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Abstract

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) systems can provide a fast and reliable service to passengers at low
investment costs compared to tram, metro and train systems. Therefore, they can be of great
value to attract more passengers to use public transport. This paper thus focuses on the BRT
investment problem: Which segments of a single bus line should be upgraded such that the
number of newly attracted passengers is maximized? Motivated by the construction of a new
BRT line around Copenhagen, we consider a setting in which multiple parties are responsible
for different segments of the line. As each party has a limited willingness to invest, we solve a
bi-objective problem to quantify the trade-off between the number of attracted passengers and
the investment budget. We model different problem variants: First, we consider two potential
passenger responses to upgrades on the line. Second, to prevent scattered upgrades along the
line, we consider different restrictions on the number of upgraded connected components on
the line. We propose an epsilon-constraint-based algorithm to enumerate the complete set of
non-dominated points and investigate the complexity of this problem. Moreover, we perform
extensive numerical experiments on artificial instances and a case study based on the BRT line
around Copenhagen. Our results show that we can generate the full Pareto front for real-life
instances and that the resulting trade-off between investment budget and attracted passengers
depends both on the origin-destination demand and on the passenger response to upgrades.
Moreover, we illustrate how the generated Pareto plots can assist decision makers in selecting
from a set of geographical route alternatives in our case study.
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1 Introduction

Increasing the modal share of public transportation is widely recognized as an important path towards
reducing greenhouse gas emissions, complementary to efforts to reduce the emissions of private cars [Messerli
et al., 2019]. Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lines can contribute to this goal, as they can offer an attractive service
to passengers at relatively low investment costs compared to rail-based alternatives [Deng and Nelson, 2011].
A BRT line generally uses dedicated lanes for a large share of its route and is therefore not sensitive to delays
as a result of traffic jams caused by private vehicles. Moreover, BRT lines often get priority at crossings.
Therefore, BRT lines are characterized by higher speed, higher frequency, and higher reliability of service in
comparison to traditional buses.

This paper concerns the planning of a single BRT line. Specifically, it poses the question of which segments
of the BRT line should be upgraded to a full BRT standard and which could remain as a traditional mixed-
traffic bus segment with the objective to maximize ridership given a limited willingness to invest. An upgrade
involves investments for the establishment of separate bus lanes as well as the upgrading of intersections and
traffic installations to allow for priority of the BRT line. Thus, the number and location of upgrades have a
direct impact on the quality of a passenger’s journey, and thereby on the expected ridership of the BRT line.
While there is a base amount of ridership independent of upgrades, we focus on the number of passengers
that can be attracted additionally because of the improvements. Considering the required investments in
new infrastructure and the corresponding use of urban space, careful planning is needed to choose the final
design of the line. This BRT investment problem can be seen as a substep of the network design phase in
the traditional public transport planning process described in Lusby et al. [2018].

Our work is specifically motivated by the development of a new BRT line in the urban area of Copen-
hagen (Greater Copenhagen), which will connect multiple municipalities surrounding the city of Copenhagen
[Movia, 2020]. Each of these municipalities is responsible for the investments required for the upgrading of
segments that are within its borders. As these investments need to come out of their general budget that
also covers other municipal expenses, municipalities have incentives not to upgrade all segments in their
municipality. Therefore, we aim to quantify the impact of investments in this paper through constructing
the Pareto front between the number of attracted passengers and the investment budget aggregated over all
municipalities. Moreover, a separate investment budget per municipality could lead to a bus line that often
blends in and out of mixed traffic, which may not make passengers experience the line as very different from
a traditional bus line. Therefore, the BRT investment problem also includes a constraint to limit the overall
number of upgraded connected BRT components.

In this paper, we formulate the BRT investment problem as a bi-objective mixed-integer linear program
for two potential passenger responses to upgrades on the line: a linear and a threshold relation. While an
upgraded segment leads to a proportional number of newly attracted passengers under the linear passenger
response, passengers are only attracted to the BRT line in the threshold passenger response if a minimum
level of improvement is realized along their journey. The latter can be interpreted as a mode choice being
made by a group of homogeneous passengers, where the passengers only switch to using the BRT line when it
becomes their fastest alternative. Considering these two different passenger responses leads to two different
versions of the BRT investment problem, allowing us to analyze the impact of the passenger response on the
trade-off between attracted passengers and investment budget.

The contributions of this paper are four-fold. First, we propose the bi-objective BRT investment prob-
lem with a BRT component constraint and multiple investing municipalities for two alternative passenger
responses to upgrades. Second, we propose an ϵ-constraint algorithm to solve the BRT investment problem,
which can find all non-dominated points. Third, in a theoretical analysis of this problem, we give tractable
and intractable cases of the BRT investment problem and identify both NP-hard and polynomially solvable
cases for the single-objective subproblems solved in our ϵ-constraint algorithm. Fourth, we perform an ex-
tensive computational study on artificial instances and realistic instances based on the Greater Copenhagen
BRT line.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: In Section 2, we discuss the related literature. In
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Section 3, we define the problem formally, introduce the two different passenger responses and give corre-
sponding bi-objective mixed-integer linear programming formulations. Section 4 introduces the ϵ-constraint-
based algorithm used to solve the problem, and we theoretically analyze its complexity and the complexity
of the single-objective problems solved within the algorithm. We present computational results for artifi-
cial instances in Section 5, where we analyze among others the impact of the passenger response, the BRT
component constraint, the demand pattern, and the budget split among the municipalities. In Section 6,
we describe the numerical results of our case study for the Greater Copenhagen BRT line. The paper is
concluded in Section 7.

2 Related Literature

The public transportation planning process is traditionally split-up into a number of sequential planning
steps, which range all the way from the strategic to the operational level [Lusby et al., 2018, Schiewe and
Schöbel, 2022]. The BRT investment problem is most closely related to the network design and line planning
steps in this process, in which the public transport network and the lines operated on this network are
determined. An overview on the network design problem, and the models and solution methods used to
solve it, is given by Laporte et al. [2000] and Laporte and Mesa [2019]. For an overview on the line planning
problem, which is generally solved after the stations and infrastructure have been fixed, we refer to Schöbel
[2012]. Moreover, we refer to Gattermann et al. [2017] for a discussion of the generation of line pools in line
planning.

While the focus in transit network design has traditionally been on designing a transit network from
scratch, recent work has increasingly focused on the improvement of existing public transport networks.
Specifically relevant for our work is the stream of literature focusing on adding dedicated bus lines within
an existing transport network [Yao et al., 2012, Khoo et al., 2014, Bayrak and Guler, 2018, Tsitsokas et al.,
2021]. These papers focus on the placement of bus lanes along segments or lines in the network such to
minimize the travel time of both bus and non-bus passengers. This requires the evaluation of the passenger
mode choice and the congestion caused by the placement of dedicated bus lanes. While the BRT investment
problem shares this core theme of upgrading bus segments, it focuses on a different objective: the trade-off
between investment budget and attracted passengers. Moreover, it focuses on the context of a single line
and considers the effect of a constraint on the connectedness of upgraded segments.

Another relevant addition to the network design problem is the consideration of multiple investing parties.
While it is typically assumed that all investment decisions are made by one central authority, Wang and
Zhang [2017] consider local authorities that can only make upgrade decisions for their own subgraphs, i.e.,
parts of the network. In a game-theoretic setting, they formulate the interaction of the local authorities
among others in a cooperative, competitive and chronological way. Here, the aim of the local authorities
is to minimize the travel time by increasing the capacity of edges under a budget constraint. In the BRT
investment problem, we take into account the effect of multiple municipalities through separate municipality
budgets and through investigating different budget splits. Our setting differs in considering a bi-objective
problem on a single line and through the addition of the BRT component constraint.

The underlying mathematical structure of the BRT investment problem also shows similarities to the more
general network improvement problem. This problem consists of choosing edges (and nodes) in a network
to be upgraded while minimizing costs or satisfying budget constraints [Krumke et al., 1998, Zhang et al.,
2004, Baldomero-Naranjo et al., 2022]. The problem has seen applications, e.g., in the area of road network
optimization, where restricted resources can be used to upgrade edges in order to minimize the travel time
between certain source-destination pairs [Lin and Mouratidis, 2015] or where roads can be upgraded to
all-weather roads to improve the accessibility of health services [Murawski and Church, 2009]. The BRT
investment problem differs from the network improvement problem through being bi-objective and through
the consideration of the BRT component constraint. Moreover, one of our passenger responses depends in a
non-linear way on the realized improvements.
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Summarizing, the BRT investment problem introduced here contributes to the literature by focusing on
the simultaneous consideration of the number of newly attracted passengers and the investment budget,
separate municipality budgets and a BRT component constraint within the context of upgrading one bus
line. Note that a special case of the BRT investment problem has been introduced in the ATMOS conference
paper by Hoogervorst et al. [2022], which looked at the single-objective problem of choosing segments to
upgrade under a budget limit per investing municipality.

3 Problem and Model Formulation

In this section, we give a formal definition of the BRT investment problem, in which one objective reflects the
passenger response and the other the investment budget. We introduce two different passenger responses,
namely Linear and MinImprov, and show the difference between the investment budget and the invest-
ment costs. Finally, we provide a bi-objective mixed-integer linear programming formulation and prove its
correctness.

3.1 Problem Definition

The BRT investment problem models the selection of upgrades along a bus line. We denote the bus line by
a linear graph (V,E), where the nodes V represent the stations along the line and the edges E denote the
segments between the stations. Upgrading a segment results in a BRT segment where the vehicles of the
BRT line can operate independent from other transportation modes. We denote the costs of upgrading a
segment e ∈ E by ce ∈ N≥1, which encompasses all costs related to creating the infrastructure for the BRT
segment.

We consider a BRT line that crosses multiple municipalities, each of them being responsible for investments
in their respective parts of the line. We denote the set of municipalities by M and let Em ⊆ E denote the set
of segments within municipality m ∈M . We assume that the sets Em contain consecutive segments and are
pairwise disjoint, which can often be achieved by splitting the segments at the borders of the municipalities.
Furthermore, we suppose that each municipality is allocated a fixed budget share bm of the (total) investment
budget.

We additionally include a BRT component constraint that limits the number of disjoint sequences of
upgraded segments. We denote the maximum number of disjoint sequences by Z ∈ N≥1. As a result of the
different municipalities, each having its own budget limit, the upgraded segments might become spread-out
over the BRT line without such a constraint. Passengers may experience such a line that constantly mixes in
and out of blended traffic as not much different from a general bus line. Moreover, such mixing into blended
traffic might create delays, reducing the reliability of the BRT line and thus making connected upgrades
more desirable. In addition, it might be easier from an organizational perspective to realize upgrades along
several consecutive segments than on many (short) scattered segments.

The number of additional passengers that are attracted to the BRT line depends on the chosen segment
upgrades. We refer to this as the passenger response to upgrades and let p(F ) denote the number of passengers
that are newly attracted when the segments in F ⊆ E are upgraded. We evaluate two possible passenger
responses: a Linear passenger response in which the number of attracted passengers scales relatively to the
improvement achieved on the passengers’ journeys and a MinImprov passenger response where passengers
are attracted after a certain minimum improvement is realized along their journey. These passenger responses
are defined in Section 3.2.

We are now able to define the BRT investment problem formally:

Definition 1 (The BRT investment problem). Given are

Infrastructure:
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• a linear graph (V,E), where V = {1, . . . , n} for n ∈ N≥1 denotes the set of stations and E =
{
ei =

{i, i + 1} : i ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1}
}

the set of segments between the stations,

• upgrade costs ce ∈ N≥1 for all e ∈ E,

• an upper bound Z ∈ N≥1 on the number of BRT components,

Municipalities:

• a set of municipalities M ,

• a set of consecutive segments Em ⊆ E for all m ∈ M such that
⋃

m∈M Em = E and the sets Em are
pairwise disjoint,

• a budget share bm ∈ R>0 for all m ∈M such that
∑

m∈M bm = 1,

Passenger Response:

• a function p : 2E → R≥0 that determines the number of newly attracted passengers, i.e., there are
p(F ) newly attracted passengers when upgrading the segments in F ⊆ E.

The aim is to determine combinations (F, v) of upgraded segments F and an investment budget v that

max p(F ) (maximize the number of newly attracted passengers)

min v (minimize the investment budget)

and satisfy the following constraints:

• The budget constraints ∑
e∈F∩Em

ce ≤ bmv for all m ∈M

restrict the investment of each municipality.

• The BRT component constraint restricts the subgraph G[F ] induced by the segment set F , i.e., the
subgraph of G containing all edges in F and their incident nodes, to have at most Z connected
components.

In order to simplify notation, we call the connected components of G[F ] the BRT components of F . Hence,
the BRT component constraint limits the number of BRT components of F to at most Z.

In the remainder of the paper, we are interested in finding the efficient solutions (F, v) that constitute the
Pareto front with respect to the number of newly attracted passengers and the investment budget:

Definition 2 (Efficient solution, non-dominated point and Pareto front). Let an instance of the BRT
investment problem be given. A feasible solution F ⊆ E, v ∈ R≥0 is called efficient and its objective value
(p(F ), v) is called non-dominated if there does not exist another feasible solution F ′ ⊆ E, v′ ∈ R≥0 with
objective value (p(F ′), v′) such that p(F ′) ≥ p(F ), v′ ≤ v and at least one inequality holding strictly. The
set of all non-dominated points is also called the Pareto front.

3.2 Objective Functions Reflecting the Passenger Response

It remains to define the passenger response functions. We model the passenger demand along the line by a
set of origin-destination (OD) pairs D ⊆ {(i, j) : i, j ∈ V, i ̸= j} that start and end at the stations of the line.
As we consider a single line, each OD pair d ∈ D corresponds to a unique travel path Wd ⊆ E along the line.
We assume that the number of potential passengers ad ∈ N≥1, who would like to travel along each OD pair
d ∈ D in case the full set of segments is upgraded, is known. Such an estimate could follow, e.g., from a traffic
study in which all segments are assumed to be upgraded. Moreover, we let the improvement for passengers
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Figure 1: Illustration of the passenger responses Linear and MinImprov.

by upgrading a segment e ∈ E be given by ue ∈ R≥0. This improvement encompasses the reduction in travel
time due to upgrading the segment but it could, e.g., also represent the improved reliability as a result of
the new BRT segment.

The passenger responses Linear and MinImprov determine the number of newly attracted passengers
for each OD pair d ∈ D based on the passenger potential ad and the improvement realized along the path
Wd. These two passenger responses are illustrated in Figure 1. The Linear passenger response leads to a
number of attracted passengers that is proportional to the improvement realized, i.e., realizing x% of the
potential improvement leads to x% of the potential passengers being attracted. The MinImprov passenger
response instead relies on a threshold Ld ∈ R≥0, which represents the point at which passengers switch over
to the BRT line. An improvement below this threshold leads to no passengers being attracted, while all
potential passengers are attracted if the realized improvement exceeds the threshold.

We now formally define the Linear and MinImprov passenger response:

Definition 3 (Objective functions). Given are

• a set of OD pairs D ⊆ {(i, j) : i, j ∈ V, i ̸= j} with unique paths Wd ⊆ E from i to j along the line for
all d = (i, j) ∈ D,

• a number of potential passengers ad ∈ N≥1 for all d ∈ D,

• infrastructure improvements ue ∈ R>0 for all e ∈ E,

and additionally for the MinImprov passenger response:

• an improvement threshold level Ld for each d ∈ D with Ld ≤
∑

e∈Wd
ue.

Let F ⊆ E be the set of upgraded segments, and let an OD pair d ∈ D be given.
In Linear, the number of newly attracted passengers of OD pair d ∈ D is determined by

pd(F ) :=

∑
e∈F∩Wd

ue∑
e′∈Wd

ue′
· ad.

In MinImprov, the number of newly attracted passengers of OD pair d ∈ D is determined by

pd(F ) :=

{
ad if Ld ≤

∑
e∈F∩Wd

ue,

0 otherwise.

6



(5;4) (12;11) (4;4) (6;5) (ce;ue)

ad Ld

d3 200 18
d2 200 15
d1 100 3

Figure 2: Example instance for the BRT investment problem.

Table 1: Infrastructure improvements and number of attracted passengers per OD pair for the
example instance in Example 4.

pd(F )

OD pair
∑

e∈Wd

ue
∑

e∈F∩Wd

ue Ld ad Linear MinImprov

d1 4 4 3 100 100 100
d2 20 15 15 200 150 200
d3 24 15 18 200 125 0

Hence, the total number of newly attracted passengers dependent on the set of upgraded segments is given
by p : 2E → R≥0, F 7→∑

d∈D pd(F ).

An example of both passenger responses as well as the notation introduced in Definition 1 and Definition 3
is given in Example 4.

Example 4. Consider the example instance given in Figure 2. The graph (V,E) with five nodes is given
at the bottom with costs ce and infrastructure improvements ue below the edges. The red, dashed segments
belong to municipality m1 while the blue, solid segments belong to municipality m2. The bold edges form
the set F of segments to be upgraded. Three OD pairs are given above, where the line width corresponds
to the number of potential passengers ad.

In this example, municipality m1 invests 12 and municipality m2 invests 4. Because both upgraded
segments in F are next to each other, F has only one BRT component, i.e., F satisfies the BRT component
constraint for any Z ≥ 1. Table 1 shows the infrastructure improvements for each OD pair as well as the
number of newly attracted passengers pd(F ) for Linear and MinImprov.

3.3 Evaluating the Investment

An efficient solution (F, v) and its objective value (p(F ), v) to the BRT investment problem represent the set
of upgraded segments, the number of newly attracted passengers and the investment budget. For a given set
of upgraded segments F , the investment budget v is the minimum budget such that all budget constraints
are satisfied, i.e.,

v = min

{
v′ ∈ R :

∑
e∈F∩Em

ce ≤ bmv′ for all m ∈M

}
.

For practical applications, however, the investment costs c(F ) given as

c(F ) :=
∑
e∈F

ce,
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which state the actual costs incurred by upgrading the segments in F , are another important figure. Be-
cause of the budget split among the municipalities based on the budget shares, for a fixed set of upgraded
segments F , the investment costs c(F ) can be less than the available investment budget v.

By solving the BRT investment problem, we obtain the Pareto front with respect to the investment
budget. It is not immediately clear if this Pareto front overlaps with the one where the investment costs
c(F ) constitute the second objective function. We show that both Pareto fronts coincide when there is only
a single municipality, i.e., |M | = 1, see Lemma 5. However, this is generally not the case when there are
multiple municipalities, which we illustrate with a counterexample in Example 6.

Lemma 5. If |M | = 1, then the BRT investment problem and the problem

max p(F )

min c(F )

s.t. there are at most Z BRT components,

(1)

where we minimize the investment costs instead of the investment budget, are equivalent in the sense that
for every efficient solution of one problem there is an efficient solution of the other problem with the same
objective value. In particular, in this case, the sets of non-dominated points coincide.

Proof. Let (F, v) be an efficient solution to the BRT investment problem with its corresponding non-
dominated point (p(F ), v). Because |M | = 1, the budget constraint reduces to c(F ) ≤ v. Because (F, v)
is efficient, the constraint needs to hold with equality, i.e., c(F ) = v. We show that F is efficient and
(p(F ), v) = (p(F ), c(F )) is a non-dominated point of (1). Assume that it is not efficient. Then there is some
F ′ such that p(F ′) ≥ p(F ) and c(F ′) ≤ c(F ) and at least one inequality holding strictly. In both cases, we
have a contradiction to (F, v) being efficient because the solution (F ′, c(F ′)) would dominate (F, v).

Now let F be an efficient solution to (1) with its corresponding non-dominated point (p(F ), c(F )). We
set v := c(F ). Assume that (F, v) is not an efficient solution to the BRT investment problem. Then
there is some (F ′, v′) such that p(F ′) ≥ p(F ) and v′ ≤ v and at least one inequality holding strictly.
Again, we have a contradiction to F being efficient because the solution F ′ would dominate F because
c(F ′) ≤ v′ ≤ v = c(F ).

Example 6. Consider the instance given in Figure 3 with municipalities M = {m1,m2} and corresponding
segments Em1

= {e1} (red, dashed) and Em2
= {e2} (blue, solid). Moreover, consider a budget split in

which municipality m1 gets two-third and municipality m2 one-third of the investment budget, i.e., bm1
= 2

3
and bm2

= 1
3 , and in which there can be arbitrarily many BRT components, i.e., Z =∞.

For the BRT investment problem, the set of non-dominated points is {(3, 3), (0, 0)} for the Linear as
well as for the MinImprov passenger response due to the budget constraints. When considering problem
(1) (without the BRT component constraint), it can be found that the non-dominated points are given by
{(3, 3), (2, 2), (1, 1), (0, 0)} for the Linear passenger response and by {(3, 2), (2, 1), (0, 0)} for the MinImprov
passenger response. Comparing the sets of non-dominated points where the second objective is once the
investment budget and once the investment costs, we see that they do not coincide, neither for the Linear
nor for the MinImprov passenger response. One does not even need to be contained in the other.

The idea of the BRT investment problem using the investment budget v as an objective function is that
the municipality budgets are relative to each other, for example, depending on sociocultural, economical or
political factors. In the numerical experiments in Section 5 and in the case study in Section 6, we compute
the efficient solutions and the Pareto fronts with respect to the investment budget v. Because of the practical
relevance, we evaluate the results, however, also with respect to the investment costs c(F ).
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(2;1) (1;1) (ce;ue)

ad Ld

d2 2 1
d1 1 1

Figure 3: Instance for Example 6 with municipality m1 containing segment e1 (red, dashed) and
municipality m2 containing segment e2 (blue, solid).

3.4 Problem Variants

In this paper, we consider several problem variants. We use a scheduling-like notation, where each variant
of the BRT investment problem is classified as BRT(λ1/λ2/λ3) as follows:

λ1: The function chosen to represent the passenger response.

λ2: The upper bound on the number of BRT components of the BRT line.

λ3: The number of municipalities that are present.

An overview of the possible values that λ1, λ2, λ3 can take is given in Table 2. In our solution method, we
also encounter the single-objective version of the problem in which we maximize the passenger response p(F )
given a fixed budget v. These single-objective variants are classified with an asterix, i.e., as BRT*(λ1/λ2/λ3).

Table 2: Overview of the allowed values in the classification of the problem variants.

Parameter Value Explanation

λ1

Linear
MinImprov
⋆

Linear passenger response
MinImprov passenger response
any of the passenger responses

λ2

Z ≥ 1
Z = k
Z =∞

any limit on the number of BRT components
fixed upper bound k on the number of BRT components
no limit on the number of BRT components

λ3
|M | ≥ 1
|M | = k

any number of municipalities
fixed number k of municipalities

3.5 Mixed-Integer Linear Programming Formulations

We now provide a bi-objective mixed-integer linear programming formulation of the BRT investment problem.
This formulation uses the following variables:

• a binary variable xe ∈ {0, 1} for all e ∈ E that denotes whether segment e is upgraded,

• an auxiliary binary variable zi ∈ {0, 1} for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n − 2}, which has value 1 if exactly one of
the segments ei and ei+1 is upgraded,

• an auxiliary binary variable yd ∈ {0, 1} for all d ∈ D which satisfies in each optimal solution that
yd = 1 if and only if Ld ≤

∑
e∈F∩Wd

ue for the set F ⊆ E of upgraded segments, and

• a continuous variable v ∈ R≥0 denoting the investment budget.

9



We obtain the following IP formulation, which differs with respect to the passenger response:

passenger response

λ1 = Linear λ1 = MinImprov

max
∑
e∈E

ũexe

min v

with ũe := ue ·
∑
d∈D:
e∈Wd

ad∑
e′∈Wd

ue′

max
∑
d∈D

adyd

min v

s.t. Ldyd ≤
∑
e∈Wd

uexe for all d ∈ D

budget constraints

∑
e∈Em

cexe ≤ bmv for all m ∈M

BRT component constraint

xei − xei+1
≤ zi for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n− 2} (2a)

xei+1
− xei ≤ zi for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n− 2} (2b)

xe1 +

n−2∑
i=1

zi + xen−1 ≤ 2Z (2c)

variable domains

xe ∈ {0, 1} for all e ∈ E

zi ∈ {0, 1} for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n− 2}
yd ∈ {0, 1} for all d ∈ D

v ∈ R≥0.

In these bi-objective formulations of the BRT investment problem, the objectives are to maximize the
number of attracted passengers and to minimize the investment budget. The number of attracted passengers
is determined either according to the Linear or MinImprov passenger response. Note that the objective
regarding the number of attracted passengers for λ1 = Linear is reformulated as

∑
d∈D

(
ad ·

∑
e∈Wd

uexe∑
e′∈Wd

ue′

)
=
∑
e∈E

∑
d∈D:
e∈Wd

ad ·
ue∑

e′∈Wd
ue′

xe =
∑
e∈E

ũexe.

For λ1 = MinImprov a constraint is added to ensure that the variable yd only takes value 1 in case the
minimum improvement Ld is realized for an OD pair d ∈ D. The remaining constraints are the same for
both passenger responses. The budget constraints determine the available budget for each municipality
based on the budget shares bm. Moreover, the BRT component constraint (2) ensures that the number of
BRT components is no larger than Z.
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The BRT component constraints are based on the observation that it suffices to count the number of times
where an upgraded segment is succeeded by a segment that is not upgraded and vice versa. We present the
idea and its correctness formally in the following lemma:

Lemma 7. Let an instance of the BRT investment problem be given and F ⊆ E. We reflect F by setting

xe :=

{
1 if e ∈ F,

0 if e ∈ E \ F.
Then F has at most Z BRT components if and only if there is a vector z ∈ {0, 1}n−2 such that the BRT
component constraints (2) are satisfied.

z0 z1
. . .

zn−2 zn−1e0, dummy

not upgr.

e1 en−1 en, dummy

not upgr.

Figure 4: Visualization of the BRT component constraints (2) for Lemma 7.

Proof. Let F ⊆ E be given with K BRT components, i.e., G[F ] has K connected components, denoted by
F1, . . . , FK . We modify the linear graph by adding dummy edges e0 and en that are not upgradable, i.e.,
fixed xe0 = xen = 0, at the front and end as depicted in Figure 4, and we add the binary variables z0 ∈ {0, 1}
and zn−1 ∈ {0, 1}. Based on that, we define z̄ ∈ {0, 1}n by z̄i := |xei − xei+1

| for all i ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}. By
definition, z̄ is feasible for constraints (2a) and (2b), and it has exactly 2K entries with value 1, namely one
for each start and end of a BRT component Fi, i ∈ {1, . . . ,K}. Furthermore, because xe0 = xen = 0, we
have z̄0 = xe1 and z̄n−1 = xen−1

.
For the first direction, let F have at most Z BRT components, i.e., K ≤ Z. Then

xe1 +

n−2∑
i=1

z̄i + xen−1
=

n−1∑
i=0

z̄i = 2K ≤ 2Z.

Hence, the constraints (2) are satisfied for the vector (z̄1, . . . , z̄n−2) ∈ {0, 1}n−2.
For the second direction, we suppose that there is some z∗ ∈ {0, 1}n−2 such that constraints (2) hold.

Due to the constraints (2a) and (2b), for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n− 2}, we have that |xei −xei+1 | = 1 implies z∗i = 1.
Hence, z̄i ≤ z∗i for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n− 2}. Then K ≤ Z because

2K =

n−1∑
i=0

z̄i ≤ xe1 +

n−2∑
i=1

z∗i + xen−1
≤ 2Z.

4 Solution Method and Theoretical Analysis

In this section, we present an algorithm based on the ϵ-constraint method to solve the BRT investment
problem and analyze it theoretically. In particular, we analyze the complexity of the bi-objective problem,
the size of its Pareto front, the impact of the BRT component constraint and the complexity of the single-
objective problems solved within the ϵ-constraint method.

4.1 Solution Method and Tractability

Solving the BRT investment problem requires computing the set of non-dominated points of an instance
of BRT(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1). To do so, we employ the well-known ϵ-constraint method for bi-objective
programming [Haimes et al., 1971], in which a series of single-objective problems is solved by placing a
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bound on one of the objectives. By varying the bound ϵ over the iterations, different solutions on the Pareto
front are found.

Our algorithm for solving the BRT investment problem, which is an adaption of the algorithm presented
by Bérubé et al. [2009], is given in Algorithm 1. In this algorithm, we place an upper bound on the investment
budget objective, meaning that we solve single-objective problems BRT*(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1) that contain
the additional constraint v ≤ B for varying values of B. We start by finding the budget B at which all
segments can be upgraded, meaning that all passengers will be attracted. In every iteration of the algorithm,
we then reduce B in such a way that no non-dominated points are missed. This is repeated as long as the
budget B is non-negative.

While it is common to change ϵ with a fixed step size in the ϵ-constraint method, such a strategy may
not find all non-dominated points. Instead, we use the integrality of the upgrade costs to identify a step size
in each iteration that does not cut-off any non-dominated point. To do so, we first identify the minimum
budget at which the current solution remains feasible and the municipalities for which this minimum budget
is tight. Due to the integrality of the upgrade costs, we know that the individual budget for each such tight
municipality can be reduced by 1 without cutting off any non-dominated point. Similarly, we can reduce
the budget to the next integer level for each non-tight municipality without cutting off any non-dominated
point. We then choose the step size as the minimum value that leads to a budget satisfying these conditions
for each municipality.

We formally prove that our algorithm is able to find the complete set of non-dominated points in Lemma 8.

Lemma 8. Algorithm 1 computes the set of all non-dominated points for BRT(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1).

Proof. Algorithm 1 is an adaption of the algorithm presented by Bérubé et al. [2009]. We start with
p∗ =

∑
d∈D ad, which is the upper limit on the number of attracted passengers that can be realized by all

municipalities m ∈M upgrading all segments, i.e., investing
∑

e∈Em
ce. This investment is possible for each

municipality if the budget is set to B = max
m∈M

{
1
bm
· ∑
e∈Em

ce

}
. The idea of the algorithm is to iteratively

compute all non-dominated points by solving BRT*(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1) for a budget B and then reducing
B by δ. Therefore, we have to make sure that δ is small enough to not cut off a non-dominated point
(see Step 1) but not arbitrarily small such that the algorithm terminates after a finite number of steps (see
Step 2). Checking whether a lower budget yields the same number of attracted passengers eliminates weakly
dominated solutions.

Step 1: No non-dominated point is cut off. First note that v̄ as computed in line 10 is actually the
smallest value such that F remains feasible. We need to ensure that the step width δ as computed in line 12
does not cut off solutions with v′ < v̄. We do so through showing that if a set of upgrades F ′ ⊆ E is feasible
for a budget v′ < v̄, it is also feasible for the budget v̄ − δ. So let F ′ ⊆ E be feasible with a corresponding
minimum investment budget v′ < v̄ and let m ∈M be arbitrary. It holds that∑

e∈F ′∩Em

ce ≤ bm · v′ < bm · v̄.

Because ce ∈ N≥1 for all e ∈ E, we obtain∑
e∈F ′∩Em

ce ≤ ⌊bm · v′⌋ ≤ ⌈bm · v̄ − 1⌉.

Now let δ be chosen as in line 12 and update B := v̄ − δ. This means the right-hand side of the budget
constraint of municipality m in the next iteration is

bm · (v̄ − δ) ≥

bm ·
(
v̄ − 1

bm

)
= bm · v̄ − 1 = ⌈bm · v̄ − 1⌉ if m ∈ M̄(v̄),

bm ·
(
v̄ − bm·v̄−⌈bm·v̄−1⌉

bm

)
= ⌈bm · v̄ − 1⌉ if m ∈M \ M̄(v̄),
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Algorithm 1 Computing the non-dominated points for BRT(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1)

1: Input: instance I of BRT(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1).
2: Output: set Γ of all non-dominated points.
3: As start values set
4: Γ← ∅,
5: B ← max

m∈M

{
1
bm
· ∑
e∈Em

ce

}
,

6: v∗ ← max
m∈M

{
1
bm
· ∑
e∈Em

ce

}
,

7: p∗ ←∑
d∈D ad.

8: while B ≥ 0 do
9: Compute BRT*(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1) for instance I with budget B. Let F be an optimal

solution and p̄ be the optimal objective value.
10: Compute the minimum budget v̄ such that F remains feasible as

v̄ ← max
m∈M

{
1

bm
·
∑

e∈F∩Em

ce

}
.

11: Determine the set of municipalities M̄(v̄) for which the budget v̄ is tight as

M̄(v̄)←
{
m ∈M :

∑
e∈F∩Em

ce = bm · v̄
}
.

12: Compute step width δ as

δ ← min

{
min

m∈M̄(v̄)

{
1

bm

}
, min
m∈M\M̄(v̄)

{
bm · v̄ − ⌈bm · v̄ − 1⌉

bm

}}
.

13: if p̄ < p∗ then
14: Update Γ← Γ ∪ {(p∗, v∗)}.
15: Update p∗ ← p̄.
16: end if
17: Update v∗ ← v̄.
18: Update B ← v̄ − δ.
19: end while
20: Update Γ← Γ ∪ {(p∗, v∗)}.
21: return Γ
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by choice of δ. Hence, the solution F ′ with investment budget v′ < v̄ is not cut off. Note that this argument
works for any solutions F ′, F with corresponding investment budgets v′ and v̄, respectively, with v′ < v̄.

Step 2: The algorithm terminates. To show that the algorithm terminates, we have to show that δ
cannot be arbitrarily small. Remember that δ is chosen as

δ = min

{
min

m∈M̄(v̄)

{
1

bm

}
, min
m∈M\M̄(v̄)

{
bm · v̄ − ⌈bm · v̄ − 1⌉

bm

}}
.

Thus, δ > 0 is guaranteed. We additionally show that there are only finitely many possible values that δ
can take. First note that there are only |M | possible values for 1

bm
independent of v̄. Thus, we only have to

consider possible values for bm·v̄−⌈bm·v̄−1⌉
bm

. By the computation of v̄ in line 10, we get that M̄(v̄) ̸= ∅ and that

there is an m ∈ M̄(v̄) such that v̄ ∈ {k · 1
bm

: k ∈ N≥0}. As v̄ is bounded from above by max
m∈M

{
1
bm
· ∑
e∈Em

ce

}
,

we get

v̄ ∈
⋃

m∈M

{
k · 1

bm
: k ∈ N≥0

}
∩
[

0, max
m∈M

{
1

bm
·
∑

e∈Em

ce

}]
.

Therefore, there are only finitely many values for v̄ in Algorithm 1 and by extension only finitely many values

for bm·v̄−⌈bm·v̄−1⌉
bm

and for δ.

Note that the algorithm simplifies for the special case in which there is a global decision maker, i.e., for
BRT(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | = 1). In this special case, lines 10 and 12 in algorithm 1 simplify to

v̄ ←
∑
e∈F

ce,

δ ← 1.

This means that the minimum investment budget for a given solution corresponds to the investment costs
to realize it and we can always choose the step size to be equal to 1 because of the integral costs ce ∈ N≥1.
This finding relates to Lemma 5, in which we found that the Pareto front with respect to the investment
costs coincides with the one for the investment budget.

To analyze the running time of Algorithm 1, we have to consider both the complexity of the single-objective
subproblem solved in line 9 and the number of non-dominated points. Theorem 9 shows that the Pareto
front is generally intractable, meaning that it may contain an exponential number of non-dominated points.
We give a bound on the number of non-dominated points in Lemma 10. Moreover, we show in Lemma 11
that the number of non-dominated points is polynomial for the special case where all segment upgrade costs
are equal.

Theorem 9. BRT(⋆/Z =∞/|M | ≥ 1) is intractable, even if |M | = 1 and Z =∞.

Proof. Consider an instance of BRT(⋆/Z =∞/|M | = 1) with a graph (V,E), |V | = n, D := {di := (i, i +
1): i ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}}, Ld = 1 for all d ∈ D and ue = 1 for all e ∈ E. Set the passenger potential to
adi

:= 2i−1 and the costs to cei := 2i−1 for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1}. As the paths of all OD pairs only contain
one segment, upgrading a segment ei ∈ E results in attracting adi = 2i−1 passengers both for Linear and
MinImprov.

Upgrading any set F ⊆ E of segments results in attracting
∑

i : ei∈F

2i−1 passengers with investment costs and

hence also investment budget of
∑

i : ei∈F

2i−1. As each number k ∈ {0, . . . , 2n−1 − 1} can be represented by a

binary representation k =
∑
i∈F ′

2i for some F ′ ⊆ {0, . . . , n−1}, there is a solution of BRT(⋆/Z =∞/|M | = 1)
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with objective value (k, k) for each k ∈ {0, . . . , 2n−1− 1}. Starting with the ideal point (2n−1− 1, 2n−1− 1),
we can easily see that all these points are non-dominated. Thus the set of non-dominated points has size
2n−1, which concludes the proof.

Lemma 10. The number of non-dominated points for BRT(⋆/Z =∞/|M | ≥ 1) is limited by

1 +
∑
m∈M

bm · max
m′∈M

 1

bm′
·
∑

e∈Em′

ce


 .

Proof. Algorithm 1 computes at most one non-dominated point per iteration, i.e., per v̄. From the proof of
Lemma 8, we know that

v̄ ∈
⋃

m∈M

{
k · 1

bm
: k ∈ N≥0

}
∩
[

0, max
m∈M

{
1

bm
·
∑

e∈Em

ce

}]
.

Hence, the number of non-dominated points is bounded from above by∣∣∣∣∣ ⋃
m∈M

{
k · 1

bm
: k ∈ N≥0

}
∩
[

0, max
m∈M

{
1

bm
·
∑

e∈Em

ce

}]∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 1 +

∑
m∈M

∣∣∣∣∣∣
k ∈ N≥1 : k ≤ bm · max

m′∈M

 1

bm′
·
∑

e∈Em′

ce



∣∣∣∣∣∣

= 1 +
∑
m∈M

bm · max
m′∈M

 1

bm′
·
∑

e∈Em′

ce


 .

Lemma 11. For BRT(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | = 1) with ce = c for all e ∈ E, there are at most n non-dominated
points.

Proof. As each solution F ⊆ E has investment costs
∑

e∈F ce = |F | · c, there are at most |E| + 1 = n
different values of investment costs for feasible solutions. As the sets of non-dominated points with respect
to the investment costs and with respect to the investment budget coincide by Lemma 5, there are at most
n non-dominated points.

Next, we identify two cases for Linear with only one municipality in which the Pareto front can be
computed in polynomial time, see Lemmas 12 and 13. The setting from Lemma 12 occurs for example if we
consider unit infrastructure improvements ue = 1 for all e ∈ E and a passenger potential that is distributed
evenly over all OD pairs, i.e., ad = ad′ for all d, d′ ∈ D. A cost pattern as in Lemma 13 occurs for example if
the costs are less expensive in the middle of the line but are increasingly expensive towards its ends. Recall
that p(F ) =

∑
e∈F ũe for all F ⊆ E with ũe := ue ·

∑
d∈D:
e∈Wd

ad∑
e′∈Wd

ue′
for all e ∈ E.

Lemma 12. Let an instance of BRT(Linear/Z = ∞/|M | = 1) with unit costs ce := 1 for all e ∈ E be
given. Let e(i), i ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1} denote a sorting of the segments such that ũe(1) ≥ . . . ≥ ũe(n−1)

.

1. If v ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1} and F = {e(i) : i ∈ {1, . . . , v}}, then (F, v) is an efficient solution.

2. If there is some ī ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1} such that ũej ≤ ũej′ for all j ≤ j′ ≤ ī and ũej ≥ ũej′ for all

ī ≤ j ≤ j′, then there is some efficient solution (F, v) for each non-dominated point (p(F ), v) such
that all segments in F are connected.
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3. The instance can be solved in polynomial time.

Proof. 1. First, (F, v) is feasible because
∑

e∈F ce = v, hence, the budget constraint is satisfied. Second,
suppose it is not efficient. Then it is dominated by some solution (F ′, v′). Assume v′ < v, then
|F ′| = c(F ′) ≤ v′ < v = c(F ) = |F | and hence

p(F ′) =
∑
e∈F ′

ũe <

v∑
i=1

ũe(i) =
∑
e∈F

ũe = p(F ).

Now assume p(F ′) > p(F ). In this case |F ′| > |F | because F contains the v segments with the highest
value ũe. This implies v′ ≥ c(F ′) > c(F ) = v. Therefore, there cannot be a solution that dominates
(F, v), and (F, v) is efficient.

2. Let (p(F ′), v) be a non-dominated point, i.e., v ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1} because the budget constraint is
satisfied with equality. By assumption, we can suppose that e(1) = eī. Because ũe increases mono-
tonically until eī and decreases monotonically afterwards, we can assume that e(2) ∈ {eī−1, eī+1}.
Iteratively, we get that if {e(1), . . . , e(k)} = {ej : j ∈ {l, . . . , l + k}} for some l ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}, then
e(k+1) ∈ {el−1, el+k+1}. Hence, (F, v) with F := {e(i) : i ∈ {1, . . . , v}} is an efficient solution because
of item 1 and thus p(F ) = p(F ′). Moreover, the set F is connected.

3. From Lemma 11, we know that there are at most n non-dominated points, one for each investment
budget value v ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}. The sorting of the segments with respect to the values ũe can be
done in O(n2). Because we can find the optimal set of upgraded segments F corresponding to a fixed
investment budget value v as shown in item 1, we can find all non-dominated points in polynomial
time by iterating over the investment budget values v ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}.

Lemma 13. Let an instance of BRT(Linear/Z = ∞/|M | = 1) with ũe := 1 for all e ∈ E be given. Let
e(i), i ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1} denote a sorting of the segments such that ce(1) ≤ . . . ≤ ce(n−1)

.

1. Let k ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}. If v =
∑k

i=1 ce(i) and F = {e(i) : i ∈ {1, . . . , k}}, then (F, v) is an efficient
solution.

2. If there is some ī ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1} such that cej ≥ cej′ for all j ≤ j′ ≤ ī and cej ≤ cej′ for all

ī ≤ j ≤ j′, then there is some efficient solution (F, v) for each non-dominated point (p(F ), v) such
that all segments in F are connected.

3. The instance can be solved in polynomial time.

Proof. 1. First, (F, v) is feasible by construction. Second, suppose it is not efficient. Then it is dominated
by some solution (F ′, v′). Assume p(F ′) > p(F ). This implies |F ′| > |F | = k, and hence

v′ ≥ c(F ′) =
∑
e∈F ′

ce >

k∑
i=1

ce(i) = v.

Now assume v′ < v. In this case |F ′| < |F | because F contains the k segments with the lowest costs
ce and c(F ) = v. This implies p(F ′) < p(F ). Therefore, there cannot be a solution that dominates
(F, v), and (F, v) is efficient.

2. The proof is analogous to the proof for Lemma 12, item 2.

3. Because there are n different values for the number of newly attracted passengers, namely p(F ) =
|F | ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1} for all F ⊆ E, and ce > 0 for all e ∈ E, there are n non-dominated points, one
per number of segments in F . We can sort the segments according to their costs in O(n2). Using
the formula in item 1, we can find all non-dominated points in polynomial time by iterating over the
number of upgraded segments k ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}.
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4.2 Exploiting the Structure of the BRT Component Constraint

The BRT component constraint limits the number of upgraded connected components and, as a result, also
limits the number of feasible sets of upgraded segments F ⊆ E. This can have an impact on both the
number of non-dominated points and the computation time needed to solve the single-objective problems
in Algorithm 1. For that reason, we further analyze the complexity of the BRT investment problem in the
context of this component constraint.

First, we consider BRT(⋆/Z = k/|M | ≥ 1), where k is fixed and not part of the input, and show that
all non-dominated points can be found in polynomial time by an enumeration algorithm, see Theorem 14.
This means that the problem is “slice-wise polynomial” and, hence, in the complexity class XP [Downey and
Fellows, 2013, Cygan et al., 2015]. We remark that Theorem 14 does not imply that BRT(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1)
is in FPT, the set of fixed-parameter tractable problems.

Theorem 14. BRT(⋆/Z = k/|M | ≥ 1) can be solved in polynomial time for a fixed k ∈ N≥1.

Proof. Let k ∈ N≥1 be fixed. We consider an instance of BRT(⋆/Z = k/|M | ≥ 1). Each BRT component
is uniquely defined by a pair (s, t) ∈ V × V with s < t marking the first and last station of the BRT
component. A feasible set of upgraded segments F ⊆ E can have at most k BRT components determined
by (s1, t1), . . . , (sk, tk). There are at most n possible values for each si and ti for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}. Hence,
the number of sets satisfying the BRT component constraint is in O(n2k). For each such set F , we can
compute the (minimum) investment budget in O(|E|) and compute the number of attracted passengers in
O(|D| · |E|). Due to Definition 2, a solution (F, v) can only be efficient if v is the minimum investment
budget for which F is feasible. Therefore, the above procedure gives all potentially efficient solutions of
BRT(⋆/Z = k/|M | ≥ 1), implying that BRT(⋆/Z = k/|M | ≥ 1) can be solved in polynomial time for a
fixed k ∈ N≥1.

Note that the result from Theorem 14 is especially useful when finding the set of non-dominated points
for instances with a low value k.

We also consider the case with many BRT components. Here, Lemma 15 shows that the BRT component

constraint becomes redundant for values of Z ≥
⌈
|E|
2

⌉
. This lemma thus motivates to consider the case with

an arbitrary number of BRT components in more detail. Furthermore, Lemma 16 shows how we can use
BRT*(Linear/Z = ∞/|M | ≥ 1) to obtain bounds on the optimal objective value for the single-objective
problem BRT*(Linear/Z = k/|M | ≥ 1) for any fixed k ∈ N≥1. Such a bound could, e.g., be used to
obtain an approximate Pareto front for instances in which it is hard to solve the single-objective problems
in Algorithm 1 to optimality.

Lemma 15. Let an instance of BRT(⋆/Z = k/|M | ≥ 1) be given. The BRT component constraint is

redundant if Z ≥
⌈
|E|
2

⌉
.

Proof. Let an arbitrary subset F ⊆ E be given. Then G[F ] has the maximum number of connected compo-
nents if F is a maximum matching in G, which would be to take every second segment. This yields at most⌈
|E|
2

⌉
connected components. Hence, the number of connected components of G[F ] is always less or equal

Z if Z ≥
⌈
|E|
2

⌉
. In this case, the BRT component constraint is satisfied.

Lemma 16. Let an instance of BRT*(Linear/Z = ∞/|M | ≥ 1) be given. Let f and fk be the optimal
objective value of BRT*(Linear/Z = ∞/|M | ≥ 1) with the optimal solution F and BRT*(Linear/Z =
k/|M | ≥ 1) for a fixed k ∈ N≥1, respectively. Let K be the number of BRT components of F . Then fk = f
if k ≥ K, and f ≥ fk ≥ k

K f if k < K.
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Proof. Dropping the BRT component constraint is clearly a relaxation, hence, f ≥ fk.
If k ≥ K, then F is still feasible for the restricted problem BRT*(Linear/Z = k/|M | ≥ 1). Therefore,

fk = f in that case.
So let k < K, and let F1, . . . , FK be the BRT components of F . For every i ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, we define

ri :=
∑

e∈Fi
ũe as the gain in passengers when upgrading the i-th BRT component of F . We assume that

they are sorted such that r1 ≥ . . . ≥ rK ≥ 0. Allowing k BRT components means that F1 ∪ . . . ∪ Fk is a
feasible solution as it has exactly k BRT components. This yields that

fk ≥
k∑

i=1

ri ≥
k

K
f.

Here, the last inequality holds because of the following argument: Assume that it is not true, i.e.,
∑k

i=1 ri <
k
K f . This implies

∑K
i=k+1 ri = f −∑k

i=1 ri >
K−k
K f . We then have that rk < 1

K f because we would have∑k
i=1 ri ≥ k · 1

K f otherwise, and rk+1 > 1
K f analogously. This is a contradiction to rk ≥ rk+1.

4.3 Complexity Analysis of the Single-Objective Problem

While we showed in the previous sections that BRT(Linear/Z = ∞/|M | = 1) with a special structure
and BRT(⋆/Z = k/|M | ≥ 1) for small values of k can be solved in polynomial time, the time needed to
solve the single-objective subproblems BRT*(⋆/Z = ∞/|M | ≥ 1) has a large impact on the running time
of Algorithm 1 in other cases. In this section, based on the complexity analysis in Hoogervorst et al. [2022],
we show that the single-objective BRT investment problem is related to the well-known knapsack problem
and hence NP-hard in general, see Theorem 17 and Theorem 18. However, we also identify polynomially
solvable cases in Lemma 21 and Lemma 22.

Theorem 17. BRT*(Linear/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1) is NP-hard, even if Z = ∞, |M | = 1 and ue = 1 for all
e ∈ E.

Proof. For the sake of simplicity, we call the decision version of a problem like its optimization version.
Given a solution to BRT*(Linear/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1), we can check in polynomial time whether the budget
constraints and the BRT component constraint are satisfied and a certain value in the objective function is
reached.

We reduce (the decision version of) 0-1 knapsack to BRT*(Linear/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1). Let k elements with
rewards ri ∈ N≥1 and weights wi ∈ N≥1 for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, a budget B and a bound S′ be given. We
construct an instance of BRT*(Linear/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1) as follows: We set S := S′, n := k + 1, this means
V := {1, . . . , k + 1}, E := {ei : i ∈ {1, . . . , k}}, D := {(i, i + 1) : i ∈ {1, . . . , k}}, cei := wi and uei := 1 for all
i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, M := {1}, b1 := 1, v := B and ad := ri for all d = (i, i + 1) with i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and Z := k.
We show that every feasible solution F ′ ⊆ {1, . . . , k} of 0-1 knapsack with an objective value of at least S′

corresponds to a feasible solution F ⊆ E of BRT*(Linear/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1) with an objective value of at
least S. The solutions F ′ and F correspond to each other as follows: i ∈ F ′ if and only if ei ∈ F . Then the
claim holds because

∑
i∈F ′ wi =

∑
i∈F ′ cei =

∑
e∈F ce and

∑
i∈F ′

ri =
∑
ei∈F

a(i,i+1) =
∑

d=(i,i+1):
i∈{1,...,k}

(∑
e∈F∩{ei} 1

1
· ad
)

=
∑
d∈D

(∑
e∈F∩Wd

ue∑
e∈Wd

ue
· ad
)
.
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Consider the mixed-integer programming formulation of BRT*(Linear/Z = ∞/|M | ≥ 1) with a fixed
v ∈ R≥0, where the redundant BRT component constraints are dropped:

max
∑
e∈E

ũexe

s.t.
∑

e∈Em

cexe ≤ bmv for all m ∈M

xe ∈ {0, 1} for all e ∈ E.

We can see that BRT*(Linear/Z =∞/|M | ≥ 1) and BRT*(Linear/Z =∞/|M | = 1) are (multidimen-
sional) 0-1 knapsack problems. Moreover, because the sets Em, m ∈ M , are disjoint, BRT*(Linear/Z =
∞/|M | ≥ 1) can be decomposed into |M | independent knapsack problems and hence can be solved in
pseudo-polynomial time by dynamic programming.

Theorem 18. BRT*(MinImprov/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1) is NP-hard, even if Z = ∞, M = 1, ue = 1 for all
e ∈ E and Ld = 1 for all d ∈ D.

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem 17, BRT*(MinImprov/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1) is in NP.
Further, we apply the same reduction from 0-1 knapsack to BRT*(MinImprov/Z ≥ 1/|M | ≥ 1) and

additionally choose Ld := 1 for all d ∈ D. It remains to show that the objective value is the same for
solutions that correspond to each other. We have that∑

d∈D:
Ld≤

∑
e∈F∩Wd

ue

ad =
∑
i∈F ′

ri,

because {
d ∈ D : Ld ≤

∑
e∈F∩Wd

ue

}
=

{
(i, i + 1) : i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and 1 ≤

∑
e∈F∩{ei}

1

}
= {(i, i + 1) : i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and ei ∈ F} = {(i, i + 1) : i ∈ F ′}.

We conclude the complexity analysis by identifying cases in which the single-objective BRT investment
problem can be solved in polynomial time. To this end, we review the consecutive ones property, which is
well known in the literature (see, e.g., Ruf and Schöbel [2004], Schöbel [2005], Dom et al. [2008], Dom [2009]).
Lemma 21 uses this property to show that BRT*(Linear/Z = ∞/|M | ≥ 1) can be solved in polynomial
time in case all segments have unit upgrade costs. Moreover, Lemma 22 shows that BRT*(MinImprov/Z =
∞/|M | ≥ 1) can be solved in polynomial time when it holds that all segments have unit upgrade costs and
unit improvements, and at the same time only a single segment has to be upgraded to attract the passengers
for each OD pair.

Definition 19 (Consecutive ones property). A matrix A ∈ {0, 1}k×l satisfies the consecutive ones property
(C1P) on the rows if for all rows i ∈ {1, . . . , k} it holds: If Ai,j = 1 and Ai,j′ = 1 for some j, j′ ∈ {1, . . . , l},
j < j′, then Ai,j̄ = 1 for all j ≤ j̄ ≤ j′.

Lemma 20 ([Wolsey and Nemhauser, 1999]). If a matrix A ∈ {0, 1}k×l satisfies C1P, then A is totally
unimodular.

Lemma 21. BRT*(Linear/Z =∞/|M | ≥ 1) can be solved in polynomial time if ce = 1 for all e ∈ E.
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Proof. Consider

max
∑
e∈E

ũexe

s.t.
∑

e∈Em

cexe ≤ bmv for all m ∈M

xe ∈ {0, 1} for all e ∈ E.

(3)

We sort the segments and municipalities from one end of the line to the other. Let A ∈ R|M |×|E| be the
coefficient matrix of the budget constraints, i.e., for all m ∈M and e ∈ E, we have Am,e = 1 if e ∈ Em, and
Am,e = 0 otherwise. Because of the assumption that the municipalities contain only consecutive segments,
the matrix A satisfies the consecutive ones property. By Lemma 20, it is totally unimodular and the
linear programming relaxation of IP (3) yields an integer solution. Therefore, the problem can be solved in
polynomial time [Wolsey and Nemhauser, 1999].

Lemma 22. BRT*(MinImprov/Z = ∞/|M | ≥ 1) can be solved in polynomial time if ce = 1, ue = 1 for
all e ∈ E and Ld = 1 for all d ∈ D.

Proof. We again sort the segments and municipalities from one end of the line to the other. The considered
special case yields the following simplified formulation:

max
∑
d∈D

adyd

s.t.
∑

e∈Em

xe ≤ bmv for all m ∈M

∑
e∈Wd

(−xe) + yd ≤ 0 for all d ∈ D

xe ∈ {0, 1} for all e ∈ E

yd ∈ {0, 1} for all d ∈ D.

(4)

The coefficient matrix of the budget constraints and the constraints for the objective is of the form A =[
A1 0
−A2 I

]
, where I ∈ {0, 1}|D|×|D| is the unit matrix, A1 ∈ {0, 1}|M |×|E| denotes whether a segment belongs

to a municipality, and A2 ∈ {0, 1}|D|×|E| denotes whether a segment is on the path of an OD pair. Formally,
we have for all m ∈M , d ∈ D and e ∈ E that

A1
m,e =

{
1 if e ∈ Em,

0 otherwise
and A2

d,e =

{
1 if e ∈Wd,

0 otherwise.

The matrix A1 has C1P because of the assumption that municipalities contain only consecutive segments,
and A2 has C1P because the considered graph is a linear graph. As multiplying a row of a matrix by -1

only influences the sign of the determinant of the matrix and its submatrices, the matrix

[
A1

−A2

]
is totally

unimodular by Lemma 20. This yields that the coefficient matrix A, which we obtain by appending a
part of a unit matrix to the totally unimodular matrix, is also totally unimodular. Therefore, the linear
programming relaxation of IP (4) yields an integer solution in this special case, and the problem can be
solved in polynomial time [Wolsey and Nemhauser, 1999].

If we consider a global decision maker in addition to the assumptions of Lemma 21 and Lemma 22, these
special cases also satisfy the conditions of Lemma 11 and thus the complete Pareto front of BRT(⋆/Z =
∞/|M | = 1) can be constructed in polynomial time.
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5 Numerical Experiments for Artificial Instances

The Pareto front and the impact of the selected passenger response, the upper bound on the number of BRT
components, and the existence of municipalities are at the center of our computational analysis. These are
analyzed in the context of a large library of artificial instances with different interplays between the passenger
potential and the upgrade costs. Moreover, to investigate the impact of municipalities, we consider different
options to split the budget among them.

5.1 Description of Instances

All artificial instances consider a line consisting of 25 stations and have the same infrastructure improvements
per segment, which are drawn at random. The artificial instances differ however in terms of the graph scenario
α = (α1, α2) defining the costs for upgrading each segment and a demand pattern, respectively, as well as in
terms of the budget scenario β defining the budget split among five municipalities. The considered values
for these parameters are given in Table 3.

The cost pattern α1 varies between uniform costs per segment (UNIT), a pattern with higher costs
in the center of the line (MIDDLE), and an ENDS pattern to contrast with the others by having the
segments with the highest upgrade costs at the ends of the line. The MIDDLE cost pattern could result,
e.g., from upgrades in the inner city being more complicated, while ENDS could represent outside-city
upgrades involving highway lanes that are very expensive to upgrade. The cost patterns together with the
(fixed) infrastructure improvements are depicted in Figure 15 in the Appendix.

Also the volume and the distribution of the passenger demand of the line impact the solutions. The three
different load profiles resulting from the three demand patterns α2 (EVEN, HUBS, TERMINI) are depicted
in Figure 5, with the height of the bar indicating the load per segment, and the colored shading indicating
the length of the boarded passengers’ paths. Thus, HUBS results typically in shorter path lengths than
TERMINI and EVEN, whereas TERMINI has especially many passengers traveling from one end station to
the other one. Moreover, EVEN has fewer passengers traveling around the terminals of the line than the
other two.

The budget split β describes the distribution of the total available investment budget among the munici-
palities. We consider a distribution according to equal shares (EQUAL), proportional to the costs required
for upgrading all segments in a municipality (COST), and according to the total passenger volume that flows
in and out of the stations belonging to the municipality (PASS).

5.2 Computational Study Design

In our computational study, we compute the Pareto fronts for all instances. In addition to varying char-
acteristics of the instances (Section 5.1), we consider the different problem variants BRT(λ1/λ2/λ3) from
Section 3.4:

Passenger Response All instances are evaluated for the objectives Linear and MinImprov. For Min-
Improv, we require that a minimum of 75% of the potential infrastructure improvements is achieved through
upgrades before the passengers corresponding to that OD pair are attracted, i.e.,

Ld :=

⌊
0.75 ·

∑
e∈Wd

ue

⌋
for all OD pairs d ∈ D.

Number of BRT components We consider upper bounds on the number of BRT components Z ∈
{1, 2, 3,∞}. Our experiments show that the difference between Z = 3 and Z = ∞ is generally small, and
therefore including more options for Z than {1, 2, 3,∞} would not lead to further insights in our setting.
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Table 3: Parameters for generating artificial instances.

Parameter Value Explanation

α1 cost pattern
UNI unit costs of ce = 1 for all e ∈ E
MIDDLE more expensive towards the middle of the line
ENDS more expensive towards the end stations of the line

α2 demand pattern

EVEN same passenger potential for each OD pair
HUBS centered around large stations, passengers distributed ac-

cording to the gravity model [Rodrigue, 2020]
TERMINI high passenger potential between end stations of the line

β budget split

EQUAL budget distributed equally among municipalities, i.e., equal
budget shares bm

COST budget shares bm proportional to the costs of the segments
in municipality m

PASS budget shares bm proportional to the number of potential
passengers entering or exiting in municipality m

Municipalities In order to determine the impact of the separate municipality budgets, each instance is
evaluated both in the context of a global decision maker with a single budget (|M | = 1) as well as in the
original context where each municipality has its own budget constraint (|M | = 5). In the former setting,
the global decision maker can spend the whole investment budget v, i.e., there is a single municipality with
b1 = 1, while in the latter setting, the investment budget is distributed among the municipalities according
to the budget split β (Table 3).

The data of the artificial instances together with the applied upper bound on the number of BRT compo-
nents and the municipality scenario, i.e., a total of 32 · 42 = 144 settings that are evaluated regarding both
passenger responses, is available at https://doi.org/10.11583/DTU.23653893.

5.3 Computation Time

All instances are solved by means of the commercial solver CPLEX 22.1 on a computer with an Intel Xeon
Gold 6126 processor, using 12 CPU cores and a total of 24 GB of internal memory. The corresponding
running time for computing the non-dominated points for the artificial instances is shown in Table 4. Here,
we give the average time to find the Pareto front, the average number of points on the Pareto front and the
average time for obtaining a single non-dominated point for each passenger response, each cost pattern α1 and
both municipality scenarios |M | ∈ {1, 5}. Note that the reported values are averaged over all three demand
patterns α2 and over the considered upper bound on the number of BRT components Z ∈ {1, 2, 3,∞}.
Additionally, the results are also averaged over the different budget splits β for the setting with municipalities
(|M | = 5).

The results in Table 4 show that the Pareto fronts can overall be computed quickly, especially for the
Linear passenger response. Moreover, it can be seen that the introduction of separate municipality bud-
gets (|M | = 5) consistently leads to a lower running time and fewer points on the Pareto front than the
consideration of a global decision maker (|M | = 1). This is likely a result of the smaller solution space
with separate municipality budgets, where fewer combinations of items fit within the individual municipality
budgets. The longest running times can be observed for the MIDDLE cost pattern in combination with
the MinImprov passenger response, where especially the long running time for the setting with a global
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(d) Legend

Figure 5: Load profiles of all demand patterns for the artificial instances.

decision maker (|M | = 1) stands out. This might be explained by the middle segments often having the
highest passenger load as well as being the most expensive to upgrade when considering this cost pattern.
Looking at the number of points on the Pareto front, it can be observed that the number of non-dominated
points is significantly lower than the theoretical bound determined in Lemma 10. Moreover, in line with
Lemma 11, it can be seen that the number of non-dominated points is often significantly lower for the UNIT
cost pattern than for the other cost patterns.

In addition, Figure 6 shows the average running time dependent on the upper limit Z on the number of
BRT components. We can see that the average running time increases with Z, which is mainly because of
the growing number of non-dominated points (see Figure 7), except for the case of Linear together with
the cost pattern UNIT, in which it decreases. Lemma 21 showed that this setting together with Z =∞ is a
polynomial time special case.

23



Table 4: Running time in seconds, number of obtained Pareto points and running time per Pareto
point for problem variants BRT(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | = 1) and BRT(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | = 5). The
results have been averaged over artificial instances sharing the same cost pattern α1.

BRT(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | = 1) BRT(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | = 5)

Objective α1 all points # points per point all points # points per point

Linear UNIT 0.17 25.00 0.007 0.09 7.47 0.012
Linear MIDDLE 3.53 179.83 0.020 0.52 37.53 0.014
Linear ENDS 1.95 107.00 0.016 0.39 28.25 0.014

MinImprov UNIT 14.96 25.00 0.599 1.12 7.42 0.152
MinImprov MIDDLE 768.00 105.42 5.098 3.93 26.08 0.139
MinImprov ENDS 68.65 77.17 0.639 3.02 25.00 0.117
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Figure 6: Running time of BRT(⋆/|M | = 1/Z ≥ 1) and BRT(⋆/|M | = 5/Z ≥ 1) with a logarithmic
scale on the vertical axis. The values are averaged over all demand patterns and budget
splits (if applicable).

5.4 Analysis Of Pareto Fronts

In this section, we analyze the influence of the passenger response, the number of BRT components, the
demand pattern and the municipalities on the Pareto front. As described in Section 3.3, we compute the
efficient solutions and the Pareto fronts with respect to the investment budget, but we evaluate the results
with respect to the investment costs. Therefore, the following figures show the investment costs on the
horizontal axis and the newly attracted passengers on the vertical axis. Both are given as percentage of the
total number of potential passengers and costs for upgrading all segments, respectively. Figure 8 shows the
evaluation for a global decision maker (|M | = 1). The red plots represent the Linear passenger response
and the blue plots represent the MinImprov passenger response, while the line style represents the number
of allowed BRT components Z. All graphs in a row share the same cost pattern α1, and all graphs in a
column share the same demand pattern α2.

Influence of the Passenger Response In general, the non-linear objective MinImprov leads to solutions
with less passengers per investment budget than Linear, with the exception of high level investments of
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Figure 7: Number of non-dominated points of BRT(⋆/|M | = 1/Z ≥ 1) and BRT(⋆/|M | = 5/Z ≥
1). The values are averaged over all demand patterns and budget splits (if applicable).

at least around 75% of the total budget or more. The cut-off point at 75% correlates with the minimum
improvement Ld of 75% required within MinImprov, for (α1, α2) = (ENDS,TERMINI) the cut-off point
is a bit lower. Furthermore, the shape of the curve is typically more convex for MinImprov, in which
the return on investment is generally increasing and only starts to reduce much later than for the Linear
passenger response. Linear rather shows a higher return on investments at the lower investment levels. The
gap between the two passenger responses is generally smaller for high investment budgets. These results
indicate that the passenger response has a strong impact on the trade-off between attracted passengers and
investments. Investigating the passenger behavior as part of BRT feasibility studies would thus be important
to determine an appropriate investment level.

Influence of the Number of BRT Components The impact of the upper bound on the number of BRT
components Z diminishes quickly with size, where the numbers of attracted passengers and the investment
costs of non-dominated solutions for Z = 3 and Z = ∞ are almost identical. Again, the impact of Z
is higher for larger investment budgets and also more prevailing for the MinImprov passenger response.
Additionally, the MIDDLE cost pattern (center row) and the TERMINI demand pattern (right column)
show a large impact of the BRT component constraint. In general, we see that restricting the number of
BRT components to a fixed Z > 1 comes at small costs, while it could lead to lines that may be considered of
higher quality from a passenger perspective. Finally, from a computational perspective fixing Z can reduce
the computational complexity, as shown earlier in Theorem 14 and in Section 5.3.

Influence of the Demand Pattern Figure 9 depicts the effect of the demand pattern on the sets of
non-dominated points for BRT(⋆/Z =∞/|M | = 1) (solid lines) and BRT(⋆/Z = 1/|M | = 1) (dotted lines)
for the cost pattern UNIT (the results for the other cost patterns are similar and can be seen in Figure 16
in the Appendix). For the passenger response Linear, the demand patterns behave similarly. The only
thing that stands out is that TERMINI leads to slightly fewer attracted passengers compared to HUBS and
EVEN. This can also be seen for MinImprov. In addition, we see a large jump in attracted passengers
for MinImprov with demand pattern TERMINI when around 75% of the budget is invested. This is due
to the relatively high number of passengers that travel along all 24 segments (about 14% of all passengers)
because realizing 75% of the potential improvement suffices to attract all those passengers according to the
definition of MinImprov. The influence of restricting the number of connected components to Z = 1 is
especially pronounced for the demand pattern TERMINI. Here again, the high number of passengers using
all 24 segments is affected most by restricting the set of upgraded segments.
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Figure 8: Evaluation of the non-dominated points of BRT(Linear/Z ≥ 1/|M | = 1) (red) and
BRT(MinImprov/Z ≥ 1/|M | = 1) (blue) for artificial instances representing all choices
for parameters α1, α2 and Z. Both attracted passengers and investment costs are given
as percentage of the total number of potential passengers and costs for upgrading all
segments, respectively.
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Figure 9: Evaluation of the non-dominated points of BRT(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | = 1) for artificial instances
with cost pattern α1 = UNIT and Z ∈ {1,∞} and all choices for the demand pattern α2.
Both attracted passengers and investment costs are given as percentage of the total num-
ber of potential passengers and costs for upgrading all segments, respectively.

Influence of Municipalities The impact of the distribution of the budget among the municipalities is
depicted in Figure 10, which is similar in set-up to Figure 8 with the difference that the line styles now
represent different budget splits among the municipalities, with the solid line representing the case of a
global decision maker. Moreover, all results in Figure 10 are obtained without the BRT component constraint
(Z =∞).

The introduction of municipalities generally leads to lower numbers of attracted passengers. Because
of the distribution of the investment budget among the municipalities, compared to the case of a global
decision maker, only a smaller share can be invested and not always in the segments that would attract
the most passengers. Moreover, considering several municipalities intensifies the findings of the case with
a global decision maker: MinImprov requires higher investments for the same number of passengers until
around 75% of investments and is characterized by a return on investment that follows a more convex shape
compared to the Linear passenger response. The impact of the chosen budget split among the municipalities
is typically higher for MinImprov as well. For budget splits other than COST, the full upgrade may not
be achievable even at an investment budget equal to 100% of the total upgrade costs because individual
municipalities may not have enough money available to upgrade all segments belonging to them. This is
specifically visible for α1 = MIDDLE, α2 = TERMINI, β = PASS, in this case, even only about 30% of
the passenger potential are attracted at 100% investment budget, showing that the investments stagnate
at 55% because of the interplay between budget split and the demand pattern. The results indicate that,
especially in case of a non-linear relationship between BRT upgrades and attracted passengers, establishing a
framework for collaboration and co-commitment has a large influence on the number of attracted passengers
and thereby on the line potential.
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Figure 10: Evaluation of the non-dominated points of BRT(Linear/Z =∞/|M | ≥ 1) (red) and
BRT(MinImprov/Z =∞/|M | ≥ 1) (blue) for artificial instances with |M | ∈ {1, 5}
and all choices for parameters α1, α2 and β. Both attracted passengers and investment
costs are given as percentage of the total number of potential passengers and costs for
upgrading all segments, respectively.
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6 Greater Copenhagen Case Study

We now focus on the case study for the planned BRT line in Greater Copenhagen. We first describe the case
study and the corresponding instances. Afterwards, we analyze the Pareto plots that are obtained for these
instances.

6.1 Description of the Instances

Currently, the Capital Region in Denmark is planning to build a set of BRT lines within Copenhagen and
the urban area surrounding it, i.e., Greater Copenhagen. One of these new BRT lines will run foremost
along the route of the bus line 400S, which is currently a traditional mixed traffic line. A pre-assessment
study was conducted for the BRT line that calculated the expected costs, travel durations and number of
passengers per station for five different route alternatives [Vejdirektoratet et al., 2022]. These five route
alternatives are shown in Figure 11. The line runs through several municipalities surrounding Copenhagen,
which individually need to decide on the route approval, investment budget and upgrading of the segments.

We use the data from the pre-assessment study to derive instances for the BRT investment problem for

Figure 11: Route alternatives for a new BRT line in Greater Copenhagen. Adapted from Vejdirek-
toratet et al. [2022].
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Figure 12: Load profiles for the five route alternatives.

each of the five route alternatives. These instances contain between 24 and 32 stations, depending on the
route. The current plan includes connecting the BRT line via Nybrovej to Lyngby station, even though
the responsible municipality has indicated it is not willing to invest in upgrading the infrastructure on
their segments. Therefore, our case includes two segments that cannot be upgraded. The remaining seven
municipalities are willing to partake in the BRT project. The upgrade costs per segment are derived from
the required infrastructure investments for the line provided in the pre-assessment. Moreover, the potential
benefit of upgrading a segment is defined by the difference between expected travel time of the current mixed
traffic line and the new expected travel times of the BRT line as defined in the pre-assessment. The upgrade
costs and infrastructure improvements are depicted in Figure 17 in the Appendix.

In addition, we constructed an estimate of the future OD matrix by combining the estimated passenger
demand per station from the pre-assessment study with the current OD matrix on the existing bus line.
Specifically, the distribution of the forecasted inflow of passengers over all possible destination stations was
scaled by the current fractional relation between this station and the other stations on the 400S line. A
customized mapping was built for OD pairs that did not exist yet on the 400S. The resulting load profiles
were determined based on conversations with Movia, which is the public traffic authority that is closely
involved in the BRT project. The obtained load profiles are shown in Figure 12, where the height again
indicates the load per segment, and the coloring indicates the length of the boarded passengers’ paths.
We assume that a fixed percentage of each OD pair can be attributed to passengers newly attracted by
infrastructure improvements.

There are seven municipalities involved in investing into the BRT line, each being responsible for some
segments of the BRT line in all of the five route alternatives. As the degree to which these municipalities are
willing to invest still has to be determined, we evaluate two different budget splits. These are the cost-based
and the passenger-based budget splits, β ∈ {COST,PASS}, as described in Table 3. Because the actual
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costs and the number of passengers per municipality vary strongly, considering the EQUAL budget split
is unrealistic. Also, the impact of the number of allowed BRT components is evaluated according to the
parameters included in Table 3. There are thus 3 ·4 = 12 instances per route alternative, giving a total of 60
instances for the case study. These instances are available at https://doi.org/10.11583/DTU.23664069.

6.2 Analysis of Pareto Fronts

We now look at the results of our experiments, where our aim is to analyze and compare the investment trade-
offs for the five BRT route alternatives, taking into account the effect of the different passenger responses
and budget splits over the municipalities. Here, we use a similar computational set-up as described for
the artificial instances in Section 5.2. The resulting Pareto fronts for the two passenger responses, with
and without municipalities, evaluated regarding the investment costs are given in Figure 13 for the setting
without a BRT component constraint (Z =∞). Here, graphs in the top row provide the results when there
is a global decision maker (|M | = 1), and graphs in the bottom row are for the case with municipalities
(|M | = 7). Each graph indicates the investment costs as a percentage of the costs for upgrading all segments
of the most expensive route alternative on the horizontal axis. The vertical axis indicates the attracted
passengers relative to the maximum number of potential passengers over all route alternatives. This scaling
on both axes allows to directly compare the route alternatives to each other.

The obtained Pareto plots show that many of the observations from the artificial results carry over to
the Greater Copenhagen case study. It can be seen that the number of attracted passengers is generally
again higher for the Linear passenger response than for the MinImprov passenger response, except for
investment levels that are above 75% to 80%, and that this effect is more pronounced when including the
different municipalities. Moreover, the introduction of municipality budgets has again a significant impact
on the number of attracted passengers, especially under the passenger response MinImprov. However,
especially apparent in these case study results is the ability of the budget split β = COST to achieve a
significantly higher number of passengers at higher investment levels. This effect can be attributed to the
presence of segments with very high upgrade costs, which are hard to upgrade for municipalities when they
are not awarded a share that is in line with these upgrade costs.

When focusing on the comparison of the route alternatives, Figure 13 shows that there is not a universal
ordering of the route alternatives respective to the number of attracted passengers. Instead, this ordering
depends on both the investment level and the passenger response. For example, it can be seen that route
alternatives 4 and 5 lead to the largest number of attracted passengers for middle to high investment levels
under both passenger responses for |M | = 1, which can be explained by the higher total passenger potential
for these alternatives. However, for |M | = 7 and at an investment level between 30% and 70%, the route
alternatives 1 and 2 yield the highest numbers of attracted passengers for both passenger responses. For
low investment levels, the numbers of attracted passengers deviate less between the route alternatives, but
it depends on the precise investment level, which route alternative is best.

Our results thus show the importance of obtaining knowledge about the passenger response and the
willingness of municipalities to invest before a final route alternative is chosen for the BRT line.

Influence of the Number of Components It remains to analyze the impact of the BRT component
constraint for the Greater Copenhagen case study. This effect is depicted in Figure 14, which analyzes the
effect of the number of allowed BRT components Z on the number of attracted passengers for each of the
five route alternatives and for both passenger responses. These results are computed for the setting of a
global decision maker (|M | = 1). Moreover, to make the impact of the BRT component constraint more
visible, this figure condenses the Pareto plots to ten budget ranges and shows the solution with the highest
number of attracted passengers within each range.

As for the artificial instances, Figure 14 shows that restricting the number of components leads to a reduced
number of attracted passengers for all route alternatives. This effect is strongest for investment levels that
are closer to the middle and lower end. By design, no effect can be seen for the highest investment level, as
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Figure 13: Comparing investment costs and attracted passengers for the five different route alter-
natives for Z = ∞. The investment costs are given as a percentage of the costs for
upgrading all segments of the most expensive route alternative, and the attracted pas-
sengers are given as a percentage of the maximum number of potential passengers over
all route alternatives.
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Figure 14: Influence of the upper bound on the number of BRT components on the percentage
of attracted passengers for the five route alternatives. This figure condenses Pareto
plots to ten budget ranges and shows the solution with the highest number of attracted
passengers within each range. The investment budget is given as a percentage of the costs
for upgrading all segments of the most expensive route alternative, and the attracted
passengers are given as a percentage of the maximum number of potential passengers
over all route alternatives.
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all segments will be upgraded. Comparing the Linear and MinImprov passenger responses, an interesting
difference is that the impact of restricting the number of components is stronger for the very low investment
levels for Linear. In addition, it can be seen that it is again especially the restriction to a single component
that leads to a strong reduction in passengers. For these instances, there is a difference between allowing 2,
3 or arbitrarily many BRT components for most available budget levels, although the solution for at most 3
BRT components comes close to that of allowing arbitrarily many BRT components.

7 Conclusion

We studied the bi-objective BRT investment problem, which focuses on determining the set of segments to
be upgraded for a BRT line such to balance the number of attracted passengers and the investment budget.
Municipalities are considered in this problem through separate municipality budgets. Moreover, this problem
allows the restriction of the number of upgraded connected components to prevent frequent switching between
upgraded and non-upgraded segments. Additionally, we considered two passenger responses to upgrades: a
linear and a threshold relation.

We developed a bi-objective mixed-integer linear programming formulation for the BRT investment prob-
lem and an algorithm based on the ϵ-constraint method to find the complete set of non-dominated points.
We proved that the number of non-dominated points grows exponentially in general but identified special
cases in which the problem becomes tractable. Similarly, we showed that the subproblems that are solved
within the ϵ-constraint-based algorithm are generally NP-hard but allow polynomially solvable special cases.

Our numerical experiments for artificial instances and the Greater Copenhagen case study analyzed the
impact of the passenger response, the separate municipality budgets and the BRT component constraint. The
main findings indicate that splitting the budget over municipalities directly reduces the number of attracted
passengers, as does the requirement to have only one BRT component. However, as soon as two or three
BRT components are allowed, the impact is far smaller. Regarding the artificial instances, for investment
costs below 75% of the total costs for upgrading all segments, the linear passenger response indicates higher
numbers of attracted passengers than the threshold passenger response. For higher investment costs, it turns,
but the values are quite close. The Greater Copenhagen case study confirmed many of these observations,
showing that they translate to real-life instances. Further, the Greater Copenhagen case study showed that
the ranking of the route alternatives is highly dependent on both the passenger response and the available
investment budget. Hence, obtaining a good estimate on how passengers respond to the upgrades and on
the extent to which municipalities are willing to invest is crucial for selecting the best route alternative.

Our current work has been conducted using objectives that only consider the global number of attracted
passengers and investment budget, thus assuming some form of collaboration between municipalities in
investing their budget. In reality, one can question the motivation for municipalities to make investments
from which their citizens do not directly benefit. Therefore, future work will focus on a game-theoretic
setting that models this competition, possibly within the context of a central government searching for the
best subsidy scheme to attract the most passengers at minimum budget subject to the internal competition
between municipalities.

Another interesting direction of future work could be considering the investment problem in a network
context instead of for a single line, either by including the determination of the route of the BRT line or
by considering that other lines could (be rerouted to) profit from the upgraded BRT infrastructure as well.
Finally, other models for passenger behavior could be considered, e.g., including the travel time [Schiewe and
Schöbel, 2020] and tariffs [Schöbel and Urban, 2022] as well as route and mode choice in a network setting.
Also, the inclusion of operating constraints considering load profiles, e.g., in the setting of self-driving
minibusses with innovative operating modes [Gkiotsalitis et al., 2022] could be an interesting direction.
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Appendix: Further Evaluations

In the appendix, additional information about the numerical experiments and the Greater Copenhagen case
study is provided. Figure 15 and Figure 17 show the upgrade costs and the infrastructure improvements
per segment as well as which segments belong to the same municipality for the artificial instances and the
case study, respectively. As a supplement to Figure 9, Figure 16 shows the evaluation of the non-dominated
points of BRT(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | = 1) for the artificial instances with the cost patterns ENDS and MIDDLE.
Further plots that depict which segments are upgraded at certain investment budget levels are provided at
https://doi.org/10.11583/DTU.c.6805470.
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Figure 15: Cost patterns and infrastructure improvements per segment for the artificial instances.
Each bar represents an edge. The width of a bar represents the upgrade costs while the
height reflects the infrastructure improvements. The colors indicate to which munici-
pality a segment belongs.
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(a) Linear, α1 = MIDDLE.
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(b) MinImprov, α1 = MIDDLE.
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Figure 16: Evaluation of the non-dominated points of BRT(⋆/Z ≥ 1/|M | = 1) for artificial in-
stances with cost pattern α1 ∈ {ENDS,MIDDLE} and Z ∈ {1,∞}. Both attracted
passengers and investment costs are given as percentage of the total number of potential
passengers and costs for upgrading all segments, respectively.
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Figure 17: Cost patterns and infrastructure improvements per segment for the five route alterna-
tives. Each bar represents an edge. The width of a bar represents the upgrade costs
while the height reflects the infrastructure improvements. The colors indicate to which
municipality a segment belongs.
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