I{ET,,L _eE} efaTn

neN*

S o -wen ] [ ewenanar|.

+Ez,

Recalling the definitions of 7 and 7!, (see (46) and (47)), we have that

(53)

(54)

(55)

and

(56)

Y l/ e [XW (&) — aW(Es)]ds] = / [XW (z) — oW (x)] 79 (dz),
10,00] X

E’U.

Zo

/ —asqW (€, a) <das>ds]: / oW (z, a)nf (d, da),
]0,00[ K9

EQ‘O[Z Iier, _e= /m /W Q(dylér, -, a)y(da|T;,—)

neN*

QW (z,b)n.,(dz, db),
Ki

Eu

Zo

S Ly, cmpe ™™ / W (er, - / [ Qfer o (T
Ty —

neN*

- l Z I{ng*E }6 aTnW gT ] / W

neN*
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Combining (52)—(56), it follows that

W(xo) + /X [XW(QU) — aW(x)]ﬁZ(da:) + /Kg qW (z,a)nd(dx, da)
(57) + [ QW(z by (dz,db) - / W) (d2) = 0,
Ki =

showing item (i).

For item (ii) suppose that 7 is admissible. The existence of stochastic kernels
7 and v follows from Proposition D.8 in [17]. Let 7, be the occupation measure on
K associated with u as introduced in Definition 6.4. If we show that n(g) = 7.(g)
for every g € B(K), then the result follows. Let us denote by v (respectively, w)
the restriction of g to K9 (respectively, K*). Considering U as in (40) with v and
w previously defined, we have from Proposition 6.1 and Remark 6.2 that U € A(X)
satisfies (41), (42), and XU € B(X). From (40) and (45) it follows that

(58) u(g) = Ul(zo).

Since 7 is admissible and U € A(X), XU € B(X), we have from (48) that

/ [aU(x) — XU(x)]ﬁq(dx) —l—/ U(z)ﬁ’(dz)

X =

(59) = Ulxo) + / QU (z, ) (de, da) + | QU= by’ (dz, db).
K9 K*

On the other hand, from the definitions of 7 and v (see (50) and (51), respectively)

o) = [ vloan(dala)i(dn) + [ wie b)),
Now, (41) and (42) imply that
) = [ [oU(@) = AU@)]7%(dn) = [ U@, 0)m(dala)ieda)
Jr

U (=)' (dz) — . QU (2, b)y(dbl )7 (dz)

m

and with (59) it follows that

(60) 1n(g) = U(xo).

From (58) and (60) we get that 7,(g) = n(g) = U(xo), completing the proof. d

It is worth noticing, from Theorem 6.7, that if the conditions of Lemma 4.1 and
Assumptions (C2) or (D2) hold, and the cost functions C and C? are bounded from
below (or above), then any cost V;(u,zo) for j € N, corresponding to an arbitrary
admissible control strategy u € U can be attained by a stationary control strategy in
Us.

Before establishing our main result of this section, we need four auxiliary results,
presented in Proposition 6.8, Lemma 6.9, Proposition 6.10, and Lemma 6.11. Recall-
ing the definition of product of kernels as introduced at the beginning of section 2,
we obtain the following technical result.
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PROPOSITION 6.8. Let the conditions of Lemma 4.1 be satisfied. Then the occu-

pation measure 1, generated by the stationary control strategy u = (mw,7y) € U where
m € P9 and vy € P* satisfies

(61) nd(dz,da) ZHk (dz, da|xg),
(62) i (da, da) ZHk (dz, db|z),

where H, (respectively, J, and K,) is the kernel on X (respectively, K9 and K*)
given X defined by

Hu(dy|$) _ e—at*(m)—f]oﬁt*(z)[)\(qb(x,s),a)ﬂ'(da|¢(z,s))ds
x / 1o, QIO @) @)

/ / QUdy| (. 1), ) N6z 1), a)(dal (1))
0,t*(z)[ J A(o(x,t))

—at fo Mol s),a)m(da|¢p(z, S))dsdt

Ju(dy, dalz) /]O ( )[e_at—fm,t[>\(¢(96,S),a)ﬂ(da\¢(x73))d85¢(m7t)(dy)ﬂ(daw(x,t))dt
5 (x

K, (dz,dblz) = e O 7o o A@(m) arldald@dss o (dz)y(dbl(x, £ (2))).

Proof. According to the conditional distribution of (0, X%) given Fr, , under
P (see (4)), it follows that

B | [ e @l )|
T'kg J/]0,0k]
(63) == Ju(FKg|Xk,1)7

(64) Ego [I{@k:t*(xk—l)}}f’rk*l} =e f]O’f‘*(Xk—l)[ MA(Xk—1,5),0)m(da|$(Xx—1,5))ds

and
(65) E2, [e7O I (X0)| P, | = Hu(Tx| Xi-1)

for any 'y € B(K9) and I'x € B(X). Recalling the definition of ng as introduced in
(46), we have for any I'xs € B(KY)

UA ) ZE { _akal/ / 6_a55¢(xk175)(dx)7r(da|¢(Xk1,8))ds]
I'kg ]O,@k[

—ZEZO{ ~aTigu { / as(;d)(xkhs)(dx)w(daw(Xk_l,s))ds‘}"Tk1”,
k—1 T'kg /]0,0k[
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and so using (63),

(66) nd(Tco) ZE [T T (T

B )].

Now, from (65) it is easy to show by iteration that for any k € N*
(67) Ey [e_aT’“lJu(FKQ ‘Xk—l)} = H; " " Ju(Tkolzo).-

Combining (66) and (67) we obtain the first part of the result (61).
Finally, using the definition of 1!, (see (47)) we obtain that for any I'x: € B(K?)

m,(Tki) = Y EY

/I: e_akale_at*(Xk71)§¢(Xk,1,t*(Xk,l))(dZ)
keN*

Kt

V(db|¢(Xk—1y t (Xk—l)))EZO {[{ek—t*(xkl)} ’ka1:| ‘| .
Now, combining (64) and the definition of K, we have that

m(Ti) = > Bl [T Ky (ke
keN*

X,H)].

However, for any k € N*, E¥ [e” T+ K, (T'ki|Xp—1)] = HY 'K, (Tk:|20), showing
(62) and completing the proof. 0

LEMMA 6.9. Suppose Assumptions (B1)—(B2), (B4)—(B5), and (C1) hold. Then
for any f € U(KY), g € UX) and h € U(K?), there exist f € U(X), g € U(X), and
h € U(X) defined by

f(x) :/ e sup  f(¢(z,t),a)dt,
10,¢*()[

a€A(p(z,t))

gx)=e @ sup  Qg((x,t"()),b)

beA(d(z,t*(x)))

+ K e sup  Qg(d(z,1),a)dt,
10,* (2) acA(p(x,t))
and
h(z) = e @ sup h(¢p(z, t*(x)),b)
bEA(B(x,t* (x)))
satisfying

(68) sup J, f(x) < f(x), sup Hyg(x) < g(x), and sup K, h(z) < 71(1‘)
u€Us u€Us u€Us

for any x € X. Moreover, if { f}pen (respectively, {gp tpen and {hp}pen) is a sequence
of nonnegative functions in U(K9) (respectively, U(X) and U(K")) such that f, | 0
(respectively, g, | 0 and hy | 0) as p — oo, then j?p 1 0 (respectively, g, | 0 and
l~zp 10) asp — oc.
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Proof. Clearly, for any f € U(KY), we have that
nf@=[ e [ o), amdalote )it < Fo).
0,t*(z)[ A(z)

For ¢t € R fixed, we have that the mapping & — Sup,ca (¢(s,¢)) f(¢(2,1), a) is upper
semicontinuous on X by using Lemma 17.30 in [1] and Assumptions (B1), (B4), and
(C1). Now, for any z € X, t € Ry — {t*(x)} and any sequence {z,}nen in X
converging to x, we have from Assumption (B5) that

Im Lo (z)((8)  sup  f(dp(@n,t),a) < Lo pe)(t)  sup  f(d(x,t),a).
n—00 a€A(p(zn,t)) a€A(p(z,t))

Consequently, by using Fatou’s lemma we obtain that

lim f(z,) = lim Lot [)e™ " sup  f(d(xn,t),a)dt

n— oo n— o0 Rj, aGA(¢(In,t))
< / Low e sup  F(@t),a)dt = f(z),
R?. a€A(¢p(x,t))

showing that f € U(X). Moreover, let {f, }p,en be a sequence of nonnegative functions

in U(KY) such that f, | 0. Then, it follows easily by definition that {fp}peN is a
decreasing sequence of nonnegative functions. By using the bounded convergence
theorem,

lim f,(z) :/ e lim  sup  fo(é(w,t),a)dt.
p—oo " @ PP acAlBa)
However, from Lemma 2.1 in [22], lim,,_, o SUDqe A (6(2,1)) Ip(o(z,t),a) = SUD e A (6(.1))

limy, o0 fp(¢(2,t),a) = 0 for any x € X, t € R* and so, lim,_, fp(x) = 0 showing
the first part of the result. The proof of the other claims uses exactly the same
arguments and is, therefore, omitted. 0

PROPOSITION 6.10. Suppose Assumptions (Al1)-(A2), (B1)-(B2), (B4)-(B5), and
(C1) hold. Then the set {(ng,n) € M(K9) x M(K") : u € U} is relatively compact
with respect to the product topology.

Proof. Let {f,}pen (respectively, {h,}pen) be a sequence of nonnegative functions
in U(KY) (respectively, U(K")) such that f, | 0 (respectively, h, | 0) as p — co. From
Proposition 6.8, it follows that

05 (Fp) + (R ZHpr 20 +ZHKh (o).
= k=0
Observe that H2(X|z) = E¥ [e=*(®27O1)] < k < 1 for any = € X by using (18),

where £ = 1+ [e7®1 — 1][1 — ea]e™2K1 < 1. Moreover, ||Juf,l < @ < @ and
[Kuhpll < [[hp]l < [0l Consequently,

2n—1 2n—1

(o) + i (ho) < D Hydufp(wo) + ZHKh

k=0

2 (LA ).
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Applying recursively Lemma 6.9, we obtain easily that

lim sup HEJ,f,(z0) =0 and lim sup HYK,h,(zo) =0

P=0 e, P30 yels

for any k € N,, and so, we obtain that lim, o sup,cyy. 79 (fp) = limy, 00 SUP,cqy.
nt(hp) = 0. By Theorem 8.6.11 in [5, p. 207] (or Theorem 25 in [24, p. 200]), it gives
that {ng € M(KY) : u € Uy} and {n}, € M(K") : u € U} are relatively compact,
completing the proof. ]

LEMMA 6.11. A finite measure n € M(K) is admissible if and only if n9 and n'
satisfy the equation

79(T'x) + 7(T'=) =T(T'x UTs|z0) + /K g /X T(Ix UT=ly)a(dylz, a)n® (de, da)

(69) + [ [ T Utz by ds, db),
i Jx
where T is the kernel on X given X defined by

(70) T(I'xUl'sly) = / e Iy (d(y, 0)dt + e~ W Ir_ (6(y, " (y)))
[0,2*(y)]
for any Tx € B(X), I's € B(E), and y € X.

Proof. Consider I'x € B(X) and I'z € B(E) fixed. For notational convenience,
let us denote by W the mapping defined on X by W (y) = T(I'x UTg|y). According
to Lemma 5.1, W € A(X) and satisfies aW (z) — XYW (z) = Ity (x) for any € X and
so (48) gives (69).

Conversely, consider any function W € A(X) with XW € B(X). Introduce the
function V defined on X by V(x) = aW (z) — XW (x) for z € X and V(z) = Wg(z)
for z € E. Then, for any z € X,

TV (x) = / OV (e, )dt + e OV (6(a, 1" ()
[0,t* (2)[

:/ ae*"‘tW(¢(x,t))dt—/ e M XW (p(z,t))dt
(0.t ()]

0,6 (@)1
+e OV (g(a, " (2))).

Integrating by parts the first term on the right-hand side of the previous equation, it
gives

for any y € X. Consequently, from (69) it follows that

/}(V(x)m(dx)+/EV(Z)ﬁ(dz):TV(:I:O)+/Kg/XTV(y)q(dy|x,a)ng(dz’da)
+/Kg /XTV(y)Q(dy\va)ﬂz(dz,db)
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implying that

/ [aW(x) - XW(x)}?fJ(d:c) +/ W (2)7"(dz)
X

— W(zo) + /K g / W (y)q(dylz, a)n® (de, da)

/ /W Q(dylz, b)n' (dz, db),

showing the result. 0

The next theorem provides sufficient conditions for the compactness of the space
of measures that we will work with.

THEOREM 6.12. Suppose Assumptions (Al)—(A2), (B1)-(B5), and (C1) hold. The
set
{(n%,m,) € M(K?) x M(K') : u € Us }
is compact with respect to the product topology.

Proof. Let us show that {(ng,7.) € M(K9) x M(K®) : u € Uy} is closed and
from Proposition 6.10 we will get the result. Consider {u, },en & sequence in Uy and
any bounded real-valued function f defined on X such that the restriction of f to X
(respectively, E) is continuous. Then Lemma 6.11 gives

/ F@)7e, (de) + / ()T (dz) = T (xo)

/ /Tf )a(dyl|z, a)nd (dx,da) + // Tf(y)Q(dy|z,b)ni, (dz,db).

Now, for any y € X, t € R, — {t*(y)} and any sequence {y, }nen in X converging to
y, we have from Assumptions (B4)—(B5) that

Jim Do e ) [ () S (S (Y 1)) = Tyo.a= ap( (D) f(6(y, 1))

and

lim ™00 £(G(yn, t(y)) = e W f(B(y, (1)),

n—oo

implying with the bounded convergence theorem that

Tf(y,) = lim e F(P(yn,t))dt + e V) F(B(yn, t* (yn)))

e J10,t% (yn)|
- / e~ f(o(y. t)dt + e W f(b(y,t* (1)) = Tf (v).
10,8 (y)[
By using Assumptions (B2)—(B3), it follows that ¢7'f and QT f are continuous on K.

Assume that the sequence {(ng .7’ )} converges to (m,1n2) € M(K9) x
M(K?). Then, from (71)

/f )i (dz) + /f 2(d2) = Tf(x0) /KQ/Tf o(dylz, @) (dz, da)
/ /Tf Q(dyl=, by (dz, db).

neN
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By using Lemma 6.11, it follows that the measure 7 defined by n(I") = n; (T NKY) +
n2(T'NK?) for any T' € B(K) is admissible and so from Theorem 6.7, there exists u €
U, such that n; = ng no = n},, implying that {(ng,n}) € M(K9) x M(K') : u € Uy}
is closed. O

DEFINITION 6.13. The constrained linear program, labeled ILP, is defined as

(73) inf_ ?(C§) +n'(C),

(ng)nl)eM
where M is the set of measures (n9,1") in M(K") x M(K9) satisfying (48) and
(74) 17 (CY) +n'(C}) < B;

for any j € NJ.

The real number inf )0 ,iyen 79 (C§) +n*(Cf) is called the value of the constrained
linear program LP. We say that LP is solvable if inf(,s e n?(C§) + ' (Ch) =
79(CY) + 71 (CE) for some (779, 7') € M.

The next theorem is the main result of this section. It shows that the values of
the constrained control problem and the constrained linear program LLIP are the same.
Moreover, it provides sufficient conditions for the solvability of problem LLP and the
existence of an optimal feasible control strategy for the constrained problem.

THEOREM 6.14. The following assertions hold:

(i) Suppose Assumptions (A1) and (A2) or (Al) and (A3) are satisfied and the
cost functions C]!? and C’} are bounded from below (or above) for any j € N,. Then the
values of the constrained control problem and the linear program LP are equivalent:

. g g 3 i e
(ng,l?%f)eMn (CO) +'(Co) = ulenbff Vo(u, o).

(ii) Suppose Assumptions (A1)-(A2), (B1)—-(B5), (C1) are satisfied and the cost

functions ng (respectively, C]l) are bounded from below and lower semicontinuous on

K9 (respectively, KZ) for any j € N,. IfUS # 0, then problem LP is solvable and
there exists u € U such that
15 (CY) +15(Co) = inf_ n?(CF) +n'(Co)
(n9,m*)eM

= inf Vo(u,z0) = Vo(a, zo).
ulenuf o(u 1‘0) Q(U l‘o)

Proof of item (i). Since the cost functions CY and C? are bounded from below (or
above), then we have V;(u,20) = 19 (CY) + 1., (C}) for any uw € U and j € N,. The
statement then follows easily from Theorem 6.7.

Proof of item (ii). By assumption U7 # () and so M # (). We have that the
real-valued mapping defined on M(K?9) x M(K’) by (1%, 7') — n9(C¥) 4+ n*(C}) is
lower semicontinuous for any j € Nj since the cost function C’Jg (respectively, CJZ)
is bounded from below and lower semicontinuous on K9 (respectively, K?) for any
j € Np. Consequently, the set

{(n%. ') € M(K?) x M(K') : 9(C{) +0'(C}) < By}
is closed for any j € N7. Now, by using Theorem 6.7, it follows that
{(n?,n") € M(K9) x M(K") : (n?,n’) satisfies (48)}
= {1, m,) € M(K?) x M(K') :u e U}
= {(ng,m,) € M(K?) x M(K') : u € Us}.
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Therefore, from Theorem 6.12 we obtain that the set M is compact and satisfies
M C {(,m) € M(K?) x M(K') = u € Uy},

and we obtain the result since the mapping defined on M by (n?,7") — n9(C§)+n"(C{)
is lower semicontinuous. O

Ezample. The goal of this example is to illustrate, through a simple case without
control, the calculation of the occupation measure by using Theorem 6.7. For a
number 7 > 0 consider the state space X = [0,7) and the active boundary & = {7}.
As mentioned, in this example we assume that there is no control. The flow is given
by ¢(z,t) = x + t, the jump rate is constant and equals to A, and, after a jump
(natural or from the boundary), the system always goes to 0, that is, Q({0}|x) =1
for every 0 < x < 7. The initial distribution is assumed to be vy = §p, that is,
the process starts from 0. In this case it is easy to see that ¢W(z) = A(W(0) —
W(z)). From Theorem 6.7, if we can find an admissible measure 7, then it will
be the occupation measure. For this we will try a measure 7 such that nY has a
density function f(x) with respect the Lebesgue measure for 0 < x < 7 and 7° has
a mass function on 7 with value g(7), in other words, n*(r) = g(7)d,. Note that
Jo f(x)dz = L. For W € A(X), writing for simplicity XW (z) = W’(z), we have that
(48) becomes o [ W (z) f(x)dz+g(T)W (1) = W(0)+ [ W' (z) f(z)dz+ [; A(W(0)—
W (z))f(z)dz+W(0)g(r) . Assuming that the derivative of f(xz) exists, and denoting
it by f’(x), we can write, by integration by parts, that [ W'(z)f(z)dx = W(7)f(1)—
W(0)f(0)— [y W(x)f'(x)dx. Reordering the terms we get that [ W(z)((A+a)f(z)+
f'(@)dz = W(0)(1+ 2 + g(r) — f(0)) + W(r)(f(r) — g(r)). Since this equation
must hold for every W € A(X), we make (A + a)f(z) + f'(z) = 0,0 < z < T,
g(T) = f(), f(0) — g(r) = 22 Solving the above system we get that f(z) =

«
(352) (m=tmmm) e M7, 0 < o < 7 g(7) = f(7) = (332) (==t ) e ™7,
and the occupation measure is given by n9(dx) = f(x)dz on [0,7) and n*(T) = g(7)d,.
Notice that for the case in which 7 = oo (no boundaries) we get that an is the
exponential distribution with parameter \ + .
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