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Modelling Activity Scheduling Behaviour with Deep Generative Machine
Learning

Fred Shone, Dr Tim Hillel

• We contribute a novel approach to human behavioural modelling using deep gen-
erative models. Specifically we demonstrate the rapid synthesis of large realistic
samples of human activity schedules using Variational Auto-Encoders.

• We propose a novel activity schedule encoding, using a continuous encoding of
activity durations.

• We present a comprehensive framework for evaluating the quality of model outputs.
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Abstract

We model human activity scheduling behaviour using a deep generative machine learn-
ing approach. Activity schedules, which represent the activities and associated travel
behaviours of individuals, are a core component of many applied models in the trans-
port, energy and epidemiology domains. Our data driven approach learns human pref-
erences and scheduling logic without the need for complex interacting combinations of
sub-models and custom-rules, this makes our approach significantly faster and simpler
to operate that existing approaches. We find activity schedule data combines aspects of
both continuous image data and also discrete text data, requiring novel approaches. We
additionally contribute a novel schedule representation and comprehensive evaluation
framework for generated schedules. Evaluation shows our approach is able to rapidly
generate large, diverse and realistic synthetic samples of activity schedules.

Keywords: Human Behavioural Modelling, Choice Modelling, Deep Machine Learning,
Generative Machine Learning

1. Introduction

We propose a novel approach to a common behavioural modelling challenge - the
generation of realistic samples of activity schedules. An activity schedule is a (typically)
24-hr long sequence of activities with start times and durations belonging to an individ-
ual. Activity scheduling is critical for many domains concerned with the prediction or
simulation of human behaviour, such as Activity-Based Models and for simulation-based
approaches such as MATSim (Horni et al., 2016). In both these cases (large) samples of
activity schedules are used to represent patterns of activities for representative popula-
tions of agents. Such models are used as decision support tools for transport, energy and
epidemiological scenarios.

Activity scheduling can be decomposed into: (i) participation - if or how many times
an individual chooses to undertake certain activities, and (ii) timing - when and for how
long to undertake the chosen activities. The participation and timing of multiple activities
for an individual creates a high-dimensional object with complex joint distributions.

The complex distributions of schedules are the result of the real world processes by
which people plan and undertake their days. This process includes the consideration
of (i) physical and temporal constraints, such as not being able to partake in multiple
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activities at the same time or fitting all activities into a finite time budget, (ii) per-
sonal and social constraints, such as arriving at work on time or needing to buy food,
(iii) individual preferences, such as the desire to participate in leisure activities or pref-
erences towards different activity start-times, and (iv) interactions with others such as
coordinating shared activities in a household or via congestion.

The prevailing approach in both research and practice is to decompose the scheduling
process into series of discrete choices, applied sequentially. To ensure temporal consis-
tency, choices are then combined with rule based scheduling algorithms. We highlight
three main critiques of this approach: (i) sequential choices presume some order of deci-
sion making or causation that may be unrealistic, (ii) the combination of discrete choices
and rules is simplified such that it cannot reproduce the real diversity of observed activ-
ity schedules, and (iii) the complex combination of multiple interacting sub-models and
rules is challenging to develop, calibrate and use.

We demonstrate a novel approach for activity schedule modelling using deep gener-
ative learning. Our approach is able to rapidly synthesise realistic and diverse activity
schedules. This allows applications for (i) synthesis, (ii) data anonymisation, and (iii) up-
-sampling. We evaluate the quality of output activity schedules both individually and in
aggregate. We identify three primary benefits of our approach: (i) simplicity and speed,
(ii) diversity in output sequences, and (iii) the potential for more realistic interaction of
choice components.

1.1. Human Behavioural Modelling

Much attention is given to automating tasks such as object detection in images,
translation or text generation. For this work we instead consider modelling in order to
study and represent human behaviour. Specifically, we consider the modelling of activity
schedules, which represent what people will choose to do and when.

For task automations, it is generally preferable to get super -human performance. Sim-
ilarly, scheduling is typically treated as a planning problem, where there is some objective
to be optimised, for example, the minimisation of vehicle movements, as per Nama et al.
(2021), or compute as per Abdel-Basset et al. (2021). But for human behaviour mod-
elling we are more concerned with getting regular -human performance. By modelling
realistic human performance, however flawed, we are able to create representations of
behaviours for use in decision support tools for the transport, energy and epidemiology
domains.

1.2. Activity Scheduling

Table 1 provides and overview of existing applied modelling frameworks that incor-
porate human activity scheduling. These approaches all make use of combinations of
bespoke-rules and statistical choice models to model activity schedules. The works seek
to add realism to the modelled activity scheduling process through incorporation of real-
istic demand representation and generation processes. The incorporation of more realism
has led to complex systems of interacting model components. Generally these models are
slow and expensive to develop, for example requiring the collection of data describing all
possible realisations of choice sets and requiring significant human effort to calibrate.

A more theoretical critique of the above approaches is that they decompose schedule
modelling into sequential choices. This presumes some order of decision making that
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Table 1: Summary of Existing Activity Scheduling Approaches

Model/Framework Activity Participation Activity Timing

TASHA (Miller and Roorda, 2003) Rules-based Rules-based
ALBATROSS (Arentze and Timmermans, 2004) Rules-based Rules-based
FAMOS (Pendyala et al., 2005) Nested-logit models Hazard models
CEMPDAP (Sener et al., 2006) Nested-logit models Hazard models
ADAPTS (Auld and Mohammadian, 2009) Rules-based Rules-based
DaySim (Bradley et al., 2010) Multinomial-logit models Multinomial-logit models
SDS (Khan and Habib, 2023) Markov Chain Monte Carlo Rules-based

may be unrealistic. It is not clear, for example if a person chooses to go shopping
after work because they finished early, or if they finished early in order to go shopping.
A common response to this is to combine or join discrete choices, such that they are
modelled simultaneously.

Pougala et al. (2023) combine activity scheduling (with mode and location choice)
into a simultaneous model. They achieve this via a simulated and sampled choice set.
This approach is consistent with existing behavioural theory and is flexible enough to be
extended to a variety of problems, constraints, and utility specifications. However, both
estimation of the parameters and simulation of schedules are computationally expensive,
limiting scalability. Manser et al. (2021) manage to scale the approach to application as
part of a activity-based transport demand model, but limit the scope of the simultaneous
approach to activity timings only.

A core critique of existing approaches is that they under-represent the diversity of real
behaviours. For example, tour-based approaches, such as by Miller et al. (2005), restrict
schedule activity participations to a reduced set of common patterns. By omitting less
common behavioural patterns, these models introduce biases that limit their realism.
Similarly, Koushik et al. (2023) model activity sequences using a discriminative machine
learning approach. Their approach effectively generates the most likely activity sequence
for each demographic group, therefore ignoring realistic variation within the groups. Such
simplifications limit the realism of downstream models or simulations.

Activity schedules have also been treated purely as sequences with probabilistic tran-
sitions. For example, ? model activity sequences as profile Hidden Markov Models.
Their approach allows consideration of both frequent and infrequent activities and re-
sulting sequences. But their work does not consider activity durations, and is limited to
analysis and clustering of data rather than generation.

1.3. Activity Schedule Evaluation

Generated activity schedule evaluation is typically done by the comparison of aggre-
gate distributions to some target sample of schedules. The models presented in Table 1
are primarily concerned with the representation of travel demand and therefore focus on
the extraction and comparison of distributions such as total trip rates.

More recently, Pougala et al. (2023) and Drchal et al. (2016) make a more holistic
evaluation through consideration of multiple marginal and conditioned distributions, such
as different activity participation rates and start times.

A common evaluation is the consideration of aggregate activity participation by time
bin. Figure 1 shows this distribution for 2022 UK National Travel Survey data. Such
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Figure 1: UK National Travel Survey (2021) Agg. Activity Participation by Time Bin

evaluation considers total or relative participation in activities by time of day. How-
ever, by aggregating individuals choices, such evaluation can hide potentially unrealistic
dis-aggregate behaviours. More generally, activity schedules are high dimensional ob-
jects. Therefore more detailed analysis is needed to validate the realism of individual
behaviours.

In the above works, individual schedule quality is either omitted or evaluated by visual
inspection. Our work builds on the above by implementing a comprehensive framework of
distributions for evaluation, as well as additional metrics considering individual schedule
quality.

1.4. Deep Generative Modelling

We define a generative model as learning an approximation of a real data distribution,
based on some observed sample of data from that distribution. This can be thought of as
an approximation of the real-world data generation process. A generative model can then
be used to generate new, previously unobserved, samples from the modelled distribution.

Deep Generative Models (DGMs) make use of large training datasets and deep ma-
chine learning architectures to learn the distributions and joint distributions of complex
high dimensional data such as images, video, text and speech. Their depth allows for the
learning of complex relationships, potentially learning excellent approximations of the
real generation process. There are many types of DGMs with various trade-offs briefly
described below.

Auto-regressive models, such as by Oord et al. (2016), assume some ordering to pre-
dictions such that there is only conditionality to previous estimates. Recurrent Neural
Networks (RNNs), used to make sequential classifications, can be used as auto-regressive
generative models, where at each step the model makes estimates given previously sam-
pled estimates. This approach is popular in language modelling but assumes an order in
the data generation process that may be unrealistic for scheduling.
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Variational Auto Encoders (VAEs), by Kingma and Welling (2013) and Rezende et al.
(2014), are a form of latent variable model. During training the model learns to map
from the training data to a normally distributed latent space via an encoder model,
and from this latent space to estimates of the real distribution via a decoder model.
After training new samples can then be generated by sampling from the latent space and
passing through the decoder. The VAE architecture provides a flexible and expressive
framework, with demonstrated results in many complex learning domains such as images
and language.

The above approaches use or estimate likelihood as a training objective. Generative
Adversarial Networks (GANs), by Goodfellow et al. (2014), discard this requirement,
instead using a sample based objective using a generator and discriminator architec-
ture. This approach is extremely expressive, allowing the generation of highly realistic
data. However, GANs do not estimate density and, as such, the likelihood of generated
samples is not modelled. Training GANs is also difficult, as the generator-discriminator
architecture can be unstable and prone to mode collapse.

eed models, allowing for lateterformance is generally comparable or better than GANs
but more generation expensive due to having many de-noising steps. More generally flow
based approaches, such as normalising flows by Rezende and Mohamed (2015), seek
to more efficiently generate data through sequences of transformations, but finding or
learning these transformations is difficult.

We propose the use of VAEs in this work due to the requirement for good density
estimation to produce samples that are representative in aggregate. Although VAEs
are generally considered to have poorer individual sample quality than alternative ap-
proaches, our results indicate they are adequate for schedule generating tasks. VAEs are
also preferable due to their relative ease of training.

1.5. Evaluating Deep Generative Models

A common requirement of generative models is probability density estimation, where
good density estimation is the closeness of the modelled distribution to the distribution
of the real data. Likelihood is typically used as a metric of closeness in statistical mod-
els, but many deep learning models, including VAEs and GANs, do not have tractable
likelihood. As such, it is typically estimated.

Models should ultimately evaluated in terms of their performance for their intended
application. As such it is common to use downstream classification models or human
feedback for evaluation. For DGMs, this typically focuses on individual sample quality
and not the overall distribution of multiple individual samples. For example, language
and image generation models are evaluated on the realism of individual samples, rather
that the broader probability density estimation of multiple samples.

1.6. Generative ML in Behaviour Modelling

Deep generative models have been applied for population synthesis tasks - the gen-
eration of joint attributes for a representative population of individuals. Borysov et al.
(2019) apply a VAE architecture to population synthesis. They comprehensively evaluate
the density estimation of models comparing marginal, bi-variate and tri-variate distribu-
tions. They find their approach able to outperform conventional methodologies in high
dimensional cases. Kim and Bansal (2023) add to this work, also testing a GAN. They
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formalise a feasibility-diversity trade-off, where high feasibility is the avoidance of infea-
sible samples and high diversity improves the generation of missing data. They show
using a test set that the model is able to recover missing samples.

Koushik et al. (2023) use a discriminative model to generate activity schedules for
given agent attributes using recurrent neural networks (RNNs). They discretise 24-hr
schedules into five minute steps and consider nine different types of activity. This results
in 9288 possible schedules, a significantly larger space than for population synthesis.
Evaluation is made through the consideration of key selected marginal distributions, for
example the distribution of start times by type of activity. They find aggregate realism
challenging, particularly the correct representation of infrequently observed activities.

Liao et al. (2024) discretise schedules into 15 minute steps. They use a complex deep
autoregressive model to generate schedules and associated activity locations conditional
on a range of socio-economic attributes for members of households. They evaluate gener-
ated schedules by comparing a small set of marginal distributions, but also demonstrate
the generated schedules in a downstream traffic simulation task. They find that an at-
tention based architecture outperforms various RNN architectures, although a LSTM
compares very well.

Badu-Marfo et al. (2020) use a GAN to generate both synthetic attributes and se-
quences. They additionally train their model to allow differentiable privacy. They show
promising results for marginal attribute distributions, but the model performs poorly at
scheduling. They note that the model struggles with the complexity of learning higher
order correlations and long-range temporal dependencies.

Kim et al. (2022) use a conditional GAN architecture to predict trip purpose and
socio-demographic attributes from smart card data. The use of a generative model ex-
plicitly allows for variance in the model predictions. They compare transformer architec-
tures with temporal and spatial encodings against baseline approaches. Evaluating the
model using marginal and bivariate distributions, they find that the GANs do not out-
perform benchmark methods. However, through further evaluation of fidelity, diversity,
creativity, and accuracy, they identify some performance benefits of GANs.

1.7. Generative ML for Sequence Data

Activity schedules can be considered as sequence data, similar to text. Language mod-
els represent text as sequences of tokens representing words or parts of words. Language
models generate new text in an auto-regressive manner. A key challenge of language
models is consideration of long-range dependencies, leading to the development of archi-
tectures suited to the retrieval of information over very long sequences of text, such as
by Vaswani et al. (2017).

Bowman et al. (2015) demonstrate a sequence generating VAE that is able to generate
text by sampling the latent space. They note this is effectively a combination of an auto-
regressive and latent model. They show that the latent representation is able to learn
useful information about the overall distribution of text. Variations of this architecture
are used by Gregor et al. (2015) for generating images, and Roberts et al. (2018) for
generating music. In some cases models are evaluated on the KL divergence of their
latent layer and regeneration of test sequences, however this is primarily used for model
comparison. Ultimately, researchers employ qualitative evaluation of models based on
intended application.
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Activity schedules are sequences of joint activities and durations, which create a novel
mixed data type. Schedules combine both categorical information for activities, as per
text data, and continuous information for durations, as per image pixel values. Schedules
also typically have a fixed total duration.

1.8. Research Contributions

In this paper, we contribute a novel approach to human behavioural modelling using
deep generative models. More specifically, we:

• propose a novel activity schedule encoding, using a continuous encoding of activity
durations;

• present a comprehensive framework for evaluating the quality of model outputs;
and

• demonstrate the rapid synthesis of large realistic samples of human activity sched-
ules using a bespoke Variational Auto-Encoders architecture.

2. Methodology

We consider a set of people, where each individual has a recorded activity schedule.
This data is typically sampled from a real population through a structured travel survey.
We aim to model the full probability density of activity schedules using this sample, such
that the model can then generate new samples of synthetic schedules representative of
the real population of activity schedules.

2.1. Formal Problem Definition

We denote an observed set of schedules, which we call the real sample, as X =
{x1, x2, ..., xi}. We define an activity schedule xi as an ordered sequence of activity
types ain with associated durations din:

xi = [(ai1, di1), (ai2, di2), ..., (aiN , diN )], (1)

where n indexes the position in the schedule. The number of activities in the schedule
(i.e. the sequence length N) may vary, but the total duration should equal the time
period T , such that:

N∑
n

din = T. (2)

In this work we use a time period T of 24 hours, starting and ending at midnight.
However, the approach can be trivially extended to different periods and durations.

We consider there to be a true probability distribution of all possible schedules P (X).
Schedules in the real sample are assumed to be randomly drawn from this distribution,
such that schedules in the real sample also have the probability distribution P (X).

We train a model to learn an approximation of the true distribution P (X), such that
new synthetic samples of schedules X̂, can be generated from this approximation:
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X̂ = {x̂1, x̂2, ..., x̂i}. (3)

where:

P (X̂) ≈ P (X). (4)

2.2. Evaluation

We refer to activity schedules generated by a model as a synthetic sample X̂. In this
section we consider the evaluation of the synthetic samples of activity schedules. Where
size of the synthetic and real sample are the same.

We aim to generate synthetic samples of activity schedules X̂ with distributions that
are representative of the real distribution. This represents the ability of a model to cor-
rectly estimate the probability of any possible activity schedule - commonly called density
estimation. In practice, activity scheduling is highly combinatorial, making density esti-
mation over the possible output space intractable. As such, we instead use a strategy of
comparing numerous marginal distributions in the real sampleX and synthetic sample X̂.

Perfect density estimation would satisfy our requirement for both individual schedule
quality and aggregate representation across multiple schedules. However, as perfect esti-
mation is not feasible, we additionally consider individual sample quality and creativity.

The following framework of density estimation, sample quality, and creativity are in-
tended to allow both qualitative and quantitative evaluation, without strong assumptions
about application.

2.2.1. Density Estimation Evaluation

We employ a strategy of combining numerous marginal distributions to approximate
probability densities in the real and synthetic samples. For example, we compare the
marginal distributions of activity participation rates by type of activity. We additionally
use activities enumerated by their position in the day, for example, to distinguish between
the first and last home activity in a schedule. Bi-variate distributions are used for activity
start times and durations, but times and durations are bucketed to ten minute intervals
to reduce computational complexity.

Distributions of the synthetic and real samples can either be described, for example
through their mean and variance, or visualised. In order to allow systematic comparison,
we instead measure the distance between synthetic and real distributions using Earth
Movers Distance (EMD). EMD is symmetric with meaningful values, such that it is
easier to compare the distances between different types of distributions. For bi-variate
distributions we use L1 distance (also known as Manhattan/city-block distance).

Our strategy of segmentation creates a large number of metrics which we combine to
allow a comprehensive multi-variate density estimation. To allow qualitative evaluation
of trade-offs between different types of distributions, we present results split into the
themes: (i) aggregate, (ii) participation (iii) transitions, and (iv) timing. Within these
themes metrics are combined using averages weighted by total frequencies of distribu-
tions.

Times and durations are measured in days, allowing differences between two schedules
to be easily quantified. We cap the maximum distance between as one-day, such that the
omission of an activity participation is equivalent to a one-day time distance. Table 2
shows an overview of the themes, their distributions, and the segmentation used.
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Table 2: Summary of sample density estimation and sample quality evaluation

Distribution Segmentation Descriptive metric

Density Estimation
Aggregate
Participation by time bin activity av .probability
Activity Participation
Sequence length - av. length
Single participation rate enum. activity av. rate
Pair participation rate activity pairs av. rate
Activity Transitions
Bi-gram transition rate activity pairs av. rate
Tri-gram transition rate activity triples av. rate
Activity Timing
Start times activity av. time (days)
End times activity av. time (days)
Durations activity av. time (days)
Start-duration (joint) activity av. time (days)

Sample Quality
Home based - probability
Sequence duration - av. time (days)

Table 3: Creativity evaluation summary

Feature Description

Diversity robability of a sequence within the synthetic sample being unique.
Homogeneity Probability of a sequence within the synthetic sample not being unique.
Novelty Probability of a sequence not occurring in the training sample.
Conservatism Probability of a sequence occurring in the training sample.

2.2.2. Sample Quality Evaluation

Individual schedules should be structurally correct. For our work, we impose a struc-
tural limitation on the real sample, by filtering for schedules that both start and end at
home. We then measure the probability that schedules within the synthetic sample also
start and end at home. We additionally measure the total duration of schedules, as they
are expected to be one day (24-hr) long. Sample Quality metrics are included in Table 2.

2.2.3. Creativity Evaluation

We are interested in the model’s ability to generate both (i) a good diversity of
schedules – i.e. different from one-another, as well as (ii) novel schedules – i.e. unique
from schedules in the real sample. Trivially, simply repeating the observed schedules
from the real sample would have perfect density estimation, sample quality, and good
diversity. However, it is desirable for our model to synthesise schedules unseen in the
training data. We refer to the combination of diversity and novelty as creativity. We
define homogeneity and conservatism as the opposite of diversity and novelty, for use as
distance metrics as described in Table 3.
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Figure 2: Discrete Activity Schedule Encoding

3. Encoding

We investigate two different schedule representations: (i) a classic discrete encoding,
and (ii) a novel continuous encoding.

3.1. Discrete Schedule Encoding

Individual activity schedules xi are typically encoded as discretised sequences, as per
Koushik et al. (2023). Each schedule is composed of a fixed length vector of nominal
encodings, where each encoding represents participating in an activity for some fixed
time step of duration t. Here, we use a 10 minute time step. Where a time step contains
multiple activities, for example when a schedule transitions from one activity to another,
or for a very short activity, we choose the activity with the greatest duration within that
time step. This schedule representation can be conceptualised as as a one-dimensional
image, where each pixel value represents participation for some fixed time in some activity
denoted by the pixel value. Figure 2 shows an illustrative example of this encoding.

For each encoding, we additionally calculate a weighting vector that is later used
for class imbalance correction in the loss function. The discrete encoding uses inverse
activity durations as weights. Weights are normalised by batch, such that total weight
is equal to the batch size.

3.2. Continuous Schedule Encoding

The discrete representation is simple to implement but limits temporal precision to
that of the time step duration t. This impacts short duration activities disproportionately,
potentially removing them entirely from an encoded schedule. Reducing the step duration
improves this precision but increases the encoding length. We therefore propose a more
precise and compact schedule encoding, representing schedules as sequences of activity
types with corresponding continuous durations.

All schedule sequences start with a special start of sequence token, followed by encod-
ings of each activity with the associated duration. We fill the remainder of the sequence
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Figure 3: Sequence Activity Schedule Encoding

with special end of sequence tokens up to a maximum total sequence length, to create
constant length encodings. Here, we set the maximum total sequence length to be 16,
allowing for days with up to 15 different activities. This approach is based on a language
encoding, however differs in that it uses a two dimensional token. The first dimension
of each token is a categorical encoding of activity type and the second is a continuous
value between 0 and 1 that represents the activity duration in days. The start and end
of sequence tokens are given a duration of zero. Figure 3 shows an illustrative example
of this encoding. We refer to this as the continuous representation.

The continuous encoding uses a weighting for class imbalance correction, composed of
inverse activity count. Weights are normalised by batch, such that total weight is equal
to the batch size. For the continuous encoding, the start of sequence and first end of
sequence tokens are weighted with inverse counts. Additional padding end of sequence
tokens are weighted with zero.

4. Data & Experiment Design

For the real sample, we extract 37306 24-hour trip diaries from the 2022 UK National
Travel Survey (NTS) trips table1, each corresponding to a different individual. We
convert this trip data into schedules using PAM (Shone et al., 2024). We simplify the
real schedules by: (i) removing trips, extending the activity durations to include the
following trip, such that activity start times are maintained, and (ii) simplifying activity
types to the set {home, work, education, medical, escort, other, visit, shop}.

1https://ukdataservice.ac.uk
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Table 4: Experiments Overview

Model Name
Schedule
Encoding

Architecture

Discrete CNN Discrete CNN
Continuous RNN Continuous RNN

Table 5: Models Overview

Model Name
Learning
Rate

Batch
Size

Latent
Size

Block
Size

β

Discrete CNN 0.001 1024 6 6x256 0.002
Continuous RNN 0.001 1024 6 5x256 0.01

We evaluate two VAE architectures with different encoder/decoder architectures: (i) a
discrete convolutional network - Discrete CNN, and (ii) a continuous recurrent network
-Continuous RNN. An overview of model design and capability is presented in Table 4.

The RNN architecture can be considered as making sequential auto-regressive predic-
tions about activities, similarly to a language model predicting a sentence by iteratively
predicting each successive word or token. In contrast the CNN architecture makes a
top-down prediction similar to an image-based model, starting with high-level details
and then refining these into precise predictions.

Our experiments are intended to demonstrate: (i) the application of a generative mod-
elling approach to human activity scheduling, and (ii) the impact of schedule encoding
and model architecture on schedule generation quality.

4.1. Model Training and Hyper-parameters

Model structures and hyper-parameters are approximately optimised based on ex-
tensive grid search. Models are trained on 80% of the real sample data. We use the
remaining 20% for validation during training. We train models until validation loss sta-
bilises, typically for around 100 epochs. We use Adam for gradient descent. Model
training hyper parameters are reported in Table 5.

4.2. Variation Auto Encoder Models

Each VAE is composed of an encoder block, a latent layer, and a decoder block.
During training, batches of schedules are passed through all three elements. The model
uses a reconstruction loss, ReconLoss, to train the model to output the input schedules,
i.e. to reconstruct the original schedules. Reconstruction loss is described separately for
each model.

In addition to the reconstruction loss, Kullback-Leibler Divergence (KLD) loss is used
to train the model to distribute the latent layer to have a normal distribution. The final
loss function is composed of reconstruction and KLD, where KLD is factored using the
hyper-parameter β. β is reported separately for each model in Table 5. For details and
a derivation of the VAE model structure and loss function please refer to Kingma and
Welling (2013).
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Figure 4: Discrete CNN VAE structure overview

Loss = ReconLoss + βKLD

After training is complete, the decoder block provides an approximate mapping be-
tween a normal distribution and the real schedules distribution. New samples of schedules
from the approximated real distribution can then be generated by passing normal samples
through the decoder block.

4.2.1. Discrete CNN VAE

The Dicrete CNN uses a discretised representation of time as per Section 3.1. The
model architecture is presented in Figure 4.

The encoder block uses a learnt embedding layer to turn the discrete schedule en-
coding into a two-dimensional vector representation. This is followed by six layers of
2-dimensional convolutions (size 3 and step of 2), followed by a feed forward layer.

We use a latent layer with six dimensions. The decoder block mirrors the encoder
block, but uses de-convolutions and a softmax layer in place of embedding. All embed-
dings and layers are size 256. The full architecture is available from Caveat2. We use

2https://github.com/big-ucl/caveat
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activity prediction cross-entropy as reconstruction loss, weighted by the inverse of activ-
ity frequencies in the observed sample. This weighting is important for promoting the
generation of infrequent activities.

Loss = CrossEntropyactivities + βKLD

4.2.2. Continuous RNN VAE

The Continuous RNN uses a sequence representation as per Section 3.2. The model
architecture is overviewed in Figure 5.

The encoder block uses a custom embedding layer that embeds the first dimension
(activity type encoding) of the input data into a two-dimensional vector and then con-
catenates this back to the duration dimension. This is then passed through five stacked
LSTM layers. The hidden states of the final RNN unit are then passed through a feed
forward layer. All embeddings and layers have size 256. We use a latent layer with six
dimensions.

The decoder uses a similar structure in reverse. The output from the latent layer
is passed via a fully connected layer into the hidden state of the first decoding LSTM
unit. This first unit is always passed the start of sequence token as input, further steps
then use the output from the previous step. Outputs are passed through a softmax layer
for activity prediction and sigmoid activation for duration prediction. Activity inference
samples the most likely activity at each step.

Note that this approach means that the decoder block is deterministic based on
input from the latent layer, that the variation for the generative process therefore relies
on sampling the VAE latent layer. Incorporating probabilistic sampling into the decoder
RNNs (i.e. autoregressive generation) was not found to improve performance. The full
architecture is available from Caveat3.

The reconstruction loss is a combination of cross-entropy loss for the activity predic-
tion and mean squared error for the duration prediction. Both losses are weighted by
the inverse of total activity counts in the training sample. We use 50% teacher forcing
during training to improve training stability.

Loss = CrossEntropyactivities +MSEdurations + βKLD

5. Results

Both VAE models have stochasticity resulting both from the training process and
from sampling the latent space. We therefore present all evaluation descriptive and
distance metrics as means from five model runs.

5.1. Evaluation Summary

Table 6 presents aggregated evaluation metrics for density estimation, sample quality
and creativity. Lower distances are better. We can see that the two models present
various trade-offs; the Discrete CNN performs better at aggregate and activity timing
density estimation whilst the Continuous RNN performs better at activity participation

3https://github.com/big-ucl/caveat
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Figure 5: Continuous RNN VAE structure overview
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Table 6: Evaluation Summary

Discrete CNN Continuous RNN Distance
Distance* var. Distance* var Metric

Density Estimation

Aggregate 0.006 0.000 0.017 0.000 EMD
Participations 0.136 0.000 0.067 0.000 EMD
Transitions 0.011 0.000 0.007 0.000 EMD
Timing 0.044 0.000 0.068 0.000 EMD

Sample Quality 0.000 0.000 0.053 0.000 EMD

Creativity 0.281 0.000 0.225 0.000 prob.

∗ mean aggregated distances from 5 model runs

Figure 6: Aggregate Activity Frequencies. Activities are ordered by their overall density.

and transition density estimation. The Discrete CNN has better sample quality but is
less creative. The following sections describe these evaluation metrics in more detail.

5.2. Aggregate Frequency Density Estimation

Aggregate Frequency measures the participation in different activities by 15 minute
time bins. Figure 6 compares this distribution across the target (NTS) and synthetic
model samples. Both models show similar total levels of participation to the target.
However, the Discrete CNN matches the shape of the target distribution better, display-
ing similar temporal patterns. This better temporal performance is also reflected in the
timings density estimation in Section 5.2.3.

5.2.1. Activity Participation Density Estimation

Table 7 presents the distributions (mean rates) and distances for activity participa-
tion density estimation. We consider both participation rates by: (i) enumerated activity,
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and (ii) paired activity participation. For brevity we present the 16 most common par-
ticipations only.

Enumerated activities are disaggregated by their order of occurrence in a schedule.
For example, home0 denotes the first home activity in a schedule and home1 the second
(typically at the end of the day). This allows the evaluation to distinguish between
activities that occur multiple times in a schedule.

Paired participation considers the joint participation in pairs of activities within
schedules. Note that these do not need to be consecutive (this is considered in transition
density estimation). This allows the evaluation to consider the estimation of activities
that commonly occur together in a schedule such as escort.

Overall, Table 6 shows that the Continuous RNN performs better at density estima-
tion of activity participations, suggesting it might be preferred for down stream tasks
more concerned with the accurate participation rates for different activities. Notably the
Discrete CNN fails to generate medical activities.

5.2.2. Activity Transition Density Estimation

Timing of activities within schedules can be ignored such that schedules can be pre-
sented as sequences of activities without durations. These are presented by Figure 7,
where the horizontal axis shows schedule sequences. Sequences are grouped such that
the vertical axis shows sequence density, with the most common sequence at the top,
and least common at the bottom. This shows similar prevalence from both models of
common sequences, compared to the target (such as home → work → home). However
the Discrete CNN introduces a significant increase in home only sequences compared to
the target.

For quantitive evaluation we consider sub-sequences of length two (bi-grams) and
three (tri-grams) within schedules. Table 8 presents the 16 most common bi-grams
and tri-grams. Overall, Table 6 shows the Continuous RNN performs better at density
estimation of activity transitions, suggesting it might be preferred for down stream tasks
more concerned with accurate ordering of activities.

5.2.3. Activity Timing and Durations Density Estimation

We first consider the distribution of activity start times, end times, and durations.
These are presented for the models and target in Figure 8. Both models generate similar
activity durations to the target.

We additionally consider the distributions of joint activity start times and durations
in Figure 9. In this case it is less clear which model performs best. The Discrete CNN
has more similar distributions for shorter activities with more randomly distributed start
times, such as shop. The Continuous RNN has more similar distributions for the longer
activities work and education, but fails to represent the bimodal nature of the escort
activity distribution.

Overall, Table 6 shows the Discrete CNNmodels performs better at density estimation
of activity timing, suggesting it might be preferred for down stream tasks more concerned
with the accurate timing of activities.

5.3. Sample Quality

By visual inspection we find both models to produce realistic synthetic schedules that
cannot be easily distinguished from real observed schedules. Figures 10, 11, and 12 show
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Table 7: Activity Participation Rates

Real Discrete CNN Continuous RNN Descriptive
/Target desc* dist** desc* dist** Metric

Participation Rates
home0 1.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 av. rate
home1 1.000 0.852 0.148 0.968 0.032 av. rate
other0 0.394 0.373 0.023 0.375 0.027 av. rate
work0 0.237 0.247 0.028 0.247 0.019 av. rate
shop0 0.233 0.199 0.034 0.250 0.021 av. rate
home2 0.206 0.190 0.032 0.084 0.122 av. rate
escort0 0.140 0.060 0.080 0.126 0.014 av. rate
visit0 0.109 0.216 0.106 0.109 0.016 av. rate
education0 0.075 0.081 0.007 0.070 0.015 av. rate
escort1 0.065 0.013 0.052 0.050 0.015 av. rate
other1 0.054 0.055 0.008 0.068 0.014 av. rate
home3 0.038 0.015 0.024 0.006 0.032 av. rate
medical0 0.037 0.000 0.037 0.033 0.005 av. rate
shop1 0.023 0.015 0.008 0.033 0.010 av. rate
work1 0.012 0.028 0.017 0.018 0.006 av. rate
escort2 0.011 0.003 0.008 0.015 0.004 av. rate

Pair Participation Rates
home+home 1.040 0.867 0.173 0.974 0.065 av. rate
escort+escort 0.070 0.014 0.056 0.055 0.016 av. rate
home+escort 0.067 0.014 0.053 0.045 0.022 av. rate
other+other 0.056 0.056 0.010 0.071 0.015 av. rate
home+other 0.055 0.056 0.009 0.063 0.010 av. rate
shop+shop 0.023 0.015 0.009 0.035 0.011 av. rate
home+shop 0.023 0.015 0.009 0.030 0.008 av. rate
work+work 0.013 0.029 0.017 0.018 0.007 av. rate
home+work 0.012 0.028 0.017 0.016 0.005 av. rate
visit+visit 0.010 0.020 0.010 0.019 0.009 av. rate
home+visit 0.010 0.020 0.010 0.015 0.007 av. rate
escort+other 0.002 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.002 av. rate
shop+escort 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 av. rate
shop+other 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 av. rate
home+medical 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.008 0.007 av. rate
medical+medical 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.010 0.009 av. rate
∗ mean descriptive metric
∗∗ mean distance metric (Earth Movers Distance)
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Table 8: Activity Transition Rates

Target Discrete CNN Continuous RNN Descriptive
desc* dist** desc* dist** Metric

Transition Rates (2-grams)
other-home 0.414 0.433 0.052 0.351 0.063 av. rate
home-other 0.414 0.422 0.039 0.353 0.061 av. rate
home-work 0.229 0.270 0.045 0.234 0.021 av. rate
work-home 0.225 0.248 0.035 0.212 0.021 av. rate
shop-home 0.224 0.227 0.014 0.211 0.020 av. rate
home-shop 0.213 0.215 0.011 0.200 0.020 av. rate
home-escort 0.178 0.076 0.104 0.118 0.059 av. rate
escort-home 0.169 0.073 0.098 0.098 0.071 av. rate
visit-home 0.103 0.175 0.073 0.089 0.023 av. rate
home-visit 0.094 0.166 0.072 0.077 0.027 av. rate
home-education 0.073 0.094 0.021 0.068 0.015 av. rate
education-home 0.070 0.086 0.018 0.055 0.015 av. rate
home-medical 0.035 0.001 0.034 0.026 0.009 av. rate
medical-home 0.031 0.001 0.031 0.022 0.010 av. rate
other-other 0.019 0.000 0.019 0.057 0.038 av. rate
escort-escort 0.019 0.000 0.019 0.045 0.026 av. rate

Transition Rates (3-grams)
home-other-home 0.388 0.366 0.044 0.286 0.102 av. rate
home-work-home 0.214 0.208 0.020 0.197 0.024 av. rate
home-shop-home 0.192 0.196 0.014 0.161 0.032 av. rate
home-escort-home 0.137 0.060 0.079 0.058 0.079 av. rate
home-visit-home 0.082 0.112 0.031 0.059 0.031 av. rate
home-education-home 0.069 0.072 0.016 0.054 0.016 av. rate
other-home-other 0.038 0.050 0.017 0.021 0.017 av. rate
escort-home-escort 0.037 0.015 0.025 0.012 0.026 av. rate
home-medical-home 0.029 0.001 0.029 0.014 0.015 av. rate
shop-home-other 0.020 0.025 0.007 0.006 0.014 av. rate
other-home-shop 0.016 0.010 0.006 0.008 0.009 av. rate
work-home-other 0.014 0.018 0.005 0.007 0.007 av. rate
other-home-escort 0.014 0.006 0.007 0.003 0.010 av. rate
home-escort-escort 0.014 0.000 0.014 0.023 0.011 av. rate
escort-escort-home 0.013 0.000 0.013 0.023 0.012 av. rate
other-other-home 0.013 0.000 0.013 0.037 0.025 av. rate
∗ mean descriptive metric
∗∗ mean distance metric (Earth Movers Distance)
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Figure 7: Activity Schedule Sequences

Table 9: Sample Quality Descriptions

Target Discrete CNN Continuous RNN
desc* dist** desc* dist**

Total duration 1.000 1.000 0.000 0.974 0.088 days
First act home 1.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 prob.
Last act home 1.000 1.000 0.000 0.962 0.038 prob.
∗ mean descriptive metric

∗∗ mean distance metric (Earth Movers Distance)

example schedules from the real and synthetic samples.
For quantitative evaluation of sample quality we consider: (i) total sequence dura-

tions, (ii) whether a schedule starts at home, and (iii) whether a schedule ends at home.
The target total sequence duration is always one day (24 hours) for our experiments.

The Discrete CNN structurally always generates schedules of the correct duration. How-
ever the Continuous RNN does not, Table 9 shows that the mean schedule total duration
is 0.974 days, an expected discrepancy of almost 40 minutes. However, in practice this
can be easily corrected after model generation.

In our methodology we remove NTS schedules that do not both start and end at
home. This is intended as a structural zero for our experiments, such that we expect
synthetic schedules to always start end with home activities. Table 9 shows that both
models (almost) always generates schedules that start with a home activity, but that the
Continuous RNN fails to finish schedules with a home activity almost 4% of the time.

Both models perform well in terms sample quality, but overall the Discrete CNN
performs marginally better. In practice, many of the issues with the Continuous RNN
could be fixed downstream.
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Figure 8: Activity Start & End Times and Duration Distributions

Figure 9: Activity Joint Start Times and Durations Distributions
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Figure 10: Example Target Observed Schedules

Figure 11: Example Synthetic Discrete CNN Schedules

Figure 12: Example Synthetic Continuos RNN Schedules
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Table 10: Creativity Metrics

Observed Discrete CNN* Cont. RNN* Descriptive Metric
Diversity 0.550 0.524 0.995 probability unique
Novelty - 0.889 1.000 probability unseen
∗ mean descriptive metric

5.4. Creativity

Model creativity is considered as a combination of diversity and novelty. Diversity is
measured as the probability that any given schedule within a sample is unique. Novelty
is measured as the probability that any given schedule within a synthetic sample would
not be found in the real sample used for training (and validation). We consider higher
diversity and novelty to always be better.

Table 10 presents the creativity descriptive metrics. In both cases, the models are
roughly as diverse or more so than the observed sample. Both models also have high
probabilities of novelty.

The Continuous RNN shows more diversity and novelty than the Discrete CNN.
However, this is likely (at least in part) due to the higher precision of the activity timings
of the continuous encoding resulting from the higher temporal resolution. We can also
reasonably expect there to be a trade-off between creativity and sample quality, where
the Discrete CNN shows better performance.

5.5. Practicalities

We train all models until validation loss stabilises. We find that the models do not
over-fit when trained for longer. With a modern computer with GPU4, the models
presented take around ten minutes to train and can be sampled in negligible time to
create millions of sequences.

We provide Caveat5 to allow reproduction of results and enable extensive model and
hyper-parameter exploration. We ultimately find both models perform similarly across
a broad range of model structures, sizes, and hyper-parameters.

5.6. Discussion

Both models perform well at a challenging behavioural modelling task - the gener-
ation of realistic activity schedules. However it is interesting to consider the different
performance of the models across the various evaluation metrics. Informally, the two
models correspond to representing activity schedules as images or text.

Because the Discrete CNN breaks sequences into many parts (representing time
steps), it requires many adjacent correct predictions to create sensible schedules. This
is analogous to an image, but rather than continuos pixel values in traditional images,
where discrepancies may not be too harmful, our activity sequence data is categorical.
In this case, a discrepancy can break an intended sequence of activities. This is reflected
in the weaker evaluation of activity participation and transition density compared to the

4NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3060
5https://github.com/big-ucl/caveat
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continuous model. However, the Discrete CNN performs better at activity start and end
timing. Our intuition is that discretisation provides clear context of time of day at each
time step inference.

The Continuous RNN structure treats schedules more like sequences of text, requiring
fewer inferences to be made. However unlike text encodings, composed of categories of
tokens, schedules have continuos durations. Unlike the discrete model, there is no explicit
context at each inference about the time of day an activity choice is being made. In fact
the continuous model must learn to do addition of durations if it wishes to tell the time
at each inference - a classically challenging task in ML.

Some more classic approaches, such as a discrete RNN, were also evaluated but these
were found not to work well for schedule generation, so are omitted for conciseness. We
therefore propose that activity schedules are neither like images or text, but a combina-
tion of parts of both, such that novel encodings and architectures are required.

6. Conclusions

We demonstrate the modelling of large diverse samples of realistic activity schedules
with a deep generative approach. This makes the diverse upsampling and or anonymisa-
tion of observed activity schedules feasible. Such upsamples can then be used for applied
models and simulations in the transport, energy and epidemiology domains.

Our work shows that a deep generative modelling approach is able to reasonably
approximate a complex human behavioural system. In particular it is able to approx-
imate both: (i) human preferences, typically modelled with statistical approaches, and
(ii) structural restrictions, such as temporal consistency, typically modelled with physical
simulations.

We use a comprehensive evaluation framework to demonstrate that our approach
can achieve both aggregate and disaggregate realism. Comparable systems for activity
scheduling are composed of complex arrangements of interacting sub models, often taking
months or even years to develop, so cannot be easily implemented by researchers and
practitioners. Our generative approach is not directly comparable to the alternatives,
which use discriminative models and bespoke logic. In particular, we do not require
supplementary population data to generate diversity, such as household car-ownership
or individuals ages, instead by incorporating a generative approach our model explicitly
models this variation itself.

We test two models, representing alternative ways of considering the process of ac-
tivity sequencing: (i) the discrete model, which uses an image-like approach, where time
is invariant and choices are made in a top-down manner, and (ii) the continuous model,
which uses a text-like approach, where each activity is of variable duration and choices
are structured auto-regressively. We find the models to have some trade-offs, which
should influence their choice for application. Because the continuous model has a more
compact representation we expect it to scale well to larger problems. We find the models
perform differently at different activity types, suggesting the real human decision making
processes for different activities varies.

Both models are able to generate millions of sequences in seconds. They have minor
stochastics and are not overly sensitive to parametrisation. This makes them a practical
choice for future human activity modelling.
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6.1. Further Research

Caveat6 provides a framework for further model development and evaluation. For
this work we focus on the VAE architecture, which we find to have adequate capacity for
this task, but note that alternative generative approaches are available and may perform
better, although are likely to add complexity.

We find that the scheduling problem has mixed continuous and discrete information,
this likely causes trade-offs in the various tested model architectures. Further work should
look to remove this trade-off. For example by adding time of day context to the RNN
architecture.

For application, the current work is limited to where activity schedule distributions
do not need to be conditioned on other information, such as socio-economic attributes of
the individual or household. Non-conditioned generation is adequate when seeking to up-
sample data, or create a synthetic representation, for example to anonymise micro-data.
However, in many broader modelling frameworks this may be limiting, for example if
there is some change to schedules being modelled (such as demographic shift or the ability
to work from home), or if the distribution across socio-demographics is important down-
stream (such as for equity analysis). Further work will therefore look to add conditionality
to the generative process.

Further work should also look to increase the complexity of generation. For example,
extending to multiple days, incorporating additional activity types, trips, and additional
attributes such as location or travel mode choice.
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Bowman, S.R., Vilnis, L., Vinyals, O., Dai, A.M., Józefowicz, R., Bengio, S., 2015. Generating sentences
from a continuous space. CoRR abs/1511.06349.

Bradley, M., Bowman, J.L., Griesenbeck, B., 2010. Sacsim: An applied activity-based model system
with fine-level spatial and temporal resolution. Journal of Choice Modelling 3, 5–31.

6https://github.com/big-ucl/caveat

25

http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2021.114699
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trb.2002.10.001
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trb.2002.10.001
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.14574
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.trc.2019.07.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.trc.2019.07.006
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.06910
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