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Abstract

Logistic service providers increasingly focus on two-echelon distribution systems to efficiently
manage thousands of deliveries in urban environments. Effectively operating such systems re-
quires designing cost-efficient delivery networks while addressing the challenges of increasing
e-commerce demands. In this context, we focus on a two-echelon location routing problem with
mobile depots and direct shipment, where decisions involve locating micro-depots, and design-
ing first and second-level routes. Our model also incorporates the flexibility of direct shipments
from the main depot to customers.

To solve such large-scale problems efficiently, we propose a metaheuristic approach that in-
tegrates a set cover problem with an adaptive large neighborhood search (ALNS). Our ALNS
approach generates a set of promising routes and micro-depot locations using destroy and repair
operators while using a local search for intensification. We then utilize the set cover problem
to find better network configurations. Additionally, we present a decomposition-based cluster-
first, route-second approach to solve large-scale instances efficiently. We show the efficacy of our
algorithm on well-known benchmark datasets and provide managerial insights based on a case
study for the city of Munich. Our decomposition approach provides comparable results while
reducing computational times by a factor of 15. Our case study results show that allowing direct
shipment can reduce total costs by 4.7% and emissions by 11%, while increasing truck utiliza-
tions by 42%. We find that integrating both stationary and mobile micro-depots, along with
allowing direct shipments, can reduce total costs by 5.9% compared to traditional two-echelon
delivery structures.

Keywords: two-echelon location routing; city logistics; adaptive large neighborhood search; set cover
problem
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1. Introduction

Cities are experiencing increases in urbanization at a historically exceptional rate. In 2030, 60% of
the world’s total population is expected to live in cities. As urbanization increases, congestion and
pollution grow exponentially (Deloison et al. 2020). By 2023, global retail e-commerce has reached
5.8 trillion US dollars, and it is expected to increase by 39% until 2027 (Statista 2024). This leads to
cities encountering challenges in handling large volumes of parcel deliveries in city logistics. In this
context, it is essential to establish good distribution networks to efficiently and effectively transport
goods in urban areas.

Logistic service providers (LSPs) traditionally manage urban deliveries through a central depot
located on the outskirts of a city, distributing goods directly to customers. However, such a network
structure bears several inefficiencies, particularly with increasing delivery volumes, urban traffic
congestion, and last-mile delivery challenges. To tackle these issues, LSPs increasingly locate smaller
micro-depots within city centers, which allows for significantly reduced costs compared to direct
deliveries from a single main depot. In response to these challenges, LSPs are shifting their focus
to two-echelon city logistics systems (2E-CLS) (Fontaine et al. 2023).

In two-echelon networks, the main depot operates outside the city, while multiple micro-depots
bring distribution points closer to customers. Large vehicles transport parcels from the main depot
to micro-depots, and smaller vehicles handle last-mile deliveries. By operating 2E-CLS, LSPs can
also reduce environmental impact by limiting the use of large trucks in city centers and favoring
sustainable delivery vehicles, e.g., cargo bikes. Studies highlight the advantages of cargo bikes in 2E-
CLS, particularly in lowering transportation costs and CO2 emissions (Sheth et al. 2019, Mühlbauer
& Fontaine 2021).

In a two-echelon distribution setting, most studies assume that the customers can only be served
through the satellites, such as micro-depots, rather than directly by the main depot. However,
depending on the customer and micro-depot locations, delivering via cargo bikes from the micro-
depots may result in higher routing costs. Moreover, the cargo bikes might not be able to transport
the parcels due to capacity or safety reasons. To mitigate these problems, direct transportation can
increase flexibility in the distribution network, yielding total cost reductions and increased customer
satisfaction with on-time delivery.

Due to daily changes in delivery points (Febransyah & Goni 2022), designing an efficient two-
echelon system can be challenging. In this context, LSPs face a trade-off: increasing the number of
stationary micro-depots can lower routing costs but raise overall expenses due to high setup costs in
city centers (Crainic et al. 2010). To this end, mobile micro-depots, such as swap body containers
or mobile parcel lockers, provide a cost-effective and flexible alternative. These micro-depots serve
as temporary inner-city distribution hubs, reducing setup costs and allowing easy adaptation to
changing delivery requirements. Accordingly, there is a need to explore the benefit of integrating
mobile micro-depots into two-echelon networks.

Against this background, we focus on solving the two-echelon location routing problem (2E-LRP)
with mobile depots and direct shipment in which we consider locating both stationary and mobile



3

micro-depots while additionally allowing for direct shipment from the main depot to customers. We
propose a metaheuristic that integrates a set cover problem with an adaptive large neighborhood
search (ALNS) algorithm and develop a decomposition-based cluster-first-route-second approach to
solve large-scale instances fast and efficiently.

1.1. State of the Art

Our work extends the 2E-LRP by conjointly considering locating stationary and mobile micro-
depots, further allowing for direct shipments from the main depot. In the following, we concisely
review related literature, mostly focusing on a city logistics context.

To the best of our knowledge, the introduction of the 2E-LRP dates back to Jacobsen & Madsen
(1980) and has gained significant interest in the research community since then. Boccia et al. (2010)
proposed a tabu search approach that decomposes the problem into a capacitated facility location
problem (CFLP) and a multi-depot vehicle routing problem. Nguyen et al. (2012) developed an
integer program to formulate the 2E-LRP with a single depot and proposed a greedy randomized
adaptive search process, as well as a multi-start iterated local search algorithm (Nguyen et al. 2010).
Contardo et al. (2012) proposed a branch-and-cut algorithm for solving the 2E-LRP based on a two-
index vehicle flow formulation to solve small and medium-sized instances optimally and complement
it by developing an ALNS algorithm. Rahmani et al. (2016) developed clustering-based approaches
to solve the 2E-LRP with pickup and delivery with multi-products. Mirhedayatian et al. (2021)
focused on the 2E-LRP with synchronization of both echelons and proposed a decomposition-based
heuristic. Arnold & Sörensen (2021) introduced a heuristic framework to solve the 2E-LRP’s routing
subproblem, and combined it with progressive filtering to remove unpromising depot configurations.

Our problem setting combines a 2E-LRP with a vehicle routing problem with intermediate stops
(Schiffer et al. (2019)), in which we determine the location decisions of both stationary and mobile
micro-depots. In the context of city logistics, most studies only consider locating stationary micro-
depots on a strategic level. Only recently have some works considered the location of mobile depots
in a two-echelon distribution setting to properly demonstrate daily fluctuations in customer demand
and locations. Lan et al. (2022) proposed a two-echelon dispatching model with mobile satellites in
which the locations of the mobile depots change according to customers’ demands and trucks directly
dispatch the customers. Schiffer & Walther (2018) proposed a location-routing problem with intra-
route facilities, which can be charging stations as well as pick-up or unloading stations for freight
or waste. Hof & Schneider (2021) proposed an ALNS and a path relinking approach to solve an
intra-route resource replenishment problem with mobile depots. Sutrisno & Yang (2023) studied a
2E-LRP with mobile satellites and proposed a clustering-based simultaneous neighborhood search.
Tian & Hu (2023) studied a 2E-LRP in the context of city logistics in which they recommended
satellite locations from the set of customers.

The second main component of our problem is a direct shipment from the main depot to customers.
In their review paper, Sluijk et al. (2023) highlighted the potential impact of direct deliveries by
first echelon vehicles on solution costs. Guastaroba et al. (2016) introduced hybrid networks where
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freight can either pass through an intermediate facility or be delivered directly from the main
depot to customers. Anderluh et al. (2017) classified customers into bike and van-customers and
addressed the two-echelon vehicle routing problem (2E-VRP) by synchronizing vans and cargo
bikes at satellite depots. Similarly, Lan et al. (2022) allowed goods to be dispatched directly
from a central depot to customers, further exploring the role of direct deliveries. Song & Wu
(2023) examined a location-inventory model and a location-inventory-routing model, comparing
supply chain structures with and without direct shipments from suppliers to retailers. Additionally,
Mokhtarinejad et al. (2015) modeled an integrated vehicle routing and scheduling problem for cross-
docking systems, incorporating direct shipments from manufacturers to customers. They proposed
a machine learning-based heuristic method and a genetic algorithm (GA) approach to address large-
scale instances.

Finally, we aim to solve large-scale problems. Jacobsen & Madsen (1980) worked on an instance
size with up to 4500 customers, where they developed three problem-specific heuristics. However,
this work did not consider capacity constraints and establishment costs for satellites. In Drexl &
Schneider (2015) and Cuda et al. (2015), the number of customers and satellites considered in the
2E-LRP setting were up to 200 and 20, respectively. For the location routing problem (LRP),
Schneider & Löffler (2019) generated instances with up to 600 customers and 30 depot locations.
Accordingly, studies in the literature that solve large-scale instances with thousands of customers
in a 2E-LRP setting are missing so far.

Table 1 shows the most related works that capture the specific components of the 2E-LRP. All of
these existing works consider either locating mobile or stationary micro-depots, but not both. Only
three of them allow for direct shipments in their problem setting. These existing works so far solve
up to 200 customers but have not been applied to large instances. As can be seen, our work is the
first to study the 2E-LRP with both mobile and stationary micro-depots, as well as allowing for
direct shipments from the main depot to customers, proposing an algorithm that solves large-scale
problems.

1.2. Contribution

To close the research gap outlined above, we aim to study the benefit of a two-echelon distribution
structure that is as versatile as possible. To this end, we, for the first time, study a 2E-LRP that
allows the placing of both stationary and mobile micro-depots while at the same time allowing for
direct shipments from the first echelon depot to customers. Considering all of these distribution
options allows us to precisely study the benefit of mobile micro-depots as well as the benefit of
hybrid operations where customers can be served from both echelons.

To solve scenarios of realistic size, we propose a problem-specific ALNS algorithm that, be-
yond tailored operators, maintains a pool of promising mini-network configurations throughout the
search and uses a set covering component to guide the search. To improve computational times for
large-scale instances, we propose an additional decomposition scheme that utilizes a cluster-first,



5

Table 1: Related works on 2E-LRP and LRP.
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Mobile micro-depot - - - - - -
Stationary micro-depot - - - -
Location decision
Customer time window - - - - - -
Vehicle time window - - - - - - - - -
Satellite capacity - - - - -
Vehicle capacity -
Direct shipment - - - - - - -

route-second approach, yielding a tangible trade-off between computational complexity and solution
quality.

Beyond verifying our algorithm’s performance on established benchmark data sets, we present a
case study for the city of Munich, Germany, that allows for managerial analyses, which remains the
focus of our results discussion. Our algorithm solves up to 2000 customers in Munich in minutes, and
the results show that allowing direct shipment can reduce overall costs by 4.7% and total emissions
by 11%. It also increases truck utilizations by 42%. The decomposition approach also works well
with large-scale instances and gives comparable solutions with 15 times faster run times than our
baseline algorithm. Furthermore, we analyze trade-offs in different micro-depot configurations. The
results show that locating stationary and mobile micro-depots while allowing direct shipments saves
5.9% in total costs compared to traditional 2E-LRP with stationary micro-depots.

1.3. Organization

The organization of this paper is as follows. Section 2 details our problem setting. We then develop
a metaheuristic solution approach in Section 3. In Section 4, we detail benchmark instances and
introduce our case study for the city of Munich. We discuss our computational findings in Section 5.
Finally, Section 6 provides a conclusion and future research directions.

2. Problem Definition

We focus on an LSP that operates a 2E-LRP with mobile depots and direct shipment in the context
of city logistics as shown in Figure 1. The LSP aims to transport parcels from a main depot to
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customers at minimum cost. To do so, the LSP can use a two-echelon structure that further allows
direct deliveries. For direct deliveries, the LSP can utilize conventional trucks that start and end
their routes at the main depot. Alternatively, the LSP can transport parcels with conventional
trucks to micro-depots, which act as hubs for last-mile delivery operations. From these micro-
depots, secondary vehicles, e.g., environmentally friendly cargo bikes, perform last-mile customer
delivery.

To this end, the LSP can utilize stationary or mobile micro-depots, which can both be located in
the city center. Stationary micro-depots are fixed logistics facilities that can once be strategically
located in the city center. On the contrary, mobile micro-depots, e.g., swap bodies that can be
preloaded at the main depot before being transported to the city center by truck, can be placed
in the city center on demand. Both types of micro-depots have advantages and disadvantages. On
the one hand, stationary micro-depots come at a higher cost due to their permanent construction
but also accommodate larger parcel volumes, which can benefit operating a large fleet of secondary
vehicles in areas with high and stable demand. On the other hand, mobile micro-depots have a
significantly lower cost as they do not require permanent construction and provide flexibility to
rearrange the micro-depot locations when delivery demand changes. Specifically, these modular
units can be preloaded at the main depot each morning and transported to temporary parking
locations near demand hotspots before being returned to the main depot in the evening.

In this setting, we put ourselves into the perspective of the LSP, who aims to compute an optimal
distribution plan for a representative, deterministic scenario. Computing such a distribution plan
involves simultaneously determining the number and locations of stationary and mobile micro-
depots, as well as the routing of first echelon (FE) deliveries to micro-depots or customers and
second echelon (SE) routes for last-mile deliveries.

In the following, we provide a pseudo-formal problem definition for conciseness and refer to a
complete mixed integer linear programming (MILP) definition to Appendix A for brevity.

Notation and solution representation: To formally define our problem, let G = (V,A) be a directed
graph consisting of a set of vertices i ∈ V and a set of arcs (i, j) ∈ A. The vertex set contains the
main depot vertex 0, a set of potential micro-depot locations D and a set of customers locations
C, such that V = {0} ∪ D ∪ C. We divide the arc set A = Af ∪ As into two subsets Af and
As, associated with routes in the FE and SE, respectively. The set of potential micro-depots D
consists of stationary and mobile micro-depots. Each micro-depot t ∈ D has a limited capacity
Qt, operating times [et, lt] and a fixed opening cost ct. Each customer i ∈ C has a demand di, a
service time si and a time-window [ei, li]. Each vehicle in the FE k ∈ Kf and in the SE k ∈ Ks

has limited capacity, denoted by Qf
k and Qs

k. We use fk to denote vehicle fixed costs. Traversing
an arc (i, j) ∈ A incurs a cost cij depending on the distance traveled and vehicle used. We denote
the binary variables for the location decision of micro-depots by yt and the vehicle decision on both
echelons by zkt. Additionally, the binary variable xijk indicates whether a vehicle k travels on arc
(i, j).
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Figure 1: Illustration of the 2E-LRP with mobile depots and direct shipment network
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f
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|Ks|}. Each route

in the FE rfk = {0, ..., n, 0} is a sequence of nodes i ∈ V. Note that the starting and ending node is
always the main depot. The SE route rsk = {m, ..., n,m} consists of nodes i ∈ V \ {0}. Here, the
starting and ending node is always a micro-depot.

Objective function: The LSP’s objective is to minimize the total costs, which consist of fixed costs
for opening stationary and mobile micro-depots as well as travel costs and fixed costs of vehicles
used on both echelons.

Z(s) =
∑
t∈D

ctyt +
∑
k∈Kf

∑
(i,j)∈Af

cijxijk +
∑
k∈Ks

∑
(i,j)∈As

cijxijk +
∑
k∈Kf

∑
t∈D

fkzkt +
∑
k∈Ks

∑
t∈D

fkzkt

(2.1)
Constraints: A valid solution s must comply with the following constraints.

i) The FE vehicles start and end their routes in the main depot.

ii) The SE vehicles start and end their routes in the corresponding micro-depot.

iii) Vehicles can never exceed their capacity Qk.

iv) Vehicles can depart and arrive at micro-depots within their time windows [et, lt].

v) Micro-depots can never exceed their capacity Qt.

vi) The customers must be served within their time windows [ei, li]. If a vehicle arrives early, it
must wait until it serves the customer.

Among all feasible solutions fulfilling these constraints, we seek a solution s∗ that minimizes objective
function 2.1.

One comment on our problem setting is in order: contrary to practice, where demand may change
over time, our problem setting is based on a deterministic demand scenario. This assumption
simplifies the problem formulation and allows for tractable optimization on large-scale instances.
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Clearly, expanding the problem setting studied in this paper to its stochastic counterpart remains
a natural next step for future research. Despite this simplification, our results provide valuable
insights into the potential benefits of integrating mobile micro-depots into urban logistics networks.
The deterministic setting allows us to isolate and quantify the advantages of mobile micro-depots
without the additional complexity of accounting for uncertainty, thereby laying a foundation for
more advanced modeling approaches. In fact, if mobile micro-depots prove to be beneficial solely
from a cost perspective in a deterministic scenario, one can see this as a strong indicator for potential
cost savings under varying demand, where the savings potential is expected to be even higher when
the mobile micro-depots flexibility comes into play.

3. Adaptive Large Neighborhood Search

In this section, we introduce our ALNS-based metaheuristic to solve 2E-LRP with mobile depots
and direct shipment. ALNS builds on the large neighborhood search (LNS) framework proposed by
Shaw (1998), where large neighborhoods are explored through a destroy and repair mechanism; in
each iteration, a destroy operator removes a set of vertices from the current solution; subsequently, a
repair operator constructs a new solution. This scheme allows to explore larger neighborhoods and
helps the search process to escape local optima. ALNS enhances LNS by incorporating an adaptive
selection mechanism that accounts for each operator’s effectiveness whenever choosing destroy and
repair operators in each iteration (Ropke & Pisinger 2006).

Algorithm 1 shows the pseudocode of our metaheuristic. The algorithm begins with generating
an initial solution (l.1). We then set the best solution s∗ to the initial solution s (l.2), and initialize
a network pool N ′ which we use to store route configurations found during the search (l.3).

In each search iteration, we select a destroy operator from the set of destroy operators (l.5) and
apply it to obtain a partial solution s̄ and a set of removed customers CR (l.6). Subsequently, we
choose a repair operator to repair the new partial solution s̄ (l.7-8) by reinserting the removed
customers. After modifying the solution, we update the network pool N ′ by adding the route
configurations of s̄ (l.9). Finally, we apply local search to s̄ to improve the SE routes (l.10).

Every ηSC iterations, we solve a set cover problem to find better network configurations and
potentially update s∗ (l.11-17). We then apply a correction heuristic to find a feasible solution ŝ.
If ŝ is better than s∗, it is accepted as the new best solution. Otherwise, we continue with the next
steps of our algorithm.

If we find an improved solution in terms of total cost, we update s and N ′. If the cost of s̄,
f(s̄), is less than f(s∗), we also update s∗ (l.18-22). During the search, we use simulated annealing
(SA) to escape from local optima. If s̄ is worse than s but satisfies the SA acceptance criterion, we
accept it and continue the search from there (l.24). Finally, we update the current temperature τ

and weights of the operators used in the current iteration (l.25-26). We repeat these steps until we
reach the maximum number of iterations ηmax.

In the following, we detail each algorithmic component (see Sections 3.1-3.6) and a decomposition-
based cluster-first, route-second approach (see Section 3.7). We refer the interested reader to Ap-
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Algorithm 1: ALNS-based Solution Algorithm
1 s← GenerateInitialSolution() ▷ Section 3.1
2 s∗ ← s ;
3 N ′ ← ∅ ;
4 while ι ≤ ηmax do
5 ChooseDestroyOperator() ▷ Section 3.2
6 (s̄, CR)← Destroy(s) ;
7 ChooseRepairOperator() ▷ Section 3.3
8 s̄← Repair(s̄, CR) ;
9 UpdateNetworkPool(N ′, s̄) ;

10 s̄← LocalSearch(s̄) ▷ Section 3.4
11 if ι = 0 (mod ηSC) then
12 N̄ ′ ← SetCover(N ′) ▷ Section 3.5
13 ŝ← CorrectionHeuristic(N̄ ′) ;
14 if f(ŝ) ≤ f(s∗) then
15 s∗ ← ŝ ;
16 else
17 UpdateNetworkPool(N ′, s̄) ;
18 if f(s̄) ≤ f(s) then
19 UpdateNetworkPool(N ′, s̄) ;
20 s← s̄ ;
21 if f(s̄) ≤ f(s∗) then
22 s∗ ← s̄ ;
23 else if Accept (s̄, s, τ) then
24 s← s̄ ;
25 τ ← UpdateTemperature(τ , τ0, τfinal, ι) ▷ Section 3.6
26 AdaptSearchParameters(ω1, ω2, ω3, ω4) ;

27 return s∗

pendix B for an ablation study in which we provide statistical evidence for the algorithmic compo-
nents used.

3.1. Initial Solution Generation

To generate an initial solution, we design a two-step construction heuristic. First, we determine the
initial open micro-depots and the customer assignments. We propose two approaches to determine
the opened micro-depots: solving a CFLP and k-means clustering. When solving a CFLP, we decide
on the micro-depot locations and the customer assignments. We define the objective function as
a sum of the traveling cost from micro-depot t to customer i. A mathematical formulation of the
CFLP can be found in Appendix C. As a second approach, we apply k-means clustering (Hartigan
& Wong 1979) to cluster customer locations and select the micro-depot locations accordingly.

While solving a CFLP, we inherently satisfy the capacity constraints at the micro-depots. How-
ever, if we use k-means clustering, we need to check for potential capacity violations. In case of
any infeasibility, we repair the solution by reallocating the furthest customers from the current
micro-depot to another available open micro-depot. After identifying initial open micro-depots, we
generate the FE routes by assigning each micro-depot to a FE vehicle and then construct the SE
routes using the Clarke-Wright savings algorithm.
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3.2. Destroy Operators

We use eight destroy operators to remove customers and micro-depots from the solution. To this
end, we distinguish between large operators that change the solution configuration by removing a
micro-depot and small operators that only remove customers. In each iteration, our ALNS randomly
chooses the number of customers q to be removed. Unless otherwise specified, we apply an upper
bound Ω (see Section 4.3) for large operators to limit q. For small operators, we limit q to the
maximum number of customers in the route. Our removal operators are as follows.

Random Removal. The random removal operator randomly selects a number of customers and
removes them from the solution.

Random String Removal. The random string removal operator randomly selects a SE route. Then,
it selects a random string from the route and removes the customers in the selected string.

Furthest Customer Removal. The furthest customer removal operator selects a random route and
arranges its customers in descending order based on their distance from the assigned micro-
depot. It then removes the furthest q customers.

Micro-Depot Removal. The micro-depot removal operator randomly chooses an open micro-depot
and removes it from the solution s, along with the customers assigned and SE routes originating
from that micro-depot.

Partial Micro-Depot Removal. The partial micro-depot removal operator is based on the micro-
depot opening defined by Hemmelmayr et al. (2012). It randomly chooses an open and a closed
micro-depot. It then orders the assigned customers according to their vicinity to the closed
micro-depot. Finally, it removes the closest q customers from their current route, where q is
a random number that does not exceed the total number of customers assigned to the open
micro-depot.

Partial Micro-Depot Swap. The partial micro-depot swap operator randomly selects two open
micro-depots. It then randomly selects q1 and q2 customers that are assigned to the re-
spective micro-depots, where q1 and q2 are random numbers that do not exceed the total
number of customers assigned to the respective micro-depots. Finally, it exchanges the micro-
depot-customer assignments.

FE Route Removal. The FE route removal operator reduces the number of routes in the FE. It
selects the minimum utilized route based on Equation (3.1), where L(r) is the total load of
route r in the FE. It removes the route and its micro-depot(s) from the solution.

r1min = arg min
r∈R1

L(r) (3.1)
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SE Route Removal. The SE route removal operator is similar to the FE route removal. We select
the route using Equation (3.2) in the SE with minimum vehicle utilization in terms of total
load and remove it from the solution.

r2min = arg min
r∈R2

L(r) (3.2)

3.3. Repair Operators

To repair the destroyed solution, by adding the removed customers, our ALNS uses three repair
operators: greedy and regret insertion as proposed in Ropke & Pisinger (2006), as well as an
additional repair operator that merges routes in the first echelon.

Greedy Insertion. The greedy insertion operator checks all possible insertion positions for each
removed customer. Then, it inserts the customer into a route with minimum distance change.
Since we have large removal operators that remove secondary vehicles or micro-depots from the
solution, inserting the removed customers into the existing routes can sometimes be infeasible.
In that case, we create a new route or even open a new micro-depot during the greedy insertion
heuristic.

Algorithm 2 details the steps of the greedy insertion. We start with a destroyed solution s

that contains the subset of routes R̄, the set of removed customers CR, and the set of open
micro-depots D̄. First, we sort the customers in ascending order according to their demand
(l.1). For each customer in CR, we check for the feasibility of each position at each route in R̄.
Then, we select the best insertion position that yields the minimum distance change (l.4-8). If
there is no feasible position to insert the customer, we create a new secondary route and assign
the customer to the route as described in the initial solution generation in Section 3.1 (l.10).
If any open micro-depot cannot serve the newly created route due to capacity limitations, we
open a new micro-depot closest to the customer and assign the route to it (l.14).

Regret Insertion. The regret insertion operator inserts the customers according to their regret
value. Algorithm 3 shows the steps of regret insertion. We start with a destroyed solution s̄

that contains the subset of routes R̄, the set of removed customers CR, and the set of open
micro-depots D̄. For each customer in CR, we check for feasibility for each position at each
route in R̄ (l.5-9). If there is no feasible insertion position, we create a new secondary route
and assign the customer to it (l.11). If any open micro-depot cannot serve the newly created
route due to capacity limitations, we open a new micro-depot closest to the customer and
assign the route to it (l.15). Next, we calculate the regret value for each customer, defined as
the difference in distance change between its best and second best insertion position (l.18).
We then insert the customer with the highest regret value first using Equation (3.3) (l.19-20)
and update the route and the customer’s regret values again with the updated solution (l.21).
Afterward, we continue the procedure until we have added all the customers who had been
removed.

i := argmaxi∈CR(∆f2
i −∆f1

i ) (3.3)
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Algorithm 2: Greedy Insertion
Input: Destroyed solution s̄ = {R̄, CR, D̄} where R̄ is the subset of routes, CR the set of removed

customers and D̄ the set of opened micro-depots
1 Sort(CR);
2 for c ∈ CR do
3 p∗ ← 0;
4 for r̄ ∈ R̄ do
5 if CapacityCheck((c, r̄, D̄)) then
6 for pr̄ ∈ InsertionPositions(r̄) do
7 if TimeWindowCheck((c, pr̄)) and f(pr̄) ≤ f(p∗) then
8 p∗ ← pr̄;

9 if p∗ = 0 then
10 r̄ ← CreateNewRoute();
11 R̄← R̄ ∪ {r̄} ;
12 p∗ ← PositionAt(r̄) ;
13 if r̄ cannot be assigned to existing micro-depots in D̄ then
14 t̂← OpenNewMicroDepot(c);
15 D̄ ← D̄ ∪ {t̂} ;
16 Insert(c, (p∗, r̄))

Algorithm 3: Regret Insertion
Input: Destroyed solution s̄ = {R̄, CR, D̄} where R̄ is the subset of routes, CR the set of removed

customers, and D̄ the set of opened micro-depots
1 for c ∈ CR do
2 CP ← ∅;
3 for c ∈ CR do
4 P ← ∅;
5 for r̄ ∈ R̄ do
6 if CapacityCheck (c, r̄, D̄) then
7 for pr̄ ∈ InsertionPositions(r̄) do
8 if TimeWindowCheck(c, pr̄) then
9 P ← P ∪ {pr̄};

10 if P = ∅ then
11 r̄ ← CreateNewRoute();
12 R̄← R̄ ∪ {r̄} ;
13 P ← P ∪ {PositionAt(r̄)} ;
14 if r̄ cannot be assigned to existing micro-depots in D̄ then
15 t̂← OpenNewMicroDepot(c);
16 D̄ ← D̄ ∪ {t̂};
17 Sort(P );
18 CP ← CP ∪ {(∆f2

c −∆f1
c , p

∗, c)};
19 (c∗, p∗, r̄)← max(CP );
20 Insert(c∗, (p∗, r̄));
21 Update(s̄);
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Merge Routes in First Echelon. The merge routes operator merges the primary routes in the first
echelon after applying the destroy operator First Echelon Route Removal. The primary routes
removed in the destroy operator contain the micro-depots and the customers directly served
by the primary vehicles. This operator aims to merge those removed primary routes with the
remaining ones. We start by sorting the total load of the removed micro-depots in descend-
ing order. For each remaining primary route, we check the capacity constraints. If there is
enough capacity, we assign the micro-depot to the route. We also try to insert the directly
served customers into the remaining primary routes. If there are still unserved micro-depots
or customers, we create a new primary route.

3.4. Local Search

We sequentially apply five local search operators at each iteration to intensify the search and improve
the second echelon routes locally. We apply preprocessing to speed up the computation time when
applying local search (see Appendix D). To this end, we determine possible neighboring nodes by
restricting the number of neighbors for each node and allowing Π neighbors for each node. The
nodes within the neighborhood are then sorted according to their distance to the selected node.
We proceed by accepting the first improvement and continue with the next operator. The local
search stops if no further improvement can be achieved by any operators. We use two intra-route
operators to consider moves within the route and three inter-route operators to consider moves
between different routes. For the intra-route operators, we only check for time-window violations.
For the inter-route operators, we additionally check for capacity constraints. Since the micro-depot
assignment of a customer may also change, we need to check for customer-micro-depot feasibility.

Relocate intra-route. The relocate intra-route operator works by selecting a customer within a
route and relocating them to a different position within the same route, aiming to reduce the
route’s total cost. The relocation takes place only if the time-window constraints are met. For
each customer i, the operator checks every neighboring customer j. If j is in the same route
as i, we remove the arcs (i−, i), (i, i+), (j, j+) and add the arcs (i−, i+), (j, i), (i, j+). If this
reduces the total cost, the operator relocates i next to j.

2-opt. The 2-opt operator checks every neighboring customer j and reverses the chain in the route
for each customer i. If j is in the same route as i, we remove the arcs (i, i+), (j, j+) and
add the arcs (i, j), (i+, j+). If this reduces the total cost, the operator places j next to i and
reverses the direction of the customers between i+ and j.

Relocate inter-route. The relocate inter-route operator relocates a customer from its current route
to another route. For each customer i, it tries to relocate it from route R1 next to its neighbor
j, which is in another route R2. It removes the arcs (i−, i), (i, i+), (j, j+) and adds the arcs
(i−, i+), (j, i), (i, j+). If this reduces the total cost, the operator relocates the customer into
R2.
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2-opt*. The 2-opt* operator moves the customers served after customer i on route R1 to be served
after customer j on route R2 and relocates the customers after j on route R2 to route R1. To
calculate the cost change, it removes the arcs (i, i+), (j, j+), then adds the arcs (i, j+), (j, i+).
The operator accepts the change if this adjustment results in a lower total cost and meets
capacity and time-window constraints.

Exchange. The exchange operator selects two customers in two different routes and exchanges their
positions. It removes the arcs (i−, i), (i, i+), (j−, j), (j, j+) and adds the arcs (i−, j), (j, i+),

(j−, i), (i, j+). If there is an improvement in the total cost, the operator exchanges the cus-
tomer positions.

3.5. Set Cover Problem

During the search, we solve a set cover problem in every ηSC iteration (1.12) to find better network
configurations. In this context, we define a mini-network n ∈ N, which consists of an open micro-
depot t ∈ D and the customers i ∈ C assigned to it. We define binary variables ain to denote whether
a customer i is included in the mini-network n (ain = 1), or not (ain = 0). Similarly, bnt denotes
whether mini-network n belongs to micro-depot t. Finally, we use fn to denote the sum of fixed costs
and travel costs of the mini-network. The set cover problem decides which mini-networks to use.
Accordingly, objective (3.4) minimizes the total cost of the mini-networks chosen in the solution
configuration. The model ensures that each customer is covered by at least one mini-network (3.5),
and for each micro-depot, at most one mini-network is selected (3.6).

min
∑
n∈N

fnyn (3.4)

s.t. ∑
n∈N

ainyn ≥ 1 ∀i ∈ C (3.5)∑
n∈N

btnyn ≤ 1 ∀t ∈ D (3.6)

Correction Heuristic. After solving the set cover problem, we generate a new solution by selecting
the SE routes from the network pool, N ′, which is generated from the selected mini-networks (1.13).
In some cases, a customer may be visited multiple times within the solution because several selected
SE routes serve the same customer. To mitigate this shortcoming, we use a correction heuristic to
remove the extra visits and generate a feasible solution.

The correction heuristic works as follows: for each customer assigned to more than one route, we
compute the distance change when the customer is removed from the route. We keep the customer
on the route with the largest savings and remove it from all other routes. We repeat the procedure
for all customers visited more than once. We then generate the first echelon routes as described
in Section 3.1. We calculate the costs of the new solution and output the resulting solution. We
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continue the improvement step using the resulting solution. If the newly found solution is the new
best solution, we update s∗.

Network Pool Size Management. The network pool N ′ consists of the mini-networks and the
respective SE routes. We update the network pool during the search whenever we modify the solu-
tion after applying the destroy and repair or local search operators (1.9). We add newly discovered
routes to the network pool during the search. However, the size of the pool becomes excessively large
after several iterations. In some cases, the route is not changed completely, but the customers’ order
changes. We implement a filtering mechanism to manage the pool size and prevent redundancy.
When inserting a new set of routes associated with a mini-network into the pool, we compare it
with the existing routes. If the new route includes the same customers as an existing route, we
evaluate the total cost of the mini-network, calculated as the sum of travel and vehicle costs, and
keep the route with the lower cost. This approach ensures that the network pool remains efficient
and maintains a manageable size.

3.6. Adaptive Mechanisms

Our algorithm uses the SA acceptance criterion to accept deteriorating solutions. We accept a

worse solution if e−
f(s̄)−f(s∗)

τi > U(0, 1) where f(s̄) and f(s∗) are the objective values of s̄ and s∗,
and τi is the current temperature. We decrease the temperature in each iteration using the linear
temperature update function as follows:

τ i = τ0 − i
τ0 − τfinal

ηmax (3.7)

where τ0 and τfinal are predefined initial and final temperatures, respectively.

At each iteration, we select one destroy and one repair operator. The probability ϕj for choosing
the operator ρj is calculated using roulette wheel selection (Equation (3.8)). In the beginning, each
destroy and repair operator has the same weight. The weight update procedure for each operator
is based on the work of Pisinger & Ropke (2010). ALNS updates the weights of repair and destroy
operators dynamically based on the success of the previous iterations in Equation (3.9), where
λ ∈ [0, 1] is the smoothing factor and ω is the score value. We define four different score values as
proposed in Pisinger & Ropke (2010). Specifically, our ALNS assigns ω1 if the solution is a new
global best, ω2 if it improves the current solution, ω3 if the new solution is accepted, and ω4 if the
new solution is rejected.

ϕj =
ρj∑
k∈Ω ρk

(3.8)

ρj = λρj + (1− λ)ω (3.9)
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3.7. Decomposition

Although our ALNS algorithm incorporates several speed-up techniques to enhance runtime per-
formance, solving large-scale instances still requires considerable computational time to achieve
high-quality solutions. Existing decomposition strategies such as cluster-first-route-second reduce
computational runtimes by dividing the problem into smaller subproblems. However, these methods
often sacrifice solution quality as they neglect the complexity of the overall problem. Therefore, it
is essential to improve runtimes while maintaining the quality of the final solution through a hybrid
approach.

To overcome this limitation, we introduce a hybrid decomposition-based cluster-first, route-second
approach that first decomposes the problem into smaller subproblems, focusing on micro-depot
assignments and route optimization. After improving the routes within these subproblems, we
aggregate them to construct a good-quality initial solution. This approach replaces the construction
phase of our initial algorithm and provides a good starting solution for the ALNS, allowing it to
run for fewer iterations while maintaining a high solution quality.

Figure 2 illustrates our hybrid decomposition-based cluster-first-route-second approach to solve
large-scale instances. We decompose the problem into two levels: micro-depots and routes. After
improving each route, we create an aggregated solution and apply our ALNS. Algorithm 4 shows
the detailed steps of our decomposition approach. We determine the initial open micro-depots as
described in Section 3.1(l.1). At the first level of decomposition, we have the micro-depot and
customers assigned to it at each cluster. Next, we apply k-means clustering to find smaller clusters
that will then determine the routes (l.3). For each small cluster, we solve a traveling salesman
problem (TSP) (l.5). Here, we initialize the routes by solving the Clarke-Wright savings algorithm
and apply local search intra-route operators defined in Section 3.4 to improve the routes. We then
aggregate the routes and create one large solution (l.6). Finally, we apply our proposed ALNS with
fewer number of iterations to the aggregated solution (l.7).

Cluster 
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Solution ALNS

k-means

Cluster 
2

Cluster 
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Cluster 1

Cluster 2

Cluster N
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Figure 2: Visualization of decomposition approach.

Algorithm 4: Decomposition approach.
Input: Instance I

1 C← GenerateFirstLevelCluster(I)
2 foreach Ci ∈ C do
3 k-means (Ci)
4 foreach Cij ∈ {Ci1, Ci2, . . . , CiN} do

5 SolveTSP(Cij)

6 sagg ← Aggregate(Cij)

7 s∗ ← ALNS(sagg)
8 return s∗
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4. Experimental Design

To validate the performance of our ALNS algorithm, we use benchmark datasets to provide a
comparison against existing algorithms on basic 2E-LRP instances. Additionally, we generate case
study instances for the city of Munich to derive managerial insights. Finally, we report our parameter
tuning to find the best-performing parameters for our algorithm.

4.1. Benchmark Instances

We use two 2E-LRP benchmark datasets proposed by Nguyen et al. (2012) to validate our algo-
rithm’s performance. The first dataset is a modified version of Prodhon’s 2E-LRP instances that
consists of 30 instances with the following features: number of customers n ∈ {20, 50, 100, 200}
with uniform integer demands between 11 and 20, number of satellites m ∈ {5, 10}, number of clus-
ters β ∈ {1, 2, 3}, and vehicle capacity Q ∈ {70, 150}. In addition to these features, the modified
instances contain the main depot location, located at the origin (0, 0), and first echelon vehicles.
The first echelon vehicle capacities are the maximum capacity of the satellites multiplied by 1.5.
The second dataset, Nguyen’s 2E-LRP instances, contains 24 instances with the following features:
number of customers n ∈ {25, 50, 100, 200}, number of satellites m ∈ {5, 10}, first-echelon vehicle
capacity Q1 ∈ {750, 850} and second-echelon vehicle capacity Q2 ∈ {100, 150}. Notably, customer
demands follow a normal distribution with mean µ = 15 and variance σ2 = 25. Customer locations
are normally distributed (N ) or follow a multi-normal distribution (MN ).

For both datasets, the costs cij correspond to the Euclidean distances rounded to the next integer,
multiplied by 100. As also discussed in Breunig et al. (2016), we use the following equations to
calculate the distance matrices for the first (4.1) and second (4.2) echelon.

dAB =
√

(xA − xB)2 + (yA − yB)2 × 100× 2 (4.1)

dAB =
√
(xA − xB)2 + (yA − yB)2 × 100 (4.2)

4.2. Case Study Instances

We generate instances for the city of Munich with 1000 and 2000 customers, 40 potential capacitated
micro-depot locations, and one main depot outside the city center. Figure 3a represents the map of
Munich with customer and depot locations. The number of customers and micro-depots assigned to
each district depends on its population share. Subsequently, we randomly select the locations within
the district. Customer demands follow a uniform distribution with mean µ = 6.03 and standard
deviation σ = 2.55 as shown in Figure 3b. We assign large trucks to be used in the first echelon
and cargo bikes as city freighters in the second echelon. Instead of Euclidean distances, we generate
the distance matrix for trucks and cargo bikes based on the actual street network in Munich using
openstreetmap (OSM) (OpenStreetMap 2017).

Table 2 represents the input parameters used for the case study. We take the costs and capacities
for micro-depots and vehicles from Sheth et al. (2019), Qi et al. (2018), and Llorca & Moeckel
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Figure 3: Case study map for the city of Munich and demand distribution.
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(2020). Based on these, we assume the costs of using a truck and cargo bike are e480/day and
e280/day, respectively. The truck capacity is 865 cubic feet (cu. ft.), and the cargo bike capacity is
77 cu. ft. The capacities of stationary and mobile depots differ from each other. The former is the
same as the truck capacity and is 865 cu. ft. and the latter is assumed to be 500 cu. ft. We assume
the cost of locating a micro-depot is e156/day. Rather than assigning a fixed cost to stationary
micro-depots, we model the cost as a uniform distribution within the range of e600 to e650. Using
this distribution, the assigned costs have a mean of e628 and a standard deviation of e15.08.

Table 2: Input parameters of the case study

Description Unit Value Source

Cost of truck e/day 480 Sheth et al. (2019)
Cost of cargo bike e/day 280 Sheth et al. (2019)
Capacity of truck cu. ft. 865 Sheth et al. (2019)
Capacity of cargo bike cu. ft. 77 Sheth et al. (2019)
Capacity of stationary micro-depot cu. ft. 865 Sheth et al. (2019)
Capacity of mobile micro-depot cu. ft. 500 Rossi et al. (2021)∗
Cost of stationary micro-depot e/day U(600,650) Sheth et al. (2019)
Cost of mobile micro-depot e/day 156 Sheth et al. (2019)
Fuel cost of truck e/lt 1.8 Qi et al. (2018)
Fuel consumption of truck per km km/lt 3 Qi et al. (2018)
Cost of cargo bike e/km 0.47 Llorca & Moeckel (2020)
CO2 emission of truck kg CO2/km 0.597 Qi et al. (2018)
CO2 emission of cargo bike g CO2/km 0.079 Temporelli et al. (2022)
* The unit is converted to cu.ft. for consistency.

4.3. Parameter Tuning

We conducted hyperparameter tuning to fine-tune the parameters of our ALNS outlined by Ropke
& Pisinger (2006). To do so, we selected Prodhon’s and Nguyen’s 2E-LRP instances with more than
100 customers. To evaluate each parameter, we followed a sequential tuning approach: we varied
one parameter at a time while fixing the remaining parameters at their initial values, as indicated
by the superscript i in Table 3. After identifying the best value for a parameter, we fixed it at its
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selected value and proceeded to tune the following parameter in the sequence. Table 3 presents the
tested values for each parameter and the final values used in the ALNS. The bold values represent
the final tuned parameters that yielded the best performance.

Our ALNS includes the following parameters: the maximum number of iterations (ηmax), the
decay parameter (λ), the operator weight update parameters (ω1, ω2, ω3, ω4), the initial tempera-
ture (τ0), the final temperature (τfinal), the temperature decay value (α), the temperature update
function (g(τ)), the number of iterations without improvement (ηreheat), the number of neighbors
for each node (Π), the number of customers to be removed in destroy operators (Ω), the local
search improvement method (υ) and the number of iterations after which the set cover problem is
applied (ηSC). It is worth noting that changing Ω and ηreheat did not affect the solution quality.
Therefore, we chose the maximum Ω value to allow for variation during the search. We further
removed the temperature reheating step from our algorithm as it did not contribute to the solution
quality. In the experiments, we observed the same solution quality when solving the set cover prob-
lem in every 500 and 2000 iteration. Since we aim for faster computation times, we selected ηSC as
2000.

Table 3: Parameter setting for the ALNS

ηmax 50, 000i 100,000 150, 000 g(τ) lineari sigmoid hyperbolic
λ 0.8 0.9i 0.99 ηreheat 10 100 0i

ω1, ω2, ω3, ω4 (50, 10, 1, 0.5) (100, 50, 10, 0.5)i (10, 5, 1, 0) Π 0.2|C| 0.5|C| 1|C|i
τ0 10 50 100i Ω 20 0.5|C| 1|C|i

τfinal 0.01 0.1i 1 υ 1 100 besti
α 0.80 0.90i 0.99 ηSC 500i 2000 10000

5. Results

All experiments were conducted on a desktop computer equipped with an Intel(R) Core(TM) i9-
9900, 3.1 GHz CPU, and 16 GB of RAM, running Ubuntu 20.04. We implemented our ALNS as a
single thread code in C# .NET 6.0 and used Gurobi 10.0.0 to solve CFLP and set cover problems. To
evaluate the performance of our algorithm, we present results from well-known benchmark datasets
for the 2E-LRP and our proposed decomposition scheme in Section 5.1. Additionally, we include
case study instances to show the scalability of our solution in Section 5.2. For this case study, we
further analyze the effects of direct shipment and conduct sensitivity analysis to derive managerial
insights.

5.1. Computational Analysis

Benchmark Comparison. In this section, we evaluate the performance of our ALNS; we performed
a comprehensive comparative analysis against the best-known solutions derived from Arnold &
Sörensen (2021) on Prodhon’s and Nguyen’s 2E-LRP benchmark datasets described in Section 4.1.
We perform ten runs for each instance using our ALNS. From these runs, we record the best objective
value achieved (z∗), the average of the best objective values across all runs (z̄), the best gap to the
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BKS in percentage ∆(%), and the average gap in percentage ∆̄(%). We calculate the gap between
a solution with a value of z and the BKS using the formula (z − BKS)/BKS ∗ 100. Additionally,
we record the average runtime per run (t̄) in seconds.

Table 4 presents the detailed results on Prodhon’s 2E-LRP instances. Out of 30 instances, our
algorithm finds better solutions than the best-known solutions for two instances and matches the
best-known solutions for seven instances. On average, our algorithm finds solutions that have 1.28%
gap to the best-known solutions over 30 instances. The average gap in percentage ∆̄ is below 5%
for most instances, where the overall average for ∆̄ is 2.45%. Overall, we find comparable results
against the best-known solutions in less than three minutes. For smaller instances containing 20
and 50 customers, the average computation time of our algorithm is less than a minute.

Table 5 shows the detailed results on Nguyen’s 2E-LRP instances. Out of 24 instances, our
algorithm finds the best-known solutions for three instances. On average, our algorithm finds
solutions that have 2.87% gap to the best-known solutions for 24 instances. The average gap in
percentage ∆̄ is below 5% for most instances. Overall, we can also find comparable results against
the best-known solutions in less than three minutes for Nguyen’s dataset. For smaller instances,
the average computation time of our algorithm is less than a minute.

Table 4: Comparison of Prodhon’s 2E-LRP best-known solutions derived from Arnold & Sörensen
(2021) and the ALNS best results out of 10 runs and the average runtimes.

ALNS ALNS

Instance BKS z∗ z̄ ∆(%) ∆̄% t̄(s) Instance BKS z∗ z̄ ∆(%) ∆̄% t̄(s)

20-5-1 89,075 89,075 90,978 0.00 2.14 15.10 100-5-2b 194,728 194,729 195,113 0.00 0.20 91.28
20-5-1b 61,863 62,537 64,017 1.09 3.48 12.69 100-5-3 244,071 244,329 245,434 0.11 0.56 95.78
20-5-2 84,478 84,478 85,696 0.00 1.44 19.68 100-5-3b 194,110 196,433 197,052 1.20 1.52 80.12
20-5-2b 60,838 60,838 60,838 0.00 0.00 13.40 100-10-1 351,243 362,628 365,787 3.24 4.14 384.82
50-5-1 130,843 137,225 137,245 4.88 4.89 43.90 100-10-1b 297,167 306,231 313,750 3.05 5.58 546.68
50-5-1b 101,530 103,016 107,903 1.46 6.28 31.30 100-10-2 304,438 305,129 308,031 0.23 1.18 117.74
50-5-2 131,825 138,364 138,364 4.96 4.96 48.70 100-10-2b 263,873 263,618 264,799 -0.10 0.35 134.32
50-5-2b 110,332 113,126 116,877 2.53 5.93 29.40 100-10-3 310,148 317,486 324,930 2.37 4.77 271.40
50-5-2BIS 122,599 124,902 128,216 1.88 4.58 56.50 100-10-3b 260,328 265,812 274,825 2.11 5.57 451.96
50-5-2BBIS 105,696 108,535 108,567 2.69 2.72 36.30 200-10-1 548,703 557,322 561,718 1.57 2.37 311.74
50-5-3 128,379 128,379 129,218 0.00 0.65 38.30 200-10-1b 445,301 446,300 452,753 0.22 1.67 283.56
50-5-3b 104,006 104,006 104,006 0.00 0.00 37.00 200-10-2 497,451 498,827 500,045 0.28 0.52 291.82
100-5-1 318,134 318,779 320,878 0.20 0.86 112.68 200-10-2b 422,668 422,616 423,820 -0.01 0.27 313.22
100-5-1b 256,878 256,888 259,007 0.00 0.83 161.60 200-10-3 527,162 530,991 533,617 0.73 1.22 290.68
100-5-2 231,305 231,530 232,888 0.10 0.68 81.32 200-10-3b 401,672 416,392 418,204 3.66 4.12 327.08

Average 1.28 2.45 157.67

Decomposition Performance. This section evaluates the performance of the baseline 2E-LRP
with mobile depot algorithms with direct shipment and our proposed decomposition-based cluster-
first route-second models, emphasizing the trade-off between solution quality and computational
efficiency. The baseline approaches include FLPB, which initializes the solution using FLP, and
kMeansB, which employs a k-means clustering for initialization. Similarly, the decomposition
models are defined as FLPD and kMeansD, based on the same respective initialization methods.

Figure 4 compares these four approaches on total cost, computational time in seconds, number of
micro-depots, and number of SE routes. Although the decomposition models show slightly higher
total costs, on average 2.9% more than the baseline algorithms, they offer substantial computational
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Table 5: Comparison of Nguyen’s 2E-LRP best-known solutions derived from Arnold & Sörensen
(2021) and the ALNS best results out of 10 runs and the average runtimes.

ALNS ALNS

Instance BKS z∗ z̄ ∆(%) ∆̄% t̄(s) Instance BKS z∗ z̄ ∆(%) ∆̄% t̄(s)

25-5N 80,370 84,892 87,488 5.63 8.86 16.4 100-5N 193,228 205,798 206,801 6.51 7.02 111.3
25-5NB 64,562 64,562 64,562 0.00 0.00 15.2 100-5Nb 158,927 164,287 164,412 3.37 3.45 101.9
25-5MN 78,947 78,947 78,947 0.00 0.00 18.2 100-5MN 204,682 205,394 215,990 0.35 5.52 101.8
25-5MNb 64,438 64,438 64,438 0.00 0.00 18.1 100-5MNb 165,744 166,115 168,240 0.22 1.51 109.4
50-5N 137,815 138,646 138,794 0.60 0.71 37.6 100-10N 209,952 233,230 239,568 11.09 14.11 145.6
50-5Nb 110,094 112,737 112,737 2.40 2.40 35.7 100-10Nb 155,489 166,212 169,424 6.90 8.96 119.5
50-5MN 123,484 128,793 128,793 4.30 4.30 36.4 100-10MN 201,275 209,255 214,382 3.96 6.51 124.3
50-5MNb 105,401 106,313 106,313 0.87 0.87 37.1 100-10MNb 170,625 174,085 176,567 2.03 3.48 116.1
50-10N 115,725 117,431 117,431 1.47 1.47 34 200-10N 343,232 361,536 370,589 3.57 7.97 453
50-10Nb 87,315 87,686 87,686 0.42 0.42 40.2 200-10Nb 256,171 268,646 278,550 4.87 8.74 390
50-10MN 135,519 139,664 139,664 3.06 3.06 34.5 200-10MN 323,801 338,782 342,492 4.63 5.77 426
50-10MNb 110,613 111,290 114,389 0.61 3.41 55.5 200-10MNb 287,076 293,021 306,601 2.07 6.80 523

Average 2.87 4.39 129.20

benefits, as illustrated in Figures 4a and 4b. The decomposed models operate 15 times faster
than the baseline approaches. To better understand the impact on the solution configuration, we
assess the total number of open micro-depots in Figure 4c. The decomposition approaches produce
configurations comparable to the baselines, with kMeansD showing greater consistency by requiring
fewer open micro-depots. Additionally, Figure 4d highlights the number of SE routes, demonstrating
that although the decomposition models result in more routes, they provide more consistent and
less variable solutions than the baseline methods.

Figure 4: Comparison of baseline and decomposition approaches across various metrics.
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In conclusion, the decomposition strategies offer a clear trade-off: reduced computational runtimes
and improved consistency in solution configurations at the expense of modestly increased total
costs. Among the decomposition models, FLPD delivers the most balanced performance across the
evaluated metrics, including total cost, number of SE routes, and computational time.

5.2. Managerial Insights

We consider a case study for the city of Munich, Germany, to derive managerial insights using the
parameters presented in Table 2. In this section, we compare two distribution network settings:
the 2E-LRP with mobile depots and 2E-LRP with mobile depots and direct shipment. We provide
the system analysis in 5.2.1 followed by a sensitivity analysis in 5.2.2 and the benefit of mobile
micro-depots in 5.2.3.

5.2.1. Effect of Direct Shipment

Our analysis compares the 2E-LRP with mobile depots and 2E-LRP with mobile depots and direct
shipment settings. Figure 5 illustrates the comparison between these settings regarding the number
of trucks, cargo bikes, and both stationary and mobile micro-depots. The results show that the
2E-LRP with mobile depots and direct shipment reduces the number of truck routes from 20 to
19, cargo bike routes from 168 to 166, and mobile micro-depots from 12 to 11. However, it does
not change the number of stationary micro-depots. This adjustment in routes and micro-depots
underscores the efficiency gains and cost benefits of incorporating direct shipment into the logistics
network.

Figure 5: Comparison of 2E-LRP with mobile micro-depots (MD) and 2E-LRPMD with direct ship-
ment (DS). Number of (a) trucks, (b) cargo bikes, (c) stationary micro-depots, (d) MDs.
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Insight 1. The 2E-LRP with mobile depots and direct shipment setting achieved a 5% reduction
in truck routes, a 1.2% reduction in cargo bike routes, and an 8% decrease in the number of mobile
micro-depots, highlighting the potential for cost efficiency through direct shipment integration.

Figure 6 illustrates the case study comparing the total costs, total emissions, truck and cargo
bike utilization, and total distances traveled in the first and second echelons for the best solution
obtained out of 10 runs. Figure 6a shows the total costs split into micro-depot, travel, truck, and
cargo bike costs. Although there is an increase of 2.4% in the micro-depot opening costs, the costs



23

of trucks and cargo bikes decrease by 15% and 2%, respectively. The traveling cost increases slightly
due to increased distance. Overall, there is a reduction in total costs of 4.7% for the 2E-LRP with
mobile depots and direct shipment. We also show in Figure 6b that allowing for direct shipments
reduces total emissions by 11%. In Figures 6c and 6d, we compare the total truck and cargo bike
utilizations. These plots illustrate that with the direct shipment, we can achieve increased truck
and cargo bike utilizations of 42% and 4%, respectively. Additionally, we observe that the loads
are more evenly distributed among the vehicles in both echelons. Finally, the total distances in
both echelons are shown in Figures 6e and 6f. Since customers are also served by trucks in the
2E-LRP with mobile depots and direct shipment, the distance traveled is increased by 8% in the
first echelon. For the second echelon, we also see an increase in the distances, resulting from using
fewer cargo bikes and increased utilization for each cargo bike.

Figure 6: Comparison of 2E-LRP with mobile depots (MD) and 2E-LRPMD with direct ship-
ment (DS) settings.
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Insight 2. The 2E-LRP with mobile depots and direct shipment results in a 4.7% reduction in
total costs, 11% in emissions, and an increase in FE vehicle utilizations by 42%.

5.2.2. Sensitivity Analysis

We conduct a sensitivity analysis to evaluate how variations in input parameters impact the per-
formance of 2E-LRP with mobile depots and direct shipment. Using a baseline scenario defined by
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the parameters in Table 2, we vary customer time windows, customer demand, mobile micro-depot
costs, and stationary micro-depot costs by ±10% and ±20%. The analysis examines key perfor-
mance indicators (KPIs), including FE and SE routes, total cost, the number of stationary and
mobile micro-depots, and direct shipments, as shown in Figure 7.

As shown in the first column of Figure 7, the customers’ time windows have an impact on the
number of FE routes, the number of stationary micro-depots, and the number of direct shipments.
As the customers’ time windows decrease by 10% and 20%, the LSP prefers locating more stationary
micro-depots compared to the baseline solution. Moreover, the impact of direct shipment becomes
more evident when time windows are reduced by 20%. As a result, the total number of FE routes
increases compared to the baseline since the main depot directly serves more customers. A 10%
increase in time windows results in more stationary micro-depots but fewer mobile micro-depots,
leaving the total number of micro-depots unchanged. However, with a 10% decrease in time windows,
we see a decrease in the number of directly shipped customers, which also reduces the number of
FE routes. A 20% increase in the time windows does not have an impact on the KPIs.

The second column of Figure 7 shows that all KPIs correlate with variations in customer demand.
As demand increases, the numbers of FE and SE routes, total cost, and the number of micro-depots
increase as expected. We also observe that the number of direct shipments increases as demand
increases. This outcome is also expected and reasonable from an LSP’s perspective. As demand
increases, it will be more appropriate to serve customers directly from the main depot considering
the capacity restrictions on cargo bikes.

Analyzing the impact of mobile micro-depot costs on the KPIs reveals minor changes in the
number of FE routes and total costs. A 20% reduction in mobile micro-depot costs increases the
number of stationary and mobile micro-depots used. Similarly, a decrease in stationary micro-depot
costs leads to an increase in the number of mobile micro-depots. The LSP prioritizes the micro-
depot configuration that minimizes total costs, which may result in favoring stationary micro-depots
despite lower mobile micro-depot costs or vice versa. By changing mobile or stationary micro-depot
costs, we do not see a correlation with the number of SE routes.

5.2.3. Benefit of Mobile Micro-Depots

In the following, we analyze the trade-off between different micro-depot configurations in a two-
echelon distribution network setting. Specifically, we create three scenarios where we allow locating
only stationary micro-depots, only mobile micro-depots, and a hybrid of both stationary and mobile
micro-depots. In the hybrid scenario, we run experiments for a fixed number of stationary micro-
depots tf between 0 and 40, optimizing additional mobile micro-depots accordingly.

Figure 8 shows the percentage change in total cost across different micro-depot configurations for
both 2E-LRP and 2E-LRP with direct shipment settings. The configurations range from exclusively
mobile micro-depots to exclusively stationary micro-depots, with mixed configurations in between.
The configuration with 32 mobile micro-depots represents the scenario with only mobile micro-
depots, while the configuration with 14 stationary micro-depots corresponds to the scenario with
only stationary micro-depots.
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Figure 7: Sensitivity analysis of the case study instances for 2E-LRP with mobile depots and direct
shipment. Columns indicate the adjusted input parameters: time windows, demand, mobile
micro-depot (MD) cost, and stationary micro-depot (SD) cost. Rows represent the KPIs:
number of FE routes, number of SE routes, total cost(e), number of SDs, number of MDs,
and the number of direct shipments. The values shown are the average values out of 10
runs for each scenario.
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Insight 3. The number of FE routes is sensitive to all input parameters, while the number of
SE routes is only highly sensitive to changes in demand.

Insight 4. The number of stationary micro-depots is sensitive to all input parameters, while the
number of mobile micro-depots is only highly sensitive to changes in demand.

Insight 5. Changing time windows and customer demand highly affects the number of direct
shipments.

The results reveal that cost reductions occur primarily in mixed configurations, with the lowest
costs achieved by opening 3 stationary and 24 mobile micro-depots for 2E-LRP (Figure 8a) and 4
stationary and 21 mobile micro-depots for 2E-LRP with direct shipment (Figure 8b). The analysis
also shows that mobile micro-depots increase at a greater rate than the decrease of stationary micro-
depots, indicating an over-proportional shift toward mobile micro-depots in mixed configurations.
However, in scenarios dominated by mobile micro-depots, the cost-saving effect decreases, suggesting
diminishing returns as the configuration departs from a balanced approach. This analysis suggests
that a hybrid configuration of mobile and stationary micro-depots is the most strategic approach,
offering cost efficiency.

Figure 8: Percentage change in total cost of different micro-depot configurations in 2E-LRP and 2E-
LRP with direct shipment settings.
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(b) 2E-LRP with direct shipment setting.

Stationary Depot Mobile Depot Cost

Insight 6. We can achieve costs savings of approximately 5% with hybrid micro-depot configu-
rations.

We further show the changes in KPIs across the above-mentioned scenarios for 2E-LRP and 2E-
LRP with direct shipment settings in Figure 9. The best results for the hybrid scenario are based
on the results from Figure 8 for 2E-LRP and 2E-LRP with direct shipment settings. We define the
reference scenario as the 2E-LRP configuration using only stationary micro-depots, and all other
values are reported as percentage changes relative to this baseline. Figure 9a represents the total
cost change. In the mobile-only scenario, the cost reductions are 3.07% and 3.21% for 2E-LRP
and 2E-LRP with direct shipment settings, respectively. Cost savings in the stationary-only and
mobile-only scenarios remain marginal when direct shipment is allowed. In the 2E-LRP setting,
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the hybrid configuration offers no additional cost advantage over the mobile-only configuration, as
their cost reductions are similar. However, in a direct shipment setting, the hybrid configuration
achieves a cost reduction that is twice as much as the cost reduction from the mobile-only or
hybrid configurations without direct shipment. Specifically, the hybrid configuration with direct
shipment reduces total costs by 5.89% compared to the reference scenario. Therefore, locating both
stationary and mobile micro-depots while allowing direct shipment in a two-echelon distribution
setting provides the cost-optimal solution.

Figure 9: Comparison of micro-depot configurations in 2E-LRP and 2E-LRP with direct shipment
(DS) settings.
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Insight 7. A hybrid micro-depot configuration results in a 5.89% reduction in total costs, 34.14%
in distances and 4.22% in the number of SE routes compared to stationary-only configurations in a
2E-LRP setting.

As illustrated in Figure 9b, the reductions in the total distance for both mobile-only and hybrid
configurations are more prominent compared to the stationary-only configuration. By allowing
direct shipment, distances are further reduced for all three scenarios. The hybrid configuration with
direct shipment achieves the highest reduction, lowering total distance by 34.14%. Figure 9c shows
the percentage change in the number of SE routes, where mobile-only and hybrid configurations
demonstrate better cargo bike utilization. Notably, the hybrid configuration with direct shipment
reduces SE routes by 4.22% compared to stationary-only configurations, offering superior route
consolidation and making it the preferred micro-depot configuration. Finally, Figure 9d shows
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the average truck utilization in the FE. In contrast to other KPIs, stationary-only configurations
generate the maximum utilized trucks. Mobile-only configurations, on the other hand, yield the
lowest truck utilization rates. Hybrid configurations exhibit a 15.6% decrease in truck utilization
for the 2E-LRP setting. By allowing direct shipment, truck utilizations decrease by 6.67% compared
to the stationary-only configurations.

The hybrid configuration in 2E-LRP with direct shipment demonstrates a balance between cost
efficiency, distance traveled, and adaptability to dynamic changes in demand locations. Although it
may not achieve the highest truck utilization, its significant improvements in other KPIs establish
it as the most comprehensive and effective solution for LSPs.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed an extension of 2E-LRP, which considers the concurrent location of sta-
tionary and mobile micro-depots and allows direct shipment from the main depot to customers in
city logistics. To address this problem, we developed an ALNS-based solution approach, integrating
a set cover problem to identify optimal network configurations and micro-depot locations. We eval-
uated our ALNS on Prodhon’s and Nguyen’s 2E-LRP benchmark instances, achieving high-quality
solutions with short computational times. We introduced a decomposition-based cluster-first-route-
second approach to tackle large-scale instances, which outperformed baseline algorithms by running
15 times faster while maintaining good solution quality. Using case study instances based on the
city of Munich, our comparative analysis demonstrated that allowing direct shipment in the two-
echelon distribution setting reduces total costs and emissions by 4.7% and 11%, respectively, while
increasing truck utilization by 42%. Our sensitivity analysis indicated that direct shipment is highly
sensitive to input parameters. Additionally, we analyzed trade-offs between different micro-depot
configurations, showing that hybrid configurations combining stationary and mobile depots achieve
lower costs compared to using a single-depot type. Specifically, a hybrid configuration with direct
shipment reduced total costs by 5.9% compared to the traditional 2E-LRP setting. Our study
focuses solely on cost minimization. Future research could systematically investigate the environ-
mental impact of the distribution system, particularly with respect to emissions. Additionally,
learning-based approaches could be explored to identify efficient solution configurations.
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Appendix A Mathematical Formulation of 2E-LRP with Mobile
Depots and Direct Shipment

In this section, we define the mathematical formulation of 2E-LRP with mobile depots and direct
shipment.

Sets

V set of vertices
A set of arcs
D set of micro-depots
C set of customers
Kf set of first echelon vehicles
Ks set of second echelon vehicle

Parameters

ci micro-depot cost for using location i

ckij travel cost on arc (i, j) for vehicle k

fk fixed cost of vehicle k

Qk capacity of vehicle k

Qt capacity of micro-depot t

di demand of customer i

[ei, li] begin of service time window at location i

τ fijk travel time of vehicle k on arc (i, j) when departing from i on first echelon
τ sijk travel time of vehicle k on arc (i, j) when departing from i on second echelon

Decision Variables

yt decision on whether to use a micro-depot t

xfijk decision on whether vehicle k is traveling on arc (i, j) on first echelon
xsijkt decision on whether vehicle k is traveling on arc (i, j) served from micro-

depot t on second echelon
zfkt decision on whether vehicle k is used and visit micro-depot t on first echelon
zskt decision on whether vehicle k is used and served from micro-depot t on

second echelon
αf
ik begin of service by vehicle k at micro-depot i on first echelon

αs
ik begin of service by vehicle k at customer i on second echelon

vendk the time vehicle k arrives at the main depot
βs
ik departure time of vehicle k from location i on second echelon

vsik the time vehicle k arrives at location i on second echelon



32

Objective Function

min
∑
t∈D

ctyt +
∑
k∈Kf

∑
(i,j)∈Af

cijxijk +
∑
k∈Ks

∑
(i,j)∈As

cijxijk +
∑
k∈Kf

∑
t∈D

fkzkt +
∑
k∈Ks

∑
t∈D

fkzkt

(A.1)

Routing Constraints for the 1st Echelon

xfitk ≤ yt ∀i ∈ Vf , t ∈ D, k ∈ Kf (A.2)

xfitk ≤ xf0tk ∀i ∈ Vf , t ∈ D, k ∈ Kf (A.3)

∑
j∈Vf

xfjik −
∑
j∈Vf

xfijk = 0 ∀i ∈ Vf , k ∈ Kf (A.4)

∑
t∈D

∑
k∈Kf

xf0tk ≥ 1 (A.5)

∑
j∈Vf

xfijk ≤
∑
t∈D

zfkt ∀i ∈ Vf , k ∈ Kf (A.6)

Routing Constraints for the 2nd Echelon

xstjkt ≤ yt ∀j ∈ Vs, t ∈ D, k ∈ Ks (A.7)

∑
t∈D

∑
j∈C

xstjkt ≤ 1 ∀k ∈ Ks (A.8)

∑
j∈C

xstjkt −
∑
j∈C

xsjtkt = 0 ∀t ∈ D, k ∈ Ks (A.9)

∑
j∈Vs

xsjikt −
∑
j∈Vs

xsijkt = 0 ∀i ∈ C, t ∈ D, k ∈ Ks (A.10)
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∑
t∈D

∑
j∈Vs

xsijkt ≤
∑
t∈D

zskt ∀i ∈ Vs, k ∈ Ks (A.11)

∑
i∈Vf

∑
k∈Kf

xfijk +
∑
i∈Vs

∑
k∈Ks

∑
t∈D

xsijkt = 1 ∀j ∈ C (A.12)

Capacity Constraints

∑
i∈Vf

∑
j∈Vf

dix
f
ijk ≤ Qk

∑
t∈D

zfkt ∀k ∈ Kf (A.13)

∑
i∈Vs

∑
j∈Vs

dix
s
ijkt ≤ Qk

∑
t∈D

zskt ∀k ∈ Ks (A.14)

∑
i∈Vs

∑
j∈Vs

∑
k∈Ks

djx
s
ijkt ≤ Qt

∑
k∈Ks

zskt ∀t ∈ D (A.15)

∑
k∈Ks

Qkzskt ≤ Qtyt ∀t ∈ D (A.16)

Time Calculation Constraints for the 1st Echelon

αf
0k ≥ ek −M(1−

∑
t∈D

xf0tk) ∀k ∈ Kf (A.17)

αf
tk ≥ αf

ik + τkit −M(1− xfitk) ∀k ∈ Kf , i ∈ Vf , t ∈ D (A.18)

αf
tk + τkt0 −M(1− xft0k) ≤ vendk ∀k ∈ Kf , i ∈ Vf , t ∈ D (A.19)

lk +M(1−
∑
t∈D

xft0k) ≥ vendk ∀k ∈ Kf (A.20)
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αf
tk ≤M

∑
i∈Vf

xfitk ∀t ∈ D, k ∈ Kf (A.21)

vendk ≤M
∑
t∈D

xft0k ∀k ∈ Kf (A.22)

Time Calculation Constraints for the 2nd Echelon

αs
jk ≥ βs

tk + τktj −M(1− xstjkt) ∀j ∈ C, t ∈ D, k ∈ Ks (A.23)

αs
jk ≥ αs

ik + τkij −M(1− xsijkt) ∀i, j ∈ C, k ∈ Ks, t ∈ D (A.24)

vstk ≥ αs
ik + τkit −M(1− xsitkt) ∀i ∈ C, t ∈ D, k ∈ Ks (A.25)

vstk ≤ lt +M(1−
∑
j∈Vs

xsjtkt) ∀t ∈ D, k ∈ Ks (A.26)

βs
tk ≤M

∑
i∈C

xstikt ∀t ∈ D, k ∈ Ks (A.27)

vstk ≤M
∑
i∈C

xstikt ∀t ∈ D, k ∈ Ks (A.28)

ei ≤ αk
i ≤ li ∀i ∈ C, ∀k ∈ Ks (A.29)

Integrality and Nonnegativity Constraints

xfijk ∈ {0, 1} ∀i, j ∈ Vf , k ∈ Kf (A.30)
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xsijkt ∈ {0, 1} ∀i, j ∈ Vs, k ∈ Ks, t ∈ D (A.31)

zfkt ∈ {0, 1} ∀k ∈ Kf , t ∈ D (A.32)

zskt ∈ {0, 1} ∀k ∈ Ks, t ∈ D (A.33)

qki ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ Vf , k ∈ Kf (A.34)

αf
ik ≥ 0, vfik ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ Vf ,∀k ∈ Kf (A.35)

αs
ik ≥ 0, vsik ≥ 0, βs

ik ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ C,∀k ∈ Ks (A.36)

yt ∈ {0, 1} ∀t ∈ D (A.37)

The objective function A.1 consists of the total fixed costs of opening the micro-depots, the trav-
eling costs in both echelons and the fixed costs of the vehicles used in both echelons. Constraint A.2
ensures that a vehicle can visit a micro-depot only if the micro-depot is open. Constraint A.3 en-
sures that a vehicle can visit a micro-depot only if it departs from the main depot. Constraint A.4
is the flow balance constraint on the first echelon. Constraint A.5 ensures that there must be at
least an outgoing arc from the main depot. Constraint A.6 ensures that a vehicle can travel on arc
(i, j) only if the vehicle is used.

Constraints A.7 - A.12 define the routing constraints for the second echelon. A.7 ensures that a
vehicle can visit a micro-depot only if the micro-depot is open. A.8 ensures that a vehicle cannot
depart from more than one micro-depot. A.9 and A.10 are the flow balance constraints on the
second echelon. A.11 ensures that a vehicle can travel on arc (i, j) only if the vehicle is used. A.12
ensures that a customer is served either in the first or second echelon.

Constraints A.13 - A.16 define the capacity constraints for vehicles at both first and second
echelon and micro-depots.
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Constraints A.17 - A.22 define the time calculations on the first echelon. Constraint A.17 ensures
that the departure time from the depot should be at least the earliest working time of the vehicle.
Constraint A.18 is the sub-tour elimination constraint. Constraints A.19 and A.20 ensure that the
arrival time at the depot should be after serving the last node in the route and the latest working
time of the vehicle. Constraint A.21 ensures that the arrival time at the micro-depot can be positive
only if the micro-depot is visited. Finally, constraint A.22 ensures that the return time to main
depot gets value only if there is an outgoing arc.

Constraints A.23–A.29 define the time calculations for the second echelon. Constraint A.23
ensures that a vehicle arrives at a customer after departing from the micro-depot. Constraint A.24
eliminates sub-tours. Constraints A.25 and A.26 calculate the arrival time at the micro-depot after
completing the route. Constraint A.27 ensures that the departure time from the micro-depot is
set only when there is an outgoing arc, while Constraint A.28 ensures that the return time to the
micro-depot is set only when there is an incoming arc. Lastly, constraint A.29 is the time-window
constraint for each customer.

The domains of the decision variables are defined by A.30 - A.37.

Appendix B Algorithmic Component Analysis

We conducted a statistical analysis to identify the effect of each algorithmic component on the
solution quality. The results are shown in Table 6. We computed results on large-scale instances
with more than 100 customers. We started by using all the algorithmic components and computed
a reference value, the average of the best solutions out of ten runs for the selected instances. Then,
we removed every single component of our algorithm and computed the deviation, ∆λ̄, between the
reference value and the value derived for each configuration. If removing a component decreased
solution quality (∆λ̄ > 0), we kept the respective component in our algorithm. Conversely, if
∆λ̄ ≤ 0, we excluded the component. We tested our algorithm in three blocks: basic algorithmic
components, local search operators, and destroy operators. Starting with the basic algorithmic
components, we identified the configuration that provided the best results, updated the reference
value, and proceeded to the next block. This iterative approach ensured that the algorithm retained
only the most effective components.

Basic algorithmic components: Within this block, we tested all the basic algorithmic compo-
nents containing the local search, the simulated annealing acceptance criterion, the adaptive learning
component, and the set cover component. We found that removing any of the components decreased
the solution quality. Therefore, we kept all the basic algorithmic components in our algorithm.

Local search operators: Within this block, we tested all the local search operators: relocate
intra-route, relocate inter-route, 2-opt, 2-opt∗ and exchange. We found that removing the relo-
cate intra-route operator increased the solution quality. Thus, we removed the relocate intra-route
operator from our local search.

Destroy operators: In this block, we tested all the destroy operators: Random removal, random
string removal, furthest removal, micro-depot removal, partial micro-depot removal, partial micro-
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depot swap, FE route removal and SE route removal. We found that removing the partial micro-
depot removal operator increased the solution quality. Thus, we removed this operator from our
configuration.

Repair operators: In this block, we tested all the repair operators: Greedy insertion, regret
insertion and merge routes in first echelon. We found that removing any of the operators decreased
the solution quality. Therefore, we kept all the repair operators in our algorithm.
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Table 6: Statistical analysis of algorithmic components and operators

Basic algorithmic components

Local search • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Simulated annealing acceptance • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Adaptive learning • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Set cover • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Local search operators

Relocate intra-route • • • • • • • •
Relocate inter-route • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
2-opt • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
2-opt* • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Exchange • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Destroy Operators

Random removal • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Random string removal • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Furthest removal • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Micro-depot removal • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Partial micro-depot removal • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Partial micro-depot swap • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
FE route removal • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
SE route removal • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Repair Operators

Greedy insertion • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Regret insertion • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Merge routes in first echelon • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

∆λ̄ 3.39 0.22 2.63 2.01 -0.15 0.35 0.19 0.12 0.68 0.34 0.20 0.24 1.00 -0.04 0.16 0.16 0.00 0.40 0.92 0.16

The table shows the average deviation for the best results achieved out of 10 runs over selected 30
instances ∆λ̄ for the respective component analysis.
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Appendix C Capacitated Facility Location Problem (CFLP)

The CFLP is defined as follows:
Sets
C set of customers i ∈ C

D set of micro-depots j ∈ D

Parameter
cij travel cost between micro-depot j and customer i

c0j travel cost between main depot and micro-depot j

fj fixed opening cost of micro-depot j

di demand of customer i

qj capacity of micro-depot j

Decision Variable
xij binary variable indicating whether customer i is assigned to depot j

yj binary variable indicating whether opening micro-depot j

Model

min
∑
i∈I

∑
j∈D

cijxij +
∑
j∈D

(c0j + fj)yj (C.1)

subject to
Each customer must be assigned to exactly one micro-depot∑

j∈D
xij = 1 ∀i ∈ C (C.2)

Customers can only be assigned to open depots

xij ≤ yj ∀i ∈ C, j ∈ D (C.3)

The demand of customers assigned to a micro-depot cannot exceed its capacity∑
i∈I

dixij ≤ qjyj ∀j ∈ D (C.4)

Appendix D Speed-up Techniques

We apply preprocessing to speed up the computation time when applying repair operators or the
local search. For fast evaluation, we use resource extension functions (REFs) as proposed by Irnich
(2007). We also apply forward and backward calculations proposed by Vidal et al. (2014) as route-
evaluation components. During repair and local search, these components help generate information
about sub-sequences in a preprocessing step. We then evaluate new sequences created by concate-
nating multiple sub-sequences, using the precomputed information from these sub-sequences. We
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define the REFs to calculate the load, distance, duration, and time windows as in Equations (D.1)-
(D.6), which enables the route evaluations in O(1) (Vidal et al. 2014).

Q(σ1 ⊕ σ2) = Q(σ1) +Q(σ2) (D.1)

D(σ1 ⊕ σ2) = D(σ1) + dσ1(|σ1|)σ2(1) +D(σ2) (D.2)

T (σ1 ⊕ σ2) = T (σ1) + dσ1(|σ1|)σ2(1) + T (σ2) (D.3)

E(σ1 ⊕ σ2) = max{E(σ1) + dσ1(|σ1|)σ2(1) + T (σ2), E(σ2)} (D.4)

L(σ1 ⊕ σ2) = min{L(σ1), L(σ2)− dσ1(|σ1|)σ2(1) − T (σ1)} (D.5)

F (σ1 ⊕ σ2) ≡ F (σ1) ∧ F (σ2) ∧ (E(σ1) + dσ1(|σ1|)σ2(1) ≤ L(σ2)) (D.6)
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