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Abstract

In this paper, we present a distributed algorithm utilizing the proximal alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM)
in conjunction with sequential constraint tightening to address mixed-integer quadratic programming (MIQP) problems
associated with traffic light systems and connected automated vehicles (CAVs) in mixed-traffic intersections. We formulate a
comprehensive MIQP model aimed at optimizing the coordination of traffic light systems and CAVs, thereby fully capitalizing
on the advantages of CAV integration under conditions of high penetration rates. To effectively approximate the intricate multi-
agent MIQP challenges, we develop a distributed algorithm that employs proximal ADMM for solving the convex relaxation
of the MIQP while systematically tightening the constraint coefficients to uphold integrality requirements. The performance
of our control framework and the efficacy of the distributed algorithm are rigorously validated through a series of simulations
conducted across varying penetration rates and traffic volumes.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation

Coordination of connected autonomous vehicles
(CAVs) has shown promise in improving various traf-
fic metrics, including energy consumption, greenhouse
gas emissions, and travel time while ensuring safety, as
demonstrated in recent studies; e.g., see (Malikopoulos
et al., 2021; Chalaki and Malikopoulos, 2022; Katriniok
et al., 2022). However, a transportation network with
full CAV penetration is not anticipated in the near fu-
ture; see (Alessandrini et al., 2015). Therefore, address-
ing the planning and control of CAVs in mixed traffic,
given the coexistence of human-driven vehicles (HDVs),
is a crucial research focus and has gained significant
attention in recent years; see (Le et al., 2024) for a com-
prehensive review. Our early work on this topic focused
on problems in unsignalized mixed-traffic scenarios with
a single conflict point, such as merging at roadways; see
(Le et al., 2023, 2024), or single-lane intersections; see
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(Le and Malikopoulos, 2022, 2023). In more complex
scenarios, such as multi-lane intersections, coordinating
CAVs together with multiple HDVs without traffic sig-
nals may be unrealistic. On the other hand, intelligent
traffic signal control can exert a certain level of control
over HDVs at intersections and has been shown to be
effective in ensuring traffic safety and alleviating con-
gestion in regular traffic consisting entirely of HDVs; see
(Varaiya, 2013). Therefore, integrating traffic signal op-
timization with CAV coordination presents a promising
and efficient approach to managing mixed-traffic scenar-
ios, such as multi-lane intersections. In particular, when
CAV penetration rates are low, optimizing traffic signals
is more critical to ensuring conflict-free vehicle maneu-
vers and improving traffic flow, while CAV trajectory
optimization can still be considered to optimize energy
consumption. Meanwhile, under the high penetration
rates of CAVs, their coordination can fully exploit the
benefits of avoiding stop-and-go driving behavior.

1.2 Literature Review

1.2.1 Traffic light and CAV coordination
The idea of combining traffic signal control and CAVs

in mixed traffic has gained growing attention in recent
years; see (Li et al., 2023). The current state-of-the-art
methods for the coordination of traffic light systems and
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CAVs in mixed-traffic intersections can be classified into
three main categories: (1) reinforcement learning, (2) bi-
level optimization, and (3) joint optimization. Reinforce-
ment learning (RL) aims to train control policies that op-
timize a specific reward function using traffic simulators.
(Guo et al., 2023) used multi-agent deep RL, where the
behavior of HDVs is simulated by the intelligent driver
model (IDM) during training. (Song and Fan, 2021) im-
proved the deep Q-network by transferring the policy of
a previous deep Q-network model under similar traffic
scenarios. However, RL generally faces training insta-
bility in large-scale systems. Moreover, real-time safety
implications are not taken into account in reinforcement
learning.

Optimization-based approaches, on the other hand,
are well-studied for their ability to ensure real-time
safety against the uncertain behavior of HDVs. Bi-level
optimization approaches separate traffic signal opti-
mization from CAV trajectory planning. First, traffic
signal optimization is solved using an approximate
traffic model, followed by solving the CAV trajectory
optimization. (Kamal et al., 2019) used a receding hori-
zon control framework that minimizes the approximate
total crossing times of all vehicles in the intersection
using optimal traffic signals. (Du et al., 2021) formu-
lated an upper-level signal timing optimization to find
a set of green times, where the objective is to optimize
the delay time for all delayed vehicles and minimize the
difference among all phases to ensure fairness. Given
the signal timing, the CAV eco-driving trajectory is
generated based on the planned arrival time and the
trigonometric function algorithm.

In joint optimization approaches, optimization prob-
lems considering both traffic signal control and CAV
trajectory planning are formulated. (Niroumand et al.,
2023) proposed a white phase that uses CAVs as mobile
traffic controllers, which negotiate the right-of-way to
lead a group of trailing HDVs and formulated the joint
signal timing and trajectory optimization problem as a
mixed-integer nonlinear program (MINLP). (Ghosh and
Parisini, 2022) formulated an optimization problem con-
sidering a linear combination of energy cost, and travel
time, maximizing the velocity at which vehicles can enter
the intersection, and minimizing the overall time taken
for all vehicles to cross the intersection. (Tajalli and Ha-
jbabaie, 2021) formulated aMINLP to maximize the dis-
tance traveled by each vehicle and minimize acceleration
while optimizing the signal timing parameters through
a cycle- and phase-free plan. (Ravikumar et al., 2021)
formulated a mixed-integer linear program (MILP) for
scheduling and coordination of CAVs in an intercon-
nected network of conflict zones. (Firoozi et al., 2022)
improved upon the work in (Ravikumar et al., 2021) by
introducing a switching dynamic model based on logic
conditions for HDVs. (Suriyarachchi et al., 2023) pre-
sented a MILP formulation for joint vehicle and intersec-
tion coordination and developed a decentralized imple-
mentation by decoupling theMILP. In our prior work (Le

and Malikopoulos, 2024), we presented a novel formula-
tion that fully leverages both the long-term coordination
of CAVs at higher penetration rates and intelligent traf-
fic management using traffic lights at lower penetration
rates. Compared to related existing work, we incorpo-
rated mixed-integer lateral constraints for CAVs to en-
able coordinated crossing without traffic lights. As a re-
sult, the framework requires more binary variables in ad-
dition to those representing traffic light states. Since the
resulting optimization problem is a multi-agent MIQP
that needs to be implemented in a receding horizon
manner, we developed penalization-enhanced maximum
block improvement, a distributed algorithm that can
solve the problem faster than a centralized algorithm
using GUROBI, a state-of-the-art optimizer for mixed-
integer convex programming; see (Gurobi Optimization,
LLC, 2021). However, in the algorithm, the subproblems
are still MIQPs, and at each iteration, only one agent
can update its solution, which results in a higher num-
ber of iterations to achieve convergence as the number
of agents grows. As a result, to reduce the complexity
of the resulting MIQP problem, we used single binaries
over the control horizon for lateral collision avoidance
between CAVs, which limits the efficiency of CAV coor-
dination.

1.2.2 Distributed Algorithms for Mixed-Integer Convex
Programming

One of the main challenges for optimization-based
frameworks for joint traffic signal control and CAV tra-
jectory planning, or receding horizon motion planning
in general, is real-time practicality, as these approaches
require solving multi-agent mixed-integer optimization
problems. Thus, in this section, we focus on the algo-
rithms developed to date that aim to solve multi-agent
mixed-integer optimization. Reducing computation time
for finding a solution to multi-agent mixed-integer opti-
mization can be achieved using decomposition-based dis-
tributed algorithms. (Vujanic et al., 2016) and (Falsone
et al., 2019) proposed decomposition methods for large-
scale MILPs combined with tightening the coupling con-
straints. A dualization approach with tightening of the
coupling constraints was proposed to determine a feasi-
ble solution. (Falsone et al., 2018) extended the frame-
work in (Falsone et al., 2019) to a distributed frame-
work where agents exchange information only with their
neighbors, and no central unit is needed. (Camisa et al.,
2018) and (Camisa et al., 2021) presented a distributed
algorithm based on primal decomposition, in which the
optimal allocation for each agent in coupling constraints
was found using a projected subgradient method, and
then a local MILP was solved by each agent. (Testa
et al., 2019) developed a distributed algorithm based
on cutting-plane generation from relaxed solutions and
active constraint exchanges between agents. However,
the above papers are only applicable to MILPs since
they rely on the Shapley-Folkman lemma; see (Bert-
sekas, 2014), which cannot be extended to mixed-integer
quadratic program (MIQP). Moreover, the algorithms
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may prefer the total number of subsystems (agents) to be
much greater than the number of coupling constraints.

On the other hand, research on distributed algo-
rithms for MIQPs is still limited but has received in-
creasing attention in recent years. (Liu and Stursberg,
2021) proposed a three-stage algorithm to solve the
MIQP problem; however, the algorithm requires an ini-
tial feasible guess of the solution. (Liu and Stursberg,
2022) proposed a two-stage alternating directionmethod
of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm to solve MIQP by se-
lecting penalty weights that satisfy certain conditions.
(Sun and Dai, 2018) decoupled the large-scale problem
into subproblems, where each local update is a convex
projection subproblem except for one handling the inte-
grality constraint. A distributed projected subgradient
algorithm is then used. Though these methods exploit
distributed computation to reduce solving time, their
implementation still involves solving mixed-integer sub-
problems. (Klostermeier et al., 2024) presented a dual
decomposition-based distributed optimization method
for finding a lower bound for the optimal solution in
a branch-and-cut algorithm. The use of ADMM algo-
rithms as a heuristic for solving MIQP with relaxation
was also explored in (Takapoui et al., 2020), (Stellato
et al., 2018), and (Alavian and Rotkowitz, 2017). How-
ever, since MIQP is a nonconvex problem, ADMM may
fail to converge or may converge to an incorrect solu-
tion, as mentioned in (Takapoui et al., 2020), even for a
simple problem like integer linear programming.

1.3 Our Contributions

In this paper, we aim to develop a simple and com-
putationally efficient distributed algorithm to find ap-
proximate solutions of the MIQP arising from joint traf-
fic signal control and CAV coordination in mixed traffic.
Compared to (Le and Malikopoulos, 2024), we refine the
optimization formulation to allow the binary variables
used for collision avoidance between CAVs to change
over the control horizon, enabling full CAV coordination.
However, this new formulation significantly increases
the number of binary variables. For this reason, we de-
velop a distributed optimization algorithm based on the
proximal ADMM algorithm and a sequential constraint-
tightening technique to solve the multi-agent MIQP. We
first consider the convex problem where the integrality
constraints are relaxed so that parallel proximal ADMM
can efficiently find the optimal solution in a distributed
manner. To enforce the integrality constraints, we se-
quentially adapt the constraint coefficients to tighten the
constraints. We restrict the constraint-tightening tech-
nique to big-M constraints, a technique commonly used
in mixed-integer motion planning; see (Alrifaee et al.,
2014). We show that the proximal ADMM, combined
with constraint tightening, can quickly find a mixed-
integer solution to MIQP problems.

1.4 Organization

The remainder of this article is organized as follows.
Section 2 formulates an MIQP problem for joint traffic

signal control and CAV coordination in mixed-traffic in-
tersections. Section 3 and Section 4 present the sequen-
tial constraint tightening technique and the proximal
ADMM algorithm for solving the multi-agent MIQP, re-
spectively. Section 5 shows the simulation results to vali-
date the effectiveness of the proposed control framework.
Finally, we provide concluding remarks in Section 6.

2 Problem Formulation

In this section, we present the MIQP formulation for
the joint optimization problem of traffic light control and
CAV coordination that was developed in (Le and Ma-
likopoulos, 2024) subject to an improvement for better
CAV coordination.

2.1 Traffic Light Control and CAV Coordination

We focus on an isolated intersection, as depicted
in Fig. 1, considering dedicated lanes for right turns,
through traffic, and left turns. We assume that lane
changes are not permitted within this control zone.
Although the scenario in Fig. 1 includes 12 lanes, right-
turn lanes can be treated separately since they do not
conflict with other lanes, thus reducing the problem to
8 relevant lanes. A control zone is defined around the
intersection, where CAVs and traffic light controllers
(TLCs) can communicate and be managed within the
proposed framework. Moreover, we define a conflict
zone as the region where a lateral collision may occur.
Next, we introduce several definitions for the entities
involved in the intersection scenario.

Definition 1. (Lanes) Let lane–l be the l-th lane in the
scenario andL be the set of all lanes’ indices. Each lane–l
is equipped with a traffic light controller denoted by
TLC–l. We set each lane’s origin location at the control
zone’s entry and let ψl ∈ R and ϕl ∈ R be the positions
of the conflict zone’s entry and exit points along lane–l.
Note that ψl can be also the position of the stop line of
lane–l.

Definition 2. (Vehicles) Let a tuple (i, l) be the index
of the i-th vehicle traveling in lane–l. For each lane–l, let
Cl(k) andHl(k) be the sets of CAVs and HDVs in lane–l
at any time step k.

We formulate a joint optimization problem for TLCs
and CAVs and implement it in a receding horizon frame-
work. At each step, the controller solves an optimization
problem to determine the best control actions, applies
only the first control input, and then repeats the process
at the next time step with updated system states. There-
fore, receding horizon control can be robust against the
uncertainty caused by HDVs. Let k0 be the current time
step,H be the control horizon, and I = {k0+1, . . . , k0+
H} be the set of time steps in the next control horizon.
Our optimization problem restricts each lane to at most
one traffic light switch for each lane over the control hori-
zon. Let κl ∈ [1, H +1] so that the traffic light of lane–l
switches at k0+⌊κl⌋where ⌊·⌋ denotes the floor function.
If ⌊κl⌋ = 1, the traffic light switches at the next time
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Conflict zone

Fig. 1. An intersection scenario in mixed traffic with 12 lanes,
including separate lanes for right turns, straight-through
traffic, and left turns. The control zone and conflict zone are
represented by the green and blue regions, respectively.

step, while if ⌊κl⌋ = H, the traffic light switches at the
last time step of the control horizon, and ⌊κl⌋ = H + 1
means that the traffic light does not switch over the next
control horizon. At each time step k, let sl(k) ∈ {0, 1} be
the traffic light state of lane–l, l ∈ L, where sl(k) = 0 if
the traffic light is red and sl(k) = 1 if the traffic light is
green. The traffic light states can be modeled as follows:

sl(k) =

{
1− sl(k0), if k ≥ k0 + κl,

sl(k0), otherwise,
(1)

for all k ∈ I. Next, we impose a constraint for the
minimum and maximum time gaps between traffic light
switches. Let k̄l be the time of the last traffic light switch
of lane–l, δmin ∈ R+, and δmax ∈ R+ be the minimum
and maximum time gaps, respectively. As a result, the
next switching time must be within [δmin+ k̄l, δmax+ k̄l].
Since we consider κl ∈ [1, H+1], to guarantee feasibility
for κl, the constraints are formulated as follows:

κl ≥ min{δmin + k̄l − k0, H + 1},
κl ≤ max{δmax + k̄l − k0, 1}.

(2)

Note that the constraints (2) can be ignored if all vehicles
in lane–l are CAVs.

For each CAV–(l, i), let pl,i(k) ∈ R, vl,i(k) ∈ R, and
ul,i(k) ∈ R be the position, speed, and control input
(acceleration/deceleration) at time step k. We consider
the discrete double-integrator dynamics for CAV–(l, i)
as follows:

pl,i(k) = pl,i(k−1)+∆Tvl,i(k−1)+
1

2
∆T 2ul,i(k−1),

vl,i(k) = vl,i(k−1)+∆Tul,i(k−1),
(3)

for all k ∈ I, where ∆T is the sample time. In addition,

we impose the following speed and acceleration limit
constraints,

vmin ≤ vl,i(k) ≤ vmax, umin ≤ ul,i(k − 1) ≤ umax, (4)

for all k ∈ I, where umin ∈ R− and umax ∈ R+ are the
minimum and maximum control inputs, vmin ∈ R+ and
vmax ∈ R+ are the minimum and maximum speeds, re-
spectively.

In this work, we assume that HDV trajectories over
the control horizon are predicted using the constant ac-
celeration model, meaning each HDV maintains a con-
stant acceleration while adhering to the speed constraint
in (4). The predicted trajectories, computed by the TLC
of the lane, are then communicated to the CAVs to en-
sure rear-end safety constraints. While the constant ac-
celeration model may not perfectly capture HDV behav-
ior, the high-frequency receding horizon implementation
can mitigate this limitation.

Coordinating traffic lights and CAVs requires them
to satisfy several coupling safety constraints. First, the
traffic lights must guarantee no lateral conflicts between
a CAV and an HDV or between two HDVs. Let lane–l
and lane–m be two lanes with lateral conflicts, then the
lights for those lanes cannot be both green if there are
HDV-CAV or HDV-HDV conflicts, i.e.,

sl(k) + sm(k) ≤ 1, ∀k ∈ I, if η(l,m, k0) > 0, (5)

where η(l,m, k0) counts the number of CAV-HDV or
HDV-HDV pairs that have lateral conflicts between
lane–l and lane–m at the current time step k0. If a pair
of vehicles travel on two intersecting lanes and neither
vehicle has yet crossed the conflict point, they have lat-
eral conflicts. Next, we impose the following constraints
ensuring that the CAVs stop at red lights,

pl,i(k) ≤ ψl, ∀k ∈ I, if sl(k) = 0. (6)

Note that we only need to impose (6) if CAV–(l, i) is the
first vehicle in the queue of lane–l, i.e., CAV–(l, i) has
not crossed the stop line, and can stop by the line under
maximum deceleration. To avoid rear-end collisions, we
consider safety constraints for each CAV–(l, i) if there
is a preceding vehicle, which can be either a CAV or an
HDV, as follows:

pl,i(k) + τvl,i(k) + dmin ≤ pl,i−1(k), ∀k ∈ I, (7)

where τ ∈ R+ is the desired time headway, and dmin ∈
R+ is theminimumdistance. Note that if vehicle–(l, i−1)
is an HDV, then (7) is considered as a local constraint
of CAV–(l, i), while vehicle–(l, i − 1) is a CAV, (7) is
a coupling constraint between the two CAVs. We also
consider lateral safety constraints between two CAVs,
e.g., CAV–(l, i) and CAV–(m, j), if they travel on two
lanes with a lateral conflict point. The lateral safety con-
straints can be formulated using OR statements, which
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require at every time step that two conflicting CAVs are
not inside in the conflict zone simultaneously, i.e.,

pl,i(k)− ψl ≥ 0,

OR ϕl − pl,i(k) ≥ 0,

OR pm,j(k)− ψm ≥ 0,

OR ϕm − pm,j(k) ≥ 0.

(8)

In our formulation, each agent has its separate ob-
jective. For the TLCs, the goal is to maximize traffic
throughput by prioritizing green lights for lanes with
higher priority. We define the following sigmoid-based
priority function γl for each lane that takes the vehicles’
current positions as inputs

γl =
∑

i∈Cl(k0)∪Hl(k0),
pl,i(k0)<ψl

sigmoid

(
pl,i(k0)− ψl/2

ψl/2

)
. (9)

The idea of the above priority function is to take into
account the number of vehicles in each lane while con-
sidering a higher priority for the vehicles near the inter-
section.

For the CAVs, we optimize the trajectories over the
control horizon using a weighted sum of three terms: (1)
maximizing the travel distance to reduce travel time, (2)
tracking the desired speed, and (3) minimizing accelera-
tion rates to reduce energy consumption. Thus, our op-
timization problem minimizes the following objective

J
(
{sl,pl,i,vl,iul,i}l∈L,i∈Cl(k0)

)
=
∑
k∈I

∑
l∈L

(
− γl sl(k)

+
∑

i∈Cl(k0)

−ωppl,i(k) + ωv(vl,i(k)− vmax)
2

+ ωuu
2
l,i(k − 1)

)
,

(10)
where ωp, ωv and ωu ∈ R+ are the positive weights,
while we let sl = [sl(k)]k∈I , pl,i = [pl,i(k)]k∈I , vl,i =
[vl,i(k)]k∈I , and ul,i = [ul,i(k − 1)]k∈I be the vectors
of variables for TLC–l and CAV–(l, i) over the control
horizon, respectively.

In our problem formulation, the objective function
is quadratic, while all the constraints are linear, which
results in anMIQP problem. TheMIQP problem is given
as follows:

minimize
sl,pl,i,vl,i,ul,i

∀l∈L,i∈Cl(k0)

J
(
{sl,pl,i,vl,i,ul,i}l∈L,i∈Cl(k0)

)
,

subject to:

(1), (2),∀ l ∈ L,
(3), (4),∀ i ∈ Cl(k0),
(5), (6), (7), (8),

(11)

where the constraints hold for all the time step over the
control horizon.

2.2 Big-M Constraint Formulation

In mixed-integer optimization, continuous variables
and binary variables are often used in conjunction with
big-M constraint formulations. The general form of big-
M constraint formulation is given in the following defi-
nition.

Definition 3. LetM ∈ R+ be a large positive number.
A big-M constraint involving a binary δ ∈ {0, 1} and a
function Φ(·) of continuous variable ν has the following
form

Φ(ν) ≤Mδ, (12)

where M must satisfy

M ≥ sup
ν

Φ(ν). (13)

The big-M constraint (12) implies that Φ(ν) ≤ 0 is
active if δ = 0, otherwise, it is not activated. Note that
this definition also applies if δ is replaced by (1− δ).

The big-M constraints are commonly used to model
OR statements or IF-ELSE statements as a set of lin-
ear constraints. Using big-M formulation, the IF-ELSE
statement in (1) is equivalent to

k − k0 − κl ≥ −M(1− sl(k)),

k − k0 − κl + ϵ ≤Msl(k),
(14)

if given sl(k0) = 0 and

k − k0 − κl ≥ −Msl(k),

k − k0 − κl + ϵ ≤M(1− sl(k)),
(15)

if given sl(k0) = 1, where ϵ ∈ R+ is a sufficiently small
number. Next, we can formulate (6) as

pl,i(k) ≤ ψl +Msl(k) (16)

The OR statement can be equivalently formulated using
the following set of linear constraints using the big-M
method,

pl,i(k)− ψl ≥ −Mcl,i(k),

ϕl − pl,i(k) ≥ −Mel,i(k),

pm,j(k)− ψm ≥ −Mcm,j(k),

ϕm − pm(k) ≥ −Mem,j(k),

(17)

and

cl,i(k) + el,i(k) + cm,j(k) + em,j(k) ≤ 3, (18)

for all k ∈ I, where cl,i(k), el,i(k), cm,j(k), em,j(k) ∈
{0, 1}. The constraint (18) implies that at least a bi-
nary among cl,i(k), el,i(k), cm,j(k), and em,j(k) must be
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0, which, when combined with (17), guarantees the dis-
tance of at least one vehicle to the conflict point is greater
than or equal to dmin. Note that all the binary variables
cl,i(k) and el,i(k), ∀i ∈ Cl(k0) are handled by TLC–l,
leading to (17) is a coupling constraint between TLC–l
and CAV–(l, i), while (18) is a coupling constraint be-
tween TLC–l and TLC–m. It can be observed that all
the binary variables in the problem are involved in big-
M constraints.

Remark 1. Compared to the formulation presented in
(Le and Malikopoulos, 2024), we do not consider fixed
binaries cl,i, el,i, cm,j , em,j used in the lateral safety con-
straints over the next control horizon. As a result, it
can better exploit the long-term coordination of CAVs
within the receding horizon framework. However, it sig-
nificantly increases the number of binary variables in the
MIQP.

3 Sequential Tightening of Constraint Coeffi-
cients

Constraint coefficient tightening is one of the tech-
niques commonly used to reduce the number of explored
nodes in the branch-and-bound method implemented in
a presolve routine (Quirynen and Di Cairano, 2023). The
main idea is to tighten the coefficients in the constraints
involving integer variables so that solving the relaxed
problem generates a solution that nearly satisfies the
mixed-integer requirement. As stated in (Quirynen and
Di Cairano, 2023), this technique is highly efficient for
problems with big-M constraints. Inspired by this idea,
we propose a heuristic strategy for constraint coefficient
tightening in a sequential manner, given the relaxed so-
lution obtained at each iteration. We first illustrate the
method in a centralized algorithm to solve the MIQP
problem presented in Section 2.

Let x = [y⊤, z⊤]⊤ be the vector of optimization vari-
ables, where y ∈ Y and z ∈ Z are the integer part and
continuous part of x, respectively. Let us rewrite the op-
timization problem (11) in the following centralized form

minimize
y∈Y,z∈Z

f(y, z),

subject to Cy +Dz ≤ b,
(19)

where C ∈ Rm×ny , D ∈ Rm×nz , b ∈ Rm. We impose
the following assumption on the feasibility of (19).

Assumption 1. The problem (19) is feasible, i.e., ad-
mits at least a solution.

Note that if Assumption 1 is not satisfied for our
problem presented in Section 2, we convert some hard
constraints, e.g., local constraints, into soft constraints
by using the max penalty function (or equivalently, slack
variables) and penalize the deviation in the objective
function.

Next, we consider the following convex relaxation for
(19)

minimize
y∈Y′,z∈Z

f(y, z),

subject to Cy +Dz ≤ b,
(20)

where Y ′ is the set obtained from Y by removing the
integrality constraints. In more specific, for our problem,
we replace the constraint set {0, 1} by [0, 1] for all the
binary variables.

The main idea is to reconstruct a solution of (19)
starting from a solution of (20) by sequentially tighten-
ing the big-M constraints. Since C and b may involve
M , we can express the linear constraint in (19) in the
following form

C(M)y +Dz ≤ b(M). (21)

Note that D does not involve M . Let IM be the set
for the indices of big-M constraints, and without loss
of generality, we assume that the first mM constraints
of (21) are big-M constraints. Let us consider the q-th
constraint that involves big-M , q ∈ IM in the following
form

C[q](M)y +D[q]z ≤ b[q](M), (22)

whereC[q] andD[q] are the q-th row ofC andD, respec-
tively. To update the coefficients of (22), we first identify
the element in C[q] that involves M , e.g., r-th element,

and let us denote it byC[q,r]. We start with settingM
(0)
[q]

with the smallest valid value based on the bound given
in (13). At each iteration t, we solve the relaxed prob-
lem and let ȳ(t) be the solution obtained from solving

the relaxed problem at iteration t. If ȳ
(t)
[r] is not binary

yet, we scale M[m,r] by a factor that depends on ȳ
(t)
[r] . In

other words, we updateM
(t)
y,[r] by the following strategy.

We update M
(t+1)
[q] as follows:

M
(t+1)
[q] =

{
M

(t)
[q] , if ȳ

(t)
[r] ∈ {0, 1},

M
(t)
[q] max(ξ, ȳ

(t)
[r] ), otherwise,

(23)

where ξ > 0 is a small positive constant to avoid sharp

change in M
(t)
[q] if ȳ

(t)
[r] is close to 0.

Remark 2. To avoid numerical issues, in the imple-

mentation, we replace the condition ȳ
(t)
[r] ∈ {0, 1} by

checking whether ȳ
(t)
[r] is sufficiently close to 0 or 1, i.e.,

dist(y(t), {0, 1}) < ϵ where ϵ > 0 is a convergence toler-
ance.

Note that the relaxed problem can be infeasible if the
constraints are overly tightened. To address this issue,
we utilize the max penalty function to find the solution

6



Algorithm 1 Centralized Algorithm

Require: tmax, ϵ
1: for t = 1, 2, . . . , tmax do
2: Solve the relaxed QP problem (24) to obtain

ȳ(t+1)

3: Update the constraint coefficients using (23)
4: if dist(ȳ(t), {0, 1}) ≤ ϵ then
5: return ȳ(t)

6: end if
7: end for
8: return ȳ(t)

with minimal violation, resulting in the following opti-
mization problem at each iteration

minimize
y∈Y′,z∈Z

f(y, z) +
∑
q∈IM

max(0,C[q]y +D[q]z − b[q]),

subject to C[q]y +D[q]z ≤ b[q], q /∈ IM .
(24)

The centralized algorithm is thus given in Algorithm 1.

Lemma 1. For each q-th constraint, the sequence

{M (t)
[q] } converges to a limit point.

Proof. Given the update strategy (23), {M (t)
[q] } is non-

increasing and is lower bounded by 0, thus it converges
to a limit point (Rudin, 2021).

As a corollary of Lemma 1, the centralized algorithm
converges. Once the algorithm converges and returns a
solution, we recover the binary solutions by checking
whether the constraint with continuous variables is ac-
tive or not. Then, we fix the binary variables and solve
the QP problem with the original big-M constraints
again to obtain the optimal values for the continuous
variables. To better illustrate the sequential constraint-
tightening process, we consider the following simple ex-
ample.

Example 1.

minimize
x

x⊤x+ q⊤x, (25a)

subject to x ≤ [5, 12, 9, 6]⊤, x−M δ ≤ 0, (25b)

1⊤x ≤ 20, 1⊤δ ≤ 3, (25c)

x ∈ R4, δ ∈ {0, 1}4, (25d)

where q⊤ = [−30,−20,−24,−10].

The mixed-integer optimal solution of (25) is x =
[5.0, 6.5, 8.5, 0.0]⊤, δ = [1, 1, 1, 0]⊤. The parameters of
proximal ADMM are chosen as: ρ = 0.1, β = 0.5, γ =
1. Using our algorithm, convergence is achieved after
8 iterations. In Fig. 2, we show the solution trajectory
obtained from solving the relaxed QP over iterations,

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

x

1 4 7
Iterations

0.0

0.5

1.0

δ

Fig. 2. The solutions obtained from the relaxed QP of (25),
for continuous variables (top), and integer variables (bot-
tom).

which demonstrates that the relaxed binary variables
converge.

4 Distributed Mixed-Integer Quadratic Pro-
gramming

In this section, we present the distributed algorithm
to solve the MIQP problem based on proximal ADMM
(Deng et al., 2017) and the constraint tightening tech-
nique. Though ADMM algorithms were originally intro-
duced as a tool for convex optimization problems, they
have proven to be a powerful heuristic method even for
NP-hard nonconvex problems; see (Boyd et al., 2011). A
natural extension of the algorithm presented in the last
section is to utilize proximal ADMM until convergence
in the inner loop to find the solution of the relaxed QP
at each iteration of Algorithm 1. However, we propose
a single-loop algorithm where, at each iteration, we per-
form proximal ADMM while tightening the constraints.

First, we describe the communication between the
agents in our multi-agent optimization problem as fol-
lows.

Definition 4. Let N be the total number of agents,
V = {1, . . . , N} be the set of agents, and E ⊂ V×V be the
set of edges. We assume that the edges are undirected.
For each agent–i, i ∈ V, let Ni = {j ∈ V | (i, j) ∈ E} be
the set of its neighbors.

Next, we rewrite the optimization problem (11) in
the following general form with separable objectives and
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coupling constraints

minimize
xi∈Xi

N∑
i=1

fi(xi),

subject to Aixi ≤ bi,
N∑
i=1

Cixi ≤ d,

(26)

where Xi is the mixed-integer-valued set for xi, fi is the
local objective function of each agent–i, Ai, and bi are
the matrices and vectors of coefficients for the local con-
straints, while Ci and d are the matrices and vectors
of coefficients for the coupling constraints, respectively.
The optimization problem (26) follows the standard for-
mulation in (Deng et al., 2017), which covers the case
where the coupling constraints are pairwise in our prob-
lem.

We convert an inequality constraint into an equality
constraint by introducing auxiliary allocation variables.
Let wi be the allocation variables agent–i which satisfy∑N
i=1 wi = d. Thus, we can formulate the equivalent

problem (26) as follows:

minimize
xi∈Xi,wi

N∑
i=1

fi(xi), (27a)

subject to Aixi ≤ bi, (27b)

Cixi ≤ wi, (27c)
N∑
i=1

wi = d, (27d)

where let w = [wi]
⊤
i∈V is the concatenated vector of all

auxiliary variables.

The convex relaxation of (27) is given by

minimize
xi∈X ′

i
,wi

N∑
i=1

fi(xi), (28a)

subject to Aixi ≤ bi, (28b)

Cixi ≤ wi, (28c)
N∑
i=1

wi = d. (28d)

The augmented Lagrangian for the problem with
equality constraints is formulated as follows:

L(x,w,λ) =
N∑
i=1

fi(xi) +
〈
λ,

N∑
i=1

wi − d
〉

+
ρ

2

∥∥∥∥∥
N∑
i=1

wi − d

∥∥∥∥∥
2

,

(29)

where λ is the vector of dual variables (Lagrangian mul-
tipliers), and ρ > 0 are positive constants.

The proximal ADMM algorithm for solving (28)
works as follows. At each iteration t + 1, each agent–i
solves the following x-minimization problem in parallel

x̄
(t+1)
i ,w

(t+1)
i =argmin

xi∈X ′
i
,wi

fi(xi) +
β

2

∥∥∥wi −w
(t)
i

∥∥∥2

+
ρ

2

∥∥∥∥∥∥wi −
(
d−

N∑
j=1,j ̸=i

w
(t)
j

)
+

λ(t)

ρ

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

,

subject to: Aixi ≤ bi,

Cixi ≤ wi,
(30)

where β > 0. Given the relaxed solution x̄
(t+1)
i , agent–i

adjusts the constraint coefficients based on the big-M
update strategy presented in (23). Next, agent–i trans-

mitsw
(t+1)
i to agent–j, j ∈ Ni. After receiving all the in-

formation from the neighbors, agent–i updates the dual
variables as follows:

λ(t+1) = λ(t) + γρ
( N∑
i=1

w
(t+1)
i − d

)
, (31)

where γ > 0 is a damping coefficient. Note that in dis-
tributed implementation, each agent can keep a copy of
the dual variables λ and update them in parallel. Com-
pared to regular ADMM, proximal ADMM adds a proxi-

mal term β
2

∥∥∥wi −w
(t)
i

∥∥∥2 to the x-minimization problem

and a damping coefficient to the dual update. The prox-
imal ADMM algorithm can fully exploit parallel compu-
tation for solving subproblems and achieve convergence
at a rate of O(1/k). The algorithm with distributed im-
plementation can also be summarized in Algorithm 2.

Similar to the centralized algorithm, in the second
stage of the distributed algorithm, we fix the binary
variables found in the first stage and utilize proximal
ADMM to find the optimal values for continuous vari-
ables with the original big-M constraints. Since the sec-
ond stage follows the standard implementation of prox-
imal ADMM, the details are omitted. In practice, the
second stage converges very quickly since the solution
returned from the first stage is close to the true solution
of the QP problem with fixed binary variables.

Lemma 2. (Deng et al., 2017) The proximal ADMM
converges if the following conditions on the parameters
hold

β > ρ

(
N

2− γ
− 1

)
. (32)

Therefore, combining Lemma 1 and Lemma 2 yields
that the distributed proximal ADMM algorithm with
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Algorithm 2 Distributed Algorithm

Require: tmax, ϵ, ρ, β, γ
1: for t = 1, 2, . . . , tmax do
2: Agent–i solves the x-minimization problem (30)

in parallel to obtain x̄
(t+1)
i and w

(t+1)
i

3: Agent–i update the constraint coefficients using
(23)

4: Agent–i transmits w
(t+1)
i to agent–j, j ∈ Ni

5: Agent–i update the dual variables using (31)

6: if dist(ȳ
(t+1)
i , {0, 1}) ≤ ϵ and

∥∥∥x̄(t+1)
i − x̄

(t)
i

∥∥∥ ≤
ϵ, ∀i ∈ V then

7: return ȳ(t+1)

8: end if
9: end for

10: return ȳ(tmax)

0

5x

1 5 9 13 17 21
Iterations

0.0

0.5

1.0

δ

Fig. 3. The solutions obtained from the relaxed QP of (25),
for continuous variables (top), and integer variables (bot-
tom).

sequential constraint tightening converges. To better
demonstrate the convergence property of the distributed
algorithm, we revisit Example 1 presented in Section 3,
in which we consider 4 agents coordinating to solve the
problem. The variable of each agent–i is x[i] and δ[i].
The agents share two coupling constraints in (25c). The
parameters of proximal ADMM are chosen as: ρ = 0.1,
β = 0.5, and γ = 1. Our numerical simulation shows
that the distributed algorithm converges after 24 it-
erations, and its solution trajectory over iterations is
shown in Fig 3.

5 Numerical Studies

In this section, we demonstrate the control perfor-
mance of the proposed framework by numerical simula-
tions.

5.1 Simulation Setups

We validated our framework using a mixed-traffic
simulation environment in SUMO interfacing with the Ju-

Table 1
Parameters of the problem formulation.

Parameters Values Parameters Values

H 20 ∆T 0.5 s

δmin 20 δmax 100

vmax 15.0m/s vmin 0.0m/s

amax 3.0m/s amin −4.0m/s2

τ 1.0 s dmin 6.0m

ωp 100 ωv 100

ωu 10−1 M 103

Table 2
Accuracy rates of binary solutions from Algorithm 2 in com-
parison with the optimal binary solution from the GUROBI
solver.

Number of agents 15 20 25 30

Accuracy rate 98.5% 97.6% 96.6% 96.2%

lia programming language via TraCI (Lopez et al., 2018)
and the PyCall package. We conducted simulations for
three traffic volumes: 1200, 1400, and 1600 vehicles per
hour, and six different penetration rates: 0%, 20%, 40%,
60%, 80%, and 100%. In the simulations, the vehicles
are randomly assigned to the lanes, with balanced en-
try rates across four directions. The parameters of the
problem formulation are given in Table 1.

5.2 Simulation Results

We first evaluate the performance of our proposed
optimization algorithm by comparing the solutions with
the GUROBI solver. We randomly generate problems with
different numbers of agents and initial conditions. We
compute the accuracy rates by comparing the binary so-
lution from our algorithm to the optimal binary solution
returned by the GUROBI solver (see (Gurobi Optimiza-
tion, LLC, 2021)), averaging from 1, 000 problems for
each fixed number of agents and we present the results
in Table 2. Overall, we observe that our proposed algo-
rithm achieves an accuracy of more than 95% in terms
of binary solutions, though the accuracy rates slightly
decrease as the number of agents increases. However,
our distributed algorithm can find an approximate so-
lution in a reasonable amount of time, and it is more
scalable with the number of agents than the centralized
approach, as shown in Table 3. Although the solution
obtained from our algorithm does not reach 100% opti-
mality, its integration within the receding horizon con-
trol framework generally ensures good performance for
our problem, as we demonstrate next.

Videos and data from the simulations can be
found at https://sites.google.com/cornell.edu/
tlc-cav-admm. The simulations show that the proposed
framework efficiently manages traffic light systems and
CAVs under different traffic volumes and penetration
rates. It enables CAVs to coordinate intersection cross-
ings while reducing complete stops at traffic lights, par-
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Table 3
Average computation time (in seconds) for the centralized
optimization using GUROBI solver and the proposed dis-
tributed optimization algorithm (Algorithm 2) across differ-
ent numbers of agents.

Number of agents 15 20 25 30

Algorithm 2’s
computation time

0.09 0.20 0.35 0.44

GUROBI’s
computation time

0.15 0.46 0.87 1.90

ticularly when penetration rates are high, such as 80%
or 100%. In Fig. 4, we show an example of the vehicle
trajectories and traffic light states for two conflicting
lanes in simulations with 60% and 100% penetration
rates and 1600 vehicles per hour.

To thoroughly evaluate the performance of our pro-
posed framework, we conduct 30-minuute simulations
for different traffic volumes and penetration rates to col-
lect statistical results. We compare two metrics: (1) the
average travel time and (2) the total acceleration averag-
ing among all the vehicles. The total acceleration of each
vehicle is computed from the time it enters the control
zone until it exits, which may be indirectly related to its
total energy consumption (Malikopoulos et al., 2008).
The results can be shown in Fig. 5. Overall, in all three
examined traffic volumes, starting from a penetration
rate of 60%, the framework achieves remarkable travel
time improvement compared to the scenario with pure
HDVs. The framework also performs well at lower pene-
tration rates (20% and 40%), and differences compared
to the pure HDV case remain relatively small. Moreover,
we can observe that CAV penetration generally leads to
lower total acceleration rates, which may result in less
energy consumption (see (Malikopoulos et al., 2008)),
and a more comfortable travel experience. Especially un-
der 100% penetration, the CAV coordination can signif-
icantly improve the metrics. That is because the frame-
work allows CAVs to coordinate their intersection cross-
ings while mitigating full stops at traffic lights.

To demonstrate the improvement of fully leveraging
CAV coordination for intersection crossing presented in
this paper, we compare it with a baseline approach using
the formulation we developed in our prior work; see (Le
and Malikopoulos, 2024). The statistics are computed
from simulations conducted with the high traffic volume
of 1600 vehicles per hour and are shown in Fig. 6. The top
figure shows that approach #1 in this paper results in a
significant reduction in average travel time as the pen-
etration rate increases, whereas approach #2 exhibits
a more gradual decrease. This suggests that the CAV
coordination formulation in this paper improves traffic
efficiency at higher penetration rates compared to the
formulation in (Le and Malikopoulos, 2024). Meanwhile,
the bottom figure shows no significant difference in av-
erage total acceleration between the two approaches.

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we presented an MIQP framework
designed to coordinate traffic signals and CAVs within
mixed-traffic intersections, effectively leveraging the
benefits of long-term CAV coordination. To address the
challenges posed by the resulting multi-agent MIQP,
characterized by a substantial number of binary vari-
ables, we developed a distributed optimization algo-
rithm capable of solving the problem within a reason-
able timeframe. This distributed optimization approach
utilized proximal ADMM for resolving the convex relax-
ation and employed a sequential constraint tightening
heuristic to uphold integrality constraints. The simula-
tion results demonstrated that our distributed algorithm
successfully ensured the performance of the control
framework across various CAV penetration rates and
traffic volumes, with notable improvements observed as
the CAV penetration rate increased. We believe that
further enhancements to the algorithm can be achieved
through additional techniques aimed at optimizing
mixed-integer solutions and minimizing computation
time, which will be the focus of our future research.
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