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Abstract

We consider emergent situations that require transporting individuals from their
locations to a facility using a single capacitated vehicle, where transportation duration
has a negative impact on the individuals. A dispatcher determines routes to maximize
total satisfaction. We call this problem the Ambulance Bus Routing Problem. We
develop efficient approximate policies for the dispatcher to allocate individuals to mul-
tiple routes, characterize an optimal solution of the relaxed approximate model, and
devise a heuristic to obtain a near-optimal integer solution quickly.
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1 Introduction

The majority of routing problems consider how to determine vehicle routes to visit demand locations
either to pick up an item or to make a delivery. Most of these problems are solved using efficiency-
based objectives such as minimizing the cost of operations, measured in terms of distance, time,
or fuel cost, without considering the impact on the individuals served by the routes. The classical
Traveling Salesman Problem (TSP) and Vehicle Routing Problem (VRP) fall within this group.
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Other problems, such as the Traveling Repairman Problem (TRP), use a more customer-centric
objective function and consider cumulative waiting times of all customers, reflecting the negative
impact of delays in service delivery from customers’ perspectives. In these problems, it is also
assumed that the service for a customer is considered to be completed upon arrival at the customer
location. However, many routing applications exist where service requires transporting customers
from their origin to a specific destination, any delays in transportation have a negative impact on
the customers, and the decisions need to be made in real time.

We study a logistics problem where geographically dispersed individuals need transportation to
a certain location, with their condition deteriorating over time. Such problems appear in many
areas, including humanitarian logistics, military operations, and service systems. For example, in
preparation for a natural disaster, e.g., a hurricane, residents in the affected areas may need to be
transported to safe locations. Over time, the risk of being negatively impacted by the hurricane
increases. In addition, in the aftermath of a disaster, e.g., an earthquake, there may be a large
number of injured individuals spread across a region with different levels of severity. Emergency
vehicles, such as ambulance buses, can be used to transport these individuals to a healthcare facility.
Group routing decisions in humanitarian logistics become especially critical in urban areas because
of the large number of transit-dependent individuals. For example, in New York City, 47% of the
people do not own or have access to a car (NYC Department of Transportation, 2018). In military
operations, in a developing or escalating situation, personnel in a region may need to be transferred
to a safe location, with any delay increasing the risk to the personnel. Finally, we observe similar
phenomena in, for example, airport parking services. In these systems, after customers park in a
lot, they wait for shuttle transportation to the terminal. The shuttle operator determines which
customers will be transported on each shuttle run. While picking up more customers in each run
will benefit those boarding last, it can result in delays for passengers already on the shuttle, leading
to increased dissatisfaction due to the extended travel time to the terminal.

Motivated by these applications, we study efficient routing policies for group transportation under
emergent or urgent situations. We call the underlying routing problem the Ambulance Bus Routing
Problem (ABRP). We form a connection between the ABRP and the TSP, although the ABRP
is computationally more demanding due to the nature of the cumulative objective function and
additional route-assignment decisions. This connection allows us to develop an approximate model
for the routing problem under emergent situations, with two significant benefits. The approximation
drives insights for dispatchers to support real-time decision making and also has an interesting
structure as a standalone model. In our approximate model, we use the asymptotic TSP tour length
estimation model from Beardwood et al. (1959) and provide structural analysis of optimal solutions
when customers are uniformly distributed throughout a region. The resulting problem is, to the best
of our knowledge, a new class of equality-constrained knapsack problems with a nonlinear objective
containing an interesting special structure. Despite the problem’s lack of convexity, our analysis
reveals a surprisingly simple and counter-intuitive policy for solving the continuous relaxation of the
approximate problem. We then devise a heuristic for obtaining an integer solution based on these
results. In our computational experiments, our heuristic provides high-quality solutions comparable
to those obtained by the global optimization solver BARON but in a significantly shorter amount
of time.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review the related literature and
position our paper with respect to related routing problems. Section 3 presents a problem definition
along with a mathematical programming formulation for the ABRP to determine exact optimal
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routes for completeness. In Section 4, we present our approximate model and analyze the character-
istics of optimal routing strategies for both uncapacitated and capacitated versions under a linear
satisfaction function. We present and discuss our computational experiment results in Section 5.
In Section 6, we provide a summary of our work and present some future research directions.

2 Literature Review

This paper considers routing decisions in emergent or urgent situations, with prevalent applications
in disaster preparation and response, and humanitarian logistics. Therefore, we review two main
streams of research. We first review classical routing problems, such as the TSP, the VRP, and
their variants. Due to the extensive nature of this research stream, we do not attempt to provide a
comprehensive review, but rather connect our underlying routing problem to the literature. In the
second part, we review studies on routing problems specifically in emergency response.

Classical Routing Problems: We classify routing problems where the objective consists of minimizing
travel cost within this group. The TSP and the VRP are the two most popular examples in this
group. The body of research on classical routing problems is vast and well-established. Laporte
(2009) is one of the most notable reviews on the VRP focusing on different solution methods.
Eksioglu et al. (2009) and Braekers et al. (2016) provide a taxonomic review for the VRP. Applegate
et al. (2007) focus on large-scale TSPs and review solution methods.

The TSP and the VRP also have numerous variants. Vidal et al. (2020) review new variants of the
VRP focusing on new performance metrics and objectives, how to integrate route planning with
other business decisions, and the need for more precise modeling approaches. Some variants of clas-
sical routing problems have emerged to accommodate the requirements of business environments.
For example, in multi-trip TSPs and VRPs, vehicles can operate on multiple consecutive routes
(Cattaruzza et al., 2016). On the other hand, other variants use different objectives that are more
customer-centric. Cumulative TSPs and VRPs, where the objective is to minimize the total service
time for each customer, fall within this group. Corona-Gutiérrez et al. (2022) review routing prob-
lems with cumulative objectives emphasizing applications in healthcare, disaster relief operations,
and maintenance. Despite the high-impact application areas, the literature on cumulative routing
problems is still sparse. Our problem involves a multi-trip routing decision with a cumulative ob-
jective function where we calculate the cumulative negative impact of service duration across all
customers.

Emergency Response Routing: Routing decisions also arise in evacuation route planning. In this
stream, most of the studies focus on car-based evacuation planning, where individuals are expected
to follow planned routes either in preparation for or in the aftermath of a disaster (Esposito Amideo
et al., 2019). The importance of effective group routing planning was reinforced after Hurricane Ka-
trina (2005), during which long evacuation delays were observed due to traffic congestion (Lakshay
and Bolia, 2019). Hence, there has been a growing effort to develop evacuation route strategies
using large-capacity vehicles. Bish (2011) provides one of the earliest works focusing on group
routing for transit-dependent populations in preparation for an approaching threat. Given a set
of nodes, including the current locations of the buses, the evacuees, and the shelters, the objective
is to determine routes with the minimum total evacuation time. This problem is called the Bus
Evacuation Problem (BEP). The paper by Goerigk et al. (2013) builds upon the BEP and focuses
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on developing efficient solution methodologies. The authors propose new lower and upper bounds
for the problem and incorporate these in a branch-and-bound framework. Goerigk and Grün (2014)
study the BEP under the assumption that the exact number of evacuees is not known in advance.
Their primary goal is to decide when to dispatch a bus to minimize the maximum travel time over
all buses while transporting all evacuees to shelters. The nature of this type of objective function
implicitly enforces fairness although it is still efficiency-based. Swamy et al. (2017), Lakshay and
Bolia (2019), and Zhao et al. (2020) provide additional studies of bus routing problems in emergency
response with a goal of minimizing the total travel time.

Dikas and Minis (2016) emphasize that solving bus routing problems that minimize total travel
time is not the most appropriate approach for applications in humanitarian logistics and health-
care. Their paper builds on the work by Bish (2011) and studies routing decisions that minimize
the total time required to transport casualties to medical facilities, which is equivalent to mini-
mizing the average transportation time per individual. They call this version of the problem the
Casualty Evacuation Problem. Their computational experiments reveal the inherent challenges in
solving this kind of routing problem; they allow up to 6 hours of computation time for instances
with 8 nodes, and 24 hours for instances with 15 nodes. Jin et al. (2015) study the problem of
transporting patients to healthcare centers in the aftermath of a disaster. They consider patient
survival probabilities and seek routes that maximize the expected number of survivors.

Our work is closely related to these studies on emergency response routing, but incorporates two
distinguishing features. In contrast to the majority of prior works, our paper considers the nega-
tive impact of service duration on individuals. In particular, our objective function accounts for
the decreasing satisfaction or wellness of the individuals as transportation duration increases. In
addition, motivated by the time-sensitive nature of emergency routing decisions, we present an
approximation model to compute general policies for constructing patient transportation routes
rather than determining exact route sequences.

3 Problem Description

In this section, we first describe the underlying problem environment and definition. We use the
disaster response setting to describe the problem, although our solution methods can be adapted
to other applications in service systems and military operations. Since our approximate model
incorporates the TSP tour length estimation model from Beardwood et al. (1959) into the ABRP,
which determines exact routes, we first present the ABRP formulation for completeness.

We consider an emergent situation in the aftermath of a disaster where a number of affected people
are dispersed throughout a geographical area. A rescue team manages a single ambulance bus with
a capacity of carrying C individuals that picks up affected individuals and transports them to a
central facility. We denote the underlying undirected network by G = (V,E), where V is the set
of nodes and E is the set of edges. Let N denote the number of affected individuals dispersed
throughout the area who require transport to the central facility. For convenience we use the terms
individuals and nodes interchangeably. Node i is contained within V = {0, 1, . . . , N}, where node
0 represents the central facility and dij is the travel time between nodes i and j ̸= i for (i, j) ∈ E.

We assume that an individual’s service is completed upon arrival at the central facility and that an
affected individual’s condition deteriorates with time. In an emergency response or humanitarian
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logistics setting, an individual’s condition may correspond to a survival probability, while in other
contexts it may correspond to some measure of service quality. To quantify this, we use a function
S(t) that calculates the status of an individual at time t, where S(t) is a non-increasing function
of t. In service applications, S(t) may measure customer satisfaction (e.g., in airport parking).
We will generically refer to S(t) as the satisfaction level. For ease of exposition and analytical
tractability we assume that S(t) is a linearly decreasing function of t, i.e., S(t) = a− bt. For some
empirical survival probability functions in emergency response applications, please refer to Erkut
et al. (2008) and Mills et al. (2013).

In many of the applications we have discussed, in the interest of fairness, the service sequence
should not violate the sequence in which service calls are received. To model this, without loss
of generality, we number customer node indices based on the order in which service requests are
received. That is, j > i implies that the service request from node i arrived before that of node j.
Accordingly, if individual i is transported on route k and individual j is transported on route k′,
then k ≤ k′ for any i < j.

The problem requires determining the sequential routes for the service vehicle that maximize the
total satisfaction level of all individuals requiring transportation at the time of service completion.
We call this problem the ABRP. We present a mixed-integer programming formulation for the
ABRP below.

Decision variables

• yik: 1 if node i is on route k ∈ {1, . . . , N}, 0 otherwise.

• xkij : 1 if the ambulance bus travels directly from node i to node j ̸= i on route k, 0 otherwise.

• Ai: individual i’s arrival time at the destination (service completion time).

• tk: the total travel time of the kth route.

[P1] Max
N∑
i=1

S(Ai) (1)

s.t.
N∑
k=1

yik = 1, ∀i ̸= 0, (2)

N∑
i=1

yik ≤ C, ∀k, (3)

tk =
∑

(i,j)∈E

dijx
k
ij , ∀k, (4)

Ai ≥
k∑

h=1

th −M(1− yik), ∀i ̸= 0, k, (5)

yik =
∑

j∈V \{i}

xkij =
∑

j∈V \{i}

xkji, ∀i, , k (6)

u0 = 1, (7)
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2 ≤ ui ≤ N + 1, ∀i ̸= 0, (8)

uj − ui ≥ 1−N(1− xkij), ∀i ̸= 0, j ̸= 0, j ̸= i, k, (9)

yik ∈ {0, 1}, ∀i, k, (10)

xkij ∈ {0, 1}, ∀i, j ̸= i, k. (11)

The objective function (1) maximizes the cumulative satisfaction of all individuals at each
individual’s service completion time. Constraint set (2) ensures that each service request
is met, while constraint set (3) ensures that the ambulance bus capacity is not violated.
Constraints (4) calculate the total travel time on each route k. Constraint set (5) calculates
the service complete time of individual i using a big M . Constraint set (6) ensures the
connectivity of each route and constraints (7)-(9) eliminate subtours within each route (Miller
et al., 1960).

Proposition 1. The ABRP is NP-complete.

The proof is in Appendix A.

Note that a significant difference between the ABRP and the TRP results from the time at
which service is completed. In the ABRP, we assume that service is completed when the
individual arrives at the final destination. If Tk denotes the time when route k is completed,
i.e., Tk =

∑k
h=1 th, then the satisfaction level for all customers on route k equals S(Tk). On

the other hand, the corresponding value is customer-specific in the TRP.

Although [P1] is an NP-complete problem, the cumulative nature of the objective function in
the ABRP permits characterizing the following key structural property of optimal solutions.

Proposition 2. Consider a solution to an ABRP containing K routes, with nk individuals
on route k. If nk ≤ nh and tk > th, then any solution in which route k is completed before
route h is suboptimal.

The proof is in Appendix B. Proposition 2 implies that a candidate route with a larger num-
ber of individuals and faster execution time should be completed prior to routes with longer
duration and fewer individuals. Making use of this property, however, requires comparing
pairs of candidate routes, of which there is an exponential number in N . Because of this,
finding good solutions for the ABRP in real time, especially under time-sensitive conditions,
is extraordinarily challenging. On the other hand, the characteristics of the ABRP create
opportunities for an approximation model, which leads to both very fast solutions and in-
sights, supporting route-planners’ real-time decision-making in time-sensitive environments.
We will therefore focus on some key structural properties (similar to Proposition 2) of op-
timal solutions for an approximation of [P1] to devise efficient algorithms.We present our
approximate model and solution approach in the next section.
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4 Approximation Using TSP Tour Length Estimation

In an optimal solution to the ABRP, for any given allocation of nodes to routes, the pickup
sequence within each route must follow an optimal TSP route. Using this observation, we
replace the cost of each route and the routing decisions in the ABRP formulation with
an estimation of the optimal TSP tour length to simplify the allocation decisions. After
determining an allocation of nodes to routes, we can solve a TSP within each route.

There are several tour length estimation models targeting different attributes of an under-
lying network (Çavdar and Sokol, 2015). Among these, we use the model from Beardwood
et al. (1959) due to its simplicity and high estimation power. In their seminal work, Beard-
wood et al. (1959) showed that the optimal TSP tour length or duration T for serving n
customers distributed over an area A can be approximated by T ∼ β

√
nA, where β is a

constant that depends on the dispersion of the nodes, computationally verified to be around
0.72 (Applegate et al., 2007) for uniform node dispersion. While this model is asymptotic
and performs better as n increases, recent studies have shown that an appropriate β value
can be computed for a small number of nodes as well (Vinel and Silva, 2018).

Recall that in the ABRP, the order of the service should follow the order of the requests.
Therefore, we assume that any subset of nk nodes is also uniformly distributed on the
region of area A. By letting κ = β

√
A, the time at the completion of the kth route equals

Tk = κ
∑k

i=1

√
ni. For a given k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}, our goal then is to solve

[P2] Max
k∑

i=1

niS

(
κ

i∑
j=1

√
nj

)

s.t.
k∑

i=1

ni = N,

ni ≤ C, i = 1, . . . , k,

ni ∈ Z+, i = 1, . . . , k.

The objective function for a linear satisfaction function S(t) = a − bt can be written as
follows:

Max aN − bκ
k∑

i=1

ni

( i∑
j=1

√
nj

)
, (12)

where
∑k

i=1 ni = N and each ni is a nonnegative integer. The corresponding optimal solution
for [P2] can thus be obtained by solving

[P3] Min
∑k

i=1 ni

(∑i
j=1

√
nj

)
s.t.

∑k
i=1 ni = N,

ni ≤ C, i = 1, . . . , k,

ni ∈ Z+, i = 1, . . . , k.
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We call this problem the Approximate Ambulance Bus Routing Problem (AABRP), which
corresponds to an equality-constrained version of the continuous knapsack problem with a
nonlinear objective. In the general version of the AABRP, we have k = N routes.

Proposition 3. In an optimal solution to the AABRP in the form of [P3] where ni > 0,
ni+l > 0, and l is a positive integer, we have ni ≥ ni+l.

The proof of the proposition is in Appendix C.

The following subsection presents our solution method development for the AABRP. We first
consider the uncapacitated problem, and then extend our results to the capacitated problem.

4.1 Uncapacitated AABRP

Our solution method for the AABRP is based on the characteristics of the optimal solution
of its relaxation. We first consider the continuous relaxation of the uncapacitated problem:

[P4] Min
∑k

i=1 ni

(∑i
j=1

√
nj

)
s.t.

∑k
i=1 ni = N,

−ni ≤ 0, i = 1, . . . , k.

We claim that all decision variable values will be strictly positive in an optimal solution.

Proposition 4. In an optimal solution of [P4], ni > 0 for all i.

The proof is in Appendix D.

We can show that the above objective function is neither convex nor concave, and because
the constraints form a linear feasible region, the Karush–Kuhn–Tucker (KKT) conditions are
necessary, but not sufficient for optimality. Despite this, our analysis will permit identifying
a unique KKT point that satisfies the conditions of Propositions 3 and 4. Let α be the
KKT multiplier associated with the equality constraint, and let λi denote a KKT multiplier
associated with the ith nonnegativity constraint. The KKT conditions may be written as

3
√
ni

2
+
∑i−1

j=1

√
nj +

∑k
j=i+1 nj

2
√
ni
− α− λi = 0, i = 1, . . . , k, (13)∑k

i=1 ni = N, (14)

λini = 0, i = 1, . . . , k, (15)

ni ≥ 0, i = 1, . . . , k, (16)

λi ≥ 0, i = 1, . . . , k. (17)

Observe that ni > 0 implies that λi = 0; thus Proposition 4 implies that

3
√
ni

2
+
∑i−1

j=1

√
nj +

∑k
j=i+1 nj

2
√
ni

= α, (18)
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for i = 1, . . . , k, while further implying that for any i = 1, . . . , k and ℓ ̸= i we have

3
√
ni

2
+
∑i−1

j=1

√
nj +

∑k
j=i+1 nj

2
√
ni

=
3
√
nℓ

2
+
∑ℓ−1

j=1

√
nj +

∑k
j=ℓ+1 nj

2
√
nℓ

.

When i = k and ℓ = k − 1 this becomes

3
√
nk

2
+
√
nk−1 =

3
√
nk−1

2
+ nk

2
√
nk−1

. (19)

Since any optimal solution with nk−i > 0 and nk−i−1 > 0 for i < k−1 satisfies nk−i−1 ≥ nk−i

by Proposition 3, a candidate for an optimal point must satisfy

√
nk−1 =

3+
√
5

2

√
nk. (20)

Note that the inverse of 3+
√
5

2
is 3−

√
5

2
and if we let φ denote the golden ratio (GR), i.e.,

φ = 1+
√
5

2
, we can then write 3+

√
5

2
= 1 + φ and 3−

√
5

2
= 2 − φ. This implies that in an

optimal solution to [P4] with k = 2 routes, the ratio of the number of individuals on the
longer tour to that of the shorter tour equals 1 + φ, which has an inverse of 2 − φ. This
relationship also extends to the tour length relationships.

Two-route solution: For illustration purposes, we next consider the case where we have
k = 2 route variables, that is, n1 + n2 = N . Following the expression in Equation (20), we
can write

√
n2 = (2− φ)

√
n1, which implies

n∗
1 =

1

1 + (2− φ)2
N =

3 +
√
5

6
N and n∗

2 =
(2− φ)2

1 + (2− φ)2
N =

3−
√
5

6
N.

The corresponding optimal objective function value is calculated as 1+(2−φ)2+(2−φ)3

(1+(2−φ)2)
3/2 N3/2.

Multiple-route solution: Next, consider cases with k > 2 route variables, i.e., 2 < k ≤ N .
Then, using Equation (18) we can write

3
√
nk−2

2
+ nk−1+nk

2
√
nk−2

=
3
√
nk−1

2
+
√
nk−2 +

nk

2
√
nk−1

. (21)

We know that an optimal KKT point must satisfy
√
nk = (2 − φ)

√
nk−1 by Equation (20).

Therefore, the above becomes

√
nk−2

2
+ (1+(2−φ)2)nk−1

2
√
nk−2

=
(3+(2−φ)2)

√
nk−1

2
,

which is equivalent to

nk−2 − (3 + (2− φ)2)
√
nk−1
√
nk−2 + (1 + (2− φ)2)nk−1 = 0. (22)

Noting that (2− φ)2 = 5− 3φ, we can rewrite Equation (22) as

nk−2 − (8− 3φ)
√
nk−1
√
nk−2 + (6− 3φ)nk−1 = 0.
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This quadratic equation is solved at

√
nk−2 =

√
nk−1

(
8− 3φ

2
±
√
49− 27φ

2

)
.

Using Proposition 3, the candidate for an optimal point is

nk−2 = nk−1

(
8− 3φ

2
+

√
49− 27φ

2

)2

. (23)

Let νk
k−i denote the ratio between nk−i and nk−i+1 when there are k route variables. Noting

that by Proposition 4, nj > 0 for j = 1, . . . , k, and we can write Equation (20) as

nk−1 = (1 + φ)2︸ ︷︷ ︸
νkk−1

nk. (24)

Similarly, Equation (23), which determines nk−2 based on nk−1, can be rewritten as

nk−2 =

3 + 1
νkk−1

+

√(
3 + 1

νkk−1

)2
− 4

(
1 + 1

νkk−1

)
2


2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
νkk−2

nk−1. (25)

Continuing in the same fashion recursively, we observe a pattern for the relationship between
nk−l and nk−l+1 for l > 2, i.e., nk−l = νk

k−lnk−l+1, where

νk
k−l =

3 +
∑l−1

i=1 ρ
k
i +

√(
3 +

∑l−1
i=1 ρ

k
i

)2
− 4

(
1 +

∑l−1
i=1 ρ

k
i

)
2


2

, (26)

where ρki =
1∏i

j=1 ν
k
k−j

for i = 1, . . . , k − 1. We next define ρ̂ki =
1

ρki−1

∏k−1
j=1 νkj

=
∏k−i

j=1
1
νkj
.

Using Equations (24) – (26) and
∑k

i=1 ni = N , we obtain the following proposition.

Proposition 5. An optimal solution to [P4] is characterized as

n∗
1 =

N

1 +
∑k−1

i=1 ρ̂
k
i

(27)

and
n∗
j = ρ̂kk−j+1n

∗
1 (28)

for j ∈ {2, 3, . . . , k}. If we let k = N , the corresponding solution will be an optimal solution
to the general version of [P4].
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For any k, using the νk
k−j values, we can compute the percentage of individuals assigned to

the first route in the AABRP relaxation. Let us denote this percentage by ηk1 =
n∗
1

N
.

Lemma 1. ηk1 is monotonically increasing for k ≥ 3.

The proof of the lemma is presented in Appendix E.

Proposition 6. ηk1 converges to a limiting value as k →∞ under a linear form of S(t).

The proof is in Appendix F. Our computations reveal that the corresponding limiting value
of ηk1 is approximately 0.867 as shown in Table 1. Observe that, as indicated in Lemma 1,
ηk1 initially decreases when k is increased from 2 to 3, but is monotonically increasing for
k ≥ 3.

Moreover, as k increases, the values of 1/νk
1 and 1/νk

2 , also shown in Table 1, appear to
converge approximately to 0.133, which is 1− 0.867. These observations suggest a heuristic
for solving the uncapacitated AABRP, where within each route, we serve 86.7% of the
remaining individuals (i.e., rounded up to the closest integer) that have not yet been served.
We refer to this as the GR heuristic for the uncapacitated AABRP.

Table 1: ηk1 , 1/ν
k
1 , and 1/νk

2 values for a linear S(t), as k changes.

k ηk1 1/νk
1 1/νk

2

2 0.872678 0.145898 -
3 0.866352 0.134624 0.145898
4 0.866758 0.133180 0.134624
5 0.866977 0.132989 0.133180
6 0.867029 0.132964 0.132989
7 0.867038 0.132960 0.132964
8 0.867040 0.132960 0.132960
9 0.867040 0.132960 0.132960
10 0.867040 0.132960 0.132960

4.2 Capacitated AABRP

In this subsection, we assume that the vehicle has a capacity of C individuals. The relaxation
of the capacitated AABRP is formulated as follows, which differs from [P4] by capacity
constraints only.

[P5] Min
∑k

i=1 ni

(∑i
j=1

√
nj

)
s.t.

∑k
i=1 ni = N,

−ni ≤ 0, i = 1, . . . , k.

ni ≤ C, i = 1, . . . , k.
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To write the necessary KKT conditions for the problem in [P5], we use the same KKT
multipliers as in [P4]. In addition, we let ωi denote a multiplier for the ith capacity constraint.
Then, the solution for the relaxation of the capacitated AABRP must satisfy the following
conditions:

3
√
ni

2
+
∑i−1

j=1

√
nj +

∑k
j=i+1 nj

2
√
ni
− α− λi + ωi = 0, i = 1, . . . , k, (29)∑k

i=1 ni = N, (30)

λini = 0, i = 1, . . . , k, (31)

ωi(ni − C) = 0, i = 1, . . . , k, (32)

0 ≤ ni ≤ C, i = 1, . . . , k, (33)

λi, ωi ≥ 0, i = 1, . . . , k. (34)

If the optimal solution to the uncapacitated version obeys the capacity constraints, it is
also optimal for the capacitated one. This occurs when ηk1N ≤ C. Otherwise, we need to
incorporate the KKT conditions of the capacitated version.

Now, suppose that ηk1N > C, implying that the solution for the uncapacitated problem
does not satisfy the KKT conditions for the capacitated problem. For this case, assume
that in the optimal solution for the capacitated problem, ni < C for all i. Complementary
slackness implies that ωi = 0 for all i. Therefore, we can remove ωi from Equation (29) and
inequalities ωi ≥ 0 are satisfied. Then, the remaining equations and inequalities become the
same as those in the uncapacitated problem. Hence, the KKT solution for the uncapacitated
problem should also satisfy these conditions, which leads to a contradiction. Therefore, we
cannot have ni < C for all i in the optimal solution, implying that there is at least one ni

that is equal to C. By Proposition 3, we also know that ni ≥ ni+l for l > 0. Therefore, if
exactly one route is at capacity, it must be the first route, i.e., n1 = C. By removing these
C individuals from the entire set, we can solve the relaxation of the capacitated AABRP
problem for the remaining N − C nodes. Following the same argument, if the solution to
the uncapacitated problem for N −C nodes is also feasible for the capacitated problem, it is
optimal for the capacitated one. Otherwise, the next route, which is the second route for the
original problem, must have C individuals. We repeat the same procedure until we assign
all individuals.

The following proposition summarizes an optimal solution for the relaxation of the capaci-
tated AABRP.

Proposition 7. An optimal solution for [P5] is shown in Table 2. If we let k = N , the
corresponding solution will be optimal for the general version of [P5].

The GR heuristic, proposed for the uncapacitated version, can thus be adapted to solve the
capacitated AABRP, resulting in the GR heuristic for the capacitated AABRP, presented in
Algorithm 1.

12



Table 2: Optimal solution for the relaxation of the capacitated AABRP.

Condition
Optimal Solution

n∗
1 n∗

2 n∗
3 · · · n∗

k−1 n∗
k

1 < N

C
≤ 1

ηk
1

ηk
1N

ηk
1

νk
1

N
ηk
1

νk
1
νk
2

N · · · ηk
1∏k−2

j=1
νk
j

N
ηk
1∏k−1

j=1
νk
j

N

1

ηk
1

< N

C
≤ 1 + 1

η
k−1
1

C ηk−1
1 (N − C)

η
k−1
1

ν
k−1
1

(N − C) · · · η
k−1
1∏k−3

j=1
ν
k−1
j

(N − C)
η
k−1
1∏k−2

j=1
ν
k−1
j

(N − C)

1 + 1

η
k−1
1

< N

C
≤ 2 + 1

η
k−2
1

C C ηk−2
1 (N − 2C) · · · η

k−2
1∏k−4

j=1
ν
k−2
j

(N − 2C)
η
k−2
1∏k−3

j=1
ν
k−2
j

(N − 2C)

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

...

k − 3 + 1

η3
1
< N

C
≤ k − 2 + 1

η2
1

C C C · · · η2
1(N − (k − 2)C)

η2
1

ν2
1
(N − (k − 2)C)

k − 2 + 1

η2
1
< N

C
< k C C C · · · C N − (k − 1)C

Algorithm 1 GR Heuristic for the Capacitated AABRP

Input: The number of nodes N and the vehicle capacity C.
Output: The number of individuals on each route, i.e., ni’s, in the AABRP.
1: η ← 0.867
2: Remaining← N
3: i← 0
4: while Remaining > 0 do
5: i← i+ 1
6: ni = ⌈min{C, η · Remaining}⌉
7: Remaining← Remaining− ni

8: end while
9: Return n1, n2, . . . , ni

5 Computational Experiments

To evaluate the computational performance of our GR heuristic in solving the AABRP with
a linear satisfaction function S(t) = a− bt, in this section we perform numerical experiments
and compare our heuristic solutions with the exact solutions. We solve the AABRP problem
in formulation [P2] using the BARON solver and the GR heuristic, respectively, and provide
the associated cumulative satisfaction value as in objective function (12). All tested problems
are solved on a Windows 11 desktop with an AMD Ryzen 7 5800X 8-Core processor and
16GB memory.

To test a sufficient number of instances, we choose a vehicle capacity of C from {16, 18, 20},
and for each value of C we increase the number of nodes N from 10 to 100 with a step size
of 2. In addition to solving the capacitated instances, we also solve a set of uncapacitated
instances by using both methods. We vary the value of N in the same manner as for the
capacitated instances. With a = 1, b = 0.01, and κ = 1, a total of 184 base instances are
solved. Among these, in 73 instances, our GR heuristic finds the exact same solution as
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BARON, and in the remaining 111 instances, the average deviation in the objective function
is less than 0.02%. Moreover, the running times are significantly improved when using the
GR heuristic, especially for large values of N .

Table 3 compares the BARON and GR solutions for selected combinations of C and N ,
including the objective values (i.e., the cumulative satisfaction z), the number of individuals
in each route (ni’s), and the running times of the two methods. The objective values are
rounded to four decimal places. Instances are starred if the GR solution and the BARON
solution differ. All instances can be solved to optimality in BARON within or around a
minute. However, our GR heuristic can obtain a high-quality solution in a negligible amount
of computational time. It should be mentioned that we utilize constraints n1 ≥ n2 ≥ . . . ≥
nN , which are validated by Proposition 3, to expedite BARON. Otherwise, any instance with
N ≥ 20 takes at least one hour to terminate at BARON’s optimality, and as N increases, it
can take more than five hours.

Table 3: Numerical solutions for the AABRP using BARON and the GR heuristic.

BARON Solution GR Heuristic Solution
C N z [ni] Time (s) z [ni] Time (s)

16
20 * 19.1207 [16, 3, 1] 0.69 19.1200 [16, 4]

<0.0140 37.2183 [16, 16, 7, 1] 1.22 37.2183 [16, 16, 7, 1]
100 * 85.5207 [16, 16, 16, 16, 16, 16, 3, 1] 20.27 85.5200 [16, 16, 16, 16, 16, 16, 4]

18
20 * 19.1234 [17, 3] 0.40 19.1232 [18, 2]

<0.0140 * 37.2903 [18, 18, 3, 1} 3.32 37.2896 [18, 18, 4]
100 86.1135 [18, 18, 18, 18, 18, 9, 1] 15.80 86.1135 [18, 18, 18, 18, 18, 9, 1]

20
20 * 19.1234 [17, 3] 0.42 19.1232 [18, 2]

<0.0140 * 37.3346 [20, 17, 3] 1.59 37.3343 [20, 18, 2]
100 * 86.6014 [20, 20, 20, 20, 17, 3] 62.27 86.6012 [20, 20, 20, 20, 18, 2]

Uncap.
20 * 19.1234 [17, 3] 0.69 19.1232 [18, 2]

<0.0140 * 37.5236 [35, 4, 1] 2.24 37.5218 [35, 5]
100 * 90.2132 [87, 11, 2] 42.04 90.2123 [87, 12, 1]

When N = 20 and C = 20, although one route can accommodate all 20 individuals, both
methods provide a solution that requires an additional route, which leads to a higher total
satisfaction value than transporting all individuals on a single route. Without the capacity
constraints, when N = 100, all individuals are accommodated using three routes.

6 Conclusions and Future Work

In this paper, we study group routing decisions where a number of individuals need to be
transported from their original location to a facility, and the time it takes to arrive at the
facility has a negative impact on their well-being or decreases their satisfaction. We call
the underlying routing problem the ABRP, which is NP-complete. Such problems emerge
in humanitarian logistics, disaster response, military operations, and service systems, where
finding good solutions in a short amount of time is critically important. Hence, the ABRP
poses high-value research challenges. Motivated by the computational issues, we focus on
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developing general policies to support dispatchers’ decisions in real time using approximation.
We develop our approximate model using Beardwood et al. (1959)’s seminal TSP tour length
estimation model. Assuming that the individuals are uniformly dispersed in the service area
and satisfaction is a linear decreasing function of time, we develop some structural results
to characterize the optimal solution. We also devise a heuristic based on these structural
results. The computational experiments show that our heuristic finds near-optimal solutions
with less than a second.

Our work opens up new research questions. One future research direction is to explore
group routing decisions for more general satisfaction functions. In addition, in emergency
situations, routing operations are generally followed by other service operations, such as
healthcare services in destination facilities. We plan to explore integration of routing deci-
sions with capacity allocation decisions to improve synchronization between these operations
and overall system efficiency.
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Applegate, D. L., R. E. Bixby, V. Chvátal, and W. J. Cook (2007). The Traveling Salesman
Problem: A Computational Study. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ.

Beardwood, J., J. H. Halton, and J. M. Hammersley (1959). The shortest path through many
points. Mathematical Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Society 55 (4), 299–327.

Bish, D. R. (2011). Planning for a bus-based evacuation. OR Spectrum 33 (3), 629–654.

Braekers, K., K. Ramaekers, and I. Van Nieuwenhuyse (2016). The vehicle routing problem:
State of the art classification and review. Computers & Industrial Engineering 99, 300–313.

Cattaruzza, D., N. Absi, and D. Feillet (2016). Vehicle routing problems with multiple trips.
4OR 14 (3), 223–259.
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A Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. To prove that the ABRP is NP-complete, we will reduce the shortest Hamiltonian
cycle problem, which is known to be NP-complete, to the ABRP. First, we will show how to
modify a shortest Hamiltonian cycle problem instance for the ABRP such that the optimal
solution of the ABRP has a single route.

Consider an arbitrary instance for the shortest Hamiltonian cycle problem with n nodes.
Let H be the length (i.e., duration in our case) of the shortest Hamiltonian path over n
nodes. Also, consider k arbitrary subsets of n nodes, with n1, n2, . . . , nk nodes in each subset
and

∑k
i=1 ni = n. Let H1, H2, . . . , Hk denote the optimal Hamiltonian path lengths over the

subsets 1, 2, . . . , k.

Suppose that we add a dummy node, which represents the depot, to the current node set,
that has a distance M to all existing nodes. Assume that this dummy node is both the depot
where the ambulance bus is located and the destination facility for individuals, and assume
that the ambulance bus has no capacity limit, i.e., C = ∞. We solve the ABRP for this
modified instance. In the general case, the optimal solution to the ABRP may have k ≥ 1
routes. For the optimal ABRP solution to have a single trip, the following conditions must
hold for all k ≥ 2:

n(2M+H) < n1(2M+H1)+n2(4M+H1+H2)+ · · ·+nk(2kM+H1+H2+ · · ·+Hk). (35)

Notice that the right-hand side of this inequality is equal to 2M
∑k

i=1 ni + 2n2M plus some
other positive terms. Therefore, inequality (35) holds if the following condition holds:

n(2M +H) < 2M
k∑

i=1

ni + 2n2M = 2Mn+ 2n2M. (36)

Since n2 ≥ 1 for k ≥ 2, by choosing M = n
2
H + ϵ, where ϵ is an infinitesimally small positive

quantity, we arrive at a special case of the ABRP where strict inequality in (36) holds and
the optimal solution to the ABRP has a single trip.

When k = 1 in the optimal solution for the ABRP, the objective function value is n times
the duration of the single route starting from the depot, visiting all nodes, and returning
back to the depot. The former (i.e., n) is fixed, and the latter can be minimized if the vehicle
follows the shortest TSP tour. Since the dummy node has the same distance to all other
nodes, by removing the dummy node from the shortest TSP tour, we obtain the shortest
Hamiltonian path over the original set of n nodes, which completes the reduction of the
shortest Hamiltonian path problem to the ABRP.

B Proof of Proposition 2

Proof. Consider a solution with route durations t1, . . . , tk−1, tk, . . . , th−1, th, . . . , tK , and as-
sume that nk ≤ nh and tk > th. That is, we have a longer duration route containing fewer
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individuals that is visited before a shorter duration route with more individuals. Let z be
the corresponding objective function value, that is, z =

∑K
q=1 nqS(Tq), where Tq =

∑q
p=1 tp.

Now consider a different solution where we swap the kth and hth routes. By doing so, the
duration of each route remains the same, but the arrival times at the destination change for
some routes. The new objective function value z′ is calculated as follows:

z′ =
k−1∑
q=1

nqS(Tq) +
h∑

q=k

nqS(T
′
q) +

K∑
q=h+1

nqS(Tq),

where T ′
q is the new route completion time for k ≤ q ≤ h.

By subtracting z′ from z, we have

z − z′ =nkS(Tk−1 + tk) + nk+1S(Tk−1 + tk + tk+1) + · · ·
+ nh−1S(Tk−1 + tk + · · ·+ th−1) + nhS(Tk−1 + tk + · · ·+ th)

−
(
nhS(Tk−1 + th) + nk+1S(Tk−1 + th + tk+1) + · · ·

+ nh−1S(Tk−1 + th + tk+1 + · · ·+ th−1) + nkS(Tk−1 + th + tk+1 + · · ·+ th−1 + tk)
)
.

Since S(t) is a non-increasing function and th < tk, the differences between the middle terms
are negative. By replacing these terms with θ < 0, we can rewrite z − z′ as follows:

z − z′ =nk

(
S(Tk−1 + tk)− S(Tk−1 + th + tk+1 + · · ·+ th−1 + tk)

)
+ nh(S(Tk−1 + tk + · · ·+ th)− S(Tk−1 + th)) + θ.

(37)

Since nk ≤ nh and S(t) is non-increasing, we can obtain the following inequality by replacing
nk with nh in Equation (37).

z − z′ ≤nh

(
S(Tk−1 + tk)− S(Tk−1 + th + tk+1 + · · ·+ th−1 + tk)

)
+ nh

(
S(Tk−1 + tk + · · ·+ th)− S(Tk−1 + th)

)
+ θ

=nh

(
S(Tk−1 + tk)− S(Tk−1 + th)

)
+ θ < 0.

Therefore, z < z′, which implies that the initial solution cannot be optimal.

C Proof of Proposition 3

Proof. For the AABRP with a linear and decreasing satisfaction function, suppose we have
optimal values for n3, n4, . . . , nk, such that

∑k
i=3 ni = M , n1 > 0, and n2 > 0. The objective

function terms that contain n1 and n2, denoted by h(n1, n2), can be written as follows:

h(n1, n2) = n1

√
n1 + n2(

√
n1 +

√
n2) +M(

√
n1 +

√
n2).
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Assume that in the optimal solution we have n2 > n1. Consider another solution with
n′
2 = n1 and n′

1 = n2. For these two solutions, we have

h(n′
1, n

′
2)− h(n1, n2) = n1

√
n2 − n2

√
n1 =

√
n1n2(

√
n1 −

√
n2).

The difference is negative if and only if
√
n1 <

√
n2, which is true by assumption. Thus, the

solution with n′
1 and n′

2 is an improvement over the optimal solution, which is a contradiction.
This implies that if an optimal solution satisfies n1 > 0 and n2 > 0, then n1 ≥ n2. The same
argument can be applied recursively to any pair of variables ni and ni+1. Therefore, in the
optimal solution, ni’s are successively non-increasing.

D Proof of Proposition 4

Proof. Suppose that in an optimal solution [n⋆
i ] = (n⋆

1, n
⋆
2, . . . , n

⋆
k−1, n

⋆
k), we have some n⋆

i

which is equal to 0. Due to Proposition 3, without loss of generality, we assume that
n⋆
k = 0. Now, let us construct another solution [n◦

i ] = (n⋆
1, n

⋆
2, . . . , n

⋆
k−2, n

⋆
k−1 − δ, δ), where

0 < δ < n⋆
k−1. It is obvious that [n

◦
i ] is feasible. Let f([n

⋆
i ]) and f([n◦

i ]) be the corresponding
objective function values evaluated at [n⋆

i ] and [n◦
i ], respectively. Therefore,

f([n◦
i ])− f([n⋆

i ]) = (n⋆
k−1 − δ)

(
k−2∑
j=1

√
n⋆
j +

√
n⋆
k−1 − δ

)
+

δ

(
k−2∑
j=1

√
n⋆
j +

√
n⋆
k−1 − δ +

√
δ

)
− n⋆

k−1

k−1∑
j=1

√
n⋆
j

= n⋆
k−1

√
n⋆
k−1 − δ + δ

√
δ − n⋆

k−1

√
n⋆
k−1

If we replace n⋆
k−1 by A and let g(δ) = A

√
A− δ+δ

√
δ−A

√
A, we have g′(δ) = −A

2
√
A−δ

+ 3
2

√
δ.

Therefore, g′(δ)|δ=0= −1
2

√
A < 0. Moreover, we observe that g(0) = 0. Therefore, there

exists a δ within the range of 0 and n⋆
k−1 such that f([n◦

i ])− f([n⋆
i ]) < 0, which contradicts

the optimality of [n⋆
i ].

E Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. By recursively applying the identity nk−l = νk
k−lnk−l+1, we can write

ηk1 =

∏k
j=2 ν

j
1

1 +
∑k

i=2

∏i
j=2 ν

j
1

. (38)

Using the above equation, we can show that ηk+1
1 − ηk1 equals a positive multiple of

νk+1
1 +

k−1∑
i=2

(νk+1
1 − νi+1

1 )
i∏

j=2

νj
1 − (ν2

1 + 1). (39)
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Using Equation (26), we can show that νj
1 is strictly increasing in j with ν2

1 = (1 + φ)2 =(
3+

√
5

2

)2
≈ 6.854. This implies that νk+1

1 is positive and increasing in k, as is the second

term in Expression (39) (i.e.,
∑k−1

i=2 (ν
k+1
1 − νi+1

1 )
∏i

j=2 ν
j
1) for k ≥ 3, while the third term,

ν2
1 + 1, is fixed for any k (at approximately 7.854). When k = 3, the first term in Equation
(39) equals approximately 7.509 and the second term equals approximately 0.552, for a
total of approximately 8.061. Thus η41 − η31 is a positive multiple of 0.207 and is greater
than 0. Because the first two terms in Equation (39) are positive and increasing in k and
the third term is fixed, Equation (39) is positive for any k ≥ 3, which implies that ηk1 is
monotonically increasing in k. It is worth noting that when k = 2, Expression (39) becomes
ν3
1 − (ν2

1 + 1) ≈ 7.428− 7.854 < 0, and the monotonicity property only holds for k ≥ 3.

F Proof of Proposition 6

Proof. From Equation (27), we have

ηk1 =
n1

N
=

1

1 +
∑k−1

i=1 ρ̂
k
i

=
1

1 + 1
νk1

+ 1
νk1 ν

k
2
+ · · ·+ 1

νk1 ν
k
2 ···νkk−1

. (40)

Consider the denominator of the above expression, which is bounded from below by (and
strictly greater than) one, implying that ηk1 is bounded from above by (and strictly less than)
one. Next, observe that the denominator in (40) is strictly less than

1 +
1

νk
k−1

+
1

(νk
k−1)

2
+

1

(νk
k−1)

3
+ · · ·+ 1

(νk
k−1)

k−1
, (41)

which we can write as

1 + r + r2 + r3 + · · ·+ rk−1, (42)

with r = 1
νkk−1
≈ 1

6.854
≈ 0.146. Thus, (42) is a convergent sequence as k → ∞ with limit

approximately 1
1−r

= 1
1− 1

νk
k−1

≈ 1.171. Because the denominator of (40) is bounded above by

(42), this implies that (40) is bounded from below by 1
1.171

≈ 0.854, i.e., (40) falls between
0.854 and 1. Because ηk1 is monotonically increasing in k by Lemma 1 and is bounded
between 0.854 and 1, this implies that ηk1 converges to a value in this interval as k →∞.
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