
Ng, Mahmassani 
 

Autonomous Minibus Service with Semi-on-demand Routes in Grid Networks 
  
 
Max T.M. Ng 
Graduate Research Assistant 
Transportation Center 
Northwestern University 
600 Foster Street 
Evanston, IL 60208, USA 
Email: maxng@u.northwestern.edu 
 
Hani S. Mahmassani 
William A. Patterson Distinguished Chair in Transportation 
Director, Transportation Center 
Northwestern University 
600 Foster Street 
Evanston, IL 60208, USA 
Email: masmah@northwestern.edu 
Tel: 847.491.2276 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is the accepted version of a work that was published in Transportation Research Record. The final 
version is available at https://doi.org/10.1177/03611981221098660. 
 
 
 
  

mailto:maxng@u.northwestern.edu
mailto:masmah@northwestern.edu
https://doi.org/10.1177/03611981221098660


Ng, Mahmassani 2 
 

 

ABSTRACT 
 
This paper investigates the potential of autonomous minibuses which take on-demand directional routes 
for pick-up and drop-off in a grid network of wider area with low density, followed by fixed routes in 
areas with demand. Mathematical formulation for generalized costs demonstrates its benefits, with 
indicators proposed to select existing bus routes for conversion with the options of zonal express and 
parallel routes. Simulations on modeled scenarios and case studies with bus routes in Chicago show 
reductions in both passenger costs and generalized costs over existing fixed-route bus service between 
suburban areas and CBD. 
 
 
Keywords: Demand responsive transit (DRT), autonomous bus on-demand (ABoD), shared autonomous 
vehicle (SAV), minibus  
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INTRODUCTION 
The flexibility and efficiency of demand responsive transit (DRT) in areas with sparse demand has 

been limited by the difficulty of human drivers to respond to real-time route changes and information. 
This required pre-booking trips and constrained routing optimization. Since the advent of smartphones 
and prevalence of on-demand transport services, the first limitation can be lifted by centralized online 
systems to accept ad-hoc service requests, manage routes, and communicate estimated arrival and journey 
times. While on-demand transit does not require autonomous functionality, we expect autonomous 
vehicles (AV) will bring more significant breakthroughs and provide a modification of this type of service. 
Centrally coordinated, autonomous buses can be routed real-time to requested points, resulting in an 
optimal journey time with respect to traffic conditions.  

Opportunities for improvement exist in fixed-schedule fixed-route directional bus services e.g., 
between suburban areas and downtown, by replacing the suburb section with demand-responsive routes 
as illustrated in Figure 1. The minibus travels around the suburb for pick-up and drop-off, then continues 
through the existing route downtown. It does not have to make compulsory stops, but instead optimizes 
the path based on requested stops.  
 

 
Figure 1 - Illustration of Fixed and Semi-on-demand Routes 

 
Figure 2 - Positioning of the Proposed Autonomous Minibus Services 
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The envisioned service could be competitive with fixed routes and shared autonomous vehicles 
(SAV) (Figure 2). Compared with fixed routes, it minimizes access distance, increases coverage area, and 
improves efficiency by reducing stop time for service stabilization. Besides, it also eliminates transfers 
for trunk-and-feeder networks, and associated fluctuations and scheduling difficulty. Over SAV with 
passenger cars, it provides a better economy of scale, particularly in routes with regular demand. It 
transports more passengers with fewer vehicles when fixed costs and downtown congestion are concerned. 

This paper explores the benefits of this autonomous minibus service with semi-on-demand routes 
(AMSoD) by focusing on directional travel, e.g., suburb-downtown, where constant demand justifies 
capacity higher than SAV but relatively sparse distribution of origin/destination discourages full-scale bus 
service. The generalized cost formulation, which is the sum of costs of access, waiting, riding, and 
operator, in a grid network is developed with the option to divide the service area for zonal express. To 
facilitate implementation, indicators are proposed to identify existing bus routes to adopt AMSoD based 
on demand and coverage with extension to parallel services. The findings are verified with simulation of 
general models and case studies with existing bus routes in Chicago.  

This paper aims to address the following two questions: 
1. Under what scenarios can the AMSoD service offer lower generalized costs and passengers’ costs over 

current fixed routes? 
2. Can the AMSoD service be expanded with zonal express or parallel service to cover more scenarios? 

This section continues to introduce the service, followed by literature review in DRT, SAV, and 
bus networks. The paper proceeds with mathematical formulation of costs and selection indicators, which 
leads to the simulation model and case studies in Chicago. It then concludes with limitations and research 
directions. 
 
Service Description 

The proposed AMSoD service uses a central system to accept requests and coordinate buses. 
Passengers request service, informed with pick-up/drop-off and journey times. Instead of an ordinary fixed 
schedule at each bus stop, an average frequency (e.g., 4/hour) is expected by the travelers. Meanwhile, the 
fixed routes downtown are maintained, considering limitations in bus stops, traffic regulations, and 
reduced edge of on-demand services due to the concentration of activities.  

The service assumptions are as follows: 
A1. The passengers’ costs are lower than or the same as existing fixed-route services, so the demand 

patterns are the same. 
A2. The number of minibuses assigned and departure headways are the same as those of fixed routes. 
A3. All demands are within capacity. 
A4. Travelers request services when needed and choose desirable pick-up/drop-off points or the closest 

possible points in case outside the service area.  
A5. All passengers are ready for pick-up before bus arrival and picked up within a preset timeframe. 
A6. A grid system as shown in Figure 1 is assumed for the suburbs.  
A7. Buses do not wait or travel backward more than one block for pick-up/drop-off. 

While previous studies on semi-flexible service focused on maintaining service regularity and 
accessibility by keeping regular stops, technological advancement has promoted acceptance of on-demand 
services. The AMSoD service guarantees regularity with a semi-fixed schedule. Removing fixed stops 
further enhances service by reducing unnecessary bus segments. Stop request facilities can be provided in 
existing stops to bridge the digital divide. 
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Although the model in this paper does not explicitly require autonomous functionality, the service 
mode would be hardly feasible otherwise, for safety and reliability concerns to require human drivers to 
respond to real-time requests and immediate routing changes.  
 

 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Demand Responsive Transit (DRT) 

DRT problems were usually formulated as vehicle routing problems (VRP) with pick-up (many-
to-one), delivery (one-to-many), and constraints of capacity and service level (e.g., time window). It was 
known to be NP-hard similar to the traveling salesman problem. Errico et al. (1) proposed semi-flexible 
Demand Adaptive System which combined traditional fixed-route bus service with on-demand optional 
stops along the route to enhance flexibility while maintaining service regularity and accessibility without 
reservation. Various types of semi-flexible systems were identified (2). 

Frei (3) pointed out the suitability of DRT at different times a day (not only focusing on peak 
hours) and in low-density suburbs, and described the flexible system design as a “trade-off between 
operator and user generalized costs” (p15). The proposed design process was to set up stops already 
recognized as origins and destinations with demand, then optimizing service. Performance measures were 
proposed to include in-vehicle travel time (IVTT), idle time, traveling time, time window violations, 
arrival/departure from compulsory stops, user delay, cost of random demand insertions, and vehicle 
utilization. The analysis recommended mandatory stops due to their small impact on ridership. 

Cortés and Jayakrishnan (4) proposed a high-coverage point-to-point DRT which catered to 
multiple-origin-multiple-destination cases. The previous DRT was reviewed as less appealing due to the 
long waiting time for short trips and low average passenger load. The new model made use of heuristics 
to decide which vehicle to send and pick up passengers by considering metrics including level of service 
index (average passenger waiting time per average door-to-door IVTT), ride time index (average vehicle 
IVTT per average door-to-door IVTT), and average passenger load. The paper considered stochastic 
formulation but noted that strict real-time optimization would be computationally impossible. 

Nourbakhsh & Ouyang (5) designed a new structured flexible-route transit system with pick-up 
and drop-off of each route through a pre-determined area, or a “tube” based on the framework of Daganzo 
(6). The collective network was then formed by individual flexible routes to serve the entire area. The 
operating performance was expressed in analytical functions of key design variables. The agency costs 
were estimated from total vehicle distance traveled per hour of operation and fleet size, noting that capital 
infrastructure investment is minimal for flexible transit. As for user cost, a higher level of service was 
provided by eliminating walking time. Evaluated with constrained nonlinear optimization to minimize 
system costs, results showed that low-to-moderate passenger demand would incur lower costs compared 
to fixed-route systems and taxis. 

More  recent efforts focus on integrating DRT with traditional fixed services. A dynamic switching 
policy between fixed-route and on-demand mobility was explored (7). Chen & Nie (8) studied 
supplementary improvement to fixed-route bus services with DRT to serve passengers with excessive 
access distance from bus stops in grid and radial networks.  

Calabrò et al. (9) highlighted the limitations of fixed-schedule services in areas with sparse 
demand, due to excessive operating costs to maintain service quality, particularly in suburbs, leading to 
geographical inequity. In contrast, DRT was not suitable to serve dense demand for the potential tortuous 
routes and high operating costs. Agent-based simulation and continuous approximation showed that the 
combination of both would improve the service quality at off-peak and in suburbs while maintaining 
reasonable generalized costs. 
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Shared Autonomous Vehicle (SAV) Services related to Autonomous Buses/Minibuses 
Numerous studies covered SAV with point-to-point services and passenger-car fleets. Narayannan 

et al. (10) summarized a number of recent literature, suggesting continuation of the combination of 
reservation-based and dynamic operations and identifying the research gap in revamping public transit 
systems with AV technologies. 

Some ride-sharing studies bore similarities with DRT by considering high-capacity services (11). 
Dynamic trip assignment was considered with real-time optimal routes generated based on demand and 
vehicle locations. The problem was identified as a balance between fleet size, capacity, waiting time, 
travel delay, and operational cost, and validated with New York City taxi dataset. 

Pinto et al. (12) looked into a joint transit network redesign and SAV fleet size determination 
problem with bi-level mathematical programming. The upper-level problem solved for the fleet size and 
set the frequency with a nonlinear solver, while the lower-level problem identified mode choice with 
iterative agent-based simulation. An example of traveler’s demand and existing multimodal network in 
Chicago showed improvement in waiting time without increasing operators’ costs. 

A completely autonomous transit system was proposed by Winter et al. (13) to replace the existing 
transit system with demands of low-to-moderate levels and many-to-many patterns. Model simulation was 
carried out with cost assumptions of electric vehicles and sensitivity tests on capacities (2-40 passengers), 
demand level, vehicle dwell time, and initial vehicle locations for assessing impacts on operational costs 
and passenger generalized costs. The operating cost was found to be around EUR 0.84-1.22/passenger-
trip. Besides, the optimal vehicle capacity was four passengers, which was probably related to the 
distributed origin and destination patterns. 

Autonomous bus was an evolving topic with on-going research efforts. Despite autonomous 
shuttles in trial or operation, various forms of autonomous bus services were envisioned to improve 
existing transit. 

The optimization of mixed-fleet ordinary and autonomous buses was explored with particular 
features including flexibility to assemble or disassemble autonomous minibuses and adjustment of 
headway by controlling the running time (14). The problem was formulated as nonlinear integer 
programming and solved with a model of dynamic programming. Dynamic stochastic experiments were 
carried out regarding dispatching policy, autonomous bus penetration rate, bus running time variation, and 
demand level. An increasing proportion of autonomous buses in the fleet benefitted both operators and 
passengers.  

Cao and Ceder (15) proposed autonomous shuttle bus service with methodology to optimize 
timetabling and vehicle scheduling, considering potential stop skipping and the graphical concept of 
deficit function as the number of additional vehicles required. The model found savings in total passenger 
travel time and the number of vehicles over existing routes. Similarly, ordinary fixed routes with skipping 
capabilities were proposed based on origin-destination generated from payment data in Zhejiang, China 
(16). Agent-based simulation, which incorporated the interaction of passengers, buses (in-operation/idle), 
and control center, concluded higher utilization of buses and better adaptiveness to change in demand. 

There has also been recent research on the behavioral side of rolling out autonomous bus service. 
A qualitative survey in Finland pointed out that the most important reasons for the decision to use an 
autonomous bus are route and flexibility (17). On-demand service will be made possible with AVs by 
ruling out human drivers confused by route alternation. Basu et al. (18) suggested the necessity of mass 
transit to address mobility needs despite the development of automated mobility-on-demand and echoed 
the importance of flexible routes. By eliminating driver costs, Bösch et al. (19) suggested future directions 
for autonomous buses with lower capacities and higher frequencies. Cost analysis of predicted 
autonomous mobility services resulted in a threshold of 21 passengers between a minibus and a bus. As 



Ng, Mahmassani 7 
 

 

for acceptability of this new technologies in public transit, Pigeon et al. (20) concluded that factors 
included service characteristics such as schedules and times. Specifically for minibuses, Bernhard et al. 
(21) found out general positive evaluation by the respondents and the role of experience on its acceptance.  

 
Summary and Related Bus Network Research 

Previous literature on autonomous buses primarily focused on fully flexible routes or 
supplementary DRT to existing fixed-route networks. A research gap for the extent of benefits and 
applications for medium/high-capacity SAV services, i.e. AMSoD, in public transit systems was noted. 
The proposed service combines existing DRT research and bus services. The benefits brought by SAV 
services can overcome the existing downsides, in particular in low-to-moderate demand areas such as 
downtown-suburb linear corridors. 

For this kind of linear corridor with flows converging into a main avenue, Gschwender et al. (22) 
compared the performance of feeder-trunk, direct, exclusive, and shared service structures. Transfer 
penalty was found to be the key to deciding on dominance of the feeder-trunk network. Furthermore, with 
more long trips, other network types were more attractive for reduced transfer, idle capacity, and waiting 
time. 

Zhang et al. (23) compared on-demand public buses set up based on pre-existing demands with 
limited stops with park-and-ride services on a CBD-suburb corridor in terms of consumer surplus and 
operating net profit. The on-demand service was more favorable for long-distance commuting trips. 

The problem characteristics and solution methods of various studies in the literature are 
summarized in Table 1.  
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Table 1 - Problem Characteristics and Solution Method in Literature 
Ref. Nature Vehicle type Route Trip pattern Solution Method 

(Alonso-Mora et 
al. 2017) 

Ridesharing Heterogeneous 
up to 10 pax 

Flexible Multiple-origin-multiple-
destination 

Greedy assignment with 
constrained optimization 

(Calabrò et al. 
2021) 

“Flexible Transit’ with 
a switch between 
fixed-schedule and 
DRT 

Bus Switch between fixed and 
DR 

Feeder Continuous Approximation 

(Cao and (Avi) 
Ceder 2019) 

Autonomous bus Bus sample 
capacity of 60 

Fixed (with stop skipping) Original bus route Binary variable iteration with 
genetic algorithm 

(Chen and Nie 
2017) 

DRT Bus DR line connecting to 
fixed routes stop 

Feeder Mixed integer programming 

(Cortés and 
Jayakrishnan 
2002) 

DRT 7-seat vans or 
lower 

Flexible Multiple-origin-multiple-
destination 

Simulation with heuristics 

(Dai et al. 2020)  Autonomous DRT Bus Fixed Original bus route Integer nonlinear programming 
with dynamic programming 

(Edwards and 
Watkins 2013) 
(24) 

DRT Bus Flexible in a griddled 
street system 

Multiple-origin-multiple-
destination 

Simulation 

(Errico et al. 
2021) 

DRT Bus Semi-flexible (compulsory 
+ optional stops) 

Multiple-origin-multiple-
destination 

Simulation 

(Frei 2015) DRT Bus Semi-flexible (compulsory 
+ optional stops) 

Feeder Simulated annealing heuristic  

(Nourbakhsh and 
Ouyang 2012) 

DRT Bus Flexible in a tube Multiple-origin-multiple-
destination 

Constrained nonlinear 
optimization 

(Pinto et al. 2020) SAMS with bus and 
rail 

SAMS Flexible Multiple-origin-multiple-
destination 

Bi-level programming with non-
linear solver and simulation 

(Tong et al. 2017) 
(25) 

DRT Bus capacity of 
10 

Flexible Multiple-origin-multiple-
destination 

Lagrangian decomposition with a 
space-time prism-based method 

(Winter et al. 
2018) 

Autonomous DRT Vehicle capacity 
of 2-40 

Flexible Multiple-origin-multiple-
destination 

Simulation 

(Zhai et al. 2020) Autonomous bus Bus Fixed Multiple-origin-multiple-
destination 

Agent-based simulation 

(Zhang, Wang, 
and Meng 2018) 

DRT Bus Fixed on a linear travel 
corridor 

Suburb-downtown Heuristic 

This paper Autonomous 
Bus/DRT 

Minibus capacity 
of 15-30 

Semi-on-demand 
directional 

Suburb-downtown Simulation 
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MATHEMATICAL FORMULATION 
As discussed in Introduction, the network in the suburb section is modeled as a grid-like 

structure in Figure 3 similar to (5). With the assumption of a maximum access time, the locations 
of demands are spatially distributed around an existing bus stop. Then, service coverage areas are 
delineated in the grids as shown. Meanwhile, the temporal distribution of demand is random. 

 

 
Figure 3 - Grid Model of Suburbs 

 
The perpendicular displacement of semi-on-demand routes is first discussed, followed by 

general cost formulations for both services and cost comparison. Parameters are summarized in 
Table 2. The x-direction is defined as bus traveling direction, with y-direction as the perpendicular. 
 
Table 2 - Notations of Model Parameters 
Category Notation Description 
Cost 𝛾! Penalty multiplier of waiting time 

𝛾" Penalty multiplier of access time 
𝛾# Penalty multiplier of riding time; set as 1 
𝛾$ Operator’s unit cost of vehicle distance 
𝑉𝑂𝑇 Value of time 
𝑠%& Access time of passenger k for fixed-route bus service 
𝐶!,% Waiting time cost of trip j of fixed-route bus service 
𝐶!,%(  Waiting time cost of trip j of AMSoD service 
𝐶",% Access time cost of trip j of fixed-route bus service 
𝐶",%(  Access time cost of trip j of AMSoD service 
𝐶#,% Riding time cost of trip j of fixed-route bus service 
𝐶#,%(  Riding time cost of trip j of AMSoD service 
𝐶$,% Operator cost of trip j of fixed-route bus service 
𝐶$,%(  Operator cost of trip j of AMSoD service 
𝑇𝐶 Hourly generalized cost of fixed-route bus service 
𝑇𝐶′ Hourly generalized cost of AMSoD service 
Δ𝑇𝐶 Hourly generalized cost of AMSoD service minus that of fixed-route 

bus service 

Fixed route

Flexible on-demand route

Terminal

Bus stop

Request stop

Service coverage of 
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Category Notation Description 
Δ𝑇𝐶% Generalized cost of bus trip j of AMSoD service minus that of fixed-

route bus service 
𝑇𝐶)′(𝑛) Hourly generalized cost of AMSoD service in zonal express service 

with n zones 
𝑇𝐶*′ Hourly generalized cost of AMSoD service in parallel routes 
Δ𝑇𝐶* Hourly generalized cost of AMSoD service in parallel routes minus 

that of fixed-route bus service 
Distance 𝑑+,%(  x-direction portion of journey distance of trip j 

𝑑,,%(  y-direction portion of journey distance of trip j of AMSoD service 
𝑥%& x-direction demand position of passenger k  
𝑦%& y-direction demand position of passenger k  
𝐿+ x-direction length of a grid 
𝐿, y-direction length of a grid 
𝐺𝐿+ x-direction suburb length 
𝐺𝐿, Half of the y-direction coverage area of bus service  
𝑑+,%& Parallel portion of journey distance traveled by passenger k of trip j in 

fixed-route bus service 
𝑑+,%&(  Parallel portion of journey distance traveled by passenger k of trip j in 

AMSoD service 
𝑑,,%&( 	 Perpendicular portion of journey distance traveled by passenger k of 

trip j in AMSoD service 
𝑀𝐷(𝑌) Mean absolute difference (MD) of y-directional positions of demand 

Time 𝐼𝑉𝑇𝑇% In-vehicle Travel Time of trip j of fixed-route bus service 
𝐼𝑉𝑇𝑇%( In-vehicle Travel Time of trip j of AMSoD service 
𝐼𝑉𝑇𝑇%& In-vehicle Travel Time of passenger k on trip j of fixed-route bus 

service 
𝐼𝑉𝑇𝑇%&(  In-vehicle Travel Time of passenger k on trip j of AMSoD service 
𝑠"& Access time of passenger k for fixed-route bus service 
𝑠!& Waiting time of passenger k for fixed-route bus service 
𝑠!&(  Waiting time of passenger k for AMSoD service 
𝑠$ Maximum access time for passengers to take the bus 
𝑡- Dwell time per stop of fixed-route bus service 
𝑡-(  Dwell time per stop of AMSoD service 
𝑡& Passenger k’s time to start the trip (walk to the bus stop for fixed-route 

bus services, or ready for picking up for AMSoD service) 
𝑡.,- Arrival time of the bus at stop s of fixed-route bus service 
𝑡"&(  Actual pick-up time of passenger k of AMSoD service 

Speed 𝑣! Average walking speed of travelers 
𝑣/ Average speed of buses in suburb section 
𝑣0 Average speed of buses on highway (for zonal express) 

Passenger 𝐾% Number of passengers in trip j 
𝜆 Number of passengers per hour  
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Category Notation Description 
𝑁& Number of stops traveled by passenger k in the suburb of fixed-route 

bus service 
Bus 𝑁𝑆 Number of stops in the suburb of fixed-route bus service 

𝑑+- Station spacing in x-direction 
𝑏𝑠& Bus stop for passenger k in fixed-route bus service 
𝑥.-,- x-direction position of bus stop s in fixed-route bus service 
𝐻 Headway / departure headway for the AMSoD service (combined 

headway for zonal express and parallel routes) 
𝑛 Number of zones in zonal express services 
𝑛$ Optimal number of zones for zonal express services 

 
Perpendicular Distance of Semi-on-demand Routes 

Figure 4 shows an example of y-directional displacement between demand. As per Service 
Assumption A7, the minibus service travels mainly along the x-direction and detour in the y-
direction to reach request points. Therefore, the x-directional portion of travel distance is the same 
as that of fixed routes, while the y-directional portion equals the displacement between request 
points (Eq. (1)). 

Eq. (2) evaluates the expected y-directional distance based on the mean absolute difference 
(MD) between stops assuming symmetric spatial distribution. Eq. (3) estimates MD under uniform 
and normal distribution of demand. As demand at extremes from existing bus lines greatly 
increases perpendicular distance, demand points distributed normally giving lower MD result in 
shorter y-directional travel distance over uniform distribution. The general formula is extended for 
individual travelers in Eq. (4). 
 

 
Figure 4 - Illustration of Perpendicular Portion of Journey Distance 
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𝑀𝐷(𝑌) = 𝐸[|𝑌6 − 𝑌621|] =

⎩
⎨

⎧
1
3
	(𝑏 − 𝑎)	𝑓𝑜𝑟	𝑌~𝑈(𝑎, 𝑏)

2
√𝜋

𝜎	𝑓𝑜𝑟	𝑌~𝑁(0, 𝜎)
 (3) 

𝑑,,%&( = A ?𝑦%,7 − 𝑦%,721?

3!

74&81

+ C𝑦%,3!C ≈ G𝐾% − 𝑘I𝑀𝐷(𝑌) (4) 

  
Costs 

The cost formulation of fixed route and semi-on-demand generally follows Newell’s (26), 
where the generalized costs, 𝑇𝐶, are the sum of passenger’s costs (access, waiting, and riding) and 
operator’s cost (Eq. (5)).  

The focus is on the difference in costs between the two services, so only the costs in the 
suburb section are considered ignoring the identical section beyond suburbs. To ease comparison 
across cost types, penalty multipliers are introduced to access and waiting costs, while setting that 
of riding cost as unity.  

The costs of pick-up trips originated from suburbs refer unless otherwise noted, but the 
costs of drop-off trips are similar except the variance components of waiting time shall be smaller 
in semi-on-demand cases.  
 
Traditional Fixed Routes 

The costs of pick-up and drop-off trips for fixed routes are both the sum of access, waiting, 
riding, and operator’s costs (Eq. (5)). The access cost is estimated from access time proportional 
to access distance between demand origin to the bus stop (Eq. (6) and (7)). The maximum access 
time (𝑠$) bounds the access distance and defines the coverage area. The waiting cost is evaluated 
by the waiting time experienced by passengers, i.e., time difference between passenger and bus 
arrival at stops (Eq. (8) and (9)). The riding cost is derived from IVTT as journey distance divided 
by bus speed plus dwell time at stops (Eq. (10) and (11)). The operator’s costs are estimated in a 
per vehicle-distance basis (Eq. (13)). 
 

𝑇𝐶% = 𝐶",% + 𝐶!,% + 𝐶#,% + 𝐶$,% 	 (5) 

𝐶",% = 𝛾"	𝑉𝑂𝑇A𝑠"&
&

≈ 𝛾"𝑉𝑂𝑇	𝐾%𝑠"&____ (6) 

𝑠"& =
|𝑥.-,.-" − 𝑥%,&| + ?𝑦%,&?

𝑣!
≤ 𝑠$ =

𝐺𝐿,
𝑣!

 (7) 

𝐶!,% = 𝛾!𝑉𝑂𝑇A𝑠!&
&

	 (8) 

𝑠!& = 𝑡& + 𝑠"& − 𝑡.,.-" (9) 
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𝐶#,% =	𝛾# 	𝑉𝑂𝑇A𝐼𝑉𝑇𝑇%&
&

	 (10) 

𝐼𝑉𝑇𝑇%& =
𝑑+,%&
𝑣/

+ 𝑡-	(𝑁& − 𝑏𝑠& − 1)	 (11) 

𝑑+,%& = 𝐺𝐿+ − 𝑥.-,.-" (12) 

𝐶$,% = 𝛾$𝑑+,% = 𝛾$𝐿+ (13) 

  
Semi-on-demand Routes 

The costs of semi-on-demand routes differ from fixed routes mainly by the absence of 
access cost (Eq. (15)) and y-directional detour. The waiting time is the difference between journey 
start time and actual pick-up time (Eq. (17)). The IVTT can be separated into the x-directional 
journey time of fixed routes and y-directional detour to connect the pick-up/drop-off locations, as 
well as the dwell time for every passenger pick-up point (Eq. (19)). This also applies to the 
operator’s cost (Eq. (20)). 
 

𝑇𝐶%( = 𝐶",%( + 𝐶!,%( + 𝐶#,%( + 𝐶$,%(  (14) 

𝐶",%( = 0 (15) 

𝐶!,%( = 𝛾!𝑉𝑂𝑇A𝑠!&(

&

	 (16) 

𝑠!&( = 𝑡"&( − 𝑡& 	 (17) 

𝐶#,%( =	𝛾# 	𝑉𝑂𝑇A𝐼𝑉𝑇𝑇%&( 	
&

	 (18) 

𝐼𝑉𝑇𝑇%&( =
G𝑑+,%&( + 𝑑,,%&( I

𝑣/
+ 𝑡-((𝐾% − 𝑘 − 1) (19) 

𝐶$,%( = 𝛾$G𝑑+,% + 𝑑,,%( I (20) 

  
Expected Waiting Time, Riding Time, and Total Costs 

With the previously derived cost components, we can further estimate the expected values 
of waiting and riding time for both fixed and semi-on-demand routes by assuming a symmetric 
spatial distribution of demand. The expected waiting time of a passenger is the sum of half 
expected headway and headway variance per half expected headway (Eq. (21)). A further 
assumption of Poisson arrivals simplifies the expectation term to design headway. The expected 
IVTT is taken as the travel distance at the mid-point of service area, which consists of average 
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travel times in y-direction and x-direction as well as stopping time (Eq. (22) and (23)). The mean 
y-directional travel distance is equal to half of the product of the number of passengers and MD in 
Eq. (3). Summing all components of costs results in the total costs in Eq. (24) and (25), and allow 
derivation of a more tractable expression of total hourly generalized costs in Eq. (26) and (27) 
under division by headway. 

𝐸[𝑠!&] = 𝐸[𝑠!&( ] =
𝐸[𝐻]
2 +

𝜎0&5

2𝐸[𝐻] = 	
𝐻
2 +

𝜎0&5

2𝐻  (21) 

𝐸E𝐼𝑉𝑇𝑇%& F ≈
𝐿+
2𝑣/

+
𝑡- 𝑁𝑆
2  (22) 

𝐸E𝐼𝑉𝑇𝑇%&( F ≈
𝐿+
2𝑣/

+
𝐾%
2𝑣/

𝑀𝐷(𝑌) +
𝑡-(𝐾%
2  (23) 

TC: ≈ 𝛾"𝑉𝑂𝑇	𝐾%𝑠"&____ + 𝛾!𝑉𝑂𝑇	𝐾% c
𝐻
2 +

𝜎0&5

2𝐻d + 𝛾#𝑉𝑂𝑇	𝐾% c
𝐿+
2𝑣/

+
𝑡- 𝑁𝑆
2 d + 𝛾$𝐿+ (24) 

TC:( ≈ 𝛾!𝑉𝑂𝑇	𝐾% c
𝐻
2 +

𝜎0&5

2𝐻d + 𝛾#𝑉𝑂𝑇	𝐾% c
𝐿+
2𝑣/

+
𝐾%
2𝑣/

𝑀𝐷(𝑌) +
𝑡-(𝐾%
2 d

+ 𝛾$ e𝐿+ + 𝐾%𝑀𝐷(𝑌)f 
(25) 

TC ≈ 𝛾"𝑉𝑂𝑇	𝜆𝑠"&____ + 𝛾!𝑉𝑂𝑇	𝜆 c
𝐻
2 +

𝜎0&5

2𝐻d + 𝛾#𝑉𝑂𝑇	𝜆 c
𝐿+
2𝑣/

+
𝑡- 𝑁𝑆
2 d + 𝛾$ g

𝐿+
𝐻h (26) 

TC( ≈ 𝛾!𝑉𝑂𝑇	𝜆 c
𝐻
2 +

𝜎0&5

2𝐻d + 𝛾#𝑉𝑂𝑇	𝜆 c
𝐿+
2𝑣/

+
𝜆𝐻
2𝑣/

𝑀𝐷(𝑌) +
𝑡-(𝜆𝐻
2 d

+ 𝛾$ c
𝐿+
𝐻 + 𝜆	𝑀𝐷(𝑌)d 

(27) 

  
Zonal Express for Semi-on-demand Routes 

Eq. (23) and (27) suggest that high demand and y-directional distance increase the IVTT 
and generalized costs of semi-on-demand routes. An advantage of minibuses is to capitalize on the 
low capacities to divide the coverage area. Minibuses in the first zone skip other stops before 
heading downtown (Figure 5) similar to traditional zonal express.  

By the assumptions of symmetric demand spatial distribution, insignificant additional 
waiting time incurred by headway variance, and higher highway speed outside grids, Eq. (28) is 
the total hourly generalized costs of the whole service region. The waiting cost increases due to 
greater headway for each zone using the same total number of buses. The riding cost is smaller 
due to reduced y-directional detour and faster traveling on highway. The distance-based operator 
cost is lower by saving x-directional travel of some buses.  

Then by the partial derivative of TC)( (𝑛)  (Eq. (29)) and ignoring the uncertainty of 
headway, the number of zones to minimize the total cost is found in Eq. (30). The optimal 𝑛$ 
increases with smaller original headway, longer x-directional distance, higher speed of highway 
over local streets, and higher operator’s cost. 
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Figure 5 - Illustration of Zonal Division 

TC)( (𝑛) = 𝛾!𝑉𝑂𝑇	𝑛𝜆 c
𝐻
2 +

𝜎0&5

2𝐻d + 𝛾#𝑉𝑂𝑇	𝜆 i
𝐿+
2𝑛𝑣/

+
𝐿+(𝑛 − 1)
2𝑛𝑣0

+ 𝜆𝐻
𝑀𝐷(𝑌)
2𝑣/

+
𝑡-(𝜆𝐻
2 j

+ 𝛾$ c
𝐿+
2𝐻

𝑛 + 1
𝑛 + 𝜆	𝑀𝐷(𝑌)d 

(28) 

𝜕𝑇𝐶)((𝑛)
𝜕𝑛 ≈ 𝛾!𝑉𝑂𝑇

𝜆𝐻
2 − 𝛾#𝑉𝑂𝑇

𝜆
𝑛5 g

𝐿+
2𝑣/

−
𝐿+
2𝑣0

h − 𝛾$
𝐿+

2𝑛5𝐻 = 0 (29) 

𝑛$ = l
𝐿+
𝛾!𝐻

m𝛾# g
1
𝑣/
−
1
𝑣0
h +

𝛾$
𝜆𝐻	𝑉𝑂𝑇n (30) 

  
 
Replacement of Current Fixed Routes 

To facilitate implementation of the AMSoD service, this section focuses on identifying 
scenarios where it could reduce generalized costs over fixed routes, with AV and same number of 
minibuses in both cases. The study area is assumed to be currently served with an off-peak direct 
bus route downtown for comparison. The service time of interest would be off-peak with relatively 
sparse demand. Competitive service can be extended to peak hours with a higher frequency or 
zonal express. 

The key saving of AMSoD is access cost. However, while the x-directional travel distance 
and time are the same within grids, extra y-directional distance is incurred to reach request points. 
This leads to higher waiting, riding, and operator’s costs. The difference in expected waiting time 
is caused by the headway variance induced by extra journey time before reaching the stop (Eq. 
(21)). The main components of the variance in IVTT are the additional y-directional distance 
traveled and stopping time for previous pick-ups (Eq. (31)), where the former is evaluated by the 
second central moment and the latter is derived based on a Poisson process of the number of 
passengers on board before k, i.e. 𝑃𝑜𝑖𝑠𝑠𝑜𝑛(𝐾%𝑥&/𝐿+) . 

1st Zonal Express Route

2nd Zone Route

Terminal

Bus stop

Request stop

Lx

Ly

1st Zone 2nd Zone

Downtown
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𝜎0&,5 = 𝑉𝑎𝑟E𝐼𝑉𝑇𝑇%,( − 𝐼𝑉𝑇𝑇%&,( F ≈
1
𝐾%
Ar

𝑘
𝑣/
𝑀𝐷(𝑌) −

𝐾%
2𝑣/

𝑀𝐷(𝑌)s +
𝐾%(𝐿+/2)

𝐿+
𝑡-(
5

3!

&41

	

≈ c
𝑀𝐷(𝑌)
𝑣/

d
5 𝐾%5 + 6𝐾% + 2

12 +
𝐾%
2 𝑡-

(5	 

(31) 

  
The difference in generalized costs can be evaluated in terms of the number of passengers 

and distribution of demand in Eq. (32) and (33), with an assumption of similar stopping times. 
ΔTC: < 0 implies the saving in access cost is greater than other terms and the semi-on-demand 
route is beneficial. Between the trade-off of access and waiting, riding, and operator’s cost, Δ𝑇𝐶 
is subject to the riding cost (from the detour to request points) quadratic to the number of 
passengers. Besides, higher perpendicular dispersion of demand (𝑀𝐷(𝑌)) is a negative factor 
which increases all three costs. Furthermore, vehicle speed is a beneficial factor for the proposed 
service. Sparser areas with less busy traffic would favor its performance.  

Here we introduce two indicators. The Selection Indicator (SI) in Eq. (34) is the ratio of 
additional costs per unit of access cost saving. The condition for the proposed service to be 
favorable without detailed simulation is 𝑆𝐼% < 1 . Similarly, Eq. (35) shows a simplified 
advantageous upper bound of the demand density ignoring the randomness portion of waiting cost. 
This notation indicates that the product of hourly demand and headway determines the 
attractiveness of the AMSoD service. While the service might attract induced demand due to 
flexibility and advantages brought to passengers, the extra demand would not render the service 
less attractive as long as the frequency can be increased accordingly. This improvement of service 
quality is justifiable by the increase in ridership.  

 

ΔTC: ≈ 𝑉𝑂𝑇 r−𝛾"𝐾%𝑠"&____ + 𝛾!
𝐾%
2𝐻 rc

𝑀𝐷(𝑌)
𝑣/

d
5 𝐾%5 + 6𝐾% + 2

12 +
𝐾%
2 𝑡-

(5s +
𝛾#𝐾%5𝑀𝐷(𝑌)

2𝑣/
s

+ 𝛾$𝐾%𝑀𝐷(𝑌) 
(32) 

ΔTC ≈
𝑉𝑂𝑇
𝐻 r−𝛾"𝜆𝐻	𝑠"&____ + 𝛾!

𝜆
2rc

𝑀𝐷(𝑌)
𝑣/

d
5 (𝜆𝐻)5 + 6𝜆𝐻 + 2

12 +
𝜆𝐻
2 𝑡-(

5s

+
𝛾#(𝜆𝐻)5𝑀𝐷(𝑌)

2𝑣/
s + 𝛾$𝜆	𝑀𝐷(𝑌) 

(33) 

𝑆𝐼 =

𝛾#𝜆𝐻	𝑀𝐷(𝑌)
2𝑣/

+ 𝛾!
2𝐻 cg

𝑀𝐷(𝑌)
𝑣/

h
5 (𝜆𝐻)5 + 6𝜆𝐻 + 2

12 d + 𝛾!𝜆4 𝑡-(
5 + 𝛾$

𝑉𝑂𝑇𝑀𝐷(𝑌)

𝛾"𝑠"&____
 

 

(34) 

𝜆𝐻 <
2𝛾"𝑠"&____𝑣/
𝛾#𝑀𝐷(𝑌)

−
2𝛾$𝑣/
𝛾#𝑉𝑂𝑇

 (35) 
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Parallel Routes 
For existing fixed routes with wider access coverage (i.e., high 𝑀𝐷(𝑌)), the introduced 

single semi-on-demand route may not be favorable due to excessive y-directional detour. This can 
be solved by dividing it into two parallel semi-on-demand routes, each of which covers the demand 
points in a parallel stretch of area (Figure 6). 

 

 
Figure 6 - Illustration of Parallel Routes 

 
The generalized cost change between a fixed route and two parallel semi-on-demand routes 

shown in Eq. (36) is evaluated based on double headway for passengers and roughly half y-
directional MD. This increases the deterministic components of waiting cost and reduces its 
stochastic components, as well as riding and operator’s costs. Eq. (37) and (38) are updated SI and 
upper bound of demand, which is higher than the previous bound in Eq. (35) for high 𝑀𝐷(𝑌) 
cases. 

 

ΔTC* ≈
𝑉𝑂𝑇
𝐻 r−𝛾"𝜆𝐻𝑠"&____ + 𝛾!

𝜆𝐻5

2 + 𝛾!
𝜆
2 rc

𝑀𝐷(𝑌)
2𝑣/

d
5 (𝜆𝐻)5 + 6𝜆𝐻 + 2

12 +
𝜆𝐻
2 𝑡-(

5s

+ 𝛾#
(𝜆𝐻)5𝑀𝐷(𝑌)

4𝑣/
s + 𝛾$𝜆	𝑀𝐷(𝑌) 

(36) 

𝑆𝐼* =
𝛾! c

𝐻
2 +

1
2𝐻 cg

𝑀𝐷(𝑌)
2𝑣/

h
5 (𝜆𝐻)5 + 6𝜆𝐻 + 2

12 d + 𝜆4 𝑡-
(5d + 𝛾#

𝜆𝐻	𝑀𝐷(𝑌)
4𝑣/

+ 𝛾$
𝑀𝐷(𝑌)
𝑉𝑂𝑇

𝛾"𝑠"&____
 

 

(37) 

𝜆𝐻 <
2𝑣/

𝛾#𝑀𝐷(𝑌)
(2𝛾"𝑠"&____ − 𝛾!𝐻) −

4𝛾;𝑣/
𝛾#𝑉𝑂𝑇

 

 
(38) 

  
For zonal express, the saving in travel time relies on reduction in stopping time and speed 

advantage of highway over local streets. For cases in grids of local streets and on-demand stops, 
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2nd Parallel Route
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Request stop
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t
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the time saving is limited when compared to parallel routes or simply increasing frequency of the 
same route to meet the demand.  

Figure 7 summarizes the positioning of semi-fixed routes with extensions of parallel routes 
and zonal express to cover more scenarios. 
 

 
Figure 7 - Illustration of Service Positioning 

 
 

SIMULATION 
Monte Carlo simulation was implemented with Python 3.8.8 to validate the benefits of the 

AMSoD service over fixed routes and the selection indicators derived in mathematical 
formulation. Results of general cases for single semi-on-demand and parallel routes are first 
presented, followed by case study with bus routes in Chicago. 

Parameters values, summarized in Table 3, are taken with reference to previous studies (5, 
13, 27). The value of time is evaluated as 50% of hourly median household income in 2019 in the 
U.S. (28, 29). Existing bus stop spacing is set as 400m based on the practice of 2-5 stops per mile 
(30).  
 
Table 3 - Model Parameters  
Category Notation Description Model 1 Model 2 CTA #126 CTA #84 
Cost 𝛾" Penalty multiplier of 

access time 2 

𝛾! Penalty multiplier of 
waiting time  1.5 

𝛾# Penalty multiplier of 
riding time  1 

𝛾$ Unit cost of vehicle 
distance $1/km 

𝑉𝑂𝑇 Value of time $16.5/hour 
Distance 𝐿+ x-direction length of 

a grid 0.2km Various 

!"

MD(Y)

1 semi-on-
demand route

Parallel semi-
on-demand routes

Zonal express 
semi-on-demand routes

Traditional bus

DRT
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Category Notation Description Model 1 Model 2 CTA #126 CTA #84 
𝐿, y-direction length of 

a grid 0.1km Various 

𝐺𝐿+ x-direction suburb 
length 10km 10.9km 8km 

𝐺𝐿, y-direction max. 
coverage width 0.53km 2km Various 

Time 𝑡- Stopping time per 
stop of fixed-route 
bus service 

0.4min 0.33min 

𝑡-(  Stopping time per 
pick-up of AMSoD 
service 

0.4min 

Speed 𝑣! Average walking 
speed of travelers 4km/h 

𝑣/ Average speed of 
buses in suburb 
section (excluding 
stopping for boarding 
/ alighting) 

35km/h 30km/h 

Passenge
r 

𝜆3 Number of 
passengers per hour  60 80 50 

𝑠$ Maximum access 
time for passengers to 
take the bus 

8min 30min Various 

Bus 𝑑+- Fixed-route station 
spacing in x-direction 400m Various 

𝐻 Headway (departure 
for AMSoD) 15min 20min 

𝐶𝑎𝑝 Bus capacity 30 
𝑛* Number of parallel 

routes 1 2 1 

Model 𝐽 Number of trips run 
in the main model 10000 

𝐽- Number of trips run 
in each model of 
sensitivity analysis 

1000 

𝑇 Time duration in the 
simulation 3hours 

 
Demand is allocated to the coverage area of traditional bus stops. The spatial distribution 

of demand points is uniform from the existing bus stop in x- and y-directions (Eq. (39) and (40)), 
within the maximum access distance defined (Eq. (41)).  

𝑥%& ∼ 𝑈 g𝑥.-,.-" −
𝑑+
2 , 𝑥.-,.-" +

𝑑+
2 h (39) 
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𝑦%& ∼ 𝑈G−𝐺𝐿, , 𝐺𝐿,I (40) 

?𝑥.-,.-" − 𝑥%,&? + ?𝑦%,&? ≤ 𝐺𝐿, (41) 

  
Minibuses run on rules by previous assumptions. From a request point, a bus travels to the 

next intersection and turns by y-direction and then x-direction to the next request point. For two 
request points in the same x-grid, it travels in a loop if necessary to pick up both passengers.  

In the implementation, all requests are sorted by x-coordinates, then checked one by one 
to confirm they are ready for pick up in front of the bus. The minibus then moves forward to the 
request point and looks for the next passenger through the same process. A bus capacity is set such 
that unserved passengers are picked up on the next trip. Passengers departing in the second hour 
are counted for cost calculation, as initial demands may experience unreasonable waiting time and 
demand may be unsatisfied by the last trips.  

Detailed cost components with median and 95% confidence intervals (in brackets) are 
tabulated in Table 4. Figure 8 shows examples of bus trips where 𝐾 represents the number of 
passengers served, 𝑇 the journey period (in hours), 𝑡 the suburb IVTT (in hours), green dots the 
traditional bus stops, and blue dots the request points.  
 

 
Figure 8 - Examples of Bus Trips 
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Table 4 - Medians and Confidence Intervals of Model Results 
Parameter Model 1 Model 2 CTA Bus #126 CTA Bus #84 

Fixed 
Route 

AMSoD 
Route 

Fixed 
Route 

2 Parallel 
AMSoD 
Routes 

Fixed 
Route 

AMSoD 
Route 

Fixed 
Route 

AMSoD 
Route 

Average waiting 
time, 𝑠!&_____ (min) 

7.5 (6.4 – 
8.6) 

8.4 (6.6 – 
11.2) 

7.5 (6.4 – 
8.6) 

15.9 (12.6 – 
20.6) 

7.5 (6.6 – 
8.5) 

8.6 (6.9 – 
11.4) 

10.0 (8.4 –
11.6) 

11.2 (8.6 – 
15.4) 

Average IVTT 
(min) 

13.9 (12.2 
– 15.6) 

16.1 (13.5 
– 19.4) 

13.9 (12.1 – 
15.6) 

21.7 (17.8 – 
26.8) 

22.1 (20.0 
– 24.2) 

19.2 (16.8 – 
21.8) 

10.5 (8.9 – 
12.0) 

17.0 (13.3 
– 21.5) 

Access cost, 𝐶" 
($) 

158 (121 – 
196) 0 592 (458 – 

738) 0 214 (171 – 
260) 0 233 (176 – 

296) 0 

Waiting cost, 𝐶! 
($) 

186 (141 – 
235) 

208 (146 – 
302) 

185 (140 – 
232) 

392 (275 – 
561) 

248 (196 – 
304) 

283 (205 – 
409) 

211 (155 – 
271) 

238 (162 – 
359) 

Riding cost, 𝐶# 
($) 

229 (175 – 
285) 

267 (187 – 
361) 

229 (176 – 
283) 

358 (253 – 
494) 

488 (391 – 
586) 

425 (321 – 
540) 

147 (109 – 
187) 

239 (157 – 
342) 

Operator’s cost, 
𝐶$ ($) 120 163 (127 – 

218) 120 216 (149 – 
310) 131 170 (139 – 

217) 72 85 (72 – 
112) 

Generalized cost, 
∑𝑇𝐶 ($) 693 (570 – 

820) 
642 (503 – 

824) 
1126 (914 – 

1350) 
970 (748 – 

1264) 

1082 
(905 – 
1260) 

882 (705 – 
1104) 

664 (527 – 
808) 

563 (409 – 
776) 

Generalized cost 
difference, 
Δ𝑇𝐶	($) 

-51 (-134 – 67) -154 (-312 – 43) -197 (-299 – -67) -99 (-193 – 38) 

Number of 
passengers 
included 

60 (48 – 72) 60 (48 – 73) 80 (66 – 95) 51 (40 – 63) 
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Model 1 - Single Semi-on-Demand Route  
Grid spacing is taken as 200m x 100m with a 10km length to reflect a typical suburb setting. 

The y-directional width coverage area, 𝐺𝐿, = 𝑣!𝑠$ = 4 × <
=;
= 0.53	𝑘𝑚 . By Eq. (34) and	

𝑀𝐷(𝑌) = 5
>
𝐺𝐿, = 0.36, 𝑆𝐼 = 0.80 < 1, indicating that the AMSoD service is beneficial. 

 
Modeling Results 

The average waiting time of AMSoD route is around 1 min longer than the fixed route and 
the average IVTT increases by around 2 min. This aligns with previous discussion that randomness 
due to y-directional detour and number of stops increases expected waiting time. By the tradeoff 
between saving in access cost, and extra waiting, riding, and operator’s costs, AMSoD route gives 
a lower generalized cost, which amounts to an average of $0.9 per passenger and is roughly skewed 
to the left compared to the normal distribution line in Figure 9. 

A significant portion of AMSoD service originated from the saving in access cost, which 
were evaluated based on assumed values of access time. If we conservatively consider the lower 
bound of plausible range recommended in (29), the saving would be reduced by 20% but the 
difference in generalized cost would still be negative, favoring the new service. It should also be 
noted that under such assumption, other values of time should be lower as well, further supporting 
the finding.  
 

 
Figure 9 - Histogram of Sum of Differences in Generalized Cost, ∑𝜟𝑻𝑪 

 
Sensitivity Analysis on Bus Capacity 

In Figure 10, there is a sharp decrease in difference in generalized cost when the bus 
capacity increases from 15 to 20, contributed by lower waiting time further from near-capacity. 
The IVTT also increases slightly for more detours when a bus can carry more passengers in rare 
cases (Figure 11). At capacities higher than 20, the generalized costs level off. The slight decrease 
in waiting time may not justify deploying buses of larger sizes.  
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Figure 10 - Difference in Generalized Costs at Different Capacities 

 

 
Figure 11 - Mean Waiting Time and IVTT at Different Capacities 

 
Sensitivity Analysis on Demand 

Different hourly demand flows are tested to explore the impact of demand on the AMSoD 
benefits. In Figure 12, the difference in generalized costs increases from 40 passengers/hour and 
reaches positive before 80 passengers/hour. From Figure 13, this is due to the increases in IVTT 
and waiting time for extra y-directional detours. The result is close to the results of Eq. (35), 𝜆& ≤
88, where the discrepancy can be explained by the ignored saving in IVTT from the reduced 
number of stops. 

This suggests lower demand favor AMSoD routes and echoes the development of 
pioneering autonomous shuttles and smaller size in DRT.  
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Figure 12 - Difference in Generalized Costs at Different Hourly Demand 

 

 
Figure 13 - Mean Waiting Time and IVTT at Different Hourly Demand 

 
Model 2 - Parallel Semi-on-Demand Routes 

To showcase the benefits for parallel routes, Model 2 utilized a similar case to model 1 
except that the coverage area is larger. The maximum access time is 30min with 𝑀𝐷(𝑌) = 1.33, 
posing inefficiencies to semi-on-demand routes shown by its 𝑆𝐼 = 0.97. This can be better served 
by two parallel semi-on-demand routes, each covering half of the service area, as shown by 𝑆𝐼* =
0.88 in Eq. (36). 
 
Model Results 

In Figure 14, the first bus trip picks up the passengers in the lower portion of the service 
area, while the second bus trip covers the upper portion. This brings a significant reduction in y-
directional travel. 
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Figure 14 - Examples of Bus Trips in Model 2 Results 

 
The average waiting time of semi-on-demand routes is more than double that of fixed 

routes due to split frequency, while IVTT also increases by nearly 8 min due to considerable 
detours for pick-ups. This however cut access cost and generalized costs (Figure 15). 

 

 
Figure 15 - Histogram of Sum of Differences in Generalized Cost, ∑𝜟𝑻𝑪 

 
Sensitivity Analysis on Bus Capacity 

The results are similar to Model 1, where generalized costs level off after adequate 
capacities (i.e. 20/bus) (Figure 16 - Figure 18). 
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Figure 16 - Difference in Generalized Costs at Different Capacities 

 

 
Figure 17 - Number of Passengers Served at Different Capacities 

 

 
Figure 18 - Mean Waiting Time and IVTT at Different Capacities 
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Sensitivity Analysis on Demand 
Figure 19 shows generalized costs difference is the lowest at around 60 passengers/hour 

and remain negative until 90 passengers/hour, which agrees with Eq. (38), 𝜆& ≤ 97. This is also 
brought by the increase in waiting time and IVTT at high demand (Figure 20). 
 

 
Figure 19 - Difference in Generalized Costs at Different Hourly Demand 

 

 
Figure 20 - Mean Waiting Time and IVTT at Different Hourly Demand 
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CTA Bus #126 
To demonstrate the advantages of AMSoD service in the real world, case studies on bus 

routes in Chicago are carried out with open data from Chicago Transit Authority (CTA) including 
bus boarding by stop and schedule (31). While the exact demand points are not available, uniform 
distribution within an access distance is assumed pro-rata along existing bus stops based on the 
average weekday bus stop boardings in October 2012.  

The main service of CTA Bus #126, which travels eastbound along West Jackson 
Boulevard towards the Loop, was chosen as an example. The parallel routes #20 and #7 and the 
Blue Line of “L” metro limit its catchment area to be 200m on both sides (Figure 21). Periods of 
9 a.m. – 2:30 p.m. and 5:30 p.m. – 10:30 p.m. are served with headway not smaller than 15 min, 
indicating a perceived passenger flow of around 80/hour (32).  

 

 
Figure 21 - Map of CTA Bus #126 (33–35) 

 
As shown in Figure 22, the road network in the catchment area is represented by grids, 

with blue dots for existing bus stops and eastward chainage in kilometers. The north-south 
displacement of the fixed route is negligible. By Eq. (34) and 𝑀𝐷(𝑌) = 0.2 e5

>
f = 0.133, 𝑆𝐼 =

0.75 < 1, implying improvement brought by AMSoD route. 
 

 
Figure 22 - Grid model for CTA Bus #126 

 
Modeling Result 

The average waiting time of AMSoD is around 1 min higher than that of the fixed route. 
In contrast, its average IVTT of AMSoD is around 3 min lower, because the bus stop density 
(5/km) is higher than the previous assumption (2.5/km), resulting in a larger scheduled dwell time 
saving. The difference in generalized cost is also skewed to the left (Figure 23), with a median of 
-197, equivalent to $2.5 benefit per passenger.  
 

The 
Loop
(CBD)

Route 20
Route 126

Route 7

The 
Loop
(CBD)
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Figure 23 - Histogram of Sum of Difference in Generalized Cost, ∑𝜟𝑻𝑪 

 
Sensitivity Analysis on Bus Capacity 

Figure 24 shows a similar trend to the previous model. Starting from an adequate capacity 
of 20 as shown in Figure 25, the benefits of increasing bus capacity to AMSoD service are 
manifested with reduced waiting time despite a slight increase in IVTT in Figure 26. 

 

 
Figure 24 - Difference in Generalized Costs at Different Capacities 
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Figure 25 - Number of Passengers Served at Different Capacities 

 

 
Figure 26 - Mean Waiting Time and IVTT at Different Capacities 

 
Sensitivity Analysis on Demand 

The difference in generalized costs shows a convex shape against passenger flow in Figure 
27. The relative advantage of AMSoD increases when the number of passengers increases from 
40 to 60, flattens till 80, and drops afterward. Figure 28 shows strictly increasing waiting time and 
IVTT. This agrees with the results in the previous section, where Eq. (35)  becomes 𝜆& ≤ 120, 
i.e., the semi-on-demand route is advantageous for hourly demand lower than 120. 
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Figure 27 - Difference in Generalized Costs at Different Hourly Demand 

 

 
Figure 28 - Mean Waiting Time and IVTT at Different Hourly Demand 

 
CTA Bus #84 

We now look into an existing bus route with lower demand, the main portion of CTA Bus 
#84 along West Peterson Avenue eastbound connecting suburb to Red Line Bryn Mawr station 
(Figure 21). A similar approach of data collection and analysis is adopted. Periods of 9 a.m. – 1 
p.m. and 5:55 p.m. – 9:30 p.m. are served with headway not smaller than 20min, indicating a 
perceived passenger flow of around 50/hour.  
 

 
Figure 29 - Map of CTA Bus #84 

Route 84

Route 155

CTA Red Line
Bryn Mawr

Station
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A similar grid model is constructed (Figure 22). By Eq. (34) and 𝑀𝐷(𝑌) = 0.8 e5
>
f =

0.53, 𝑆𝐼 = 0.91 < 1, indicating potential improvement. 
 

 
Figure 30 - Grid model for CTA Bus #84 

 
Modeling Result 

The average waiting time of semi-on-demand route is about 1min higher than that of the 
fixed route, similar to previous results despite the high y-directional dispersion for some parts of 
the route. This however causes a significant increase in average IVTT of 6.5min. The considerable 
saving in access cost balances all other costs, making AMSoD service favorable (Figure 31) with 
an equivalent $1.9 value for each passenger.  
 

 
Figure 31 - Histogram of Sum of Difference in Generalized Cost, ∑𝜟𝑻𝑪 

 
Sensitivity Analysis on Bus Capacity 

While this case involves lower demand, the results shown in Figure 32 and Figure 33 are 
similar to previous models that minibuses with capacities higher than the threshold (demand) 
reduce waiting time.  
 

CTA Red Line
Bryn Mawr

Station
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Figure 32 - Difference in Generalized Costs at Different Capacities 

 
 

 
Figure 33 - Mean Waiting Time and IVTT at Different Capacities 

 
 
Sensitivity Analysis on Demand 

Figure 34 shows that the demand of 50/hour in this case is close to optimum with similar 
generalized costs until 70/hour following the increase in IVTT in Figure 35. 𝜆& ≤ 65 from Eq. 
(35) shares a similar result. 
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Figure 34 - Difference in Generalized Costs at Different Hourly Demand 

 

 
Figure 35 - Mean Waiting Time and IVTT at Different Hourly Demand 

 
 
CONCLUSION 

This paper introduces the AMSoD service which combined the advantages of economy of 
scale in traditional buses and flexibility for passengers in DRT. Its costs in a grid system are 
derived with the options of zonal express. The benefits in directional routes from low-density areas 
(e.g., suburb-CBD) over fixed routes in terms of generalized costs are demonstrated by 
mathematical formulation with parallel routes to cover more scenarios, implying higher 
attractiveness to passengers. Conversion criteria are proposed to identify the combinations of 
relatively low demand density and dispersion (MD) in which the proposed service can reduce 
generalized costs and offer higher attractiveness to existing passengers. Rule-based simulation 
with case study in Chicago supports the findings. Sensitivity analysis on capacity and demand 
shows that minibuses in capacities of 15-30 provide the best cost tradeoff with waiting time 
minimized. This aligns with its positioning with DRT and traditional fixed routes.  

As for the second research question on how the AMSoD service can be expanded to cover 
more scenarios, zonal express takes advantage of higher hourly demand to separate the area into 
two or more routes. Expressions of the optimal number of zones are derived. Furthermore, parallel 
routes provide benefits in corridors with more widely distributed demand (i.e. larger MD) by 
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reducing the additional y-directional distance traveled. The selection indicators are expanded to 
cater for the case of two parallel routes. 

Although the developed model does not explicitly require autonomous functionality, we 
envision AV can support the service feasibility, addressing safety and reliability concerns to 
manage real-time requests and make immediate routing changes.  

Nevertheless, this study is bounded by limitations, most of which are conservative 
assumptions and favor the AMSoD service: 
1. Real-world demands are more likely concentrated, particularly along main streets, instead of 

distributed uniformly as assumed conservatively. The additional y-directional travel should be 
lower. Furthermore, concentrated demand in the x-direction is also beneficial by reducing such 
extra distance. 

2. Additional demand induced outside due to the reduced access distance would attract higher 
patronage. 

3. The actual waiting cost may be lower, because the AMSoD service provides a more certain 
arrival time by managing routing and passengers can wait at trip origins.  

4. Group travelers would significantly reduce request points and y-directional detours. 
5. Operators may have a set of preferable roads. 
6. The AMSoD trips can be further optimized real-time by shortest path and strategic headway. 
7. The potential change in IVTT and its variance may require more or fewer minibuses depending 

on its portion of the whole journey. 
8. The bus is limited not to travel backward more than one block for pick-up (Service Assumption 

A7), which provides a worse performance than arranging routes to balance marginal benefits 
(waiting time saved) and costs (extra IVTT on bus and extra waiting time of later passengers). 

9. A considerable portion of AMSoD benefits originates from saving in access costs, which are 
estimated from the value of access time. While a lower bound of such estimation still favors 
the proposed service, the perceived benefits may be reduced in extreme cases. 

Further research efforts on the deployment and acceptance of autonomous minibus will be 
beneficial. More sophisticated models can be developed to incorporate group travel, agent-based 
simulation, and higher-level optimization considering wider transit network portions to select 
multiple routes for upgrading. Besides, the optimal bus capacity depends largely on fixed and 
variable costs of autonomous buses, which needs further forecasting efforts. It is also interesting 
to look at the change in interaction led by cost transfer between travelers and operators. Ultimately, 
this paper focuses on grid networks, which are common in American suburbs. More research on 
evaluating the benefits brought by the AMSoD service in other network types can widen its 
applicability. 
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