arXiv:2210.06189v1 [math.NA] 12 Oct 2022

Overview on uncertainty quantification in traffic models via intrusive method

Elisa Iacomini

Abstract We consider traffic flow models at different scales of observation. Starting from the well known hierarchy between microscopic, kinetic and macroscopic scales, we will investigate the propagation of uncertainties through the models using the stochastic Galerkin approach. Connections between the scales will be presented in the stochastic scenario and numerical simulations will be performed.

1 Introduction

In the last decades, several traffic models have been developed and investigated at different spacial and temporal scales.

Starting from the natural idea of tracking every single vehicle, several followthe leader models grew up for computing positions, velocities and accelerations of each car by means of systems of ordinary differential equations (ODEs) [3, 22]. Zooming out, the approaches vary from kinetic [16, 27, 33], which provides a statistical description of traffic taking into account cars-to-cars interactions and mass distribution of traffic, to macroscopic fluid-dynamics [2, 20, 25], focusing on average quantities by means of partial differential equations (PDEs), in particular conservation laws.

Hierarchies and links between the those scales have been widely studied, in particular mathematical connections between different types of models, especially microscopic and kinetic ones which converge to macroscopic models in certain suitable limit, [1, 8, 16, 14, 34].

The choice of the scale of observation mainly depends on the aim of the modeling, i.e. forecast traffic evolution on highways or traffic jams at a junction, on the number

Elisa Iacomini Institut für Geometrie und Praktische Mathematik RWTH Aachen, Templergraben 55 52056 Aachen Germany, e-mail: iacomini@igpm.rwth-aachen.de

1

2 Elisa Iacomini

of involved vehicles and so on. Unfortunately, due to the particular structure of the corresponding models, they are usually studied in rather separate works.

Therefore, one of the main focus of this work is to provide a uniform setting to study uncertainty quantification in traffic at different scales.

Indeed, in recent works it has been pointed out how traffic is exposed to the presence of various sources and types of uncertainty, also at different scales of observation [35, 36]. For example, it is well known that real data may be affected by noise and errors in the measurements, or that the reaction time of drivers and cars is not a deterministic event. Therefore, investigating how to include and to model the uncertainty at different scales in a consistent way, and how it affects the existing hierarchy are the main goals of this work.

We will introduce the uncertainty in the initial data at a microscopic, mesoscopic and macroscopic scale respectively and we will analyze the obtained stochastic models. In order to study the propagation of input uncertainty through the models, several approaches have been proposed in the literature and can be classified in nonintrusive, e.g. based on sampling (Monte-Carlo) or based on collocation [21], and intrusive methods [12, 13], where the stochastic quantities are described by a series of orthogonal functions, known as generalized polynomial chaos (gPC) expansion [6, 24, 37, 38]. The idea is then to substitute the series in the governing equations and project, using a Galerkin projection, in order to obtain a system of deterministic coefficients. From the coefficients, stochastic moments can be recovered at each point in space and time without performing the simulation several times, as in the Monte- Carlo simulations. The detailed knowledge of the stochastic moments, allowed by the intrusive methods both in space and time, led us to follow this approach, namely the stochastic Galerkin method.

Many challenges arise here, since some desired properties of the original system are not necessarily transferred to the intrusive formulation [7]. In particular, we refer to the hyperbolicity in the macroscopic models, [11, 29]. In fact, the deterministic Jacobian of the projected system differs from the random Jacobian of the original system. For more details we refer to [10]. Therefore, applying the intrusive stochastic Galerkin method to hyperbolic equations is an active field of research [18, 19, 23].

The paper is organized as follows: uncertainty and the stochastic Galerkin method are introduced in Section 2. In Section 3 stochastic microscopic models at first and second order are presented. Section 4 deals with the mesoscopic scale, i.e. stochastic kinetic models are considered, in particular the BGK model. In Section 5 the macroscopic models are described and recovered from the previous ones and the main properties are illustrated. Numerical tests will be provided. We conclude the work with some comments and an overview on future directions.

Overview on uncertainty quantification in traffic models via intrusive method 3

2 Stochastic Galerkin approach

In order to describe the presence of uncertainty, we introduce a (possibly multidimensional) random variable 𝜔. Let 𝜔 be defined on the probability space (Ω_𝜔, F (Ω), P). Then we denote by 𝜉 = 𝜉 (𝜔) : Ω_𝜔 → Ω ⊂ R^𝑑 a (possibly 𝑑dimensional) real-valued random variable. Assume further that 𝜉 is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure on R^𝑑 and denote by 𝑝_Ξ (𝜉) : Ω → R_+ the probability density function of 𝜉. For simplicity we assume that the uncertainty enters only in the initial data, so that it affects the initial configuration.

To study the arising stochastic models, we briefly recall the intrusive approach we will employ, namely the stochastic Galerkin method introduced by [12]. Here, a random field 𝑢(𝑡, 𝜉), namely the stochastic input, can be expressed by a spectral expansion [24] under the assumption of being sufficiently regular and in particular 𝐿^2_𝑝 (Ω)

𝑢_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) = ∞� 𝑘=0 𝑢̂_𝑘 (𝑡)𝜙_𝑘 (𝜉) (1)

where 𝜙_𝑘 ∈ 𝐿^2 (Ω, 𝑝_Ξ) are basis functions, typically chosen orthonormal with respect to the weighted scalar product, and {𝑢̂_𝑘 (𝑡)}^∞_{𝑘=0} is a set of coefficients:

𝑢̂_𝑘 (𝑡) = ∫ Ω 𝑢(𝑡, 𝜉)𝜙_𝑘 (𝜉) 𝑝_Ξ(𝜉)𝑑𝜉. (2)

The previous expansion is truncated at 𝐾 to obtain an approximation with 𝐾 + 1 moments. The projection of 𝑢(𝑡, ·) to the span of the 𝐾 + 1 base functions is denoted by 𝐺_𝐾 (𝑢(𝑡, ·))(𝜉) := 𝐾� 𝑘=0 𝑢̂_𝑘 (𝑡)𝜙_𝑘 (𝜉) 𝑎.𝑒. 𝜉 ∈ Ω. (3)

The expansion (1) is called generalized polynomial chaos expansion (gPC) [24]. Under mild condition on the probability measure the truncated expansion converges in the sense ||𝐺_𝐾 (𝑢(𝑡, ·))(𝜉) − 𝑢(𝑡, ·)|| → ∞ for 𝐾 → ∞ as shown in [6]. A weak approximation of stochastic systems is obtained substituting the truncated expansion (3) into the system itself and projecting the resulting expression onto the subspace of 𝐿^2 (Ω, P) spanned by the basis {𝜙_𝑘 (𝜉)}^𝐾_{𝑘=0}.

Moreover let us recall, as in [11, 24] the Galerkin product for any finite 𝐾 > 0 and any 𝑢, 𝑧 ∈ 𝐿^2 (Ω, 𝑝_Ξ), 𝑢̂ = (𝑢̂_𝑖)^𝐾_{𝑖=0}, 𝑧̂ := (𝑧̂_𝑖 )^𝐾_{𝑖=0} and for all 𝑖, 𝑗, ℓ = 0, . . . , 𝐾 :

4 Elisa Iacomini

G_𝐾 [𝑢, 𝑧](𝑡, 𝜉) := 𝐾� 𝑘=0 (𝑢̂ ∗ 𝑧̂)_𝑘 (𝑡)𝜙_𝑘 (𝜉),

(𝑢̂ ∗ 𝑧̂)_𝑘 (𝑡) := 𝐾� 𝑖, 𝑗=0

𝑢̂_𝑖 (𝑡)𝑧̂_𝑗 (𝑡)M_ℓ ,

(M_ℓ )_{𝑖, 𝑗} := ∫ Ω 𝜙_𝑖 (𝜉)𝜙_𝑗 (𝜉)𝜙_ℓ (𝜉) 𝑝_Ξ (𝜉)𝑑𝜉.

Note that M_ℓ is a symmetric matrix of dimension (𝐾 + 1) × (𝐾 + 1) for any fixed ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , 𝐾}. Moreover, we have 𝑢̂ ∗ 𝑧̂ = P (𝑢̂)𝑧̂ for P ∈ R^{𝐾 +1×𝐾 +1}_+ and 𝑢̂ ∈ R^{𝐾 +1}_+ defined by

P (𝑢̂) � 𝐾� ℓ=0 𝑢̂_ℓM_ℓ . (4)

The Galerkin product is symmetric, but not associative [7, 21, 31]. However, the Galerkin product defined by G_𝐾 is not the only possible projection of the product of random variables 𝑢, 𝑧 on the subspace 𝑠𝑝𝑎𝑛{ 𝜙_0, . . . , 𝜙_𝐾 }, nevertheless here we stick to this choice.

A challenge occurs since only the gPC modes corresponding to the initial data are known. To determine them for 𝑡 > 0 we derive a differential equation called stochastic Galerkin formulation, that describes their propagation in time and space. Recovering the stochastic Galerkin formulation at different scales of observation is the aim of the following sections.

3 Microscopic scale

Studying individual vehicles and their interactions is the purpose of microscopic models. Starting from cars’ positions and velocities, the trajectory of vehicles is reconstructed by means of dynamical systems, in the form of ODEs systems. We assume that 𝑁 vehicles are moving along a single-lane infinite road where overtaking is not possible. This means that cars are ordered and have to follow the first one, namely the leader. Cars that are not the leader are termed followers. We indicate the position 𝑥_𝑖 (𝑡) and the velocity 𝑣_𝑖 (𝑡) of each vehicle 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑁 at different time 𝑡.

The most simple dynamics can be described by a first order system of ODEs where the velocity is given as a known function 𝑠(·), which depends on the distance between the position of two consecutive vehicles, i.e. 𝑠

�_𝐿

𝑥_{𝑖+1}−𝑥_𝑖 � where Δ𝑥_𝑖 = 𝑥_{𝑖+1} − 𝑥_𝑖 and 𝐿 is the length of the cars. For simplicity we assume all the vehicles have the same length.

However, one of the main difficulties for drivers might be to estimate their distance from the vehicle in front, which would then influence the velocity itself. Thus, we introduce the random variable 𝜉, as stated in Sec. 2, in the initial data as Δ𝑥_𝑖 (𝜉) = 𝑥_{𝑖+1} − 𝑥_𝑖 + 𝜉. The uncertainty then affects also the positions, since the velocity is a

Overview on uncertainty quantification in traffic models via intrusive method 5

function of Δ𝑥_𝑖 . Therefore we are interested in the evolution of 𝑥_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) : R^+ × Ω, for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑁: � � � � �

�𝑥_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) = 𝑣_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) 𝑖 = 1, . . . 𝑁 𝑣_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) = 𝑠

�_𝐿

𝑥_{𝑖+1}−𝑥_𝑖+𝜉 � 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑁 − 1

𝑣_𝑁 = 𝑠̄. (5)

Note that the leader, the 𝑁-th vehicle, has its own dynamics, i.e. an assigned speed value 𝑠̄.

Following the method presented in Sec. 2, the random field 𝑥_𝑖 (𝑡, ·) can be expressed by a spectral expansion 𝑥_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) =

�_{∞𝑘=0}

𝑥̂_{𝑖𝑘} (𝑡)𝜙_𝑘 (𝜉), where 𝑥̂_{𝑖𝑘} is the 𝑘coefficient of the vehicle 𝑖. The stochastic Galerkin formulation of (5) reads as: � � � � �

�𝑥̂_{𝑖𝑘} = 𝑣̂_{𝑖𝑘} 𝑖 = 1, . . . 𝑁

𝑣̂_{𝑖𝑘} = ^𝑠_{𝑖𝑘}

�_𝐿

Δ𝑥_𝑖 � 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑁 − 1

𝑣̂_𝑁 = 𝑠̄ 𝑒_1 (6)

where ^𝑠_{𝑖𝑘} = ∫ Ω 𝑠 �_𝐿

𝑥_{𝑖+1}−𝑥_𝑖+𝜉 � Φ_𝑘 (𝜉) 𝑝(𝜉)𝑑𝜉, 𝑒_1 = (1, 0, . . . , 0)^𝑇 , since 𝑠̄ is a deterministic value. Note that the following approximation holds when 𝑠 is linear: ^𝑠_{𝑖𝑘}

�_𝐿

Δ𝑥_𝑖 � ≈ 𝑠 �_𝐿

Δ𝑥̂_{𝑖𝑘} � , where Δ𝑥̂_{𝑖𝑘} = 𝑥̂_{𝑖+1𝑘} − 𝑥̂_{𝑖𝑘} .

The system (6) is now deterministic with no explicit dependence on the random variable 𝜉. We will show in Sec. 5.1 how we can recover the macroscopic stochastic model starting from (6).

Furthermore, the acceleration term might be also taken into account, which leads to consider second order models: � � � � �

�𝑥_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) = 𝑣_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) 𝑖 = 1, . . . 𝑁 �𝑣_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) = 𝑎(𝑥_{𝑖+1} (𝑡, 𝜉), 𝑥_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉), 𝑣_{𝑖+1} (𝑡, 𝜉), 𝑣_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉)) 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑁 − 1 �𝑣_𝑁 = 𝑎̄ (7)

where 𝑎̄ describes the dynamics of the leader, independent from the other vehicles. The second equation describes the acceleration which depends on positions and velocities of two consecutive vehicles. Here we consider the formula described in [2, 26], namely 𝑎 = 𝐶^{𝑣𝑖+1 (𝑡, 𝜉)−𝑣𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉)}

Δ𝑥^2_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) + 𝐴 𝑡_𝑟 (𝑠( 𝐿 Δ𝑥_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) ) − 𝑣𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉)). In particular, this

choice of the acceleration term takes into account the difference with the velocity of the car in front, weighted with the distance between the vehicles, and the attitude to travel with an optimal velocity given by 𝑠.

The stochastic Galerkin approach can be applied to (7) in the same way. Explicitly, the expanded dynamics of system (7) with that particular choice of acceleration function reads as:

6 Elisa Iacomini � � � � � �

�_{∞𝑘=0} �

𝑥̂_{𝑖𝑘} (𝑡)𝜙_𝑘 (𝜉) =

�_{∞𝑘=0} 𝑣̂_{𝑖𝑘} (𝑡)𝜙_𝑘 (𝜉) �_{∞𝑘=0} �

𝑣̂_{𝑖𝑘} (𝑡)𝜙_𝑘 (𝜉) = 𝐶

�_∞ 𝑘=0 Δ �𝑥̂_{𝑖𝑘} 𝜙_𝑘 (𝜉) � ∗ �_∞ 𝑘=0 Δ𝑥̂_{𝑖𝑘} 𝜙_𝑘 (𝜉)

�_{−2} + 𝐴 𝑡_𝑟 � ^𝑠_{𝑖𝑘} −

�_{∞𝑘=0} 𝑣̂_{𝑖𝑘} (𝑡)𝜙_𝑘 (𝜉) � �𝑣_𝑁 = 𝑎̄ (8)

where Δ �𝑥̂_{𝑖𝑘} = 𝑣̂_{𝑖+1𝑘} − 𝑣̂_{𝑖𝑘} . Then, employing the notation introduced above, the projection of (8) corresponds to � � � � �

�𝑥̂_{𝑖𝑘} (𝑡) = 𝑣̂_{𝑖𝑘} (𝑡) 𝑖 = 1, . . . 𝑁 �𝑣̂_{𝑖𝑘} (𝑡) = 𝐶 �P^{−2}(Δ𝑥̂_{𝑖𝑘} )Δ �𝑥̂_{𝑖𝑘} � +^𝐴_{𝑡𝑟} �^𝑠_{𝑖𝑘} − �^∞_{𝑘=0} 𝑣̂_{𝑖𝑘} (𝑡)� 𝑖 = 1, . . . 𝑁 − 1

�𝑣_𝑁 = 𝑎̄. (9)

4 Mesoscopic scale

Kinetic traffic flow models provide a statistical description of traffic, taking into account both car-to-car interactions and mass distribution of traffic. Such a mixture is particularly suitable for taking uncertain parameters into account. Therefore several works have been done to study the uncertainty at the mesoscopic scale, starting from [36] to more recent contributions [33, 34, 35, 39].

Here we consider a kinetic traffic models class of BGK (Bhatnagar, Gross and Krook [4]) type, which got recently new insights thanks to the works done in [15, 16]. In the former, the derivation of a well-posed model linked to the hierarchy of the scales has been provided in the deterministic framework. The latter instead focuses on the stochastic scenario.

To begin with, we introduce the desired speed 𝑤_𝑖 = 𝑣_𝑖 + ℎ(𝜌_𝑖), where ℎ = ℎ(𝜌_𝑖) : R^+ → R^+ is an increasing, differentiable function of the density called hesitation function [9] which satisfies ℎ(𝜌) ≥ 0, ℎ^′(𝜌) ≥ 0. The variable we will consider in the following is the mass distribution function of the flow, namely 𝑔(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤) : R^+ × R × 𝑊 → R^+, such that 𝑔𝑑𝑥𝑑𝑤 gives the number of vehicles at time 𝑡 ∈ R^+ with position in [𝑥, 𝑥 + 𝑑𝑥] ⊂ R and desired speed in [𝑤, 𝑤 + 𝑑𝑤] ⊂ 𝑊. Note that macroscopic variables like density and flux function can be recovered from 𝑔, namely 𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥) = ∫ 𝑊 𝑔(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤)𝑑𝑤 and 𝑞 = ∫ 𝑊 𝑤𝑔(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤)𝑑𝑤.

Due to the difficulties in estimating the real distribution of vehicles, we consider a stochastic initial kinetic distribution function 𝑔_0 (𝑥, 𝑤, 𝜉), where the uncertainty described by the random variable 𝜉 enters in the initial data.

We are interested in the evolution of the random field 𝑔(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤, 𝜉) : R^+ × R × 𝑊 × Ω → R^+ governed by the BGK-kinetic equation:

𝜕_𝑡 𝑔(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤, 𝜉) + 𝜕_𝑥 � (𝑤 − ℎ(𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝜉)))𝑔(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤, 𝜉) � = 1 𝜀 � 𝑀_𝑔 (𝑤; 𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝜉)) − 𝑔(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤, 𝜉) � , (10) 𝑔(0, 𝑥, 𝑤, 𝜉) = 𝑔_0 (𝑥, 𝑤, 𝜉), (11)

Overview on uncertainty quantification in traffic models via intrusive method 7

where 𝑀_𝑔 (𝑤; 𝜌) is the distribution at the equilibrium.

Applying the intrusive method introduced in Sec. 2, the random field 𝑔(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤, 𝜉) can be approximated by the spectral expansion truncated at 𝐾, 𝑔(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤, 𝜉) = �_{𝐾𝑘=0}

^𝑔_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤)𝜙_𝑖 (𝜉), and the stochastic Galerkin formulation for (10) reads as

𝜕_𝑡^𝑔_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤) + 𝜕_𝑥 � 𝑤𝐼𝑑 − P (ℎ(^𝜌 (𝑡, 𝑥))) � ^𝑔(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤) � 𝑖 = 1 𝜀 � ^𝑀_𝑖 (𝑤; ^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥)) − ^𝑔_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤) � , (12)

^𝑔_𝑖 (0, 𝑥, 𝑤) = ∫ Ω 𝑔_0 (𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤, 𝜉)𝜙_𝑖 (𝜉) 𝑝_Ξ (𝜉)𝑑𝜉 for 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝐾 (13)

where (P (ℎ(^𝜌))^𝑔)_𝑖 =

�_{𝐾𝑗=0} ∫ Ω ℎ �_𝐾 ℓ=0 ^𝜌_ℓ 𝜙_ℓ (𝜉) � ^𝑔_𝑗 𝜙_𝑗 (𝜉)𝜙_𝑖 (𝜉) 𝑝_Ξ (𝜉)𝑑𝜉 and 𝑤 is a deterministic variable.

Further, we define for 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝐾

^𝑀_𝑖 (𝑤; ^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥)) := ∫ Ω 𝑀_𝑔 � 𝑤; 𝐾� ℓ=0 ^𝜌_ℓ (𝑡, 𝑥)𝜙_ℓ (𝜉) � 𝜙_𝑖 (𝜉) 𝑝_Ξ𝑑𝑤𝑑𝜉. (14)

Thus we recovered a stochastic Galerkin system, namely (12), for the BGK model. As in [15], it might be employed to detect and forecast regions of high risk of congestions or traffic instabilities. For a detailed analysis and numerical tests we refer to [15].

5 Macroscopic scale

Macroscopic models describe traffic flow in terms of aggregate quantities as density, 𝜌 = 𝜌(𝑥, 𝑡) and mean velocity 𝑣 = 𝑣(𝑥, 𝑡) of vehicles at a location 𝑥 ∈ R and time 𝑡 > 0. In contrast to the kinetic scale, each reference to the detailed level of vehicles’ description is completely lost.

The natural assumption that the total mass is conserved along the road leads to impose that 𝜌 and 𝑣 satisfy: 𝜕𝜌(𝑥, 𝑡) + 𝜕_𝑥 (𝜌(𝑥, 𝑡)𝑣(𝑥, 𝑡)) = 0, 𝜌(𝑥, 0) = 𝜌_0 (𝑥).

However, another relationship has to be provided in order to close the equation, i.e. we have a single equation for two fields. Depending on the closure we distinguish between first and second order models.

In first order models the velocity is given as a function of the density. Among them, one of the most relevant model was introduced by Lighthill, Whitham and Richards (LWR) [20, 28],where a typical choice for the velocity function is 𝑣(𝑥, 𝑡) = 𝑉 (𝜌(𝑥, 𝑡)) = 1 − 𝜌.

In second order models instead an equation describing the variation of the velocity in time is added to the system. The prototype for second order macroscopic model is given by the ARZ model (Aw, Rascle [2] and Zhang [40]).

8 Elisa Iacomini

However, a challenge occurs when we take into account the uncertainty which affects vehicular traffic. In the following, we are indeed interested in studying the stochastic scenario, where the uncertainty enters only in the initial data.

In particular, we assume 𝜌_0 to depend on the space and on the random variable 𝜉 introduced in Sec. 2, i.e. 𝜌_0 (𝑥, 𝜉), for both first and second order macroscopic models. Under the same assumptions as in Sec. 2, the stochastic LWR model reads as follow:

𝜕_𝑡 𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝜉) + 𝜕_𝑥 (𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝜉) 𝑉 (𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝜉))) = 0 (15) 𝜌(0, 𝑥, 𝜉) = 𝜌_0 (𝑥, 𝜉). (16)

Then we follow the same procedure described in Sec. 2 to get the stochastic Galerkin formulation of the system, which reads as:

𝜕_𝑡 ^𝜌 + 𝜕_𝑥 � P (^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥))^𝑉_{𝑒𝑞} (^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥)) � = −→ 0 , (17)

with −→ 0 = (0, . . . , 0)^𝑇 vector of 𝐾 + 1 components.

Note that an arbitrary but consistent gPC expansion ^𝑉_{𝑒𝑞} is required. For example, the corresponding gPC expansion of 𝑉_{𝑒𝑞} = 1 − 𝜌 is ^𝑉_{𝑒𝑞} = 𝑒_1 − ^𝜌, with unit vector 𝑒_1 = (1, 0, . . . , 0)^𝑇 .

On the other hand, stochastic second order macroscopic models are more challenging to treat. Indeed, beside a more complicated structure, also the properties of the deterministic model have to be preserved, in particular the hyperbolicity of the system has to be ensured.

As second order model, we consider the ARZ model as stated before. In order to write it in a conservative form, an auxiliary variable is usually introduced, namely 𝑧(𝑡, 𝑥) = 𝜌(𝑣 + ℎ(𝜌)). In the deterministic case the system reads as:

𝜕_𝑡 𝜌 + 𝜕_𝑥 (𝑧 − 𝜌ℎ(𝜌)) = 0, (18)

𝜕_𝑡 𝑧 + 𝜕_𝑥 � 𝑧^2 𝜌 − 𝑧ℎ(𝜌) � = 1 𝜀 � 𝜌𝑉_{𝑒𝑞} (𝜌) + 𝜌ℎ(𝜌) � − 𝑧 � (19)

𝜌(0, 𝑥) = 𝜌_0 (𝑥), 𝑧(0, 𝑥) = 𝑧_0 (𝑥). (20)

As before, we introduce the uncertainty in the initial data, and more precisely in the initial density. This affects also the second equation, which means we end up with a stochastic system depending on 𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝜉), 𝑧(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝜉).

Remark 1 A naive approach would be to substitute the truncated expansion for 𝜌 and 𝑣 into the stochastic system and then use the Galerkin projection onto the space spanned by the basis functions leads to a loss of hyperbolicity [10]. Indeed, in this case the jacobian of the flux has not necessarily real eigenvalues and a full set of eigenvectors.

Overview on uncertainty quantification in traffic models via intrusive method 9

In order to compute the gPC expansion for the term^{𝑧2}_𝜌 , the Riemann invariant 𝑤 = 𝑣 + ℎ(𝜌) is taken into account, such that 𝑧 = 𝜌𝑤, which leads to ^𝑧 = P (^𝜌)^𝑤 as in [10]. According to this, the term^{𝑧2 (𝑡,𝑥, 𝜉)}_{𝜌(𝑡,𝑥 𝜉)} = 𝑧(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝜉)𝑤(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝜉) and the corresponding gPC expansion is ^𝑧 ∗ ^𝑤 = P (^𝑧)P^{−1}(^𝜌)^𝑧. Thus the stochastic Galerkin formulation for the ARZ model reads as:

𝜕_𝑡 ^𝜌 + 𝜕_𝑥 � 𝑧̂ − P (^𝜌)^ℎ(^𝜌) � = −→ 0 (21)

𝜕_𝑡^𝑧 + 𝜕_𝑥 � P (^𝑧)P^{−1}(^𝜌)^𝑧 − P (^𝑧)^ℎ(^𝜌) � = −→ 0 . (22)

In order to ensure the hyperbolicity of the system as proved in [10, Thm 2], the basis functions have to fulfill the following properties

(A1) The matrices M_ℓ and M_𝑘 commute for all ℓ, 𝑘 = 0, . . . , 𝐾. (A2) The matrices P (^𝑢) and P (^𝑧) commute for all ^𝑢,^𝑧 ∈ R^{𝐾 +1}. (A3) There is an eigenvalue decomposition P (^𝑢) = 𝑉 D(^𝑢)𝑉^𝑇 with constant eigenvectors 𝑉.

It has been shown that for example the one–dimensional Wiener–Haar basis and piecewise linear multiwavelets fulfill the previous assumptions, but, Legendre and Hermite polynomials do not fulfill those requirements.

5.1 From micro to macro

Connections between microscopic and macroscopic traffic flow models are already well established. Indeed there are several works in the literature investigating the limit for first and second order models as [1, 8]. The natural question now is if and how the uncertainty influences the relationship between the scales.

Proposition 1 Let 𝜉 be a random variable as in Section 3, with 𝑁 cars of fixed length 𝐿. Assume that 𝑠(^𝐿_{Δ𝑥} ) = 𝑣(𝜌). Then the stochastic ODEs system (5) converges to the stochastic LWR model (15) for 𝐿 → 0 and 𝑁 → ∞.

Proof First of all we recall that the uncertainty enters only in the initial data, as in Section 3-5. Then, we define the stochastic local density, according to the deterministic case [1]:

𝜌^{(𝑁 )}_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) = 𝐿 Δ𝑥_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) = 𝐿 𝑥_{𝑖+1} (𝑡, 𝜉) − 𝑥_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑁 − 1 (23)

with an abuse of notation, where we assume the uncertainty to be represented by 𝜉 both at the micro and at the macro level. Note that 𝜌^{(𝑁 )}_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) is the same term which appears in the velocity function.

From the definition of local density

10 Elisa Iacomini 𝑑 𝑑𝑡 1 𝜌^{(𝑁 )}_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) = 1 𝐿 � 𝑑 𝑑𝑡 𝑥_{𝑖+1} (𝑡) − 𝑑 𝑑𝑡 𝑥_𝑖 (𝑡) + 𝑑 𝑑𝑡 𝜉 � (24) = 1 𝐿 � 𝑠 � 𝐿 𝑥_{𝑖+2} (𝑡) − 𝑥_{𝑖+1} (𝑡) + 𝜉 � − 𝑠 � 𝐿 𝑥_{𝑖+1} (𝑡) − 𝑥_𝑖 (𝑡) + 𝜉 � (25)

= 𝑠 � 𝜌^{(𝑁 )}_{𝑖+1} (𝑡, 𝜉) � − 𝑠 � 𝜌^{(𝑁 )}_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) � 𝐿 . (26)

To compute the limit, we follow the procedure as in [5, 17, 32]. We consider the Lagrangian coordinate 𝑦, and we define

𝜌^{(𝑁 )} (𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉) = 𝜌^{(𝑁 )}_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝜉) if 𝑦 ∈ [𝑖𝐿, (𝑖 + 1)𝐿) (27)

so we get: 𝑑 𝑑𝑡 1 𝜌^{(𝑁 )} (𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉) = 𝑠 � 𝜌^{(𝑁 )} (𝑦 + 𝐿, 𝑡, 𝜉) � − 𝑠 � 𝜌^{(𝑁 )} (𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉) � 𝐿 . (28)

By defining 𝐿 = 1 𝑁 (29)

and assuming that there exists a function 𝜌(𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉) such that 𝜌(𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉) = lim_{𝑁 →∞} 𝜌^{(𝑁 )} (𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉), (28) can be rewritten: 𝑑 𝑑𝑡 1 𝜌(𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉)

= 𝜕_𝑦 𝑠(𝜌(𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉)). (30)

While 𝑦 represents the continuous number of cars, we are interested in the position of a car itself, namely 𝑥(𝑦, 𝑡):

𝜕_𝑦𝑥(𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉) = lim_{𝐿→0} 𝑥(𝑦 + 𝐿, 𝑡, 𝜉) − 𝑥(𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉) 𝐿 = 1 𝜌(𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉)

(31)

so that 𝑥(𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉) =

∫_𝑦 0 1 𝜌(𝑧, 𝑡, 𝜉) 𝑑𝑧, (32)

assuming 𝑥(0, 𝑡, 𝜉) = 0.

Then:

𝜕_𝑡 𝑥(𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉) =

∫_𝑦 0 𝜕_𝑡 1 𝜌(𝑧, 𝑡, 𝜉) 𝑑𝑧 =

∫_𝑦 0 𝜕_𝑧 𝑠(𝜌(𝑧, 𝑡, 𝜉))𝑑𝑧 = 𝑠(𝜌(𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉)). (33)

On the other hand, 𝑦 can be recovered as:

𝑦(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉) =

�∫_𝑥 0 1 𝜌(𝑧, 𝑡, 𝜉) 𝑑𝑧 �_{−1} (34)

Overview on uncertainty quantification in traffic models via intrusive method 11

and we can compute the derivative with respect to 𝑥

𝜕_𝑥 𝑦(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉) = 𝜌(𝑦(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉), 𝑡, 𝜉). (35)

Moreover 𝑑 𝑑𝑡 𝑦(𝑥(𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉), 𝑡, 𝜉) = 0 (36)

since 𝑦(𝑥(𝑦, 𝑡 + Δ𝑡, 𝜉), 𝑡 + Δ𝑡, 𝜉) = 𝑦(𝑥(𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉), 𝑡, 𝜉), for Δ𝑡 ≥ 0. Explicitly 𝑑 𝑑𝑡 𝑦(𝑥(𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉), 𝑡, 𝜉) = 𝜕_𝑥 𝑦(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉)𝜕_𝑡 𝑥(𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉) + 𝜕_𝑡 𝑦(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝑥𝑖) = 0 (37)

𝜕_𝑡 𝑦(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝑥𝑖) = −𝑠(𝜌(𝑦, 𝑡, 𝜉))𝜌(𝑦(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉), 𝑡, 𝜉). (38)

We define 𝜌(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉) = 𝜌(𝑦(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉), 𝑡, 𝜉) and we compute the time derivative exploiting (35)-(38)

𝜕_𝑡 𝜌(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉) = 𝑑 𝑑𝑡 𝜌(𝑦(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉), 𝑡, 𝜉) = (39)

=𝜕_𝑦 𝜌(𝑦(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉), 𝑡, 𝜉)𝜕_𝑡 𝑦(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉) + 𝜕_𝑡 𝜌(𝑦(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉), 𝑡, 𝜉) (40) = − 𝑠(𝜌(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉))𝜕_𝑥 𝜌(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉) + 𝜌(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉)𝜕_𝑥𝑠(𝜌(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉)) (41) = − 𝜕_𝑥 (𝑠(𝜌(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉))𝜌(𝑥, 𝑡, 𝜉)) . (42)

Thus we recover the stochastic LWR model (15). □

For second order models, a similar procedure can be applied.

5.2 From meso to macro

Kinetic and macroscopic scales are closely related, indeed one can recover the macroscopic quantities from the kinetic models, as stated in Sec. 4. Here we are interested in investigating the connections between the models described in Sec. 4 and Sec. 5. We recall that we consider a particular kinetic model, the BGK model, where the interaction kernel is given by a linear term which described a relaxation towards the equilibrium, namely the right hand side term of (10).

In order to understand the intrinsic connection to the macroscopic scale, let us consider traffic flow at equilibrium conditions. This means that at the kinetic level 𝑀_𝑔 = 𝑔 and the desired velocity is the velocity itself, 𝑤 = 𝑣, which implies ℎ = 0. Under these assumptions, integrating (10) with respect to 𝑤 we immediately get the stochastic LWR if 𝑤 coincides with 𝑉_{𝑒𝑞}.

As far as concerns the second order macroscopic models, the link between the kinetic BGK model and the ARZ has been proved in the deterministic case in [16], while in [15] the link has been extended also to the stochastic framework. For

12 Elisa Iacomini

completeness, we recall here the main result where a gPC formulation of the fluid model obtained by the stochastic BGK model (10) is derived.

Further, this model is compared with the stochastic ARZ model. The theorem shows that under assumption (43) the derived gPC model is equivalent to the stochastic model of [10]. Therein, it has also been shown that the partial differential equation is hyperbolic.

Theorem 1 [15, Thm 2.2] Let 𝐾 > 0, 𝜀 > 0. Assume the base functions {𝜙_0, . . . , 𝜙_𝐾 } fulfill (A1)–(A3) and assume that ∫ 𝑊 ^𝑀_𝑖 (𝑤; ^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥)) 𝑑𝑤 = ^𝜌_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝑥), (UM1) ∫ 𝑊 𝑤 ^𝑀_𝑖 (𝑤; ^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥)) 𝑑𝑤 = � P (𝑉_{𝑒𝑞} (^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥)))^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥) + P (ℎ(^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥)))^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥) � 𝑖 . (UM2)

Let ^𝑔_𝑖 be a strong solution to (12) and (14) for 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝐾. Further, assume that for 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝐾 and (𝑡, 𝑥) ∈ R^+ × R ∫ 𝑊 𝑤^2 ^𝑔_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤)𝑑𝑤 = (P (^𝑞(𝑡, 𝑥))P^{−1}(^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥))^𝑞(𝑡, 𝑥))_𝑖, (43)

where (^𝜌, ^𝑞)_𝑖 are the first and second moment of ^𝑔_𝑖 as in (??)–(??) and P is defined by (4).

Then, the functions (^𝜌, ^𝑞) formally fulfill pointwise in (𝑡, 𝑥) ∈ R^+ × R and for all 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝐾 the second–order traffic flow model

𝜕_𝑡 ^𝜌_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝑥) + 𝜕_𝑥 [^𝑞_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝑥) − (P (^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥))^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥))_𝑖] = 0 (44a) 𝜕_𝑡 ^𝑞_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝑥) + 𝜕_𝑥 � (P (^𝑞(𝑡, 𝑥))P^{−1}(^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥))^𝑞(𝑡, 𝑥))_𝑖 − (P (^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥))^𝑞(𝑡, 𝑥))_𝑖 � = (44b) 1 𝜀 � P (𝑉_{𝑒𝑞} (^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥)))^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥) + P (ℎ(^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥)))^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥) � 𝑖 − ^𝑞_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝑥) � (44c)

^𝜌_𝑖 (0, 𝑥) = ∫ 𝑊 ^𝑔_{0,𝑖} (𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤)𝑑𝑤, (44d)

^𝑞_𝑖 (0, 𝑥) = ∫ 𝑊 𝑤 ^𝑔_{0,𝑖} (𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤)𝑑𝑤. (44e)

The system (44) is hyperbolic for ^𝜌_𝑖 > 0.

Let the random fields (𝜌, 𝑞) = (𝜌, 𝑞)(𝑡, 𝑥, 𝜉) : R^+ × R × Ω → R^2 be a pointwise a.e. solution with second moments w.r.t. to 𝜉 of the stochastic Aw–Rascle–Zhang system with random initial data:

𝜕_𝑡 𝜌 + 𝜕_𝑥 (𝑞 − 𝜌ℎ(𝜌)) = 0, (45a)

𝜕_𝑡 𝑞 + 𝜕_𝑥

� 𝑞2 𝜌 − 𝑞ℎ(𝜌) � = 1 𝜀 � 𝜌𝑉_{𝑒𝑞} (𝜌) + 𝜌ℎ(𝜌) − 𝑞 � , (45b)

𝜌(0, 𝑥, 𝜉) = 𝜌_0 (𝑥, 𝜉), 𝑞(0, 𝑥, 𝜉) = 𝑞_0 (𝑥, 𝜉). (45c)

Overview on uncertainty quantification in traffic models via intrusive method 13

Under the previous assumptions on the base functions { 𝜙_0, . . . , 𝜙_𝐾 } and provided that for all 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝐾 ∫ Ω 𝜌_0 (𝑥, 𝜉 ) 𝜙_𝑖 ( 𝜉 ) 𝑝_Ξ𝑑 𝜉 = ∫ 𝑊 ^𝑔_{0,𝑖} (𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤)𝑑𝑤, ∫ Ω 𝑞_0 (𝑥, 𝜉 ) 𝜙_𝑖 ( 𝜉 ) 𝑝_Ξ𝑑 𝜉 = ∫ 𝑊 𝑤^𝑔_{0,𝑖} (𝑡, 𝑥, 𝑤)𝑑𝑤,

(46)

we have

𝐺_𝐾 (𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥, ·)) (𝜉) = 𝐾� 𝑖=0 ^𝜌_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝑥)𝜙_𝑖 (𝜉) and 𝐺_𝐾 (𝑞(𝑡, 𝑥, ·)) (𝜉) = 𝐾� 𝑖=0 ^𝑞_𝑖 (𝑡, 𝑥)𝜙_𝑖 (𝜉),

(47)

where (^𝜌, ^𝑞) fulfill equation (44).

For the proof we refer to [15].

5.3 Numerical test

Numerically, we focus on the macroscopic scale, in order to exploit the strength of the stochastic Galerkin approach. Indeed, thanks to the stochastic Galerkin formulation, the stochastic quantities can be recovered at each time step in every point of the space grid, solving only once the coefficients system. In particular, in the following we focus on the fundamental diagram. To this aim, we run simulations for the stochastic LWR model and we reconstruct an approximation of the stochastic fundamental diagram from the Galerkin coefficients of the density, namely 𝑓̃ (𝑡, 𝑥, 𝜉) = P (^𝜌(𝑡, 𝑥)) ^𝑉_{𝑒𝑞}, where ^𝑉_{𝑒𝑞𝑖} = (𝑒_1)_𝑖 − ^𝜌_𝑖 for 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝐾.

We employ the local Lax-Friederichs scheme to solve the PDE for each coefficient (17). The numerical parameters are as follows. We consider the space interval 𝑥 ∈ [𝑎, 𝑏] = [0, 2] and define the uniform spatial grid of size Δ𝑥 = 1 · 10^{−2}. Moreover, let 𝑇_𝑓 = 1 be the final time of the simulations and Δ𝑡 the time step, which is chosen in such a way that the CFL condition is fulfilled. By 𝑁_𝑡 we denote the number of the time steps needed to reach 𝑇_𝑓 . The random variable 𝜉 is assumed to be uniform distributed on (0, 1), i.e., 𝑝_Ξ = 1 and Ω = (0, 1). As basis functions we consider the Haar basis. The prototype of the initial data is a Riemann problem:

𝜌_0 (𝑥, 𝜉) = � 𝜌_𝑙 ≡ 𝜉 ∼ U(𝑢_1, 𝑢_2) 𝑥 < 1 𝜌_𝑟 𝑥 ≥ 1

, (48)

with 𝜌_𝑙, 𝜌_𝑟 , 𝑢_1, 𝑢_2 ∈ [0, 1].

Moreover, according to the results presented in [10, 15] where the numerical convergence with respect to 𝐾 is studied, we choose 𝐾 = 15.

In order to understand how the uncertainty in the initial data affects the shape of the fundamental diagram at 𝑇_𝑓 = 1, we consider several initial data, fixing 𝜌_𝑙 ∼ U(0.75, 0.95) and varying 𝜌_𝑟 ∈ [0, 1]. We mainly focus on the rarefaction

14 Elisa Iacomini

case since the density is more spread, with respect to the shock case, and therefore the reconstruction of the fundamental diagram is more accurate. In Fig. 1 we plot the mean, i.e. the 0-coefficient, of the fundamental diagram. One may recognize the typical form of the Greenshields flux function. However, a cloud of points is also present approximately for 𝜌 ∈ (0.35, 0.83), which means that the same density value could lead to different velocities. Moreover, we note that this scatter behavior affects only region where there is the transition between free flow and congested flow. Furthermore, for 𝜌 > 0.85 we still observe a scattering in the flux, right box in Fig. 1, while in the free flow there is none, left box in Fig. 1.

It is important to note that the scattered fundamental diagram we observe here, is typical of traffic dynamics [30], and it can be recovered from a first order macroscopic model with uncertainty only in the initial data. A deterministic first order model fails in reproducing such a scattered dynamics. .

Fig. 1 Mean of the fundamental diagram for different initial data

In order to investigate the uncertainty more in details, the variance is also taken into account. The approximation of the variance is computed by the sum of all the coefficients but the first one, squared, i.e. for the density 𝑉𝑎𝑟 (𝜌) ≈

�_{𝐾𝑘=1} ^𝜌^2_𝑘 . In Fig.

2, the blue dots stand for the mean of the reconstructed fundamental diagram while the red bars indicate the mean plus and minus the variance, both for density and flux. It is very interesting to note that while for 𝜌 ∈ [0.5, 0.8] a very small variance in the density corresponds to high variance in the flux, for a more congested traffic the scenario is the opposite, right box in Fig. 2. This can be explained as follows: in the highly congested traffic situation the velocity is close to 0 even for some variation of the density values and this causes a very small variation in the flux with respect to

Overview on uncertainty quantification in traffic models via intrusive method 15

the density. On the other hand, switching from free flow to congested regime, very small changes in the density values lead to higher uncertainty in the flux value since the velocity has a large impact close to the maximum of the flux, left box in Fig. 2.

Fig. 2 Fundamental diagram with mean and variance.

6 Conclusion and future perspectives

The presented overview aims at providing a unified framework on how to deal with uncertainty in traffic flow models at different scales of observation. In particular, starting from the microscopic models, to the kinetic equation and finally to the macroscopic ones, the uncertainty was introduced in the initial data in a consistent way. Moreover, the stochastic quantities were treated in the same way following the intrusive stochastic Galerkin approach: first we performed the gPC expansion of the stochastic quantities, we truncated them and put them into the respective evolution equations projecting with the Galerkin ansatz. After presenting the proper stochastic Galerkin formulations for the different systems, we presented some connections be-

16 Elisa Iacomini

tween the scales and some numerical simulations which show the intrinsic influence of the uncertainty on the characteristic law of traffic.

However, a deeper understanding of the link between the Galerkin coefficients at different scales, in particular between microscopic and macroscopic, is still an open question.

Acknowledgements The author thanks the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) for the financial support through 20021702/GRK2326, 333849990/IRTG- 2379, HE5386/19-1,22-1,23-1 and under Germany’s Excellence Strategy EXC-2023 Internet of Production 390621612.

The author is member of the “National Group for Scientific Computation (GNCS-INDAM)”.

References

1. Aw, A., Klar, A., Rascle, M., Materne, T.: Derivation of continuum traffic flow models from microscopic follow-the-leader models. SIAM Journal on applied mathematics 63(1), 259–278 (2002) 2. Aw, A., Rascle, M.: Resurrection of “second order” models of traffic flow? SIAM J. Appl.

Math. 60, 916–938 (2000) 3. Bando, M., Hasebe, K., Nakayama, A., Shibata, A., Sugiyama, Y.: Dynamical model of traffic congestion and numerical simulation. Physical review E 51(2), 10–35 (1995) 4. Bhatnagar, P.L., Gross, E.P., Krook, M.: A model for collision processes in gases. i. small amplitude processes in charged and neutral one-component systems. Physical review 94(3), 511 (1954) 5. Burger, M., Göttlich, S., Jung, T.: Derivation of a first order traffic flow model of Lighthill- Whitham-Richards type. IFAC-PapersOnLine 51(9), 49–54 (2018) 6. Cameron, R.H., Martin, W.T.: The orthogonal development of non-linear functionals in series of Fourier-Hermite functionals. Annals of Mathematics 48(2), 385–392 (1947) 7. Debusschere, B.J., Najm, H.N., Pébay, P.P., Knio, O.M., Ghanem, R.G., Maître, O.P.L.: Numerical challenges in the use of polynomial chaos representations for stochastic processes. SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing 26(2), 698–719 (2004) 8. Di Francesco, M., Fagioli, S., Rosini, M.D.: Many particle approximation of the aw-rascle-zhang second order model for vehicular traffic. Mathematical Biosciences and Engineering 14(1), 127–141 (2017) 9. Fan, S., Herty, M., Seibold, B.: Comparative model accuracy of a data-fitted generalized aw-rascle-zhang model. Networks & Heterogeneous Media 9(2), 239 (2014) 10. Gerster, S., Herty, M., Iacomini, E.: Stability analysis of a hyperbolic stochastic galerkin formulation for the aw-rascle-zhang model with relaxation. Mathematical biosciences and engineering: MBE 18(4), 4372–4389 (2021) 11. Gerster, S., Herty, M., Sikstel, A.: Hyperbolic stochastic Galerkin formulation for the 𝑝-system.

Journal of Computational Physics 395, 186–204 (2019) 12. Ghanem, R.G., Spanos, P.D.: Stochastic finite elements: A Spectral Approach, 1 edn. Springer, New York (1991). DOI 10.1007/978-1-4612-3094-6 13. Gottlieb, D., Hesthaven, J.S.: Spectral methods for hyperbolic problems. Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics 128(1), 83–131 (2001) 14. Helbing, D., Hennecke, A., Shvetsov, V., Treiber, M.: MASTER: macroscopic traffic simulation based on a gas-kinetic, non-local traffic model. Transportation Research Part B: Methodological 35(2), 183–211 (2001) 15. Herty, M., Iacomini, E.: Uncertainty quantification in hierarchical vehicular flow models.

Kinetic & Related Models 15(2), 239 (2022)

Overview on uncertainty quantification in traffic models via intrusive method 17

16. Herty, M., Puppo, G., Roncoroni, S., Visconti, G.: The BGK approximation of kinetic models for traffic. Kinetic & Related Models 13(2), 279 (2020) 17. Holden, H., Risebro, N.H.: Follow-the-Leader models can be viewed as a numerical approximation to the Lighthill-Whitham-Richards model for traffic flow. Networks & Heterogeneous Media 13(3), 409 (2018) 18. Jin, S., Xiu, D., Zhu, X.: A well-balanced stochastic Galerkin method for scalar hyperbolic balance laws with random inputs. Journal of Scientific Computing 67, 1198–1218 (2016) 19. Kusch, J., Alldredge, G.W., Frank, M.: Maximum-principle-satisfying second-order intrusive polynomial moment scheme. The SMAI journal of computational mathematics 5, 23–51 (2019) 20. Lighthill, M.J., Whitham, G.B.: On kinematic waves II. A theory of traffic flow on long crowded roads. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series A. Mathematical and Physical Sciences 229(1178), 317–345 (1955) 21. Maître, O.P.L., Knio, O.M.: Spectral Methods for uncertainty quantification, 1 edn. Springer Netherlands (2010). DOI 10.1007/978-90-481-3520-2 22. Newell, G.F.: Nonlinear effects in the dynamics of car following. Operations research 9(2), 209–229 (1961) 23. Pettersson, P., Iaccarino, G., Nordström, J.: A stochastic Galerkin method for the Euler equations with Roe variable transformation. Journal of Computational Physics 257, 481–500 (2014) 24. Pettersson, P., Iaccarino, G., Nordström, J.: Polynomial chaos methods for hyperbolic partial differential equations. Springer International Publishing, Switzerland (2015). DOI 10.1007/ 978-3-319-10714-1 25. Piccoli, B., Tosin, A.: Vehicular traffic: a review of continuum mathematical models. In:

R. Meyers (ed.) Encyclopedia of Complexity and Systems Science, pp. 9727–9749. Springer, New York, NY (2009) 26. Piu, M., Puppo, G.: Stability analysis of microscopic models for traffic flow with lane changing.

Networks and Heterogeneous Media (2022) 27. Puppo, G., Semplice, M., Tosin, A., Visconti, G.: Kinetic models for traffic flow resulting in a reduced space of microscopic velocities. Kinetic & Related Models 10(3), 823 (2016) 28. Richards, P.I.: Shock waves on the highway. Operations Research 4(1), 42–51 (1956). DOI 10.1287/opre.4.1.42 29. Schlachter, L., Schneider, F.: A hyperbolicity-preserving stochastic Galerkin approximation for uncertain hyperbolic systems of equations. Journal of Computational Physics 375, 80–98 (2018) 30. Siebel, F., Mauser, W.: On the fundamental diagram of traffic flow. SIAM Journal on Applied Mathematics 66, 1150–1162 (2005) 31. Sullivan, T.J.: Introduction to uncertainty quantification, 1 edn. Texts in Applied Mathematics.

Springer, Switzerland (2015). DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-23395-6 32. Tordeux, A., Costeseque, G., Herty, M., Seyfried, A.: From traffic and pedestrian follow-the-leader models with reaction time to first order convection-diffusion flow models. SIAM journal on applied mathematics 78(1), 63–79 (2018) 33. Tosin, A., Zanella, M.: Kinetic-controlled hydrodynamics for traffic models with driver-assist vehicles. Multiscale Modeling & Simulation 17(2), 716–749 (2019) 34. Tosin, A., Zanella, M.: Boltzmann-type description with cutoff of follow-the-leader traffic models. In: Trails in Kinetic Theory, pp. 227–251. Springer (2021) 35. Tosin, A., Zanella, M.: Uncertainty damping in kinetic traffic models by driver-assist controls.

Mathematical Control & Related Fields 11(3), 681 (2021) 36. Wegener, R., Klar, A.: A kinetic model for vehicular traffic derived from a stochastic microscopic model. Transport Theory and Statistical Physics 25(7), 785–798 (1996) 37. Wiener, N.: The homogeneous chaos. American Journal of Mathematics 60(4), 897–936 (1938) 38. Xiu, D., Karniadakis, G.E.: The Wiener-Askey polynomial chaos for stochastic differential equations. SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing 24, 619–644 (2002)

18 Elisa Iacomini

39. Zanella, M.: Structure preserving stochastic galerkin methods for fokker–planck equations with background interactions. Mathematics and Computers in Simulation 168, 28–47 (2020) 40. Zhang, H.M.: A non-equilibrium traffic model devoid of gas-like behavior. Transportation Research Part B: Methodological 36(3), 275–290 (2002)