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A BENAMOU-BRENIER PROXIMAL SPLITTING METHOD FOR CONSTRAINED
UNBALANCED OPTIMAL TRANSPORT

MAQO NISHINO , MARTIN BAUER , TOM NEEDHAM *, AND NICOLAS CHARON

Abstract. The dynamic formulation of optimal transport, also known as the Benamou-Brenier formulation, has been
extended to the unbalanced case by introducing a source term in the continuity equation. When this source term is penalized
based on the Fisher-Rao metric, the resulting model is referred to as the Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao (WFR) setting, and allows for
the comparison between any two positive measures without the need for equalized total mass. In recent work we introduced a
constrained variant of this model, in which affine integral equality constraints are imposed along the measure path. In the present
paper, we propose a further generalization of this framework, which allows for constraints that apply not just to the density path
but also to the momentum and source terms, and incorporates affine inequalities in addition to equality constraints. We prove,
under suitable assumptions on the constraints, the well-posedness of the resulting class of convex variational problems. The paper
is then primarily devoted to developing an effective numerical pipeline that tackles the corresponding constrained optimization
problem based on finite difference discretizations and parallel proximal schemes. Our proposed framework encompasses standard
balanced and unbalanced optimal transport, as well as a multitude of natural and practically relevant constraints, and we
highlight its versatility via several synthetic and real data examples.

1. Introduction. Optimal transport (OT) is a powerful mathematical framework for comparing probabil-
ity distributions over a fixed metric space [Vil09, PCT19]. Classical formulations focus on the Wasserstein dis-
tances, a family of metrics that compare probability measures while incorporating the geometry of the underly-
ing space. The theory of unbalanced optimal transport (UOT) generalizes this framework by enabling the com-
parison of positive measures of potentially different total masses [CPSV18a, CPSV18b, PR14, LMS16, LMS18].
This flexibility is particularly useful in applications where differences in total population are important; for
example, UOT has applications to the modeling of cell population dynamics [SST*19], image processing and
color transfer [NNZN23], crowd counting [MWH"21] and domain adaptation in machine learning [FSFC21].
Moreover, UOT can be useful even when total population differences are not explicitly important, as the
ability to create or destroy mass leads to improved robustness to outlier noise [SFV 19, WSZJ24]. Intuitively,
the dynamic formulation of UOT expands on the Benamou-Brenier characterization of classical OT [BB00],
thereby achieving the comparison of two measures by joining them via a path in the space of measures
which minimizes a certain kinetic energy functional. From this perspective, it is natural in applications that
one may wish to impose additional constraints on the mass transport path. For example, in population
dynamics modeling, one may have knowledge of the total population over time, which can be formulated
as a total mass constraint over the transport path. A particular instance of this constraint is that the
total mass should remain constant while still allowing for local mass creation/destruction; this leads to
the spherical Hellinger-Kantorovich (SHK) metric framework, introduced in [LM19] and implemented via
a deep learning approach in [JCLL24], with applications to generative sampling. Alternatively, one may
wish to constrain the spatial characteristics of measure trajectories in the UOT framework. For example,
applications to robotics [DJH™25] require the modeling of obstacles in the environment which must be avoided
along trajectories. As a final example, when describing crowd motion [BJO09, MRS10, KBAH13, ROL*20],
limiting congestion can be modeled via different types of constraints, one of which being to upper bound
the density in a particular region. Inspired by the potential applications described above, a constrained
unbalanced optimal transport model was considered in our previous work [BCNN25], where we studied
the theoretical aspects of the UOT problem with affine constraints on the mass density; we will refer to
this framework as ACUQOT, which stands for affine-constrained unbalanced optimal transport. To provide
an informal overview of our formulation in [BCNN25], let @ C R™ be a compact domain and let pg, p1 be
two positive densities on . In dynamic UOT, one considers a path of densities p : [0,1] x £, a path of
momentum vector fields w : [0,1] x @ — R™ (describing the transport dynamics), and a path of source terms
¢:10,1] x Q — R (capturing the creation or destruction of mass). Given a balance parameter § > 0, the
UOT problem then seeks to minimize the Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao energy [CPSV18a]
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subject to the continuity equation
(12) (')tp—l—V-w:C,

over all triples (p,w, () satisfying the given initial data p(0,-) = po, p(1,-) = p1. In the ACUOT problem, we
additionally introduce an affine constraint on the density path

(1.3) /QH(t,x) p(t,x) de = F(t) for a.e. t € [0,1],

where H : [0,1] x Q — R? and F : [0,1] — R? are given functions that define the affine constraint. In this
formulation, the main contribution of [BCNN25] was to show the existence of minimizers for the ACUOT
problem under suitable technical assumptions on the constraint functions H and F'. However, the above
formulation lacks two important generalizations that are relevant in practice. First, the constraints are only
imposed on the density path p, whereas it is natural in certain applications to impose constraints on the
control variables as well; e.g., in modeling population dynamics, we may want to restrict the growth rate
of the population (source term, ¢) or limit the direction of mass movement (momentum, w). Second, the
constraints are only affine integral equalities, while one may wish to instead impose inequality constraints;
e.g., upper bounding the total population over time. Lastly, [BCNN25] only focused on the theoretical aspects
of the model, such as the well-posedness of the corresponding variational problems, but did not address the
numerical solution to the ACUOT problem in practice.

1.1. Main contributions. The goal of this paper is to address the limitations of the ACUOT model
described above. Our main contributions are described as follows. Generalized constrained UOT model.
Including the control terms, we generalize the ACUOT model of [BCNN25] by considering the UOT problem
described by (1.1) and (1.2), but with additional constraints of a form more general than (1.3). Namely, for
i=1,...,d, we impose

/ H!(t,z) p(t,z) dz +/ H (tyx) - w(t,x)dx
Q Q

+/ HE(t, @) C(t,x)de < Fy(t) for ae. t € [0,1].
Q

Here, (H!, HY, Hf ):[0,1] x 2 = R x R™ x R are given functions that define the constraints on the density,
momentum and source term, respectively, and F; : [0,1] — R is a given function that defines the bounds on the
affine functional. A formal definition of this extended model is given in Section 3. The main contribution of this
part of the article can be found in Theorem 3.4, where we show the existence of minimizers for this generalized
constrained UOT problem under suitable technical assumptions on the constraint functions H?, HY Hf and
F. A discrete model. To develop a numerical method for solving the generalized constrained UOT problem,
we first discretize its associated energy. This is achieved by employing a standard grid on the time-space
domain [0, 1] x £ and using finite-difference schemes to approximate the continuity equation. We then show
in Theorem 4.1, that the resulting discrete problem admits minimizers, under suitable assumptions, just
as in the continuous setting. Numerical framework for the generalized model. Finally, we use the
above described discretization to develop a parallelizable numerical framework for solving the generalized
constrained UOT problem. To make use of the convexity of the problem, we employ a convex optimization
approach to solve the resulting discrete problem. In particular, we use the proximal splitting algorithm as
done by [CPSV18a] but rely on the parallel proximal algorithm [CP08, CP11] instead of the Douglas-Rachford
algorithm used in the previous work. This algorithm allows us to incorporate multiple constraints easily
and to parallelize the computation of the proximal operators. The previously obtained existence results for
the discretized energy can be used to show the convergence of the algorithm, cf. Remark 4.2. Finally we
demonstrate the versatility of our numerical framework on several synthetic examples as well as real-world
data on population dynamics.

1.2. Relationship to existing literature. We first re-emphasize that the present paper deals with
constraints for dynamic OT, in contrast with other lines of work which have instead introduced constraints
on the transport plans in the static Kantorovich setting, such as capacity constraints [KM15, TRS'24],
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martingale constraints [ES18, DS14], or constraints designed to handle Gaussian mixtures [DD20, WNP23].
Several past works have considered different constraints within dynamic formulations of optimal transport
and proposed numerical approaches for such problems, although primarily in the balanced setting [PPO14,
WZBT23, KN22, WR24]. In the unbalanced case, [JCLL24] develops a deep-learning-based algorithm for
the specific SHK model. For more general constraints, [NBT*24] and [WPZ™'24] both propose algorithms
based on neural network architectures and with soft constraints enforced via penalty terms. All these works
are geared towards applications to flow matching and sampling problems in high dimension, and, despite
arguably being scalable for such purposes, they typically fall out of the convex problems and optimization
landscape, thus lacking clear theoretical convergence guarantees. Our work, on the other hand, focuses on a
particular family of hard constraints—namely, affine integral equality/inequality constraints—which preserve
the convexity of the original formulation of UOT. This allows us to provide conditions for the well-posedness
of the resulting variational problems, and leverage convex optimization to derive a numerical solver with
actual convergence properties. However, this makes the proposed approach better suited for optimal transport
of density measures on low-dimensional domains.

1.3. Outline of the paper. The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2, we give a brief review
of the theoretical perspective on the unbalanced optimal transport problem and the constrained model of
[BCNNZ25]. Section 3 introduces the generalized constrained model and includes the main existence theorem.
We present our numerical framework to solve the generalized constrained UOT problem in Section 4. In
Section 5, we provide examples of applications to our numerical algorithm to both synthetic and real-world
data. The paper concludes with a short discussion of potential future research directions in Section 6. Proofs
of theoretical results and additional algorithmic and experimental details are included in the Supplementary
Material.

2. Background: Dynamic Optimal Transport and the Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao metric. In
this section, we will give a brief review of dynamic (unbalanced) optimal transport and, in particular, of the
constrained model introduced in [BCNN25]. For more details we refer to [BCNN25, Section 2 and 3], from
which the notation and most of the definitions of this section are taken.

2.1. Dynamic optimal transport and the Wasserstein distance. From here on let 2 C R™ denote
a fixed compact set with C'! boundary and let py and p; be probability measures on 2. To simplify the
presentation we assume that each of the measures p; has density u; : 2 — R with respect to the Lebesgue
measure on R™. In this setting, the Benamou-Brenier formulation [BB00] of optimal transport consists of the
optimization problem

(2.1) we [ [ T2l

dx dt,
wrJjo Jo u(t,x)

where the infimum is taken over all paths of densities u : [0,1] x @ — R and time-dependent vector fields
v:[0,1] x Q — R™ subject to the continuity equation

(22) atu +V.v= Oa U(O, ) = Uo, U(L ) = Uu1.

The seminal results of Benamou and Brenier [BB00] state that this formulation of optimal transport is
equivalent to the standard Kantorovich formulation and thus the square root of the optimal energy is
the so-called Wasserstein distance. Note that this formulation directly leads to a (formal) Riemannian
interpretation of the Wasserstein-distance, where the corresponding energy Lagrangian is given by (2.1); the
corresponding (formal) Riemannian metric is often called the Otto metric [Ott01].

2.2. The Fisher-Rao metric and the Hellinger distance. Another approach to metrizing the space
of (probability) densities is given by the Hellinger distance, which has its origins in the field of information
geometry [Amal6]. It is the geodesic distance of a Riemannian metric called the Fisher-Rao metric and
was originally introduced to compare elements of finite-dimensional submanifolds of probability densities in
the context of statistics [RR45], but has since then been extended to the infinite dimensional setting; see,
e.g., [Fri9l, AJVLS17, BBM16]. While the Wasserstein distance (Otto metric, respectively) is defined for
probability densities, the Hellinger distance (Fisher-Rao metric, respectively) can be naturally defined on the
space of all densities (without a mass preservation constraint). To define this distance, we restrict ourselves
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to the space of all measures p that have a positive density u : Q@ — R~ with respect to the Lebesgue measure.
Given two such densities ug, uy :  — R, the Hellinger distance between them is given by

1 2
(2.3) inf / / ane
ww fq Q

(t, )
u(t, x)

dx dt,

where the infimum is over sufficiently smooth paths of densities u : [0, 1] x 2 — R and functions w : [0, 1] x Q —
R, subject to the continuity equation

(24) Oru = w, U(07 ) = Uo, u(l, ) = ui.

Note that the energy Lagrangian (2.3) is again quadratic and thus it implicitly defines a Riemannian metric
on the space of positive densities; this is exactly the Fisher-Rao metric.

2.3. Unbalanced dynamic optimal transport and the Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao distance. In
the unbalanced optimal transport framework [CPSV18a], the approaches described above (dynamic optimal
transport and Fisher-Rao geometry) are combined to define a new metric on the space of all densities. The
main idea behind this framework is to combine the continuity equations of optimal transport and information
geometry to obtain

(2.5) ou+V-v=uw,

where w : [0,1] x © — R is interpreted as a source term, which allows the creation and destruction of mass,
and where V - v is the transport term. When expressed in the form (2.5) ((2.2) or (2.4), respectively), the
continuity equation inherently assumes that the measure p admits a differentiable density. As shown in
[CPSV18a], this requirement can be relaxed by instead formulating the equation in its weak (distributional)
sense. To introduce the Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao Lagrangian, which serves as the basis of the constrained
model studied in this article, we will first recall this notion in the following definition.

DEFINITION 2.1 (Distributional Continuity Equation). Let pg,p1 € MT(Q). We say that a triple
(p,w, ) € MT([0,1] x Q) x M([0,1] x Q)™ x M([0,1] x Q) satisfies the continuity equation in the
distributional sense with boundary conditions py and py if, for any ¢ € C1([0,1] x Q),

Oy dd Vo - d d¢ = 1,)dp; — 0,-)d
/[071]><Q t¢p+/[o,1]x9 ) w+/[071]><9¢§ /st(v)pl ~/Q¢( Jdpo

We denote by CE(po, p1) the set of triples (p,w, () satisfying the continuity equation with boundary conditions
P05 P1-
The unbalanced optimal transport distance of [CPSV18a] is then defined as follows.

DEFINITION 2.2 (WFR distance). For d > 0, the Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao infinitesimal cost is the
function f5 : R x R™ x R — [0,400] defined by

”“”2;;6242, p>0
f‘s(p7w’<) = 07 (pawaC) = (07070)
~+o00, otherwise.

The associated Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao (WFR) distance is then defined by

. d
(2.6) WFRs(po, p1)* = inf / Is <ﬂ) d\
0,119 aA

where X is any nonnegative measure on [0,1] x Q such that p,w,( < X\ and j—‘; = (%, %7 %). We note that

the value does not depend on the choice of A due to the 1-homogeneity of fs, cf. [BCNN25, Definition 2.2].
Remark 2.3. Considering p as an element of M™([0,1] x ), one loses the dynamical interpretation
of p as a “path of measures”, but this interpretation is recovered via the concept of disintegration, i.e.,
one can disintegrate the measure v on [0,1] x ©Q as a Borel family of measures {v;};c[0,1] such that
dv(t,z) = dt ® dvi(x); cf. [BCNN25, Proposition 2.4]. In the following, we will write in short v = dt ® v; and
we will frequently abuse terminology and refer to u, p, w, and ( as paths of measures, or simply as paths.

o= (,070%() € Cg(p()?pl)} 5
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2.4. Constrained unbalanced dynamic optimal transport. Finally, we revisit the constrained,
unbalanced optimal transport framework introduced in our earlier work [BCNN25]. This framework will
then be broadened and generalized in the subsequent sections of this article. The idea of the constrained
model of [BCNN25] was to restrict the set of admissible paths in the dynamic formulation of unbalanced
optimal transport to satisfy certain (time dependent) integral constraints on the densities p. The full model
is introduced in the following definition:

DEFINITION 2.4 (WFR problem with time-varying constraints). For functions H : [0,1] x Q — R¢ and
F:[0,1] = R%, we say that a measure p € M*([0,1] x Q) satisfies an affine constraint with respect to
H and F if it disintegrates in time (p = dt ® p;) and

/ H(t,z)dp(z) = F(t) for a.e. t € [0,1].
Q
In this case, we write p € A(H, F). For py, p1 € M1 (Q), we consider the constrained set of measures

(2.7) CEm,r(po,p1) = {pn=(p;w,C) € CE(po,p1) | p € A(H, F)}.

We define the Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao energy with time-varying affine constraints by

. d
(28) WER (po,pr)? = int d [y (“) 0
0,1]x© dA

p=(p,w,C) € CgH,F(pOapl)} ,

where A is any nonnegative Borel measure on [0,1] x Q such that p,w,( < X. By the homogeneity of fs, the
integral in the definition does not depend on the choice of A.

Remark 2.5. If the constraints do not depend on time, i.e., H(t,x) = H(z) and F(t) = C > 0, then one
can view the constrained Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao energy as an energy Lagrangian on the constrained space of

measures
/ Hdp = C’} ,
Q

and, under additional assumptions on H, this defines a distance function on this constrained space of measures,
cf. [BCNN25, Theorem 3.8].

The main result of our previous article [BCNN25] established the existence of minimizers to (2.8) assuming
that the problem is feasible, i.e., assuming that there exist finite energy paths that satisfy the constraints,
cf. [BCNN25, Theorem 4.3]. In the next section, we will significantly broaden this constrained model by
allowing constraints not only on the density path, but also on the paths of controls. The main theoretical
result of the present article will then show the existence of minimizers for this extended model.

My ol@) = {p € M)

3. Generalized Model for Constrained Unbalanced Optimal Transport. In this section, we aim
to introduce a generalization of the constrained model of [BCNN25], as presented in Section 2.4. We are
specifically interested in generalizing the allowable constraints in two different directions, while preserving
the convexity properties of the resulting variational problems:

1. We will consider constraints that operate on the control variables (w, ¢), in addition to the density p.
2. We will allow constraints that involve affine inequalities instead of just equalities.
This section formalizes this extended framework and generalizes the main existence result of [BCNN25] to
this setting.

3.1. Generalized constraint model. We begin by introducing a new constrained space of measure
triplets

(p,w,¢) € MH([0,1] x Q) x M([0,1] x Q)™ x M([0,1] x Q).

DEFINITION 3.1. Given functions F : [0,1] — R, H? : [0,1] x @ — R, H¥ : [0,1] x & — R", and
HS :[0,1] x Q — R, letting H = (H?, H*, H%), we say that . = (p,w, () belongs to the affine equality
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constraint space A°/(H,F) if the three measures p,w and ¢ disintegrate in time (p = dt @ py, w = dt @ wy,
and ( =dt ® (;) and

/H”t:cdpt /H“t:c < dwy(z /Hgtxdg}( ) = F(t) for a.e. t € [0,1].

Similarly, we say that = (p,w, () belongs to the affine inequality constraint space A™*(H,F) if the
three measures p,w and ¢ disintegrate in time and

/Htxdpt /H“’tx ) - dw(x /Hgtx)dg()<F()f0raet€[01]

We can now introduce a generalized version of the constrained unbalanced optimal transport problem as
follows.

DEFINITION 3.2. For d € N consider functions H; = (Hf,Hf,Hf) (0,1 x Q2 - Rx R" x R and
F;:0,1] = R, fori=1,...,d. For pg,p1 € MT(Q), and another integer d' such that 0 < d' < d, we define
the set of constrained paths from py to p1 by

CSH7F(p0,p1) = {U € Cg(ﬂOvPl) ‘ e Ameq(Hi,Fi) fori=1,.. .,d/,and
pe AH;, Fy) fori=d +1,...,d}.

Note that, with a slight abuse of notation, we recycle notation from (2.7) and we suppress the dependency in
the index d’, both for the sake of simplicity. We then define the Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao energy with the
affine inequality and equality constraints given by H and F similar to (2.6) (once again recycling notation):

(3.1) WFR (po, p1)? = inf / fs (d”> d\
[0,1]xQ dA

In other words, (3.1) corresponds to minimizing the Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao cost over paths p that satisfy a
set of d’ integral affine inequality constraints and d — d’ integral affine equality constraints.

p=(p,w,C) € CEH,F(po,pl)} ~

Remark 3.3. Note that we can recover the setting of [BCNN25], as described in Section 2.4, by restricting
to spaces A°Y in which d’ =0 and HY =0, Hf =0foralli=1,...,d. On the other hand, setting H” = 0
leads to constraints that only operate on the control measures w and (.

3.2. Existence of minimizers. We may now generalize the optimal path existence result [BCNN25,
Theorem 4.3] to this new setting.

THEOREM 3.4. Let pg,p1 € MT(Q) and H : [0,1] x Q — (R x R* x R)4, F:[0,1] — R? be continuous
functions. If the problem (3.1) is feasible, i.e., there exists p € CEy p(po, p1) with finite WFR cost, then an
optimal path exists.

The proof of this Theorem, which is postponed to Supplementary Material C.1, follows a similar proof
strategy as in [BCNN25], based again on the use of the Fenchel-Rockafellar theorem (see [BZ05]). While the
overall strategy is the same, this generalized setting requires more detailed analysis to handle the inequality
constraints.

Remark 3.5 (Feasibility of the constrained problem). In order to obtain the real existence of minimizers
o (3.1), one still needs the problem to be feasible in the sense that there exists a finite energy path in
CEm,r(po,p1). For the more restricted constrained model discussed in Section 2.4, this can be shown for
several classes of constraints, cf. [BCNN25, Theorems 3.5, 4.7 and 4.6]. For the more general model considered
in this article, a comprehensive result regarding feasibility seems out of reach due to the increased technicality
of this question in this extended context. However, for the specific examples presented in Section 5, the
feasibility always holds. Indeed, in the experiments of Sections 5.1, 5.2, 5.3 and 5.5, this is guaranteed by the
results of [BCNN25, Theorems 4.6 and 4.7]. For the example of Section 5.4.1, it also holds as the constraint
is only on the momentum variable w and thus a pure Fisher-Rao geodesic (with no transport) gives rise to a
finite energy path satisfying the constraints. Lastly, for the example studied in Section 5.4.2, which involves
constraints on the source term (, the feasibility follows by constructing a transport path and combining this
with adapting the total mass using the source term ¢ in regions where the constraint function H¢ is zero.
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4. Discrete problem and algorithmic approach. In order to derive a numerical approach to
tackle the constrained UOT model of Section 3, with provable convergence guarantees, we shall adapt the
algorithm of [CPSV18a] in the unconstrained setting, which is itself based on the Douglas-Rachford (DR)
splitting scheme [DR56, GM75]. In the following sections, we will describe the chosen discretization in
more detail, as well as our proposed numerical framework; pseudocode for the algorithm can be found
in Supplementary Material B and an open source implementation is available at our GitHub repository:
https://github.com /maol756 /acuot.

4.1. Discretized problem. Throughout this section, we consider the time domain to be [0,1] and the
space domain  to be Q = [0, L] where L is the length of the domain in the spatial dimension. We consider
the Oth dimension as the time dimension and the 1st dimension as the spatial dimension. Furthermore,
letting Ny, N1 be the number of discretization steps in time and space, respectively, we shall use uniform
discretization steps of the form hg = 1/Ny and hy = L/N;. We first consider the discretization of the domain.
Rather than discretizing all continuous variables (p,w, ¢) of the variational problem on a single time-space
grid, we will consider, following the idea first proposed in [PPO14], two types of grids: namely, a centered grid
and staggered grids, where staggered grids are shifted by half a cell in a particular dimension. Specifically,
the centered grid G, is defined as

. 1 . 1
. Jo+yg (j1+35)L
Ge = {(tjoal‘jl) Dl = TN Tho =

while the staggered grids for time and space dimensions are then given respectively by:
i j1+31)L . .
gﬁ = {(tjo,w]i) Dtg, = jj\%a Tj = %7 Jjo € [0, No], j1 € [0, N1 — 1]]};

. 1
x +5 i . .
gs :{(tjoale): tjo:]O]\TQa Zjy :%a ]OGHOaNO_l]]v J1 € [[OaNl]]}

We shall then consider centered variables V = (p,w, () € & = RY x RY x RY where each of the three
components is defined on the centered grid, as well as staggered variables U = (p,@,() € &, = RY: x R9% x RY«
where the density and momentum field are sampled on the corresponding staggered grids. With a slight abuse
of notations, we will write pj, i, Wjp.j1sCjo.jn 10 denote the values of p,w and ¢ sampled at (t;,,x;,) € Gc
and similarly for the staggered variables p,@,(. The idea behind the use of these different types of grids
and variables is that it will provide a more natural way to evaluate the discrete derivatives involved in
the continuity equation, as explained in the next subsection. Note that the source term is always defined
on the centered grid since no derivative of ¢ is involved in the problem formulation. One can convert a
staggered variable to a centered variable via the interpolation operator I : £ — &, which is defined as
I(U) = (I,p, 1., () where

(Iﬁﬁ)jo,jl = %(ﬁjod& + ﬁjo+17j1)v

(Lo@)jo.i1r = 5 (@0, + Djo.jr+1)
This allows us to then define the consistency condition between the staggered and centered representations
as V = I(U). We note that the above definitions can be easily modified for periodic boundary conditions
(in space), by simple cyclic wrapping of the indices. Based on the previous definitions, we now examine the

discretization of the continuity equation d;p + div w = (. First, we define the time-space divergence operator
div. For a staggered variable U = (p,®, (), div : & — RY is defined by forward face-to-cell differences:

(divD) s, = ﬁjo+1,j1h— Piosin a’jo,jﬁ-z_ Wio.ir
0 1
The discrete continuity equation can then be written as (div — s,)(U) = 0 where s, is the auxiliary operator
that extracts the source term from a staggered variable, i.e. s.(U) = ¢. In addition, one also needs to
enforce the initial and terminal conditions on the density as well as the no-flux (Neumann) spatial boundary
conditions on the momentum. To this end, we introduce a boundary operator b : £ — R2No+2N that extracts
the corresponding boundary values of p and w:

b(U) = (ﬁo,jl PNoji  Wjo,0 @jo,Nl)
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and express the boundary conditions as b(U) = by where by = (po, p1,0,0), with pg, p1 being the initial and
final discrete densities on the centered grid. Note that the above corresponds to imposing Neumann boundary
conditions in space. As already mentioned previously, this can be easily adapted to periodic spatial boundary
conditions by removing the no-flux constraints and instead applying cyclic index wrapping. We are now just
left with the discrete version of the WFR energy and the path equality and inequality constraints. Based on
Definition 2.2, for a centered variable V' = (p,w, (), the contribution of each time-space cell j = (jo,j1) to
the whole WFR cost can be simply taken as fs(p;,w;,(;). The full cost function is then computed as the
discretized time-space integral, i.e.

(4.1) J(V) =" fslpjswss G)hoh

Jj€G.

We note that we use the scaling property [CPSV18a, Proposition 3.1] to reduce the problem to the case § =1
if we are given values of § other than 1. Now, when it comes to the additional path constraints on p,w,(,
these will be defined on the centered grid via the discretized functions Hf, HY Hf €RY% fori=1,....d,
with d being again the total number of equality and inequality constraints. Slightly departing from the
continuous formulation of Section 3, we represent every constraint (inequality and equality) at each time as a

. . . —N, —No .
box constraint given by the lower and upper bound variables £; € R™ " and u; € R™° with ¢; < u; component
wise. We can then introduce the following constraint operators and constraint sets:

Hiltjo: V) = ((HY)jors Pior) + (H)jors @i ) + ((H jons o)
C; = {V : gi,jo < /Hi(tjo;V) < Ui, jo v.]() S [O,NO — 1]]}

where the bracket notation stands for the discretized L? inner product on [0, L], for which we use the simple

. . Ny—1
numerical integration scheme (v, w) = > '}

i1=0 Vj;wj, hi. Note that since we allow the components of ¢; and
u; to take infinite values and be equal to one another, this setting does indeed provide a discrete equivalent
of the integral inequality/equality constrained framework developed in Section 3. We finally arrive at the
discretized constrained UOT problem, which we formulate as the following optimization program over a pair

(U, V) of centered and staggered variables:

d
(4.2) min J(V) st (div—s:)(U) =0, b(U)=by, V=IU), Ve ¢

Using convex indicator functions for all the constraints, we may rewrite the above as

d
4. i - :
(4.3) min J(V) + 1ce(U) + vv=rw(U,V) + i:Zchl(V),
where CE = {U : (div — s,)(U) = 0,b(U) = bg}. We note that this is a convex problem. Similar to the
continuous setting, the existence of minimizers can be guaranteed under the following basic assumption:

THEOREM 4.1. There exists a minimizer to the discrete constrained WFR problem (4.3) provided that
the feasible set is nonempty. Moreover, this condition can be checked by solving a second-order cone feasibility
problem.

We refer the reader to Supplementary Material C.2 for the proof. Similar to the continuous setting and
Theorem 3.4, this result ensures the existence of a solution provided that one can find a discrete path
with finite energy (4.1) satisfying all constraints, which itself can be verified by solving a second-order cone
feasibility problem.

4.2. Algorithmic approach. The Douglas-Rachford splitting algorithm is a generic approach for
optimizing the sum of two convex, potentially non-smooth functions. In the context of the present work,
having multiple constraints to deal with, we will instead rely on the parallel proximal algorithm (PPXA)
[CP0O8, CP11] which extends the Douglas-Rachford scheme to optimization problems involving the sum of
multiple functions. The core idea of PPXA is to rewrite the composite objective function

Si(@) + fal) + -+ fn(2)
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as F(z1, -, &m)+to(x1, -, &) where Fay, -+, 2m) = fi(z1)+fo(@2)+ -+ fn(@m), C = {(x1, - ,2m) |21 =
Ty = -+ = T}, and o is the convex indicator function for this set (as we used in the proof of Theorem
3.4). Thus, one can view the objective function as a sum of two convex functions F' and t¢, and then apply
the Douglas-Rachford splitting to this reformulated problem. This approach is called the parallel proximal
algorithm (PPXA) [CP08, CP11] since the proximal operators of each f; can be computed in parallel. We
will now describe our main PPXA iteration. Letting = (U, V') be the current iterate and yy, 7 auxiliary
copies, we group J + ice as block fi, the consistency constraint {V = I(U)} as block fs, and the d box
constraints as the blocks fs, ..., fg+2. Then a PPXA step reads

T = prox’y(]«‘rbcg)(yl)? T2 = prOXL{V:I(U)} (y2)7
Tit2 = Prox, . (Yiye) fori=1,...,d,
1 d
77:d_|_2(7T1+7T2+;7Ti+2)» Yk < yp +a (27 — 2 — m),

x4+ a(m—ux).

Here, a € (0,2),7 > 0 are hyperparameters. For pseudocode of the full algorithm, see Supplementary
Material B.

Remark 4.2 (Convergence). The convergence of our iterations to a minimizer follows from the general
theory of the Douglas-Rachford algorithm such as [HY15] assuming the feasibility of the problem since the
feasibility implies the existence of a minimizer in the discrete problem (4.3) by Theorem 4.1. In particular,
we have the worst-case O(1/v/k) decay rate for the fixed point residual by the theory in [HY15], where k
is the number of iterations or O(1/k) error decay in the ergodic sense as follows from the result of [HY12].
Empirically, as we showcase with the experiments of Section 5.6, we find that the decay rate for the distance
from the current to the final iterate is typically sublinear, thus suggesting a potentially faster convergence, in
practice, than those theoretical estimates.

Finally, we need to specify how to compute each proximal operator. We note that the calculations for the
PIOX,(j1,cp) and prox, . . are exactly the same as in [CPSV18a], so we omit the details here. The new
part is the projection onto the (possibly multiple) affine box constraints, which we now describe. For clarity,
we shall omit the constraint index ¢ and consider only a single box constraint set:

C= {V Ejo < H(tjo;v) < Ujo VJO € [[OvNO - 1H}

where, for each time index jo, H(tj,; V) denotes, as in the previous section, the linear functional V' —

<Hfo,,7pj0,.> + (HY wj,.) + <H§07,, Cjo,-)- Let us also introduce aj, = (H”(t;,,-), H*(tjq,), H(tj,,")), the
spatial weights at ¢;,. Since different times have disjoint support, {a;,};, form an orthogonal family in the
product space &.. By [Bau96, Theorem 3.3.14 ], the projection of V onto C is given by the orthogonal-box

formula, i.e.

No—1

prox, (V) =V — Z

Jo=0

/\jo (V)

lajo 12

Ajo

0, Ejo < H(tjo; V) < Ujio
)‘jo(v) = ,H(tjo; V) — Ujo) H(tjo; V)
H(tjo; V) - gjov H(tjo; V)

> Ujg
< gjo’

)? + (H,

Ni—1
where [laj,|* = 3250 ((H], Josin

Jj1=0 Jo,J1 >2 + <Hjc0,j1>2) ha.

5. Numerical experiments. In this section, we demonstrate the capabilities of the proposed framework
across various scenarios. These should not be regarded as real-world applications, but rather as simplified
examples designed to highlight different aspects of the model. As explained in Remark 3.5 the feasibility (and

thus the existence of minimizers) for all examples presented in this section is guaranteed. The experimental
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setup and computation timings are detailed in Supplementary Material A. Furthermore, in line with good
practices of reproducibility, notebooks for all experiments are publicly available at our GitHub repository
https://github.com/maol756 /acuot.

5.1. Total mass constraints. As a first example we consider (equality and inequality) constraints on
the total mass, which in the setting of (3.1) corresponds to H? = £1, H¥ = 0, H¢ =0 and a “mass evolution”
function F(¢).

Spherical Hellinger-Kantorovich distance. We start by discussing the special case of a single
equality constraint with F'(t) = 1, i.e., where p; is constrained to be a probability measure at all times. This
situation was first studied by Laschos and Mielke in [LM19] and the derived distance is called the Spherical
Hellinger-Kantorovich distance (SHK). A deep-learning-based algorithm to compute the solution in this
situation was recently proposed in [JCLL24]. Alternatively one can use the results of [LM19, Theorem 2.7],
who proved that the unconstrained WFR, geometry forms a cone over the SHK geometry. This allows one to
obtain the solution of the constrained problem, by projecting the solution from the unconstrained problem
onto the space of probability densities. We will use this procedure as a benchmark for our constrained
implementation. In Figure 1, we show the solution of the SHK optimization problem between two Gaussian
bumps. We compare our solution to the projection of the solution to the unconstrained WFR, problem
using the Laschos-Mielke formula [LM19, Theorem 2.7]. The two solutions agree both qualitatively and
quantitatively; the average L? distance between these two minimizers is ~ 3.0 x 1072.

6 o5 P o es 16 s 1
Fig. 1: Spherical Hellinger-Kantorovich distance: Solution of the constrained WFR problem where the
solution is restricted to the space of probability measures. Gray and blue indicate py and pp, respectively;
the red curves show the solution at ¢t = 0.25 (left), ¢ = 0.5 (middle), and ¢ = 0.75 (right). The green dotted

curve represents the solution of the unconstrained WFR geodesic projected onto the constraint according to
the results of [LM19].

Inequality constraints on the total mass. Next, let us consider a mass inequality constraint of the
form [, dp¢(x) > c. For the specific choices of ¢ = 0.8 and ¢ = 1, Figure 2 shows the solutions where the
initial and target densities are again chosen as (shifted) Gaussian bumps. Moreover, we display the total mass
of the geodesic at each time ¢. In this example, we have set the parameter ¢ in the optimization objective to
be small enough (6§ = 0.5/7) so that destroying and creating mass is on average cheaper than transport.

15

0 0.5 1
. . 5
t=1 0

1.0 / t=0 .
08 Top —— Bottom

mass

to0 0.5 1
Fig. 2: Left panel: the inequality constraint fQ dpy > ¢, with ¢ = 0.8 (purple), ¢ = 1.0 (green), and the
unconstrained case (orange). Top figure: gray and blue again correspond to pg and p;, while the remaining
curves display the solution at ¢ = 0.5. Bottom figure: Total mass as a function of time for the inequality
constraint, with colors matching those in the top figure. Right panel: In 2D, the top panel shows a constrained
geodesic and the bottom panel an unconstrained geodesic (evaluated at ¢ = 0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, and 1.0) along
with the evolution of total mass. Here, the total mass constraint is defined by F(t) = 3 — 8(t — 0.5)? for all
t e 0,1].

2D total mass constraints. In Figure 2, we also present an example of the WFR problem with total
mass equality constraints in 2D. The domain is [0, 1]?, the initial condition is a Gaussian bump at the center,
while the terminal distribution is a mixture of two Gaussians. The total mass constraint function is set to
F(t) = 3 —8(t — 0.5)? so that a solution has to increase mass until t = 1/2 and decrease it back after that.
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The unconstrained and constrained solutions are shown on the top and bottom row respectively. We observe
that the total mass constraint not only influences the total mass of intermediate densities, but also their
spatial evolution.

Fig. 3: Barrier constraint: transporting a density through a domain with obstacles. The top row corresponds
to a static barrier case, while the bottom one shows the results with a dynamic (i.e. time changing) barrier.
The solution is shown at t = 0,0.1,0.3,0.5,0.7,0.9 and 1.0.

5.2. Barrier constraints. In this part, we model the situation of (physical) barriers, i.e., specify
(possibly time-dependent) regions of the domain in which no mass can enter or be created. This can be
implemented as an affine constraint of the form [, H(t,x)dpi(x) = 0, where H(t,z) is a function that is
positive in the prohibited region and zero elsewhere. In the following, we present two examples: one with a
static barrier and another with a moving barrier. For balanced OT, similar constraints (in the static case)
have been previously studied in [PPO14]. Figure 3 displays the solution in these two different scenarios where
the initial and final distributions are Gaussian bumps located in the upper left and lower right corners of
the 2D domain. For both experiments, we choose a relatively high value for the parameter ¢ (§ = 10) so
as to enforce transport over mass teleportation. In the static case (top row of the figure), we see that the
distribution slides along the walls to the target density. For the time-dependent barrier (bottom row), the
qualitative behavior is similar but with the notable difference that the motion has to accelerate in the earlier
times in order to pass the barrier before it closes off the path.

5.3. Length measures of convex curves. The constraint studied in this section is motivated by
convex geometry. The length measure p of a convex curve in R? is the measure on the unit circle S' defined
as the pushforward of its arclength measure by the Gauss map; in other words, for any measurable set A C S,
1(A) represents the total length of the portion of the convex curve for which the unit tangent vectors lie
within A. Due to a classical theorem of Minkowski [Sch14, Section 8.2.1], & must satisfy:

(5.1) /S 2du(z) = 0.

Conversely, if a measure ;1 on S! satisfies this constraint, then there exists a convex curve, unique up to
translations, whose length measure is p [Sch14, Theorem 8.2.2]. Thus, by considering the WFR energy subject
to the constraint (5.1) (i.e. one equality constraint with H(x) = « and F'(t) = 0), one obtains a corresponding
metric on the space of convex curves in R2. For the space of convex, unit length curves, this was considered
in [CP21] within the balanced optimal transport setting. Here, we extend this idea to unbalanced optimal
transport, thus extending the metric to the space of all convex curves, not only unit length ones. In Figure 4a
we show an example, where the source and the target curve (measure, resp.) are both symmetric with respect
to the antipodal map R(x) = —z, i.e., the source and target measures po, p1 satisfy R.po = po, R«p1 = p1
where R, is the pushforward map by R. In this case, we observe that the unconstrained algorithm leads to
essentially the same solution as the constrained algorithm, with the L? distance between the constrained and
unconstrained solution being 8.7 x 1078, This is consistent with the following theoretical result (whose proof
is given in Supplementary Material C.3):

LEMMA 5.1. Let pg, p1 be symmetric with respect to the map R(x) = —x. Then, there exists a minimizer
of the unconstrained WFR problem between py and py that is symmetric at almost all times t € [0,1]. In
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(a) Symmetric case
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(b) Nonsymmetric case

Fig. 4: Effect of a convex-curve constraint on the geodesic evolution. From left to right we show t =
0,0.25,0.5,0.75, and 1. Each panel displays the density on S! (orange) together with the corresponding
convex curve (blue). The top row enforces a convex-curve constraint; the bottom row shows the unconstrained
geodesic.

particular, this minimizer satisfies the constraint (5.1).

In Figure 4b, we illustrate that for non-symmetric measures, there is, however, a significant difference between
the constrained and unconstrained problem. We specifically consider the same initial measure as in our last
example, but change the terminal measure to a mixture of three Gaussians on S!, breaking the symmetry
w.r.t. the mapping R. We observe that the unconstrained geodesic violates the convex curve constraint,
and consequently, the reconstructed interpolating curves are not closed. On the other hand, the constrained
geodesic satisfies the convex curve constraint at all times, and thus we obtain a valid interpolation in the
space of convex, closed curves. Despite the density plots appearing visually similar, the L? distance between
the constrained and the unconstrained solution is here 1.3 x 10~!. We leave it to future work to study more in
depth the properties and potential applications of the resulting metric on convex sets, as well as the extension
of our numerical framework for convex surfaces and area measures on S2.

5.4. Constraints on control variables. The constraints considered so far only applied to the density
path p. However, our framework can also handle constraints on the control variables w and (. For instance,
one may want to constrain the angle of the momentum w, or limit the amount of mass created at each time
by constraining . In this section, we present two different examples of such constraints.

5.4.1. Momentum flow constraint. In this example, we consider a constraint of the following form:

/ H(t,x) - dwi(z) >0
Q
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Fig. 5: Illustration of a flow constraint: the brighter region represents where the momentum is constrained to

align with the given vector field. The bottom row shows the constrained geodesic, while the top row shows
the unconstrained geodesic. Each panel displays the density at ¢ = 0,0.25,0.5,0.75, and 1.

which can be interpreted as enforcing the momentum w to loosely align with the prescribed vector field
H“(t,x), effectively modeling a form of extrinsic current flow such as a river. In Figure 5, we compare
transport between localized 2D Gaussian distributions in the constrained and unconstrained settings. For
the constrained solution, the vector field H“ (¢, z) points bottom-right in the purple shaded area and is zero
elsewhere. As a result, w(t, z) must stay within the halfspace of vectors positively correlated with H* (¢, x).
Notably, we see that the solution adjusts the momentum direction prior to entering the region as a way to
compensate for this effect.

S
ney iL I e

M

Fig. 6: Panel (a): Budget constraint on mass creation/destruction. The portion to the right of the red line is
where the mass creation/destruction is constrained to be small. Top and bottom rows show the unconstrained
and constrained solutions, respectively. Each row displays the density at ¢ = 0,0.25,0.5,0.75, and 1. Panel (b):
The total mass at each time point for the unconstrained (red) and constrained (blue) optimal paths.

5.4.2. Budget constraint on mass creation/destruction. In this example, we consider a constraint
on the source term ¢, of the form:

0< / H(t,2)d¢(z) < C
Q

for some constant C' > 0. This constraint effectively limits the amount of mass that can be created or
destroyed at each time, modeling scenarios where resources are limited. In Figure 6a, we compare transport
between 1D Gaussian distributions in both constrained and unconstrained settings. For the constrained case,
the function HS(t,) is set to 1 in the right half of the domain and 0 elsewhere, effectively limiting mass
creation/destruction in that region. In this experiment, we set C' = 0.1. As a result, one can observe that
what was mostly a mass creation in the unconstrained model becomes mostly transport in the constrained
case. In particular, as evidenced by the total mass plot, the constrained optimal path gradually increases the
mass until reaching the constraint region, and maintains a nearly constant mass after that. This example
illustrates how constraints on mass creation/destruction can significantly alter the transport dynamics.

5.5. Mixed constraints: population transport. Lastly, in this section, we demonstrate how to
impose multiple constraints simultaneously on a real data example. Specifically, we are interested in
interpolating between population density maps of the particular county of Ain in France. While we are not



14 MAO NISHINO, MARTIN BAUER, TOM NEEDHAM, NICOLAS CHARON

1876 1891 1906 1926 1936

1878 1894 1904 1924 1934

Fig. 7: (a) Population distribution maps of Ain in France, at different years. The top row shows the real data
evolution, while the bottom row displays the obtained interpolation between the first (1876) and final year
(1936) from our algorithm. Largest discrepancy is observed around the city of Oyonnax (top right), where
real data shows a rapid increase in population. (b) Estimated momentum and density values (top) as well as
the source term (bottom) across time. The momentum is represented by arrows, with length proportional to
the momentum magnitude. The source values have been clipped at the 80th percentile to mitigate the effect
of outliers and are represented by color, with darker blue indicating stronger population decrease. Those
show population migration towards the cities of Bourg-en-Bresse (center) and Oyonnax (top right). On the
other hand, the source term illustrates the important population decrease in rural areas.

claiming that optimal transport is necessarily the proper model for this type of application, this example is
mostly here to emphasize how our numerical framework can handle multiple constraints on non-synthetic
distributions. Specifically, we consider the population density maps of Ain between the years 1876 and 1936
extracted from the INSEE records [Ins22] (with censuses made at regular five-year intervals), along with the
total county population over that period. Our goal is to interpolate between the distributions of 1876 and
1936 and evaluate how the path differs from the ground-truth density evolution. To that end, we impose
two types of constraints: a barrier constraint to ensure that the mass remains within the region of interest
(Ain) and a total mass constraint enforcing that the total population evolves according to the known records.
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Figures 7a and 7b present the population distributions for both the actual data and the optimal interpolation
path, as well as the momentum and the source term at various time points. While the general trend of
population change is well captured (this particular county witnessed overall population decrease during that
period), this approach does not entirely reflect some rapid changes in certain urban areas, such as Oyonnax
(top right), between 1906 and 1936. These discrepancies may be attributed to the long time period considered
here, which could obscure non-optimal local migration patterns, as well as to the restrictive barrier constraint
that excludes in- or out-flows from external regions, among other things.

100 4
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(a) (b)
Fig. 8: Convergence plot of the PPXA algorithm. Panel (a) shows the SHK experiment (Section 5.1) while
panel (b) shows the static barrier example (Section 5.2). The y-axis shows the relative error between the
current iterate and the last iterate (see Algorithm B.1) in the L? norm on a log scale. In both figures, the
red curves are the obtained linear fits.

5.6. Convergence analysis of the PPXA algorithm. In this final experiment, we seek to examine
the convergence rate of the PPXA algorithm. In Figure 8 we present the relative error between the current
iterate and the last iterate of the PPXA algorithm for the SHK example (Section 5.1) and the static barrier
example (Section 5.2) in the log scale. We have fitted linear curves to the plots that provide good agreement
with the empirical convergence rate: for the SHK example we obtained a convergence rate of ¢ = 0.999414
for the unconstrained case and ¢ = 0.999472 for the constrained case. The corresponding coefficients of
determination (the fraction of variance in the data explained by the model) for the linear model were
R? = 0.978 for the unconstrained case and R? = 0.974 for the constrained case. For the static barrier
example, we obtained a convergence rate of ¢ = 0.999568 for the unconstrained case and g = 0.999525 for the
constrained case. Here the corresponding coefficients of determination were R? = 0.966 for the unconstrained
case and R? = 0.979 for the constrained case. We note that in all these cases the estimated ¢ is very close to
one, indicating very slow convergence, e.g. for the SHK example, we need —1/log;, ¢ ~ 3800-4000 iterations
to reduce the error by 1 decimal place. Overall, this convergence analysis indicates that while the PPXA
algorithm for unbalanced optimal transport problems converges formally geometrically, the rate constant is
almost one and thus the practical convergence is rather sublinear. Furthermore, this convergence rate is not
significantly affected by the presence of constraints.

6. Conclusions, Future Work and Limitations. In this article we introduced a variant of the
dynamic unbalanced optimal transport model which allows one to enforce a set of time-dependent integral
equality and inequality constraints along the density, vector field and/or source term paths. This formulation
has the important advantage of yielding convex variational problems, with provable conditions of well-
posedness in both the continuous and discrete settings. These conditions are still tied to the issue of feasibility
(i.e., the existence of finite energy paths satisfying all constraints), for which a more general and systematic
study, in the context of our model, remains a subject of possible future work. Based on a discretization
over staggered time-space grids, we then proposed an adaptation of the parallel proximal point scheme to
tackle the corresponding class of constrained non-smooth optimization problems. We showed empirically,
on various examples and constraints, that despite the dimensionality of those problems, the approach is
able to estimate an approximate solution in a robust and consistent way. These examples are also meant
to illustrate the variety of dynamic constraints that are subsumed under our model, and their potential
relevance in different applications. Yet we should also mention a few avenues for further improvement and
extension of the framework presented in this paper. A first possible limitation is the specific constraint type
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that is considered here. It does not include, for instance, integral convex inequality constraints (beyond
affine ones) such as bounds on the entropy or variance of the density p;, or certain forms of congestion
constraints in crowd navigation applications [KBAH13, ROL"20]. Although these would technically still lead
to convex formulations, the generalization of Theorem 3.4 or 4.1 to this new setting is, to our knowledge,
not straightforward and thus could be an interesting subject of future investigation. On the numerical
side, we expect the PPXA algorithm of Section 4.2 to be still relevant, provided that expressions of the
proximal operators for the new constraint functions are available. Another path worth exploring is the
extension of the constrained transport model of this paper to the stochastic setting, in particular that of
Schrédinger bridge matching and its recent unbalanced version known as generalized Schrodinger bridge
matching [LLNT24, CGP25], which share many connections to diffusive flows and generative modeling in
machine learning.
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Supplementary Material A. Experimental Details.

A.1. Environment.
0OS: Windows 11 Pro (Build 26100).
Software stack: Python (3.12.7); numpy {2.1.3); scipy {1.14.1); POT <0.9.5).

A.2. Hardware.
System: Dell G15 5530 laptop (x64).
CPU: Intel Core i7-13650HX (20 CPUs), ~ 2.6GHz.
Memory: 16 GB RAM.

A.3. Hyperparameters. The global hyperparameters used in all experiments are as follows:
e Relaxation parameter: o = 1.8.
e Proximal parameter: v = max(max(pg), max(p1))/2 where py and p; are the initial and terminal
densities.
These choices are inherited from the code for the unconstrained case by [CPSV18a] and have been found to
work well in practice. For each experiment, we also have specific hyperparameters, which are summarized in

Table 1.

Experiment T Space grid size #iter 9§

SHK 15 (256,) 10000 1.0
Inequality total mass 15 (256, ) 3000 -
2D total mass 15 (30, 30) 3000 1.0
Static barrier 30 (30, 30) 7000 10.0
Moving barrier 30 (30, 30) 7000 10.0
French population 12 (64, 64) 10000 1.0
Symmetric curve 15 (256, ) 10000 0.01
Nonsymmetric curve 15 (256, ) 10000 0.01
River 15 (30, 30) 3000 2.0
Budget 15 (256,) 3000 -

Table 1: Hyperparameters for each experiment. Here, T' is the number of time steps, #iter is the number of
iterations, and § is the interpolation parameter between transport and Fisher-Rao terms in the WFR, energy.

A.4. Wall-clock times. The wall-clock times for each experiment are summarized in Table 2. All
experiments were run on a single CPU core. The time is only for the optimization algorithm, excluding the
time for data loading and visualization.

Supplementary Material B. Pseudocode of the PPXA Implementation of Constrained UOT.
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Experiment Mean time (sec) £ std. dev.
SHK 22.025 + 0.424
Inequality total mass 7.400 £ 0.320
2D total mass 23.359 + 0.621
Static barrier 115.066 + 3.094
Moving barrier 114.071 + 2.726
French population 425.274 £ 24.554
Symmetric curve 24.916 £ 0.184
Nonsymmetric curve 24.577 £ 0.067
River 26.738 £ 0.426
Budget 6.762 £ 0.016

Table 2: Wall-clock times for each experiment. The mean is computed over 3 runs.
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Algorithm B.1 PPXA for constrained WFR geodesics with M box constraints

1: Input: pg, p1, grid sizes Ny, ..., Ng, lengths Ly,..., Lg.

2: Constraints: For each m = 1,..., M, weights H™ and bounds (£0m) 4 (),

3: Initialize (U, V) (linear or Fisher-Rao path for p); set y; = -+ = yarr = (U, V).

4: Set mp, = (U, V) for k=1,...,2+ M.

5: forn=0,1,...,np.x — 1 do

6: M1 4= PIOXy(sti0p) (Y1) > pointwise WFR prox on V' 4 CE projection on U
7 Ty = prox, o0 (Y2 > projection onto V = I(U)
8: for m =1 to M do

9: T2 < PIoX, . (Ym2) > affine box projection (constraint m)
10: end for

1 7 (M S Tnge) /(2 4+ M)

12: yp —yp +a27r — (U, V) —m) for k=1,...,24+ M

13: U, V)« U V)+ao(r—(UYV))
14: end for -
15: Return (U, V) with either p or p as the geodesic where U = (p,@,() or V = (p,w, ().

Supplementary Material C. Mathematical Proofs.

C.1. Proof of Theorem 3.4.

Proof of Theorem 5.4. Toward applying the Fenchel-Rockafellar theorem, we start by introducing the

following Banach spaces X and Y:

X =C'([0,1] x Q) x C([0,1])4,
Y =C([0,1] x Q) x C([0,1] x Q)™ x C([0,1] x Q).

We define the convex function F : Y — RU {400} by

Fla, B,v) = / v, (a(t,x), B(t, x),v(t, z))dtdx,

[0,1]x©
where 1, : R x R” x R — R U {400} is the convex indicator function of the set Bs, defined by

1 2
35:{(a,b,c)eRxR”xRa+2<||b|2+g2) go};

that is, ¢p,(a,b,c) =0 if (a,b,c) € Bs, and is otherwise equal to +00. The Fenchel conjugate of ¢p; is the
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Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao infinitesimal cost f5. Next, we define a function G : X — R U {400} by

d
=— ;/ Vi () (F5(t))dt + ts=0 (é}éﬂ]w (t))
d 1
_Z_;l/o %(t)Fl(t)dt—f—/ 60, ) ~ | o(1.-)dp,

where:

o ' = (Y1,..., %) € C([0,1))7,

. . . o . 4 .
e 150 is the convex indicator of the nonpositive orthant of R? | i.e.,

0 ife; <0Vi=1,...,d
400 otherwise;

szo(a?l, e ,.Z'd) = {

® sup;cpo1y ¢ (t) € R denotes the coordinate-wise supremum over the interval [0, 1].
We point out that G is a convex function over X. As the last step in setting up the Fenchel-Rockafellar
theorem, let A: X — Y be the bounded linear operator defined by

d d d
A(p, 1) = (&(b + Y H,Vo+ > HEpi ¢+ wai) :
i=1 =1 i=1
We then consider the primal problem

(C.1) Ilgg(}'(Aac) +G(z).

Using a similar argument as in the proof of [BCNN25, Theorem 4.3], one easily checks that there exists zg € X
that satisfies the conditions of Fenchel-Rockafellar strong duality theorem—mnamely, G(zg), F(Axo) < +00
and F is continuous at Azp—so that (C.1) is equivalent to the Lagrange dual problem:
(C2) sup  —F"(y") = G*(=A"y").

y* ey *

Using [Fol13, Theorem 7.17], we can identify the dual Y* as

Y™ = M([0,1] x Q) x M([0,1] x Q)™ x M([0,1] x Q),

Following the argument of [CPSV18a], F*(y*) is equal to the objective function of the constrained Wasserstein-
Fisher-Rao problem (3.1). We will show that the second term of (C.2) enforces the constraints of (3.1),
which then proves the theorem, as the Fenchel-Rockafellar theorem guarantees the existence of a maximizer
in (C.2), hence of a minimizer for (3.1). It remains to understand the second term of (C.2). We have

(C.3) g (=A%) = sup  {(-A%y" 1) - G(2)} = jgg{—@*,/lx) —G(@)}.

z=(p,9)€X

Moreover, we have by definition that

woAs) = [ dedpr [ Vodes [
[0,1]x 2 [0,1]x Q2 [0,1]xQ2

d d d
+ / Y, H dp + / Y HY - dw + / lefdc,
; 01x2 ; oaxe ; [ ’

0,1]x$2

from which we deduce that G*(—A*y*) can be expressed as the sum of three terms:
sup —/ Ordpdp —/ Vo - dw
[ [0,1]xQ [0,1]x

/[0’1]X9¢d§+/9¢(1,~)dp1/Q¢(07')dpo},

(C.4)
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d’ 1
A (1) Pdp, — w _ ¢
(C.5) > s / m(t)(ﬂ(t) [ #ran— [ aeae - | Hldct)dt,
and
d 1
X , (4 — Pdp, — w _ 3
(C.6) i:%;lbip /O Yi(t) <Fl(t) /Q H’dp; /Q HY - dw, /Q Hld@) dt.

We now describe the properties of each term. The first sup over ¢ (C.4) is zero when p = (p,w, ¢) satisfies the
continuity equation and +oo otherwise. This term therefore enforces the continuity equation in the supremum

(C.2). To get the second term (C.5), we have used the presence of the indicator function ¢5<g (SUpte[o,l] z//(t))

in G to deduce that, when taking the supremum in (C.3), one can restrict to functions which satisfy ¥;(t) <0
for a.e. t € [0,1] and for all i = 1,...,d". Now suppose that the inequality constraint

/Hipdpt—k/ Hf’-dwt+/Hdet < Fi(t) (for a.e. t €[0,1])
Q Q Q

is satisfied. Then the term in parentheses in (C.5) is non-negative, hence the supremum over v;’s satisfying
1; < 0 is zero. On the other hand, if the inequality constraint fails, then the term in parentheses is negative
on a set of positive measure, hence 1;’s may be chosen to make (C.5) arbitrarily large. Putting this together,
we have that the inequality constraint is enforced by the term (C.5). Lastly, it is straightforward to show
that the term (C.6) is equal to zero when the equality constraints pu € A®Y(H;, F;) hold for i =d' +1,...,d
and +oo otherwise. Putting all of our observations together, we deduce that

g*(—A*y*) — { 0 if (p»waC) € CgH,F(ﬁOvpl)

+o00  otherwise.

This finally allows us to recover that the dual problem is equivalent to (3.1) and that, by Fenchel-Rockafellar
strong duality, the two problems have the same optimal value and that there exists a dual optimal that is
therefore a solution of the constrained unbalanced optimal transport problem. 0

C.2. Proof of Theorem 4.1. Our proof will rely on the following intermediate result involving the
notion of the horizon cone [RW98, Definition 3.3]:

ProrosiTION C.1. Let V,W be finite dimensional normed vector spaces, L : V — W be a linear map
andw € W. Let C ={v €V : Lv = w} be an affine subspace of V. Then, the horizon cone of C is the kernel
of L i.e. C* =ker(L).

Proof. Since C' is convex and closed, by Theorem 3.6 of [RW98], we have C>*° = {y € V : 3z € C,Vt >
0,2+ ty € C}. Let y € C*°, then there exists ¢ € C' and for all t > 0, we have L(z + ty) = w + tLy = w.
This implies that Ly = 0 i.e. y € ker(L). Conversely, if y € ker(L), then for any z € C and ¢ > 0, we have
L(z 4+ ty) = Lv + tLy = w+ 0 = w. This implies that « + ty € C and thus y € C*°. Therefore, we have
shown that C*° = ker(L). d

We now move to the main proof of Theorem 4.1:

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Let us first rewrite the objective function:

d

FU,V)=J(V)+ tce(U) + tiy—1wn (U V) + > 1e, (V)
i=1

The main element of the proof is to show that the horizon function [RW98, Definition 3.17] of F', denoted F*>°
in the following, is zero only when U = 0,V = 0. This will imply that F is level-bounded by [RW98, Theorem
3.26(a), Corollary 3.27] since F is proper, convex and lower semicontinuous. (Note that properness of F i.e.
that F(U,V) < oo for some U, V|, follows from the feasibility assumption.) The existence of minimizers then
follows from the fact that a lower-semicontinuous proper and level-bounded function attains a finite minimum



22 MAO NISHINO, MARTIN BAUER, TOM NEEDHAM, NICOLAS CHARON

[RW98, Theorem 1.9]. By the sum property of the horizon functions [RW98, Exercise 3.29], and the fact that
1y = Lo, we have:

d
F® > J% 4182 + 1 mpwy + D8
=1

> J® + e + Ly =)}

Note that J>° = J since fs5 is positively homogeneous. Now, if F>°(U,V) = 0, then we must have
J(V)=0,(U,V)eCE®,(U,V) e {(UV)|V=I(U)}*®. If we write V = (p,w, (), the definition of fs implies
that J(V') = 0 only when w = ¢ = 0. Now, by Proposition C.1, we have

CE® = {(p,w,C) : (div — 5,)(U) = 0,b(U)
{UWV =IU)}>*={U,V):V=IU)}

0}

If we write U = (p,w, (), the condition (U,V) € {(U, V)|V = I(U)} implies that ¢ = 0 too. Moreover, we
must have wj, j, 41 = —@j,,;, for all jo € [0, Ng — 1], j1 € [0, N1 —1]. On the other hand, since we must have
b(U) = 0, we have w;, 0 = wj,,n, = 0 for all jo € [0, Ng — 1]. This implies that & = 0. Finally, the condition
(div — s,)(U) = 0, together with @ = 0, = 0, implies that

W:Ofor all jo € [0, Ny — 1], 51 € [0, Ny — 1]
0

Together with the boundary condition b(U) = 0, this implies that p = 0. V = I(U) then implies that
p = 0. Overall, we have U = 0,V = 0. Therefore, we have shown that F*°(U, V) = 0 only when
U =0,V = 0. This concludes the proof of solution’s existence. Now, regarding the feasibility condition, we
see that (U, V) belongs to the feasible set of problem (4.2) if and only if it satisfies the set of conditions
(div—s,)(U) =0, b(U) = by, V = I(U) and V € N&_,C;, which are all affine equality and inequality constraints,
and the condition that the energy J(V') < 4+o00. The latter translates to p; > 0 or (p;,w;,(;) = (0,0,0) for
any j = (jo,j1) € G.. This is equivalent to the existence of 7 > 0 such that for all j, ||(w;,d¢;) 13 < 27p;.
[l (w;,9¢;
2p;

2
Indeed, one can take 7 to be the largest of the W2 Gver all J such that p; > 0. We can rewrite each of

these conditions as follows:
1(ws 615 < 27p; = (T4 p;)* = 7% = p5 & |[(w;, 0G5+ 7° + p5 < (74 p;)°
& (g, w5, 06,73 < (1 + ps)°

which is in turn equivalent to |(pj,wj,0¢;,7)||2 < 7+ pj. Thus, the feasibility set of the problem can be
expressed as an intersection of hyperplanes, halfspaces and second-order cone conditions on (p,w,(,7). 0O

C.3. Proof of Lemma 5.1.

Proof. From the results of [CPSV18a], there exists a minimizer (p,w, () to the standard WFR, problem
where p,w, ¢ € M([0,1] x S'). With Propositions 2.2 and 2.6 of [BF20], we can further assume that all three
measures are disintegrable in time with respect to the Lebesgue measure. Let us then define the following:

1
p= §(pt + Rupt) @ dt

1
W= §(wt + Rowy) @ dt

¢ ;Q+m®®m.

where dt represents the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1] and ® represents the disintegration of measure. Due to
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the symmetry of py and p1, we see that py = pg and p; = p1. In addition, for every ¢ € C1([0,1] x S1),
/ O, pdp + / Opdpdw + / ¢dC
[0,1]xS1 [0,1]xS1 [0,1] xSt

1
=3 ( / Ay ddp + / Apdw + / ¢d<>
[0,1]xS1 [0,1]xS1 [0,1]xS?

1 1 1 L
+5 </O 5 at¢d(R*pt)dt+A i 80¢d(R*Wt)dt+/0 i qbd(R*Ct)dt).

By assumption the upper term equals to % ( f§1 dpy — fSl dpo) By a change of variable in the
inner integrals, writing ¢(¢,0) = ¢(t,0 + ), we obtaln that the second term becomes:

1 1 1
2 0 Jst 0 0

:;(Sl¢(1,-)dp1—/81¢(0w)dﬂo): (/¢ Y - /¢ dpo)

where the last equality follows from the fact that pg and p; are symmetric. It results that (p,@, ¢ )_ satisfy the
continuity equation. Furthermore, for a.e. ¢ € [0,1], letting A; be a measure such that p;, @, §; < A, we

have:
L S
dps dioy dCt)
—— =, —— | d)\dt
/0 /S s (d)\t dr; dr )
1/t dps dwy dC dR.p dR*wt dR.C
<= —— ——, — | d)\dt dAedt
_2/0/Slf5<d)\t’d>\t’d)\t g //Slf‘s dhe T dN T dX !
which follows from the convexity of the function fs. Note finally that, due to the invariances of the cost

function, (R.ps, Rewy, Ri(;) ® dt must be a minimizer for the WFR;s distance between R.py = po and
R.p1 = p1, and as a consequence both terms are equal to WFRs(po, p1)?/2. We thus get that:

! dpy dw; d(,
—— ==, =2 | d\dt < WF 2
A /Sl f§ (dAt7 d)\t’ d)\t) t =~ W R&(ﬂo»ﬂl)

and thus t — p; is a geodesic between py and p; and is symmetric at all times.
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