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We consider state constrained optimal control problems in which the cost to minimize com-
prises both integral and end-point terms, establishing normality of the generalized Euler-
Lagrange condition. Simple examples illustrate that the validity of the Euler-Lagrange con-
dition (and related necessary conditions), in normal form, depends crucially on the interplay
between velocity sets, the left end-point constraint set and the state constraint set. We show
that this is actually a common feature for general state constrained optimal control problems,
in which the state constraint is represented by closed convex sets and the left end-point con-
straint is a closed set. In these circumstances classical constraint qualifications involving the
state constraints and the velocity sets cannot be used alone to guarantee normality of the
necessary conditions. A key feature of this paper is to prove that the additional information
involving tangent vectors to the left end-point and the state constraint sets can be used to
establish normality.
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1. Introduction

Consider the state constrained optimal control problem:

(P )










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
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













Minimize J(x(.)) := g(x(S), x(T )) +
∫ T

S
L(t, x(t), �x(t)) dt

over x(.) ∈W 1,1([S, T ];Rn) satisfying

�x(t) ∈ F (x(t)) a.e. t ∈ [S, T ] ,

x(t) ∈ A for all t ∈ [S, T ] ,

x(S) ∈ E0 ,

in which [S, T ] is a given interval (S < T ), g(., .) : Rn × R
n → R and L(., ., .) :

R× R
n × R

n → R are given functions, F (.) : Rn
 R

n is a given multifunction
with closed non-empty values, A and E0 are given closed non-empty subsets
of Rn. An absolutely continuous arc x(.) : [a, b] → R

n ([a, b] ⊂ [S, T ]) which
satisfies the differential inclusion �x(t) ∈ F (x(t)), a.e. t ∈ [a, b], is called F -
trajectory (on [a, b]). An F -trajectory x(.) for which x(S) ∈ E0 and x(t) ∈ A
for all t ∈ [a, b] is called feasible.
The infimum of the functional J(x(.)) over all feasible state trajectories x(.)
is the infimum cost for (P ). If no feasible state trajectories exist, a common
interpretation of the infimum cost is to take the value +∞. We say that an
F -trajectory x̄(.) is a W 1,1 local minimizer for (P ), if there exists δ > 0 such
that

J(x(.)) ≥ J(x̄(.))

for all feasible F -trajectories x(.) satisfying ‖x(.)− x̄(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ δ. We shall
also refer to x̄(.) as a W 1,1 δ-local minimizer for (P ) when it is desirable to
specify the positive number δ in the above definition.

Necessary conditions for optimal control problems in various forms have been
known for many years (for example see the books [9], [22], and the references
therein). But, for a significant class of problems these conditions can provide no
useful information in finding minimizers (known as degenerate case), or apply
in a form in which the cost multiplier vanishes (sometimes referred to as abnor-
mal case). In the latter case the cost function would not intervene in detecting
candidates to be minimizers. The importance of applying the necessary con-
ditions for optimality with a non-zero cost multiplier, called the normal form,
is confirmed also by the possibility to investigate regularity properties of mini-
mizers, the non-occurrence of gaps between local minimizers and minimizers for
the convexified dynamics, the non-occurrence of the Lavrentieff phenomenon,
and other consequences of interest (cf. [22], [18], [15], [16]). A number of differ-
ent techniques have been employed to obtain non-degeneracy (see for instance
[1], [11], [12], [13], and [20]) or normality of necessary conditions (cf. [19], [5],
[15], [16], [14], [7], and [4]). In this paper we use an approach suggested in [19]
and successively developed in other papers: this is based on existence results of
neighboring feasible trajectories (approximating a reference trajectory that pos-
sibly violates the state constraint) with associated linear estimates. The class of
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problems, which we consider (comprising in the cost an integral term which de-
pends on �x), would require exhibiting linear estimates which are linear w.r.t. the
W 1,1-norm for convex (in general non-smooth) state constraints. In addition,
our constraint qualification involves a ‘classical’ (convexified) inward pointing
condition: we do not invoke the existence of regular feedback controls (cf. [19]),
or conditions requiring inward pointing vectors which are tangent to the velocity
set (cf. [16]). But, known counter-examples (see [3] and [6]) clearly show that,
in general, ‘classical’ inward pointing conditions are not enough to derive linear
W 1,1-estimates for non-smooth state constraints. However, a recent paper [4]
shows that linear W 1,1-estimates can be still considered for convex domains and
Lipschitz continuous velocity sets, in either of the following two cases.

(a) the left end-point of the reference trajectory belongs to a region where the
state constraint A is regular (i.e. we ‘start away from corners’);

(b) we are free to choose the left end-point for the approximating trajectory.

An application (shown in [4]) of this information is precisely the normality con-
ditions for optimal control problems with convex state constraints when case
(a) (whatever the left end-point constraint E0 is), or alternatively (b) (that is
E0 = R

n), occurs.

This paper contributes to the normality literature. It provides, in particular,
new conditions for normality, covering cases when the initial state is located in a
‘corner’ of intersection of the left end-point and state constraint sets. Indeed, the
results of this paper provide improvements on earlier demonstrated conditions
for optimality, when the state constraint set A is non-smooth, in this respect:
we allow the left end-point constraint set E0 to be a possibly strict subset of Rn,
while in [4] E0 was required to be the whole space Rn. The conditions given here
are also less restrictive than earlier conditions in [15], [16] for related cases, as is
illustrated by an example. Furthermore, normality is established in relation to
the extended Euler-Lagrange condition for optimal control problems for which
the dynamic constraint is formulated as a differential inclusion, and not as a
control-parameterized differential equation as in [15], [16].

Notation. We write B the closed unit ball in Euclidean space; and | . | is
the Euclidean norm. Given a non-empty set Y ⊂ R

n, we write the interior,
the boundary and the convex hull of Y respectively intY , ∂Y and coY . The
Euclidean distance of the point x from the set Y (that is miny∈Y |x − y|) is
written dY (x). Y

∗ denotes the polar cone of Y , namely

Y ∗ := {ξ ∈ R
n : ξ · y ≤ 0 for all y ∈ Y } .

Given a closed non-empty set E ⊂ R
n, the limiting normal cone NE(x̄) of E at

x̄ ∈ E and the Clarke tangent cone TC
E (x̄) of E at x̄ are defined as follows

NE(x̄) :=

{

ξ | ∃ xi
E

−→ x̄, ξi −→ ξ s.t. lim sup
x

E
→xi

ξi · (x− xi)

|x− xi|
≤ 0 for all i ∈ N

}
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and

TC
E (x̄) :=

{

ξ | ∀ xi
E

−→ x̄ and ti ↓ 0, ∃ {ei} ⊂ E s.t. t−1
i (ei − xi) −→ ξ

}

.

The notation xi
E
→ x̄ means that xi → x̄ and xi ∈ E for all i ∈ N. We recall that

the Clarke tangent cone TC
E (x̄) and the limiting normal cone NE(x̄) are related

according to the following polarity relation

(NE(x̄))
∗ = TC

E (x̄).

Whenever the closed set E is also convex, the (limiting) normal and the tangent
cones above coincide with the normal and the tangent cones of Convex Analysis
(and in addition we have NE(x̄) = (TC

E (x̄))∗). In this case, we denote by πE(x)
the unique projection of the point x ∈ R

n onto E. The graph of a multifunction
F (.) : Rn

 R
n is the set

Gr{F (.)} := {(x, v) ∈ R
n × R

n | x ∈ R
n and v ∈ F (x)}.

We recall that the subdifferential of a lower semi-continuous extended valued
function ϕ at a point x ∈ domϕ := {y ∈ R

n : ϕ(y) < +∞} can be expressed
in terms of the limiting normal cone of the epigraph of ϕ:

∂ϕ(x) = {η | (η,−1) ∈ Nepiϕ(x, ϕ(x))}.

(For further details and discussion on these analytical tools we refer the reader
to the books [2], [9] and [22] and the references therein.)

C([a, b];Rn) is the set of continuous R
n valued functions on the time interval

[a, b]. We denote W 1,1([a, b];Rn) for the set of absolutely continuous Rn valued
functions on [a, b]; we shall employ the following norm on W 1,1([a, b];Rn):

‖x(.)‖W 1,1(a,b) := ‖x(.)‖L∞(a,b) + ‖ �x(.)‖L1(a,b) , for all x(.) ∈W 1,1([a, b];Rn),

which is equivalent to the classicalW 1,1-norm: ‖x(.)‖=‖x(.)‖L1(a,b)+‖ �x(.)‖L1(a,b).

2. Main results

We write A0 the set of all points y ∈ A where the state constraint A is locally
regular: more precisely, y ∈ A0 if and only if there exists a radius r > 0 and
a function ϕ : Rn → R of class C1+ (i.e. everywhere differentiable with locally
Lipschitz continuous derivatives) such that

∇ϕ(y) 6= 0 , A ∩ (y + r intB) = {x : ϕ(x) ≤ 0} ∩ (y + r intB) .

Observe that A0 ⊃ intA.

Theorem 2.1. Let x̄(.) be a W 1,1 δ-local minimizer for problem (P ), in which
we assume that for some constants c > 0 and kF > 0 the following hypotheses
are satisfied:
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(H1) The set A ⊂ R
n is closed and convex.

(H2) (a) The multifunction F has non-empty, closed values;
(b)

F (x) ⊂ c B for all x ∈ x̄(t) + δB, t ∈ [S, T ];

(c)

F (x) ⊂ F (y) + kF |x− y|B, for all x, y ∈ x̄(t) + δB, t ∈ [S, T ].

(H3)

coF (x) ∩ intTC
A (x) 6= ∅, for all x ∈ A ∩ (x̄(t) + δB), t ∈ [S, T ].

(H4) (a) g is Lipschitz continuous on (x̄(S) + δB)× (x̄(T ) + δB);
(b) L(t, x, u) is measurable in t for fixed (x, u), and for some constants

kL > 0 we have

|L(t, x, u)− L(t, x′, u′)| ≤ kL|(x, u)− (x′, u′)|

for all (x, u), (x′, u′) ∈ (x̄(t) + δB)× R
n,

for all t ∈ [S, T ].

(H5) One of the following two conditions is satisfied:
(a) x̄(S) ∈ A0;
(b) intTC

E0∩A
(x̄(S)) 6= ∅.

Then, there exist p(.) ∈ W 1,1([S, T ];Rn) and a function of bounded variation
ν(.) : [S, T ] → R

n, continuous from the right on (S, T ), such that

(i)
∫

[S,T ]
ξ(t) · dν(t) ≤ 0 for all ξ(.) ∈ C([S, T ];Rn) satisfying ξ(t) ∈ TC

A (x̄(t)),

(ii) �p(t) ∈ co{η | (η, q(t)) ∈ ∂L(t, x̄(t), �̄x(t)) + NGr{F (.)}(x̄(t), �̄x(t))} a.e. t ∈
[S, T ],

(iii) (p(S),−q(T )) ∈ ∂g(x̄(S), x̄(T )) +NE0∩A(x̄(S))× {0},

(iv) q(t) · �̄x(t) − L(t, x̄(t), �̄x(t)) = maxv∈F (x̄(t)) {q(t) · v − L(t, x̄(t), v)} a.e. t ∈
[S, T ],

in which q(.) : [S, T ] → R
n is the function

q(t) := p(t) +

∫

[S,t]

dν(s) for t ∈ (S, T ] .

Theorem 2.1 will be proved in Section 4.

Remark 2.2. (a) Very similar proof techniques to those employed here yield
an alternative version of Theorem 2.1, which provides necessary conditions in
normal form in cases when the state constraint set A is expressed in terms of a
functional inequality, that is

A = {x ∈ R
n : h(x) ≤ 0},
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where h : Rn → R is a Lipschitz function, and when the necessary conditions
are expressed directly in terms of the inequality state constraint function h(.).
More precisely, if assumptions (H1)–(H5) of Theorem 2.1 are satisfied, then the
(normal) extended Euler-Lagrange condition can be replaced by: there exist a
costate arc p(.) ∈W 1,1([S, T ];Rn) associated with the state x̄(.), a Borel measure
µ(.) on [S, T ] and a µ-integrable function γ : [S, T ] → R

n, such that

(ia) γ(t) ∈ ∂>x h(x̄(t)) µ-a.e., and supp{µ} ⊂ {t : h(x̄(t)) = 0},

(iia) �p(t) ∈ co{η | (η, q(t)) ∈ ∂L(t, x̄(t), �̄x(t)) + NGr{F (.)}(x̄(t), �̄x(t))} a.e. t ∈
[S, T ],

(iiia) (p(S),−q(T )) ∈ ∂g(x̄(S), x̄(T )) +NE0∩A(x̄(S))× {0},

(iva) q(t) · �̄x(t) − L(t, x̄(t), �̄x(t)) = maxv∈F (x̄(t)) {q(t) · v − L(t, x̄(t), v)} a.e. t ∈
[S, T ],

in which q(.) : [S, T ] → R
n is the function

q(t) := p(t) +

∫

[S,t]

γ(s)dµ(s) for t ∈ (S, T ].

Here, suppµ denotes the support of the measure µ and ∂>x h(x) is the hybrid
subdifferential of h at x, which is defined as:

∂>x h(x) := co{η | there exist xi → x and ηi → η s.t.

∇xh(xi) exists, ηi = ∇xh(xi) and h(xi) > 0 for each i ∈ N}.

(b) The special case of Thm. 2.1, in which (H5)(b) is replaced by the requirement
‘E0 = R

n’, was recently proved in [4]. (Notice that, when E0 = R
n, (H5)(b) is

automatically satisfied, in consequence of (H3).) The earlier literature provides
conditions for normality also for the particular case in which ‘x̄(S) ∈ intA’ (this
implies that hypothesis (H5)(a) of Thm. 2.1 is verified): see [4] for normality
of the extended Euler-Lagrange condition in the context of state constrained
differential inclusion problems; and cf. [5] and [15] for minimizers satisfying
the maximum principle (for optimal control problems in which the dynamic
constraint takes the form of a controlled differential equation).

(c) Assumption (H5)(b) concerns the case in which x̄(S) belongs to a region
where the state constraint A is not regular, and it involves tangent cones of the
state and the left end-point constraints. An immediate consequence of (H5)(b)
is that the generalized Euler-Lagrange conditions necessarily apply in a non-
degenerate form (in the sense of [20]); however, here, we are interested in the
stronger property of normality. Recent papers make use of similar conditions
(comprising the intersection of tangent cones to the constraints) to deal with the
case in which x̄(S) turns out to be a ‘corner’ of A. In particular, [16] provides
normality for a generalized version of the maximum principle, applicable for
a wide class of optimal control problems, in which the state constraint is a
closed set with non-empty interior tangent cones. Theorem 2.1 differs in the
nature of the necessary conditions (here including generalized Euler-Lagrange
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conditions), and also in the nature of the inward pointing condition. Indeed, the
constraint qualification in [16] takes into account also inward vectors which are
tangents to the velocity set, whereas here (H3) comprises only inward pointing
vectors belonging only to the velocity set. The example at the end of the paper
illustrates a typical case in which (H3) holds true, (H5) might be verified but
the inward pointing condition of [16] is not satisfied.

3. W 1,1-linear estimates

We shall make use of the following theorem concerning existence of feasible
F -trajectories, which is a refinement of a result in [4].

Theorem 3.1. Fix r0 > 0. Consider a non-empty set A ⊂ R
n and a multi-

function F : Rn
 R

n such that, for some constants c > 0 and kF > 0, and for
R0 := ec(T−S)(r0 + 2), the following assumptions are satisfied:

(H1) The set A ⊂ R
n is closed and convex.

(H2)′ (a) The multifunction F has non-empty, closed values;
(b)

F (x) ⊂ c(1 + |x|) B for all x ∈ R
n.

(c)
F (x) ⊂ F (y) + kF |x− y|B, for all x, y ∈ R0B;

(H3)′

coF (x) ∩ intTC
A (x) 6= ∅, for all x ∈ A ∩R0B.

Let x0 ∈ A ∩ r0B be a given point. Then, the following properties hold true.

(i) If x0 ∈ A0, then there exist θ ∈ (0, 1
4
) and K > 0 such that for any

F -trajectory x(.) on [S, T ] and ε ≥ 0 satisfying






max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(x(t)) ≤ ε

x(S) ∈ A ∩ (x0 + θB),

we can find a feasible F -trajectory x(.) on [S, T ] satisfying
{

‖x(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ Kε

x(S) = x(S).

(ii) If x0 ∈ A \ A0, then, for any w0 ∈ intTC
A (x0) fixed, there exist θ ∈ (0, 1

4
),

α ≥ 0 and K > 0 such that for any F -trajectory x(.) on [S, T ] and ε ≥ 0
with







max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(x(t)) ≤ ε

x(S) ∈ A ∩ (x0 + θB),
(1)

we can find a feasible F -trajectory x(.) on [S, T ] satisfying
{

‖x(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ Kε

x(S) = x(S) + αεw0.
(2)
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The proof of Theorem 3.1 will be provided in Section 5.

A consequence of Theorem 3.1 is the following result, in which the left end-point
x(S) of the possibly ‘violating’ F -trajectory x(.) does not necessarily belong to
the state constraint.

Corollary 3.2. Suppose that all the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 are satisfied
(for some constants c > 0 and kF > 0, and for R0 := ec(T−S)(r0 + 2)). Let
x0 ∈ A ∩ r0B be a given point. Then, the following properties hold true.

(i) If x0 ∈ A0, then there exist θ′ > 0 and K ′ > 0 such that for any F -
trajectory x(.) on [S, T ] and ε ≥ 0 satisfying







max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(x(t)) ≤ ε

x(S) ∈ x0 + θ′B,

and for any given y0 ∈ A∩ (x(S)+εB), we can find a feasible F -trajectory
x(.) on [S, T ] satisfying

{

‖x(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ K ′ε

x(S) = y0 .

(ii) If x0 ∈ A \ A0, then, for any w0 ∈ intTC
A (x0) fixed, there exist α′ ≥ 0,

θ′ > 0 and K ′ > 0 such that for any F -trajectory x(.) on [S, T ] and ε ≥ 0
with







max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(x(t)) ≤ ε

x(S) ∈ x0 + θ′B,
(3)

and for any given y0 ∈ A∩ (x(S)+εB), we can find a feasible F -trajectory
x(.) on [S, T ] satisfying

{

‖x(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ K ′ε

x(S) = y0 + α′εw0 .
(4)

Proof. We prove here just the case x0 ∈ A \A0. The case x0 ∈ A0 is easier and
can be similarly treated.
Fix any x0 ∈ A \ A0 and w0 ∈ intTC

A (x0). Consider the constants α ≥ 0, θ > 0
and K > 0 provided by Theorem 3.1 (case (ii)). Define θ′ := θ

4
. Take any

F−trajectory x(.) and any number ε ≥ 0 such that:






max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(x(t)) ≤ ε

x(S) ∈ x0 + θ′B.

It is not restrictive to assume that ε ≤ θ′. Consider any y0 ∈ A ∩ (x(S) + εB).
Observe that y0 ∈ A∩(x0+θB). It is obvious that |y0−x(S)| ≤ ε. Then invoking
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the Filippov Existence Theorem (cf. [2] or [22]) to the reference trajectory x(.)
on [S, T ], we obtain an F -trajectory y(.) on [S, T ] such that y(S) = y0 and

‖y(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ ekF (T−S)|y(S)− x(S)| ≤ ekF (T−S)ε . (5)

Notice that

max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(y(t)) ≤ ‖y(.)− x(.)‖L∞(S,T ) + max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(x(t)) ≤ (ekF (T−S) + 1)ε . (6)

We write ε′ := (ekF (T−S) + 1)ε .
Theorem 3.1 is also applicable for the reference trajectory y(.) and number ε′:
we obtain a feasible F -trajectory x(.) such that

x(S) = y(S) + αε′w0 = y0 + αε′w0 = y0 + α(ekF (T−S) + 1)εw0

and
‖x(.)− y(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ Kε′. (7)

As a consequence, from (5), (6) and (7), we have

‖x(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ ‖x(.)− y(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) + ‖y(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T )

≤ Kε′ + ekF (T−S)ε

≤ (K(ekF (T−S) + 1) + ekF (T−S))ε

and the validity of (4) follows taking the constants θ′ := θ
4
, α′ := α(ekF (T−S)+1)

and K ′ := K(ekF (T−S) + 1) + ekF (T−S) .

We consider now a version of Theorem 3.1 in which the assumptions are satisfied
only in a neighborhood of a reference feasible F -trajectory x̄(.).

Theorem 3.3. Consider a set A ⊂ R
n and a multifunction F : Rn

 R
n such

that, for some constants δ > 0, c > 0 and kF > 0, and for a given feasible F -
trajectory x̄(.), hypotheses (H1)–(H3) of Theorem 2.1 are satisfied. Then, the
following properties hold true.

(i) If x̄(S) ∈ A0, then there exist θ ∈ (0, δ) and K > 0 such that for any
F -trajectory x(.) on [S, T ] and ε ≥ 0 with







max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(x(t)) ≤ ε

‖x̄(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ θ,

and for any given y0 ∈ A∩ (x(S)+ εB), we can find a feasible F -trajectory
x(.) on [S, T ] satisfying

{

‖x(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ Kε

x(S) = y0 .
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(ii) If x̄(S) ∈ A \ A0, then, for any w0 ∈ intTC
A (x̄(S)) fixed, there exist θ ∈

(0, δ), α ≥ 0 and K > 0 such that for any F -trajectory x(.) on [S, T ] and
ε ≥ 0 with







max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(x(t)) ≤ ε

‖x̄(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ θ,

and for any given y0 ∈ A∩ (x(S)+ εB), we can find a feasible F -trajectory
x(.) on [S, T ] satisfying

{

‖x(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ Kε

x(S) = y0 + αεw0 .

4. Proof of Theorem 2.1

We provide here a proof supposing that (H1)–(H4) and (H5)(b) are satisfied.
The proof when we assume (H5)(a) instead of (H5)(b) is simpler and has been
already treated in [4] to which we refer the reader for a proof.

Step 1. Let x̄(.) be a W 1,1 δ-local minimizer for the optimal problem (P ), for
some δ > 0. It is not restrictive to assume that δ ∈ (0, 1

2
). Assumption (H5)(b)

guarantees the existence of a vector w0 ∈ R
n such that

w0 ∈ intTC
E0∩A

(x̄(S)).

Since A is convex, it follows that:

TC
E0∩A

(x̄(S)) ⊂ TC
A (x̄(S)),

And therefore w0 ∈ intTC
A (x̄(S)), which means that all the assumptions of case

(ii) of Theorem 3.3 are satisfied. From the characterization of the interior of the
Clarke tangent cone (cf. [21]), there exists δ̄ ∈ (0, 1) such that

y + [0, δ̄](w0 + δ̄B) ⊂ E0 ∩ A for all y ∈ (x̄(S) + 2δ̄B) ∩ (E0 ∩ A). (8)

We take

δ′ = min

{

θ;
δ

4(K + 1)
;

δ̄

α+ 1

}

,

where α, θ and K are the positive constants provided by Theorem 3.3.

Step 2. We shall define the following sets of functions

W := {x(.) ∈W 1,1([S, T ],Rn) : �x(t) ∈ F (x(t)) a.e. x(S) ∈ E0 ∩ A,

and ‖x(.)− x̄(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ δ},

W ′ := {x(.) ∈ W : ‖x(.)− x̄(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ δ′}.
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From assumption (H4) it immediately follows that the functional J(.) is uni-
formly Lipschitz on W with respect to the W 1,1-norm. Write KJ > 0 the
Lipschitz constant of J(.):

|J(y(.))− J(x(.))| ≤ KJ ‖y(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) for all y(.), x(.) ∈ W. (9)

Combining a penalization method with the linear estimate provided by Theorem
3.3, we obtain that x̄(.) is also a W 1,1 local minimizer for a new optimal control
problem, in which the state constraint in (P ) is replaced by an extra penalty
term in the cost.

Lemma 4.1. Assume that all hypotheses of Theorem 2.1 are satisfied. Then,
x̄(.) is a W 1,1 local minimizer for the problem







minimize J̃(y(.)) = J(y(.)) +KJK max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(y(t))

over y(.) ∈ W ′.

Proof. Take any x(.) ∈ W ′. Notice that x(.) is an F -trajectory such that
x(S) ∈ A and ‖x(.)− x̄(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ θ. Write ε := maxt∈[S,T ] dA(x(t)). Then
invoking Theorem 3.3, we can find an F -trajectory x(.) such that











x(t) ∈ A for all t ∈ [S, T ],

‖x(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ Kε

and x(S) = x(S) + αεw0 .

(10)

Using the fact that

ε = max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(x(t)) ≤ ‖x(.)− x̄(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ δ′ (11)

and the linear estimate (10) we obtain

‖x(.)− x̄(.)‖W 1,1(S,T )

≤ ‖x(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) + ‖x(.)− x̄(.)‖W 1,1(S,T )

≤ Kε+ ‖x(.)− x̄(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ (K + 1) ‖x(.)− x̄(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ δ . (12)

We prove that x(S) ∈ E0 ∩ A. Indeed, since x(.) ∈ W ′, from the choice of δ′

we also have x(S) ∈ (x̄(S) + δ̄B) ∩ (E0 ∩ A). On the other hand from (11) it
follows that αε ≤ αδ′ ≤ δ̄. Therefore, we can apply inclusion (8), obtaining that
x(S) = x(S) + αεw0 ∈ E0 ∩ A. As a consequence x(.) ∈ W.
Now, recalling that KJ > 0 is the Lipschitz constant of J(.) and that x̄(.) is a
W 1,1 minimizer for the reference problem (P ) (and in particularmaxt∈[S,T ] dA(x̄(t))
= 0 for it is feasible), for any x(.) ∈ W ′ we obtain

J̃(x̄(.)) = J(x̄(.)) ≤ J(x(.)) ≤ J(x(.)) +KJ ‖x(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T )

≤ J(x(.)) +KJKε = J(x(.)) +KJK max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(x(t)) = J̃(x(.)).

This confirms the lemma statement.
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Step 3. Consider the auxiliary state constrained optimal control problem

(P )′































Minimize g̃(X(S), X(T ))

over X(.) = (x(.), y(.), z(.)) ∈W 1,1([S, T ];Rn+2) satisfying
�X(t) = ( �x(t), �y(t), �z(t)) ∈ G(t,X(t)) a.e. t ∈ [S, T ],

h̃(X(t)) ≤ 0 for all t ∈ [S, T ],

(x(S), y(S), z(S)) ∈ (E0 ∩ A)× R+ × {0}.

The cost function g̃ is defined by

g̃(X(S), X(T )) := g(x(S), x(T )) +KJKmax{0, y(T )}+ z(T ).

The multivalued function is defined by

G(t,X) := {(v, 0, r) : v ∈ F (x), r ≥ L(t, x, v)},

and the function h̃ : Rn × R × R → R (which provides the state constraint by
means of a functional inequality) is defined by:

h̃(X) = h̃(x, y, z) := dA(x)− y.

We added two extra state variables y and z, and applying known necessary
optimality conditions to a minimizer for (P )′, we shall derive normality for the
reference problem (P ).
Define the arc

z̄(t) :=

∫ t

S

L(s, x̄(s), �̄x(s))ds, for all t ∈ [S, T ].

Observe that Lemma 4.1 implies that the G-trajectory

X̄(.) := (x̄(.), ȳ ≡ 0, z̄(.)),

is a W 1,1 δ′−local minimizer for problem (P )′.
Indeed, suppose by contradiction, that there exists a state trajectory X(.) =
(x(.), y(.), z(.)) satisfying the state and dynamic constraints of (P )′, such that

‖(x(.), y(.), z(.))− (x̄(.), ȳ(.), z̄(.))‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ δ′ ,

and g̃(X(S), X(T )) < g̃(X̄(S), X̄(T )).
Observe that y(.) ≡ y ≥ 0, and condition

h̃(x(t), y, z(t)) ≤ 0 for all t ∈ [S, T ]

can be equivalently written as

max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(x(t)) ≤ y.
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Then we would obtain:

J̃(x(.)) ≤ g(x(S), x(T )) +KJKmax{0, y}+

∫ T

S

L(t, x(t), �x(t))ds

≤ g̃(X(S), X(T )) < g̃(X̄(S), X̄(T )) = J̃(x̄(.)).

This contradicts the fact that x̄(.) is a W 1,1 minimizer over W ′.

Step 4. Known necessary conditions for optimality are now applicable. In par-
ticular [22, Theorem 10.3.1] implies that there exist a Lagrange multiplier λ ≥ 0,
a costate arc P (.) = (p(.), ψ(.), φ(.)) ∈ W 1,1([S, T ],Rn+2) (associated with the
minimizer X̄(.) = (x̄(.), ȳ ≡ 0, z̄(.))), a Borel measurable function µ(.) on [S, T ]
and a µ−integrable function γ(.) : [S, T ] → R

n+2 satisfying

(a) ‖P‖L∞ + λ+
∫ T

S
dµ(s) = 1,

(b) �P (t)∈ co{w∈R
n+2|(w,Q(t)) ∈ NGr{G(t,.)}((x̄(t), ȳ ≡ 0, z̄(t)), ( �̄x(t), 0, �̄z(t)))}

a.e. t ∈ [S, T ],

(c) (P (S),−Q(T ))∈λ∂g̃((x̄(S), ȳ ≡ 0, z̄(S)), (x̄(T ), ȳ ≡ 0, z̄(T )))+NE0∩A(x̄(S))
×R− × R× {(0, 0, 0)},

(d) Q(t) · ( �̄x(t), 0, �̄z(t)) = maxṽ∈G(t,(x̄(t),ȳ≡0,z̄(t)))Q(t) · ṽ a.e. t ∈ [S, T ],

(e) γ(t) ∈ ∂>h̃(x̄(t), ȳ ≡ 0, z̄(t)) µ− a.e., and supp{µ} ⊂ {t : h̃(x̄(t), ȳ ≡
0, z̄(t)) = 0},

in which Q(.) : [S, T ] → R
n+2 is the function

Q(t) := P (t) +

∫

[S,t]

γ(s)dµ(s) for t ∈ (S, T ].

Step 5. One can easily derive from relations (a)–(e) given above for the auxiliary
problem (P )′, the desired necessary conditions for optimality for the reference
problem (P ):

(p(S),−q(T )) ∈ λ∂g(x̄(S), x̄(T )) +NE0∩A(x̄(S))× {0},

�ψ ≡ 0, ψ := ψ(S) ≤ 0, and − ψ(T ) +

∫

[S,T ]

dµ(s) ∈ [0, λKJK],

�φ ≡ 0 and φ(T ) = −λ,

�p(t) ∈ co{η | (η, q(t)) ∈ λ∂L(t, x̄(t), �̄x(t)) +NGr{F (.)}(x̄(t), �̄x(t))} a.e. t ∈ [S, T ].

Moreover, the necessary conditions apply in the normal form, for if λ = 0, then
we would obtain

−ψ +

∫

[S,T ]

dµ(s) = 0, p ≡ 0, ψ ≡ 0 and φ ≡ 0,

But this contradicts (a) of Step 4. Therefore, relations (a)–(d) above yield
conditions (ii)–(iv) of Theorem 2.1. Finally, since the function h̃ is defined using
the distance function to A, dA(.), standard analysis (cf. [22] pages 332 and 370)
allows to conclude the proof, confirming also property (i) of the theorem.
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5. Proofs of Theorems 3.1 and 3.3

Proof of Theorem 3.1. We build up the proof of Theorem 3.1 in three steps.
In the first step we provide upper bounds for the magnitude of state trajectories
and their velocities having initial state on a bounded region. This allows us to use
a standard compactness argument, and consequently apply a local analysis. In
the second step, we treat separately the cases in which x0 ∈ A0 and x0 ∈ A\A0.
We shall provide two lemmas giving local W 1,1−estimate results for an initial
subinterval. Step 3 is devoted to a recursive argument ensuring the construction
of the desired feasible F−trajectories.

Step 1. Fix any r0 > 0 and x0 ∈ A ∩ r0B. Write R0 := ec(T−S)(r0 + 2) and
M0 := c(1 + R0). Observe that assumption (H2)′ ensures the following a-priori
bounds for the magnitude of all F -trajectories x(.) starting from (r0 + 1)B and
their velocities: if x(.) is an F -trajectory on [S, T ] with x(S) ∈ (r0 + 1)B, then

x(t) ∈ R0B for all t ∈ [S, T ]

and

�x(t) ∈M0B a.e. t ∈ [S, T ].

Using the characterization of the interior of the Clarke tangent cone (cf. [9]
and [21]) and applying a standard compactness argument, we can find a finite
number of points yi ∈ ∂A ∩R0B and numbers ε̄ > 0, δi ∈ (0, 1), ρi ∈ (0, 1

4
), for

i = 0, · · · , N, such that

(∂A+ ε̄B) ∩R0B ⊂
N
⋃

i=0

(

yi +
δi
4
intB

)

,

and for all i = 0, · · · , N , there exists a vector vi ∈ coF (yi) ∩ intTC
A (yi) such

that

y + [0, 2δi](vi + ρiB) ⊂ A, for all y ∈ (yi + δiB) ∩ A.

Step 2. We treat the two cases (i) (x0 ∈ A0) and (ii) (x0 ∈ A \ A0) separately
to obtain a local W 1,1-estimate.

Lemma 5.1 (Case x0 ∈ A0). Fix any r0 > 0. Consider a multifunction F :
R

n
 R

n and a closed non-empty set A. Assume that assumptions (H2)′ and
(H3)′ of Theorem 3.1 are satisfied (for some constants c > 0, kF > 0 and
R0 = ec(T−S)(r0 + 2)). Take any x0 ∈ A0 ∩ r0B. Then, we can find θ0 ∈ (0, 1

4
),

τ0 ∈ (0, T − S] and K0 > 0 such that the following property is satisfied: given
any F -trajectory x(.) : [S, T ] → R

n and ε ≥ 0 such that







max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(x(t)) ≤ ε

x(S) ∈ A ∩ (x0 + θ0B),
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we can find an F -trajectory x(.) on [S, T ] such that:











x(S) = x(S),

x(t) ∈ A for all t ∈ [S, S + τ0],

‖x(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ K0ε.

Proof. Since x0 ∈ A0, there exist a C1+ function h0 : Rn → R and a constant
ǫ0 ∈ (0, 1) such that we have:

∇h0(x0) 6= 0, A ∩ (x0 + ǫ0 intB) = {x : h0(x) ≤ 0} ∩ (x0 + ǫ0 intB) ⊂ A0 .

Take θ0 := ǫ0
4
and τ0 := ǫ0

2M0

, where M0 > 0 is the constant provided in Step
1 of the proof of Theorem 3.1. This ensures that any F -trajectory on [S, T ]
starting from x0+ θ0B remains in x0+

3
4
ǫ0B for all t ∈ [S, S+ τ0]. Then, Lemma

5.1 represents a local version of known linear W 1,1-estimates for smooth state
constraints (cf. [3]).

We can now restrict attention to the case in which x0 belongs to a non-smooth
region of A, i.e. x0 ∈ A \ A0.

Lemma 5.2. Fix any r0 > 0. Consider a multifunction F : Rn
 R

n and a
non-empty closed set A ⊂ R

n. Suppose that hypothesis (H2)′ of Theorem 3.1 is
satisfied (for some constants c > 0, kF > 0 and R0 = ec(T−S)(r0 +2)). Take any
x0 ∈ A ∩ r0B, and any w0 ∈ intTC

A (x0). Then we can find α ≥ 0, θ1 ∈ (0, 1
16
),

τ1 ∈ (0, T − S] and K1 > 0 such that the following property is satisfied: given
any F -trajectory x(.) on [S, T ] and ε ≥ 0 such that







max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(x(t)) ≤ ε

x(S) ∈ A ∩ (x0 + θ1B),
(13)

we can find an F -trajectory x(.) on [S, T ] such that











x(S) = x(S) + αεw0,

x(t) ∈ A for all t ∈ [S, S + τ1],

‖x(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ K1ε .

Proof. From the characterization of the interior of the Clarke tangent cone of
Rockafellar [21], since w0 ∈ intTC

A (x0), there exists ǫ1 ∈ (0, 1
4
) such that

y + [0, ǫ1](w0 + 2ǫ1B) ⊂ A for all y ∈ (x0 + ǫ1B) ∩ A . (14)

Recall that the positive constantM0 = c(1+R0) (provided in Step 1 of the proof
of Theorem 3.1) represents an upper bound for the velocities of all F -trajectories
with initial state in (r0 + 1)B.
It is not restrictive to assume that ε ≤ ǫ21. For, otherwise, the statement of the
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lemma immediately follows taking α = 0, K1 = 2c(1+R0)(T−S)

ǫ2
1

, and any feasible

F -trajectory x(.) with x(S) = x(S).
Define θ1 :=

ǫ1
4
, α := 1

ǫ1
and τ1 ∈ (0, ǫ1

2M0

] such that α|w0|(e
kF τ1 − 1) ≤ 1. Take

any F -trajectory x(.) on [S, T ] and any ε ≥ 0 satisfying (13). Consider the
following arc y(.):

y(t) := αεw0 + x(t), for all t ∈ [S, T ].

Observe that y(t) = y(t) + αεw0 + (x(t)− y(t)), for all t ∈ [S, T ], where y(t) ∈
πA(x(t)) (πA(x) denotes the projection of x, possibly non-unique, on the convex
set A). Bearing in mind that x(.) satisfies (13), we have

|x(t)− y(t)| ≤ ε, for all t ∈ [S, T ],

and therefore, for all t ∈ [S, T ],

y(t) + εB ⊂ y(t) + αεw0 + 2εB = y(t) + αε(w0 + 2ǫ1B)

⊂ y(t) + ǫ1(w0 + 2ǫ1B),

where in the last inclusion we have used the fact that ε ≤ ǫ21. As a consequence,
as long as y(t) ∈ (x0 + ǫ1B)∩A, from (14) we deduce that y(t) + εB ⊂ A for all
t ∈ [S, S + τ1]. But this is guaranteed for all t ∈ [S, S + τ1] owing to the choice
of θ1 and τ1; indeed, we have:

|x0 − y(t)| ≤ |x0 − x(S)|+ |x(S)− x(t)|+ |x(t)− y(t)| (15)

≤ θ1 + τ1M0 + ε ≤ ǫ1/4 + ǫ1/2 + ǫ21
< ǫ1 .

Consequently,
y(t) + εB ⊂ A, for all t ∈ [S, S + τ1]. (16)

Invoking the Filippov Existence Theorem (cf. [2] or [22]) to the reference trajec-
tory x(.), we obtain an F -trajectory x(.) on [S, T ] such that:

x(S) := y(S) = x(S) + αεw0

and for all t ∈ (S, T ] :

‖x(.)− x(.)‖L∞(S,t) ≤ |x(S)− x(S)|+

∫ t

S

| �x(s)− �x(s)|ds (17)

≤ ekF (t−S)|x(S)− x(S)|.

Thus, for all t ∈ (S, T ], we have:

‖x(.)− x(.)‖L∞(S,t) ≤ α|w0|e
kF (t−S)ε

and
‖x(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,t) ≤ α|w0|(2e

kF (t−S) − 1)ε . (18)
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Since the arcs x(.) and y(.) have the same left end-point (x(S) = y(S) = x(S)+
αεw0), and �y(t) = �x(t) for a.e. t ∈ [S, T ], from (17) we also obtain that

|x(t)− y(t)| ≤

∫ t

S

| �x(s)− �x(s)|ds ≤ α|w0|(e
kF (t−S) − 1)ε, for all t ∈ (S, T ]

and then, from the choice of τ1,

|x(t)− y(t)| ≤ ε, for all t ∈ [S, S + τ1]. (19)

As a consequence, the statement of the lemma is confirmed by relations (16)
and (19), which yield the feasibility of the F -trajectory x(.) on [S, S + τ1],
and (18), which provides the desired linear W 1,1-estimate with constant K1 :=
α|w0|(2e

kF (T−S) − 1).

Step 3. We shall apply an iterative construction based on the following technical
result.

Lemma 5.3. Fix r0 > 0. Consider a multifunction F : Rn
 R

n and a non-
empty closed set A ⊂ R

n satisfying the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 (for some
constants c > 0, kF > 0, and R0 = ec(T−S)(r0 + 2)). Then there exists τ2 ∈
(0, T − S] such that for each 0 < τ ≤ τ2, we can find ε2 > 0 and K2 > 0
satisfying the following property.
Take any t0 ∈ [S, T ), any F -trajectory x(.) on [t0, T ], and ε ∈ [0, ε2] satisfying:











x(t0) ∈ A ∩ (ec(t0−S)(r0 + 1)− 1)B,

x(t) ∈ A for all t ∈ [t0, t0 + τ ],

dA(x(t)) ≤ ε for all t ∈ [t0 + τ, t0 + 2τ ].

Then, there exists an F -trajectory x(.) on [t0, T ] such that











x(t0) = x(t0),

x(t) ∈ A for all t ∈ [t0, t0 + 2τ ],

‖x(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(t0,T ) ≤ K2ε .

Proof. The proof is exactly the same as the proof of [4, Lemma 1]. We highlight
only the fact that the properties listed in step 1 of the proof of Theorem 3.1
(which are an immediate consequence of assumptions (H2)′ and (H3)′) represent
a localized version of the hypotheses invoked in [4, Lemma 1].

Assume first that x0 ∈ A0.
Define

θ := θ0, τ ∗ := min{τ0, τ2}, K∗ := max{K0, K2},

where θ0, τ0 and K0 are provided by Lemma 5.1, whereas τ2 and K2 are obtained
using Lemma 5.3 (K2 is related to time τ ≤ τ2). Writem the smaller integer such
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that mτ ∗ ≥ T − S, and consider the following standard iterative construction.
We apply Lemma 5.1 to the reference F -trajectory x(.) and ε ≥ 0 satisfying
maxt∈[S,T ] dA(x(t)) ≤ ε and x(S) ∈ (x0 + θB) ∩ A. Therefore, we obtain an
F -trajectory z0(.) on [S, T ] such that















z0(t) ∈ A, for all t ∈ [S, S + τ ∗]

‖z0(.)− x(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ K∗ε

max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(z0(t)) ≤ (K∗ + 1)ε .

Observe that the F -trajectory z0(.) verifies all the assumptions of Lemma 5.3
(for t0 = S). As a result, we deduce the existence of an F -trajectory z1(.) on
[S, T ] satisfying the following relations:















z1(t) ∈ A, for all t ∈ [S, S + 2τ ∗]

‖z1(.)− z0(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ K∗(K∗ + 1)ε

max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(z1(t)) ≤ (K∗ + 1)2ε .

The above construction can be iteratively applied m-times, obtaining a finite
sequence of F -trajectories zk(.), for k = 1, . . . ,m, such that:























zk(t) = zk−1(t), for all t ∈ [S, S + (k − 1)τ ∗]

zk(t) ∈ A, for all t ∈ [S + (k − 1)τ ∗, S + kτ ∗]

‖zk(.)− zk−1(.)‖W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ K∗(K∗ + 1)kε

max
t∈[S,T ]

dA(zk(t)) ≤ (K∗ + 1)k+1ε .

The F -trajectory x(.) := zm(.) satisfies the theorem assertions in case (i), where
for the W 1,1-estimate we take the constant K := (K∗ + 1)m+1.

The case in which x0 ∈ A \ A0 can be treated applying exactly the same argu-
ment, except the fact that we use Lemma 5.2 instead of Lemma 5.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. The proof is analogous to that one of Theorem 3.1
(and Corollary 3.2 whenever the initial state x(S) does not necessarily belong
to the state constraint A). Indeed, we can use the same argument of step 1 of
the proof of Theorem 3.1, which now is applied to the compact set

A ∩ {x : |x− x̄(t)| ≤ δ, t ∈ [S, T ]}.

Estimates on an initial time interval (provided by Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2 in the
proof of Thm 3.1) are still valid if we replace the condition x(S) ∈ A∩ (x0+ θB)
with the condition

||x(.)− x̄(.)||W 1,1(S,T ) ≤ θ,
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for some 0 < θ < δ. Observe that the latter is much ‘stronger’ in the sense
that we require that the F -trajectory x(.) is close w.r.t. the W 1,1-norm to the
reference arc x̄(.), rather than the mere left end-point x(S) is close to a given
point x0: we can take 0 < θ < δ small enough in such a manner that all the
involved arcs and F -trajectories remain in the set

{x : |x− x̄(t)| ≤ δ/2, t ∈ [S, T ]},

in which assumptions (H2)′ and (H3)′ are always applicable. This guarantees
the validity of all estimates of the iterative argument (cf. step 3 in the proof of
Theorem 3.1) confirming all theorem assertions.

6. An example

We consider a similar example to that considered in [4], but modified to include
a more general left end-point constraint E0 to illustrate the crucial role played by
hypothesis (H5) in providing normality of the necessary conditions of optimality.
More precisely we look at the optimal control problem with state constraints:

(P2)































Minimize
∫ 1

0
L(t, x(t), �x(t))dt

over arcs x(.) ∈W 1,1([0, 1];R2) s.t.

�x(t) ∈ F a.e. t ∈ [0, 1],

x(t) ∈ A for all t ∈ [0, 1],

x(0) ∈ E0,

where

A := {x = (x1, x2) ∈ R
2 : h(x) ≤ 0} = {(x1, x2) ∈ R

2 : |x2| ≤ x1}.

F := {(1, u) : u ∈ {−2, 2}}, L(t, u) :=

{

2− u if �z(t) = 2

u+ 2 if �z(t) = −2.

The arc z(.) : [0, 1] → R is defined by: z(0) = 0, z(tk) := (−1)ktk, and �z(t) =
(−1)k2, for all t ∈ (tk+1, tk], where tk := 1

3k
, for k = 0, 1, 2, 3, . . . . Here, E0 is

any closed subset of R2 containing {(0, 0)} and such that assumption (H5)(b) is
verified for x̄(S) = (0, 0) (not just E0 = R

2). The F -trajectory

x̄(t) := (t, z(t)), ∀t ∈ [0, 1],

is a W 1,1-minimizer for problem (P2), no matter the left end-point constraint is
given, for we are assuming that x̄(0) = (0, 0) ∈ E0.

Applying the necessary conditions of optimality for the reference arc x̄(.), if we
suppose that the Lagrange multiplier (associated with the cost) vanishes, i.e.
λ = 0, we obtain the existence of a co-state arc p(.) ≡ p(0) 6= 0 such that (cf.
[4] for the details)

p(0) ∈ NE0∩A(x̄(0)) (20)
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and
p(0) ∈ −NA(x̄(0)). (21)

(We recall that (20) is just the left end-point transversality condition, whereas
(21) follows from the Weierstrass and the right-end point transversality condi-
tions.)

Now, assumption (H5)(b) ensures the existence of a vector w0 ∈ intTC
E0∩A

(x̄(0)).
Notice that the convexity ofA yields the inclusion intTC

E0∩A
(x̄(0))⊂ intTC

A (x̄(0)).
Using the polar relation between the Clarke tangent cone and the (limiting)
normal cone, since w0 ∈ intTC

E0∩A
(x̄(0)), we have

w0 · ξ < 0, for all ξ ∈ NE0∩A(x̄(0)) \ {0}.

Taking ξ = p(0) we obtain the following inequality:

w0 · p(0) < 0. (22)

And recalling also that w0 ∈ intTC
A (x̄(0)):

w0 · ζ < 0, for all ζ ∈ NA(x̄(0)) \ {0}.

Then, for ζ = −p(0), we have the inequality w0 · (−p(0)) < 0, which contradicts
the previous relation (22). This confirms normality of the necessary conditions
once assumption (H5)(b) is satisfied. The earlier work in [4] does not yield
the information that there exists a normal minimizer in this case, since the left
end-point constraint E0 is not the whole space R

2.

Remark 6.1. Observe that if we had E0 = {(0, 0)}, then hypothesis (H5)(b)
would not be satisfied, and the necessary conditions for optimality would apply
in the degenerate form for the minimizer x̄(.) (cf. [4]), confirming the relevance
of assumption (H5)(b).
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