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Abstract

Connected and automated vehicles (CAVs) provide the most intriguing opportunity to improve energy efficiency, traffic flow, and
safety. In earlier work, we addressed the constrained optimal coordination problem of CAVs at different traffic scenarios using
Hamiltonian analysis. In this paper, we investigate the properties of the unconstrained problem and provide conditions under
which different combination of the state and control constraints become active. We present a condition-based computational
framework that improves on the standard iterative solution procedure of the constrained Hamiltonian analysis. Finally, we
derive a closed-form analytical solution of the constrained optimal control problem and validate the proposed framework
using numerical simulation. The solution can be derived without any recursive steps, and thus it is appropriate for real-time

implementation on-board the CAVs.

Key words: Connected and automated vehicles; decentralized optimal control; energy usage.

1 Introduction
1.1 Motivation

The implementation of an emerging transportation sys-
tem with connected and automated vehicles (CAVs) en-
ables a novel computational framework to provide real-
time control actions that optimize energy consumption
and associated benefits. From a control point of view,
CAVs can alleviate congestion at different traffic scenar-
ios, reduce emission, improve fuel efficiency and increase
passenger safety; see Margiotta and Snyder| (2011)); [Ma-|
llikopoulos et al| (2018). Urban intersections, merging
roadways, highway on-ramps, roundabouts and speed re-
duction zones along with the driver responses to various
disturbances are the primary sources of bottlenecks that
contribute to traffic congestion; see [Malikopoulos and|

2013).

1.2 Literature Review

Several research efforts have used optimal control the-
ory to investigate how CAVs can potentially improve en-
ergy efficiency and travel time in these traffic scenarios.
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Early efforts reported in Levine and Athans| (1966 and
considered a single string of vehicles that
was coordinated through a traffic conflict zone with a lin-
ear optimal regulator. |Shladover et al|(1991) discussed
the lateral and longitudinal control of CAVs for the au-
tomated platoon formation. [Varaiya outlined the
key features of an automated intelligent vehicle/highway
system, and proposed a basic control system architec-
ture. Dresner and Stone| (2004)) proposed the use of the
reservation scheme to control a signal-free intersection of
two roads. Since then, several research efforts have con-
sidered reservation approaches for coordination of CAVs
at urban intersections; see Dresner and Stone| (2008); |de|
La Fortelle| (2010); Huang et al. (2012); |Au and Stone
(2010). |Alonso et al.| (2011) proposed a control frame-
work where a CAV can derive its safe crossing schedule to
avoid collision with a human-driven vehicle. Several ap-
proaches for coordinating CAVs that have been reported
in the literature have proposed the use of centralized
control, where there is at least one task in the system
that is globally decided for all vehicles by a single central
controller; see Dresner and Stone| (2008)); de La Fortelle
(2010); Huang et al.| (2012)); [Lu and Hedrick] (2003)); Xu
let al.| (2018)); [Bakibillah et al.| (2019). Some approaches
have focused on coordinating CAVs at intersections to
improve traffic flow; see [Yan et al.| (2009); Kim and Ku-|
(2014)), or travel time; see Raravi et al.| (2007), while
other approaches have focused on energy consumption
improvement; see Mahler and Vahidi| (2014]); |Sciarrettal
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et al.|(2015); |Wan et al.| (2016]).

Some optimal control approaches reported in the litera-
ture have used standard Hamiltonian analysis for CAV
control and coordination, e.g.,|Zhao et al.|(2019)); [Wang
et al| (2019); while other approaches have employed
model predictive control; see [Kim and Kumar| (2014]);
Makarem and Gillet| (2012). Dynamic programming
(DP) has also been used to compute the optimal control
input for CAVs, e.g., |Ozatay et al. (2017, [Mahler and
Vahidi| (2014), and |Pei et al.[(2019). DP, however, may
not be feasible for real-time implementation due to its
high required computational effort. In optimal control
approaches, the problem formulation may have different
objective functions including vehicle travel time, e.g.,
Raravi et al.| (2007)), energy consumption, e.g., |Sciar-
retta et al.| (2015]), passenger comfort, e.g., Ntousakis
et al.| (2016)), etc. [Raravi et al.| (2007) formulated an
optimization problem the solution of which aims at
finding the minimum time once the merging sequence is
determined. Kamal et al.| (2013]) proposed numerical al-
gorithms based on Pontryagin’s minimum principle for
CAYV coordination in a signal-free intersection. A virtual
platoon-based cooperative control approach was dis-
cussed in Huang et al.| (2019) for on-ramp coordination.
A hierarchical control framework using an upper-level
CAV coordination and a low-level multiobjective op-
timization scheme was proposed in Qian et al.| (2015).
A similar hierarchical control framework has been re-
ported by Bakibillah et al.| (2019), where a two-level
combinatorial optimization problem is formulated for a
cloud-based roundabout coordination system.

In optimal control approaches, one key challenge is to
handle the associated state, control and safety con-
straints. [Min et al.| (2019) considered a platoon-based
approach to coordinate CAVs through a merging road-
way, and solved the constrained optimization problem
with distributed model predictive control. |Sciarretta
et al| (2015) developed an eco-driving controller for
CAVs for adaptive cruise control maneuver, where the
optimal control problem minimizes the energy consump-
tion with speed constraint. [Wan et al.| (2016) proposed
a speed advisory system to minimize fuel consumption
without considering the state and control constraints.
Han et al| (2018]) proposed a safety based eco-driving
control for the CAVs. |Wang et al.| (2019) formulated
the multi-objective optimization problem for the CAVs
approaching intersection, and derived the analytic so-
lution based on the Pontraygin’s minimum principle.
Ozatay et al.| (2017)) provided a speed profile optimiza-
tion framework for minimizing fuel consumption with-
out considering any safety or acceleration/deceleration
constraints.

Recently, a decentralized optimal control framework was
presented for coordinating CAVs in real time at dif-
ferent traffic scenarios such as on-ramp merging road-
ways, roundabouts, speed reduction zones and signal-

free intersections; see [Malikopoulos et al.| (2018)); [Mah-
bub et al.| (2020al); Malikopoulos et al.| (2019)); Mahbub
et al.| (2020c). This framework uses a hierarchical struc-
ture consisting of an upper-level vehicle coordination
problem to minimize travel time, and a low-level opti-
mal control problem to minimize the energy of individual
CAVs. A complete, analytical solution of the low-level
control problem that includes the rear-end safety con-
straint, where the safe distance is a function of speed,
was discussed in [Malikopoulos and Zhao| (2019b]); Ma-
likopoulos et al.|(2021). A problem formulation for the
upper-level optimization in which there is no duality gap,
implying that the optimal time trajectory for each CAV
does not activate any of the state, control, and safety
constraints of the low-level optimization was presented
in [Malikopoulos and Zhao| (2019al); [Malikopoulos et al.
(2021)).

Detailed discussions of the research efforts reported in
the literature to date on coordination of CAVs can be
found in recent survey papers; see [Rios-Torres and Ma-
likopoulos| (2017)); |Guanetti et al.| (2018]).

1.8 Objectives and Contributions of the Paper

The standard methodology to solve the low-level opti-
mal control problem; see [Malikopoulos et al.| (2018); is
to employ Hamiltonian analysis with interior point state
and/or control constraints. Namely, we first start with
the unconstrained arc and derive the solution of the low-
level optimal control problem. If the solution violates
any of the state or control constraints, then the uncon-
strained arc is pieced together with the arc correspond-
ing to the violated constraint. The two arcs yield a set of
algebraic equations which are solved simultaneously us-
ing the boundary conditions and interior constraints be-
tween the arcs. If the resulting solution, which includes
the determination of the optimal switching time from one
arc to the next one, violates another constraint, then the
last two arcs are pieced together with the arc correspond-
ing to the new violated constraint, and we re-solve the
problem with the three arcs pieced together. The three
arcs will yield a new set of algebraic equations that need
to be solved simultaneously using the boundary condi-
tions and interior constraints between the arcs. The re-
sulting solution includes the optimal switching time from
one arc to the next one. The process is repeated until the
solution does not violate any other constraints. This re-
cursive process of piecing the arcs together to derive the
optimal solution of the low-level problem can be compu-
tationally expensive and might prevent real-time imple-
mentation.

In this paper, we provide an in-depth analysis of different
state and control constraint activation cases, and estab-
lish a rigorous framework that yields a closed-form ana-
lytical solution for the low-level optimal control problem
formulation without requiring the recursive process de-



scribed above. Thus, the proposed framework is appro-
priate for real-time implementation on-board the CAVs;
see Mahbub et al. (2020b). The objectives of this pa-
per are (i) to derive a priori the different state and con-
trol constraint activation cases through a rigorous math-
ematical analysis, (ii) to simplify the recursive process
required to derive the optimal constrained solution of
the Hamiltonian analysis for the low-level optimal con-
trol problem, and (iii) to increase the computational ef-
ficiency of the derivation of the solution in (i) by elimi-
nating numerical computations.

Thus, the contributions of this paper are: (1) an in-depth
exposition of the properties of the different combinations
of the state and control constraint activation cases and
a set of a priori conditions to identify the constrained
solution without any recursive steps, and (2) an explicit
expression of the junction point between the constrained
and unconstrained arcs leading to a closed-form analyt-
ical solution of the constrained optimal control prob-
lem. In earlier work, we reported a limited-scope analysis
along with some preliminary results about the conditions
for state and control constraint activation; see Mahbub
and Malikopoulos| (2020]).

1.4 Comparison With Related Work

The framework that we report in this paper advances
the state of the art in the following ways. First, the so-
lution to the state and control unconstrained control
problem presented in [Malikopoulos et al.| (2019)) and
Ntousakis et al.| (2016) shows acceleration spikes (jerk)
at the boundaries of the optimization horizon, possibly
exceeding the vehicle’s physical limitation and giving rise
to undesired driving experience. In addition, the uncon-
strained solution can only guarantee that none of the
constraints are violated at the boundaries of the opti-
mization horizon only. In our proposed framework, we
can guarantee that none of the the state and control
constraints are violated throughout the entire optimiza-
tion horizon. Second, in contrast to some approaches re-
ported in the literature, e.g.,'Wan et al.| (2016)), |(Ozatay
et al.|(2017) and Han et al.| (2018)), where either the state
or the control constrained optimal control problem was
addressed, our framework addresses all state and con-
trol constraints cases. Moreover, we explicitly include the
state and control constraints in the Hamiltonian analy-
sis as opposed to using a feasibility zone; seeWang et al.
(2019). Third, several approaches have considered free
terminal time to address the state/control constraints
within the optimization horizon; see(Wang et al.| (2019));
Zhang and Cassandras| (2019). In contrast, in our frame-
work, we incorporate the constraints in the low-level con-
trol problem with the fixed time horizon. Fourth, the
solution of the constrained optimal control problem re-
quires piecing the unconstrained and constrained arcs
together resulting in recursive numerical computations
until all of the constraint activation cases are resolved;

see [Malikopoulos et al.| (2018), Malikopoulos and Zhao
(2019b) and |Zhang and Cassandras| (2019). In our pro-
posed framework, we eliminate this recursive procedure
to derive a real-time implementable closed-form analyt-
ical solution. Finally, the solution of the constrained op-
timization problem using Hamiltonian analysis reported
in some approaches, e.g.,|Malikopoulos et al.| (2018)), Ma-
likopoulos and Zhao| (2019b) and [Zhang and Cassan-
dras| (2019), only addresses different constraint activa-
tion cases without addressing the explicit interdepen-
dence between multiple constraint activation. In this pa-
per, we explore the interdependence of the combination
of the constraint activation cases and explicitly provide
the conditions for their realization.

1.5 Organization of the paper

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
Section II, we introduce the problem formulation and
present the unconstrained case. In Section ITI, we discuss
different aspects of the state and control constrained for-
mulation in detail. In Section IV, we provide the closed-
form analytical solution of the constrained optimal con-
trol problem. In Section V, we evaluate the effectiveness
of the proposed approach in a simulation environment.
Finally, we draw concluding remarks and discuss poten-
tial directions for future research in Section VI.

2 Problem Formulation

We consider CAVs travelling through a traffic network
containing a four-way signal-free intersection, as shown
in Fig. 1. Although our analysis can be applied to any
traffic scenario, e.g., merging at roadways, roundabouts,
and passing through speed reduction zones, we use an
intersection (Fig. 1) as a reference to present the funda-
mental ideas and results of this paper, since an intersec-
tion provides unique features making it technically more
challenging compared to other traffic scenarios. We de-
fine the area illustrated by the red square of dimension
S in Fig. 1 as the merging zone where potential lateral
collision of CAVs may occur. Upstream of the merging
zone, we define a control zone of length L inside of which
CAVs can communicate with each other using a vehicle-
to-vehicle communication protocol; see [Mahbub et al.
(2020b). The intersection also has a coordinator that
communicates with the CAVs traveling inside the con-
trol zone. Note that, the coordinator does not make any
decisions for the CAVs. When a CAV enters the control
zone, the coordinator receives its information and assigns
a unique identity ¢ € N to it. Let N (¢) = {1,...,N(¥)},
where N(t) € N is the number of CAVs inside the con-
trol zone at time t € RT, be the queue of CAVs to enter
the merging zone shown in Fig. 1. The time that a CAV
i € N(t) enters the control and merging zones is denoted
by 9 and I, respectively, while the time that a CAV
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1 exits the merging zone is denoted by t{ . In our expo-
sition, we assume that the queue N (¢) and the optimal



time to enter the merging zone t* is given a priori and
can be derived by solving an upper-level vehicle coor-
dination problem subject to rear-end and lateral safety
constraints, as detailed in Malikopoulos et al.| (2018]);

Mahbub et al. 12019|7 2020a). Given ¢} a priori, the ob-

jective of each CAV i € N (t) is to derive its optimal
control input (acceleration/deceleration) to cross the in-
tersection without any lateral or rear-end collision with
the other CAVs, and without violating any of the state
and control constraints.

Merging
Zone

Control
Zone

Fig. 1. A traffic network of connected automated vehicles
approaching a four-way signal-free intersection.

2.1 Modeling Framework

We model each CAV i € N(t) as a double integrator

pl(t) = Ui(t)v bi(t) = ui(t)7 te [t&t{], (1)

where p;(t) € P;, vi(t) € V;, and w;(t) € U; denote the
position, speed and acceleration (control input) of each
CAV i € N(t). The sets P;, V;, and U;, i € N(t), are
complete and totally bounded subsets of R. Let x;(t) =
[pi(t) v; (t)]T denote the state vector of each CAV 4, with

initial value x? = [p? v?] r taking values in X; = P; x V;.

The state space X; for each CAV i is closed with respect
to the induced topology on P; x V; and thus, it is compact.

To ensure that the control input and speed of each CAV
1 € N are within a given admissible range, we impose
the following constraints

Ui, min S Uq (t) S Ui, mazx and
0 < Vmin < 'U'L'(t) < Vmaz, tE [to tf]y (2)

177

where U; min, Wi maz are the minimum and maximum
acceleration for each CAV i € N'(¢), and vpnin, Umae are

the minimum and maximum speed limits respectively.
Without loss of generality, we assume homogeneity in
terms of CAV types, which enables the use of the same
maximum acceleration ,,,, and minimum acceleration
Umin for any CAV i € N (t). To ensure the avoidance of
rear-end collision of two consecutive CAVs traveling on
the same lane, we impose the rear-end safety constraint

si(t) > (1),

ie N(t), t et t]], (3)

i

where s;(t) := pi(t) — p;(t) is defined as the distance
between CAV i,k € N(t), where CAV k is physically
located immediately ahead of CAV 4, and §;(t) is the
minimum safe distance which is a function of speed v;(t).
For each CAV i € N (1), we define the set T';: = {t |t €

[t™,t/1}. Lateral collision between any two CAVs i,j €

1 7

N (t) can be avoided if

i,jeN®), telt"tl]l. (1)

inl; =2, it
In the modeling framework described above, we impose
the following assumptions:

Assumption 1 Each CAVi € N(t) communicates with
each other and with the coordinator without any delays
OT erTors.

Assumption 2 For each CAVi € N (t), no lane change
maneuwver is allowed within the control zone.

Assumption 3 None of the state constraints are active
at time t9 when each CAV i € N(t) enters the control
zone.

The first assumption may be strong but it is relatively
straightforward to relax it as long as the noise in the mea-
surements and/or delays is bounded. For example, we
can determine upper bounds on the state uncertainties
as a result of sensing or communication errors and de-
lays, and incorporate these into more conservative safety
constraints. The second assumption allows us to focus
only on the control of longitudinal vehicle dynamics of
CAVs within the control zone. Each CAV i € N (¢), how-
ever, can change lanes before the entry and/or after the
exit of the control zone. Our analysis can include multi-
ple lanes by appropriately revising the vehicle dynamics
model (1). Finally, the third assumption ensures that,
for each CAV ¢ € N(t), the initial state at the entry of
the control zone is feasible.

2.2 Low-level Optimal Control Problem

For each CAV i € N (t), t € [t9, "], traveling inside the
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control zone, we formulate the following optimal control



problem

m

. i1 2
—us (t) dt
Jmin [ S an (5)
subject to : (1), (2), pi(t?) =0, p;(t") =L,

m
) tz ’

and given t?, v;(9)

where we consider the L?-norm of the control input, i.e.,

u?(t), as the cost function. By minimizing transient en-

K3
gine operation, we have direct benefits in fuel consump-
tion in conventional vehicles (vehicles with internal com-
bustion engines); see Malikopoulos et al.| (2018]). Note
that we do not explicitly include the lateral (4) and rear-
end (3) safety constraints in (5). The lateral collision con-
straint is enforced by selecting the appropriate merging
time ¢" for each CAV ¢ in the upper-level throughput
maximization problem. The activation of rear-end safety
constraint can be avoided under certain conditions; see

Malikopoulos et al.| (2019).

In our formulation, the state constraints are S; (¢, x;(t)) :=

[0i(t) — Vmaz Umin — vi(t )] < 0. Note that, S;(t,x;(t))
is not an explicit function of the control input w;(t).
Thus, to formulate the tangency constraints, we need
to take successive time derivatives of S;(t,x;(t)) until
we obtain an expression that is explicitly dependent on
u;(t); see [Bryson and Hol (1975)). If ¢ time derivatives
are required, we refer to each constraint in SZ(-q) (t,x;(1))
as the q¢th-order state variable inequality constraint.
In our case, we have lst-order speed constraint, e.g.,

S (4, %, (t), ui(t)) = l wi(t) ] .

—u;(t)

To derive an analytical solution of the optimal control
problem in (5) for each CAV i € N/ (¢), we formulate the
adjoined Hamiltonian function H;(t,x;(t),u;(t)), ¢ €
[tV, ], as follows,

PR

S (6) + AP(0) - wile) + M) - ()
ui(t)) + (1) - Si(t,x:(1)
) + A i1 (©

Umaz) + /‘g(t) (Umin — ui(t))
vmaw) + T]Zd(t) . (Umin — U; t))7

H;(t,x;(t), u;(t)) =
+uz (t) - Cilt, xi(t),
u?(t) + N7 (t) -

ﬂ%(t) (ui(t) —
+ 05 (1) - (vilt) —

(
)-C

where, C;(t,%;(t), u;(t)) := [ui(t) — Umaz Umin —ui(t)]T
is the vector of control constraints in (2), AL'(¢), AV(t)
are the co-state components corresponding to the state
vector x;(t), and p,(t) is the path co-vector for control
constraints consisting of the Lagrange multipliers with

the following conditions,

" >0, u;i(t) — Umaz = 0,
pi (t) = e (7)
= 07 ’U,Z(t) — Umaz < 0,
> 07 Umin — uz(t) = 07
pi(t) = (8)
= 0, Umin — U,’(t) < O,

and n,(¢) is the path co-vector for state constraints con-
sisting of the Lagrange multipliers,

c > 0, ’Ui(t) — Umaz = 0,
i (t) = { 9)
=0, Ui(t) — Umaz < 0,
> 0, min — Ui t) = 07
i) =4 7 O vmin =0 (10)
= 07 Umin — U’L(t) <0.

The corresponding Euler-Lagrange equations at time ¢ €
[t9, "] are
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. OH.:
M) =—-——"=0, 11
) = -5 (1)
=N(¢), Vi (t) — Vimae <0
)\f(t) _ _8H,» _ and Vi — v;(t) <0,
dv; _Af(t) - Uf(t% Vi(t) = Vmaz = 0,
=AP(#) + nd(t), Vmin — vi(t) =0,
(12)
and
BHZ»

g, — wilt) A + i () —pi(t)=0.  (13)

If the inequality state and control constraints (2) are
not active, we have u(t) = pb(t) = ng(t) = ni(t) = 0.
Applying the necessary conditions, the optimal control
uf(t) can be derived from uf(t) + AY(t) = 0, i € N(t).
From (11) and (12) we have A?(t) = a;, and \V(t) =
— (ai -t bi), where a; and b; are constants of integration
corresponding to each CAV i € N(t). Therefore, the
unconstrained optimal control input ] (¢) is

ul(t) =a;-t+by, t ety "] (14)
Substituting the last equation into (1) we find the opti-
mal speed and position for each CAV i € N (t), namely

1
vl (t) = Sai £+ bt +ci, (15)
1 1
pit) = gai-tP 4 5bi - ¥ et dyy t € [1,8]],
(16)

where ¢; and d; are constants of integration correspond-
ing to each CAV ¢ € N (t). The constants of integration



a;, b;, ¢;, and d; can be determined from (14)-(16) using
the initial and boundary conditions imposed in (5). Note
that, we can either compute a;, b;, ¢;, and d; only once
at time ¢ = t? and apply the solution throughout opti-
mization horizon [t?, ¢], or update the constants of inte-
gration by recomputing (14)-(16) at some discrete time
step in [t9, t™] to account for any disturbance within the
control zone. For the remainder of the paper, we reserve
the notations a;, b;, ¢;, and d; only for the unconstrained

optimal solution given in (14)-(16).

Remark 1 For the case where the constants of integra-
tion a; = 0 and b; = 0, we have the trivial solution of the
unconstrained problem (14)-(16) as u;(t) = 0, v} (t) =
ci, pi(t) =c;-t+d;, t €[t?,t™]. This implies that if the
speed is constant and the speed constraint is not active at
timet =t (Assumption 3), none of the state and control
constraints becomes active for t € [t t™]. If a;,b; # 0,
we have u} (1Y) # 0.

In what follows, we only consider the non-trivial case
(Remark 1) of the constrained optimization problem (5)
where a;,b; # 0.

3 Analysis of the Constrained Optimal Control
Problem

To derive the constrained analytical solution of (5), we
follow the standard methodology used in optimal control
problems with interior point state and/or control con-
straints; see|Bryson et al.| (1963]); Bryson and Ho| (1975)).
Namely, we first start with the unconstrained arc and
derive the solution using (14)-(16). If the solution vio-
lates any of the state or control constraints, then the
unconstrained arc is pieced together with the arc corre-
sponding to the activated constraint, and we re-solve the
problem with the two arcs pieced together at the junc-
tion point between the constrained and unconstrained
arcs of the constrained solution (5). The two arcs yield
a set of algebraic equations which are solved simultane-
ously using the boundary conditions of (5) and the inte-
rior conditions between the arcs. If the resulting solution,
which includes the determination of the junction point
from one arc to the next one, violates another constraint,
then the last two arcs are pieced together with the arc
corresponding to the new activated constraint, and we
re-solve the problem with the three arcs pieced together.
The three arcs will yield a new set of algebraic equations
that need to be solved simultaneously using the bound-
ary conditions of (5) and interior conditions between the
arcs. The resulting solution includes the junction point
from one arc to the next one. The process is repeated
until the solution does not violate any other constraints.

This process can be computationally intensive for the
following reasons. First, the recursive solution process
to resolve all possible combinations of constraint activa-
tion might lead to intensive computation that prohibits

real-time implementation. Second, each of the aforemen-
tioned recursion needs to be solved numerically due to
the presence of implicit functions. To address both issues,
we introduce a condition-based framework for the opti-
mal control problem in (5) which leads to a closed-form
analytical solution without this recursive procedure.

3.1  Condition of Constraint Exclusion

For the optimal control problem in (5), we have two
state and two control constraints leading to 15 possible
constraint combinations in total that can become active
within the optimization horizon [t?,#"]. In this section,
we show that it is only possible for a subset of the con-
straints to become active in [tY, #7"]. Therefore, it is not
necessary to consider all the cases in (5). In what follows,
we delve deeper into the nature of the unconstrained op-
timal solution given in (14)-(16) to derive useful infor-
mation about the possible existence of constraint acti-

vation within the control zone.

Lemma 1 For each CAV i € N(t), let a; and b; be the
constants of integration of the unconstrained solution of
(5) corresponding to the optimal control input ul(t), t €
[t9,tm]. If the speed v;(t) is not specified at t™, then
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a; - t"+b; =0, t">t?>0. (17)

PROOQOF. For all i € N (t), since the speed v;(t) at t =
™ > 19 is not fixed, we have Y (™) = 0 (Naidu, [2002),
which implies u (") = 0, and the result follows.

Corollary 1 The constants of integration a; and b; of
the unconstrained solution of (5) have opposite signs.

PROOF. Since " is positive and non-zero, the result
follows from (17).

Corollary 2 The unconstrained optimal control input

uf(t) is linearly either increasing or decreasing with re-
spect to time, and ul(t?) = 0.

PROOF. From (14), uf(t) is a linear function with
uf(t?) # 0 for the non-trivial case (Remark 1), and
uf (") = 0 (Lemma 1), so the result follows.

Remark 2 The constants of integration a; and b; of
the unconstrained solution of (5) represents the slope of
ul(t), t € [t9,t"], and the initial value of the control in-

put ui(t) at time t = 9, respectively.

Lemma 2 Letv;(t?) be the initial speed of CAVi € N (t)
when it enters the control zone at p;(t?) and travels up
to the entry of the merging zone at p; (™). Then the na-
ture of the unconstrained optimal control input u} (t) can



be characterized using the following conditions based on
the boundary conditions of v;(t?), p;(t?) and p;(t7): (i)
The unconstrained optimal control input w} (t) is linearly

decreasing if v;(t)) < (p(tmzi,;p(to)) (i) The uncon-

strained optimal control input 11;“ (t) is linearly increasing

ifvy(t9) > LD-pilt)

PROOF. From (15) and (16), we can write v;(t?) =
%ai . (t?)Q + bi . t? + C; and pi(t?) = %ai . (t?)B + %bz .
(t92 + ¢; - tY + d;. Without loss of generality, if we let
t9 =0, we have

¢ = vi(t7), di = pi(t9). (18)
Evaluating (16) at t = ", we have p; (t") = ¢a;- (/") +

1b; - (t7)% + ¢; - t7 + d;. Substituting (17) and (18) in
the above equation and solving for a;, we have

B(vi(t]) -t — (pi(t") — pi(17)))
(t7)? '

(3

(19)

a; =

Since t;" > 0, we have a non-positive constant of inte-
gration a;, if (v;(t9) - t™ — (pi(t™) — ps(t?))) < 0. From
Corollary 2 and Remark 2, a non-positive a; indicates a
negative slope for u} (¢), which implies that u} (¢) is a lin-
early decreasing acceleration, and the proof is complete.
The second part of Lemma 2 can be proved following
similar steps, hence it is omitted.

Remark 3 When the CAV i € N(t) travels with its
initial speed v;(t?) throughout the control zone, we have
vi(?) -t = (p; () — pi(t?)). From (19), this implies
that a; = 0, referring to an optimal control input u}(t)
with horizontal slope. Since uf(t!) = 0 (Lemma 1), we
have u}(t) = 0, for allt € [t9,t7].

Lemma 3 For the unconstrained optimal solution of
(5), if either v;(t) —Vmaz < 0 01 u;(t) —Umaz < 0 becomes
active at any time t € [t2,t™], neither vy, — vi(t) < 0
NOT Upmin, — ui(t) < 0 can become active in [t9, ). The
reverse also holds.

PROOF. Let uf(t) = a; -t +b; > 0 > wpy at some
time ¢ € [t2, ™). Since u} (™) = 0 (Lemma 1) and u} (¢)
is a linearly decreasing function (Corollary 2), we have
uf(t) > Umin, for all t € [t2,¢7M], i.e., the constraint
Umin — wi(t) < 0 can not become active at any time in
t € [t9,¢™]. The corresponding quadratic optimal speed
profile v} (¢) in (15) is a parabolic function of degree 2
with y-symmetric axis located at ¢]* in the speed-time
graph. Applying the necessary and sufficient condition

of optimality in (15), we have

Vi) =a;-t+b; =0, 95 (t) =a;, t € [, t"].  (20)
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Solving the first equation of (20), we have the extremum

point at t = —% which corresponds to the vertex of the

7

parabola of (15) at ¢ = ¢I". Whether this point corre-
sponds to the maximum or minimum of the (15) can be
determined from the second part of (20). Since u}(t) is
decreasing, a; < 0 (Remark 2). Thus, the second equa-
tion of (20) indicates a maximum value at the vertex
", indicating a concave quadratic profile of v} (¢). Since
the extremum of the quadratic profile of v} (t) is located
at t7 and Vi, < 0i(tY) < Umae (Assumption 3), we
have v} (t) > Vpin for all t € [t?,¢7]. Therefore, the con-
straints v, — v;(t) < 0 can not become active at any
time ¢ € [t?, 7], and the proof of the first part of Lemma

R 177
3 is complete.

Conversely, let uf(t) = a;-t+b; <0 < Upqy at some ¢ €
[t9,¢m]. Since u} () = 0 (Lemma 1) and u} (¢) is linearly

increasingint € [t9,#"] (Remark 2), tyin —u;i(t) < 0can

177

not become active at any ¢ € [t?,¢™]. In addition, u (t)
yields a convex quadratic profile of v} (t) with vertex
at t = t". Since the extremum point is located at ¢]"
and Vpin < 0i(t)) < Umaee (Assumption 3), we have
v} (t) < Vmag for any ¢ € [t9,#™], which implies that the
state constraint vi(t) — Umaz < 0 cannot become active
at any time ¢ € [t9, "]

Corollary 3 The sign of a; corresponding to the uncon-
strained solution of (5) dictates the activation of either
constraint set {v;(t) — Vmaz < 0, Ui (t) — Umasr < 0} or

{vmin - ’Ul(t) S 0, Umin — Uz(t) S 0}

PROOF. Since q; is the slope of the optimal control in-
put uf(¢) (Remark 2), the sign of a; determines whether
uf(t) is positive and decreasing or negative and increas-
ing, which, in turn, determines the constraint activation
criteria in Lemma 3.

Remark 4 The sign of a; can provide direct insight on
which of the state and control constraints becomes active,
and thus it can reduce the cardinality of the set of possible
constrain activation cases.

Based on Lemmas 2 and 3, we now present the follow-
ing result which provides the condition under which the
state and control constraints become active. Note that
the result is based on the initial and final conditions of
(5) which enable the determination of the possible con-
straint activation set without solving the unconstrained
optimization problem in (5).

Theorem 1 Let CAV i € N (t) enter the control zone
with initial speed v;(tY) and travel with the unconstrained
optimal control input u}(t), t € [t9,t7]. Then, (i) Vimin —

1971
v;(t) < 0 and Umin — ui(t) < 0 do not become active in

te [t0,em), if vi(t?) < @LEP) and (i) v(t) —

177

Vmaz < 0 and u;(t) — Umae < 0 do not become active in
CamN__ (40
e [t9, 6], ifou(t9) > L pe),

1971 LT
K2



PROOF. Ifv;(t9) < -2 then from (19) a; <

0, hence u?(t) is linearly decreasing (Lemma 2). There-
fore, from Lemma 3, vy, —v; (t) < 0 and wyin—u;(t) <0
can not become active in ¢ € [t?,¢™], which concludes
the proof of the first part.

For the second part of Theorem 1, suppose that v;(?) >
Cgmy 40

w Hence a; > 0 (Lemma 2), and u} ()

linearly increasing. Therefore, from Lemma 3, v;(t)

VUmaz (t) < 0 and u;(t) — Umaz < 0 can not become active

in t € [t?,¢™], and the proof is complete.

177
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Remark 5 Theorem 1 aims at reducing the possible set
of constraint activation cases. For example, if the condi-
tion in part (i) of Theorem 1 holds, then from the 15 pos-
sible cases of constraint activation, we only need to con-
sider 3 cases: (a) vi(t) — Vmaz <0, (b) ui(t) — Umaz <0,
and (¢) bothv;(t) — Vmazr < 0 and u;(t) — tmaz < 0. Sim-
ilarly, if the condition in part (ii) of Theorem 1 holds,
then from the 15 possible cases of constraint activation,
we only need to consider 3 cases: (a) Vmin — v;i(t) < 0,
(b) Umin — ui(t) <0, and (c) both vy — v;(t) < 0 and

Although Theorem 1 aims at reducing the possible con-
straint activation cases, it does not lead to the identifi-
cation of the exact constraint activation of the uncon-
strained solution of (5). In what follows, we provide the
conditions that can be used to extend the results of The-
orem 1 and identify the activation of any constraint case
in [t2,¢7].

177

3.2 Conditions of Constraint Activation

We start our exposition with some results that contain
essential properties of the state and control constraint
activation.

Lemma 4 Ifneither u;(t)—tumaz < 0 007 tmin—u;(t) <
0 is active at t = t?, then it is guaranteed that neither of

them will become active for all t € [t9, 7).

PROOF. Suppose that the unconstrained optimal so-
lution of (5) yields uw}(¢t) = a;t + b; with a; < 0. From
Corollary 2 and Remark 2, u}(t) decreases with respect
to t, and at 7, u} (t7) = 0. Therefore, if u} (t9) < Umaz,
then u} (t) < Umaz for all t € [t9, ). The second part of
Lemma 4 can be proved following similar steps, hence it
is omitted.

Lemma 5 If either v;(t) — Vimaz < 0 07 Ui — vi(t) <0
becomes active at any timet € [t ), then it will remain
active until t = t*.

PROOF. Suppose that the unconstrained optimal so-
lution of (5) yields u}(¢) = a;t + b; with a; < 0. From

Corollary 2 and Remark 2, u}(t) decreases with respect
to t, and at ¢, uf(t") = 0, which implies that v}(¢)
is monotonically increasing, i.e., vf(t/") > v (t) in t €
[t9, ). Therefore, v;(t) — Vmaz < 0 will remain active
until ¢ = ¢7*. The second part of Lemma 5 can be proved

following similar steps, hence it is omitted.

Remark 6 Lemma 4 implies that the entry of the
control-constrained arc can be only at t = 7, while
Lemma 5 implies that there is no exit point in [t?, ] of
the state-constrained arc after it becomes active.

The following results provide the conditions for which
state and control constraint activation cases can be iden-
tified for the optimal control problem (5) a priori.

Theorem 2 Letu}(t) = a;it+b;,t € [t9, "], be the opti-
mal control input of CAVi € N (t) for the unconstrained
solution of (5). Then, (i) fora; < 0, v;(t) — Vmaz < 0 be-

m (40
comes active if t7* < 3 () —pilty)) g (i) for a; > 0,

vi (t9)+2Vmaa
L 3(pi () —pi (9
Umin, — i (t) < 0 becomes active if t7* > W

PROOF. For a; < 0, suppose that there exists a time
t2 € (t9,tm] at which v;(t) — Vmaz < 0 becomes ac-
tive. Then, from (15) and (18), we have a; - (t{)% +
bi - 5 + v;(t?) = Vmaz. Solving the quadratic equa-
—2b;44/4b2—8a;-(v; (t%) —Vimax)

2(11' ?
4b?_8ai'(vi(tg)_v7nam)

4a?

tion for tj, we have t; =

. Since

which yields ¢t7 = tI* £

t? < ti*, a feasible solution of ¢] exists if we have

1

VA4b2 — 8a; - (V;(t?) — Vmar) > 0 resulting in a; <
% Combining with (19), the proof of the
first statement of Theorem 2 follows.

For a; > 0, suppose that there exists a time ¢ € (9, "]

at which the state constraint v,,;, — v;(t) < 0 becomes
active. Then, from (15) and (18), we have Ja; - (t5)? +

1
bi 5 4 v;(t?) = vymin. Solving the above equation for ¢7,
—2b; /462 —8a;-(vi (1)) —Vmin)
2ai

we have ¢ = , which yields

2_8a: (v (£ — v .
5 =t"+ \/461' Bai-(vi(t,) v"“”). Since t7 < t7", we need

1 4a?
i

to have \/4b? — 8a; - (v;(t?) — Vpmin) > 0, and combining
with (19), the proof of the second statement of Theorem
2 follows.
Theorem 3 Let uf(t) = a; -t + b, t € [t9,t7],
be the optimal control input of CAV i € N(t) for
the wunconstrained solution of (5). Then, (i) for
a; < 0, ui(t) — Umaz < 0 becomes active if t]* <
—3v; 0 Vi J u P . ’f?l — . -

303 (#9)+4/9(vi (489)) 2+ 12umas-(pi (87 DIGI I — (ii)

2Umax

for a; > 0, wmin — ui(t) < 0 becomes active if
s =303 (1) +4/9(vi (#9)) > +12umin - (pi (t7) —ps (12))
g )

- 2Umin




PROOF. For a; < 0, without loss of generality, we let
t9 = 0. Given v;(t9), pi(t?) and p; (t™), we will show that
" determines whether u; () — Umqr < 0 becomes active
or not. Let £ be the value for which u; () —tmaz < 0 be-
comes active at t?, and a;, b; the corresponding constants
of integration. Then from (17) and (19), we can write b; =
_ 3(ui(t))E—L)
(&2
pi(t™) — ps(?), which can be reduced to Upaq - (£7)% +
3v;(t) - ™ — 3L = 0. The solution of the last equation
vields im — —30i (1) £ /S0 ()T F12umar L) o fm >0,

2Umaa
- —3v; (t9)+4/9(v; (t9))2+12Umax- L
tm = () +/9(v: (1)) ). Hence, for any ¢

2Umasx
such that t7* < 7, u;(t) — Umaes < 0 becomes active, and
the proof of the first statement of Theorem 3 is complete.

= Umazx, where L = pl(tln) - pl(t?) =

For a; > 0, without loss of generality, we let tY = 0.
Let f;” be a value that i, — u;(t) < 0 becomes
active at t?, and a;, IA)Z the corresponding constants
of integration. Then from (17) and (19), we can
b — 3(vi(t9)47" ~ L)
i (&)
pi(t7) — pi(t9) = pi(17) — ps(t?), which can be reduced
t0 Upnin - (£7)2 4 30; (1) - 17 — 3L = 0. The solution of the
—30; (t9)£4/9(v; (t9))2+120p in - L)
2Umin ’
from which we have the only admissible result {7 =
—30; (t9)++/9(v: (£9))2+ 12t i L)
2Umin
that £ > £, Upmin — u;(t) < 0 becomes active, and the
proof of the second statement of Theorem 3 is complete.

= Umin, wWhere L =

write

last equation yields f;” =

. Hence, for any t]" such

3.8 Interdependence of Constraint Activation Cases

We have discussed so far the conditions under which any
of the state and control constraints become active. Using
these conditions, we can derive the analytical solution of
(5). However, the resulting solution might activate ad-
ditional constrained arcs. Therefore, we need to be able
to identify beforehand under which conditions any ad-
ditional constrained arcs may become active. Next, we
provide a set of conditions based on the junction point
where transition between the constrained and uncon-
strained arcs occur.

Theorem 4 For CAV i € N(t), let 77 € (0,7
be the junction point of the state constrained arc
where either v;(t) — Vmaz < 0 or Upin — vi(t) < 0
becomes active. Then, (i) v;(t) — Umaz < 0 may
cause u;(t) — Umaz < 0 to become active, if 77 <

0 0 * * 0

_3Ui(ti)+\/9(U'i(ti));:Fijrm,am'(pi () —pi(t))) ! and (i)
Umin — 0i(t) < 0 may cause umin — u;(t) < 0 to become
—30i (1) +4/9(vi (¢9)) 2+ 12umin - (p} (77) —p: (19))

2Umin

active, if T >

PROOF. Suppose that v;(t) —vmaee < 0becomes active

at 77, where t) < 77 < ™. Then from (1), u}(¢) = 0 in

3
t e [rrtr and pi(7F) = pi(t]) —vmag- (" —72F). We will
determine whether any control constraint w;(t) — tmaz <
0 becomes active in t € [t?,77]. From Lemma 4, the
control constraint becomes active at ¢t = t?. Let f;" be

the value that u;(t) — Umae < 0 becomes active at t?,
and a;, b; the corresponding constants of integration.
Without loss of generality, if we let t? = 0, then from (17)
3 A (] (r) —pi (1)) _
(&r)?
Uz where pi(r2) = pi(#9) = pi(E7) — pi(t2), which can
be reduced t0 Upqz - (E7)? + 3v;(t)) - £ — 3(p} (72) —
pi(t?)) = 0. The solution of the last equation yields " =
_3ul-(t?)i\/9(m(t?)):ﬁmw~(p;-*(7:)—pi(t?))). Since £ > 0,
—30; (19) 4 /9003 (£0))?F 1 2mas (0} (1) P2 (20))

2Umax

and (19) we can write, b; =

f;n —
for any 77 such that 77 < 7, u;(t) — Umaz < 0 becomes
active, and the proof of the first statement of Theorem
4 is complete.

. Hence,

Suppose that v, — v;(t) < 0 becomes active at 77,
where t? < 77 < t™. Then from (1), uj(t) = 0 in
t € [r5t7"] and pi(7F) = pi(t") — Vmin - (" = 7F).

s 7
Let t7* be the value that wmm — ui(t) < 0 be-
comes active at t?, and a;, b; the corresponding
constants of integration. Without loss of generality,
if we let t? = 0, then from (17) and (19) we can

A (40N P (s s\ 30
Write, bz — ,S(Uz(ti)ti (f(ﬁl)g"'s) pi(t))
pi(tF) — pi(t?) = pz(tzn) — pi(t?), which can be re-
duced to Upin - (EM)? + 3v(t)) - 7 — 3(pi(7F) —
pi(t?)) = 0. The solution of the last equation yields

= Umin, Where

N — 3. (19 C(0))2 (T ) —p, (10
t;ﬂ _ 3U1,(t1)i\/g(vl(tl))2:1?uml7l (p.L (t2) pT,(tl)))7 where
f;” _ —3%‘(’5?)‘*'\/9(Ui(t?))zzl?umm'(lﬁ("’2‘)-177:(15?))) is the

only admissible result. Hence, for any 7 such that
TE >4, Uin, — u; () < 0 becomes active, and the proof
of the second statement of Theorem 4 is complete.

Theorem 5 For CAV i € N(t), let 7 € (t9,t7] be the
junction point of the control constrained arc where either
Ui (1) — Umaz < 0 07 Upmin — ui(t) < 0 becomes active.
Then, (i) u;(t) — Umaz < 0 may cause v;(t) — Vmazr < 0
— 72(“(76)7%”), and (ii)

Umax

v;(t) < 0 to become

to become active, if £ > T}
Umin — Ui(t) < 0 may cause Vi —
; ; 2(vi(1S) = Vmin
actwe, 'Lft;m Z Tc* — M

Umin

PROOF. Suppose that u;(t) — tmaer < 0 becomes ac-
tive at t? (Remark 6) with an exit time at 7* € (¢9,¢7].

R
Then from (1), uf(t) = Umar in t € [t9,77]. Conse-
quently, we have v; (7)) = v;(t?) + Umaz - 7,5 We will de-
termine whether any state constraint v;(t) — vmae < 0
becomes active for the unconstrained arc within ¢ €

[7,t7]. Suppose that there exists a time tf € (77, 7]

cr cr

at which v;(t) — Vmae < 0 becomes active in [7, t].



Without loss of generality, if we let 77 = 0, then the
constants of integration a;, b; are given by a; = —“;’%
and b; = Upmas (Remark 2), where f;” = t" — 7). From
(15) and (18), we have Za; - (t{)* + b; - t{ + v;(77) =
Umaz- Solving the quadratic equation for ¢J, we have

) —2b;+1/462—8a;- (v (TX)—Vmaz) . . . 2

= V4 5i————————, which yields ¢} = ¢" &
4b2 =84+ (vi (T7) —Vmas . : 2

\/ o (l;ég“) vmaz) - Gince we require tf < " we

\/4612 —8a; - (v;(T}) — Umaz) > 0 resulting
% By using the value of a; in the

above equatioﬁ and simplifying, the proof of the first
statement of Theorem 2 follows.

need to have

in (AJ,z S

For the second statement of Theorem 5, suppose that
there exists a time t§ € (77, ¢1"] at which vy, —v;(t) <0

c’r7
becomes active in [, t1"]. Without loss of generality, if
we let 77 = 0, then the constants of integration a;, b; are
given by a; = —*zi and b; = Umn (Remark 2), where

fm .= m — 7 From (15) and (18), we have 3 - (£5)2 +

bi  t7 4+ v;(TY) = Umin. Solving the quadratic equation

—2b; /48284, (vi (72) —Vmin)
2a;

, which

for t7, we have t; =

~ b2 _8a:-(v: (7)) — ] ~
yields 2 :t;ni\/ Abe 800 (i (re) “vmin) Gincets < i, we

4a?
i

\/4512 —8a; - (v;(T}) — Umin) > 0 resulting

— 2(vi (T2)=Vmin)
m a; < —
above equation and simplifying, the proof of the second
statement of Theorem 2 follows.

need to have

. By using the value of a; in the

Remark 7 The conditions in Theorems 4 and 5 depend
on the junction points T and T of the corresponding
constraint activation cases, which can be derived analyt-
ically from the known boundary conditions of (5). Since
the derivation of such analytical solution requires addi-
tional information, we provide the analysis in the follow-
ing section.

4 Analytical Solution of the Constrained Opti-
mal Control Problem

To derive the analytical solution of (5), we present a
condition-based framework consisting of the following
steps. We first evaluate the condition stated in Theorem
1 to reduce the set of possible constraint activation cases
(Remark 5). Then using above result, we evaluate the
conditions presented in Theorems 2 and 3 to determine
whether any constraint has become active. If none of
the constraints in (2) becomes active, we simply derive
the unconstrained solution using (14)-(16) and terminate
the process. However, if the conditions in Theorems 2
and 3 indicate the activation of any constraint cases, we
need to evaluate further the conditions in Theorems 4

and 5 to determine whether any additional constraints
may become active within the constrained solution as a
result of the constraint cases identified from Theorems 2
and 3. Once the nature of the final constraint activation
case is identified using Theorems 4 and 5, we then piece
together the relevant unconstrained and constrained arcs
that yield a set of algebraic equations which are solved
simultaneously using the boundary conditions of (5) and
interior conditions between the arcs.

Since we piece together multiple constrained and un-
constrained arcs, we denote the constants of integra-
tion corresponding to each arc by agp), bgp), cl(p), dgp), D=
1,2,..., Ngre, where Ny € N is the total number of
arcs pieced together in the constrained solution and p
represents the position of the arcs in terms of their ap-
pearance in the optimal solution starting from ¢ to .
For Ng,.. arcs, we have (Ny.. — 1) junction points. At
any junction point 7, the states are continuous, namely,

pi(r7) =pi(th), vi(r7) = wi(r), (21)
where, 7= and 7 represent the time instance right be-
fore and right after 7, respectively.

In what follows, we present the closed form analytical
solution of different cases of state and control constraint
activation to derive the optimal input u}(t), t € [t, 7],
for each CAV i € N ().

Case 1 Only the state constraint v;(t) — Vmaz < 0 be-
comes active.

In this case, we have p¢(t) = pl(t) = n¢(t) = 0. From
(11), (12), and (13), we have u;(t) + A{(t) = 0, A (t) =
0, and A/ (t) = —AP(t) — n$(t). By Lemma 5, CAV i €
N (t) exits the constrained arc at ¢ = ¢! which leads to
a single junction point. Let 75, t9 < 7, < I, be the
junction point and let 77 and 7" be the time instance
just before and after time 7,. The optimal speed and
control input on the constrained arc are

v (t) = Vmaz, i (t) =0, t € [15,1]"]. (22)

The jump conditions of the costates and the Hamiltonian
at 75 are

N () =N () +mi- ;

t=T74

ap?(t) |:’Ui (t) — Umaw:|

(23a)
N ) =N i s [0l) ~ v |

~(231)
Hi(r;) = Hi(r] )—m-%{vi(t)—vmaz] i (23¢)




where 7; is a constant Langrange multiplier determined
so that v;(t) — Vmaz = 0 is satisfied. Note that, (23a)-
(23c) imply possible discontinuity of the costates and the
Hamiltonian at ¢ = 7. The state variables are continuous
at t = 75. From (23c), we have

L2 )+ A () il

Su; (
) - (vi(ry) —

; )+ A
N ()

75 ) - uil(Ty)

D) uil(r)

(24)

)+ A (7
i(73)

From the continuity of the states and since vl( )
Vmaz, wi(T5) = 0, we have A(7;7) - v;(77) = A ( ) -

5 (1 Vmaz) = ;u (75
)+ i () - (v

- Umaz)-

v;(7;7). The Lagrange multiplier n(¢) in (9), ylelds
0 (7s) - (i(77) = Vmaa) = 05 (7) - (Ul(7-+) Umaz) =

0. By combining the above equations, (24) reduces to
2w (1) + X(777) - wi(rs7) = 0, which implies that ei-
ther u;(7;) = 0 or Fu;(7;7) + AV(75) = 0, or both.
Since the second term contradicts ul( )+ AV (t) = 0,

we have u;(7;) = 0. The Lagrange multiplier nf(¢) is
0, iof vi(t) < Vmaz, t € tQ,TS ,
- f il #0,7)

if vi(t) = Vmaz, t € [Ts, t7].
Using the Euler-Lagrange equations, interior condi-
tions, the initial and final boundary conditions, and
the terminal condition of the costates, we can formu-
late a set of equations by piecing the unconstrained
and constrained arcs together at time ¢t = 7,. This re-
sults in a total number of 9 equations that we need to
solve simultaneously to compute 4 +4 + 1 = 9 vari-
ables corresponding to the constants of integration of
unconstrained and constrained arc, and the junction
point 77 respectively. From (14)-(16) and the boundary
conditions in (5), we receive the following 4 equations:

la 51) (9)2 +b1(L1 10 —i—c(l) — v (19), 1 51) (93 +
30 (@02 4 o804 a0 = py(a0),0 a0
0, 2af? - ()3 + Lo - (1)2 + ¢ -t + dP = py (1)

From the state and control continuity at the junction
point 74, we receive the remaining 5 equations are,

1

iagl) (1e)2 4+ bgl) Ts + c(l) = Umaa, (25a)

alV om0 =0, (25b)

1 1

6a§1) (16) + 51)51) (16)% + cgl) ST + dz(.l)

+ Umax - (t;n - Ts) = Pz‘(tm)7 (25C)

1

ial@) (1)t + bl(» )T+ c( — (25d)

agz) “Te + bgz) = (25e)
where a{”, 6", ¢V d" and o 07, P d*) are the

constants of 1ntegration for the unconstralned and con-
strained arcs, respectively. The recursive process to solve
the above set of equations cannot be computed in real

11

time. Additionally, the computational speed and conver-
gence of numerical methods are also sensitive to the ini-
tial guess of the variables, which impose additional bur-
den on the real-time computation effort. However, if the
junction point 7 can be derived as an explicit function of
the initial and final boundary conditions, then the above
set of equations can lead to a closed-form solution that
can be solved analytically in real time.

Lemma 6 For CAV i € N(t), let 77 be the junction
point between the unconstrained and constrained arc of
the state constrained v;(t) — Vmar < 0 solution. Then 77
is an explicit function of p;(tT), Vmaz, tI, and v;(t; )
3(pi(17) ~vmart7")

(s () -

and can be expressed as T, =

Umaa:)

PROOF. See Appendix A.

Case 2 Only the control constraint u;(t)
becomes active.

— Umax S O

In this case, we have pul(t) = n$(t) = nd(t) = 0. From
(11), (12), and (13), we have u;(t) + AY(t) + p(t) =
0, AP(¢t) = 0, and AY(¢t) = —AP(¢). By Lemma 4, CAV
i € N(t) enters the constrained arc at time ¢ = tO and
has a single exit junction point. Let 7, 9 < 7. < t

be the junction point where the control constrained
arc transitions into the unconstrained arc, and let
7. and 7, be the immediate left and the right in-
stance of 7.. The optimal control input u](¢) at the
junction point is u}(7.) = Umay. The jump condi-
tions are A(r) — A(r) = 0,AN(ro) — AU(r) —
0, and H;(7}) — H;(7,) = 0, which imply continu-
ity of the costates and the Hamiltonian at the junc-
tion point ¢ = 7,. The last jump condition leads

to gui(re) + A (ro) - i) + A (o) - wi(ry) +
/’(’z( Te ) ' (ul(Tc ) - umaiﬂ) = éu2( ) + )‘p(T+) :
wi(7) + AV(r) - w () + pe(rF) - (us(7) = tmaa):

From the continuity of the state and costate )\f at
t = 7., we have \X'(77) - vi(7.) = M(7) - vi(7).
Moreover, (7) yields /h( 7)o (wil(TD) — Umax) =
pe () - (ui (7)) = 0, which after simplifica-

C
— Umaz) =
tion leads to either w;(7.") ui(t7) or (ui(rF) +

wi(t7)) + AY(7F) = 0, or both. Both equations lead
to u;(7.7) = ui(7.) = Umaz- The Lagrange multiplier
—N\(t) — cifte [t T.),
ety is ppte) = T e T TE LT
0, if t € [re,ti"].

Using the Euler-Lagrange equations, jump conditions
at the junction point, the initial and final boundary
conditions, and the costate condition at t = ¢7*, we
can formulate a set of equations by piecing the con-
strained and unconstrained arcs together at ¢ = 7.. In
this case, we have a constrained arc with constant param-
1) @)
s Y4

eters a, , cl(-l) , dgl) , followed by an unconstrained arc



with constant parameters a(2) b(2) (2) d( ) pieced to-
gether at junction point 7, leadlng to 'y + 4 +1 =9 vari-
ables that need to be determined. At time ¢t = ¢? and
t = 7., we have the following set of equations for the
constrained arc,

51) to + b(1 = Umaxs (26a)
a7+ b = U, (26b)
1

sai (107 + 5 10 4 e = i), (26c)

et 104 dh = (1),
(26d)

Ly Lo, 1,00 002
Zay - (t by (¢
6a1, (Z) + 2 1 (Z)

From (26a) and (26b), considering t? = 0 without loss
of generality, we have al(-l) = 0 and bl(-l) = Umag- SUb-
stituting in (26c¢), we have cgl) = v;(t?). Finally, solv-
ing (26d), dgl) = p;(t?). The following set of equations
aim to determine the remaining constants of integration
az(-z), b§2),c§2),d52) of the exiting unconstrained arc and
the junction point 7

o2 7o = -

a? -+ 0P =0, (27b)

%%”-ﬂ?+(é”-—umma~ﬂf+cf)—vgz(x (27¢)

L0 74 L ) 724 (6 o)

+d — pi(t)) =0, (27d)

LA () B (D o d® = ),
(27e)

Lemma 7 For CAV i € N(t), let 7 be the junction
point between the unconstrained and control constraint
Ui (1) = Umaz < 0 solution. Then 7} can be expressed as an
explicit function of pi(t™), pi(t), Umaz, t7, and v;(t9).

7 )

PROOF. See Appendix B.

Case 3 Both state constraint v;(t) — Vmar < 0 and the
control constraint u;(t) — Umar < 0 become active.
If both u;(t) — tmar < 0 and v;(t) — Vpmae < 0 be-
come active, we derive the analytical solution combin-
ing the steps described in the previous two cases. In
this case, we have pb(t) = nd(t) = 0. From (11), (12),
and (13), we have wu;(t) + A\V(t) + p(t) = 0, AP(¢t) =
0, and AY(t) = —AP(t) — n$(t). Let 7. be the junction
point that CAV i € N(t) exits the control constrained
arc and 75 be the junction point that CAV i enters the
state constrained arc such that ¢! < 7. < 7, < t". The
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optimal control input at the control constrained arc is
ul (t) = Umag, for all t € [tY, 7.]. In the state constrained
arc, we have v} (t) = Vmaz, ul( ) =0, for all t € [75,t"].
From the jump conditions at the junction points 7. and
Ts, we have continuity in the state and control input.

The Lagrange multipliers u?(t) and né(t) are given by

a _ 07 t€ (Tmt;ﬂ]’ an
i (t) - { —)\f(t) te [t?77-0]’ } ’ !

. B 0, te [t?aTS)7
ni(t) = { —)\f(t), t € [rs, t7"]. } .

Solving (26a)-(26d), considering tY = 0 without loss of

— Umazx,

generality, the constants of integration a( ) b(l) (1), dEl)
of the control constrained arc are a(l) = 0, bil) =
Umaz cgl) = v and d(1 = pl(to) The unconstrained
arc with constants of integration a b(2 , Z ), and dEQ)
can consists of the following set of equatlons
a(z) T+ b§2) = Umaz, (28a)
1
g0 e+ (0~ tae) e+ Y — 0l =0, (28D)
1 1
6 52) f + i(b'E?) — Umaz) 'Tc2 =+ (Cz(‘z) - U?) *Te
+(d? — pi(t2) =0, (28¢)
al? ry 40 =0, (28d)
1
fal(?) s b§2) e+ c§2) — Umaz = 0, (28e)
1 1
PR SR CO R M R
+ Umag - (t;n - TS) = pl(tzn) (28f)
Finally, the state-constrained arc with constants of inte-
gration a(g) b(g) (3), dE3) consists of the following set of
equatlons
(”tm+da—0 (29a)
a4 = (29b)
1
5@53) b(3 — 6(3) — Umaz = 0, (29c¢)
1
RO b?)(’ﬂ + g
+d® —pi(t) =0 (29d)

From (29a)-(29d), we have aEB) =0, bl(-?’) =0, cl(-g) =

VUmnae and dl(-s) = pi(t") — Umaa - 7. The remaining
constants of integration al(-Q), b§2)7 052)7 () of the uncon-
strained arc, and the junction points 77 and 7} can be

determined by solving the set of equations (28a)-(28f).

Lemma 8 The junction point 1) between the uncon-
strained and the constrained arc if vi(t) — Vmaz <



0 becomes active, and the junction point 1) be-
tween the wunconstrained and the constrained arc if
Ui (t) — Umaz < 0 also becomes active are explicit func-
tions of pi(t™), Vmazs Umaz, 7, and v;(t?).

PROOF. See Appendix C.
Case 4 Only the state constraint vy, — vi(t) < 0 be-
comes active.

In this case, we have p¢(t) = ul(t) = n¢(t) = 0. From
(11), (12), and (13), we have u;(t) + AV (t) = 0, A(t) =
0, and \Y(t) = —AP(t)—nd(t). Let t = 7, be the junction
point that vy, — v;(t) < 0 becomes active. The opti-
mal speed and control at the junction point are v ()
Umin, U;(t) =0, for all t € [74,¢"]. The jump conditions
are

)

M) = M)+ 72 oo [ = 100

“30a)

W) =N 4 g [ —u0)] |
(30b)
Hi(r;)=Hi(t}) —m; - % [vmm - vl-(t)} L (30c)

where 7; is a constant Langrange multiplier determined
so that v, — v;(t) = 0 is satisfied. Note that, (30a)-
(30c) imply possible discontinuity of the costates and the
Hamiltonian at t = 7,. The state variables are continuous
at t = 7. From (30a) and (30c), the position costate
and the Lagrangian of the Hamiltonian is continuous at
t=Ts.

Lemma 9 If the state constraint vpmin, — vi(t) < 0 be-
comes active, then the control input u;(t) is continuous
at the junction point t = 5.

PROOF. See Appendix D.

The Lagrange multiplier n¢(¢) can be expressed as,

nd(t):{o’ if telt? T,
l M), if te ],
Lagrange equations, interior conditions, initial and
final boundary conditions, and the costate condition
at ¢ = t", we can formulate a set of equations sim-
ilar to Case 1 to solve for 4 + 4 + 1 9 variables
corresponding to the constants of integration of the
unconstrained and constrained arc, and the junction
point 7. The set of equations of the unconstrained

arc with constants of integration al(l), bgl), cgl), dgl) are

Using the Euler-
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Laf - (#0)2 400 ) el =

(910 = (),
Umin, Q@ S )~Ts—|—b2(» = =0, and )( s) +§b£ ).(7-8)2+
Cgl) " Ts dz('l) + Umin - (6" — Ts) = p;(t7). The set of
equations of the state constrained arc with the constants
(2) b d(2) (2) ( 3)2 +b(2)

= v; (1))
¢

1,
2@
1
[

of integration a; ,d; ae;

T;Jrc( ) = = Umin, @ 52) tm b§2) 0, a +b§2) =
0. and ba® ()4 16 (192 o2 10+ d§2> = pit"),
which yield o = 0, v = 0, ¢ = v, and

d(2) = pi(t7") — Vpmin - t7". The remaining constants of
integration a(l) b( ) (1), dgl) and the junction point 77
can be determlned numerically by solving simultane-

ously the above set of equations.

Lemma 10 For CAV i € N(t), let 7 be the junction
point between the unconstrained and constrained arc of
the state constrained vpin — v;(t) < 0 solution. Then 77
is an explicit function of p;(t™), Vmin, t7™ and v;(t?),

3(pi () —Vmin -t
and can be expressed as T} = (p(lv(_ztg)_:”f 3
AN min

PROOF. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 6
(see Appendix A), hence it is omitted.

Case 5 Only the control constraint Umn
becomes active.

— ul(t) <0

In this case, we have p¢(t) = n¢(t) = n¢(t) = 0. From
(11), (12), and (13), we have wu;(t) + AY(t) — pl(t)
0, AXP(t) = 0, and \?(t) = —AP(t). Let 7. > t? be the
junction point that CAV i € N/(¢) transitions from the
constrained arc to the unconstrained arc. The opti-
mal control at the junction point 7, is u}(7.) = Umin.

From the jump conditions, we have A!'(7) = AP(7"),
A7) = M), andH(7'+) Hi(r)

C
Lemma 11 If the control constraint wpmin, — ui(t) < 0
becomes active, then the control input u(t) is continuous
at the junction pointt = 7.

PROOF. See Appendix E.

The Lagrange multiplier uf(t) can be expressed as,
) = {Af(t)+umm, if tet) ),
' 0, if te [ttt
Euler-Lagrange equations, interior condition, initial

and final boundary conditions, and the condition of

costates at ¢ = t]*, we have a set of equations of the
constralned arc: a(l) 9+ b(1 = Umin, @ 5 )t bgl) =
Unnin, 50 5 )(to) +b; (1) t0—|—c( ) = v;(t?), and gagl)(t?)?’—i-

%bgl) (t9)? + cgl) . dz(-l) = 0., resolving which

Using the



with t? 0 yields, agl) 0, bgl) E—l)

v; (1Y), dgl) = pi(t?), where al(-l), bl(-l), 051)7 dE) are
the constants of integration for the constrained arc.
In addition, we have a set of equations of the uncon-
strained arc: a§2) “Te — b§2) 4+ Umin = 0, agz) "+ b§2) =
0,20 72 4+ (0% — wpin) - 7o + ¥ —0i(19) = 0,

10 2 L0 — tmin) e+ () —0i() o4 4 =
0, and La® - (1)? + L6 - (¢m)2 4 ¢ o 4 d® —
p;(tT) = 0, where aEQ), bl@), cl@), dl@ are the constants
of integration of the unconstrained arc.

Umin, C

Lemma 12 For CAV i € N(t), let 7} be the junction
point between the unconstrained and constrained arc of
the control constrained (Wmin — u;(t) < 0) solution of
(5). Then 7} can be expressed as an explicit function of
pl(tzn)v pv(t?); Umin t;ny and Uv(t?)

PROOF. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 7
(see Appendix B), hence it is omitted.

Case 6 DBoth state constraint vy, — v;(t) < 0 and the
control constraint Wy, — u;(t) < 0 become active.

In this case, we can derive the analytical solution
following similar steps to Case 3. A control con-
strained U, — ui(t) < 0 arc with constants of in-
tegration al(-l),bl(-l),cl(-l),dgl) is pieced together with
an unconstrained arc with constants of integration
az(?), b§2)7c§2)7d§2) at the junction point 7.. The uncon-
strained arc is pieced together with the state constrained
Umin — 0i(t) < 0 arc with constants of integration
ag?’), b§3), c§3), dES) at the junction point 75. The constants
of integration of the constrained and unconstrained arcs,
and the junction points 7} and 7 can be determined by

a set of equations similar to those derived in Case 3.

Lemma 13 The junction point 17 between the uncon-
strained and the constrained arc when vy, — v;(t) < 0
becomes active, and the junction point 1) between
the wunconstrained and the constrained arc when
Umin — ;i (t) < 0 also becomes active are explicit func-
tions of pi(t™), Vmin, Umin, £, and v;(t9).

PROOF. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 8
(see Appendix E), hence it is omitted.

5 Simulation Results

We validate the analytical solution of the optimal control
problem (5) through numerical simulation in MATLAB.
In this section, we present the results considering ¢i" =
10 s, where only the state constraint v; (t) — Ve, < 0and
control constraint w;(t) — tmarz < 0 can become active
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(Theorem 1). Similar results to those presented here can
be also derived for the case where v, — v;(t) < 0 and
Umin — U;(t) < 0 become active. We consider the initial
and final position of CAV i € N (t) tobe p;(t?) = 0 m and
pi(t™) = 200 m, and the initial speed v;(t?) = 14.3 m/s.
For each CAV i € N (t), we enforce the maximum speed
limit and acceleration to be Ve = 22 m/s and Uper =
1.8 m/s? respectively. The standard procedure to solve

-
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Fig. 2. Optimal control trajectory for the unconstrained
(blue), state constraint v;(t) — Umaee < 0 only (red) and both
state-control constraint (green) case.

the optimal control problem (5) is to identify whether
any of the state or control constraints become active and
derive the constrained solution in a recursive manner
until none of the constraints are active, as shown in Fig.
2. The unconstrained solution (blue trajectory in Fig.
2) activates the state constraint v;(t) — Vmaee < 0 only.
The acceleration corresponding to the state-constrained
(vi(t) = Vmaz < 0) solution is shown by the red trajectory
in Fig. 2, where the unconstrained and constrained arcs
are pieced together at the junction point at ¢ = 7.79 s.
However, the state-constrained solution (red trajectory
in Fig. 2) has to be re-derived since the control constraint
;i (t) — Umar < 0, which was not active before, becomes
active now as shown by the red trajectory in Fig. 2. The
constrained optimal control input is derived by piecing
the state and control constrained arcs together, and it is
shown by the green trajectory in Fig. 2.

In our condition-based framework, we do not need to
consider the intermediate iterative steps above, i.e., the
unconstrained (blue trajectory) and state constrained
solution (red trajectory) in Fig. 2. We can directly de-
rive the final closed-form analytical solution (green tra-
jectory in Fig. 2) by sequentially checking the conditions
in Theorems 1-5. First, we start with Theorem 1 to re-
duce the possible constraint activation set. Since the first
statement of Theorem 1 holds for ¢/* = 10 s and the
boundary conditions, we only need to consider whether



V(1) = Umaz < 0 or u;(t) — Umaz < 0 become active,
which reduces the possible constraint activation cases
from 15 to 3. Then, we use Theorems 2 and 3 to identify
the specific constraint activation case. In this case, part
(i) of Theorem 2 holds, indicating that v;(t) — vmee <0
becomes active in (t9,#"]. However, part (i) of Theo-
rem 3 does not hold indicating that u;(t) — Umaer < 0
will not become active. Using the result obtained above,
we then check part (i) of Theorem 4 which readily indi-
cates that an additional and initially non-existent con-
trol constraint u;(t) — Umaz < 0 becomes active within
the state-constrained solution, as shown by the red tra-
jectory in Fig. 2. Using the result of Theorem 4, we ap-
ply the analysis presented in Case 3 to determine the
complete state and control constrained-optimal solution.
Here, the aforementioned condition-based framework re-
quires 0.001107 s to solve in an Intel Core i7-6700 CPU
@ 3.40 GHz using MATLAB R2017b. Note that, if the
first statement of Theorem 4 does not hold, then none
of the control constraints can become active, and thus
we can use the analysis presented in Case 1 to determine
the optimal solution.

24 : . " . . . . .
unconstrained
23 1——control constrained only s

state and control constrained -

mr 88 9 9294 96

16

15

14 I I I I I I I I I

Time [s]

Fig. 3. Optimal speed trajectory for the unconstrained (blue),
control constraint u;(t) — tmasz < 0 only (red) and both
state-control constraint (green) case.

Next, we consider a different scenario to show the impact
when the control constraint (u;(t) — tmaz < 0) becomes
active (Fig. 3). In this case, we set the maximum speed
Umaz and acceleration ., to be 23 m/s and 1.35 m/s?
respectively. Following the above procedure, we check
part (i) of Theorem 2 and 3. Since only part (i) of The-
orem 3 holds, we conclude that the control constraint
Ui (t) — Umae < 0 will become active. We then check
part (i) of Theorem 5 to check whether any additional
state constraint will become active within the control
constrained solution. In this case, part (i) of Theorem
5 holds, as evident from the control constrained state
trajectory (red trajectory) in Fig. 3. Therefore, we use
the analysis presented in Case 3 to derive the complete
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state- and control- constrained solution as illustrated by
the green trajectory in Fig. 3. Note that, in Fig. 3, in
the unconstrained solution (blue trajectory) none of the
state constraints become active. However, the control-
constrained solution (red trajectory) activates the state
constraint v;(t) — vmaer < 0. Based on our condition-
based framework, we can avoid the computation of the
intermediate solutions, i.e., the unconstrained trajectory
(blue trajectory in Fig. 3) and the control constrained
trajectory (red trajectory in Fig. 3), and directly de-
rive the final constrained trajectory as illustrated by the
green trajectory in Fig. 3.

6 Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we addressed the state and control con-
strained optimal framework for coordinating CAVs at
different traffic scenarios such as merging at roadways
and roundabouts, cruising in congested traffic, passing
through speed reduction zones, under 100% CAV pene-
tration, and provided a condition-based framework to de-
termine the constrained solution without requiring to fol-
low the standard recursive process. We mathematically
characterized the activation cases of different state and
control constraint combinations, and provided a priori
conditions under which different constraint combination
can become active. In addition, we presented the closed-
form analytical solution of the constrained optimal con-
trol problem that can be derived and implemented in
real time. We validated a subset of constraint activa-
tion cases through numerical simulation and showed how
the proposed framework can identify the interdepen-
dent constraint activation based on the boundary con-
ditions. By eliminating the intermediate steps of solv-
ing the constrained optimal control problem, the pro-
posed condition-based framework improves on the stan-
dard methodology to solve the constrained optimal con-
trol problem.

The proposed framework has certain limitations since it
does not consider the optimal control problem with con-
strained terminal speed, which may result in multiple
junction points leading to a more complex formulation.
Moreover, in our framework, we considered 100% pene-
tration rate of CAVs having access to perfect informa-
tion (no errors or delays) which both impose limitations
for real-world applications. It is expected that CAVs
will gradually penetrate the market, interact with non-
CAVs and contend with vehicle-to-vehicle and vehicle-
to infrastructure communication limitations, e.g., band-
width, dropouts, errors and/or delays. Ongoing work in-
cludes further exposition into the the existence of the op-
timal solution under different constraint combinations,
and the consideration of the terminal speed constrained
formulation. Future work should also address the im-
plementation of the proposed framework under different
penetration rates of CAVs and imperfect communication.



Appendix

A  Proof of Lemma 6

If v;(t) — Vmaz < 0 becomes active, we have an uncon-
strained arc (with constant parameters a(l) b(l) (1) ,d; 1))
followed by a constrained arc (with constant parameters
al(?), bl(?), 052), d§2)) pieced together at the junction point
t = 7. The constrained arc yields at t = 7 and ¢t = ¢]",

ol + b =0, (A.1a)
al? 115 =0, (A.1b)
1

29<mr+ﬁfmo+$¥wmm (A.lc)
1

Lol (P gD (1 4 (1) +

+ Umaz - (tzn - Ts) = pv(t;m) (Ald)

From (A.la) and (A.1b), we have al(-z) =0 and bgz) =
Substituting in (A.lc), we have 052) = Upmaz. Finally,
from (A.1d) we have d® = (p;(t™) — Upag - t™). The
unconstrained arc at the initial condition ¢ = ¢! yields
the following equations: 7a(1) (t9)?2 + bgl) () + 052) =
(), 3ol @+ 30 (102 4 (1) +
pi(t?). Solving the above two equations by considering
t9 = 0, without loss of generality, we have 01(1) = v;(t?)
and dz(-l) = 0. At 7}, we have the following set of equations
for the unconstrained arc,

a(.l) . 7'* + b(l) =

1
5#”<> "

(A.2a)
75+ (0i(t)) = Vmas) =0, (A.2b)
() ()2

1.a
+ (ui(t)) — Umam) 7o = (pi(t]") — ") = 0.

(A.2¢)

Umazx *

(1)

Substituting 7 = —% from (A.2a) in (A.2b), we have

(1)y2 (1)
U;QJ = 2(v;(t?) — Vpmaz)- Substituting 77 = —% from
) R o)
(A.2a) in (A.2c), we have = (Umae —

1

3 (all))2 alM

) = 0. From the last two

_3(0i () = Vmaat]")
(Vmaz—vi (t9))

72 is an explicit function of the known parameters

Pi(t™), Vmaz, vi(t?) and .

Ui(t?)) - (pz(tzn) — Umax ° ti
equations, we obtain 77 = , where

*

B Proofof Lemma 7

If ;i (t) — umae < 0becomes active, we have a constrained
OO

arc (with constant parameters a;
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followed by an unconstrained arc (with constant pa-
@) p@ 0(2), d§2)> pieced together at

rameters a;”’, 0,77, ¢;
the junction point ¢ = 7. Solving (27a) and (27¢)-
(Umaz)®

2
(27e), we have a;” = _\/3(t;")2‘umaz+6t;n'vi(t?)*6[f7
where L = p;(t") — pi(tY). From (27a) and (27b),
T* = UTZG)Z + tzn

the last equation, the junction point 7

(&
* __4m
Tc_ti

into

Finally, substituting al@

is given by
, and can be simpli-

Umaz

(umaz)3

\/3(t;")2-umam+61,;"-vi(t?)76L

3(t™)2 Uz +6LT v, (t9)—6L
* q max i t\by;
fied to 7} T

an explicit function of the known boundary parameters
t?L7 pz(t:n)7 pl(tzo)v Uz(t?); and Umaz-

=t — , which is

C Proof of Lemma 8

If w; (t) —Umaz < 0becomes active, we have a constrained

arc with constants of integration a( ), bgl), cz(-l), dl(l)
followed by an unconstralned arc Wlth constants of
integration a(2 b(2 ,dz@), pieced together at the
junction pomt t = 75 If v;(t) — Vmaz < 0 becomes

active, we have a constrained arc with constants of in-

tegration a; (2) b d(2) followed by a constrained

arc with constants of integration a; ®) b(?’ 053), dEs)
pieced together at the junction p01nt t = 7. Solv-
ing (26a)-(26d) for the control constrained arc with
t? = 0, we have agl =0, bZ(-l) = Umaz, cgl) = v;(t9)
and dgl) = p;i(t?). Solving (29a)-(29d) for the state
constrained arc, considering tY = 0 without loss of gen-

erality, we have a( ) = 0, bl(-g) = 0, 053) = Umaz and
dES) =P (t7") — Vmas - t;". From (28a) and (28d), we have
(G @)
TS = % and 77 = —% respectively. Substitut-
ing the latter into (28b), (28¢), (28e) and (28f), and
solving the system of equations, we have agz) = —u2,.
maz(—2v; t(i) _l+2 mazx _l"l‘l
\/%, andbl@) - ¢ ( ) ; - - )7
where, gﬁ(tlm,pi(t;n),'Ui(t?),umamavmam) = _24(t;n ’
umaa: Umaw (t”"‘) umaz + /UZ( 0) Umaz) + 12( (t()) +

V2 0n)- Substltutlng the last results into (28a) and (28d),
the junction points 7 and 7 are given as explicit func-
tions of the known parameters ¢7*, p;(t™), vi(t?), Umaz

and Vmaz-

D Proof of Lemma 9

From (30c), we have

1
2 Z
+77i (T;) : (Umin - Ui(

AN (E) - ui (1) + 1 (7 ) - (vmin

W)+ M) () + ()
7)) = U+ N ()

S (3

—vi(7)-



Since v;(73) = Vymin and u;(77) = 0, and from the conti-
nuity of state (21) and \? (30a) we have N(77)vi(ry) =

N(75) - vi(r). From (9), we have nd(7s) « (Umin —
vi(17)) = 771( 75)  (Vmin — vi(75)) = 0. Hence, (D.1)
reduces to 1u?(r;) + AY(r;) - UZ(T_) = 0, which im-

plies that elther u;i(17) =0 or 2 ui (1) + A () =0,
or both. Since the second term can not hold, we have

ui(7y) = ui(r) = 0.

E Proofof Lemma 11

Since H,(7.") = H;(7;), we have fu?(t.) + A(7)) -
i(7e) + A7) wilr0) + (1) - (Umin — wi(7;)) =
S2(r) £ N2 - oi(ri) £ AN (1) () + () -
(umm u; (7). From the continuity of the state (21) and
AP att—Tc,Wehave)\f( ) ui(r7) = AP () v ().
From (7) we have 1(r-") - (upmin — us(7; ) = p(r) -
(Wmin — ui(TF)) = 0. After simplifying, we have either
ui(r) = wilr,) or 5(uil(r) +ui(r.)) + N () = 0.
Both the equations lead to the contlnulty in control input
u;(t) at time t = 7, i.e., u; (7)) = ui(7.).

References

J. Alonso, V. Milanés, J. Pérez, E. Onieva, C. Gonzalez,
and T. de Pedro. Autonomous vehicle control systems
for safe crossroads. Transportation Research Part C:
Emerging Technologies, 19(6):1095-1110, Dec. 2011.

M. Athans. A unified approach to the vehicle-merging
problem.  Transportation Research, 3(1):123-133,
1969. ISSN 00411647.

T.-C. Au and P. Stone. Motion Planning Algorithms
for Autonomous Intersection Management. In AAATI
2010 Workshop on Bridging the Gap Between Task and
Motion Planning (BTAMP),, 2010.

A. Bakibillah, M. Kamal, C. Tan, et al. The optimal
coordination of connected and automated vehicles at
roundabouts. In 2019 58th Annual Conference of the
Society of Instrument and Control Engineers of Japan
(SICE), pages 1392-1397. IEEE, 2019.

A. E. Bryson and Y. C. Ho. Applied optimal control: op-
timization, estimation and control. CRC Press, 1975.

A. E. Bryson, Jr., W. F. Denham, and S. E. Dreyfus.
Optimal programming problems with inequality con-
straints I: Necessary conditions for extremal solutions.
American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics
Journal, 1(11):2544 — 2550, 1963.

A. de La Fortelle. Analysis of reservation algorithms for
cooperative planning at intersections. 13th Interna-
tional IEEE Conference on Intelligent Transportation
Systems, pages 445-449, Sept. 2010.

K. Dresner and P. Stone. Multiagent traffic manage-
ment: a reservation-based intersection control mecha-
nism. In Proceedings of the Third International Joint
Conference on Autonomous Agents and Multiagents
Systems, pages 530-537, 2004.

17

K. Dresner and P. Stone. A multiagent approach to au-
tonomous intersection management. Journal of artifi-
cial intelligence research, 31:591-656, 2008.

J. Guanetti, Y. Kim, and F. Borrelli. Control of Con-
nected and Automated Vehicles: State of the Art and
Future Challenges. Annual Reviews in Control, 45:18—
40, 2018.

J. Han, A. Sciarretta, L. L. Ojeda, G. De Nunzio, and
L. Thibault. Safe-and eco-driving control for con-
nected and automated electric vehicles using analyt-
ical state-constrained optimal solution. IEEFE Trans-
actions on Intelligent Vehicles, 3(2):163-172, 2018.

S. Huang, A. Sadek, and Y. Zhao. Assessing the Mobil-
ity and Environmental Benefits of Reservation-Based
Intelligent Intersections Using an Integrated Simula-
tor. IEEFE Transactions on Intelligent Transportation
Systems, 13(3):1201-1214, 2012.

Z. Huang, W. Zhuang, G. Yin, L. Xu, and K. Luo. Coop-
erative merging for multiple connected and automated
vehicles at highway on-ramps via virtual platoon for-
mation. In 2019 Chinese Control Conference (CCC),
pages 6709-6714. IEEE, 2019.

M. Kamal, J. Imura, a. Ohata, T. Hayakawa, and K. Ai-
hara. Coordination of automated vehicles at a traffic-
lightless intersection. 16th International IEEE Con-
ference on Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITSC
2013), (Itsc):922-927, Oct. 2013.

K.-D. Kim and P. Kumar. An MPC-Based Approach
to Provable System-Wide Safety and Liveness of Au-
tonomous Ground Traffic. IEEE Transactions on Au-
tomatic Control, 59(12):3341-3356, 2014.

W. Levine and M. Athans. On the optimal error regula-
tion of a string of moving vehicles. IEEFE Transactions
on Automatic Control, 11(3):355-361, 1966.

X.-Y. Lu and J. K. Hedrick. Longitudinal control algo-
rithm for automated vehicle merging. International
Journal of Control, 76(2):193-202, 2003.

A. 1. Mahbub, A. A. Malikopoulos, and L. Zhao. Decen-
tralized optimal coordination of connected and auto-
mated vehicles for multiple traffic scenarios. Automat-
ica, 117:108958, 2020a.

A. M. I. Mahbub and A. A. Malikopoulos. Conditions for
state and control constraint activation in coordination
of connected and automated vehicles. Proceedings of
2020 American Control Conference, pages 436—441,
2020.

A. M. I. Mahbub, L. Zhao, D. Assanis, and A. A. Ma-
likopoulos. Energy-Optimal Coordination of Con-
nected and Automated Vehicles at Multiple Intersec-
tions. In Proceedings of 2019 American Control Con-
ference, pages 2664—-2669, 2019.

A. M. I. Mahbub, V. Karri, D. Parikh, S. Jade, and
A. Malikopoulos. A decentralized time- and energy-
optimal control framework for connected automated
vehicles: From simulation to field test. In SAE Tech-
nical Paper 2020-01-0579. SAE International, 2020b.

A. M. I. Mahbub, A. Malikopoulos, and L. Zhao. Impact
of connected and automated vehicles in a corridor.
In Proceedings of 2020 American Control Conference,



2020, pages 1185-1190. IEEE, 2020c.

G. Mahler and A. Vahidi. An optimal velocity-planning
scheme for vehicle energy efficiency through proba-
bilistic prediction of traffic-signal timing. IEEE Trans-
actions on Intelligent Transportation Systems, 15(6):
2516—2523, 2014.

L. Makarem and D. Gillet. Fluent coordination of au-
tonomous vehicles at intersections. 2012 IEEFE Inter-
national Conference on Systems, Man, and Cybernet-
ics (SMC), pages 2557-2562, Oct. 2012.

A. A. Malikopoulos and J. P. Aguilar. An Optimization
Framework for Driver Feedback Systems. IEEFE Trans-
actions on Intelligent Transportation Systems, 14(2):
955-964, 2013.

A. A. Malikopoulos and L. Zhao. Optimal path plan-
ning for connected and automated vehicles at urban
intersections. In Proceedings of the 58th IEEE Confer-
ence on Decision and Control, 2019, pages 1261-1266.
IEEE, 2019a.

A. A. Malikopoulos and L. Zhao. A closed-form analyti-
cal solution for optimal coordination of connected and
automated vehicles. In 2019 American Control Con-
ference (ACC), pages 3599-3604. IEEE, 2019b.

A. A. Malikopoulos, C. G. Cassandras, and Y. J. Zhang.
A decentralized energy-optimal control framework for
connected automated vehicles at signal-free intersec-
tions. Automatica, 93:244 — 256, 2018.

A. A. Malikopoulos, S. Hong, B. Park, J. Lee, and S. Ryu.
Optimal control for speed harmonization of automated
vehicles. IEEFE Transactions on Intelligent Trans-
portation Systems, 20(7):2405-2417, 2019.

A. A. Malikopoulos, L. E. Beaver, and I. V. Chremos.
Optimal time trajectory and coordination for con-
nected and automated vehicles. Automatica, 125:
109469, 2021.

R. Margiotta and D. Snyder. An agency guide on how
to establish localized congestion mitigation programs.
Technical report, U.S. Department of Transportation.
Federal Highway Administration, 2011.

H. Min, Y. Yang, Y. Fang, P. Sun, and X. Zhao. Con-
strained optimization and distributed model predic-
tive control-based merging strategies for adjacent con-
nected autonomous vehicle platoons. IEEE Access, T:
163085-163096, 2019.

D. S. Naidu. Optimal control systems. CRC press, 2002.

I. A. Ntousakis, I. K. Nikolos, and M. Papageorgiou.
Optimal vehicle trajectory planning in the context
of cooperative merging on highways. Transportation
Research Part C: Emerging Technologies, 71:464—488,
2016.

E. Ozatay, U. Ozguner, and D. Filev. Velocity profile
optimization of on road vehicles: Pontryagin’s maxi-
mum principle based approach. Control Engineering
Practice, 61:244-254, 2017.

H. Pei, S. Feng, Y. Zhang, and D. Yao. A cooperative
driving strategy for merging at on-ramps based on dy-
namic programming. IEEFE Transactions on Vehicular
Technology, 68(12):11646-11656, 2019.

X. Qian, J. Gregoire, A. De La Fortelle, and F. Moutarde.

18

Decentralized model predictive control for smooth
coordination of automated vehicles at intersection.
In 2015 European Control Conference (ECC), pages
3452-3458. IEEE, 2015.

G. Raravi, V. Shingde, K. Ramamritham, and J. Bhara-
dia. Merge algorithms for intelligent vehicles. In Next
Generation Design and Verification Methodologies for
Distributed Embedded Control Systems, pages 51-65.
2007.

J. Rios-Torres and A. A. Malikopoulos. A Survey on
Coordination of Connected and Automated Vehicles
at Intersections and Merging at Highway On-Ramps.
IEEE Transactions on Intelligent Transportation Sys-
tems, 18(5):1066-1077, 2017.

A. Sciarretta, G. De Nunzio, and L. L. Ojeda. Optimal
ecodriving control: Energy-efficient driving of road ve-
hicles as an optimal control problem. IEEE Control
Systems Magazine, 35(5):71-90, 2015.

S. E. Shladover, C. A. Desoer, J. K. Hedrick,
M. Tomizuka, J. Walrand, W.-B. Zhang, D. H. McMa-
hon, H. Peng, S. Sheikholeslam, and N. McKeown.
Automated vehicle control developments in the PATH
program. IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technol-
ogy, 40(1):114-130, 1991.

P. Varaiya. Smart cars on smart roads: problems of con-
trol. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 38(2):
195-207, 1993.

N. Wan, A. Vahidi, and A. Luckow. Optimal speed ad-
visory for connected vehicles in arterial roads and the
impact on mixed traffic. Transportation Research Part
C: Emerging Technologies, 69:548-563, 2016.

J. Wang, X. Zhao, and G. Yin. Multi-objective optimal
cooperative driving for connected and automated ve-
hicles at non-signalised intersection. IET Intelligent
Transport Systems, 13(1):79-89, 2019. ISSN 1751-
9578. doi: 10.1049/iet-its.2018.5100.

B. Xu, X. J. Ban, Y. Bian, W. Li, J. Wang, S. E. Li,
and K. Li. Cooperative method of traffic signal op-
timization and speed control of connected vehicles at
isolated intersections. IEEFE Transactions on Intelli-
gent Transportation Systems, 20(4):1390-1403, 2018.

F. Yan, M. Dridi, and A. El Moudni. Autonomous ve-
hicle sequencing algorithm at isolated intersections.
2009 12th International IEEE Conference on Intelli-
gent Transportation Systems, pages 1-6, 2009.

Y. Zhang and C. G. Cassandras. Decentralized optimal
control of connected automated vehicles at signal-free
intersections including comfort-constrained turns and
safety guarantees. Automatica, 109:108563, 2019.

L. Zhao, A. M. I. Mahbub, and A. A. Malikopoulos. Op-
timal vehicle dynamics and powertrain control for con-
nected and automated vehicles. Proceedings of 2019
IEEFE Conference on Control Technology and Applica-
tions (CCTA), pages 33-38, 2019.



	1 Introduction
	1.1 Motivation
	1.2 Literature Review
	1.3 Objectives and Contributions of the Paper
	1.4 Comparison With Related Work
	1.5 Organization of the paper

	2 Problem Formulation
	2.1 Modeling Framework
	2.2 Low-level Optimal Control Problem

	3 Analysis of the Constrained Optimal Control Problem
	3.1 Condition of Constraint Exclusion
	3.2 Conditions of Constraint Activation
	3.3 Interdependence of Constraint Activation Cases

	4 Analytical Solution of the Constrained Optimal Control Problem
	5 Simulation Results
	6 Concluding Remarks
	A Proof of Lemma 6
	B Proof of Lemma 7
	C Proof of Lemma 8
	D Proof of Lemma 9
	E Proof of Lemma 11

