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A Dynamic Macroscopic Framework for Pricing of
Ride-hailing Services with an Optional Bus Lane
Access for Pool Vehicles
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Abstract—On-demand trip sharing is an efficient solution to
mitigate the negative impact e-hailing has on congestion. It
motivates platform operators to reduce their fleet size, and serves
the same demand level with a lower effective distance traveled.
Users nevertheless prefer to travel solo and for shorter distances
despite the fare discount they receive. By offering them the
choice to pool and travel in high occupancy dedicated bus lanes,
we provide them with a larger incentive to share their rides,
yet this creates additional bus delays. In this work, we develop
dynamic feedback-based control schemes that adjust the price
gap between solo and pool trips to improve multi-modal delays.
First, we develop a modal- and space-dependent aggregate model
for private vehicles, ride-pooling, and buses, and we use this
model to test different control strategies. To minimize the error
between the target and actual speeds in the bus network, we
design a PI controller and show that by adjusting pool trip
fares, we can, with little input data, minimize this error. We also
put forward a Model Predictive Control (MPC) framework to
minimize the total Passenger Hours Traveled (PHT) and Waiting
Times (WT) for the different travelers. Moreover, we show how
the MPC framework can be utilized to impose a minimum
speed in dedicated bus lanes to ensure that the buses operate on
schedule. The results mark the possibility of improving the overall
network conditions by incentivizing or discouraging pooling in
the vehicle or bus network.

Index Terms—Macroscopic fundamental diagrams, Model pre-
dictive control, Multi-modal networks, Ride-hailing, Space allo-
cation, Pricing

I. INTRODUCTION

The surge of on-demand mobility offers network commuters
innovative transport alternatives for their trips. Characterized
by their flexibility, convenience, and accessibility, on-demand
modes have soon become widely popular, rooting their success
in the fast-growing wireless communication technologies and
the increasing interest in a more personalized mobility service.
Ride-hailing, among many other similar modes, is nowadays a
well-established transport alternative where a unique platform
connects riders and drivers. Users request a ride, the request
being most of the time instantaneous with no in-advance
booking, and they are assigned to a nearby driver shortly
after. The latter decides whether to carry users from their
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origins to their destinations based on their relative evaluation
of the trip attractiveness. While being as convenient as private
vehicles due to their door-to-door services, these services
usually prevail over public transportation because of their
shorter waiting times before pick-up [2]].

The burgeoning number of ride-hailing services and their
wide success required authorities to impose incentive- or
enforcement-based regulation strategies. These strategies are
introduced to contain the negative impact that ride-hailing has
on multi-modal urban traffic and user mode choice distribu-
tion. A closer look at the operation of ride-hailing services
holds drivers accountable for the increase in traffic conges-
tion [3]. More specifically, a high number of idling ride-hailing
drivers not only causes an increase in congestion but also has
a counterproductive effect by extending the waiting for users
due to longer dispatching time despite the high availability of
empty vehicles [4]. Moreover, the vast majority of current ride-
hailing users reported that they would use public transportation
if such services were not available, hence creating a direct
competition with buses [5]. Clearly, the decline in the use of
mass transit due to the shift in users’ choice towards ride-
hailing services raises multiple concerns about the undesired
competition between these two modes.

To design well-informed and well-targeted policies, it is
crucial to provide regulators with quantification studies that
concretize the different impacts that ride-hailing has on the
traffic externalities, the welfare of the drivers and riders, and
the modal split between the different modes in a network [6].
This approach guides authorities to enforce appropriate ac-
tions to prevent further propagation of these services without
proper regulations. A high fleet size, for instance, shortens the
waiting time of users yet increases traffic congestion in urban
spaces. One way to mitigate this is through sending empty
vehicles with no assigned trip to available off-street parking
locations [4], [7]], [8] or to enforce a cap on the fleet size or
the maximum allowable VKT carried out by the ride-hailing
fleet [9]. Moreover, particularly when operating in a monopoly
setting, ride-hailing platforms set a profit-maximizing fare
without consideration of the rider’s or driver’s welfare. Many
studies additionally investigated what the driver’s wage and
the rider’s fare should be under a social welfare maximization
framework. They argue that despite them not being sustainable
from a revenue-maximization point of view, these pricing
schemes are socially optimum when assessed in an equilibrium
setting [10], [L1].

Promoting trip sharing is another strategy to reduce the
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total Vehicle Kilometers Travelled (VKT) by drivers to serve
the same demand level [12]. It also allows the shrinking of
the fleet size required to provide the same service level [13].
Generally referred to as ride-splitting or ride-pooling, this
service prompts users to share their rides with other travelers in
exchange for a fare discount to compensate for the extra detour
incurred. Whether the passenger-to-passenger pool matching
is successful depends on a myriad of factors, including the
engagement levels in pooling, i.e., the willingness of users to
share their rides with other users in the system, but also on
their subsequent pick-up and drop-off locations [14]. In the
scope of this work, however, we ignore the possibility of a
failed passenger-to-passenger pool matching, and we assume
that all requests opting for pooling will eventually be pooled.
We also limit the trip sharing to two passengers, even if high-
capacity on-demand micro-transit services are gaining fast
momentum [14].

Having highlighted the importance of trip-sharing as a
way to alleviate the negative externalities of ride-hailing
services [[L3], these services are still attracting low to moderate
demand levels. Therefore, we advance in this work an occu-
pancy and space-dependent allocation strategy where pooling
is motivated by allowing shared trips to use dedicated bus
lanes. Although the majority of impact assessment and policy
evaluation studies were formulated in a static equilibrium
setting, we adopt in our framework a macroscopic dynamic
approach with time-varying demand to capture the non-
equilibrium and transient states of the network dynamics, and
how the system evolves under different demand profiles during
the day. More specifically, we tackle in this work the effect
on multi-modal delays of incentivizing trip-sharing by entitling
pool users to a spatial privilege or a higher fare discount. In
the remaining part of the introduction, we provide a detailed
overview of the relevant research tackling different aspects of
our work, including i) the static and dynamic modeling of ride-
hailing/ride-splitting and their service optimization, and ii) the
status of ride-hailing with respect to the other more traditional
operating modes in the network.

The common ground in any study tackling ride-hailing
is to have a representative model capable of capturing the
main features and characteristics of these services and the
different stakeholders involved. The first insight into drawing
the distinction between traditional taxi services and on-demand
ride-hailing is to underline the appearance of a dispatching
vehicle category that is non-existent in traditional taxi markets.
It is the result of an online vehicle-passenger matching where
the drivers’ locations and the requests’ origins are known to
the platform [16]. Nevertheless, many studies have pointed out
that, despite it sometimes being useful, online location access
is a source of market inefficiency in the event of a demand
surge where available vehicles are quickly depleted [17],
[18]. A solution to this inefficiency is setting a surge pricing
scheme that guarantees that the occurrence of these scenarios
is avoided [19], even if this solution raises concerns about
passengers’ welfare. Service pricing is therefore an important
element in ride-hailing modeling, thus justifying the large
body of research investigating optimal full rider fare for ride-
hailing [[10] and optimal discounted fare for ride-splitting [L1],

[20]. Similarly, [21]] assessed service pricing but in a dynamic
non-equilibrium setting with consideration of background traf-
fic. Due to the spatial heterogeneity of demand and supply,
it was also necessary to extend this framework to include a
space-dependent pricing scheme balancing demand and sup-
ply in multi-regions, therefore guaranteeing a more efficient
service level [22], [23]. Dynamic idle vehicle rebalancing
strategies are also able to achieve the same outcomes but
require having an accurate prediction of the demand in every
region [24], [23].

The research line we describe particularly focused on
modeling ride-hailing services, and very few accounted for
on-demand trip-sharing in their framework. This is mainly
because microscopically modelling trip-sharing, which is one
of the main contribution of this work, is complex to conduct,
especially when the number of passengers participating in a
trip exceeds two. The focus hence deviated towards finding
some empirical and universal laws for driver and passenger
detours [26] or to assessing the different factors influencing
the quality of a pooled trip [27]. Moreover, the passenger-
to-passenger matching and the vehicle dispatching require
advanced exact algorithms or heuristics to solve them in real-
time settings [28[], [13], [29], [30], even if in some work
on two passenger-pooling, passenger-to-passenger matching
probability prediction returned similar results to simulation
settings [31]]. Consequently, this computational effort makes
it complex to integrate the matching with upper-level opti-
mization problems like vehicle rebalancing or dynamic lane
usage as in our case.

Positioning ride-hailing attractiveness relative to public
transportation leads to questioning whether these two services
are complimentary or substitutionary. In areas where public
transit is well-developed, ride-hailing is rather viewed as
a first/last-mile solution complementing bus or metro ser-
vices [32]. However, this does not eliminate the potential
competition between the two modes where, in many cases,
ride-hailing substitutes transit, hence causing an inevitable
increase in the total VKT [6]. This observation led many
researchers to formulate user equilibrium under different avail-
able alternatives where users have the choice to use ride-
hailing either for their full trips or for a subpart of their
trips [33], [34], [35]. They showed that subsidizing ride-
hailing as a first/last-mile solution can indeed reinforce modal
complementarity, despite reducing ride-hailing profit.

The purpose of this work is to assess the importance of ride-
hailing in a multi-modal context and to advance an adaptive
pricing strategy which, combined with an adequate spatial
allocation scheme, allows us to minimize total delays in the
network. This occupancy- or modal-dependent space alloca-
tion framework has been previously studied in the context
of High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes [36], [37] or dedicated
lanes for Autonomous Vehicles (AV) on the link level [38]],
or for buses on the network level [39]. To the best of our
knowledge, however, no work on modal- and occupancy-
dependent allocation strategy to minimize overall network
delays has considered ride-hailing services in its framework.
The strategy we propose in this work was previously evaluated
in a static setting, and network equilibrium solutions were



computed. The foremost result in this direction pointed out
the need for a dynamic control framework to regulate priority
lane usage for varying demand [40].

The contribution of this work is twofold. First, we build a
dynamic macroscopic multi-modal dynamic model that utilizes
Macroscopic Fundamental Diagrams (MFD) [41] to determine
the dynamics of private vehicles, bus users, and ride-hailing
services. We assume that ride-hailing users can choose to
travel solo in the vehicle network or to pool in the bus
network. In contrast to [[1]], we additionally consider the option
of pooling in the vehicle network. Second, we introduce a
regulatory pricing scheme for the pooling options and use
the dynamic model developed within a control framework to
determine what should the additional discount/fare that must
be given/taken from pooling users be to steer the system
toward its optimum. In other words, we propose a solution
that minimizes the total delays and waiting times for all
mode users in the network by adjusting the fares for pooled
trips. Moreover, to guarantee minimal disturbances to buses,
we impose a minimum speed in the bus network. This step
ensures that buses continue to operate on schedule such that
the utilization of their network by pool ride-hailing vehicles
does not cause them significant delays.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
the following section, Section [l we describe the modal- and
occupancy-dependent space allocation strategy we present in
this work, and elaborate on the macroscopic state dynamics for
the different transportation modes using the network under as-
sessment. Next, in Section we lay out the different control
frameworks used for the purpose of improving network delays.
To demonstrate the performance of the different controllers, we
display the results of the simulations we run in Section
The paper finally concludes with the main findings and future
directions in Section

II. MACROSCOPIC MULTI-MODAL FRAMEWORK

In the following section, we describe our macroscopic
modelling framework by delineating the modal-dependent
allocation strategy we propose. Next, we put forward the
aggregate traffic model according to the spatial allocation
policy advanced, and use it to define the traffic dynamics for
the different transportation modes under consideration. The
entire modeling framework is summarized in Figure

A. Modal-dependent Space Allocation

In the network under consideration, travelers perform their
trips using one of the available transportation alternatives in
the set M: private vehicles pv, buses b, and ride-hailing
services rs such that M = {pv,b,rs}. The dynamics for
each alternative are modeled in discrete time with time step
ke K :=1{0,...,kna}, and the duration of each time step is
7 > 0. Moreover, we let K := K\ {kma}. Every transporta-
tion mode under consideration has an exogenous and time-
dependent demand @), (k) for j € M expressed in passengers
per hour. Commuters who opt for the ride-hailing alternative
choose to either travel solo or to pool their trips with other
users of the service. In terms of space utilization, private

vehicles perform their trips in the subspace of the network
occupying a fixed fraction « € [0,1] of the total network
space. Buses from their sides solely travel in dedicated bus
lanes spanning over a fraction 1 — « of the total space. We
denote the vehicle and bus networks by V and B respectively,
such that the set of available subnetworks is N = {V, B}.
Finally, if ride-hailing users opt for travelling solo, then the
entirety of their trip is performed in the vehicle network V.
If however ride-hailing users choose to pool, they are granted
the opportunity to either travel in the vehicle network V or
the bus network 5. This implies that the drivers of the ride-
hailing fleet NV > 0, assumed to be time-independent in our
framework, can exclusively be in one of the following states:

(i) driving an empty vehicle in the vehicle network V, where
the total number of drivers in this state is denoted by ne,
delivering a solo trip in the vehicle network V), where the
total number of drivers in this state is denoted by ng,
delivering a pool trip in the vehicle network V), where
the total number of drivers in this state is denoted by n;;
and,

delivering a pool trip in the bus network 5, where the
total number of drivers in this state is denoted by nf .

(ii)
(iii)

(iv)

It should be noted that we consider all of the aggregate states
to be non-negative and continuous.

Moreover, let n,,, be the number of private vehicles in the
vehicle network V' and n;, the number of buses in the bus
network 5. Having defined the different vehicle categories,
we know that the ride-hailing fleet at any time step k € K,
under the assumption of a fixed fleet size, has to satisfy
N = ne(k) + ns(k) + nY (k) + nB (k). The accumulation in
the vehicle network ny at any time step k € K is ny(k) =
Ny (k) +ne(k) +ng(k) +nY (k), and the accumulation in the
bus network n at any time step k € K is ng(k) = ny+n) (k).
Note that the number of operating buses in B is assumed to
be time-independent in our framework.

B. Aggregate traffic flow model

In the following part, we elaborate on the aggregate traffic
model we use to estimate the speed in the vehicle and bus
networks, i.e., V and B. Let P : R>9 — Ry denote the
full network production function without any dedicated bus
lanes. The production P is dependent on the full network
accumulation n(k), for k£ € K, and can be calculated using the
running network speed v : R>g — R such that P(n(k)) =
n(k)v(n(k)). Following [42], [43], we can compute the define
Py : R>9 — R>0 in the vehicle network and the production
Pz : R>o — Ryo in the bus network using the space
allocation factor « such that Py(an(k)) = aP(n(k)) and
Pg(an(k)) = aP(n(k)) where @ =1 — «.

The relationship between production and accumulation is
valid as long as the vehicles commuting in the bus network
are standard vehicles. However, since buses perform frequent
stops to board and alight passengers, they slow down the
remaining vehicles utilizing the same space. To capture this
interaction between buses and pooling vehicles utilizing the
bus network, we partition the production in the bus network
into pool vehicles production P, : R>¢ X R>¢p — R0 and
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Fig. 1. A schematic sketch of the model under consideration. Private vehicles, empty ride-hailing vehicles, solo trips, and a portion of pool ride-hailing trips
drive in the vehicle subnetwork V', whereas buses and the remaining pool trip portion perform their trips in the bus subnetwork B.

bus production P, : R>¢ X R>9 — R>0, each dependent on
both the number of pooling vehicles nf and the number of
buses n; to obtain a 3D-MFD [44].

Analogous to the reasoning behind the split of the produc-
tion function, the same applies here to the aggregate estimation
of the speed in the vehicle network vy : R>9 — R>¢ and bus
network vg : R>g — Rxo where vy(an(k)) = v(n(k))
and vg(an(k)) = v(n(k)). Having estimated the individual
speed function for every subnetwork, the production value in
the vehicle network V at time step k& € KC is hence given by
Py(ny(k)) = ny(k)vy (ny(k)) and that in the bus network
B is given by Pg(ns(k)) = np(k)vs(ns(k)). However, for
the latter function, we account for the influence of buses
on the vehicle speed by reducing vg with a factor r(n;)
dependent on the number of buses in the network where
r: Rsg — (0,1] and d‘il—rb < 0. Therefore, the actual speed
of pool vehicles, that we denote by v, : R>p x R>9 — R>o,
is given by vy, (n5 (k), ny) = vg(ns(k))r(ns). Regarding the
bus operating speed that we denote vy, : R>9 X R>¢ — R0,
it must account for the repetitive stops that buses perform at
stations such that

p (nf(/{),nb) = <

1
14wy (nf(k), nb)

) Up (nfp(k), nb) ,
(D

where t4 and 5 are the average bus dwell time and the
spacing between bus stops respectively. It follows that the
pool vehicle production in B at time step £k € K is
P, (nf(k:), ny) = nf(k:)vp (nB(k),ny) and the bus production
is Py (nf(k),ny(k)) = nyve (nf(k), ny).

The aggregate network-dependent production functions are
used to estimate the trip completion rate —or outflow— for

ol |

every category of vehicles under consideration. While this
approximation does not provide the same level of accuracy
compared to trip-based models, it still allows a tractable anal-
ysis compared to the latter which is too complex for this sort of
application [43]. As a result, in the following subsections, we
utilize the production-based multi-modal macroscopic traffic
model to estimate the changes as a function of time of the
private vehicle accumulation, ride-hailing fleet assignment, and
bus occupancy.

C. Network dynamics

Previously, we have defined the modal-dependent space
allocation strategy and the subnetwork-dependent macroscopic
traffic functions. In the following part, we elaborate on the
aggregate dynamics of private vehicles, ride-hailing fleet, and
bus average occupancies according to the proposed allocation
strategy. Starting with the private vehicle category, the accu-
mulation n,,, is computed using

Opv

Npo(k+1) = npy, (k) +71 —Opp(k)| ,VEEK, (2)
where 0, > 0 is the average occupancy of a private vehicle

and Oy, (k) is the trip completion rate computed using

npw(k) Py (nV(k))
nv(k) l_pv

where 1, > 0 is the constant average trip distance between
the origin-destination pairs of private vehicle users. Note that
we assume a homogeneous mixture of private and ride-hailing
vehicles.

Opo (k) = ; 3)



Moving to the ride-hailing mode, the various available
options have different travel costs. Based on the relative cost
of each option, the users choose to travel solo in V), to pool in
V, or to pool in B. Therefore, we let u; denote the disutility
for traveling solo uv the disutility for pooling in the vehicle
network, and u the disutility for pooling in bus lanes. The
expressions of the different utilities at time step k£ € KC are

5 I,

Us(k) = F, (k) + , 4
(k) (k) va(nv(k)) (4a)

N Iy + Al

UY (k) =FY(k 2 P_ 4b

(k) = F, (k) o (0 () (4b)
Bris o8B Is + Al
U, (k) =F; (k) + va(ng(k:), b) , (4¢)

where k£ > 0 is the value of time, I, > 0 is the average
trip length for a solo trip, and Al, > 0 is the pool detour
distance that passengers incur in case they opt for pooling.
The variable F; is the fare for travelling solo in V, F Y is the
fare for pooling in V, and FB is the fare for pooling in B. In
this work, we assume that (k) is constant such that F, (k) =
Fy for all k € K where Fy > 0 is the solo trip fare set
by the platform operator. On the contrary, if F}, > 0 is the
pool trip fare set by operator, then F)Y (k) = F,, + ¢y (k) and
FB(k) = F, + ¢p(k) where ¢p(k) € R and ¢5(k) € R
are the control fares for pooling in the vehicle network V and
bus network B respectively. The control fares are introduced
to steer the total network towards different objectives that we
expand on in Section Il The relative values of each of the
disutility functions are used to compute the modal share for
every available ride-hailing alternative. Therefore, let 5y €
[0,1] and B € [0, 1] be the fraction of the total ride-hailing
demand that will choose to pool in V and B respectively at
time step k£ € K, then using a multinomial logit model, we
have that

e—hUy (k)

By (k) = e—nUs(k) 4 o=hUY (k) 4 o—nUB (k) (5a)
e*uUf(k)

Br(k) = (5b)

e—hUs(k) + e—HU;(k) + e_HUpB(k) ’

where 1 > 0 is the scale parameter. The portion of users
choosing to go solo at time step k € K is Gs(k) such that
Bs(k) =1 — By(k) — Bs(k).

For ease of implementation purposes, we reformulate the
utility and mode choice functions to set apart the control and
state variables. Consequently, if we redefine the disutilities
of the three available ride-hailing alternatives, excluding the

controllable price changes, by us, u}j, and uf, we get that

us(k) = Fy + K b (6a)

S s v (’I’Lv(k)) 9
Iy + Al

uY (k) = Fp + h— P_. (6b)

p P vy (nv(k))
Iy + Al

uB(k)=F,+ L, (6¢)

p( ) P vp(ng(k),nb)

and if we set &,(k) and &g(k) as two variables that are
function of ¢y (k) and ¢g(k) for all k € I, we get

Ev(k) = e~ hév (k) , (7
es(k) = e~ hes(k) (8)

Consequently, we can rewrite By (k) and Sg(k) as follows

£y (k)e” ()
emhus() 4 &y (k)e 5 ) 4 &g (ke
Ep(k)e ™Mb 5 (k)

e—Hus(k) 4 gv(k)eﬁuup _i_gB(k)ef,qu(k) .
(10)

Bv(k) =

—Em 0 )

Br(k) =

We conclude that if ¢(k) is the number of customers waiting
to be matched at time k for all k € K, then we know that the
number of passengers choosing to travel solo is ¢s(k) = (1 —
By (k)—Bp(k))c(k) and the number of passengers choosing to
pool is (By(k)+ Bs(k))c(k). By resorting to a Cobb-Douglas
meeting function, we compute the matching rate M (k) at time
step k € K using

M) = a1 (esB)+ Je,®) . aD

where ag > 0, ae > 0, and o, > 0 are the Cobb-Douglas

meeting function parameters. Note that a factor % is added

to ¢, to model that every single pool trip consists of two
passengers. Subsequently, we can compute the dynamics of

empty vehicles n. at any time step using

_ ns(k) Py (nv(k))
ne(k+1) =ne(k)+ 7 o lE) -
nY (k) Py (ny (k) Pp(nB(k),ms) )
ny(k) s+ Alg 1A, MW, VEEX.
(12)

where the first three elements of (12)) represent the completion

ns(k) Pv (nv(k))

rate of solo trips O4(k) = , the completion

ny (k) Ts
o n? (k) Py (ny (k)
rate of pool trips in V O)(k) = ;275 \;—(Jrivmd), and the
P, (n (k), nb)

completion rate of pool trips in B OB (k) = Al
The last element of (I2) denotes the number of empty vehicles
that are matched and have therefore exited this category. The
variable Aly > 0 represents the driver detour, which is the
additional distance traveled by drivers to perform a pool trip
relative to a solo one.

Moving to the discretized dynamics of the solo vehicle
category ng, we get that

ns(k+ 1) = ny(k) + 7| Bs(k) M (k)—

ns(k) Py (nv(k)) .
T , Vkek.




Similarly, the discretized dynamics for the pool vehicle in V
category, n), are given by

ny (k+1) = nY (k) + 7| By (k) M (k) —

nY (k) Py (ny(k))
nv(k) Is+ Al |’

vk e K.
(14)

Finally, the discretized dynamics for the pool vehicles in B,
category, nf , are given by

nB(k+1)=n5(k)+ 1 [ﬁs(k)M(k)—
( (15

W} , Vke K.
ls + Alg

So far, we have defined the changes in the ride-hailing
vehicles category. In a similar manner, the changes in the
number of passengers in the queue waiting to be assigned
are

clk+1) =c(k)+7|Qrs(k)—

Yk e K.
(16)

Note here that the (14 Sy (k) + Bg(k)) M (k) represents the
outflow of the waiting requests category. It accounts for the
fact that a pool trip match requires taking out two passengers
of this category compared to a solo trip match. Finally, the
variable A(k) > 0 represents the number of abandoning
requests due to long waiting periods before pick-up. Therefore,
if the waiting tolerance of ride-hailing customers is given by
Wmax, then we can estimate the number of abandoning requests
using

(1+ Bu(k) + Bs(k)) M(K)| — A(k),

A(k) = max | c¢(k) —

S

k
> M(k)wmas,0 |, VEEK.
k=1

a7
The abandonment approximation in first computes the
theoretical queue length if the ride-hailing request waiting time
1S wmax and the matching rate is the average over the previous
time steps, and then subtracts this quantity from the current
queue length ¢(k). If the resulting quantity is less than 0,
this implies that the service level is rather satisfactory. The
abandoning requests will not disappear from the system, but
will rather perform their trips using buses.

The dynamics of the third transportation mode, buses, are
formulated in terms of changes in occupancy rather than
changes in the number of vehicles. This is because we assume
that the number of buses n,; traveling in the bus network B
is constant and their occupancy is time-dependent. Assuming
a uniform bus occupancy o, over the available fleet of buses
ny, the discretized dynamics of o, are given by

op(k+1) = Ob(k)-i-nlb |:Qb(l€) + A(k)—

e wlh)] . ek,
b

(18)

where [, is the average trip length by bus. Note here that the
abandoning ride-hailing requests at time step k € K, A(k), are
considered here as an additional demand for the bus occupancy

category. The last term of (I8) represents the bus passenger
Pb (nf(k)nb)

trip completion rate O, (k) = ————=0u(k).

In the next section, Section we elaborate on the ride-
hailing pricing scheme that we set forth to reduce the multi-
modal user delays by utilizing the dynamic model we previ-
ously described.

III. CONTROL FRAMEWORK

The objective of the space allocation model we advance
in this work is to redistribute the network space over the
available transportation modes. However, the choice of ride-
hailing users to travel solo or to pool is not always aligned
with the objective of improving the total delays in the network.
Therefore, in this section, we develop a regulatory pricing
scheme to ensure that allowing a fraction of pool trips in
bus lanes does not worsen multi-modal user delays. To do
so, we evaluate two different control strategies. The first one
is a Proportional-Integral (PI) controller with the objective of
keeping the bus network at a certain speed. The PI controller
is myopic and only requires information about the speed in
the bus network to compute the control prices. The second
control strategy we evaluate is the Model Predictive Control
(MPC) with the objective of minimizing the total travel time.

A. PI control

Because our strategy moves pool vehicles to bus lanes,
it is crucial to ensure that the disturbances to bus users
are minimized, all while improving the travel time for the
remaining travelers. We do so by changing the values of
the pool trip control fares ¢p according to the difference
between the actual bus speed in network B and the target
bus speed, which we denote by v, > 0. This difference is
also referred to as the bus speed error. The choice of ¢p as
our control variable in the PI framework is justified by the
direct effect this quantity has on the amount of trip pooling
in the bus network. In addition, we keep track of the previous
errors for the last N, € IN time steps. As a consequence, if
e(k) = (v — vo(nB(k),np)) defines the error term at time

P
step k, then the expression for ¢y at time step k € K is

K, k=1 ~
on(k) = Kye(k) + 5 > e(k),

© E=max(k—(No+1),0)

19)

where K, > 0 and K; > 0 are the constant proportional
gain and integral gain. In the result section, we show how the
two different parameters, K, and Kj;, affect the performance
of the PI controller by bridging the gap between the actual
and target bus speed. The drawback of the PI controller,
however, is that it only takes into account the speed of buses
irrespective of the other mode users. Next, we show how the
MPC implementation is capable of circumventing this matter.



B. Model predictive control

Unlike the PI controller, the aim of the MPC frame-
work is to improve the total network delays using our
proposed strategy. We quantify delays using the total Pas-
senger Hours Travelled (PHT) of multi-modal users at
any time step k € K, here equal to PHT(k) =
7 [1po (k)0pw + np0u(k) + 15 (k) + (n) (k) +n5 (k))o,] and
the total Waiting Time (WT) of ride-hailing requests at time
step k € K, which is given by WT(k) = 7c(k). Therefore,
the formulation of the MPC framework is given by

minimize Y  PHT(k) + WT(k)
keK
subject to  &;(k) € [Eminy Emax) Ve K, Vie N
&(R)=¢&((k+1) VE€eK\{n-N,|neN},
Vie N
@, @2, @3, d4, s, ds)

(20)
where Enin and & are the exogenous lower and upper bound
of the control variable, 0, is the average occupancy of a
pool trip such that 6, € (1,2]. The second constraint of (20)
makes sure that the control actions are only updated every
N, € N time steps. This avoids frequent fluctuations in the
service pricing of ride-hailing, which is desirable from a user
perspective.

IV. NUMERICAL STUDY

In the following section, we perform a numerical study
to evaluate the impact of our proposed allocation scheme
and we show the influence of different control strategies on
the overall network performance. To do so, we describe in
Subsection the simulation parameters that we utilize for
illustration purposes. Next, in Subsections and V-G
we assess network delays for scenarios with and without
abandonment respectively. We do so to observe the impact of
adding a ride-hailing user waiting tolerance on the objective
function value defined as the sum of overall user delays and
on-demand user waiting time.

A. Macro-simulation parameters

Next, we describe the simulation environment that we im-
plement to test the potential benefits of our proposed strategy
along with the different control schemes. For this purpose, we
consider a network characterized by an MFD that aggregates
the microscopic traffic dynamics. Its functional form is given
by the production function P(n) = Agn® + Bon? + Cyn,
Ag = 5.74-107° By = —1.02-1073, and Cy = 36 for
n € [0,58536]. The fractional split « partitioning the full
network space into a vehicle network and a bus network has
a value equal to 0.8, and is usually an unalterable property
of the infrastructure. The value of « yields two production
functions for every subnetwork according to the relationship
described in Section [l Transforming the obtained vehicle
MEFD into a three-dimensional bus MFD requires the mul-
tiplication of the speed with a reduction factor r(n;) such
that 7(ny) = e~6-510""n_ The resulting function described in

Subsection [I-B] allows the computation of the pool vehicles
running speed in the bus network wv,. Similarly, the bus
operating speed is straightforwardly obtained by factoring in
the spacing 5 between bus stations and the dwell time ¢, at
stops where 5§ = 0.8 km, and 5 = 30 s as shown in (). With
respect to the Cobb-Douglas meeting function that we adopt
in (M), its constant parameters are equal to 0.025, 0.93, and
0.98 for ag, ., and . respectively. To estimate the outflow
for every category of vehicle, we assume that the average
trip length for private vehicles is equal to that of solo trips
such that I, = l; = 3.86 km. Since bus trips are generally
longer than direct origin-destination trips, we consider that
the average bus trip distance is I, = 1.4l,,. Similarly, pool
trips are also longer than [, due to the additional detour that
passengers/drivers have to incur. The value of this detour is
generally dependent on the number of passengers willing to
engage in pooling. For the scope of this analysis, however,
we will assume that the detour remains constant such that
Aly = 0.71, and Alp = 0.151,. The integration of a demand-
dependent detour value will be examined in future works. The
average occupancies of the different types of vehicles are 1
and 1.5 for o5 and 0, respectively, as the driver is excluded
from the occupancy count. With respect to the private vehicles’
occupancy oy, we use a value of 1.2.

Moving to the multinomial logit model dictating the choice
between solo and pooled trip, we consider a mode choice scale
parameter 1+ = 1, and a value of time x = 30 CHF/hr. The
static trip fares for solo F; and for pool F}, are 5 and 4 CHF,
respectively. We note here that these values usually change
with the total ride-hailing demand. Since the objective of this
study is to determine the value of ¢y and ¢p irrespective of
the values of Fy and F),, we discard the demand-dependent
basic fare variations. The fleet size N remains constant over
the full simulation framework and is set to 3500 vehicles. The
simulation runs over six hours and is discretized such that the
duration of every time step 7 is equal to 6 s. The demand
profile for private vehicles and ride-hailing is displayed in
Figure where the increase in demand starts at around
16:00 before it goes back to its original value at around 18:00.
The demand for buses varies in a similar manner as also shown

in Figure 2{b)

B. Multi-modal network delays without abandonment

The changes of the state variables for the network under
consideration without any regulatory interventions are shown
in Figure Bl Under this scenario, which we refer to as the no
control scenario, the choice of users is solely dictated by the
platform-set fares and the subnetworks’ travel time. Note that
we display here the simulation results with no abandonment,
i.e., when wp,x is infinitely large or equivalently A(k) = 0
for all k£ € K. During peak hours, the accumulation of private
vehicles n,, spiraled up in Figure Bla) With respect to the
different states of the ride-hailing fleet size, it can be observed
from Figures B(bIBId) that the number of solo trip vehicles n
and pool trip in B vehicles nf increased during peak hours
whereas the number of pool trip in )V vehicles n;; remains
almost constant after some initial transient behavior. The
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Fig. 2. Time-dependent multi-modal demand profile in pax/hr.
TABLE I
MACRO-SIMULATION RESULTS WITHOUT ABANDONMENT
Scenario PHT+WT PHT WT
[pax.hr] [pax.hr]  [pax.hr]
By =0& B =0 246980 193913 53067
By €10,1] & g =0 239819 198116 41703
By =0& B €[0,1] 190872 176442 14430
By =0&pBr=1 223210 188097 35113
By €10,1] & B € [0,1] 188954 177389 11565
PI control — ¢ 191383 178709 12674
MPC - ¢ 188316 176721 11595
MPC (vy) - o8 191464 178515 12949
MPC - ¢y and ¢ 187030 176348 10682
MPC (v;) — ¢y and ¢p 189725 178352 11373

deterioration of the condition in the vehicle network, reflected
in the reduction in speed vy, in Figure Ble)l prompts the user
to pool in the bus network. This is confirmed by looking at the
increase in the share of pool users opting to travel in the bus
network Sz and the decrease in the share of pool users opting
to travel in the bus network 3y, as seen in[B[h) The total delays
for all users in the network for this specific scenario, i.e.,
when Sy € [0,1] and 8 € [0, 1] are determined through (@)
and (I0) respectively, and are displayed in Table [l where, for
By €[0,1] and B € [0, 1], the sum of PHT and WT is equal
to 188954 pax.hr.

To put the result above into context, we compare it with
settings where the choices for the pooling users are limited.
Table [ shows the user delays for such scenarios. The worst
performing scenario is when no pooling is involved, i.e., when
both By, and i are equal to zero. This is because for constant
fleet sizes, solo travel results in longer queues and longer
waiting times, especially when all ride-hailing vehicles are
occupied and few vehicles are available for pick-up. When
pooling is only allowed in the vehicle network, i.e., g = 0
and By € [0,1], the total delays are much greater than the

TABLE Il
MULTI-MODAL DELAYS WITHOUT ABANDONMENT

. PHTpv PHT,s
Scenario [pax.ll:l)r] [pax.hr]
By =0& B =0 114856 18518
By €10,1] & g =0 114856 22721
By =0& Br €10,1] 84623 20770
By =0& B =1 75462 26713
By €10,1] & B € [0,1] 87991 21572
PI control — ¢ 89527 21798
MPC - ¢p 87355 21564
MPC (vy) - o8 91091 21631
MPC - ¢y and ¢p 87669 21186
MPC (vy) — ¢y and ¢p 91308 21459
TABLE III
BUS DELAYS
Scenario PHT,, np [max(Vy, — vp, 0)dt
[pax.hr] [km]
By =0& B =0 60539 0
By €10,1] & Bg =0 60539 0
By =0& Br € 10,1] 71049 2634
By =0& B =1 85922 11869
By €10,1] & Bi € [0,1] 67825 958
PI control — ¢ 67384 90
MPC - ¢35 67802 1430
MPC (vy) - ¢5 65792 0
MPC - ¢y and ¢p 67493 1354
MPC (vy) — ¢y and ¢p 65584 0

scenario where pooling is only allowed in the bus network
with 8y = 0. This is due to users opting for pooling in the
bus network, causing ride-hailing vehicles to travel at a larger
speed, and making them available soon after to perform a
new trip. We note here that we also provide the simulation
results for when S = 1 which implies Sy = 0, meaning
that all ride-hailing users are pooling in the bus network. The
reason for that is to show that this extreme solution causes
significant delays for bus users and long waiting times, and is
therefore not attractive at the system level. Motivated by these
observations, the need to regulate the share of each ride-hailing
alternative becomes more substantiated. For this reason, we
resort to different controllers to find a proper pricing scheme
that minimizes the observed delays.

1) PI controller framework: To guarantee that our al-
location strategy does not worsen the situation for mainly
bus users, we implement the PI control framework in our
simulation and report the different state variables in Figure
The choice of the set point for the desired speed in the bus
network, however, remains complex because bus users should
ideally travel at the highest possible speed, and this speed is
defined by the bus operator or the traffic regulators. In the
results provided, we set v to 17 km/hr while the default bus
speed in the absence of cars is vp(0,n5) = 19 km/hr. This
choice of set point ensures that the permissible decrease in
bus speeds due to the bus lane usage remains within acceptable
ranges.

The plots in Figure[8]show the system dynamics for different
proportional and integral gain values K, and K; respectively,
all with N, = 100 time steps. The variations of np,, ns,
nf , and n;; in Figures B{a)B(d)l are almost similar to what is
observed in Figures BlaY3(d) except for the lower number of



(a) Private vehicles — np (b) Solo trips — ns

16,000
14,000 600
12,000 —| 500
10,000 — T T T 400 — T T T
14:00 16:00 18:00 20:00 14:00 16:00 18:00 20:00
Time Time
(¢) Pool in V — nY (d) Pool in B - n¥
1,600 —
1,200 - 1,400 —
1,200
1,000 - 1,000 -
800 |
T T T T \ T T T
14:00 16:00 18:00 20:00 14:00 16:00 18:00 20:00
Time Time
(e) Speed in V — vy, (f) Speed in B — vp
22 21 4
20 20
184 T T T T 19~ T T T
14:00 16:00 18:00 20:00 14:00 16:00 18:00 20:00
Time Time
(g) Bus speed — vy, (h) Choice - By & Bn
17.5 - 0.45
17 0.4 7
16.5 0.35 |
16 | 037

T T T T
14:00 16:00 18:00 20:00

Time

T T T T
14:00 16:00 18:00 20:00

Time
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Fig. 6. PHT values for optimal set points.

solo trips and higher number of pool trips in 5, especially
during off-peak period. This is because the bus network
is significantly underutilized during off-peak hours, and its
capacity allows for some ride-hailing users to pool their trips
in B. This justifies the exorbitantly high discount ¢ granted
to users at the beginning of the simulation in Figure to
encourage them to pool their trips in B. Note here that in the
PI framework, we focus on controlling ¢ because it has a
direct influence on the bus speed v,. In other words, we set
¢y to 0 in our numerical experiment.

Moreover, we observe that picking reasonable values for K,
and K; yields realistic pricing scenarios, all while achieving
the desired objective of bridging the gap between the actual
and target bus speeds as can be seen in Figure compared
to scenarios with no integral term. Due to the time-dependent
nature of the demand in our simulations, the PI controller fails
to achieve lower objective function values compared to the
scenario with no control where the total delays are equal to
191383 and 188954 pax.hr, respectively. First, the dynamic
nature of the problem implies that the choice of set points is
not straightforward.

The approach we have adopted so far accounts for bus
user delays without consideration of the overall network
performance. Therefore, the previous choice of set point does
not guarantee a convenient solution for all network users. In
Figure [ we display the value of PHT and WT for various PI
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Fig. 7. Difference between the optimal static and dynamic bus speed set
points for the PI controller.

set points and different on-peak period bus demand multipliers.
The displayed results reflect that a lower ¥, is acceptable
if the objective is to minimize multi-modal delays. A more
practical way to determine this network operational point is
to extend the static model developed in [40], and compute
the value of bus speed at optimality for the pair of time-
invariant private vehicles and bus demands. The results of
this approach are shown in Figure 3l From the figure, we
can see that for the current setting, the set-point is demand-
dependent. The corresponding minimum PHT for the different
demand combinations are shown in Figure |6l Since bus lanes
usually occupy a small fraction of the network infrastructure,
increasing bus demand has the most significant impact on the
PHT values.

Figure [7] shows the variation of the PHT results for different
choices of the PI controller set points for the bus demand
profile in Figure PIb) and compare them with the optimal
set point found by solving the static formulation. Clearly,
the value of ¥, minimizing delays does not fully coincide.
Nevertheless, the static choice of v, gives some insights into
what value is potentially able to minimize delays.

However, despite it being convenient from an implementa-
tion point of view, the formulation of the PI framework does
not allow to explicitly achieve a multi-modal system optimum.
Therefore, we broaden our formulation to include all network
users by resorting to an MPC framework, and report the results
for when the optimization framework runs with one control
variable ¢, and two control variables ¢y and ¢3.

2) MPC framework: The results of the different MPC
implementations in Table [ show that when our regulatory
prices dictate the amount of pooling in both the vehicle and
the bus network, we get the lowest objective function value.
This is because trip pooling, even if performed in network V),
makes the ride-hailing vehicles available soon after for a new
trip, hence reducing the waiting times of ride-hailing users.
Note that even if we only consider one control variable ¢z,
we already observe some improvements compared to the no
control scenario. In fact, the results in Table [I] reveal that,
in reference to the scenario with no control and no pooling
in bus lanes, the MPC framework allows for 8% improvement
compared to the PI implementation. In addition to the previous
results, we also report the outcomes of the MPC with a
lower bound v, on the minimum bus speed allowed in the
bus network B. We do so to guarantee that the bus services
do not significantly lose performance, even if this implies
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Fig. 8. Time-dependent model variables for the PI framework without
abandonment for (a) private vehicle accumulation, (b) solo trip ride-hailing
vehicles, (c) pool trip ride-hailing accumulation in V, (d) pool trip ride-hailing
accumulation in B, (e) speed in the vehicle network V, (f) vehicle speed in
the bus network B, (g) bus speed in the bus network B, (h) fraction of pool
trip in V and B respectively, and (i) regulatory control fare for pooling in B.

a better total PHT for the overall network. Clearly, when
the value of v, is set to 17 km/hr, the objective function
value increases because the private vehicle and ride-hailing
delays, that we denote by PHT,,, and PHT,,, also increase as
reported in Table [l However, when we numerically compute
in Table [[II the bus delays PHT}, and the constraint violations
of the minimum bus speed, we guarantee the public transit
performance is minimally impacted.

To understand how the MPC framework influences the
results, we display the variations of the main simulation
variables in Figure 0l Note that for this simulation, we set
Emin and &nax to be equal to e 3 and €3 respectively. Moreover,
for practicality reasons, we only allow the control variable to
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Fig. 9. Time-dependent model variables for the MPC framework without
abandonment for (a) private vehicle accumulation, (b) solo trip ride-hailing
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trip in V and B respectively, and (i) regulatory control fare for pooling in B.

be updated every 180 time steps such that N, = 180. As
opposed to the PI controller, the MPC shows a more demand-
responsive behavior where, during off-peak periods, the speed
in the vehicle network in Figure is lower than that in the
bus network observed in Figure This substantiates the
relatively high values of ¢ as the use of the bus network is
privileged in this case. During the on-peak period, however,
¢ becomes negative, implying that ride-hailing users in the
vehicle networks are causing significant delays compared to
bus users, and therefore encouraging people to pool their rides
in bus lanes is necessary to reduce the total delays for multi-
modal users.
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C. Multi-modal network delays with abandonment

The results we reported so far display scenarios where
the ride-hailing users never abandon their requested trip,
regardless of the waiting time. Table [[V] shows the delays and
abandonment values for when the ride-hailing users’ waiting
tolerance wp,x is set to 15 min. Irrespective of the scenario
under consideration, the values of the objective function when
abandonment is considered in the dynamic model are lower
than the values with no abandonment in Table [l Again, for
this case, the lowest objective function values are observed
for the MPC implementation. In fact, when looking at the
individual delays of multi-modal users in Table we notice
that the MPC framework is capable of returning a solution
that is convenient for all multi-modal users. We note here that
due to the complexity of the abandonment function, the MPC
dynamics are run without any abandoning requests, and the
output control variables are then applied in the real settings
dynamics with abandonment. Figure [I0]describes the approach
we follow when implementing the MPC. For each optimization
run, we consider a prediction horizon of N = 650 time steps,
i.e., we assume that the optimizer is aware of the private
vehicle, bus, and ride-hailing demand for the upcoming 6507
duration. However, after every update step of T = 200 time
steps, we reinitialize the MPC dynamics with the actual state
variables for the model dynamics with abandonment to bridge
the gap between the MPC predictions and the actual network
dynamics.

With slightly higher objective function value of 184884
pax.hr, the MPC framework with two decision variables ¢y
and ¢p generally performs better with significantly fewer
abandonment compared to the MPC framework with one
decision variable ¢y, where the total delays yield a value of
184691 pax.hr but the abandoning requests are significantly
larger. Again, this accentuates the importance of pooling, even
in the vehicle network, which significantly reduces waiting
times, and improves empty vehicle availability.

As in Figure Bl the results of the MPC with one control
variable are shown in Figure [[1] in addition to the variation
of the cumulative abandoning requests in Figure [[1{7) Clearly,
the number of abandoning ride-hailing requests increases
during peak hours, yet the variation of the decision variable
¢y in Figures and are almost similar. To conclude,
this strategy therefore has a positive influence on the service
level of ride-hailing platforms, even if the question here arises
on which party should bear the incentivizing fare for pooling.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we develop an aggregate dynamic for a multi-
modal network with private vehicles, ride-hailing services,
and public transportation. Our modeling approach aims at
evaluating an occupancy-dependent space allocation policy
where a fraction of the pool ride-hailing users choose to utilize
dedicated bus lanes. Despite ameliorating the total user delays
and the ride-hailing service levels, our allocation strategy is
not capable by itself of modifying the selfish user choices that
do not necessarily align with the network-level optimum. The
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Fig. 10. Implementation of the MPC framework with abandonment. In this framework, the MPC dynamics run without abandonment with a prediction horizon
of IV whereas the plant dynamics run with abandonment. After every update step 7, we reinitialize the MPC with some updated initial states retrieved from

the plant dynamics.

TABLE IV
MACRO-SIMULATION RESULTS WITH ABANDONMENT

. PHT+WT  Abandonment
Scenario

[pax.hr] [pax]
By =0& B =0 211898 17816
By €10,1] & B =0 210505 15970
By =0& Bp €[0,1] 185664 4812
By=0& B =1 196565 12630
By €10,1] & Br € [0,1] 185157 4732
PI control — ¢ 186471 5398
MPC - ¢p 184691 4665
MPC - ¢y and ¢ 184884 3979
TABLE V
MULTI-MODAL DELAYS
. PHT,y PHT,s PHT,
Scenario [pax.lFl)r] [pax.hr]  [pax.hr]
By =0& =0 114856 17815 65578
By €10,1] & B =0 114855 21367 65058
By =0& Bp € [0,1] 84902 19811 72407
By =0&pBp=1 77072 24039 87451
By €10,1] & BB € [0,1] 88282 20504 69169
PI control — ¢ 89558 20587 69086
MPC - ¢ 88494 20479 68444
MPC - ¢y and ¢p 88409 20637 68335

need for a more elaborate pricing scheme to steer the user’s
choice towards a more convenient solution for multi-modal
users is therefore substantiated. Consequently, we build both
a PI and an MPC control framework, and analyze what the
additional pooling discount or fare should be that improves the
overall travel times for all network users, and the waiting time
for ride-hailing users in specific. Our results show that pricing
indeed influences the preferences of ride-hailing requests in a
manner that reduces the PHT for all modes. We performed
the same analysis for the cases with and without request
abandonment, and demonstrated how the complexity of our
abandonment function is circumvented in the MPC solution.

In future work, we plan to give further attention to demand-
dependent trip detours. This is because the detour distance
itself for a pool trip is lower when more passengers opt
for pooling. Therefore, the efficiency of our proposed policy

becomes more accentuated if this factor is accounted for in
the modeling formulation. Moreover, we have considered so
far pool trips with only two passengers sharing their rides.
A potential direction for this work is to extend this work to
incorporate a high-capacity on-demand micro-transit service
utilizing the bus network along with buses, and observe

the

additional occupancy-dependent improvements that we

achieve if these services progressively gain more and more
momentum.
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