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Abstract

The potential of integrating public transit with ridesharing includes shorter travel time

for commuters and higher occupancy rate of personal vehicles and public transit rider-

ship. In this paper, we describe a centralized transit system that integrates public transit

and ridesharing to reduce travel time for commuters. In the system, a set of ridesharing

providers (drivers) and a set of public transit riders are received. The optimization goal of

the system is to assign riders to drivers by arranging public transit and ridesharing com-

bined routes subject to shorter commuting time for as many riders as possible. We give an

exact algorithm, which is an ILP formulation based on a hypergraph representation of the

problem. By using the ILP and the hypergraph, we give approximation algorithms based on

LP-rounding and hypergraph matching/weighted set packing, respectively. As a case study,

we conduct an extensive computational study based on real-world public transit dataset

and ridesharing dataset in Chicago city. To evaluate the effectiveness of the transit system

and our algorithms, we generate data instances from the datasets. The experimental results

show that more than 60% of riders are assigned to drivers on average, riders’ commuting

time is reduced by 23% and vehicle occupancy rate is improved to almost 3. Our proposed

algorithms are efficient for practical scenarios.

Keywords: Multimodal transportation, ridesharing, approximation algorithms,

computational study

1. Introduction

As the population grows in urban areas, commuting between and within large cities is

time-consuming and resource-demanding. Due to growing passenger demand, the number

of vehicles on the road for both public and private transportation has increased to handle
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the demand. Current public transportation systems in many cities may not be able to

handle the increasing demand due to their slow (or lack of) transit development. This can

cause greater inconvenience for transit users, such as longer waiting time, more transfers

and/or imbalanced transit ridership. As a result of the inconvenience, many people choose

to use personal vehicles for work commute. According to (Center for Sustainable Systems,

University of Michigan, 2020; Sierpiński, 2013; Statistics Canada, 2016), personal vehicles

were the main transportation mode in the United States and Canada and in more than

200 European cities. Almost 73% of total work commute is by car as a driver in Canada in

recent years (Statistics Canada, 2016). In the US, the growth rate of population actually has

become higher than that of the transit ridership since 2016 (9% higher in 2019) according

to American Public Transportation Association (2023). The occupancy rate of personal

vehicles in the U.S. was 1.6 persons per vehicle in 2011 (Ghoseiri et al., 2011; Santos et al.,

2011) and decreased to 1.5 persons per vehicle in 2017 (Center for Sustainable Systems,

University of Michigan, 2020), which can be a major cause for congestion and pollution.

This is the reason municipal governments encourage the use of public transit.

One of the major drawbacks of public transit is the inconvenience and inflexibility of first

mile and last mile (FM/LM) transportation, compared to personal vehicles (Bürstlein et al.,

2021; Chen and Wang, 2018; Wang and Odoni, 2014). The FM transportation refers to the

transit service from a passenger’s home/origin to the nearest public transportation hub, and

vice versa for LM transportation. Mobility-on-demand (MoD) systems, such as Uber, Lyft

and DiDi, have become popular around the globe for their convenience. With the increasing

popularity in ridesharing/ridehailing service, there may be potential in integrating private

and public transportation systems, as suggested by some studies (e.g., Alonso-González

et al., 2018; Huang et al., 2019; Kumar and Khani, 2021; Ma et al., 2019; Narayan et al.,

2020; Stiglic et al., 2018). However, the under utilization of MoD vehicles may have increased

congestion and CO2 emissions due to the increased of low-occupancy ridesharing vehicles on

the road (Diao et al., 2021; Henao and Marshall, 2021; Tirachini and Gomez-Lobo, 2020).

From the research report of Feigon and Murphy (2016), it is recommended that public

transit agencies should build on mobility innovations to allow public-private engagement in

ridesharing because the use of shared modes increases the likelihood of using public transit.

A similar finding, reported in Zhang and Zhang (2018), indicates that the use of ridesharing

may be positively associated with public transit ridership. As pointed out by Ma et al.

(2019), some basic form of collaboration between MoD services and public transit already

exists for FM/LM transportation. For example, Thao et al. (2021) mentioned in their study

that a basic integration of ridesharing and public transport in rural Switzerland is already

in place; and there have been pilot projects (e.g., Taxito, Ebuxi/mybuxi, Kollibri, sowiduu)

promoting the integration of public transit and MoD in Switzerland. There is an increasing

interest for collaboration between private companies and public sector entities (Raghunathan
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et al., 2018).

The spareness of transit networks usually is the main cause of the inconvenience in pub-

lic transit. Such transit networks have infrequent transit schedule and can cause customers

to have multiple transfers. In this paper, we investigate the potential effectiveness of in-

tegrating public transit with ridesharing to reduce travel time for commuters and increase

occupancy rate in such sparse transit networks (with the focus on work commute). For

example, people who drive their vehicles to work can pick-up riders, who use public transit

regularly, at designated locations and drop-off them at some transit stops, and then these

riders can take public transit to their destinations. In this way, riders are presented with

a cheaper alternative than ridesharing for the entire trip, and it is more convenient than

using public transit only. The transit system also gets a higher ridership, which aligns with

the recommendation of Feigon and Murphy (2016) and Zhang and Zhang (2018) for a more

sustainable transportation system.

Our research focuses on a centralized transit system that is capable of matching drivers

and riders satisfying their trips’ requirements while achieving some optimization goal. The

requirements of a trip may include an origin and a destination, time constraints, capacity of

a vehicle, and so on. For a rider, a ridesharing route contains a road segment where the rider

is served by a driver and a road segment where the rider uses public transit; and a public

transit route means that the rider uses public transit only. To improve commuting time for

riders and increase transit ridership, the transit system’s optimization goal is to maximize

the number of riders, each of whom is assigned a ridesharing route that is quicker than the

fastest public transit route for the rider. We call this the multimodal transportation with

ridesharing (MTR) problem (formal definition is given in Section 2).

1.1. Related work

There is a rich literature on standalone ridesharing and carpooling, from theoretical to

computational studies (some representative works Agatz et al., 2011; Alonso-Mora et al.,

2017; Gu et al., 2021), and recent literature reviews can be found in (Mourad et al., 2019;

Tafreshian et al., 2020; Wang and Yang, 2019). A few studies on the integration of public

transit with dynamic ridesharing have also been reported. Aissat and Varone (2015) pro-

posed an approach which, given a public transit route for a rider, substitutes each part of the

route with ridesharing if ridesharing is better than the original part. Their algorithm finds

the best route for each rider in first-come first-serve (FCFS) basis, where an optimization

goal of the system is not considered, and the algorithm is computational intensive. Huang

et al. (2019) presented a more robust approach, compared to Aissat and Varone (2015), by

combining two networks N,N ′ (representing the public transit and ridesharing networks,

respectively) into one single routable graph G. The graph G uses the time-expanded model

to maintain the information about all public-vehicle schedule, riders’ and drivers’ origins,
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destinations and time constraints. For any rider travel query, a public transit and rideshar-

ing combined route (ridesharing route as defined above) is found on G, if available, by a

shortest path algorithm. Their approach is also FCFS basis. Masoud et al. (2017) used

a similar idea of time-expanded network. Their algorithm and experiment consider only a

limited number of transfer points, which may constrain their algorithm in large-scale transit

systems. Due to the nature of FCFS basis in the above mentioned papers, no exact and

approximation algorithms are considered to achieve an overall optimization goal.

Kumar and Khani (2021) studied the FM/LM problem for transit in which individuals

have no or limited transit service due to limited transit coverage and connectivity. The

authors use a schedule-based transit network graph to determine a set of feasible matches (a

feasible match has a driver and a rider satisfying all constraints). Then, they formulate an

integer linear programming (ILP) to find an optimal matching from the computed feasible

matches. Their approach only consider at most one rider per driver. Molenbruch et al.

(2021) studied a similar FM/LM problem where public transit is not available to riders, so

the riders have to rely on demand-responsive services to connect to major transit stations.

The difference is that Molenbruch et al. (2021) focuses more on the dial-a-ride problem

(DARP) (Cordeau, 2003). The authors use a variant of the metaheuristic Large Neighbor-

hood Search to compute a list of candidate riders that can be served by each DAR vehicle.

Then, candidates are verified based on their (users’ and DAR vehicles’) time constraints.

Objective is to design minimum-distance DAR routes, satisfying all user requests.

Luo et al. (2021) proposed a different multimodal transportation system for the FM/LM

problem. Their transportation system integrates micromobility services (including bikes

and electric scooters sharing) with MoD. In the system, travellers use micromobility services

for the FM/LM connections to hubs for ridesharing supported by MoD. The optimization

goals include finding optimum placements of hubs and micromobility vehicles for given

demands and supplies (re-positioning the micromobility vehicles as well). Salazar et al.

(2020) introduced autonomous vehicle into the integration of public transit and MoD while

considering the energy consumption MoD autonomous vehicles. A relevant optimization

goal considered in Salazar et al. (2020) is to minimize riders’ travel time together with the

operational costs of the autonomous fleet and public transportation.

Several transportation systems integrating public transit and ridesharing have been pro-

posed to address the FM/LM problem. Ma et al. (2019) presented an integrated trans-

portation system to provide ridesharing services using a fleet of dedicated vehicles. The

system is FCFS basis. When a rider request enters the system, a fastest travel option is

computed approximately and provided to the rider. The system also includes the relocation

of ridesharing vehicles if they are idle. Narayan et al. (2020) gave a similar system (without

vehicle re-location). Their conditions for best routes are different from Ma et al. (2019),

and the routes are computed differently. The models in Ma et al. (2019) and Narayan et al.
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(2020) are different from our model in which personal drivers are the main focus.

Ma (2017) and Stiglic et al. (2018) proposed models to integrate public transit and

ridesharing as graph matching problems to achieve certain optimization goals. In the models

of Ma (2017) and Stiglic et al. (2018), a set of drivers, a set of riders and a public transit

network are given. Their models assign riders to drivers to use ridesharing for replacing

FM/LM transit (exclusive ridesharing can be supported, as described in Stiglic et al. (2018)).

A group of riders can be assigned to a driver if all constraints of the riders in the group

and the driver are satisfied. Each of rider groups and drivers is represented as a node

in a shareability graph (RV graph Santi et al. (2014) and RTV graph Alonso-Mora et al.

(2017)); and there is an edge between a rider group node and a driver node if the group of

riders can be assigned to the driver. The rider and driver assignment problem is modelled

as graph matching problem in the graph (then formulated as an ILP problem and solved

by an ILP solver). The optimization goal in Ma (2017) is to minimize the cost related to

waiting time and travel time. Two optimization goals are considered in Stiglic et al. (2018):

one is to maximize the number of riders assigned to drivers, and the other is to minimize

the total distance increase for all drivers. These models are closely related to ours, but

there are differences and limitations. The goal in Ma (2017) is different from ours and does

not guarantee ridesharing routes better than the public transit routes. One of the goals

in Stiglic et al. (2018) aligns with ours, but there are restrictions: a rider group can have

at most two riders, each rider must use the transit stop closest to the rider’s destination,

and more importantly, the ridesharing routes are not guaranteed to be better than public

transit routes.

It is worth to mention that the ILP formulation for the MTR problem (described in Sec-

tion 3.1) is a special case of the Separable Assignment Problem (SAP), which is a general-

ization of the Generalized Assignment Problem (GAP). Given a β-approximation algorithm

for the single-bin subproblem in SAP, Fleischer et al. (2006) presented two approximation

algorithms for SAP: an LP-rounding based ((1− 1
e
)β)-approximation algorithm and a local-

search ( β
β+1

− ϵ)-approximation algorithm, ϵ > 0. If interested, a problem related to SAP is

the Multiple Knapsack Problem with Assignment Restrictions (e.g., Dawande et al., 2000).

1.2. Contribution

In this paper, we propose a system integrating public transit and ridesharing to provide

ridesharing routes quicker than public transit routes for as many riders as possible (MTR

problem). We use a similar model as in Ma (2017) and Stiglic et al. (2018) to solve the

MTR problem; and we extend the work in Stiglic et al. (2018) to eliminate the limitations

described above. That is, a ridesharing match allows more than two riders, riders can

be picked-up/dropped-off at any feasible transit stop, and ridesharing routes assigned to

riders are quicker than the fastest public transit routes. Also, no approximation algorithms
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are presented in Ma (2017) and Stiglic et al. (2018), and we give an exact algorithm and

approximation algorithms for the optimization problem to ensure solution quality. Our

exact algorithm approach is also similar to the approach proposed in Alonso-Mora et al.

(2017) and Santi et al. (2014) for ridesharing. No approximation algorithm is presented

in Alonso-Mora et al. (2017), whereas Santi et al. (2014) obtained a 1
K+1

-approximation

algorithm assuming the maximum capacityK among all vehicles (drivers) is at least two. We

prove that our approximation algorithms for the MTR problem have constant approximation

ratios, regardless of the vehicle capacity. Our discrete algorithms allow to control the trade-

off between quality and computational time. We evaluate the proposed exact algorithm and

approximation algorithms by conducting an extensive computational study based on real-life

data. Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

1. We give an exact algorithm approach (an ILP formulation based on a hypergraph

representation) for integrating public transit and ridesharing.

2. We prove the MTR problem is NP-hard. We give an LP-rounding based (1 − 1
e
)-

approximation algorithm and a discrete 1
2
-approximation algorithm for the problem.

We show that previous approximation algorithms in Berman (2000) and Chandra and

Halldórsson (2001) for the k-set packing problem are 1
2
-approximation algorithms for

the MTR problem. Our 1
2
-approximation algorithm is more time and space efficient

than the k-set packing algorithms.

3. Based on real-life data in Chicago City, we create data instances for empirical study

to evaluate the potential of an integrated transit system and the effectiveness of the

exact algorithm and approximation algorithms. We conduct extensive experiments on

the data instances; and the results show that our integrated transit system is able

to assign more than 60% of riders to drivers, reduce riders’ travel time by 23% and

increase the occupancy rate of personal vehicles to about three.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we give the preliminaries

of the paper, describe a centralized system that integrates public transit and ridesharing,

and define the MTR optimization problem. In Section 3, we describe our exact algorithm

approach. We then propose approximation algorithms in Section 4. We discuss our numerical

experiments and results in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 concludes the paper.

2. Problem definition and preliminaries

In the multimodal transportation with ridesharing (MTR) problem, we have a centralized

system, and for every fixed time interval, the system receives a set A = D∪R of participant

trips with D ∩R = ∅, where D is the set of driver trips and R is the set of rider trips. Each

trip in A is expressed by an integer label i, so an integer labeled trip i ∈ A may be referred
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to as a driver trip or a rider trip. Each trip consists of an individual (driver or rider), a

vehicle (for driver trip only) and some requirements. For brevity, we usually call a driver

trip just a driver and a rider trip a rider. A connected public transit network with a fixed

timetable T is given. The timetable T contains each transit vehicle’s departure and arrival

times for each transit stop/station (a transit vehicle includes bus, metro train, rail and so

on). We assume that given an earliest departure time from any source o and a destination d

in the public transit network, the fastest travel time from o to d (including transfer time) can

be computed from T quickly. Given an earliest departure time dt chosen by a rider i ∈ R,

a public transit route π̂i(dt) for rider i is a travel plan using only public transportation,

whereas a ridesharing route πi(dt) for rider i is a travel plan using a combination of public

transportation and ridesharing to reach i’s destination satisfying i’s requirements. The

multimodal transportation with ridesharing (MTR) problem asks to provide at least one

feasible route (πi(dt) or π̂i(dt)) for every rider i ∈ R. We denote an instance of the MTR

problem by (N,A, T ), where N is an edge-weighted directed graph (road network) that

represents locations reachable by both private and public transportation. We call a public

transit station or stop just station. The terms rider and passenger are used interchangeably

(although passenger emphasizes a rider who has accepted a ridesharing route).

The requirements of each trip i in A are specified by i’s parameters submitted by the

individual. The parameters of a trip i contain an origin location oi, a destination location

di, an earliest departure time αi, a latest arrival time βi and a maximum trip time. A driver

trip i also contains a capacity of the vehicle, a limit on the number of stops a driver wants

to make to pick-up/drop-off passengers, and an optional path to reach its destination. The

maximum trip time of a driver i includes a travel time from oi to di and a detour time limit i

can spend for offering ridesharing service. A rider trip i also contains an acceptance threshold

θi for a ridesharing route πi(αi), that is, πi(αi) is given to rider i if t(πi(αi)) ≤ θi · t(π̂i(αi))

for every public transit route π̂i(αi) and 0 < θi ≤ 1, where t(·) is the travel time of a route.

Such a route πi(αi) is called an acceptable ridesharing route (acceptable route for brevity).

For example, suppose the fastest public transit route π̂i(αi) takes 100 minutes for i and

θi = 0.9. An acceptable route πi(αi) implies that t(πi(αi)) ≤ θi · t(π̂i(αi)) = 90 minutes. We

consider two match types for practical reasons (although our system can extend to support

different match types).

• Type 1 (rideshare-transit): a driver may make multiple stops to pick-up different

passengers, but makes only one stop to drop-off all passengers. In this case, the pick-

up locations are the passengers’ origin locations, and the drop-off location is a public

station.

• Type 2 (transit-rideshare): a driver makes only one stop to pick-up passengers and

may make multiple stops to drop-off all passengers. In this case, the pick-up location
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is a public station and the drop-off locations are the passengers’ destination locations.

A rider j is said to be served by a driver i if j agrees to be picked-up and dropped-off by i

following an acceptable route πj(αj) from i. Riders and drivers specify which match type to

participate in; they are allowed to choose both in hope to increase the chance being selected,

but the system will assign them only one of the match types such that the optimization goal

of the MTR problem is achieved, which is to assign acceptable routes to as many riders as

possible. Formally, the optimization goal of the MTR problem is to maximize the number

of passengers, each of whom is assigned an acceptable route πi(αi) for every i ∈ R; and we

simply call this optimization problem the MTR problem hereafter.

For a driver i and a set J ⊆ R of riders, the set σ(i) = {i}∪J is called a feasible match if

driver i can serve this group J of riders together, using a route in N from oi to di, while all

requirements (i.e., constraints) specified by the parameters of the trips in σ(i) are satisfied

collectively. The construction of a feasible match σ(i) and its feasibility check, related to

the constraints, are described in detail in Section 3.2. Two feasible matches σ(i) and σ(i′)

are disjoint if σ(i) ∩ σ(i′) = ∅. Then, a solution to the MTR problem is a set of pairwise

disjoint feasible matches such that the total number of passengers included in the feasible

matches is maximized. In any solution to the MTR problem, each driver i belongs to at

most one feasible match, i serves exactly one group of riders, and any rider j belongs to at

most one served group (feasible match).

Intuitively, a rideshare-transit (Type 1) feasible match σ(i) is that all passengers in σ(i)

are picked-up at their origins and dropped-off at a station, and then i drives to destination

di while each passenger j of σ(i) takes public transit to destination dj. A transit-rideshare

(Type 2) feasible match σ(i) is that all passengers in σ(i) are picked-up at a station and

dropped-off at their destinations, and then i drives to destination di after dropping-off the

last passenger. We give algorithms to find pairwise disjoint feasible matches to maximize

the number of passengers included in the matches. We describe our algorithms for Type 1

only. Algorithms for Type 2 can be described with the constraints on the drop-off location

and pick-up location of a driver exchanged, and we omit the description. Further, it is

not difficult to extend to other match types, such as ridesharing only and park-and-ride, as

described in (Stiglic et al., 2018).

3. Exact algorithm approach

Our exact algorithm approach for the MTR problem is presented in this section, which

is similar to the matching approach described in Alonso-Mora et al. (2017) and Santi et al.

(2014) for ridesharing and in Ma (2017) and Stiglic et al. (2018) for integration of pub-

lic transit and ridesharing. Our approach computes a hypergraph representing all feasible

matches in an instance (N,A, T ) of the MTR problem, which is similar to Luo et al. (2022)
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and Santi et al. (2014). The hypergraph allows a better intuition of the approximation al-

gorithms described in Section 4. We give a detailed description of our hypergraph approach

as some of the definitions/notations are used in our approximation algorithms. More impor-

tantly, we show that the MTR problem is in fact NP-hard using our ILP formulation from

the hypergraph representing.

3.1. Integer program formulation

The exact algorithm approach is described in the following. Given an instance (N,A, T )

of the MTR problem, we first compute all feasible matches for each driver i ∈ D. Then, we

create a bipartite (hyper)graph H(V,E), where V (H) = D∪R. For each driver i ∈ D and a

non-empty subset J ⊆ R, if {i}∪J is a feasible match, create a hyperedge e = (i, J) in E(H).

Any driver i ∈ D or rider j ∈ R does not belong to any feasible match is removed from

V (H), that is, H contains no isolated vertex (such riders must use public transit routes).

For each edge e = (i, J) in E(H), assign a weight w(e) = |J | (representing the number of

riders in e). Let D(H) = D ∩ V (H) and R(H) = R ∩ V (H). For an edge e = (i, J) in

E(H), let D(e) = i (the driver of e) and R(e) = J (the passengers of e). For a subset

E ′ ⊆ E(H), let D(E ′) = ∪e∈E′D(e) and R(E ′) = ∪e∈E′R(e). For a vertex j ∈ V (H), define

Ej = {e ∈ E(H) | j ∈ R(e)} to be the set of edges in E(H) incident to j. An example of

the hypergraph H(V,E) is given in Figure 1. To solve the MTR problem, we give an integer

linear programming (ILP) formulation:

maximize
∑

e∈E(H)

w(e) · xe (1)

subject to
∑
e∈Ej

xe ≤ 1, ∀ j ∈ A (2)

xe ∈ {0, 1}, ∀ e ∈ E(H) (3)

The binary variable xe indicates whether the edge e = (i, J) is in the solution (xe = 1) or

not (xe = 0). If xe = 1, it means that all passengers of J are assigned to i and can be

Figure 1: A bipartite hypergraph H(V,E) representing all feasible matches of an instance (N,A, T ), where

|D(H)| = a and |R(H)| = b.
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delivered by i satisfying all constraints. Inequality (2) in the ILP formulation guarantees

that each driver serves at most one feasible set of passengers and each passenger is served

by at most one driver. Note that the ILP (1)-(3) is similar to a set packing formulation.

An advantage of this ILP formulation is that the number of constraints is substantially

decreased, compared to traditional ridesharing formulation.

Observation 3.1. A match σ(i) for any driver i ∈ D is feasible if and only if for every

subset J ⊆ (σ(i) \ {i}), {i} ∪ J is a feasible match (Stiglic et al., 2015).

From Observation 3.1, it is not difficult to see that Proposition 3.1 holds.

Proposition 3.1. Let D′ ⊆ D and P (D′) be a maximal set of passengers served by D′.

There always exists a set of feasible matches for D′ such that σ(i) ∩ σ(i′) = ∅ for every

i, i′ ∈ D′ and
⋃

i∈D′ σ(i) \ {i} = P (D′).

Theorem 3.1. Given a hypergraph H(V,E) for an instance of the multimodal transportation

with ridesharing (MTR) problem, an optimal solution to the ILP (1)-(3) is an optimal

solution to the MTR problem and vice versa.

Proof. From inequality (2) in the integer program, the solution found by the integer program

is always feasible to the MTR problem. By Proposition 3.1 and objective function (1), an

optimal solution to the ILP (1)-(3) is an optimal solution to the MTR problem. Obviously,

an optimal solution to the MTR problem is an optimal solution to the ILP (1)-(3).

3.2. Computing feasible matches

Let i be a driver in D and ni be the capacity of i (the maximum number of riders i can

serve at once). The maximum number of feasible matches for a single driver i is
∑ni

p=1

(|R|
p

)
.

Assuming the capacity ni is a very small constant (which is reasonable in practice), the above

summation is polynomial in R, that is, O((|R|+1)ni) (partial sums of binomial coefficients).

Let K = maxi∈D ni be the maximum capacity among all vehicles/drivers. Then, in the worst

case, |E(H)| = O(|D| · (|R|+ 1)K).

In the following, we describe how to compute all feasible matches between drivers and

riders in A = D ∪ R, given an instance (N,A, T ) of the MTR problem. During the com-

putation of a feasible match σ(i) = {i} ∪ J for some driver i ∈ D and subset J ⊆ R, the

route ri (actual travel path) of shortest travel time is computed for i to serve every one of

σ(i), assuming a shortest path from one location to another can be computed from roadmap

network N . Because the number of locations i needs to visit for a feasible match σ(i) is

limited, enumerating all possible locations to compute ri is still quick (detailed description

is given in Section 3.2.2). The general procedure to compute all feasible matches is simi-

lar to Stiglic et al. (2018) with some minor differences to further extend and overcome the

limitations of Stiglic et al. (2018), as mentioned in the related work (Section 1.1). Further,
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Notation Definition

oi Origin (start location) of i (a vertex in N)

di Destination of i (a vertex in N)

ni Number of seats (capacity) of i available for passengers (driver only)

zi Maximum detour time driver i willing to spend for offering ridesharing services

pi An optional preferred path of i from oi to di in N (driver only)

δi Maximum number of stops i willing to make to pick-up passengers for match

Type 1 and to drop-off passengers for match Type 2

αi Earliest departure time of i

βi Latest arrival time of i

γi Maximum trip time of i

θi Acceptance threshold (0 ≤ θi < 1) for a ridesharing route πi(αi) (rider only)

πi(αi) Route for i using a combination of public transit and ridesharing (rider only)

π̂i(αi) Route for i using only public transit (rider only)

d(πi(αi)) The driver of ridesharing route πi(αi)

t(pi) Shortest travel time for traversing path pi by private vehicle

t(πi(αi)) & t(π̂i(αi)) Shortest travel time for traversing route πi(αi) and π̂i(αi) resp.

t(u, v) & t̂(u, v) Shortest travel time from u to v by private vehicle and public transit resp.

Table 1: Parameters for a trip announcement i.

some definitions are required to show that the route ri computed for driver i indeed has the

shortest travel time. Hence, we give a full description for computing all feasible matches.

Computing all feasible matches between D and R is done in two phases. In phase one,

for each driver i, we find all feasible matches σ(i) = {i, j} with one rider j. In phase two,

for each driver i, we compute all feasible matches σ(i) = {i, j1, .., jp} with p riders, based

on the previously computed feasible matches σ(i) with p − 1 riders, for p = 2 upto the

number of riders i can serve. Before describing how to compute the feasible matches, we

first introduce some notations and specify the feasible match constraints we consider in more

detail. Each trip i ∈ A is specified by the parameters (oi, di, ni, zi, pi, δi, αi, βi, γi, θi), where

the parameters are summarized in Table 1 along with other notation. The maximum trip

time γi of a driver i can be calculated as γi = min{γi, t(pi) + zi} if pi is given, where t(pi)

is the shortest travel time on path pi; otherwise γi = min{γi, t(oi, di) + zi}, where t(oi, di) is
the shortest travel time of a path from oi to di. For a rider j, γj is more flexible; it is default

to be γj = t(π̂j(αj)) in our experiment, where π̂j(αj) is the fastest public transit route.

For a driver i ∈ D and a set J ⊆ R of riders, the set σ(i) = {i} ∪ J is called a feasible

match if driver i can serve this group J of riders together while all requirements (constraints)

specified by the parameters of the trips in σ(i) are satisfied collectively, as listed below:

1. Ridesharing route constraint : for J = {j1, . . . , jp}, there is a path ri = (oi, oj1 , . . . , ojp ,

s, di) in N , where s is the drop-off location for Type 1 match; or there is a path

ri = (oi, s, dj1 , ..., djp , di) in N , where s is the pick-up location for Type 2 match. Note
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that if pi is given and detour limit zi = 0, path ri = pi for either match type (assuming

driver i specifies a station s). Otherwise, the centralized system computes the path ri.

2. Capacity constraint : limits the number of passengers a driver can serve, 1 ≤ |J | ≤ ni

with the assumption ni ≥ 1.

3. Acceptable constraint : each passenger rj ∈ J is given an acceptable route πj(αj) such

that t(πj(αj)) ≤ θj · t(π̂j(αj)) for 0 < θj ≤ 1, where the ridesharing part of πj(αj) is a

subpath of ri and π̂j(αj) is the fastest public transit route for rj given αj.

4. Travel time constraint : each trip j ∈ σ(i) departs from oj no earlier than αj, arrives

at dj no later than βj, and the total travel duration of j is at most γj. The exact

application of these time constraints is described in Section 3.2.1 (Algorithm 1) and

Section 3.2.2 (Algorithm 2).

5. Stop constraint : the number of unique locations visited by driver i to pick-up (for

Type 1) or drop-off (for Type 2) all passengers of σ(i) is at most δi.

We make two simplifications in our algorithms:

• Given an origin oj and a destination dj of a rider j with earliest departure time αj at

oj, we use a simplified transit system in our experiments to calculate the fastest public

transit route π̂j(αj) from oj to dj.

• We use a simplified model for the transit travel time, transit waiting time and rideshar-

ing service time (time it takes to pick-up and drop-off riders, walking time between

locations and stations). Given the fastest travel time t(u, v) by car from location u to

location v, we multiply a small constant ϵ > 1 with t(u, v) to simulate the transit time

and ridesharing service time. In this model, the transit time and ridesharing service

time are considered together, as a whole.

3.2.1. Phase one (Algorithm 1)

We now describe how to compute a feasible match between a driver and a rider for Type

1. The computation for Type 2 is similar and we omit it. For every trip i ∈ D ∪R, we first

compute the set Sdo(i) of feasible drop-off locations for trip i. Each element in Sdo(i) is a

station-time tuple (s, αi(s)) of i, where αi(s) is the earliest possible time i can reach station

s. The station-time tuples are computed by the following preprocessing procedure.

• We find all feasible station-time tuples for each rider j ∈ R. A station s is time feasible for

j if j can reach dj from s within time window [αj, βj] and t(oj, s) + t̂(s, dj) ≤ min{γj, θj ·
t̂(oj, dj)}.
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– The earliest possible time to reach station s for j can be computed as αj(s) =

αj+t(oj, s) without pick-up time and drop-off time. Since we do not consider waiting

time and ridesharing service time separately, αj(s) also denotes the earliest time for

j to depart from station s.

– Let t̂(s, dj) be the travel time of a fastest public route. Station s is time feasible if

αj(s) + t̂(s, dj) ≤ βj and t(oj, s) + t̂(s, dj) ≤ min{γj, θj · t̂(oj, dj)}.

• The feasible station-time tuples for each driver i ∈ D is computed by a similar calculation.

– Without considering pick-up time and drop-off time separately, the earliest arrival time

of i to reach s is αi(s) = αi + t(oi, s). Station s is time feasible if αi(s) + t(s, di) ≤ βi

and t(oi, s) + t(s, di) ≤ γi.

After the preprocessing, Algorithm 1 finds all feasible matches, each consists of a single

rider. For each pair (i, j) in D×R, let ηi(oj) = max{αi, αj−t(oi, oj)} be the latest departure

time of driver i from oi such that i can still pick-up j at the earliest; this minimizes the

time (duration) needed for driver i to wait for rider j. Hence, the total travel time of i is

minimized when i uses a path ri with shortest travel time and departure time ηi(oj). The

process of checking if the match σ(i) = {i, j} is feasible for all pairs of (i, j) can be performed

as in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 (Phase one) compute all feasible matches, each consists of a single rider

1: for each pair (i, j) in D ×R do

2: for each station s in Sdo(i) ∩ Sdo(j) do

3: t1 = t(oi, oj) + t(oj , s); t2 = t(oj , s); // travel duration for i and j to reach s resp.

4: t = ηi(oj) + t1; // earliest departure time from station s

5: if (t + t(s, di) ≤ βi ∧ t1 + t(s, di) ≤ γi) and (t + t̂(s, dj) ≤ βj ∧ t2 + t̂(s, dj) ≤
min{γj , θj · t̂(oj , dj)}) then

6: create an edge (i, j) in E(H) for σ(i) = {i, j}
7: break inner for-loop; // can continue the for-loop for a better route

8: end if

9: end for

10: end for

3.2.2. Phase two (Algorithm 2)

We extend Algorithm 1 to create matches with more than one rider. Let H(V,E) be the

graph after computing all feasible matches consisting of a single rider (instance computed by

Algorithm 1). We start with computing, for each driver i, feasible matches consisting of two

riders, then three riders, and so on until min{δi, ni}. Let Ω(i) be the set of feasible matches

found so far for driver i and Ω(i, p − 1) = {σ(i) ∈ Ω(i) | |σ(i) \ {i}| = p − 1} be the set of
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matches with p−1 riders, and we try to extend Ω(i, p−1) to Ω(i, p) for 2 ≤ p ≤ min{δi, ni}.
Let ri = (l0, l1, . . . , lp, s, di) denotes an ordered potential path (travel route) for driver i to

pick-up all p riders of σ(i) and drop-off them at station s, where l0 is the origin of i and

ly is the pick-up location (origin of rider jy), 1 ≤ y ≤ p. We extend the notion of ηi(oj),

defined above in Phase one, to every pick-up location of ri. That is, ηi(lp) is the latest time

of ηi to depart from oi to pick-up each of the riders j1, . . . , jp such that the waiting time

of i is minimized, and hence, travel time of i is minimized. We simply call ηi(lp) the latest

departure of i to pick-up σ(i). All possible combinations of ri are enumerated to find a

feasible path ri; the process of finding ri is described in the following.

• First, we fix a combination of ri such that |σ(i)| ≤ ni + 1 and ri satisfies the stop

constraint. The visiting order of the pick-up origin locations is known when we fix a

path for ri.

• The algorithm determines the actual drop-off station s in ri = (l0, l1, . . . , lp, s, di). Let

jy be the rider corresponds to pick-up location ly for 1 ≤ y ≤ p and l0 = oi. For each

station s in
⋂

0≤y≤p Sdo(jy), the algorithm checks if ri = (l0, l1, . . . , lp, s, di) admits a

time feasible path for all trips in σ(i) as follows.

– The total travel time (duration) for i from l0 to s is ti = t(l0, l1)+ · · ·+t(lp−1, lp)+

t(lp, s). The total travel time (duration) for jy from ly to s is tjy = t(ly, ly+1) +

· · ·+ t(lp−1, lp) + t(lp, s), 1 ≤ y ≤ p.

– Since the order for i to pick up jy (1 ≤ y ≤ p) is fixed, ηi(lp) can be calculated

as ηi(lp) = max{αi, αj1 − t(l0, l1), αj2 − t(l0, l1)− t(l1, l2), . . . , αjp − t(l0, l1)− · · · −
t(lp−1, lp)}. The earliest arrival time at s for all trips in σ(i) is t = ηi(lp) + ti.

– If t + t(s, di) ≤ βi, ti + t(s, di) ≤ γi, and for 1 ≤ y ≤ p, t + t̂(s, djy) ≤ βjy and

tjy + t̂(s, djy) ≤ θjy · t̂(ojy , djy), then ri is feasible.

• If ri is feasible, add the match corresponds to ri to H. Otherwise, check next combi-

nation of ri until a feasible path ri is found or all combinations are exhausted.

The pseudo code for the above process is given in Algorithm 2. We show that the latest

departure ηi(lp) used in Algorithm 2 indeed minimizes the total travel time of i to reach lp.

Theorem 3.2. Given a feasible path ri = (l0, . . . , lp, s, di) for driver i to serve p passengers

in a match σ(i). The latest departure time ηi(lp) calculated above minimizes the total travel

time of i to reach lp.

Proof. Prove by induction. For the base case ηi(l1) = max{αi, αj1−t(l0, l1)}, and by choosing

departure time ηi(l1), driver i does not need to wait for rider j1 at αj1 . Hence, using a

shortest (time) path from l0 to l1 with departure time ηi(l1) minimizes the travel time of
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Algorithm 2 (Phase two) compute all feasible matches

1: for i = 1 to |D| do
2: p = 2;

3: while (p ≤ min{δi, ni} and Ω(i, p− 1) ̸= ∅) do
4: for each match σ(i) in Ω(i, p− 1) do

5: for each j ∈ R s.t. j /∈ σ(i) do

6: // check if σ(i) ∪ {j} satisfies Observation 3.1, and if not, skip j

7: if ((σ(i) \ {q}) ∪ {j}) ∈ Ω(i, p− 1) for all q ∈ σ(i) \ {i} then

8: if (σ(i) ∪ {j} has not been checked) and (feasibleInsert(σ(i), j)) then

9: create an edge (i, J) in E(H) for a feasible match σ(i) = {i} ∪ J .

10: add σ(i) ∪ {j} to Ω(i, p).

11: end if

12: end for

13: end for

14: p = p+ 1;

15: end while

16: end for

17: Procedure feasibleInsert(σ(i), j) // find a feasible path for i to serve σ(i) ∪ {j} if exists

18: Let ri = (l0, l1, . . . , lp, s, di) denotes a potential path for driver i to serve trips in σ(i) ∪ {j}.
19: for each station s in

⋂
0≤y≤p Sdo(jy) do

20: for each combination of ri = (l0, . . . , lp, s, di) that satisfies the stop constraint do

21: ti = t(l0, l1) + · · ·+ t(lp−1, lp) + t(lp, s); tjy = t(ly, ly+1) + · · ·+ t(lp−1, lp) + t(lp, s);

22: t = ηi(lp) + ti; /* the earliest arrival time at s for all trips in σ(i) */

23: if (t + t(s, di) ≤ βi ∧ ti + t(s, di) ≤ γi) and (for 1 ≤ y ≤ p, t + t̂(s, djy) ≤
βjy ∧ tjy + t̂(s, djy) ≤ min{γj , θj · t̂(ojy , djy)})] then

24: return True;

25: end if

26: end for

27: end for

28: return False;

i to pick-up j1. Assume the lemma holds for 1 ≤ y − 1 < p, that is, ηi(ly−1) minimizes

the total travel time of i to reach ly−1. We prove for y. From the calculation of ηi(ly−1),

ηi(ly) = max{ηi(ly−1), αjy −t(l0, l1)−t(l1, l2)−· · ·− t(ly−1, ly)}. By the induction hypothesis,

ηi(ly) minimizes the total travel time of i when using a shortest path (l0, . . . , ly).

The running time of Algorithm 2 heavily depends on the number of subsets of riders to

be checked for feasibility. One way to speed up Algorithm 2 is to use dynamic programming

(or memoization) to avoid redundant checks on a same subset. For each feasible match |σ(i)|
of p− 1 passengers for a driver i ∈ D, we store every feasible path ri = (l0, l1, . . . , lp−1, s, di)
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and extend from ri to insert a new trip to minimize the number of ordered potential paths

we need to test. We can further make sure that no path ri is tested twice during execution.

First, the set R of riders is given a fixed ordering (based on the integer labels). For a feasible

path ri of a driver i, the check of inserting a new rider j into ri is performed only if j is larger

than every rider in ri according to the fixed ordering. Furthermore, A heuristic approach to

speed up Algorithm 2 is given at the end of Section 5.2.

4. Approximation algorithms

We show that the MTR problem is NP-hard and give approximation algorithms for the

problem. When every edge in H(V,E) consists of only two vertices (one driver and one

rider), the ILP (1)-(3) formulation is equivalent to the maximum weight matching problem,

which can be solved in polynomial time. However, if the edges contain more than two

vertices, they become hyperedges. In this case, the ILP (1)-(3) becomes a formulation of

the maximum weighted set packing problem (MWSP), which is NP-hard in general (Garey

and Johnson, 1979; Karp, 1972). In fact, the ILP (1)-(3) formulation gives a special case

of MWSP (due to the structure of H(V,E)). We first show that this special case is also

NP-hard, and by Theorem 3.1, the MTR problem is NP-hard.

4.1. NP-hardness

It was mentioned in Santi et al. (2014) that their minimization problem related to share-

ability hyper-network is NP-complete, which is similar to the MTR problem formulation.

However, an actual reduction proof was not described. We prove the MTR problem is NP-

hard by a reduction from a special case of the maximum 3-dimensional matching problem

(3DM). An instance of 3DM consists of three disjoint finite sets A, B and C, and a collection

F ⊆ A × B × C. That is, F is a collection of triplets (a, b, c), where a ∈ A, b ∈ B and

c ∈ C. A 3-dimensional matching is a subset M ⊆ F such that all sets in M are pairwise

disjoint. The decision problem of 3DM is that given (A,B,C,F) and an integer q, decide

whether there exists a matching M ⊆ F with |M| ≥ q. We consider a special case of

3DM: |A| = |B| = |C| = q; it is still NP-complete (Garey and Johnson, 1979; Karp, 1972).

Given an instance (A,B,C,F) of 3DM with |A| = |B| = |C| = q, we construct an instance

H(V,E) (bipartite hypergraph) of the MTR problem as follows:

• Create a set of drivers D(H) = A with capacity ni = 2 for every driver i ∈ D(H) and

a set of riders R(H) = B ∪ C.

• For each f ∈ F , create a hyperedge e(f) in E(H) containing elements (a, b, c), where

a represents a driver and b, c represent two different riders. Further, create edges

e′(f) = (a, b) and e′′(f) = (a, c) so that Observation 3.1 is satisfied.

Theorem 4.1. The MTR problem is NP-hard.
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Proof. By Theorem 3.1, we only need to prove the ILP (1)-(3) is NP-hard, which is done

by showing that an instance (A,B,C,F) of the maximum 3-dimensional matching problem

has a solution M of cardinality q if and only if the objective function value of ILP (1)-(3)

is 2q.

Assume that (A,B,C,F) has a solution M = {f1, f2, . . . , fq}. For each fi (1 ≤ i ≤ q),

set the corresponding binary variable xe(fi) = 1 in ILP (1)-(3). Since fi ∩ fj = ∅ for

1 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ q, constraint (2) of the ILP is satisfied. Further, each edge e(fi) corresponding

to fi ∈ M has weight w(e(fi)) = 2, implying the objective function value of ILP (1)-(3) is

2q.

Assume that the objective function value of ILP (1)-(3) is 2q. Let X = {e(f) ∈ E(H) |
xe(f) = 1}, where xe(f)’s are the binary variables of ILP (1)-(3). For every edge e(f) ∈ X,

add the corresponding set f ∈ F to M. From constraint (2) of the ILP, X is pairwise

disjoint and |X| ≤ |D(H)|. Hence, M is a valid solution for (A,B,C,F) with |M| = |X|.
Since every e(f) ∈ X contains at most two different riders and |X| ≤ |D(H)| = q, |X| = q

for the objective function value to be 2q. Thus, |M| = q.

The size of H(V,E) is polynomial in q. It takes a polynomial time to convert a solution

of H(V,E) to a solution of the 3DM instance (A,B,C,F) and vice versa.

4.2. Proposed approximation algorithms

Since solving the ILP (1)-(3) formulation exactly is NP-hard, it may require exponential

time in a worst case, which is not acceptable in practice. One way to solve this is to have

a time limit on any solver (or exact algorithm). When the time limit is reached, output

the current solution or the best solution found so far. However, this does not guarantee

the quality of the solution. Hence, it is important to use an approximation algorithm as a

fallback plan.

The approximation ratio of a ρ-approximation algorithm for a maximization problem is

defined as w(M)
w(OPT)

≥ ρ for ρ < 1, where w(M) and w(OPT) are the values of approximation

and optimal solutions, respectively. In this section, we give a (1 − 1
e
)-approximation algo-

rithm and a 1
2
-approximation algorithm for the MTR problem. Our (1− 1

e
)-approximation

algorithm (refer to as LPR) is a simplified version of the LP-rounding based algorithm ob-

tained by Fleischer et al. (2006). Our 1
2
-approximation algorithm (refer to as ImpGreedy)

is a simplified version of the simple greedy (Berman, 2000; Chandra and Halldórsson, 2001)

discussed in Section 4.3. By computing a solution directly from H(V,E) without solving

the independent set/weighted set packing problem, the running time and memory usage of

ImpGreedy are significantly improved over the simple greedy.

4.2.1. Description of the LPR algorithm

The ILP (1)-(3) formulation is a special case of the Separable Assignment Problem

(SAP): given a set U of bins, a set I of items, a value fij for assigning item j to bin i, and a
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collection Ii of subsets of I for each bin i, SAP asks to find an assignment of items to bins

such that each bin i can be assigned at most one set of Ii, each item can be assigned to

at most one bin and the total value fij of the assigned item is maximized. When only one

bin i is considered, the problem is called the single-bin subproblem of SAP. It can be seen

that the ILP (1)-(3) formulation of a hypergraph H(V,E) is a special case of SAP, where

the bins are drivers, items are riders and the edges of H are ∪i∈UIi with unit value fij for

all drivers i and riders j.

Given a β-approximation algorithm for the single-bin subproblem of SAP, Fleischer et al.

(2006) obtained a local-search ( β
β+1

−ϵ)-approximation algorithm (ϵ > 0) and an LP-rounding

based ((1 − 1
e
)β)-approximation algorithm for SAP. Both of these algorithms approximate

the ILP (1)-(3). The local-search ( β
β+1

− ϵ)-approximation algorithm presented by Fleischer

et al. (2006) is not efficient if one wants to have an approximation ratio as close to 1/2

as possible, assuming β ≈ 1. This is because the number of iterations of the local-search

algorithm is inverse-related to ϵ. An LP for SAP is given in Fleischer et al. (2006), but it

can have exponential number of variables due to |Ii| can be exponentially large in general.

By the assumption that the maximum capacity K of all vehicles is a small constant, |Ii|
is polynomially bounded in our case. From this and unit value, the single-bin subproblem

of the MTR problem can be solved efficiently (β = 1). This gives a (1 − 1
e
)-approximation

algorithm for the MTR problem. More importantly, the LP of ILP (1)-(3) can be solved

directly because |E(H)| (|Ii|) is polynomially bounded. For completeness, we describe the

LPR algorithm using our notation as follows.

1. Obtain a linear programming LP of ILP (1)-(3) by relaxing the 0-1 variables xe to

nonnegative real variables; and solve the LP.

2. Independently for each driver i ∈ D(H), assign i a match σ(i) = {i}∪J corresponding

to the edge e = (i, J) with probability xe (based on all edges containing i, namely,

for all e ∈ Ei such that xe > 0). Let M be the resulting intermediate solution, which

contains a set of feasible matches.

3. For any rider j ∈ R(H), let Mj = {σ(i) ∈ M | j ∈ σ(i)} be the set of matches in M

containing j. If |Mj| ≥ 2, then remove rj from every match of Mj except one match

(any one match) of Mj. Finally, remove from M every match σ(i) = {ηi}.

The matches in M are pairwise disjoint. From Step 2, no two matches of M contain a same

driver. From Step 3, no two matches of M contain a same rider. In Step 3, after the removal

of a set of riders J from a match σ(i) ∈ M , σ(i) \ J is still a feasible match if |σ(i) \ J | ≥ 2

by Observation 3.1. Therefore, M is a feasible solution to an instance (N,A, T ) of the MTR

problem.
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Theorem 4.2. Let OPT be the objective function value of the ILP (1)-(3) formulation,

which is the maximum number of riders can be served. Then the expected value Q of the

rounded solution M of Algorithm LPR is at least (1− 1
e
)OPT.

Proof. Let OPT∗ be the objective function value of the LP relaxation. Then OPT∗ ≥ OPT.

From Theorem 2.1 in Fleischer et al. (2006), Q ≥ (1− (1− 1
m
)m)OPT∗ ≥ (1− 1

e
)OPT, where

m = |M |. Since M is a feasible solution as explained above, the theorem holds.

4.2.2. Description of the ImpGreedy algorithm

Algorithm ImpGreedy is similar to the 1
K+1

-approximation algorithm obtained by Santi

et al. (2014) assuming the maximum capacity K among all vehicles (drivers) is at least

two. However, a detailed analysis for the approximation ratio of their greedy algorithm is

not presented in Santi et al. (2014). Hence, in this section, we describe our ImpGreedy

algorithm along with a complete proof for its constant 1
2
-approximation ratio. For the

hypergraph H(V,E) constructed for an instance (N,A, T ) of the MTR problem, denoted

by Σ ⊆ E(H) is the current partial solution computed by ImpGreedy (recall that each

edge of E(H) represents a feasible match). Let P (Σ) =
⋃

e∈Σ R(e), called the covered

passengers. Initially, Σ = ∅. In each iteration, we add an edge with the most number of

uncovered passengers to Σ, that is, select an edge e such that |R(e)| is maximum, and then

add e to Σ. Remove Ee = ∪j∈eEj from E(H) (Ej is defined in Section 3.1). Repeat until

|P (Σ)| = |R(H)| or |Σ| = |D(H)|. The pseudo code of ImpGreedy is shown in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 ImpGreedy
1: Input: The hypergraph H(V,E) for problem instance (N,A, T ).

2: Output: A solution Σ to (N,A, T ) with 1
2 -approximation ratio.

3: Σ = ∅; P (Σ) = ∅;
4: while (|P (Σ)| < |R(H)| and |Σ| < |D(H)|) do
5: compute e = argmaxe∈E(H)|R(e)|; Σ = Σ ∪ {e}; update P (Σ); remove Ee from E(H);

6: end while

4.2.3. Analysis of ImpGreedy

In ImpGreedy, when an edge e is added to Σ, Ee is removed from E(H), so Property 4.1

holds for Σ. Further, the edges in Σ are pairwise vertex-disjoint, implying Σ is a feasible

solution.

Property 4.1. For every i ∈ D(H), at most one edge e from Ei can be selected in any

solution.

Let Σ = {x1, x2, . . . , xa} be a solution found by Algorithm ImpGreedy, where xi is the i
th

edge added to Σ. Throughout the analysis, we use OPT to denote an optimal solution, that
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is, OPT is a set of edges that are pairwise vertex-disjoint and R(OPT) ≥ R(Σ). Further,

Σi =
⋃

1≤b≤i xb for 1 ≤ i ≤ a, Σ0 = ∅ with R(Σ0) = ∅, and Σa = Σ. Since each edge e of

E(H) represents a feasible match, we overload any edge xi ∈ Σ to denote a match as well.

For each xi ∈ Σ, by Property 4.1, there is at most one y ∈ OPT with D(y) = D(xi). We

order OPT and introduce dummy edges to OPT such that D(yi) = D(xi) for 1 ≤ i ≤ a.

Formally, for 1 ≤ i ≤ a, define

OPT(i) = {y1, . . . , yi | 1 ≤ b ≤ i,D(yb) = D(xb) if yb ∈ OPT, otherwise yb is a dummy edge}.

A dummy edge yb ∈ OPT(i) is defined as D(yb) = D(xb) with R(yb) = ∅. Notice that

there can be edges y in OPT such that D(y) ̸= D(x) for every x ∈ Σ. Such edges are in

OPT \OPT(a).

Lemma 4.1. Let OPT be an optimal solution and Σ = {x1, . . . , xa} be a solution found by

ImpGreedy. For any 1 ≤ i ≤ a, |R(yi) \R(Σi−1)| ≤ |R(xi)|.

Proof. If |R(yi)| ≤ |R(xi)|, then the lemma holds. Suppose |R(yi)| > |R(xi)|. Since the

algorithm selects xi instead of yi, it must mean that R(yi) ∩ R(Σi−1) ̸= ∅, and yi has been

removed from E(H) while searching for xi. By Observation 3.1, there is an edge ez ∈ E(H)

such that D(ez) = D(yi) and R(ez) = R(yi) \ R(Σi−1); and |R(ez)| ≤ |R(xi)| from the

algorithm. Hence, |R(yi) \R(Σi−1)| ≤ |R(xi)|.

Lemma 4.2. Let OPT′ = OPT \OPT(a). Then, R(OPT′) ⊆ R(Σ).

Proof. Assume for contradiction that there exists an edge y ∈ OPT′ s.t. R(y) \ R(Σ) ̸= ∅.
By Observation 3.1, there is an edge ez ∈ E(H) such that D(ez) = D(y) and R(ez) =

R(y) \ R(Σ), and ez /∈ Σ. Since ez is not incident to any vertex of D(Σ) ∪ R(Σ), the

algorithm should have added ez to Σ, a contradiction.

Theorem 4.3. Given a hypergraph instance H(V,E), Algorithm ImpGreedy computes a

solution Σ for H such that |R(Σ)|
|R(OPT)| ≥

1
2
, where OPT is an optimal solution, with running

time O(|D(H)| · |E(H)|) and |E(H)| = O(|D| · (|R|+ 1)K).

Proof. Let Σ = {x1, . . . , xa}, OPT(a) as defined above, and OPT′ = OPT \OPT(a). From

Lemma 4.1, we get

|
a⋃

i=1

R(yi) \R(Σi−1)| ≤ |
a⋃

i=1

R(xi)| = |R(Σ)|.

From this and Lemma 4.2, we obtain
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|R(OPT)| = |R(OPT(a)) ∪R(OPT′)|

≤ |(
a⋃

i=1

(R(yi) \R(Σi−1)) ∪R(Σ)) ∪R(OPT′)|

= |(
a⋃

i=1

R(yi) \R(Σi−1))|+ |R(Σ)|

≤ |R(Σ)|+ |R(Σ)| = 2|R(Σ)|.

In each iteration of the while-loop, it takes O(|E(H)|) to find an edge x with maximum

|R(x)|, and there are at most |D(H)| iterations. Hence, Algorithm ImpGreedy runs in

O(|D(H)| · |E(H)|) time.

4.3. Approximation algorithms for maximum weighted set packing

Now, we explain the algorithms for the maximum weighted set packing problem, which

can also solve the MTR problem. Given a universe U and a family S of subsets of U , a
packing is a subfamily C ⊆ S of sets such that all sets in C are pairwise disjoint. In the

maximum weighted k-set packing problem (MWSP), every subset S ∈ S has at most k ele-

ments and is given a real weight, and MWSP asks to find a packing C with the largest total

weight. We can see that the ILP (1)-(3) formulation of a hypergraph H(V,E) is a special

case of the maximum weighted k-set packing problem, where the trips of D(H) ∪ R(H) is

the universe U and E(H) is the family S of subsets, and every e ∈ E(H) is a set in S
representing at most k = K + 1 trips (K is the maximum capacity of all vehicles). Hence,

solving MWSP also solves the MTR problem. Hazan et al. (2006) showed that the k-set

packing problem cannot be approximated to within O( lnk
k
) in general unless P = NP. Chan-

dra and Halldórsson (2001) presented a 3
2(k+1)

-approximation and a 5
2(2k+1)

-approximation

algorithms (refer to as BestImp and AnyImp, respectively), and Berman (2000) pre-

sented a ( 2
k+1

)-approximation algorithm (referred to as SquareImp) for the weighted k-set

packing problem. Here, k ≥ 3.

The three algorithms (AnyImp, BestImp and SquareImp) in Berman (2000) and Chandra

and Halldórsson (2001) solve the weighted k-set packing problem by first transferring it into

a weighted independent set problem, which consists of a vertex weighted graph G(V,E)

and asks to find a maximum weighted independent set in G(V,E). We briefly describe the

common local search approach used in these three approximation algorithms. A claw C in

G is defined as an induced connected subgraph that consists of an independent set TC of

vertices (called talons) and a center vertex Cz that is connected to all the talons (C is an

induced star with center Cz). For any vertex v ∈ V (G), let N(v) denotes the set of vertices

in G adjacent to v, called the neighborhood of v. For a set U of vertices, N(U) = ∪v∈UN(v).
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The local search of AnyImp, BestImp and SquareImp uses the same central idea, summarized

as follows:

1. The approximation algorithms start with an initial solution (independent set) I in G

found by a simple greedy (referred to as Greedy) as follows: select a vertex u ∈ V (G)

with largest weight and add to I. Eliminate u and all u’s neighbors from being selected.

Repeatedly select the largest weight vertex until all vertices are eliminated from G.

2. While there exists claw C in G w.r.t. I such that independent set TC improves the

weight of I (different for each algorithm), augment I as I = (I \N(TC))∪TC ; such an

independent set TC is called an improvement.

To apply these algorithms to the MTR problem, we need to convert the bipartite hypergraph

H(V,E) to a weighted independent set instance G(V,E), which is straightforward. Each

hyperedge e ∈ E(H) is represented by a vertex ve ∈ V (G). The weight w(ve) = w(e) for

each e ∈ E(H) and ve ∈ V (G). There is an edge between ve, ve′ ∈ V (G) if e ∩ e′ ̸= ∅ where

e, e′ ∈ E(H). We observed the following property.

Property 4.2. When the size of each set in the set packing problem is at most k (|w(e)| =
k − 1, e ∈ E(H)), the graph G(V,E) has the property that it is (k + 1)-claw free, that is,

G(V,E) does not contain an independent set of size k+1 in the neighborhood of any vertex.

Applying this property, we only need to search a claw C consists of at most k talons,

which upper bounds the running time for finding a claw within O(nk), where n = |V (G)|.
When k is very small, it is practical enough to approximate the ILP (1)-(3) formulation

of a hypergraph H(V,E) computed by Algorithm 2. It has been mentioned in Santi et al.

(2014) that the approximation algorithms in Chandra and Halldórsson (2001) can be applied

to their ridesharing problem. However, only the simple greedy (Greedy) was implemented

in Santi et al. (2014). Notice that ImpGreedy (Algorithm 3) is a simplified version of the

Greedy algorithm, and Greedy is used to get an initial solution in algorithms AnyImp,

BestImp and SquareImp. From Theorem 4.3, we have Corollary 4.1.

Corollary 4.1. Each of Greedy, AnyImp, BestImp and SquareImp algorithms computes a

solution to H(V,E) with 1
2
-approximation ratio.

Since ImpGreedy finds a solution directly on H(V,E) without converting it to an inde-

pendent set problem G(V,E) and solving it, ImpGreedy is more time and space efficient

than the algorithms for MWSP. In the rest of this paper, Algorithm 3 is referred to as

ImpGreedy.
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5. Numerical experiments

We create a simulation environment consisting of a centralized system that integrates

public transit and ridesharing. The centralized system receives batches of discrete driver

and rider trips continuously. We implement the approximation algorithms ImpGreedy, LPR,

Greedy, AnyImp and BestImp, and an exact algorithm that solves ILP formulation (1)-(3)

to evaluate the benefits of having such an integrated transportation system. The results of

SquareImp are not discussed because its performance is the same as AnyImp when using the

smallest improvement factor (α > 1 in Chandra and Halldórsson (2001)); this is due to the

implementation of the independent set instance G(V,E) having a fixed search/enumeration

order of the vertices and edges, and each vertex in V (G) has an integer weight.

We use a simplified transit network of Chicago to simulate the public transit and rideshar-

ing. The data instances generated in our experiments focus more on trips that commute

to and from work (to and from the downtown area of Chicago). To the best of our knowl-

edge, a mass transportation system in large cities integrating public transit and ridesharing

has not been implemented in real-life. There is not any large dataset containing customers

that use both public transit and ridesharing transportation modes together. Hence, we use

two related datasets to generate representative instances for our experiments. One dataset

contains transit ridership data, and the other dataset contains ridesharing trips data. The

transit ridership dataset allows us to determine the busiest transit routes, and we use this

information to create rider demand in these busiest regions. We assume riders of longer

transit trips would like to reduce their travel duration by using the integrated ridesharing

service. The ridesharing dataset reveals whether there are enough personal drivers willing

to provide ridesharing services. We understand that these drivers may not be the ones who

driver their vehicles to work, but at least it shows that there are currently enough drivers

to support the proposed transportation system.

5.1. Description and characteristics of the datasets

We built a simplified transit network of Chicago to simulate practical scenarios of public

transit and ridesharing. The roadmap data of Chicago is retrieved from OpenStreetMap1.

We used the GraphHopper2 library to construct the logical graph data structure of the

roadmap, which contains 177037 vertices and 263881 edges. The Chicago city is divided

into 77 official community areas, each of which is assigned an area code. We examined two

different datasets in Chicago to reveal some basic traffic pattern (the datasets are provided

by the Chicago Data Portal (CDP) and Chicago Transit Authority (CTA)3, maintained by

1Planet OSM. https://planet.osm.org
2GraphHopper 1.0. https://www.graphhopper.com
3CDP. https://data.cityofchicago.org. CTA. https://www.transitchicago.com
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the City of Chicago). The first dataset contains bus and rail ridership, which shows the

monthly averages and monthly totals for all CTA bus routes and train station entries. We

denote this dataset as PTR, public transit ridership. The PTR dataset range is chosen from

June 1st, 2019 to June 30th, 2019. The second dataset contains rideshare trips reported

by Transportation Network Providers (sometimes called rideshare companies) to the City

of Chicago. We denote this dataset as TNP. The TNP dataset range is chosen from June

3rd, 2019 to June 30th, 2019, total of 4 weeks of data. Table 2 and Table 3 show some basic

stats of both datasets.

Total Bus Ridership 20,300,416

Total Rail Ridership 19,282,992

12 busiest bus routes 3, 4, 8, 9, 22, 49, 53,

66, 77, 79, 82, 151

The busiest bus routes

selected

4, 9, 49, 53, 77, 79,

82

Table 2: Basic stats of the PTR dataset.

# of original records 8,820,037

# of records considered 7,427,716

# of shared trips 1,015,329

# of non-shared trips 6,412,387

The most visited commu-

nity areas selected

1, 4, 5, 7, 22, 23,

25, 32, 41, 64, 76

Table 3: Basic stats of the TNP dataset.

In the PTR dataset, the total ridership for each bus route is recorded; there are 127 bus

routes in the dataset. We examined the 12 busiest bus routes based on the total ridership.

7 out of the 12 routes are selected (excluding bus routes that are too close to train stations)

as listed in Table 2 to support the selection of the community areas. We also selected all

the major trains/metro lines within the Chicago area except the Brown Line and Purple

Line since they are too close to the Red and Blue lines. Note that the PTR dataset also

provides the total rail ridership. However, it only provides the number of riders entering

every station in each day; it does not provide the number of riders exiting a station nor the

time related to the entries.

Each record in the TNP dataset describes a passenger trip served by a driver who provides

the rideshare service; a trip record consists of a pick-up and a drop-off time and a pick-up

and a drop-off community area of the trip, and exact locations are not provided. We removed

records where the pick-up or drop-off community area is hidden for privacy reason or not

within Chicago, which results in 7.4 million ridesharing trips. We calculated the average

number of trips per day departed from and arrived at each area. The results are plotted in

Figure 2; the community areas that have the highest numbers of departure trips are almost

the same as that of the arrival trips.

We selected 11 of the 20 most visited areas as listed in Table 3 (area 32 is Chicago

downtown, areas 64 and 76 are airports) to build the transit network for our simulation.

From the selected bus routes, trains and community areas (22 areas in total), we created

a simplified public transit network connecting the community areas, depicted in Figure 3.
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Figure 2: The average number of trips per day departed from and arrived at each area.

Figure 3: Simplified public transit network of Chicago with 19 urban community areas and 3

designated locations (minor bus routes are not shown). Figure on the right has the Chicago City

map overlay for scale.

Three of the 22 community areas are the designated locations which include the downtown

region in Chicago and the two airports. We label the rest of the 19 community areas as

urban community areas. Each rectangle on the figure represents an urban community within

one urban community area or across two urban community areas, labeled in the rectangle.

The blue dashed rectangles/urban communities are chosen due to the busiest bus routes
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from the PTR dataset. The rectangles/urban communities labeled with red area codes are

chosen due to the most visited community areas from the TNP dataset. The dashed lines

are the trains, which resemble the major train services in Chicago. The solid lines are

the selected bus routes connecting the urban communities to their closest train stations.

We assume that there is a major bus route travels within each urban community or some

minor bus route (not labeled in Figure 3) that travels to the nearest train station from each

urban community. From the datasets, many people travel to/from the designated locations

(downtown region and the two airports).

The travel time between two locations by car (each location consists of the latitude

and longitude coordinates) uses the fastest/shortest route computed by the GraphHopper

library. The shortest paths are computed in real-time, unlike many previous simulations

where the shortest paths are pre-computed and stored. As mentioned in Section 3.2.1,

transit travel and waiting time (transit time for short) and service time are considered in a

simplified model; we multiply a small constant ϵ > 1 to the fastest route to mimic transit

time and service time. For instance, consider two consecutive metro stations s1 and s2.

The travel time t(s1, s2) is computed by the fastest route traveled by personal cars, and the

travel time by train between from s1 to s2 is t̂(s1, s2) = 1.15 · t(s1, s2). The constant ϵ for

bus service is 2. Rider trips originated from all locations (except airports) must take a bus

to reach a metro station when ridesharing service is not involved.

5.2. Generating instances

In our simulation, we partition a day from 6:00 to 23:59 into 72 time intervals (each has

15 minutes), and we only focus on weekdays. To observe the common ridesharing traffic

pattern, we calculated the average number of served passenger trips per hour for each day of

the week using the TNP dataset. The dashed (orange) line and solid (blue) line of the plot in

Figure (4a) represent shared trips and non-shared trips, respectively. A set of trips are called
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(a) Average numbers of shared and non-shared trips in TNP

dataset.

(b) Total number of driver and rider

trips generated for each time interval.

Figure 4: Plots for the number of trips for every hour from data and generated.
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shared trips if this set of trips are matched for the same vehicle consecutively such that their

trips may potentially overlap, namely, one or more passengers are in the same vehicle. The

number of shared trips shown in Figure 4a suggests that drivers and passengers are willing

to share the same vehicle. For all other trips, we call them non-shared trips. From the plot,

the peak hours are between 7:00AM to 10:00AM and 5:00PM to 8:00PM on weekdays for

both non-shared and shared trips. The number of trips generated for each interval roughly

follows the function plotted in Figure (4b), which is a scaled down and smoothed version

of the TNP dataset for weekdays. For the base instance, the ratio between the number of

drivers and riders generated is roughly 1:3 (1 driver and 3 riders) for each interval. Such a

ratio is chosen because it should reflect the system’s potential as capacity of 3 is common for

most vehicles. For each time interval, we first generate a set R of riders and then a set D of

drivers. We do not generate a trip where its origin and destination are close. For example,

any trip with an origin in Area25 and destination in Area15 is not generated.

Generation of rider trips. We assume that the numbers of riders entering and exiting a

station are roughly the same each day. Next we assume that the numbers of riders in

PTR over the time intervals each day follow a similar distribution of the TNP trips over

the time intervals. Each day is divided into 6 different consecutive time periods (each

consists of multiple time intervals): morning rush, morning normal, noon, afternoon normal,

afternoon rush, and evening time periods. Each time period determines the probability and

distribution of origins and destinations. Based on the PTR dataset and Rail Capacity

Study by CTA (Chicago Transit Authority, 2017), many riders are going into downtown in

the morning and leaving downtown in the afternoon.

For each rider trip j generated, we first randomly decide a pickup area where origin oj is

located within, then decide a dropoff area where destination dj is located within. A pickup

area or dropoff area is one of the 22 community areas we selected to build our geological map

for the simulation. For each community area, a set of points spanning the area is defined

(each point is represented by a latitude-longitude pair). To generate a rider trip j during

morning rush time period, the pickup area for j is selected uniformly at random from the

list of 22 community areas. The origin oj is a point selected uniformly at random from the

set of points in the selected pickup area. Then, we use the standard normal distribution

to determine the dropoff area, namely, the 22 selected community areas are transformed

to follow the standard normal distribution. Specifically, downtown area is within two SDs

(standard deviations), airports are more than two and at most three SDs, and the other

urban community areas are more than three SDs away from the mean. Then, the dropoff

area is sampled/selected randomly from this distribution. The destination dj is a point

selected uniformly at random from the set of points in the selected dropoff area.

The above is repeated until at riders are generated, where at + at/3 (riders + drivers so

that it is roughly 1:3 driver-rider ratio) is the total number of trips for time interval t shown
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in Figure (4b). For any pickup area c, let ct be the number of generated riders originated

from c for time interval t, that is,
∑

c ct = at. Other time periods follow the same procedure,

all urban communities and designated locations can be selected as pickup and dropoff areas.

1. Morning normal (10:00AM to 12:00AM). For selecting pickup areas, the 22 com-

munity areas are transformed to follow the standard normal distribution: urban com-

munity areas are within two SDs, downtown is more than two and at most three SDs,

and airports are more than three SDs away from the mean; and destination areas are

selected using uniform distribution.

2. Noon (12:00PM to 2:00PM). Pickup/dropoff areas are selected uniformly at random

from the list of 22 community areas.

3. Afternoon normal (2:00PM to 5:00PM). For selecting pickup areas, downtown and

airport are within two SDs and urban community areas are more than two SDs away

from the mean. For selecting dropoff areas, urban community areas are within two

SDs, and downtown and airports are more than two SDs away from the mean.

4. Afternoon rush (5:00PM to 8:00PM). For selecting pickup areas, downtown is within

two SDs, airports are more than two SDs and at most three SDs, and urban community

areas are more than three SDs away from the mean. For selecting dropoff areas, urban

community areas are within two SDs, airports are more than two SDs and at most

three SDs, and downtown is more than three SDs away from the mean.

5. Evening (8:00PM to 11:59PM). For both pickup and dropoff areas, urban community

areas are within two SDs, downtown is more than two and at most three SDs, and

airports are more than three SDs away from the mean.

Generation of driver trips. We examined the TNP dataset to determine whether, in practice,

there are enough drivers who can provide ridesharing service to riders that follow match

Types 1 and 2 traffic pattern. First, we removed any trip from TNP if it is too short (less

than 15 minutes or origin and destination are adjacent areas). We calculated the average

number of trips per hour originated from every pre-defined area in the transit network

(Figure 3), and then plotted the destinations of such trips in a grid heatmap. In other

words, each cell (c, r) in the heatmap represents the the average number of trips per hour

originated from area c to destination area r in the transit network (Figure 3). An example

is depicted in Figure 5. From the heatmaps, many trips are going into the downtown area

(A32) in the morning; and as time progresses, more and more trips leave downtown. This

traffic pattern confirms that there are enough drivers to serve the riders in our simulation.

The number of shared trips shown in Figure 4a also suggests that many riders are willing
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Figure 5: Traffic heatmaps for the average number of trips originated from one area (x-axis) during hour

7:00 (left) and hour 17:00 (right) to every other destination area (y-axis).

to share a same vehicle. We slightly reduce the difference between the values of each cell in

the heatmaps and use the idea of marginal probability to generate driver trips. Let d(c, r, h)

be the value at the cell (c, r) for origin area c, destination r and hour h. Let P (c, h) be sum

of the average number of trips originated from area c for hour h (the column for area c in

the heatmap corresponds to hour h), that is, P (c, h) =
∑

r d(c, r, h) is the sum of the values

of the whole column c for hour h. Given a time interval t, for each area c, we generate ct/3

drivers (ct is defined in Generation of rider trips) such that each driver i has origin oi = c

and destination di = r with probability d(c, r, h)/P (c, h), where t is contained in hour h.

The probability of selecting an airport as destination is fixed at 5%.

Deciding other parameters for each trip. After the origin and destination of a rider or driver

trip have been determined, we decide other parameters of the trip. The capacity ni of

drivers’ vehicles is selected from three ranges: the low range [1,2,3], mid range [3,4,5], and

high range [4,5,6]. During morning/afternoon peak hours, roughly 95% and 5% of vehicles

have capacities randomly selected from the low range and mid range, respectively. It is

realistic to assume vehicle capacity is lower for morning and afternoon peak-hour commute.

While during off-peak hours, roughly 80%, 10% and 10% of vehicles have capacities randomly

selected from low range, mid range and high range, respectively. The number δi of stops

equals to ni if ni ≤ 3, else it is chosen uniformly at random from [ni − 2, ni] inclusive. The

detour limit zi of each driver is within 5 to 20 minutes because traffic is not considered, and

transit time and service time are considered in a simplified model. Earliest departure time αi

of a driver or rider i is from immediate to two time intervals. Latest arrival time βi of a driver

i is at most 1.5 · (t(oi, di)+zi)+αi. Latest arrival time βj of a rider j is αj+ t(π̂j(αj)), where

π̂j(αj) is the fastest public transit route for j. The acceptance threshold θj of every rider

j is 0.8 for the base instance. The general information of the base instance is summarized
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in Table 4. Note that the earliest departure time all trips generated in the last four time

intervals is immediate for computational-result purpose.

Major trip patterns from urban communities to downtown and vice versa for peak and off-

peak hours, respectively; trips specify one match type for peak hours

and can be in either type for off-peak hours

# of intervals simulated Start from 6:00 AM to 11:59 PM; each interval is 15 minutes

# of trips per interval varies from [350, 1150] roughly, see Figure 4

Driver-rider ratio 1:3 approximately

Capacity ni of vehicles low: [1,3], mid: [3,5] and high: [4,6] inclusive

Number δi of stops limit δi = ni if ni ≤ 3, or δi ∈ [ni − 2, ni] if ni ≥ 4

Earliest departure time αi immediate to 2 intervals after a trip i (driver or rider) is generated

Driver detour limit zi 5 minutes to min{2 · t(oi, di) (driver’s fastest route), 20 minutes}
Latest arrival time βi of driver i βi ≤ 1.5 · (t(oi, di) + zi) + αi

Latest arrival time βj of rider j βj = αj + t(π̂j(αj)), where π̂j(αj) is the fastest public transit route

for j with earliest departure time αj from oj
Travel duration γi of driver i γi = t(oi, di) + zi
Travel duration γj of rider j γj = t(π̂j(αj)), where π̂j(αj) is the fastest public transit route for j

Acceptance threshold 80% for all riders (0.8 times the fastest public transit route)

Train and bus travel time average at 1.15 and 2 times the fastest route by car, respectively

Table 4: General information of the base instance.

Reduction configuration procedure.. When the number of trips increases, the running time

for Algorithm 2 and the time needed to construct the k-set packing instance (independent

set instance) increase significantly. This is due to the increased number of feasible matches

for each driver i ∈ D. In a practical setup, we may restrict the number of feasible matches a

driver can have. Each match produced by Algorithm 1 is called a base match, which consists

of exactly one driver and one rider. To make the simulation feasible and practical, we

heuristically limit the numbers of base matches for each driver and each rider and the number

of total feasible matches for each driver. We use (x%, y, z), called reduction configuration

(Config for short), to denote that for each driver i, the number of base matches of i is

reduced to x percentage and at most y total feasible matches are computed for i; and for

each rider j, at most z base matches containing j are used.

After Algorithm 1 is completed. A reduction procedure may be evoked with respect to

a Config. Let H(V,E) be the graph after computing all feasible base matches (instance

computed by Algorithm 1 and before Algorithm 2 is executed). For a trip i ∈ A, let Ei be

the set of base matches of i. The reduction procedure works as follows.

• First of all, the set of drivers is sorted in descending order of the number of base

matches each driver has.

• Each driver i is then processed one by one.
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1. If driver i has at least 10 base matches, then Ei is sorted, based on the number

of base matches each rider included in Ei has, in descending order. Otherwise,

skip i and process the next driver.

2. For each base match e = (i, j) in the sorted Ei, if rider j belongs to z or more

other matches, remove e from Ei.

3. After above step 2, if Ei has not been reduced to x%, sort the remaining matches

in descending order of the travel time from oi to oj for remaining matches e =

(ηi, rj). Remove the first x′ matches from Ei until x% is reached.

The original sorting of the drivers allows us to first remove matches from drivers that have

more matches than others. The sorting of the base matches of driver i in step 1 allows us

to first remove matches containing riders that also belong to other matches. Riders farther

away from a driver i may have lower chance to be served together by i; this is the reason

for the sorting in step 3.

5.3. Computational results

We use the same transit network and same set of generated trip data for all algorithms.

All algorithms were implemented in Java, and the experiments were conducted on Intel

Core i7-2600 processor with 1333 MHz of 8 GB RAM available to JVM. To solve the ILP

formulation (1)-(3) and the formulation in LPR, we use CPLEX4; and we label the algorithm

CPLEX uses to solve these ILP formulations by Exact. Since the optimization goal is to

assign acceptable ridesharing routes to as many riders as possible, the performance measure

is focused on the number of riders serviceable by acceptable ridesharing routes, followed by

the total time saved for the riders as a whole. We record both of these numbers for each

of the algorithms: ImpGreedy, LPR, Exact, Greedy, AnyImp and BestImp. A rider j ∈ R

is called served if rj ∈ σ(i) for some driver ηi ∈ D such that σ(i) belongs to a solution

computed by one of the; and we also call such a served rider a passenger.

5.3.1. Results on a base case instance

The base case instance uses the parameter setting described in Section 5.2 and Config

(30%, 600, 20). The overall experiment results are shown in Table 5. Although the solutions

computed by AnyImp and BestImp are slightly better than that of ImpGreedy, it takes

much longer for AnyImp and BestImp to run to completion, as shown in a later experiment

(Figure 8). The average number of riders served per interval is calculated as the total number

of riders served divided by 72 (the number of intervals). The average time saved per served

rider is calculated as the total time saved divided by the total number of served riders. The

4IBM ILOG CPLEX v12.10.0
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ImpGreedy LPR Exact Greedy AnyImp BestImp

Total number of riders served 26597 22583 27940 26597 27345 27360

Avg number of riders served per interval 369.4 313.7 388.1 369.4 379.8 380.0

Total time saved of all served riders 309369.1 260427.3 324718.4 309369.1 318729.6 318983.9

Avg time saved of served riders per interval 4296.8 3617.0 4510.0 4296.8 4426.8 4430.3

Avg time saved per served rider 11.63 11.53 11.62 11.63 11.65 11.66

Avg time saved per rider 6.68 5.75 7.17 6.68 7.03 7.04

Avg public transit duration per rider 30.54 minutes

Total number of riders and public transit duration 45314 and 1384100.97 minutes

Table 5: Base case solution comparison between all algorithms. Every time unit is measured in

minute.

results of ImpGreedy and Greedy are aligned since they are essentially the same algorithm:

58.69% of total number of all riders are assigned acceptable routes and 22.35% of total time

are saved for those riders. The results of AnyImp and BestImp are similar because of the

density of the independent set graph G(V,E) due to Observation 3.1. For AnyImp and

BestImp, roughly 60.38% of total number of all riders are assigned acceptable routes and

23.05% of total time are saved. For LPR, 49.8% of total number of all riders are assigned

acceptable routes and 18.82% of total time are saved. We show that LPR is worse than

ImpGreedy in terms of performance and running time in a later experiment. For Exact,

61.66% of total number of all riders are assigned acceptable routes and 23.46% of total time

are saved.

The average public transit duration per rider is calculated as the total public transit

duration divided by the total number of all riders, which is 30.54 minutes. The average time

saved per rider is calculated as the total time saved divided by the total number of all riders

(served and unserved). From Algorithm Exact, a rider is able to reduce their travel duration

from 30.54 minutes to 23.37 minutes on average (save 7.17 minutes) with the integration of

public transit and ridesharing.

If we consider only the served riders (26597 for ImpGreedy and 27940 for Exact), the

average original public transit duration per served rider is 30.29 (30.30) minutes for Imp-

Greedy (Exact respectively). In this case, the average public transit + ridesharing duration

per served rider is 18.66 (18.68) minutes, 11.63 (11.62) minutes saved, for ImpGreedy (Exact

respectively). Although this is only a side-effect of the optimization goal of MTR, it reduces

riders’ travel duration significantly. The results of these algorithms are not too far apart.

However, it takes too long for AnyImp and BestImp to run to completion. A 10-second

limit is set for both algorithms in each iteration for finding an independent set improve-

ment. With this time limit, AnyImp and BestImp run to completion within 10 minutes

for almost all intervals. The optimal solution computed by Exact serves only about 5%

more total riders than that of the solution computed by ImpGreedy; and it is most likely

constrained by the number of feasible matches each driver has, which is also limited by the

32



base match reduction Config (30%, 600, 20). We explore more about this in Section 5.3.2.

We also examined the results from the drivers’ perspective; we recorded both the mean

occupancy rate and vacancy rate of drivers. The results are depicted in Table 6 and Figure 6.

The mean occupancy rate is calculated as, in each interval, (the number of served passengers

+ the total number of drivers) divided by the total number of drivers. The mean vacancy rate

describes the number of empty vehicles, so it is calculated as, in each interval, the number

of drivers who are not assigned any passenger divided by the total number of drivers. The

average occupancy rate per interval is the sum of mean occupancy rate in each interval

divided by the number of intervals (72); and similarly for average vacancy rate per interval.

The occupancy rate results show that in many intervals, 1.7-1.8 passengers are served by

each driver on average (except Algorithm LPR). The vacancy rate results show that in

many intervals, only 4-7.5% and 2-5% of all the drivers are not assigned any passenger for

ImpGreedy and BestImp/Exact, respectively, during all hours except afternoon peak hours.

This is most likely due to the origins of many trips are from the same area (downtown); and

if the destinations of drivers and riders do not have the same general direction originated

from downtown, the drivers may not be able to serve many riders. On the other hand, when

their destinations are aligned, drivers are likely to serve more riders. The occupancy rate is

much lower in the last interval because the number of riders is low, causing the number of

served riders low.

ImpGreedy LPR Exact BestImp

Average occupancy rate per interval 2.703 2.417 2.789 2.753

Average vacancy rate per interval 0.0693 0.193 0.0289 0.0436

Table 6: The average occupancy rate and vacancy rate per interval.
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Figure 6: The average occupancy rate and vacancy rate of drivers for each interval.
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5.3.2. Results on different reduction configurations

Another major component of the experiment is to measure the performance of the algo-

rithms using different reduction configurations. We tested 12 different Configs:

• Small1 (20%,300,10), Small2 (20%,600,10), Small3 (20%,300,20), Small4-10 (20%,600,20).

• Medium1 (30%,300,10), Medium2 (30%,600,10), Medium3 (30%,300,20), Medium4-10 (30%,600,20).

• Large1 (40%,300,10), Large2 (40%,600,10), Large3-10 (40%,300,20), and Large4-10 (40%,600,20).

Any Config with label “-10” at the end means there is a 10-second limit for AnyImp and

BestImp to find an independent set improvement (Configs without any label have a 20-

second limit). Note that all 12 Configs have the same sets of driver/rider trips and base

matches but have different feasible matches generated at the end (after Algorithm 2). The

performance and running time results of all 12 Configs are depicted in Figures 7 and 8,

respectively. Since the performance results of ImpGreedy and Greedy are the same, we skip

Greedy.

The results are divided into peak and off-peak hours for each Config, averaging all inter-

vals of peak hours and off-peak hours. As expected, larger Configs give better performance

(more passengers are served by drivers). The increase in performance of Exact, compared

to ImpGreedy, remains at about 5% for each different Config. This shows that ImpGreedy

is practical in terms of performance. For all algorithms, the increase in performance from

Small1 to Small3 is much larger than that from Small1 to Small2 (same for Medium and

Large), implying any parameter in a Config should not be too small. The increase in per-

formance from Large1 to Large4 is higher than that from Medium1 to Medium4 (similarly

for Small). Therefore, a balanced configuration is more important than a configuration em-

phasizes only one or two parameters. The average running times of ImpGreedy, LPR and

Exact are under a second for all Configs. On the other hand, for AnyImp and BestImp dur-

ing peak hours, they require 600-800 seconds and 400-500 seconds for Large3/Large4 and

Small1
Small2

Small3
Small4

Medium1
Medium2

Medium3
Medium4

Large1
Large2

Large3
Large4

Reduction configuration

340

360

380

400

420

440

460

480

Nu
m

be
r o

f r
id

er
s

Average number of riders served during peak hours

ImpGreedy
AnyImp
LPR

Exact
BestImp

Small1
Small2

Small3
Small4

Medium1
Medium2

Medium3
Medium4

Large1
Large2

Large3
Large4

Reduction configuration

220

240

260

280

300

320

340

Average number of riders served during off-peak hours

ImpGreedy
AnyImp
LPR

Exact
BestImp
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Figure 8: Average running time of peak and off-peak hours for different configurations.

for Medium3/Medium4 Configs, respectively. By reducing more matches, we are able to

improve the running time of AnyImp and BestImp significantly by sacrificing performance

slightly. However, it may still be not practical to use AnyImp and BestImp for peak hours.

We specifically compared the performance of ImpGreedy and LPR since these two are

the more practical approximation algorithms. The performance and running time results

of ImpGreedy and LPR using Medium4 and Large4 configs are depicted in Figure 9. For

both Configs, ImpGreedy is better than LPR in both performance and running time for

each interval. The difference in performance is most likely due to the removal of riders (step

3 of LPR). When a rider j is removed from a match σ(i), a match σ′(i) with j /∈ σ′(i) and

|σ′(i)| > |σ(i) \ {j}| for driver i is not searched (even if such a match exists).

We further tested ImpGreedy, Exact and Greedy with the following Configs: Huge1

(100%,600,10), Huge2 (100%,2500,20) and Huge3 (100%,10000,30) (these Configs have the

same sets of driver/rider trips and base match sets as those in the previous 12 Configs).

The focus of these Configs is to see if these algorithms can handle large number of feasible

matches. The results are shown in Table 7.
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ImpGreedy Huge1 Huge2 Huge3

Avg number of riders served for peak/off-peak hours 405.8 / 329.2 458.7 / 347.5 482.5 / 354.2

Avg time saved of riders for peak/off-peak hours (min) 3462.7 / 4500.1 3987.6 / 4756.9 4237.4 / 4836.9

Avg time saved of riders per interval (min) 4154.3 4500.5 4637.0

Avg running time for peak/off-peak hours (sec) 0.0690 / 0.0254 0.327 / 0.0824 0.806 / 0.170

Exact Huge1 Huge2 Huge3

Avg number of riders served for peak/off-peak hours 442.4 / 355.5 488.9 / 371.0 507.7 / 375.6

Avg time saved of riders for peak/off-peak hours (min) 3701.6 / 4911.7 4118.8 / 5128.3 4322.9 / 5216.2

Avg time saved of riders per interval (min) 4508.3 4791.8 4918.4

Avg running time for peak/off-peak hours (sec) 1.246 / 0.818 6.689 / 2.621 26.315 / 5.757

Greedy Huge1 Huge2 Huge3

Avg running time for peak/off-peak hours (sec) 10.499 / 2.371 N/A N/A

Avg instance size G(V,E) of morning peak (|E(G)|) 0.014 billion 0.25 billion 2.4 billion

Avg time creating G(V,E) of morning peak (sec) 10.43 200.41 1391.48

Table 7: The results of ImpGreedy and Greedy using Huge Configs.

Because ImpGreedy does not create the independent set instance, it runs quicker and

uses less memory space than those of Greedy. Greedy cannot run to completion for Huge2

and Huge3 Configs because in many intervals, the whole graph G(V,E) of the independent

set instance is too large to hold in memory (8.00 GB for JVM). The average numbers of

edges in G(V,E) for morning peak hours are 0.014, 0.25 and 2.4 billion for Huge1, Huge2

and Huge3, respectively. There are techniques in graph processing to solve this problem.

For example, one can use the out-of-core technique, which is to load the needed portion

of a graph G(V,E) for processing and unload the processed portion if necessary (e.g., Liu

and Huang, 2017; Vora, 2019; Vora et al., 2016). However, this increases the total running

time of the algorithms as the number of I/Os increases. Another way is to use distributed

architecture to process large graphs (Bouhenni et al., 2021; Low et al., 2012). This approach

may not create a burden in the running time, but it complicates the implementation and

maintenance of the system. More importantly, the time it takes to create G(V,E) can excess

practicality in the first place regardless of what technique is used. The time, displayed in

the last row of Table 7, is only the duration for finding all overlapping feasible matches to

see if edges of G(V,E) should be created (no actual independent set instance was created

for Huge2 and Huge3).

Hence, using Greedy for large instances may not be practical, whereas both ImpGreedy

and Exact can handle large instances and can run to completion quickly. For Huge3, there

are 393738 feasible matches on average per interval during peak hours. ImpGreedy and

Exact are able to compute a solution from these many feasible matches in about a second

and 26 seconds, respectively. This shows that both algorithms are scalable when a reasonable

Config is used or number of feasible matches is only reasonably large. Note that the average

numbers of served passengers (405.8) and running time (0.06904 seconds) per interval during

peak-hours of ImpGreedy with Huge1 is worse than that (452, 0.02475 seconds) produced by

ImpGreedy with Medium3. Similarly, the average numbers of served passengers (442.4) and
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running time (1.246 seconds) per interval during peak-hours of Exact with Huge1 is worse

than that (475.0, 0.6230 seconds) produced by Exact with Medium3. These support the

observation that a balanced configuration is more important than a configuration emphasizes

only one or two parameters.

Lastly, we looked at the total (CPU) running times of the algorithms including the time

for computing feasible matches (Algorithms 1 and 2). Table 8 shows the average running

time of a time interval during peak hours for Algorithm 1 (Alg1), Algorithm 2 (Alg2), and

the total time from Algorithm 1 to the finish of each tested algorithm. The running time

Alg1 + Alg2 Total time of Alg1 + Alg2 + each algorithm

ImpGreedy LPR Exact Greedy AnyImp BestImp

Small3 500.58 + 34.63 535.2 535.3 535.6 535.9 739.9 735.5

Small4 500.58 + 35.41 536.0 536.1 536.4 536.9 739.3 750.4

Medium3 500.58 + 62.97 563.6 563.7 564.2 566.3 964.4 981.3

Medium4 500.58 + 55.32 555.9 556.1 556.7 558.8 1053.9 1076.7

Large4 500.58 + 83.26 583.9 584.1 584.9 590.3 1380.8 1419.7

Huge2 500.58 + 310.78 811.7 814.5 818.0 N/A N/A N/A

Huge3 500.58 + 368.93 870.3 878.1 895.8 N/A N/A N/A

Table 8: Average computational time (in seconds) of an interval during peak hours for all algo-

rithms.

of Alg1 solely depends on computing the shortest paths between the trips and stations.

Alg1 runs to completion in about 500 seconds on average per interval during peak hours

(7AM-10AM and 5PM-8PM). As for Algorithm 2, when many trips’ origins/destinations

are concentrated in one area, the running time increases significantly, especially for drivers

with high capacity. Running time of Alg2 can be reduced significantly by Configs with

aggressive reductions. ImpGreedy and Exact are capable of handling large instances tested.

Exact provides better solutions than any of the approximation algorithms. ImpGreedy gives

solutions with quality close to other algorithms with running time less than a second for

instances tested. ImpGreedy may be more practical for instances larger than those tested.

In conclusion, both ImpGreedy and Exact are much faster and uses less memory space,

thus can handle large instances, compared to the other approximation algorithms. From the

experiment results in Figure 7 and Table 8, it is beneficial to dynamically select different

reduction configurations for each interval depending on the number of trips and the number

of feasible matches. When the size of an instance is large and a solution must be computed

within some time-limit, ImpGreedy may have a slight advantage over the Exact algorithm.

Recall that the MTR problem (the ILP formulation (1)-(3)) is NP-hard by Theorem 4.1

(Theorem 3.1). From this, if the size of an instance or the number of feasible matches is

larger, the running time of Exact for computing an optimal solution is not known and can

be time consuming. As indicated by the results of Huge3, the running time of Exact is
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26 times higher than that of ImpGreedy. A fallback plan would be to run ImpGreedy after

Exact. If after a pre-defined time limit is reached and Exact still cannot compute an optimal

solution, the solution computed by ImpGreedy can be used. As shown by the experiments,

the performance of ImpGreedy is still competitive.

5.3.3. Effects from different acceptance thresholds

We consider three different acceptance thresholds for riders: 0.9, 0.7 and 0.6 (in addition

to 0.8, specified in Table 4, that is already tested in the base instance). As a reminder, an

acceptance threshold (AT for short) 0.9 means that the acceptable ridesharing route given

to every rider j has travel time (duration) at most 0.9 times j’s public transit duration

t(π̂j(αj)). All other parameters in the base instance remain the same. To see the effect of

different acceptance thresholds, two Configs are used: Large4-(40%, 600, 20) and Huge3-

(100%, 10000, 30). Only ImpGreedy and Exact were tested.

The overall results are shown in Table 9 for Config Large4 and Table 10 for Config

Huge3. The results for Large4 and Huge3 are consistent for both ImpGreedy and Exact.

As somewhat expected, the total number of riders served decreases for both Configs as the

acceptance threshold decreases, since shorter travel duration is required according to riders’

requests. The data in Table 9 and Table 10 show that the total time saved of all served

riders increases when the acceptance threshold decreases, which implies that the number

of riders served is inversely related to the total time saved when the acceptance threshold

changes.

Let us focus on the results using Huge3. From AT 0.9 to 0.8, total number of riders

served decreases by 3.635% (3.061%), whereas total time saved of all served riders increases

ImpGreedy AT:0.9 AT:0.8 AT:0.7 AT:0.6

Total number of riders served 27712 27008 26099 23456

Avg number of riders served per interval 384.9 375.1 362.5 325.8

Total time saved of all served riders (minute) 275329.5 315851.8 344727.3 354368.0

Avg time saved of served riders per interval (minute) 3824.0 4386.8 4787.9 4921.8

Avg time saved per served rider (minute) 9.94 11.69 13.21 15.11

Avg time saved per rider (minute) 6.07 6.97 7.61 7.82

Exact AT:0.9 AT:0.8 AT:0.7 AT:0.6

Total number of riders served 29176 28430 27561 25184

Avg number of riders served per interval 405.2 394.9 382.8 349.8

Total time saved of all served riders (minute) 287628.5 331979.0 364905.9 379767.2

Avg time saved of served riders per interval (minute) 3994.8 4610.8 5068.1 5274.5

Avg time saved per served rider (minute) 9.86 11.68 13.24 15.08

Avg time saved per rider (minute) 6.35 7.33 8.05 8.38

Total number of riders and public transit duration 45314 and 1384100.97 minutes

Table 9: Overall solution comparison between different acceptance thresholds for Large3 Config.
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ImpGreedy AT:0.9 AT:0.8 AT:0.7 AT:0.6

Total number of riders served 29657 28579 27218 24655

Avg number of riders served per interval 411.9 396.9 378.0 342.4

Total time saved of all served riders (minute) 295310.4 333864.3 361674.1 370964.7

Avg time saved of served riders per interval (minute) 4101.5 4637.0 5023.3 5152.3

Avg time saved per served rider (minute) 9.96 11.68 13.29 15.05

Avg time saved per rider (minute) 6.52 7.37 7.98 8.19

Exact AT:0.9 AT:0.8 AT:0.7 AT:0.6

Total number of riders served 31168 30214 29122 26973

Avg number of riders served per interval 432.9 419.6 404.5 374.6

Total time saved of all served riders (minute) 305837.6 354127.2 386819.1 405339.6

Avg time saved of served riders per interval (minute) 4247.7 4918.4 5372.5 5629.7

Avg time saved per served rider (minute) 9.81 11.72 13.28 15.03

Avg time saved per rider (minute) 6.75 7.81 8.54 8.95

Total number of riders and public transit duration 45314 and 1384100.97 minutes

Table 10: Overall solution comparison between different acceptance thresholds for Huge3 Config.

by 13.055% (15.789%) for ImpGreedy (Exact respectively). From this, decreasing the ac-

ceptance threshold from 0.9 to 0.8 only reduces the number of served riders slightly but

significantly reduces the travel time for each served rider. For a smaller AT, a quicker ac-

ceptable route is required for a rider. This may reduces the total number of riders served

but each served rider saves more time. As a result, the average time saved per (served)

rider increases as AT decreases. Because the optimization goal of the MTR problem is to

maximize the number of riders served, the algorithms for MTR find solutions with more

riders served instead of focusing on more time saved even if the solutions for a smaller AT

are solutions for a greater AT. From AT 0.8 to 0.7, the gap of inverse relation reduces to:

4.762% (3.164%) decreased in total number of riders served and 8.330% (9.232%) increased

in total time saved of all served riders for ImpGreedy (Exact respectively); and the gap re-

duces further from AT 0.7 to 0.6. From the results, it seems that AT between 0.7-0.8 has a

nice balance between the number of riders served and time saved of served riders. Although

riders can choose their own acceptance thresholds in practice, the system can suggest a

default AT for all riders which would balance between the chance of being served and the

amount of time saved.

The occupancy rate and vacancy rate of drivers for Huge3 are depicted in Figure 10.

The average occupancy and vacancy rates for both algorithms align with the result shown

in Table 10. The average occupancy rate for Exact with AT 0.9 actually just exceeds 3

people per vehicle. As shown, the vacancy rate increases more as the acceptance threshold

decreases. The average vacancy rate for Exact with AT 0.9 is 1.3%. If the main goal is to

increase occupancy rate and decrease vacancy rate, using a centralized AT of 0.9 is effective.

Bases on this and previous result (Table 10), an AT of 0.8 seems to be the most balanced.

39



AR:0.9 AR:0.8 AR:0.7 AR:0.6
Acceptance rate

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

Oc
cu

pa
nc

y 
ra

te

Average occupancy rate per interval for Huge3
ImpGreedy Exact

AR:0.9 AR:0.8 AR:0.7 AR:0.6
Acceptance rate

0.000

0.025

0.050

0.075

0.100

0.125

0.150

0.175

Va
ca

nc
y 

ra
te

Average vacancy rate per interval for Huge3
ImpGreedy Exact

Figure 10: The average occupancy rate and vacancy rate per interval for Huge3 Config.

As a summary of the performance of Exact with AT 0.8 and Config Huge3, 66.68% of total

riders are assigned ridesharing routes and 25.59% of total time are saved; and riders are able

to reduce their average travel duration from 30.54 minutes to 22.73 minutes. If we consider

only the served riders (30214), the average origin public transit duration per served rider

is 30.29 minutes, and the average public transit + ridesharing duration per served rider is

18.57 minutes.

6. Conclusion and future work

We propose an ILP formulation for the MTR problem, which maximizes the number

of public transit riders assigned to drivers subject to shorter commuting time in a trans-

portation system that integrates public transit and ridesharing. We prove that the MTR

problem is NP-hard; and we present an exact algorithm (called Exact) and a number of

approximation algorithms for the problem. Two of which are very practical: one (called

LPR) with (1− 1
e
)-approximation ratio using LP relaxation and rounding technique and the

other (called ImpGreedy) with 1
2
-approximation ratio using a greedy approach. Although

Algorithm Exact may run in exponential time in a worst case, experiments show that it is

efficient on practical data if the instance is not substantially large. Algorithm ImpGreedy

runs much faster than Exact and has a performance close to Exact. Despite the theoretical

approximation ratio, ImpGreedy outperforms LPR in all instances tested for both perfor-

mance and running time. Based on real-world transit datasets in Chicago, our study has

shown that integrating public transit and ridesharing can benefit the transportation system

as a whole. Our base case experiments show that, on average, 61.7% and 58.7% of the

passengers are assigned ridesharing routes and able to save 23.5% and 22.4% of travel time

by Exact and ImpGreedy, respectively. Majority of the drivers are assigned at least one

passenger, and vehicle occupancy rate has improved close to 3 (including the driver) on

average. These results suggest that ridesharing can be a complement to public transit.

40



The number of passengers assigned to drivers and the time saved by ImpGreedy is about

95% of those by Exact. Algorithm ImpGreedy has a polynomial running time in the worst

case and runs much faster than Exact for every instance tested. ImpGreedy can be a fallback

plan for Exact when the latter can not give a solution within a time limit in practice. It

is worth improving the performance of ImpGreedy while keeping its time efficiency. For

the instances tested, the time to find feasible matches (Algorithm 1 + Algorithm 2) is

much longer than the running time of Exact and ImpGreedy to assign passengers to drivers.

Another future work is to develop faster algorithms for computing feasible matches.
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