
Deep Learning Predictors for Traffic Flows

Nicholas G. Polson
Booth School of Business

University of Chicago∗

Vadim O. Sokolov
Center for Transportation Research

Argonne National Laboratory

First Draft: December 2015
This Draft: April 2016

Abstract

We develop a deep learning predictor for modeling traffic flows. The challenge arises as
traffic flows have sharp nonlinearities resulting from transitions from free flow to breakdown
and then to congested flow. Our methodology uses a deep learning architecture to capture
nonlinear spatio-temporal flow effects. We show how traffic flow data, from road sensors, can
be predicted using deep learning. For comparison, we use a benchmark sparse `1 trend filter
and we illustrate our methodology on traffic data from Chicago’s Interstate I-55. We focus on
forecasting traffic flows during special events, such as a Chicago Bears football game and an
extreme snowstorm, where the sharp traffic flow regime can occur very suddenly and hardly
predictable from historical patterns. Finally, we discuss directions for future research.

1 Introduction

1.1 Traffic Flow Prediction
Traffic flow forecasting uses real-time measurements of traffic flow speed that are available from
in-ground loop detectors or GPS probes. The main difference is that the spatial distribution of
measurements depends on the sensing methodology. Bing Maps relies on both sources of data,
and then uses probabilistic graphical modeling to predict speeds for each road segment [Microsoft
Research (2016)]. The goal fo our paper is to develop near real-time forecasting for a window
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of at most forty minutes. The forecasting model depends on the number of road segments in the
network, frequency of measurements and number of sensors. The challenges in traffic forecasts,
for large scale networks, are identifying the dependency structure between the model variables
to representing sharp discontinuities in data. For example, there are 20,000 highway and major
arterial road segments in the Chicago metropolitan area. Thus, it is required to develop a forecast
using tens of thousands of predictors in nearly real time. Previous methods are typically applicable
to small size networks and model selection mechanism is done in an ad-hoc manner.

To solve the predictor selection problem we use hierarchical sparse vector auto regressive tech-
niques [Dellaportas et al. (2012); Nicholson et al. (2014)]. To model the discontinuities in traffic
flow we use a deep learning model which forecasts traffic flow as a superposition of univariate
non-linear actuator functions with affine arguments. Both models are scalable and can be esti-
mated using a traditional optimization technique such as stochastic gradient descent. Predictor
selection in our deep learning formulation is performed using dropout Hinton and Salakhutdinov
(2006).

The goal of our paper is to capture nonlinear spatio-temporal effects in both recurrent and
non-recurrent traffic congestions that arise due to conditions such as work zones, weather, special
events, and traffic incidents. All of these factors introduce travel time uncertainty and need to
be forecast. Traffic managers use model-based forecasts to regulate ramp metering, apply speed
harmonization, and change road pricing as congestion mitigation strategies; whereas, the gen-
eral public adjusts its decisions on departure times and travel route choices, among other things.
Nonlinearities present in traffic flows [Kamarianakis et al. (2010)] need to be properly modeled.
Layered hierarchical models such as neural networks are commonly used to develop short term
traffic forecasts. Karlaftis and Vlahogianni (2011) provide an overview of previously developed
approaches. The simplest version of a neural network, a network with no hidden layers, is equiva-
lent to linear regression. It was noted previously by Kamarianakis et al. (2012) that model training
is computationally expensive, and frequent model updating is prohibitive. As we show later in
Section 3.1 our estimation procedure leads to an efficient methodology for finding a sparse model
that can be frequently updated in nearly real time.

We present a deep learning predictor for spatial-temporal relations present in traffic speed mea-
surements. Our model can be used to forecast congestion propagation, given a bottleneck location,
and we provide forty minute speed forecasts for days with recurrent and non-recurrent traffic con-
ditions. Our deep learning predictor can incorporate data sources, such as weather forecasts and
police reports to produce more accurate forecasts. We illustrate our methodology on traffic flows
during special events. For example, we analyze traffic patterns around a Chicago bears football
game and an extreme snow storm. For previous studies, see Anacleto et al. (2013); Blandin et al.
(2012); Chiou et al. (2014); Polson and Sokolov (2015, 2014); Work et al. (2010).

The rest of the paper is outlined as follows. Section 1.2 provides connection with existing
work. Section 1.3 reviews fundamental basics of deep learning. Section 2 develops our deep
learning predictors for forecasting traffic flows. Section 3 discusses fundamental characteristics
of traffic flow data and illustrates our methodology with study of traffic flow on Chicago’s I-55.
Finally, Section 4 concludes with directions for future research.
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1.2 Connections with Existing Work
Short-term traffic flow predictions has a well studied history in the transportation literature. Our ap-
proach builds on the regularized Bayesian methodology, for transportation applications see Tebaldi
and West (1998) who infer network route flows. Westgate et al. (2013) study travel time reliabil-
ity for ambulances using noisy GPS for both path travel time and individual road segment travel
time distributions. Anacleto et al. (2013) develop a dynamic Bayesian network to model external
intervention techniques to accommodate situations with suddenly changing traffic variables.

Neural networks, have been widely applied and shown to be particularly successful in traffic
pattern recognition, see, for example Ripley (1996); Lv et al. (2015). Shallow neural network-
based approach for traffic applications was proposed in Chen and Grant-Muller (2001), the authors
propose a memory efficient dynamic neural network based on resource allocating network (RAN).
The model had a single hidden layer with Gaussian radial basis function activation units. Zheng
et al. (2006) proposes several one-hidden layer networks to produce fifteen minute forecasts. Two
types of networks were considered, one with tanh activation function and another with Gaussian
radial basis function. Then several forecasts were combined using a Bayes factor that calculates
an odds ratio for each of the models dynamically. A state-space neural network was proposed in
Van Lint et al. (2005). An approach that uses day of the week and time of day as inputs for a neural
network was proposed in Çetiner et al. (2010). We add to this line of research by showing an ad-
ditional advantage of deep hidden layers together with sparse autoregressive techniques. Breiman
(2003) agrees that neural networks provide more flexibility that traditional statistical methods.

1.3 Deep Learning
The fundamental deep learning problem is to find a predictor of an output y given an input x. The
class of deep learning predictors ŷ(x) are constructed by composition. Let f be a given univariate
activation function. A semi-affine activation rule is then defined by

fwl,bl(x) = f

(
Nl∑
j=1

wljxj + bl

)
= f(wT

l xl + bl) (l = 1, . . . , n). (1)

Our deep predictor, is the composite map

F (x) = ŷ(x) = (fwn,bn ◦ . . . ◦ fw1,b1) (x).

that approximates original unknown function F (x). Poincare and Hilbert showed that there exists
an activation function that is a universal basis. The main advantage of using deep hidden layers is
that x can be high dimensional but the activation functions are univariate. This implicitly needs the
specification of the number of hidden units Nl for each layer l. We still need to solve the training
problem of finding (ŵ, b̂) and implicitly Nl, n – the model selection problem.

Modern deep learning techniques are rooted in Kolmogorov–Arnold’s representation theorem
[Kolmogorov (1956)]. The theorem states that any continuous function of n variables F (x), where
x = (x1, . . . , xn), can be represented as F (x) =

∑2n+1
j=1 gj (

∑n
i=1 hij(xi)) , where gj and hij are

continuous functions, and hij is a universal basis, that does not depend on F . This remarkable
representation implies that any continuous function can be represented using operations of sum-
mation and function composition. For a neural network, it means that any function of n variables
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can be represented as a neural network with one hidden layer and 2n + 1 activation units. The
difference between theorem and neural network representations is that functions hij are not neces-
sarily affine. Further, it is not clear how to find such a basis. In their original work Kolmogorov
and Arnold developed functions in a constructive fashion. It makes this theorem unusable for prac-
tical applications. Diaconis and Shahshahani (1984) characterize projection pursuit functions for
a specific types of input functions F (x).

Deep learning allows for efficient modeling of nonlinear functional representations. For ex-
ample, principal components analysis Wold (1956); Cook (2007) for dimensionality reduction can
be extended to a case when components are nonlinear functions of the data. Most of the recent
improvements in large scale data analysis techniques come from applying scalable modern op-
timization and parallelization techniques, see Dean et al. (2012); Polson et al. (2015); Sra et al.
(2012). Regularized Bayesian model fitting allows to develop a parsimonious scalable model, that
make frequent updating feasible. Our methodology, provides an alternative to previously proposed
time-series methods and traditional state-space models for forecasting.

2 Deep Learning for Traffic Flow Prediction
We now turn to the problem of developing a deep learning predictor for traffic flow analysis.
For traffic flow model previously measured and possibly filtered traffic flow data given by xt =
(xt−k, . . . , xt) used as regressors. The goal in traffic flow forecasting is to build a model xtt+h =
ŷ(xt), here ŷ is a parametrized superposition of univariate non-linear functions with affine argu-
ments and xtt+h is the forecast traffic flow speeds at time t + h, given measurements up to time
t.

Thus, we consider a non-linear deep learning model for ŷ. Consider a neural network with n
hidden layers. Let l = 1, . . . , n be then index for the layers. Let zl denote the vector of inputs
into a layer l and yl denote the vector of outputs, then a feed-forward neural network model can be
described as

zl+1
i =

Nl∑
i=1

(
wl+1

i yli + bl+1
i

)
(i = 1, . . . , Nl+1)

yl+1
i =f

(
zl+1
i

)
(i = 1, . . . , Nl+1),

here Nl is the number of activation units (neurons) at layer l and function f is called an activation
function. Typical choices for an activation function include tanh and rectifier function f(x) =
max(0, x). The forecast is xtt+h = yn =

(
f(zn1 ), . . . , f(znNn

)
)
.

Suppose we wish to predict traffic flows 40 minutes in advance. The vector of interest is

xtt+40 =

 x1,t+40
...

xL,t+40

 ,

where L is the number of locations on the network (loop detectors) and xi,t is the traffic flow speed
at location i at time t.
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To develop the forecast we use input vector xt ∈ RTL, where T is the number of lagged
measurements to be used and L is the number of locations on the network at which measurements
available. Thus, xt contains recent measurements from each location on the network

xt = vec

 x1,t−40 ... xL,t
...

...
...

xL,t ... xLt

 .

Here, vec is the vectorization transformation, which converts the matrix into a column vector. In
our application examined later in Section 3.1, we have twenty one road segments (i.e. L = 21)
that span thirteen miles of a major corridor connecting Chicago’s southwest suburbs to the cen-
tral business district. The chosen length is consistent with several current transportation corridor
management deployments [TransNet (2016)].

We use a hierarchical linear vector autoregressive model to identify the spatio-temporal rela-
tions in the data. We consider the problem of finding sparse matrix A in the following model

xtt+40 = Axt + vt, vt ∼ N(0, V );

here A is a matrix of size L× Lk, and k is the number of previous measurements used to develop
a forecast. In our example considered in Section 3.1 we have L = 21, however in large scale
networks there are tens of thousands locations with measurements available.

Then problem of finding the spatio-temporal relations in the data is the predictor selection for
linear models, such as vector autoregressive models. It is a well developed topic. Estimation
algorithms for finding sparse models rely on adding a penalty term to a loss function. A recent re-
view by Nicholson et al. (2014) considers several prominent scalar regularization terms to identify
sparse vector auto-regressive models.

The predictors selected as a result of finding the liner model are then used to build a deep learn-
ing model. To find an optimal network (structure and weights) we used stochastic gradient descent
(SGD) method implemented in the package H2O. Similar methods are available in Python’s
Theano framework by Bastien et al. (2012). We generated 105 Monte Carlo samples from the
following space:

f ∈ {tanh(x), max(x, 0)}
n ∈ {1, . . . , 60}
Nl ∈ {1, . . . , 200}n

λ ∈ [10−4, 10−2]

xtt+h = (fn ◦ . . . ◦ f1) (xt), fl = f(wT
l xl + bl).

We used out-of-sample model performance as a criteria for selecting our final deep learning archi-
tecture.

2.1 Training
At a fundamental level, we use a training set (yi, xi)

N
i=1 of input-output pairs, to train our deep

learning model by minimizing the difference between training target yi and our predictor ŷ(xi).
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To do this we need a loss function, l(y, ŷ) at the level of the output signal. When we have a
traditional probabilistic model p(y | ŷ) that generates the output y given the predictor ŷ, then
we have the natural loss function l(y, ŷ) = − log p(y | ŷ). For deep learning problems a typical `2
norm squared used as a loss function. It is common to add a regularization penalty φ(w, b) that will
avoid over-fitting and stabilize our predictive rule. To summarize, given an activation function, the
statistical problem is to optimally find the weights and biases w = (w0, . . . , wn), b = (b0, . . . , bn)
that minimize the loss function with `2 separable regularization term given by

(ŵ, b̂) ∈ argmin
w,b

‖y − ŷw,b(x)‖22 + λφ(w, b)

φ(w, b) =||w||2 + ||b||2

ŷw,b(x) = (fn ◦ . . . ◦ f1) (xt), fl(x) = f

(
200∑
j=1

wljxj + bl

)
,

here wl ∈ Rl−1, bl ∈ R, and λ gages the overall level of regularization. Choices of penalties for
φ(w, b) include the ridge penalty `2 or the lasso `1 penalty to induce sparsity in the weights. A
typical method to solve the optimization problem is gradient descent. However, the caveats of this
approach include poor treatment of multi-modality and slow convergence.

Models constructed from deep learning predictors can be fit easily to training data using a
stochastic gradient descent (SGD) algorithm. However, from our experiments with the traffic data,
we found that using sparse liner model estimation to identify spatial-temporal relations between
variables, yield better results, as compared to using drop-out or regularization terms for neural
network loss function.

In order to find optimal structure of the neural network (number of hidden layers n, number of
activation units in each layer Nl and activation functions f ) as well as hyper-parameters, such as `1
regularization weight, we used a random search. Though this technique is inefficient for large scale
problems, for the sake of exploring potential structures of the networks that deliver good results
and can be scaled, this is an appropriate technique for small dimensions. An alternative to random
search, that relies on genetic optimization algorithm for learning the network structure for traffic
forecasts proposed in Vlahogianni et al. (2005).

2.2 Trend Filtering
The goal is to filter noisy data from physical sensors and then to develop model-based predic-
tors. Iterative exponential smoothing is a popular technique which is computationally efficient. It
smoothers oscillations which occur on arterial roads with traffic signal controls, when measured
speed is “flipping” between two values, depending whether the probe vehicle stopped at the light or
not. Figure 1(a), however, shows that it does not work well for quickly switching regimes observed
in highway traffic. Another approach is median filtering, which unlike exponential smoothing cap-
tures quick changes in regimes as shown on Figure 1(b). However, it will not perform well on an
arterial road controlled by traffic signals, since it will be oscillating back and forth between two
values. A third approach is to use a piecewise polynomial fit to filter the data. As show on Figure
1(c) this method does perform well, however, the slopes might be underestimated. Thus, out of
those three methods the median filter seems to be the most effective.
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(a) exponential smoothing (b) median filter (c) loess filter

Figure 1: Different filtering algorithms for data pre-processing

An alternative approach to filter the data is to assume that we observe data from the statistical
model vi = p(xi) + ei , where p(x) is piecewise constant. The fused lasso Tibshirani and Taylor
(2011) and `1 trend filtering Kim et al. (2009); Polson and Scott (2014) involves estimating p(x) =
(p(x1), . . . , p(xn)) at the input points by solving the optimization problem

minimize (1/2)||y − p(x)||22 + λ||Dp(x)||1.

In fused lasso D = D(1) is the matrix encoding first differences in p(x). In `1 trend filtering
D = D(2) is the matrix encoding second differences in p(x)

D(1) =


1 −1 0 0 · · · 0
0 1 −1 0 · · · 0
... . . . ...
0 · · · 0 1 −1

 , D(2) =


1 −2 1 0 · · · 0
0 1 −2 1 · · · 0
... . . . ...
0 · · · 1 −2 1

 .

Applying D(1) to a vector is equivalent to calculating first order differences of the vector. This
filter also called 1-dimensional total variation denoising [Rudin et al. (1992)], and hence first order
`1 trend filtering estimate p(x) is piecewise constant across the input points x1, . . . , xn. Higher
orders difference operators D(k), k > 1, correspond to an assumption that the data generating
process is modeled by a piece-wise polynomial of order k function.

Figure 2 shows results of applying `1 to a data measured from a loop-detector on I-55. A
computationally efficient algorithms for trend filtering with differentiation operator of any order
D(k) was recently proposed by Ramdas and Tibshirani (2015).

3 Chicago Traffic Flow During Special Events
For our empirical study we use data from twenty one loop-detectors installed on a northbound sec-
tion of Interstate I-55 . Those loop-detectors span 13 miles of the highway. A distinct characteristic
of traffic flow data is an abrupt change of the mean level. Also we see a lot of variations on the
speed measurements. Though, on Figure 1 it might seem that during congested period (6am-9am)
the speed variation is small, in reality the signal to noise ratio during congested regime is lower
compared to a free flow regime. One approach to treat the noisy data is a probabilistic one. In
Polson and Sokolov (2014) authors developed a hierarchical Bayesian model for tracking traffic
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Figure 2: `1 trend filtering based on quadratic loss and penalty that enforces a piecewise line fit.

flows and estimate uncertainty about state variables at any given point in time. However, when
information is presented to a user, it has to be presented as a single number, i.e. travel time from
my origin to my destination is 20 minutes. A straight forward way to go from a distribution over
a traffic state variable (i.e traffic flow speed) to a single number would be to calculate an expected
value or a maximum a posteriori.

3.1 Traffic Flow on Chicago’s Interstate I-55
One of the key attributes of congestion propagation on a traffic network is the spatial and temporal
dependency between bottlenecks. For example, if we consider a stretch of highway and assume a
bottleneck, then it is expected that the end of the queue will move from the bottleneck downstream.
Sometimes, both the head and tail of the bottleneck move downstream together. Such discontinu-
ities in traffic flow, called shock waves are well studied and can be modeled using a simple flow
conservation principles. However, a similar phenomena can be observed not only between down-
stream and upstream locations on a highway. A similar relationship can be established between
locations on city streets and highways Horvitz et al. (2012). Figure 3 shows a time-space diagram
of traffic flows on a 13-mile stretch of highway I-55 in Chicago. You can see a clear space-temporal
patterns in traffic congestion propagation in both downstream and upstream directions.

Another important aspect of traffic congestion is that it can be “decomposed” into recurrent and
non-recurrent factors. For example, a typical commute time from a western suburb to Chicago’s
city center on Mondays is 45 minutes. However, occasionally the travel time is 10 minutes shorter
or longer. Figure 4 shows summarized data collected from the sensor located eight miles from the
Chicago downtown on I-55 north bound, which is part of a route used by many morning commuters
to travel from southwest suburbs to the city. Figure 4(a) shows average speed on the selected road
segment for each of the five work days, we can see that there is little variation, on average, from one
week day to another with travelers most likely to experience delays between 5 and 10am. However,
if we look at the empirical probability distribution of travel speeds between 7 and 8 am on the same
road segment on Figure 4(b), we see that distribution is bi-modal. We can see that in most of the
cases, the speed is around 20 miles per hour, which corresponds to heavy congestion. The free
flow speed on this road segment is around 70 miles per hour. Furthermore, the distribution has a
heavy left tail. Thus, on many days the traffic is considerably worse, compared to an “average”
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Figure 3: Time-Space diagram that shows traffic flow speed on a 12-mile stretch of I-55. Data
measured on from 18 February 2009 (Wednesday). Red means slow speed and light yellow corre-
sponds to free flow speed. The direction of the flow is from 0 to 13.

day.
Figure 5(a) shows measurements from all non-holiday Wednesdays in 2009. Solid line and

band, represent the average speed and 60% confidence interval correspondingly. Each dot is an
individual speed measurement that lies outside of 98% confidence interval. Measurements taken
every five minutes, on every Wednesday of 2009, thus we have roughly 52 measurements for each
of the five-minute intervals.

We can see that in many cases traffic patterns are very similar from one day to another. How-
ever, there are also many days, when there are surprises, both good and bad. A good surprise might
happen, for example when schools are closed due to extremely cold weather. A bad surprise might
happen due to non-recurrent traffic conditions, such as an accident or inclining weather.

Figure 5(b) illustrates a typical day’s traffic flow pattern on Chicago’s I-55 highway. This
traffic pattern is recurrent, we can see a breakdown in flow speed during the morning peak period,
followed by speed recovery. The free flow regimes are usually of little interest to traffic managers.

Figure 6 shows the impact of non-recurrent events. In this case, the traffic speed can signifi-
cantly deviate from historical averages due to the increased number of vehicles on the road or due
to poor road surface conditions. Our goal is to build a statistical model to capturing the sudden
regime changes from free flow to congestion and the decline in speed to the recovery regime for
both recurrent traffic conditions and non-recurrent ones.

As described above, the traffic congestion usually originates at specific bottlenecks on a net-
work. Therefore, given a bottleneck, our forecast predicts how fast it will propagate on the network.
Figure 7, the spatial-temporal relations in traffic data is non linear and we need to model those ef-
fects. Thus, the goal is to build deep learning predictors that can capture the nonlinear nature of
the traffic flows, as well as spatial-temporal relations with our deep learning model.
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Figure 4: Analysis of difference in traffic patterns on different days of the week. Left panel (a)
shows average speed on work days. Right panel (b) shows Empirical density for speed, for five
work days of the week. Calculated based on the data collected between 7 and 8am.
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Figure 5: Recurrent speed profile. Both plots show the speed profile for a segment of interstate
highway I-55. Left panel (a) shows the green line, which is the average speed for each of five
minute intervals with 60% confidence interval. The red points are measurements that lie outside of
98% confidence interval. Left panel (b) shows an example of one day speed profile from May 14,
2009 (Thursday).
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(a) Chicago Bears football game (b) Snow weather

Figure 6: Impact of non-recurrent events on traffic flows. Left panel (a) shows traffic flow on a day
when New York Giants played at Chicago Bears on Thursday October 10, 2013. Right panel (b)
shoes impact of light snow on traffic flow on I-55 near Chicago on December 11, 2013. On both
panels average traffic speed is red line and speed on event day is blue line.
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Figure 7: Space-time relation between speed measurements. Left panel (a) shows empirical density
estimation for the (sn, sn−8) bivariate random variable, where sn is the speed measured at sensor
10 at time n. Right panel shows empirical density estimation for the (s20n , s

20
n−8) bivariate random

variable, where s20n is the speed measured at sensor 20 at time n.
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Figure 8: Sparsity patterns of the coefficient matrix found by least angle regression (lars)

3.2 Predictor Selection
Our deep learning model will estimate an input-output map xtt+h = ŷw,b(x

t) , where (w, b) index
parameters and weights and xt is the vector of recent measurement. We will use measurements
from ninety consecutive work days. For each of the days we have measurements for every 5
minute interval, resulting in 288 measurements per day per sensor or approximately 55K total
measurements.

It is computationally prohibitive to use data from every road segment to develop a forecast for
a given location and there is some locality in the casual relations between congestion patterns on
different road segments. For example, it is unreasonable to assume that a congested arterial in a
central business district can have anything to do with congestion in a remote suburb, sixty miles
away. Thus, it might appear logical to select neighbor road segments as predictors. However, it
leads to a large number of unnecessary predictors. For example, congestion in one direction (i.e.
towards the business district) does not mean there will be congestion in the opposite direction,
which leads us to think of the possibility of using topological neighbors as predictors. This ap-
proach, also has a major drawback. By using topological neighbors, it is possible not to include
important predictors. For example when an arterial road is an alternative to a highway, whose roads
will be strongly related, and will not be topological neighbors.

Methods of regularization on another hand allow us an automated way to select predictors.
We used least angle regression (lars) procedure to fit `1 regularized loss function (lasso) to find a
compact liner model. Figure 8 shows the sparsity pattern of the resulting coefficient matrix.

As we show below, when only covariates selected by lasso were used, the resulting predictor
generalizes better and delivers better forecasts.

Another way is to find a sparse neural network model is to apply a dropout operation. Suppose
that we have an `2 objective

argmin
w,b

‖y − ŷw,b(x)‖22.

Due to the composite nature of the predictor, we can calculate derivative information∇w,b l(y, ŷw,b(x))
using the chain rule via procedure known as backpropagation.

To perform model/variable selection suppose that we dropout any input dimension in x with
probability p. This replaces the input by D ? x where ? denotes element-wise products and D is a
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matrix of Ber(p) random variables. Marginalize over the randomness, we have a new objective

(ŵ, b̂) ∈ argmin
w,b

ED∼Ber(p)

(
‖y − ŷD?w,b(x)‖22

)
,

which is equivalent to

(ŵ, b̂) ∈ argmin
w,b

‖y − ŷw,b(x)‖22 + p(1− p)‖Γw‖2,

where Γ = (diag(X>X))
1
2 and X is the matrix of observed features. Therefore, the objective

function dropout is equivalent to a Bayes ridge regression with a g-prior, see George (2000).
Then we used model that had a minimal deviance for a validation data set. We used data from

180 days to fit and test the model, we used first half of the selected days for training and the
remaining half for testing the models.

3.3 Chicago Highway Case Study Results
Having motivated our modeling approaches and described general traffic flow patterns, we evaluate
predictive power of sparse linear vector autoregressive (VAR) and deep learning models. We ob-
tained loop detector data from 21 sensors installed on Chicago’s Interstate highway I-55 measure in
the year of 2013. Those sensors cover a 13-mile stretch of a highway that connects southwest sub-
urbs to Chicago’s downtown. We treated missing data by doing interpolation on space, i.e. missing
speed measurement sit for sensor i at time t will be amputated using (si−1t +si+1t)/2. Days, when
the entire sensor network was down were excluded from the analysis. We also excluded public
holidays and weekend days.

We compare performance of the deep learning (DL) model with sparse linear vector autore-
gressive (VAR), combined with several data pre-filtering techniques, namely median filtering with
a window size of 8 measurements (M8) and trend filtering with λ = 15 (TF15). We also tested
performance of the sparse linear model, identified via regularization process. We compared using
two metrics, namely R-squared, which estimates the percent of variance explained by model, and
mean squared error (MSE), which measures average of the deviations between measurements and
model predictions. To train both models we selected data for 90 days in 2013. We further selected
another 90 days for testing data set. We calculated R2 and MSE for both in-sample (IS) data and
out-of-sample (OS) data. Those metrics are shown in Table 1.

DLL DLM8L DLM8 DLTF15L DLTF15 VARM8L VARTF15L
IS MSE 13.58 7.7 10.62 12.55 12.59 8.47 15
IS R2 0.72 0.83 0.76 0.75 0.75 0.81 0.7
OS MSE 13.9 8.0 9. 5 11.17 12.34 8.78 15.35
OS R2 0.75 0.85 0.82 0.81 0.79 0.83 0.74

Table 1: In sample and out-of-sample metrics for different models. The abbreviations for column
headers are as follows: DL = deep learning, VAR = linear model, M8 = media filter preprocessing,
TF15 = trend filter preprocessing and L = sparse estimator (lasso). The abbreviations for row
headers are as follows: IS = in-sample, MSE = mean squared error and OS = out-of-sample.
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Sparse deep learning combined with the median filter pre-processing (DLM8L) shows the best
overall performance on the out-of-sample data.

Figure 9 shows performance of both vector auto-regressive and deep learning models for nor-
mal day, special event day (Chicago Bears football game) and poor weather day (snow day). We
compare our models against the naive constant filter, i.e forecast speed is the same as the current
speed. The naive forecast is used by travelers when making route choices before departure. We do
it by looking at current traffic conditions and assuming those will hold throughout duration of the
planned trip.

Both deep learning (DL) and vector auto-regressive (VAR) models accurately predict morning
rush hour congestion on a normal day. However, the vector auto-regressive model mis-predicts
congestion during evening rush hour. At the same time deep learning model does predict break-
down accurately but miss-estimates the time of recovery. Both deep learning and liner model
outperform naive forecasting, when combined with data pre-processing. However, when unfiltered
data is used to fit deep learning combined with sparse linear estimator (DLL) model, their predic-
tive power degrades and get over-performed by a naive forecast. Thus, it shows the importance of
using filtered data to develop forecasts.

As was shown in Section 3.1, the data relations are nonlinear. The vector autoregressive model
shows surprisingly good performance on the data, and yields an out-of-sample deviance, which is
comparable with the one form a deep learning model. However, a deep learning model produces
better predictions, for non-recurrent events, as shown for a Bears game and weather day forecasts.

4 Discussion
For our time series forecasting, we are using a multilayer feed-forward network, where each layer
of nodes receives inputs from the previous layers. The feed-forward network demonstrated an im-
provement when compared to linear models. There are also other types of networks, that demon-
strated superior performance for time series data. For example, the recurrent neural network (RNN)
is a class of network where connections between units can form a directed cycle. This creates an
internal state that allows to memorize previous data. In our approach, we mimic the behavior of a
recurrent neural network by using lagged measurements as predictors. Another class of networks,
that are capable of motorizing previous data are the long short term memory (LSTM) network,
developed in Hochreiter and Schmidhuber (1997). It is an artificial neural network structure that
addresses a problem of the vanishing gradient problem. In a sense, it allows for longer mem-
ory and it works even when there are long delays, and it can handle signals that have periodic
components of different frequencies. Long short term memory and recurrent neural networks out-
performed other methods in numerous applications, such as language learning Gers et al. (2001)
and connected handwriting recognition Graves and Schmidhuber (2009).

In this paper we focused on feed forward deep learning models. The hypothesis is that recent
observations of traffic conditions (i.e. within last 40 minutes) are stronger predictors rather than
historical values, i.e. measurements from 24 hours ago. In other words, future traffic conditions
are more similar to current ones as compared to those from previous days. Thus, it allowed us to
develop a powerful model by using recent observations as model features. However, we foresee
that another class of neural networks, namely the recurrent neural networks can likewise be very
applicable to this data set. Those models allow to build more temporally deep networks without
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Figure 9: Comparison of the forecasts. On all plots black solid line is the measured data, red
dashed line is our model’s forty minute forecast and dashed blue line is naive forecast. Green
dashed horizontal line is the speed limit (55 mi/h) and vertical orange line is the morning peak
hour (8am). First columns compares models for data from Thursday October 10, 2013, the day
when Chicago Bears team played New York Giants. The game starts at 7pm and lead to an unusual
congestion starting at around 4pm. Second column compares models for data from Wednesday
December 11, 2013, the day of light snow. The snow leads to heavier congestion during both, the
morning and evening rush hours. Third column compares models for data from Monday October
7, 2013. There were no special events, accidents or inclined weather conditions on this day.
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much increase in the number of parameters. They can learn temporal dynamics by mapping an
input sequence to a sequence of hidden states and outputs via a recurrent relations

ht = f(wT [xt, ht−1] + bh)

ŷt = f(wT
hzht + bz).

Compared to the feed-forward deep learning model, given by Equation 1, the hidden layers have an
auto-regressive component whhht−1. It leads to a network topology in which each layer represents
a time step. We switched to index t in order to highlight its temporal nature. The equations for a
cell of an LSTM model given as follows

ft = σ(wT
f [ht−1, xt] + bf )

it = σ(wT
i [ht−1, xt] + bi)

c̄t = tanh(wT
c [ht−1, xt] + bc)

ct = ft ? ct−1 + it ? c̄t

ht = ot ? tanh(ct).

The key addition, compared to a recurrent neural network, is the cell state ct, the information
is added or removed from the memory state via gates defined via a sigmoid function σ(x) =
(1 + e−x)−1 and point-wise multiplication ?. The first gate ft ? ct−1, called the forget gate, allows
to throw away some data from the previous cell state. The next gate it ? c̄t, called the input gate,
decides which values will be updated. Then, the new cell state is a sum of the previous cell state,
passed through the forgot gate selected components of the [ht−1, xt] vector. Thus vector ct provides
a mechanism for dropping irrelevant information from the past, and adding relevant information
from the current time step. The output is the result of the output gate ot ? tanh(ct), that returns
tanh applied to the cell state, with some of the entries removed.

A long short term memory model might potentially improve predictors by utilizing data from
the past by memorizing traffic patterns from previous weeks. The long short term memory model
allows to automate the identification of the temporal relations in the data, at the cost of larger sets
of parameters to be trained.
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