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Abstract— In this paper, a constrained control approach to
variable speed limit (VSL) control for macroscopic partial
differential equation (PDE) traffic models is developed. Control
Lyapunov function (CLF) theory for ordinary differential
equations (ODEs) is extended to account for spatially and
temporally varying states and control inputs. The stabilizing
CLF is then unified with safety constraints through the intro-
duction of spatially varying control barrier functions (sCBFs).
These methods are applied to in-domain VSL control of the
Lighthill–Whitham–Richards (LWR) model to regulate traffic
density to a desired profile while ensuring the density remains
below prescribed limits enforced by the sCBF. Results show
that incorporating constrained control minimally affects the
stabilizing control input while successfully maintaining the
density within the defined safe set.

I. INTRODUCTION

In traffic systems management, reducing congestion and

regulating the system toward a desired traffic density profile

has been the focus of numerous control strategies in literature

[1]–[3]. However, it is equally critical to ensure that the

traffic state remains within safe or acceptable bounds [4], [5].

This includes preventing density from exceeding a prescribed

maximum and avoiding excessively high or low velocities.

Accordingly, constraint handling must be incorporated di-

rectly into traffic control strategies.

Traffic is generally modeled via partial differential equa-

tions (PDE) that describe the density and flow of vehicles

through the system [4]. For in-domain control of PDE-based

traffic models, variable speed limit (VSL) control is fre-

quently used to modify the speed limit and, therefore, influ-

ence vehicle flow [1], [6]–[9]. In many approaches, the PDE

is discretized into a system of ordinary differential equations

(ODEs), and the controller is designed on the discrete model.

For example, [6] develops a discrete feedback controller to

mitigate bottlenecks, while [7] formulates a model predictive

controller to reduce congestion. Alternatively, the controller

can be designed directly in the PDE domain [1], [8], [9]. In

[8], a feedback law is constructed to regulate the LWR model

to a desired density profile, and [1] develops an optimal

controller based on a linear quadratic regulator to achieve

the same objective. This approach is further used in [9] to

generate an implementable discretized rule-based controller.

However, these methods primarily focus on regulation of the

density to a desired profile and do not explicitly enforce
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state constraints or guarantee that the system remains within

a prescribed operating range.

The requirement to keep a system within a designated

set is typically formalized through the forward invariance

of that set [10]–[12], which is achieved through the use

of control barrier functions (CBFs). The use of CBFs for

safety-critical control emerged from their unification with

stabilizing control Lyapunov function (CLF) theory [12],

[13]. For systems described by ODEs, particularly in au-

tomotive control applications, CBFs have been applied to

ensure safe operation of adaptive cruise controllers [10], [11],

[14]. In [10], CLFs and CBFs are unified under a quadratic

programming (QP) optimization problem that enforces both

desired vehicle speed and force at the wheel constraints.

This methodology is extended in [11] to incorporate zeroing

and reciprocal barrier functions, and subsequently applied to

adaptive cruise control and lane-keeping. Higher-order CBFs

are used in [14] to address similar cruise control problems.

An event-triggered control strategy is proposed in [15] to

address feasibility issues in safe connected and automated

vehicle (CAV) control.

While the application of barrier functions to ODE systems

is well established, their use in PDE systems remains under-

explored. Barrier functionals have been used, for example, in

[16], [17] to estimate outputs of PDE systems. However, the

application focused on verification of constraint satisfaction

rather than control design. In [18], the Euler–Bernoulli beam

equation is discretized and a CBF-based controller is applied

to the resulting ODE approximation rather than directly to the

PDE. A boundary feedback controller is developed in [19]

to guarantee a lower bound on the density of a compressible

flow, though the combined use of CLFs and CBFs was

not investigated. In [20], [21], the boundary control of a

one-dimensional Stefan PDE for the melting of a material

was obtained using CBFs and event-triggered control. This

approach, though, used a finite-dimensional approximation

of the continuous control input.

This paper presents a unified control framework that

introduces spatially and temporally varying CBFs for in-

domain control of PDEs and provides a novel formulation

enabling safety-critical constraint enforcement directly at the

PDE level. Furthermore, a CLF-based controller is unified

with the proposed CBF-based controller within a quadratic

programming framework to simultaneously achieve regula-

tion to a desired profile and enforcement of state constraints

in infinite-dimensional systems.

The paper is structured as follows. First, in Section II the

traffic PDE is described and the control design for VSLs
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is introduced. Then in Section III, CLF theory is extended

for use in PDE systems and in Section IV CBF theory is

extended to a spatially varying control input and combined

into a quadratic programming problem. Finally, in Section V

the developed controllers are validated on a case study.

II. MODEL DESCRIPTION

A. Lighthill-Whitham-Richards Model

The LWR model [22], [23] is a first-order, hyperbolic

conservation equation given by

∂ρ(z, t)

∂t
+

∂q(ρ(z, t))

∂z
= 0 (1)

where ρ(z, t) is the traffic density, representing the number

of vehicles occupying a road length, q(z, t) is the traffic

flow rate, and z ∈ R
n and t ∈ R

m are the space and

time variables, respectively. The closure of the problem is

achieved through the adoption of a fundamental flow diagram

that relates density with flow. The fundamental diagram used

in this paper is the triangular model [24], shown in Fig. 1

and described by

q(ρ(z, t)) =

{

Vmaxρ(z, t), ∀ρ(z, t) ≤ ρcr

w(ρmax + ρ(z, t)), ∀ρ(z, t) > ρcr
(2)

where Vmax is the maximum velocity, w is the congested

speed, ρcr is the critical density, and ρmax is the maximum

density of the road. The congested speed w is given as

w =
Vmaxρcr

ρmax − ρcr
(3)

Fig. 1: Triangular fundamental diagram.

B. Variable Speed Limits

The variable speed limit actuation is included in the

governing equations by modifying the fundamental diagram

in Eq. (2) as

q(ρ(z, t), b(z, t)) =

{

b(z, t)Vmaxρ(z, t), ∀ρ ≤ ρcr

b(z, t)w(ρmax + ρ(z, t)), ∀ρ > ρcr
(4)

where b(z, t) is the VSL ratio. A value of b(z, t) > 1
increases the slope of both the free flow and congested

regime in Fig. 1, while a value of b(z, t) < 1 will decrease

it. This, in turn affects the maximum possible flow qmax,

which occurs at the critical density. For simplicity, for the

rest of the paper (z, t) is omitted, except where it is needed

for emphasis.

C. Linearization of LWR Model

The linearized LWR model is derived considering the

nominal equilibrium density ρ0 and nominal maximum ve-

locity ratio b0 [1] such that the variables can be written as

ρ = ρ0 +∆ρ

b = b0 +∆b

q =

{

vmax((ρ0 +∆ρ)(b0 +∆b)), ρ ≤ ρcr

w((ρmax − ρ0 −∆ρ)(b0 +∆b)), ρ > ρcr

(5)

The LWR model Eq. (1) can then be written in standard,

linear hyperbolic PDE form

∂x

∂t
(z, t) = V

∂x

∂z
(z, t) +Mx(z, t) +Bu(z, t)

y(z, t) = Cx(z, t)
(6)

where

V =

{

−Vmaxb0, ∀ρ ≤ ρcr

wb0, ∀ρ > ρcr

M = 0

B =

{

−Vmaxρ0, ∀ρ ≤ ρcr

−w(ρmax − ρ0), ∀ρ > ρcr

C = I

x = ∆ρ, u =
∂∆b

∂z

(7)

The control input u = ∂∆b
∂z

is the change in the variable

speed limit over the length of road.

III. STABILIZING CONTROL OF TRAFFIC

MODELS

A. Control Lyapunov Theory for ODEs

To motivate the description of safety for a system, first it

is necessary to discuss the family of stabilizing controllers.

Consider the system

dx

dt
= f(x) + g(x)u (8)

where f(x) and g(x) can be either nonlinear or linear

functions of the state x. If the goal is to stabilize the system

Eq. (8) to a point x∗ = 0 or equivalently x(t) → 0, this

is equivalent to finding a feedback control law that drives

a positive definite function, V : D ⊂ R
m → R≥0, to zero

[12]. That is, if

∃u = k(x) s.t. V̇ (x, k(x)) ≤ −γ(V (x)) (9)

where

V̇ (x, k(x)) = LfV (x) + LgV (x)k(x) (10)

then the system Eq. (8) is stabilizable to V (x∗) = 0, meaning

x∗ = 0. In Eq. (9), γ is a class-K function defined such that

γ(0) = 0 and that γ is strictly increasing. The function V

is known as a Lyapunov function, and it can be found that



when V ≤ −γ(V ) the system Eq. (8) is stable under the

control law u = k(x) [10].

The above definitions lead to the description of a control

Lyapunov function (CLF) which is a function V that sta-

bilizes a system without the need to actually construct the

feedback controller u. All that needs to be done is to find a

controller that obeys the inequality in Eq. (9). This definition

can be written as

inf
u∈U

[LfV (x) + LgV (x)] ≤ −γ(V (x)) (11)

which allows the set of all stabilizing controllers to be

defined as

Kclf(x) := {u ∈ U : LfV (x) + LgV (x)u ≤ −γ(V (x))}
(12)

The constraint defined in Eq. (12) is affine in the control

input u meaning that it can be used for the formulation of

optimization based controllers.

B. Application of CLF Theory to Traffic PDEs

For the LWR model, the state is now a function of both

space z and time t, so Eq. (8) becomes

∂x

∂t
(z, t) = f(x(z, t)) + g(x(z, t))u (13)

where

f(x(z, t)) = V
∂x

∂z
(z, t) +Mx(z, t)

g(x(z, t)) = B

(14)

An admissible CLF is chosen as the quadratic deviation

from a desired profile such as

V (t) =
1

2

∫ L

0

(∆ρ−∆ρdes)
2 dz (15)

where ∆ρdes ∈ R
n is the desired density profile. A change

of variables is introduced by defining the error system as

e = ∆ρ−∆ρdes (16)

meaning

∂e

∂t
= f(e) + g(e)u

f(e) = V
∂e

∂z
(z, t) +Me(z, t)

g(e) = B

(17)

The CLF defined in Eq. (15) then becomes

V (t) =
1

2

∫ L

0

e2 dz (18)

The dynamics of the CLF are defined as

V̇ (t) =

∫ L

0

e ·
∂

∂t
e dz

=

∫ L

0

e(f(e) + g(e)u) dz

=

∫ L

0

ef(e) dz +

∫ L

0

eg(e)u dz

=

∫ L

0

e
∂e

∂z
dz +B

∫ L

0

eu dz

=
e2

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

z=L

z=0

+B

∫ L

0

eu dz

(19)

Using this definition of a CLF, the following quadratic

programming controller is considered

u(z, t) = argmin
(u,δ)∈R(n+1)×(m+1)

1

2
uTHu+ pδ2

s.t. LfV + LgV u ≤ −γ(V ) + δ
(20)

where H is any positive definite matrix, δ is a relaxation

variable that ensures Eq. (20) is solvable, and p > 0 penalizes

the use of δ.

IV. SAFE CONTROL OF TRAFFIC MODELS

A. Control Barrier Function Theory for ODEs

Safety, or safe control, of a system can be thought of as

enforcing invariance of a set whereby the system does not

leave a safe set of operating points, rather than driving a

system to a setpoint as in stability [10]–[12]. The safe set of

interest can be defined as

C = {x ∈ D ⊂ R
m : h(x) ≥ 0}

∂C = {x ∈ D ⊂ R
m : h(x) = 0}

Int(C) = {x ∈ D ⊂ R
m : h(x) > 0}

(21)

where C is known as the safe set and h : D ⊂ R
m → R

is a continuously differentiable function. This leads to the

definition of safety based on forward invariance of the set C:

The set C is forward invariant if for every x0 ∈ C, x(t) ∈ C
for x(0) = x0 and all t ∈ I(x0). The system Eq. (8) is safe

with respect to the set C if the set C is forward invariant

[12].

The continuously differentiable function h is a control

barrier function (CBF) if there exists an extended class K∞

function α such that for Eq. (8)

sup
u∈U

[Lfh(x) + Lgh(x)u] ≥ −α(h(x)) (22)

for all x ∈ D. An extended class-K∞ function is a function

α : R → R that is strictly increasing with α(0) = 0 and is

defined on the entire real line R = (−∞,∞).
Thus, the set of all control values that render C safe is

Kcbf = {u ∈ U : Lfh(x)+Lgh(x)u+α(h(x)) ≥ 0} (23)

The main result from [12] is that if h is a control barrier

function on D and ∂h
∂z

6= 0 for all x ∈ ∂C, then any

Lipschitz controller u(x) ∈ Kcbf(x) for Eq. (8) renders the



set C safe and the set C is asymptotically stable in D. An

additional benefit of this design is robustness to modeling

errors. Although such errors might force trajectories to leave

the set C, the asymptotic stability of C under any controller

in Kcbf ensures return to the safe set C [12].

B. Application of CBF Theory to Traffic PDEs

For PDE control, the safe set C and CBF becomes spatially

varying as well as temporally varying as the state is both time

and space dependent. The set C is now defined as

C = {x ∈ D ⊂ R
n×m : h(x) ≥ 0}

∂C = {x ∈ D ⊂ R
n×m : h(x) = 0}

Int(C) = {x ∈ D ⊂ R
n×m : h(x) > 0}

(24)

An admissible spatially varying CBF (sCBF) is considered

here

h(x) := λ(z, t)− x(z, t) ≥ 0 (25)

where λ(z, t) is a desired upper bound on traffic density. The

conditions in Eq. (23) are incorporated into the optimization

problem Eq. (20) to yield a stabilizing and safe controller as

u(z, t) = argmin
(u,δ)∈R(n+1)×(m+1)

1

2
uTHu+ pδ2

s.t. LfV + LgV u ≤ −γ(V ) + δ

Lfh+ Lghu ≤ −α(h)

umin ≤ u ≤ umax

(26)

where umin and umax are the lower and upper bounds on the

control input, respectively.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

A. Case Study Definition

A circular road with length L = 1000 m is chosen as the

case study. In a circular road, the boundary conditions are

periodic meaning that ρ(0, t) = ρ(L, t). This simplifies the

dynamics of the CLF to

V̇ (t) =
e2

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

z=L

z=0

+B

∫ L

0

eu dz

= B

∫ L

0

eu dz

(27)

The parameters of the LWR model, Eqs. (1) and (2), are

ρmax = 150 veh/km, ρcr = 15 veh/km, and Vmax = 72
km/h. The simulation time is T = 200 s. The initial condition

and the chosen function for λ are shown in Fig. 2. The

initial condition is completely within the safe set and includes

traffic in both the free flow and congested traffic regimes.

B. Results

The uncontrolled circular road scenario is shown in Fig. 4.

As can be seen in Fig. 4a, the backwards propagating

congested traffic wave violates the boundary, shown as the

black mesh.

For the controlled results, three different control scenarios

are examined: only stabilizing control via CLF control, only

safe control via sCBF control, and combined stabilizing and

(a) (b)

Fig. 2: Initial density profile (a) and λ (b)

safe control via CLF+sCBF control. The goal of the CLF

is to drive the system to the desired density profile. Two

desired profiles are used, both shown in Fig. 3. The profile

in Fig. 3a falls completely within the safe region, while the

profile in Fig. 3b drives the system outside the safe region

to evaluate how robust the CLF+sCBF controller is.

(a) (b)

Fig. 3: Desired density profiles for the CLF-based

controller.

The stabilizing control solves Eq. (20) while the com-

bined safe and stabilizing control solves Eq. (26). The

safe controller solves Eq. (26) subject only to the sCBF

constraints. The class-K function for the CLF is chosen to

be γ(V ) = γ · V and the class-K∞ in the sCBF is chosen

to be α(h) = α · h. The values of γ and α are chosen to

be 0.025 and 1, respectively. The positive definite matrix

H = I ∈ R
n×m and p = 1000.

The results of all three control scenarios are shown in

Fig. 5 for the desired profile shown in Fig. 3a. When just

the stabilizing controller based on the CLF is used, it start to

drive the density to the desired value, but it begins to violate

the boundary starting at around 100 s, as seen in Fig. 5a. The

VSL control input is shown in Fig. 5b. It mostly actuates in

the beginning and both raises and lowers the speed limit. On

the other hand, when just the sCBF is used, the speed limit is

only lowered, as shown in Fig. 5d. This results in a density

profile that does not exceed λ, but also does not drive the

system to the desired density. In Fig. 5c there is still a large

deviation between maximum and minimum density.

The combined stabilizing and safe control input is shown

in Fig. 5f. In the beginning, the CLF does more work as the

VSL in Fig. 5f appears very similar to that in Fig. 5b. Then,

later in the simulation, the influence of the sCBF takes over

and it forces a reduction in speed limit. The resulting density

profile for this control input is shown in Fig. 5e, where it



can be seen that it both respects the barrier and drives the

system close to the desired density.

The value of the relaxation variable δ from the optimiza-

tion problem in Eq. (26) is reported in Fig. 6 for the cases

in which it is active. It can be seen that it is used more for

the controller which utilizes both the CLF and the sCBF.

(a) (b)

Fig. 4: Uncontrolled density (a) and speed limit (b).

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

Fig. 5: Density and VSL results for CLF control (a)(b),

sCBF control (c)(d), and CLF+sCBF control (e)(f).

When the desired profile is instead given by Fig. 3b, the

resulting density and speed limits are given in Fig. 7. Since

the safe controller using just the sCBF does not depend on

the desired profile, there is no change so it is not shown

again. As expected, the CLF-based controller drives the

system close to the desired density profile and violates the

barrier as seen in Fig. 7a and Fig. 7b. When the sCBF is

added in as a constraint, the controller drives the system

as close as it can to the desired profile without violating

the barrier as seen in Fig. 7c. The speed limit in this case

Fig. 6: Relaxation variable δ for the quadratic programming

problem.

actuates more in the region where it previously violated the

barrier as the constraint is now active.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 7: Density and VSL results for CLF control (a)(b) and

CLF+CBF control (c)(d) when the desired density profile

lies outside the safe set.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, the theory of control Lyapunov functions and

control barrier functions was extended to in-domain control

of traffic PDE models. First, a stabilizing controller was

designed based on control Lyapunov theory. Then, control

barrier function theory was extended to spatially defined

functions, enabling the enforcement of safety constraints in

PDE-based formulations. A unified optimization framework

incorporating both CLF and sCBF constraints was then for-

mulated. The approaches developed were applied to variable

speed limit control of the LWR traffic model. Future work

will focus on developing sCBFs that also depend on the

control input and vehicle speed, as well as applying the

constrained control method to optimal controller designs.
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