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Abstract. This paper analyzes a two-by-two Temple-type system of conservation laws with dis-
continuous flux, focusing on applications in traffic modeling. We prove the existence of entropy
solutions for initial data with sufficiently small total variation. Additionally, we explicitly con-
struct the corresponding Riemann solver and examine its key properties. To illustrate the impact
of the discontinuous flux on the solution, we also present numerical simulations.
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1. Introduction

Conservation laws with discontinuous flux functions arise in various real-world applications. These
applications span multiple fields, including traffic flow, multi-phase fluid dynamics (e.g., two-phase flow
models and environmental engineering), material science (e.g., crystallization processes and composite
materials), and systems engineering (e.g., acoustic waves and electromagnetic waves). In particular,
traffic systems often exhibit sudden changes in road conditions, speed limits, or traffic regulations,
which can be effectively modelled using conservation laws with discontinuous flux.

In this paper we study the one-dimensional 2×2 system of conservation laws with discontinuous
flux {

∂tρ+ ∂x (c V (h) ρ) = 0,

∂t (ρ (h+ p(ρ))) + ∂x (c V (h) ρ (h+ p(ρ))) = 0.
(1)

This system finds its relevance in the modeling of vehicular traffic. Indeed, it can be interpreted as a
generalisation of two second order vehicular traffic models: the one proposed by Aw, Rascle [5] and
Zhang [43], and the one kinetically derived by Chiarello, Göttlich, Schillinger and Tosin in [14]. We
refer to the former as the ARZ model, and to the latter as the CGST model. In this context, t ⩾ 0
denotes the time, x ∈ R the space, ρ = ρ(t, x) ⩾ 0 the density, c = c(x) > 0 is a given discontinuous
function that mimics the changes in the road conditions, p = p(ρ) ⩾ 0 is the “pressure” function, and
V ⩾ 0 represents the speed law. The interpretation of h = h(t, x) ⩾ 0 depends on the specific model
under consideration: it represents the velocity in the ARZ model and the mean headway in the CGST
model, see Section 2.2 for further details. It is worth mentioning that in [11], the authors kinetically
derive a second order macroscopic traffic model, similar to the CGST model, but with the assumption
of a constant headway.

The majority of theoretical advancements concerning conservation laws with discontinuous coef-
ficients are limited to scalar equations, see [3, 35] and the references therein. In particular, in [31] the
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authors provide Kružkov-type entropy condition for nonlinear degenerate parabolic equations with
discontinuous coefficients, establishing L1-stability, and thus uniqueness, for weak solutions satisfying
the entropy condition, provided that the flux function satisfies the so called “crossing condition”. In
[32] a convergence proof for the Lax-Friedrichs finite difference scheme for non-convex genuinely non-
linear scalar conservation laws with discontinuous coefficients is given. The development of analogous
theories for nonlinear systems with discontinuous fluxes, even in the one-dimensional space, remains
an open area for further investigation. An exception to this is found in the studies presented in [29, 30],
which explore compressible Euler flows within a pipe, in [37] where the ARZ model with seven different
types of discontinuous fluxes are analyzed, and in [39] where Riemann solvers are proposed for 2× 2
systems of conservation laws with discontinuous flux, referring to the ARZ model or modeling poly-
mer flooding. Moreover, there are results on networks. For example, in [1] the authors analyze control
problems considering a general class of junction distribution controls and inflow controls, establishing
the compactness in L1 of a class of flux-traces of solutions. Furthermore, in [16] a single conservation
law, defined on a road network that is a collection of roads with junctions, is considered. The authors
choose some fixed rules for the distribution of traffic plus optimization criteria for the flux, proving
existence of solutions to the Cauchy problem and the Lipschitz continuous dependence by initial data
under special assumptions. A generalization can be found in [15].

System (1) falls in the class of Temple systems [41], characterized by coinciding shock and rar-
efaction Lax curves for the genuinely nonlinear characteristic fields. In fact, only the first characteristic
field of (1) is genuinely nonlinear and satisfies this condition, while the second characteristic field is
linearly degenerate. Specifically, along the first Lax curve, the solution can exhibit shock waves, rar-
efaction waves, or mixed waves. In contrast, along the second Lax curve, the solution can contain only
contact discontinuities.

The paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, we present our existence result in Theorem 2.1,
which applies away from the vacuum. In the following three remarks, we discuss alternative strategies
that could potentially extend the existence results to cases including the vacuum. The final remark
addresses the entropy condition, which is further examined in details in Section 4. In Section 2.2,
we compare some models from the literature with (6), highlighting its possible applications. In Sec-
tion 2.3, we analyse the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of our system and conduct a study of the Lax
curves. In Section 3, we introduce explicitly a Riemann solver and study its main properties. In Sec-
tion 4 the entropy condition for system (1) is deduced and analysed. As far as we know there is no
result in the literature regarding the entropy condition in the case of systems of conservation laws
with discontinuous fluxes. In Section 5 some numerical simulations are performed to corroborate the
analytical results obtained in the previous Sections. Finally, we defer all technical proofs to Section 6.

2. Existence result and applications

In this section, we present our existence result in Theorem 2.1 along with some applications and
properties of (1).
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2.1. Main result

Theorem 2.1 holds away from the vacuum, i.e., for ρ > 0, and under the following set of assumptions:
for any ρ > 0 and h > 0 we have

p ∈ C1([0,∞)), p(0) = 0, p′(ρ) > 0, (2)

V ∈ C2([0,∞)), V (0) = 0, V ′(h) > 0, (3)

V (h) ̸= ρ p′(ρ)V ′(h), ρ p′(ρ)2 V ′′(h) < (2p′(ρ) + ρ p′′(ρ))V ′(h), (4)

and there exist cmin, c∞ > 0 and ξi, i ∈ J1, pK := [1, p] ∩ Z, with ξi < ξi+1 such that for almost any
x ∈ R

c ∈ L1
loc(R) ∩C2(R \ {ξ1, . . . , ξp}), c− c∞ ∈ L1(R), c(x) ⩾ cmin. (5)

Note that p(ρ) > 0 for any ρ > 0 by (2)2,3 and that V (h) > 0 for any h > 0 by (3)2,3.

For ρ > 0 system (1) is equivalent to the system of conservation laws

∂tU+ ∂x (c F (U)) = 0, (6)

with

U := (ρ, q)T , F (U) := V (h(U)) U, h(U) :=
q

ρ
− p(ρ), 0 := (0, 0)T , (7)

where q is the generalized momentum and satisfies

q = ρ (h+ p(ρ)) . (8)

The dependent variable U = U(t, x) takes values in

U := {(ρ, q)T ∈ R2 : ρ ⩾ 0, q ⩾ ρ p(ρ) ⩾ 0}.
Observe that in U the vacuum ρ = 0 corresponds to U = 0 by (8). In this section, even if we do not
state it explicitly, we consider states U away from the vacuum, i.e., states U in

Um := U \ {0}. (9)

In the next theorem we give our existence result for the Cauchy problem for the system of
conservation laws (6) in

Ue := {(ρ, q)T ∈ R2 : ρ > 0, q > ρ p(ρ) > 0}. (10)

Notice that Ue ⊂ Um by (9), hence our existence result holds away from the vacuum. The proof is
based on [12, Theorem 7.1]. It is worth noticing that we cannot apply [12, Theorem 7.1] directly to
(6) because its flux function lacks the necessary regularity since c is discontinuous at ξi, i ∈ J1, pK, see
(5). To address this issue, as in [39], we introduce a 3× 3 system of conservation laws, see (43).

Theorem 2.1. Fix (ρ∞, q∞)T ∈ Ue. Assume that p, V, c are under assumptions (2)-(5). Then, there
exists δ0 > TV[ c ] with the following property: if U := (ρ̄, q̄) takes values in Ue, TV[U ] ⩽ δ0 −TV[ c ]
and ρ̄− ρ∞, q̄ − q∞ ∈ L1(R), then the Cauchy problem{

∂tU+ ∂x (c F (U)) = 0

U(0, x) = U(x)
(11)

has a weak solution U = U(t, x) defined for all t ⩾ 0, that is U(0, x) = U(x) for a.e. x ∈ R and∫
R+

∫
R
(Uφt + c F (U)φx) dxdt = 0
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for any test function φ ∈ C∞
c ((0,∞)× R; [0,∞)).

In addition, if the system of conservation laws in (11) admits a convex entropy pair (E , cQ) such
that

Q(U) = DE(U) · F (U), (12)

then one can find a weak solution U that satisfies the entropy condition∫
R+

∫
R
(E(U)φt + cQ(U)φx) dxdt ⩾ 0 (13)

for any test function φ ∈ C∞
c ((0,∞)× R; [0,∞)).

We defer the proof to Section 6.1. Some comments on Theorem 2.1 are in order.

Remark 2.2. In [26], the authors apply the wave-front tracking method to the ARZ model and obtain
an existence result that is valid only away from the vacuum. However, in [28], the authors show that
even if the vacuum is not present initially and does not appear immediately, the solution to the ARZ
model can reach a vacuum state in finite time. This shows that a theory for the ARZ model away
from the vacuum is quite restrictive. We recall that the extension to the case of solutions attaining
the vacuum state is proved in [27], [28] and [34], by means of a deterministic particle approximation,
BV bounds on the Riemann invariants and the compensated compactness method, respectively. This
motivates the extension of our existence result in Theorem 2.1 to the vacuum case in a future paper.

Remark 2.3. Away from the vacuum, system (6) can be written in Lagrangian coordinates [42]{
∂t̃τ̃ − ∂x̃ (c̃ V (w̃ − p(1/τ̃))) = 0,

∂t̃w̃ = 0,
(14)

where we have

t = t̃, ∂x̃x = τ̃ , ∂t̃x = c̃ V

(
w̃ − p

(
1

τ̃

))
,

and

τ̃(t̃, x̃) =
1

ρ
(
t(t̃), x(t̃, x̃)

) , w̃(t̃, x̃) =
q
(
t(t̃), x(t̃, x̃)

)
ρ
(
t(t̃), x(t̃, x̃)

) , c̃(t̃, x̃) = c
(
x(t̃, x̃)

)
.

The flux function of system (14) is discontinuous (with respect to both the Lagrangian coordinates
(t̃, x̃)), and this prevents from a direct application of [12, Theorem 7.1] to it. However, as in the proof
of Theorem 2.1 in Section 6.1, we can introduce a 3 × 3 system of conservation laws, which in this
case is 

∂t̃τ̃ − ∂x̃

(
k̃
τ̃ V

(
w̃ − p

(
1
τ̃

)))
= 0,

∂t̃w̃ = 0,

∂t̃k̃ − ∂x̃

((
k̃
τ̃

)2
V
(
w̃ − p

(
1
τ̃

)))
= 0,

where k̃ := c̃ τ̃ . The above system satisfies the hypotheses of [12, Theorem 7.1] and then it is possible
to get an existence result analogous to that in Theorem 2.1.

Remark 2.4. In [39, Section 4], the author studies the ARZ model with discontinuous flux. Differently
from (6), where both the components of the flux are discontinuous due to the presence of the discon-
tinuous coefficient c, in [39, (4.1)-(4.2)] only the second component of the flux is discontinuous (see
the discontinuous coefficient k multiplying the pressure term ργ).
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As a first step, the author adds another equation to treat the discontinuity, like we do in the proof
of Theorem 2.1, obtains [39, (4.1)-(4.3)] and then rewrites such 3× 3 system of conservation laws in
decoupling coordinates (ϕ, ψ), see [36].

We can proceed in an analogous way and obtain the 3× 3 system of conservation laws
∂ψ

(
τ̃

c̃ V (w̃−p( 1
τ̃ ))

)
− ∂ϕ

(
1

c̃ V (w̃−p( 1
τ̃ ))

)
= 0,

∂ψw̃ = 0,

∂ϕc̃ = 0,

(15)

by introducing in (6) the change of coordinates (ϕ, ψ) defined as

ϕx = −ρ, ϕt = c ρ V (h(ρ, q)) , ψ = x,

which is well defined when c ρ V (h(ρ, q)) > 0, and by letting

τ̃(ψ, ϕ) =
1

ρ (t(ψ, ϕ), x(ψ))
, w̃(t̃, x̃) =

q (t(ψ, ϕ), x(ψ))

ρ (t(ψ, ϕ), x(ψ))
, c̃(ψ) = c (x(ψ)) .

The last two equations in (15) are decoupled. Moreover, given the initial datum, the values of (w̃, c̃)
for any coordinate point (ψ, ϕ) are determined trivially, see [39, Figure 2] for the case of a Riemann
datum. Then we can substitute the obtained expressions for (w̃, c̃) in the first equation and study the
resulting scalar conservation law, which has a flux that is in general discontinuous with respect to both
the coordinates (ψ, ϕ), and can be handled by applying the techniques developed in [17].

Remark 2.5. Solutions to system (6) may develop non-classical shocks at the discontinuity points ξi,
i ∈ J1, pK, of the flux c F . These discontinuities may fail to satisfy the classical entropy condition
(13) for general entropy pairs, not necessarily satisfying (12). At first glance, this seems to contradict
the second assertion of Theorem 2.1. To clarify this apparent discrepancy, in Section 4 we construct
general entropy pairs, clarifying the role of condition (12). Roughly speaking, we will demonstrate
that entropy pairs satisfying (12) cannot select physically admissible solutions. On the other hand,
as pointed out in the proof of Theorem 2.1 in Section 6.1, any entropy pair (E , cQ) satisfies (12)
whenever c is not piecewise constant.

A possible way to circumvent this drawback of the entropy condition is to explicitly introduce a
(coupling) Riemann solver tailored to (6). As a matter of fact, the discontinuity points of the flux
are typically addressed through a Riemann solver, which prescribes the solution’s local behaviour at
these points ξi, i ∈ J1, pK, rather than relying solely on the PDE framework. In fact, by prescribing
a Riemann solver at ξi, i ∈ J1, pK, one explicitly encodes the underlying modeling assumptions. This
approach is commonly employed when dealing with non-classical solutions to hyperbolic conservation
laws, relying on the property of finite propagation speed. We refer to [3] for a comprehensive discussion
of discontinuous-flux conservation laws defined via the Riemann solver method. In Section 3, we adapt
the general definition of a Riemann solver, as proposed in [37, Section 3.2], to our case.

2.2. Applications

We compare now our model (1) with other models from the literature.

ARZ model. The ARZ model [5, 43] for vehicular traffic, written in the conservative form, is expressed
by the following equations {

∂tρ+ ∂x(ρ v) = 0,

∂t (ρ (v + p(ρ))) + ∂x (ρ v (v + p(ρ))) = 0,
(16)
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where v is the velocity and p(ρ) is a pseudo-pressure function accounting for drivers’ anticipation
of downstream density changes. This model consists in two equations: the first one expresses the
conservation of the density of cars ρ, the second one is a balance law for the momentum ρ v. System
(1) can be rewritten in the form (16) by taking c ≡ 1, h = v and V as the identity function. For this
reason, (1) can be interpreted as a generalization of (16) to the case of a discontinuous velocity. We can
therefore apply Theorem 2.1 to the ARZ model (16) provided that p satisfies (2) and (4). Moreover,
Theorem 2.1 also applies to a generalization of the ARZ model to the case of a discontinuous flux,
obtained by multiplying the flux by a coefficient function c satisfying (5).

CGST model. The vehicular traffic model presented in [14] is represented by the system{
∂tρ+ ∂x (c V (h) ρ) = 0,

∂t(ρ h) + ∂x (c V (h) ρ h) = κ ρ2 ∂x (c V (h)) .
(17)

Here h is themean headway, i.e., the mean distance between two consecutive vehicles. This macroscopic
model is derived through kinetic techniques and can be interpreted as a generalized version of the ARZ
model (16). We can write (17) in the form (1) by taking p(ρ) = κ ρ, κ > 0, as pressure function. Indeed,
by multiplying the first equation in (17) by 2κ ρ, we formally get

∂t(κ ρ
2) + 2κ ρ ∂x (c V (h) ρ) = 0.

Let’s use the elementary identity 2f(f g)′ = (f2 g)′ + f2g′ for f = f(x), g = g(x), to find that

2 ρ ∂x (c V (h) ρ) = ∂x
(
c V (h) ρ2

)
+ ρ2 ∂x (c V (h)) .

Therefore, for p(ρ) = κ ρ, we reach

∂t (ρ p(ρ)) + ∂x (c V (h) ρ p(ρ)) + ρ p(ρ) ∂x (c V (h)) = 0.

By combining the preceding equation with the latter in (17), specifically

∂t(ρ h) + ∂x (c V (h) ρ h) = ρ p(ρ) ∂x (c V (h)) ,

we derive the second equation in (1). Hence, Theorem 2.1 applies to the CGST model if the functions
V and c are such that (3)-(5) hold.

Comparison with GARZ and sedimentation. The 2× 2 system{
∂tϕ+ ∂x (c V (ϕ, k)ϕ) = 0,

∂t(k ϕ) + ∂x (c V (ϕ, k) k ϕ) = 0,
(18)

can be interpreted as a “discontinuous flux” version of the model proposed in [7]. System (18) reduces
to our system (6) by choosing an appropriate velocity function V, and then one can apply Theorem 2.1.
Recall that in the case c ≡ 1, depending on the choice of the velocity function V , (18) corresponds to
the so called generalized ARZ model (GARZ) proposed in [25], or to the sedimentation model, see [8].

2.3. Main properties of system (11)

In this section we analyze the main properties of system (6) in Ue defined in (10). We defer the reader
to [24, Chapter 7] for a general introduction to systems of conservation laws in one-space dimension.

The eigenvalues and the corresponding eigenvectors of system (6) are

λ1(U, x) = c(x) (V (h(U))− ρ p′(ρ)V ′ (h(U))) , r1(U) = U, (19)

λ2(U, x) = c(x)V (h(U)) , r2(U) =
(
ρ, q + ρ2 p′(ρ)

)T
, (20)
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where h(U) := q
ρ − p(ρ). System (6) is strictly hyperbolic in Ue because λ1(U, x) < λ2(U, x) for any

U ∈ Ue and x ∈ R by (2)3, (3)3 and (5)3. Moreover, the first and second characteristc fields are
respectively genuinely nonlinear and linearly degenerate because

DUλ1(U, x) · r1(U) = α(U, x), DUλ2(U, x) · r2(U) = 0,

where

α(U, x) := c(x) ρ
(
ρ p′(ρ)2 V ′′ (h(U))− (2p′(ρ) + ρ p′′(ρ))V ′ (h(U))

)
does not vanish (indeed it is < 0) for any U ∈ Ue and x ∈ R by (4)2 and (5)3.

The Lagrangian marker w(U) := q
ρ and the function h(U) := q

ρ − p(ρ) form a coordinate system

of Riemann invariants for (6) by [24, Theorem 7.3.3] because

DUw(U) · r2(U) = ρ p′(ρ), DUw(U) · r1(U) = 0,

DUh(U) · r1(U) = −ρ p′(ρ), DUh(U) · r2(U) = 0.

In particular w and h are respectively the first and second Riemann invariants, see [24, Defini-
tion 7.3.1]. Notice that the Riemann invariants w and h do not depend on x.

As already observed, p(ρ) > 0 for any ρ > 0, hence w(U) > h(U) > 0 for any U ∈ Ue. Moreover,
by definition and the strict monotonicity of the pressure, we have ρ = p−1(w−h) and q = p−1(w−h)w.
Observe that U is expressed in the Riemann invariant coordinates as

W := {(h,w)T ∈ R2 : w ⩾ h ⩾ 0}. (21)

The vacuum ρ = 0 corresponds to w = h and therefore Um is expressed in the Riemann invariant
coordinates as

Wm := {(h,w)T ∈ R2 : w > h ⩾ 0}.
At last, Ue becomes

We := {(h,w)T ∈ R2 : w > h > 0}.
Fix U0 ∈ Ue. The 1-shock and 1-rarefaction Lax curves through U0 coincide and are described

by

LU0
1 := {U ∈ Um : w(U) = w(U0)}.

Indeed, if Πx is the inverse function of (0,∞) ∋ r 7→ λ1 (r, w(U0) r, x), which is strictly decreasing by

(4)2, then we can parametrize LU0
1 with ϕ(ν) := Πx(ν) (1, w(U0)), ν > Π−1

x (ρ0) = λ1(U0, x), which is
the solution of {

α (ϕ(ν)) ϕ′(ν) = r1 (ϕ(ν)) ,

λ1 (ϕ(ν), x) = ν,

and therefore LU0
1 is the 1-rarefaction Lax curve through U0. Moreover, LU0

1 is also the 1-shock Lax
curve through U0 because, for any ν < Π−1

x (ρ0), there exists σ = σ(ν, x) such that

(ϕ(ν)−U0) σ = c(x) (F (ϕ(ν))− F (U0)) .

Indeed, it is sufficient to take

σ(ν, x) := c(x)
V (w(U0)− p(Π(ν))) Π(ν)− V (w(U0)− p(ρ0)) ρ0

Π(ν)− ρ0
.

The second characteristic field is linearly degenerate, hence the associated Lax curve is expressed
in terms of the first Riemann invariant as follows

LU0
2 := {U ∈ Um : h(U) = h(U0)}.
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System (6) is of Temple type [40, 41] because the 1-shock and 1-rarefaction Lax curves coincide
and the second characteristic field is linearly degenerate.

Remark 2.6. Existence of solution and well-posedness results for Temple systems have been established
in several papers, see [2, 6, 9, 13, 18, 38] and the references therein. These results were extended to
initial-boundary value problems in [20, 21].

Recently, in [10] an existence result is obtained for Temple systems of nonlinear hyperbolic balance
laws on networks via a combination of the wave-front tracking method, the pseudo-polygonal technique
and the operator splitting. Such a result can be in principle applied to (6). Indeed, a discontinuity
point ξi of c can be interpreted as a junction with one incoming road and one outgoing road. However,
the hypotheses of Theorem 2.1 differ from those in [10, Theorem 2.7]. Indeed, in [10, Section 2.1] it is
assumed that the function c is piecewise constant, V is C3 and maxUm

λ1 ⩽ minUm
λ2, where λ1 and

λ2 are defined in (19)1 and (20)1.

3. Riemann solver

In this section we introduce our Riemann solver for (6). To do so, we have to assume that c is a
piecewise constant function. It is not limitative to assume that c has a single discontinuity at x = 0.

We rewrite (6) in terms of the Riemann invariants and consider the Riemann problem
∂tU(W) + ∂x (c F (U(W))) = 0,

W(0, x) =

{
WL if x < 0,

WR if x ⩾ 0,

c(x) :=

{
c− if x < 0,

c+ if x ⩾ 0,
(22)

where WL,WR ∈ W and c−, c+ > 0 are given constants, F is defined in (7)2 and W := (h,w)T ∈ W
is the dependent variable. With a slight abuse of notation we let

U(W) :=

(
ρ(W)
q(W)

)
:=

(
p−1(w − h)
p−1(w − h)w

)
, W(U) :=

(
h(U)
w(U)

)
:=

( q
ρ − p(ρ)

q/ρ

)
. (23)

Notice that

F (U(W)) = V (h) p−1(w − h) (1, w)T . (24)

The motivation to study the system in (22) rather than (1) or (6) is twofold. First, using the
Riemann invariants as dependent variables simplifies the forthcoming exposition and analysis. Second,
the fluxes in both (1) and (6) are not well-defined at the vacuum, see (7)3, whereas the flux in (22) is,
see (24). We recall that, even if the vacuum is not initially present and does not appear immediately,
a solution of (6) can, in general, reach a vacuum state in finite time, see Remark 2.2. For this reason,
it is preferable to have a framework that can handle the vacuum.

For simplicity in the exposition, we first consider the case c− = c+ and then the general case.

3.1. The case c− = c+

Following the argument in [37], we give now the definition of the Riemann solver RS c̄ for the Rimeann
problem (22) in the case c± = c̄ for a given constant c̄ > 0. We first need to introduce some notation.
Let f : W → [0,∞) be defined by

f(h,w) := V (h) ρ(h,w).
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For any w > 0, let

λw : [0, w] → [V (w),−p−1(w) p′(p−1(w))V ′(0)]

h 7→ V (h)− ρ(h,w) p′ (ρ(h,w)) V ′(h)

and consider its inverse function

Hw : [V (w),−p−1(w) p′(p−1(w))V ′(0)] → [0, w].

By definition we have c̄ λw(h) = λ1(U(W), x), moreover λw (w − p(ρ)) = ∂ρf (w − p(ρ), w) because
f(h,w) = V (h) p−1(w − h). Observe that ρ 7→ f (w − p(ρ), w) is strictly concave by (4)2. Introduce
s : {(WL,WR) ∈ W2 : ρ(WL) ̸= ρ(WR)} → R defined by

s(WL,WR) :=
f(WR)− f(WL)

ρ(WR)− ρ(WL)
. (25)

Observe that if a weak solution has a discontinuity between WL and Wr, then it has speed of
propagation c̄ s(WL,WR).

Definition 3.1. Fix c̄ > 0. The Riemann solver RS c̄ : W2 → BV(R;W) for the Rimeann problem (22)
with c± = c̄ is defined as follows:

(L.1) If WL,WR ∈ W with wL ̸= wR and hL = hR, then

RS c̄[WL,WR](ν) :=

{
WL if ν/c̄ < V (hL,R),

WR if ν/c̄ ⩾ V (hL,R).

(L.2) If WL,WR ∈ W with wL = wR and hL > hR, then

RS c̄[WL,WR](ν) :=

{
WL if ν/c̄ < s(WL,WR),

WR if ν/c̄ ⩾ s(WL,WR).

(L.3) If WL,WR ∈ W with wL = wR and hL < hR, then

RS c̄[WL,WR](ν) :=


WL if ν/c̄ < λwL,R

(hL),(
HwL,R

(ν), wL,R
)

if λwL,R
(hL) ⩽ ν/c̄ < λwL,R

(hR),

WR if ν/c̄ ⩾ λwL,R
(hR).

(L.4) If WL,WR ∈ W with wL ̸= wR and hL > hR, then

RS c̄[WL,WR](ν) :=


WL if ν/c̄ < s(WL,WM ),

WM if s(WL,WM ) ⩽ ν/c̄ < V (hR),

WR if ν/c̄ ⩾ V (hR),

where WM := (hM , wM ) with hM := hR and wM := wL.
(L.5) If WL,WR ∈ W with wL ̸= wR and hL < hR, then

RS c̄[WL,WR](ν) :=


WL if ν/c̄ < λwL

(hL),

(HwL
(ν), wL) if λwL

(hL) ⩽ ν/c̄ < λwL
(hM ),

WM if λwL
(hM ) ⩽ ν/c̄ < V (hR),

WR if ν/c̄ ⩾ V (hR),

where WM := (hM , wM ) with hM := min{hR, wL} and wM := wL.
(L.6) If WL = WR, then RS c̄[WL,WR] ≡̇WL,R.
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f = fL(ρ)

ρ

f

f = ρ V (hR)
WM

WL

W1
R W2

R

f = fL(ρ)
f = ρ V (hR)

ρ

f

WL

WM

W1
R

W2
R

f = fL(ρ)

f = ρ V (hR)

ρ

f

WL

WM

WR

Figure 1. Construction of RS c̄[WL,WR] in the cases (L.4), left, and (L.5), center
and right. Above W1

R and W2
R represent two possible choices for the right state WR,

moreover fL(ρ) = f(wL − p(ρ), wL).

Some comments on the above definition are in order. In case (L.1) we have that RS c̄[WL,WR]
is the 2-contact discontinuity C2(WL,WR). In case (L.2) we have that 0 ⩽ ρ(WL) < ρ(WR) ⩽
p−1(wL,R) and RS c̄[WL,WR] is the 1-shock S1(WL,WR). In case (L.3) we have that 0 ⩽ ρ(WR) <
ρ(WL) ⩽ p−1(wL,R) and RS c̄[WL,WR] is the 1-rarefaction R1(WL,WR). In case (L.4) we have
that 0 ⩽ ρ(WL) < ρ(WM ) ⩽ p−1(wL) and RS c̄[WL,WR] is the juxtaposition of S1(WL,WM ) and
C2(WM ,WR), see Figure 1, left. In case (L.5) we have that 0 ⩽ ρ(WM ) < ρ(WL) ⩽ p−1(wL), with
ρ(WM ) = 0 if and only if hR ⩾ wL, and RS c̄[WL,WR] is the juxtaposition of R1(WL,WM ) and
C2(WM ,WR), see Figure 1, center and right.

We conclude this section with two remarks.

Remark 3.2. According to (22)c±=1, if a vehicle is characterized by Lagrangian marker w, then it has
maximal speed V (w) and length 1/p−1(w). Indeed, if the vehicles have the same Lagrangian marker
w and are bumper-to-bumper, then their velocity is zero, V (h) = 0; by (3) this corresponds to h = 0
and then by (23)2 to the density ρ = p−1(w), hence in any interval with length L = 1/p−1(w) there is
ρL = 1 vehicle.

Remark 3.3. If c− = c+, then the fundamental diagramss {(ρ, f) : f = c± f(w − p(ρ), w)}, w > 0, do
not intersect away from the vacuum. This property is lost in the case c− ̸= c+.

3.2. The case c− ̸= c+

Denote by RS±,RS : W2 → BV(R;W) the Riemann solvers given in Defnition 3.1, corresponding to
c = c± and c ≡ 1, respectively. Before giving a general definition for the Riemann solver for (6), we
need to introduce some notation. Let W∗ := (h∗, w∗) : W × (0,∞) → W be defined by

h∗(WR, wL) := min{wL, hR}, w∗(WR, wL) := wL. (26)

Observe that the maximum of h 7→ f(h,w), which is

F(w) := max
h∈[0,w]

f(h,w),

is attained at a unique value of h, that we denote by h(w) so that

f (h(w), w) = F(w).
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Define Q− : W → [0,∞) and Q+ : W × (0,∞) → [0,∞) as follows:

Q−(WL) := max
h∈[0,wL]

f
(
RS[WL, (h,wL)](0

−)
)

=

{
F(wL) if hL ⩽ h(wL),

f(WL) if hL > h(wL),

(27)

Q+(WR, wL) := max
h∈[0,wL]

f
(
RS[(h,wL),W∗(WR, wL)](0

+)
)

=

{
f (W∗(WR, wL)) if h∗(WR, wL) < h(wL),

F(wL) if h∗(WR, wL) ⩾ h(wL).

(28)

Let then Ŵ := (ĥ, ŵ),W̌ := (ȟ, w̌) : W2 → W be defined by{
ĥ(WL,WR) := min {h ∈ [0, h(wL)] : c

− f(h,wL) = Q(WL,WR)} ,
ŵ(WL,WR) := wL,

(29){
ȟ(WL,WR) := max {h ∈ [h(wL), wL] : c

+ f(h,wL) = Q(WL,WR)} ,
w̌(WL,WR) := wL,

(30)

where
Q(WL,WR) := min

{
c− Q−(WL), c

+ Q+(WR, wL)
}
. (31)

Observe that

f
(
Ŵ(WL,WR)

)
= f

(
W̌(WL,WR)

)
= Q(WL,WR).

We are now in the position to give the following definition.

Definition 3.4. The Riemann solver RSc−,c+ : W2 → BV(R;W) for (22) is defined as follows:

RSc−,c+ [WL,WR](ν) :=

{
RS−[WL,Ŵ(WL,WR)](ν) if ν < 0,

RS+[W̌(WL,WR),WR](ν) if ν ⩾ 0.
(32)

In the next proposition we analyze the possible traces of RSc−,c+ [WL,WR] at ν = 0.

Proposition 3.5. Fix WL,WR ∈ W and let W± := RSc−,c+ [WL,WR](0
±).

• We have W− ∈ {WL,Ŵ(WL,WR)} and

W− = WL ̸= Ŵ(WL,WR) ⇐⇒ hL > h(wL) and c− f(WL) = Q(WL,WR).

• We have W+ ∈ {W∗(WR, wL),W̌(WL,WR)} and

W+ = W∗ ̸= W̌(WL,WR) ⇐⇒ h∗ < h(wL) and c+ f (W∗) = Q(WL,WR),

where, to simplify the notation, we let W∗ := (h∗, wL) := W∗(WR, wL).

Proof. By (29) we know that ŵ(WL,WR) = wL. Hence in ν < 0 we have that RSc−,c+ [WL,WR]
is either constant or has a unique 1-wave. In the former case, we have RSc−,c+ [WL,WR] ≡ WL in

ν < 0. In the latter case, we have W− = Ŵ(WL,WR). Analogously, by (26) and (30) we know that
w∗(WR, wL) = wL = w̌(WL,WR). Hence in ν > 0 we have that RSc−,c+ [WL,WR] has at most one

1-wave. In this case, we have W+ = W̌(WL,WR), otherwise W+ = W∗(WR, wL).
To complete the proof it is sufficient to observe that by Definition 3.4 we have

c− f(W−) = c+ f(W+) = Q(WL,WR) = c− f(Ŵ(WL,WR)) = c+ f(W̌(WL,WR)),
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and w− = wL = ŵ(WL,WR) = w̌(WL,WR) = w∗(WR, wL). □

Some remarks on Definition 3.4 are in order.

Remark 3.6. We stress that u(t, x) := RSc−,c+ [WL,WR](x/t) is a weak solution corresponding to
the initial datum (WL,WR) ∈ W2. This simply follows from the fact that RS± in (32) are Riemann
solvers and that by (29), (30) we have

c− f
(
RSc−,c+ [WL,WR](0

−)
)
= Q(WL,WR) = c+ f

(
RSc−,c+ [WL,WR](0

+)
)
.

Remark 3.7. Definition 3.4 resembles [19, Definition 2.1] for a scalar conservation law with a point
constraint on the flow at x = 0, which in our case becomes c± f(x = 0∓) ⩽ Q(WL,WR). The key
difference is that we do not check whether the classical solution satisfies the constraint. Instead, we
emphasize selecting, among the self-similar weak solutions that meet the constraint, the solution that
optimizes the flow.

Remark 3.8. For any (WL,WR) ∈ W2 such that wL ̸= wR we have that the right most wave of
RSc−,c+ [WL,WR] is a contact discontinuity with speed of propagation c+ V (hR). We stress that 2-
contact discontinuities always separate the two families of vehicles, characterized by the Lagrangian
markers wL and wR.

Remark 3.9. It is easy to see that ν 7→ RSc−,c+ [WL,WR](ν) may have total variation greater than
that of the initial datum, that is |hL − hR| + |wL − wR|; moreover the maximum principle holds
for the w-coordinate, but may fail for the h-coordinate. Indeed, if WL = WR and c− ̸= c+, then
RSc−,c+ [WL,WL] is not constant. We defer the reader to Section 5 for a detailed construction of the
solutions corresponding to the constant initial datum (38) and two choices of the function c given in
(39), see also Figures 2 and 3.

We conclude this section studying the main properties of the Riemann solver RSc−,c+ . Specif-
ically, we consider the coherence, the L1

loc−continuity with respect to the initial datum and give a
sufficient condition on (WL,WR) to ensure that RSc−,c+ [WL,WR] takes values in We. As in [22,
Definition 2.2], the coherence of the Riemann solver means that for any WL,WR ∈ W we have

RSc−,c+ [WL,WR](0
±) = W± =⇒ RSc−,c+ [W−,W+](0

±) = W±.

Observe that coherence can be thought as a stability property: the ordered pair of traces is, in a
sense, a fixed point for RSc−,c+ . Incoherence leads to the instability of the numerical solution, see for
instance [23, Figure 5-center].

Proposition 3.10. The Riemann solver RSc−,c+ : W2 → BV(R;W) satisfies the following properties:

1) It is coherent.
2) It is L1

loc−continuous with respect to the initial datum.
3) If WL,WR ∈ We and wL > hR, then RSc−,c+ [WL,WR] takes values in We.

It is worth underlying that no condition on c− and c+ are required in the above proposition. The
proof is deferred to Section 6.2.

4. On the entropy condition

In Definition 4.1, we introduce the concept of weak solutions. In general, weak solutions may include
non-physical shocks. This motivates the introduction of entropy solutions in Definition 4.2 to select
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physically admissible shocks. To achieve this, we first construct a one-parameter family of entropy
pairs, following the approach in [4], and then provide the definition of entropy solutions.

We begin by rewriting system (6) in Riemann invariant coordinates, as shown in (33). Further-
more, for simplicity, we assume that c is piecewise constant; additional considerations regarding the
general case are provided in Remark 4.3. Consider the Cauchy problem{

∂tU(W) + ∂x (c F (U(W))) = 0,

W(0, x) = W(x),
(33)

where F is defined in (7)2, W := (h,w)T is the dependent variable expressed in terms of Riemann

invariants, and the initial datum W := (h,w)T is assumed to be in L∞(R;W), where W is defined in
(21). With a slight abuse of notation, we define

U(W) :=

(
ρ(W)
q(W)

)
:=

(
p−1(w − h)
p−1(w − h)w

)
, W(U) :=

(
h(U)
w(U)

)
:=

( q
ρ − p(ρ)

q/ρ

)
. (34)

Notice that

F (U(W)) = V (h) p−1(w − h) (1, w)T .

The motivation to study (33) rather than (1) or (6) is twofold. First, the use of the Riemann
invariants as independent variables eases the forthcoming analysis. Second, the entropy pairs are well
defined at the vacuum in the Riemann invariant coordinates W, whereas they are multi-valued in the
conserved coordinates U. Observe that, in general, even if the vacuum is not present initially and does
not appear immediately, a solution of (6) can reach a vacuum state in finite time, see Remark 2.2. For
this reason, a definition of solution possibly taking into account vacuum states is of interest. As first
step to cope with the vacuum, we extend the flux F to the whole U by taking F (0, 0) := 0. This choice
is motivated by the observation that the flux F (U) is the product of U and the uniformly bounded
V (h), where 0 ⩽ h ⩽ w ⩽ ∥w∥∞.

Definition 4.1. A weak solution of the Cauchy problem (33) with W ∈ L∞(R;W) is a function W in
L∞(R+ × R;W) ∩ C0(R+;L

1
loc(R;W)) that satisfies the initial condition a.e. in R and for any test

function φ ∈ C∞
c ((0,∞)× R; [0,∞))∫

R+

∫
R
p−1(w − h) (φt + c V (h)φx) dxdt = 0,∫

R+

∫
R
p−1(w − h)w (φt + c V (h)φx) dxdt = 0.

Before giving the definition of entropy solution, we first construct a one parameter family of
entropy pairs. Away from the vacuum, we can apply [24, (7.4.12)] and obtain that an entropy pair
(E , cQ) expressed in terms of the Riemann invariants satisfies the system

∂h (c(x)Q) = λ1 (U(W), x) ∂hE , ∂w (c(x)Q) = λ2 (U(W), x) ∂wE ,

where λ1 and λ2 are respectively defined in (19)1 and (20)1, together with the integrability condition
[24, (7.4.13)]

ρ(h,w) p′ (ρ(h,w)) ∂h∂wE +

(
1 +

ρ(h,w) p′′ (ρ(h,w))

p′ (ρ(h,w))

)
∂hE + ∂wE = 0,
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where ρ(W) is defined in (34)1. The general solutions of the above system are

E(h,w) :=

(
f(w)−

∫ h

0

ζ ′(w − ν) g(ν)

c V ′(ν)
dν

)
p−1(w − h),

Q(h,w) := V (h) E(h,w)−
∫ h

0

g(ν) dν + b,

(35)

where f and g are sufficiently smooth functions, b is an arbitrary constant and

ζ(ν) := 1/p−1(ν).

In analogy to [4, (2.13)], we consider the one parameter family of entropy pairs obtained from
(35) by taking f ≡ 0, g(ν) := V ′(ν) sgn+(ν − k) and b = 0 and defined for any k ⩾ 0 as

Ek(h,w) :=

{
1− p−1(w−h)

p−1(w−k) if h ∈ (k,w],

0 otherwise,
Qk(h,w) :=

{
V (k)− V (h) p

−1(w−h)
p−1(w−k) if h ∈ (k,w],

0 otherwise.

(36)

We are now in the position to give the definition of entropy solution analogous to [37, Definition 1.1].

Definition 4.2. A weak solution W of the Cauchy problem (33) with W ∈ L∞(R;W) is an entropy
solution if for any test function φ ∈ C∞

c ((0,∞)× (R \ {ξ1, . . . , ξp}); [0,∞)) and for any k > 0∫
R+

∫
R
(Ek(W) ∂tφ+ cQk(W) ∂xφ) dxdt ⩾ 0. (37)

Furthermore, if W has a discontinuity along the curve x = s(t), then its traces W−(t) := W(t, s(t)−)
and W+(t) := W(t, s(t)+) satisfy the following conditions:

(A) For a.e. t > 0, if the discontinuity x = s(t) occurs away from x = ξi, i ∈ J1, pK, and involves a
vacuum state, then

RSc(s(t))[W−(t),W+(t)](ν) =

{
W−(t) if ν < s(t),

W+(t) if ν ⩾ s(t).

(B) For a.e. t > 0, if the discontinuity x = s(t) occurs at x = ξi, i ∈ J1, pK, then

RSc(ξ−i ),c(ξ+i )[W
−(t),W+(t)](ν) =

{
W−(t) if ν < s(t),

W+(t) if ν ⩾ s(t).

Some comments on the above definition are in order. Differently from the test functions con-
sidered for the entropy condition (13) in Theorem 2.1, those in (37) are supported outside the set of
discontinuities {ξ1, . . . , ξp} of the flux c F . Hence, condition (37) deals with discontinuity of W away
from the discontinuity points {ξ1, . . . , ξp}; the discontinuities of W at such points are addressed in
(B). Furthermore, in (37) we exploit the entropy pairs (36), which do not select a physically reasonable
solution if a vacuum state is involved, see [4, Remark 2.1]; this motivates condition (A).

Remark 4.3. Assume now that c satisfies (5) and is not piecewise constant. In this case, we cannot
introduce a (self-similar) Riemann solver. For this reason it would be desirable to rely again on con-
dition (37) and the entropy pairs in (36) to select physically admissible shocks, at least away from
the vacuum. However, this is not possible. Indeed, on one hand we can understand if a shock between
W− := (hL, w̄) and W+ := (hR, w̄) is physically admissible by considering entropy pairs given in
(36) with k between hL and hR. On the other hand, as underlined in the proof of Theorem 2.1, see



Existence result 15

Section 6.1, if c is not piecewise constant, then the entropy pairs have to satisfy also condition (48)
in Section 6, which is equivalent to (12). Unfortunately, we have that:

(A) The entropy pair given by (36) satisfies (12) if and only if k ∈ {0, w}.
This has a severe drawback because, as we mentioned before, the entropy pairs (E0,Q0) and (Ew,Qw)
alone are not sufficient to select physically reasonable shocks. We have in fact that:

(B) A discontinuity away from ξi, i ∈ J1, pK, between W− := (hL, w̄) and W+ := (hR, w̄) with
hL < hR satisfies the entropy condition (37) with k ∈ {0, w}.

Observe that the shock described in (B) is not physically reasonable.
We prove now (A). The case k = w is indeed trivial because (Ew,Qw) ≡ (0, 0). Assume now

that k < w. If we rewrite the entropy pair given in (36) in the conservative coordinates, then for any
h ∈ (k,w] we get

DUEk (W(U)) · F (U) =
V (h(U))

p−1
(
q
ρ − k

)2
−p−1

(
q
ρ − k

)
− q

ρ p′(p−1( q
ρ−k))

1

p′(p−1( q
ρ−k))

 ·
(
ρ
q

)

= −V (h(U))
ρ

p−1
(
q
ρ − k

) ,
Qk (W(U)) = V (k)− V (h(U))

ρ

p−1
(
q
ρ − k

) ,
and by imposing condition (12) we obtain that V (k) = 0, namely k = 0. This ends the proof of (A).

We prove now (B), namely that if k ∈ {0, w} then

(Ek(WR)− Ek(WL)) c(x) s(WL,WR)− c(x) (Qk(WR)−Qk(WL)) = 0,

where s is defined in (25) and x ∈ R \ {ξ1, . . . , ξp} is the position where the discontinuity occurs. The
case k = w is indeed trivial because (Ew,Qw) ≡ (0, 0). If k = 0, then the above condition writes(

p−1(w − hL)

p−1(w)
− p−1(w − hR)

p−1(w)

)
V (hR) p

−1(w − hR)− V (hL) p
−1(w − hL)

p−1(w − hR)− p−1(w − hL)

−
(
−V (hR)

p−1(w − hR)

p−1(w)
+ V (hL)

p−1(w − hL)

p−1(w)

)
= 0,

which is clearly satisfied for any w > 0. This completes the proof of (B).

5. Numerical Simulations

In this Section we perform some numerical simulations. For simplicity, below we always take

V (h) := h, p(ρ) := ρ2.

We discretize system (1) by using the classical Lax-Friedrichs numerical scheme [33, §4.6] adapted to
deal with discontinuous fluxes. Below we choose a space mesh with length ∆x = 10−4 and a time step
∆t := 0.2∆x.

In Figure 2 we show two simulations corresponding to the constant initial datum

ρ̄ ≡ 0.4, q̄ ≡ 0.4, h̄ ≡ 0.84, w̄ ≡ 1, (38)
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Figure 2. Numerical simulations for the initial datum as in (38) and two possible
choices for c given in (39). Final time T = 0.5.

and the two piecewise constant functions

left: c(x) =

{
1 if x < 0,

0.5 if x ⩾ 0,
right: c(x) =

{
0.5 if x < 0,

1 if x ⩾ 0.
(39)

ρ

f

FL

FR

F̂
F̌

ρ

f

FR

FL
F̌

Figure 3. Representation of the solutions to the Riemann problems corresponding
to (38), (39). Above WL = WR = (h̄, w̄), Ŵ = Ŵ(WL,WR) and W̌ =
W̌(WL,WR).

In these cases, the exact solutions are obtained by applying RS1,0.5 and RS0.5,1 given in Defini-
tion 3.4 to WL = (h̄, w̄) = WR. By construction, RS1,0.5[WL,WR] is the juxtaposition of the 1-shock

S1(WL,Ŵ(WL,WR)), the non-classical shockN (Ŵ(WL,WR),W̌(WL,WR)) and the 1-rarefaction
R1(W̌(WL,WR),WR), see Figure 3, left. On the other hand, RS0.5,1[WL,WR] is the juxtaposition

of the non-classical shock N (WL,W̌(WL,WR)) and the 1-shock S1(W̌(WL,WR),WR), see Fig-
ure 3, right. Observe that such behaviours are captured by the numerical simulations in Figure 2.
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Figure 4. Numerical simulations for the initial datum as in (38) and two possible
choices for c given in (40). Final time T = 0.5.

In Figure 4 we show simulations considering the same constant initial datum (38), but taking c
periodic, with period T = 0.5, and defined for x ∈ [0, 0.5) by

left: c(x) = 1− x, right: c(x) = 0.5 + x. (40)

The above simulations show the relevance and the effects of the discontinuous coefficient c on
the solution. Indeed, in each of the both examples, the solution is not constant even if initial datum
is so. In particular, the first two examples show that a single jump of c can produce a solution with
two discontinuities. Moreover, the periodic behaviour of the solutions of the last two examples is due
only to the periodic behaviour of c, as the initial datum is constant.

Figure 5. Numerical simulations for the initial datum as in (41) and two possible
choices for c given in (42). Final time T = 0.5.
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In Figure 5 we show numerical simulations with the following initial datum

ρ̄(x) =

{
0.97 if x < 0,

0.5 if x ⩾ 0,
q̄(x) =

{
0.97 if x < 0,

0.75 if x ⩾ 0,

h̄(x) =

{
0.0591 if x < 0,

1.25 if x ⩾ 0,
w̄(x) =

{
1 if x < 0,

1.5 if x ⩾ 0,

(41)

and c defined by

left: c(x) =

{
0.5 if x < 0,

1 if x ⩾ 0,
right: c(x) =


0.5 if x < −ε,
x+ε
ε + 0.5 if − ε ⩽ x < 0,

1 if x ⩾ 0,

(42)

with ε = 0.1.

ρ

f

FR

FL

F̂F̌

Figure 6. Representation of the solution to the Riemann problem corresponding to
(41) and (42)1, left. Above Ŵ = Ŵ(WL,WR) and W̌ = W̌(WL,WR).

If c is given by (42), left, then the exact solution is obtained by computing RS0.5,1[WL,WR]
with WL = (0.0591, 1) and WR = (1.25, 1.5). By construction, RS0.5,1[WL,WR] is the juxtaposition

of the 1-rarefaction R1(WL,Ŵ(WL,WR)), the non-classical shock N (Ŵ(WL,WR),W̌(WL,WR)),
the 1-rarefaction R1(W̌(WL,WR), (wL, wL)) and the 2-contact discontinuity C2((wL, wL),WR), see
Figure 6.

Observe that the behaviour of the exact solution is captured by the numerical simulation in
Figure 5, left. In particular, the numerical solution “reaches” the vacuum state both in the case with
a discontinuous c, left, and in the case of a continuous c, right. However, it is worth pointing out
that the w-component of the exact solution has a single discontinuity, which moves together with the
2-contact discontinuity C2((wL, wL),WR). This is not respected by the behaviour of the numerically
computed profile of w. A possible explanation is that the Lax-Friedrichs numerical scheme is diffusive.
Moreover, handling the vacuum state numerically is generally challenging, as the expressions for both
w and h involve division by ρ. This suggests the need for an ad hoc scheme. However, a detailed
numerical study of system (1) is beyond the scope of this paper, where simulations are used solely to
corroborate the analytical results.
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6. Technical details

6.1. Proof of Theorem 2.1

Consider the Cauchy problem for a 3× 3 system of conservation laws{
∂tX+ ∂xG(X) = 0,

X(0, x) = X(x),
(43)

where both the conserved quantity X := (ρ, q, ζ)T and the initial datum X take values in

Ωe := {(ρ, q, ζ)T ∈ R3 : (ρ+ ρ∞, q + q∞) ∈ Ue, ζ + c∞ > 0}, (44)

where Ue is defined in (10), the flux G : Ωe → R3 is defined by

G(ρ, q, ζ) :=

(
(ζ + c∞)F (ρ+ ρ∞, q + q∞)

0

)
, (45)

and, with a slight abuse of notation, 0 := (0, 0, 0)T . Observe that Ωe is open and 0 ∈ Ωe because by
hypothesis (ρ∞, q∞)T ∈ Ue and c∞ > 0. Moreover, G is C1 in Ωe by (2)1 and (3)1. The eigenvalues
and the corresponding eigenvectors of the system of conservation laws in (43) are

λ0(X) = 0, r0(X) =

 V (h∞(X)) (ρ+ ρ∞)
V (h∞(X)) (q + q∞)

(ζ + c∞) ((ρ+ ρ∞) p′(ρ+ ρ∞)V ′ (h∞(X))− V (h∞(X)))

 ,

λ1(X) = (ζ + c∞) (V (h∞(X))− (ρ+ ρ∞) p′(ρ+ ρ∞)V ′ (h∞(X))) , r1(X) =

ρ+ ρ∞
q + q∞

0

 ,

λ2(X) = (ζ + c∞)V (h∞(X)) , r2(X) =

 ρ+ ρ∞
q + q∞ + (ρ+ ρ∞)2 p′(ρ+ ρ∞)

0

 ,

where

h∞(X) :=
q + q∞
ρ+ ρ∞

− p(ρ+ ρ∞).

Observe that h∞(X) > 0 for any X ∈ Ωe by (44). System (43) is strictly hyperbolic in Ωe because
λ1(X) < λ2(X) by (2)3 and (3)3, λ1(X) ̸= 0 = λ0(X) by (4)1, and λ2(X) ̸= 0 = λ0(X) by (3)2,3. The
first and the last characteristic fields are linearly degenerate because ∇λ0 · r0 ≡ 0 and ∇λ2 · r2 ≡ 0.
The second characteristic field is genuinely non-linear because by (4)2 we have

∇λ1(X) · r1(X) =

= (ζ + c∞) (ρ+ ρ∞)
(
(ρ+ ρ∞) p′(ρ+ ρ∞)2 V ′′ (h∞(X))

− (2p′(ρ+ ρ∞) + (ρ+ ρ∞) p′′(ρ+ ρ∞))V ′ (h∞(X))
)
̸= 0.

By [12, Theorem 7.1] there exists δ0 > 0 such that for every initial condition X in L1 with
TV[X ] ⩽ δ0, the Cauchy problem (43) has a weak solution X defined for all t ⩾ 0. In addition, if
system (43) admits a convex entropy η, with entropy flux µ, then for any test function φ ∈ C∞

c ((0,∞)×
R; (0,∞)) ∫

R+

∫
R
(η(X)φt + µ(X)φx) dxdt ⩾ 0. (46)

We take nowX(x) := (ρ̄(x)−ρ∞, q̄(x)−q∞, c(x)−c∞)T . By assumptionX ∈ L1(R) and TV[X ] ⩽
δ0. Furthermore, X takes values in Ωe because (ρ̄, q̄) takes values in Ue and by (5)3. The Cauchy
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problem (43) corresponding to such initial datum has then a weak solution X := (ρ, q, ζ) defined for
all t ⩾ 0, namely X(0, x) = X(x) for a.e. x ∈ R, and for any test function φ ∈ C∞

c ((0,∞)× R;R)∫
R+

∫
R

(
ρφt + (ζ + c∞)V

(
q + q∞
ρ+ ρ∞

− p(ρ+ ρ∞)

)
(ρ+ ρ∞)φx

)
dxdt = 0,∫

R+

∫
R

(
q φt + (ζ + c∞)V

(
q + q∞
ρ+ ρ∞

− p(ρ+ ρ∞)

)
(q + q∞)φx

)
dxdt = 0,∫

R+

∫
R
ζ φt dx dt = 0.

This implies that ζ ≡ c− c∞ a.e. in R and therefore U := (ρ+ ρ∞, q + q∞) is a weak solution of (11)
taking values in Ue.

Let (E , cQ) be a convex entropy pair for the system of conservation laws in (11) satisfying (12).
Since (E , cQ) is a convex entropy pair, for a.e. x ∈ R we have that

DUE(U) ·DU (c(x)F (U)) = DU (c(x)Q(U)) , (47)

DUE(U) · ∂x (c(x)F (U)) = ∂x (c(x)Q(U)) , (48)

andD2
UE(U) ⩾ 0. Observe that (12) implies (48), but the converse is not true if c is piecewise constant.

By (5)3, equation (47) is equivalent to

DUE(U) ·DUF (U) = DUQ(U). (49)

Define

η(ρ, q, ζ) := E(ρ+ ρ∞, q + q∞), µ(ρ, q, ζ) := (ζ + c∞)Q(ρ+ ρ∞, q + q∞).

We have that (η, µ) is an entropy pair for the system of conservation laws in (43) because, by (45),
(49), and (12), it holds that

DXη(X) ·DXG(X) = (DUE , 0) ·
(
(ζ + c∞)DUF F

0 0

)
= ((ζ + c∞)DUE ·DUF,DUE · F ) = ((ζ + c∞)DUQ,Q) = DXµ(X).

Moreover η is convex because

D2
Xη(ρ, q, ζ) =

(
D2

UE(ρ+ ρ∞, q + q∞) 0
0 0

)
⩾ 0.

With the above choice for (η, µ) and recalling that ζ ≡ c − c∞ a.e. in R, the entropy condition (46)
becomes (13). This ends the proof of Theorem 2.1.

6.2. Proof of Proposition 3.10

In this section we need to represent the construction of the solutions to some Riemann data in the
(ρ, f)-plane. Observe that W = (h,w)T ∈ W is represented in the (ρ, f)-plane by the two points
(ρ, f−) =

(
p−1(w − h), c− f(W)

)
and (ρ, f+) =

(
p−1(w − h), c+ f(W)

)
. This motivates the introduc-

tion of the following notation. For a given WL ∈ W, take

F−
L :=

(
p−1(wL − hL), c

− f(WL)
)

F+
L :=

(
p−1(wL − hL), c

+ f(WL)
)
.

Analogous notation is introduced for F±
R, F

±
∗ , and so on.
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1) Coherence. We prove now that the Riemann solver RSc−,c+ is coherent in W2. Observe that to
do so it is sufficient to prove

Q(W−,W+) = Q(WL,WR). (50)

Indeed, (50) implies that either W− = Ŵ(W−,W+) or the 1-shock S1

(
W−,Ŵ(W−,W+)

)
has zero

speed of propagation, as well as either W+ = W̌(W−,W+) or the 1-shock S1

(
W̌(W−,W+),W+

)
has zero speed of propagation. In any of these cases, we have RSc−,c+ [W−,W+](0

±) = W±.

Assume by contradiction that there exists (WL,WR) ∈ W2 such that (50) is not satisfied,
namely

Q(W−,W+) ̸= Q(WL,WR).

By (26), (29) and (30) we have w∗(WR, wL) = ŵ(WL,WR) = w̌(WL,WR) = wL, hence by Propo-
sition 3.5

w− = wL = w+. (51)

This implies that W∗(W+, w−) = W+. By (27), (28) and (31) we have then

Q(W−,W+) > c± f(W±) = Q(WL,WR).

As a consequence, by (51) we have

Q(W−,W+) = min{c−, c+}F(wL) > c± f(W±) = Q(WL,WR),

and therefore

Q(WL,WR) < min{c−, c+}F(wL), h− < h(wL), h+ = h∗(W+, w−) > h(wL).

This implies that

W− = Ŵ(WL,WR), W+ = W̌(WL,WR) = W∗(W+, w−).

The above considerations imply that Q−(WL) ⩾ Q(WL,WR), with the equality holding if and only

if WL = W− = Ŵ(WL,WR). However, this means that

Q(WL,WR) = c+ f(W∗(WR, wL)), h∗(WR, wL) < h(wL).

On the other hand, the above conditions imply that W+ = W∗(WR, wL) and therefore

h+ = h∗(WR, wL) < h(wL) < h∗(W+, w−) = h+.

This gives a contradiction and therefore RSc−,c+ is coherent.

2) L1
loc-continuity. We prove now that the Riemann solver RSc−,c+ is L1

loc-continuous with respect to
the initial datum inW2. Observe first that Q is continuous because Q− and Q+ are so. By the continuity
of the speed of propagation of the waves, it is sufficient to consider initial data for which traces at ν = 0
are discontinuous. More precisely, assume that (Wε

L,W
ε
R) converges to (WL,WR) (as ε tends to zero),

but the traces Wε
± := RSc−,c+ [Wε

L,W
ε
R](0

±) do not converge to W± := RSc−,c+ [WL,WR](0
±). A

case by case study shows that RSc−,c+ [Wε
L,W

ε
R] has then a unique 1-wave, either in ν < 0 or in

ν > 0, and a non-classical shock at ν = 0. In both cases, the L1
loc-continuity follows by observing that

the speed of propagation of such 1-wave is continuous and goes to zero as ε tends to zero. Here we
omit the details of the proof and defer the reader to Figure 7 for the case c− > c+, the case c− < c+
is analogous. Observe that in the case as in Figure 7, left, RSc−,c+ [Wε

L,WR] and RSc−,c+ [Wε
L,WR]

differ only in ν ⩽ 0: the former is the juxtaposition of the 1-shock S1(W
ε
L,Ŵ(WL,WR)) and the

non-classical shock N (Ŵ(WL,WR),W∗(WR, wL)), whereas the latter is just the non-classical shock
N (WL,W∗(WR, wL)). In this case, the L1

loc-convergence ofRSc−,c+ [Wε
L,WR] toRSc−,c+ [WL,WR]
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ρ

f

F−,ε
L

F−
L F̂−

F−
∗

ρ

f

F−
L

F−,ε
L F̌−,ε

F−
∗

Figure 7. Two representative examples of discontinuous traces. We let W∗ =
W∗(WR, wL), Ŵ = Ŵ(WL,WR) and W̌ε = W̌(Wε

L,WR). We omit the repre-
sentation of FR as it is not strictly necessary.

holds because the speed of propagation of the 1-shock goes to zero as ε tends to zero. The case as in
Figure 7, right, is analogous.

3) We. Observe that RSc−,c+ [WL,WR] involves a vacuum state if and only if W∗(WR, wL) is a
vacuum state. By (26) this can happen if and only if W∗(WR, wL) = (wL, wL), namely wL < hR.
Furthermore, if hL, hR > 0 then by construction we have Q(WL,WR) > 0, hence the h-component
of RSc−,c+ [WL,WR] does not vanish.
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