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ABSTRACT

A recent development in machine learning - physics-informed deep learning (PIDL) - presents unique
advantages in transportation applications such as traffic state estimation. Consolidating the benefits
of deep learning (DL) and the governing physical equations, it shows the potential to complement
traditional sensing methods in obtaining traffic states. In this paper, we first explain the conservation
law from the traffic flow theory as “physics”, then present the architecture of a PIDL neural network
and demonstrate its effectiveness in learning traffic conditions of unobserved areas. In addition,
we also exhibit the data collection scenario using fog computing infrastructure. A case study on
estimating the vehicle velocity is presented and the result shows that PIDL surpasses the performance
of a regular DL neural network with the same learning architecture, in terms of convergence time and
reconstruction accuracy. The encouraging results showcase the broad potential of PIDL for real-time
applications in transportation with a low amount of training data.

Keywords Traffic State Estimation · Physics-informed Deep Learning · Traffic Flow Theory · Conservation law

1 Introduction and Motivation

Development in deep learning (DL) neural networks [1] [2] benefits a wide range of engineering applications. The
learning capability of a DL neural network helps practitioners in numerous fields such as transportation engineering and
has been widely adopted in projects on object detection, autonomous driving, and estimations of system conditions.

Traffic state estimation (TSE) is a crucial task for transportation planners in understanding travel demand and road
infrastructure’s level of service (LOS). Due to the cost constraints associated with installing sensing devices along
freeways and arterial roads, traffic observations can solely be obtained at predetermined locations, leaving areas where
traffic conditions are unperceived. Traffic states such as vehicle speed v, density ρ, and flow f in the unobserved regions
need to be approximated by using the collected measurements of traffic at sparse locations [3]. Take loop detectors as
an example: the signal indicating the passage of a vehicle can only be obtained at predetermined locations where the
electrically conducting loops are planted. The number of detectors deployed considerably affects the quantity of traffic
data collected from a highway system [4].

The task of TSE is further impeded by issues such as the measurement noise in detectors and data loss due to sensor
malfunctions [5] [6] [7]. The inaccuracy in recorded traffic data and the limited data resolution during signal processing
contribute to the challenges in precise TSE [8] [9].

Fig. 1 illustrates the process of traffic state data acquisition: sensing devices collect information such as speed v and
headway T at designated locations and broadcast the information to central cloud infrastructure for data processing
and storage. Note that the location of sensors (loop detectors, radars, or roadside units (RSUs) only provides sparse
measurement, and traditionally model-based methods such as Kalman filter have been used to estimate traffic conditions
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Figure 1: Process of Traffic State Data Acquisition

in regions without observed data. However, the model-driven approaches are restricted by the accuracy of the model
and its chosen parameters.

Development in DL such as long short-term memory (LSTM) and recurrent neural networks (RNNs) have successfully
captured the underlying relationships among traffic states [10], showing promise in TSE. Nevertheless, the DL
approaches are data-hungry and computationally intensive. Readers are redirected to [11] for a detailed discussion on
state-of-the-art TSE approaches. Given the sparse observation of traffic, it may also be prone to the overfitting issue.

Research questions: A careful analysis of the aforementioned literature prompts the following research question: can
governing physical equations come to aid the data-hungry DL neural network, and improve its estimation accuracy by
preempting overfitting?

This paper presents details of physics-informed deep learning (PIDL), which integrates the cost terms of a regular
neural network with the underlying relationship between state variables, and displays PIDL application in TSE using
the Lighthill-Whitham-Richards (LWR) conservation law. The work is inspired by the development of training DL
neural networks with the aid of governing differential equations [12] [13] and built upon our previous research on
traffic state estimation [11] [14]. The results show great potential in TSE applications to obtain traffic conditions in
unperceived areas.

Here is how the rest of the paper organized: Section 2 examines traffic flow theory and furnishes knowledge on deep
neural networks. Section 3 explains how to add physics into the training process of a DL neural network for TSE.
Section 4 discusses the scenario of traffic data collection. Section 5 explores a case study with velocity data to test the
performance of PIDL. Finally, section 6 concludes the paper and proposes future directions.

2 Physics of Traffic Flow and Deep Learning

2.1 Traffic Flow Fundamentals

Traffic state variables describe the spatial-temporal knowledge of road conditions. Lighthill-Whitham-Richards (LWR)
model [15] portrays the relationship between three traffic state variables - the cumulative count of vehicles N(x, t),
density ρ(x, t) and flow q(x, t). If N(x, t) is differentiable with respect to both location x and time t, the conservation
law of traffic flow is given by (1).

∂q(x, t)

∂x
+
∂ρ(x, t)

∂t
=
∂2N(x, t)

∂t∂x
− ∂2N(x, t)

∂x∂t
= 0 (1)
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Greenshields’ fundamental diagram (FD) depicts the relationship between speed v, density ρ, and flow q [16]. The
connection between traffic state variables is formulated in (2), in which ρmax is the maximum density and vfree is the
maximum speed (also known as the free-flow speed). Greenshields’ FD is shown in Fig. 2.

q(ρ) = vfree

(
1− ρ

ρmax

)
ρ

v(ρ) = vfree

(
1− ρ

ρmax

) (2)
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Speed
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Flow
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Figure 2: Greenshields’ Fundamental Diagram

2.2 Deep Learning Neural Network

A deep learning (DL) neural network includes several layers of computation neurons. To measure the disagreement
between the prediction or estimation produced by a DL neural network and the ground truth, a cost function is configured
and minimizing the cost is the objective in training a DL neural network. Adopting mean square error (MSE) as the cost
measure, we can build a cost function of the neural network, termed as the DL-cost JDL. The DL-cost is written in (3),
in which v̂(x, t) is the estimation of the velocity v(x, t) at location x and time t. N1 is the number of spatial bins on
the road segment, and N2 is the number of temporal bins of time t.

JDL =MSE(v̂(x,t),v(x,t)) =
1

N1 ·N2

N1∑
i=1

N2∑
j=1

|v̂(x(i), t(j))− v(x(i), t(j))|2 (3)

As the training process drives to minimize cost, the accuracy of the neural network is assessed based on the accuracy of
the state estimation output. The Frobenius norm is selected to build a normalized error measurement E . It is shown
as (4), in which V is the matrix form of velocity v(x, t), and V̂ is the neural network output (estimation) of V. E
normalizes the cost JDL and represents the relative estimation error. N1 and N2 are the numbers of discretized spatial
and temporal bins of the velocity field.

E =

∥∥∥V − V̂
∥∥∥
F

‖V‖F
× 100% =

√∑N1

i=1

∑N2

j=1|v̂(x(i), t(j))− v(x(i), t(j))|2√∑N1

i=1

∑N2

j=1|v(x(i), t(j))|2
× 100% (4)
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3 Physics-informed Deep Learning

The LWR conservation law is a partial differential equation (PDE). Since fundamental diagrams relate the traffic state
variables, we can use the equations of Greenshields’ FD in (2) to transform LWR in (1) to (5), which contains only one
independent variable, velocity v(x, t).

ρmax

(
1− 2v(x, t)

vfree

)
∂v(x, t)

∂x
− ρmax

vfree

∂v(x, t)

∂t
= 0 (5)

We establish two measures: (a) DL-cost, JDL, for the estimation error between the output and the ground truth, and
(b) physics-cost, JPHY , for the noncompliance of conservation law. Adopting the LWR conservation law in (5) as
“physics”, these two cost terms are formulated in (6). The number of observed data is denoted as N0, and Nc is the
number of the collocation points where the measurement of non-compliance of physics - JPHY is assessed.

JDL =
1

No

No∑
j=1

|v(xjo, tjo)− v̂(xjo, tjo)|2

JPHY =
1

Nc

Nc∑
j=1

|ρmax(1−
2v̂(xjc, t

j
c)

vfree
)
∂v̂(xjc, t

j
c)

∂x
− ρmax

vfree

∂v̂(xjc, t
j
c)

∂t
|2

(6)

By adding the physics-cost JPHY to the cost function, the LWR conservation law in (1) is integrated into the training
process of the neural network. Now the neural network is able to use the governing physical equations as the “knowledge
of traffic flow”. The physics aids in the process of finding the best-fitting parameters of the neural network and prevents
overfitting, leads to better performance on TSE. The physics-cost term can be adjusted by introducing a weight
hyperparameter α. The entire cost function is given as (7).

J = JDL + α ∗ JPHY (7)

The architecture of a PIDL neural network is shown in Fig. 3. It equips a regular DL neural network with a training
process that involves minimizing the combined cost of JDL and JPHY , given in (7). By minimizing the combined cost
J , the neural network learns to calibrate its parameters based on the observed data and the physics. Once J is smaller
than the predetermined threshold, it gives the fine-tuned output as the final estimation.
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Figure 3: Architecture of a PIDL Neural Network
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4 Data Collection Scenario

In this section, we paint the picture of traffic data collection scenario. On a transportation corridor, there is abundant
processing power untapped or generally under-utilized in on-site edge nodes, also known as cloudlets [17] or fog
nodes [18]. They are placed at the edge of the communication network and in close proximity to the end devices where
traffic data originate [19]. Edge devices such as local traffic controllers, roadside units can receive and record traffic data
reported by detectors along the road or smart onboard devices in connected vehicles (CV) regarding vehicle location
and velocity.

If deployed intermittently, edge devices such as RSUs may not locate within the communication range, restricting data
sharing between the devices. Fog infrastructure provides a fitting solution to this obstacle by connecting the otherwise
isolated RSUs. It harnesses the data collection capability of the RSUs and serves as an intermediate layer between edge
devices and the cloud server.

Figure 4: Data Collection Scenario using Fog Architecture

In other words, edge computing pushes the brainpower and communication capabilities into the end device via
programmable logic controllers and programmable automation controllers. The concept of fog computing was
developed to harness the data collection, storage, and computing power of end devices and serve as an intermediate layer
between edge layer and cloud servers — thus decreasing network latency and improving system response time [20]. An
application scenario employing fog infrastructure is illustrated in Fig. 4.

5 Case Study

A DL neural network and a PIDL neural network with the same learning architecture are created for the case study. Using
the Lax-Hopf method [21], a synthetic traffic dataset is created under no upstream and downstream flow conditions.
The value of velocity v(x, t) is simulated at x ∈ [0, 5000] meters and during t ∈ [0, 240] seconds. The road segment is
evenly divided into 500 spatial bins (δx = 10m) and time t is evenly divided into 240 units (δt = 1s).

The upstream flow at x = 0 and the downstream flow at x = 5000 are set to zero. In the synthetic dataset, the pileup of
vehicular traffic is back-propagating in space and forward-propagating in time. The maximum density ρmax is set as
0.05 vehicles per meter, and free-flow speed vfree is 25 meters per second. The resulting velocity dataset of v(x, t) is
shown in Fig. 5.

Both the PIDL and DL neural networks in this study are constructed with the exact learning architecture as they share
identical numbers of layers and neurons. The physics of traffic flow is the unique prior knowledge that PIDL possesses.

We assume that loop detectors are installed at 5 locations on the 5000-meter road segment. That means the training
dataset of vehicle velocity consists of sensing measurements from 5 locations throughout the 5000-meter road segment.
As the temporal resolution of the dataset is 1-second, 240 × 5 = 1200 data points are available at these 5 locations
during the 240-second case study. Accounting for the occasional data loss during signal transmission and data storage,
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Figure 5: Dataset of Vehicle Velocity v(x, t)

250 samples from the 1200 data points are randomly selected as the training dataset. Note that it is an extreme data loss
scenario in which only 20.8% of the data collected is broadcast and transmitted for processing. It makes the estimation
task for both the DL and PIDL neural networks significantly more challenging. Fig. 6 shows the estimation result, in
which the 250 training samples are also marked.
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Figure 6: PIDL & DL Estimation Result

The result produced by the PIDL neural network exhibits matching patterns shown in Fig. 5 of the original dataset.
With the priori knowledge of physics, PIDL neural network is capable of utilizing limited training samples for TSE.
In contrast, DL neural network is not able to generate a meaningful estimation of traffic density. Table 1 details
the computation time and accuracy of the two neural networks for comparison. The improved results of PIDL are
highlighted in bold.

Next, we examine the impact of the training sample size. Using a varying training size from 500 to 1000 (given at
maximum 1200 datapoints are available at the five sensing locations), which represents 0.416% to 0.832% of data in
the velocity field, the results of estimation accuracy of PIDL and DL are listed in Table 2. Similarly, the better outcomes
are highlighted in bold. The results indicate that PIDL outperforms DL in terms of accuracy at all sample levels.
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Table 1: PIDL & DL Performance Comparison
Computation Time (s) Accuracy

PIDL 8.24 75.2%
DL 41.18 24.3%

Table 2: PIDL & DL Performance Comparison with Varying Training Size
Sample Size % Data Accuracy

PIDL DL
500 0.416% 81.65% 31.24%

750 0.625% 83.32% 35.72%

1000 0.832% 82.79% 29.18%

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we showcase PIDL for transportation applications such as for traffic state estimation. The case study shows
the capability of PIDL in encoding the physical laws of traffic flow to make accurate and timely velocity estimations
with limited and sparsely located measurements. The results are encouraging and pose several future research directions.
For instance, how can this approach be adapted to suit the developing countries’ situation with mixed traffic conditions
(and a nonexplicit traffic flow law)? How can this approach be incorporated into an arterial network with signalized
intersections? Future work should also consider integrating higher-order traffic flow models and demonstrate the
applicability to field data.

References

[1] Rongye Shi, Zhaobin Mo, and Xuan Di. Physics-informed deep learning for traffic state estimation: A hy-
brid paradigm informed by second-order traffic models. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial
Intelligence, volume 35, pages 540–547, 2021.

[2] Rongye Shi, Zhaobin Mo, and Xuan Di. Physics-informed deep learning for traffic state estimation: A hy-
brid paradigm informed by second-order traffic models. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial
Intelligence, volume 35, pages 540–547, 2021.

[3] Toru Seo, Alexandre M Bayen, Takahiko Kusakabe, and Yasuo Asakura. Traffic state estimation on highway: A
comprehensive survey. Annual reviews in control, 43:128–151, 2017.

[4] Juan C Herrera and Alexandre M Bayen. Incorporation of lagrangian measurements in freeway traffic state
estimation. Transportation Research Part B: Methodological, 44(4):460–481, 2010.

[5] Nikolaos Bekiaris-Liberis, Claudio Roncoli, and Markos Papageorgiou. Highway traffic state estimation
with mixed connected and conventional vehicles. IEEE Transactions on Intelligent Transportation Systems,
17(12):3484–3497, 2016.

[6] Sergio Contreras, Shaurya Agarwal, and Pushkin Kachroo. Quality of traffic observability on highways with
lagrangian sensors. IEEE Transactions on Automation Science and Engineering, 15(2):761–771, 2017.

[7] Sergio Contreras, Pushkin Kachroo, and Shaurya Agarwal. Observability and sensor placement problem on
highway segments: A traffic dynamics-based approach. IEEE Transactions on Intelligent Transportation Systems,
17(3):848–858, 2015.

[8] Shaurya Agarwal, Pushkin Kachroo, and Sergio Contreras. A dynamic network modeling-based approach for
traffic observability problem. IEEE Transactions on Intelligent Transportation Systems, 17(4):1168–1178, 2015.

[9] Shaurya Agarwal and Pushkin Kachroo. Controllability and observability analysis for intelligent transportation
systems. Transportation in Developing Economies, 5(1):2, 2019.

[10] Rezaur Rahman and Samiul Hasan. Short-term traffic speed prediction for freeways during hurricane evacuation:
a deep learning approach. In 2018 21st International Conference on Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITSC),
pages 1291–1296. IEEE, 2018.

7



PIDL Applications in Transportation A PREPRINT

[11] Archie J Huang and Shaurya Agarwal. Physics-informed deep learning for traffic state estimation: Illustrations
with lwr and ctm models. IEEE Open Journal of Intelligent Transportation Systems, 3:503–518, 2022.

[12] Maziar Raissi, Paris Perdikaris, and George Em Karniadakis. Physics informed deep learning (part i): Data-driven
solutions of nonlinear partial differential equations. arXiv preprint arXiv:1711.10561, 2017.

[13] Maziar Raissi, Paris Perdikaris, and George E Karniadakis. Physics-informed neural networks: A deep learning
framework for solving forward and inverse problems involving nonlinear partial differential equations. Journal of
Computational physics, 378:686–707, 2019.

[14] Archie J Huang and Shaurya Agarwal. Physics informed deep learning for traffic state estimation. In 2020 IEEE
23rd International Conference on Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITSC), pages 1–6. IEEE, 2020.

[15] Paul I Richards. Shock waves on the highway. Operations research, 4(1):42–51, 1956.
[16] BD Greenshields, Ws Channing, Hh Miller, et al. A study of traffic capacity. In Highway research board

proceedings, volume 1935. National Research Council (USA), Highway Research Board, 1935.
[17] Mahadev Satyanarayanan, Paramvir Bahl, Ramón Caceres, and Nigel Davies. The case for vm-based cloudlets in

mobile computing. IEEE pervasive Computing, 8(4):14–23, 2009.
[18] Tom H Luan, Longxiang Gao, Zhi Li, Yang Xiang, Guiyi Wei, and Limin Sun. Fog computing: Focusing on

mobile users at the edge. arXiv preprint arXiv:1502.01815, 2015.
[19] Mahadev Satyanarayanan. The emergence of edge computing. Computer, 50(1):30–39, 2017.
[20] Flavio Bonomi, Rodolfo Milito, Jiang Zhu, and Sateesh Addepalli. Fog computing and its role in the internet of

things. In Proceedings of the first edition of the MCC workshop on Mobile cloud computing, pages 13–16, 2012.
[21] Pierre-Emmanuel Mazaré, Ahmad H Dehwah, Christian G Claudel, and Alexandre M Bayen. Analytical

and grid-free solutions to the lighthill–whitham–richards traffic flow model. Transportation Research Part B:
Methodological, 45(10):1727–1748, 2011.

8


	1 Introduction and Motivation
	2 Physics of Traffic Flow and Deep Learning
	2.1 Traffic Flow Fundamentals
	2.2 Deep Learning Neural Network

	3 Physics-informed Deep Learning
	4 Data Collection Scenario
	5 Case Study
	6 Conclusion

