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Abstract: Given two pick-up and delivery points, the best path chosen does not necessarily follow
the criteria of minimum travel time or generalized minimum cost evaluated with a deterministic
approach. Given a criterion, the perceived cost is not deterministic for many reasons (congestion,
incomplete information on the state of the system, inexact prediction of the system state, etc.). The
same consideration applies to the best-chosen route, assuming that the route is an ordered list of
network nodes to visit. The paths and routes perceived and chosen (drivers or companies) could
follow different criteria (i.e., minizmum congested travel time for the path and minimum monetary
cost for the route). In this context, the paths chosen between two pick-up and delivery points,
studied with the path choice problem (PCP), influence the best route, studied with the vehicle routing
problem (VRP). This paper reports some considerations on the importance of modelling the path
choice behavior in the VRP; the influence of the PCP on the VRP is studied. The considerations are
supported by a numerical example in a small network in which the results obtained by adopting the
deterministic or probabilistic models for the PCP are compared. To validate the reported thesis, the
models are applied in a small test system, and it allows the reader to follow the numerical results
step by step.

Keywords: path choice problem; vehicle routing problem; transport system model

1. Introduction

The transport system has an important role within smart cities (SC) and intelligent
transport systems (ITS). Further details are given in Section 2. The introduction of increas-
ingly advanced technologies and the development of smart cities has made the transport
system increasingly important, and it is one of the three pillars of the smart city. Of funda-
mental importance is the construction of adequate reliable mathematical models to be used
for the design and management of transport systems.

In this context, the problem of the path choice between a pair of points and the
influence of the best sequence of paths between serial pairs of points in a transport system
are studied. It can support the decision-takers and the analysts for the transport system
design and management.

In this paper, considering a transport network model, the following definitions
are assumed:

(1) A path is a set of consecutive and loopless transport network links connecting two con-
secutive nodes of the route; between two nodes, one or more paths can be perceived;
the path choice is studied with the path choice problem (PCP);

(2) A route is an ordered list of network nodes (in the case of freight for pick-up and
delivery activities) to be visited following paths; the optimal routes are studied with
the vehicle routing problem (VRP).

The general objective of this work is to investigate the role of PCP in the VRP, in the
transport network, in order to identify the influence of user choice. The specific objective
concerns the study of the importance of the correct path choice modeling for the evaluation
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of the optimal routing configuration. Proper modeling and optimization can help the
system manager in the context of transport system planning activities for the optimization
of the entire transport system from the point of view of users, citizens and companies (i.e.,
freight distribution for the delivery company, dial and ride for the passenger companies),
for the optimization of the routes and paths. The method proposed can support decision-
takers and for this reason, this paper proposes the problem at a methodological level.
This paper does not have a specific objective concerning the study of the algorithms to be
adopted for the solution of the PCP and the VRP.

The literature on PCP and VRP solution models and algorithms is very extensive.
Considering the objectives of this paper, some references are reported in each research area
and the references reported are not exhaustive. A classification of the reported state of the
art is reported in Figure 1. For further details, the references reported in the cited papers
can be considered.
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Figure 1. State of the art’s classification.

(1) The PCP has the main objective of finding the paths taken by users, given two con-
secutive pick-up and delivery nodes. In the transport demand assignment to the
network, the path choice follows [1] a user equilibrium approach (Wardrop’s first
principle [1]) and does not follow an optimal system approach (Wardrop’s second
principle [1]). The Wardrop’s first principle provides that each user moves by maxi-
mizing his utility function; the system reaches a user equilibrium condition in which
no user can improve its utility by a unilateral decision. Wardrop’s second principle
considers that users choose cooperatively by maximizing the sum of all users’ utilities;
the system reaches the optimum system configuration. In uncongested networks, the
two configurations give the same overall utility; in congested networks the optimum
configuration of the system generates an overall utility for users greater than or equal
to that obtained with the user equilibrium configuration. Wardrop’s first principle
is applied at the network level within the assignment problem [1–3]. The PCP can
be modeled with Mansky’s [4] formulation and two submodels are included: the
perception model related to the choice set of alternatives [5] and the choice model
related to each alternative [6]. The PCP output is the choice probability or rate for each
path of the choice set of alternatives with deterministic or nondeterministic utility
models (more details are reported in Section 3).

(2) The VRP has the main objective of finding the best set of vehicles, routes and paths to
follow in the context of transport problems (e.g., freight distribution, dial and ride for
passengers, etc.). The problem specified for different transport modes, i.e., cars, buses
and trucks [7], freight [8,9], dial and ride [10–12], and it is solved with exact or heuristic
procedures [13]. Exact solutions can be applied for a small system in acceptable
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processing time and are based on Lagrangian relaxations or on the Dantzig–Wolfe
decomposition. Some papers related to Lagrangian relaxations proposed adopting a
branch-and-bound technique [14] or a branch algorithm [15]. Some papers related to
the Dantzig–Wolfe decomposition proposed semisoft time windows [16] or rigid time
windows [17]. The heuristic solution can be applied for real-size transport systems
for the VRP solution in acceptable processing time and in most cases are based
on natural metaheuristics procedures. Some papers related to the use of heuristic
algorithms proposed adopting a parallel genetic approach [18,19], a tabu search
algorithm [20], simulated annealing [21], quantum annealing [22], an ant colony [23],
a local search [24], a swarm optimization [25].

Given two consecutive nodes in the route, the PCP cannot be considered: with fixed
and predefined static cost; without congestion with specific reference to the urban area;
with a deterministic and monocriterion choice (e.g., travel time). A fixed travel cost for a
path in an uncongested transport system, sometimes assumed in the VRP, is equivalent to
studying the PCP and the VRP separately. This paper tries to bridge the gap between the
PCP and the VRP. In this paper, the importance of modelling path choice behavior in the
vehicle routing problem is investigated: the routing problem must be modeled considering
the path choice with probabilistic models in a congested time-dependent system with
pretrip and en route choices.

Considering the objective of the paper, in Section 2, a general approach relating to
the transport system analysis and some indications on the specific method proposed in
this paper are introduced. Section 3 reports the PCP between two nodes; considering the
objective of this paper, in Section 3, a comparison of the path choice models is reported in
the consolidated area of the random utility approach. Section 4 reports path choice models
in the context of the VRP and some numerical comparisons in a test system. Both Sections 3
and 4 contain definition and notation, models and discussions subsections. Section 5 reports
some conclusions and further developments.

The main contributions of this paper are:

• The path choice models adopted to simulate a real choice are discussed from the
analyst’s point of view (Section 3);

• The effect of the path choice is considered in the more general VRP (Section 4).

2. Transport System Analysis

The transport system is one of the main components of:

• SC and communities that is a partnership across the areas of (i.) transport, (ii.) infor-
mation and communication and (iii.) energy [26];

• ITS resulting from the integration of knowledge in the areas of (a.) decision support sys-
tems (DSS) in transport and (b.) information and communication technologies (ICT).

SC and ITS require transport systems planning that considers the sustainability compo-
nents (I. economic, II. environmental, III. social), to achieve the 17 goals of the 2030 Agenda
for sustainable development of the United Nations.

The VRP is a problem to be solved in a wide area of transport system planning that
also requires demand management actions to be implemented in a long, medium, short
and real-time time horizon by different interacting actors (Figure 2).
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2.1. Actors

Considering a transport system, divided into supply and demand subsystems, three
main categories of actors can be identified:

A. Decision-takers define the objectives to be achieved and define (or must respect)
constraints of a technical or regulatory nature; they also take the policy decisions to
be implemented for the vehicle routing problem and/or for demand management;

B. Analysts specify and apply models and procedures for the analysis of the supply–
demand interaction (the analysis of network performance with supply models, user
behavior with demand models; interactions with supply–demand interaction models),
the network design (i.e., a better configuration of the transport network in terms of
topology and capacity, vehicle routing reported in this document); demand manage-
ment (i.e., information on the expected status of the transport system); they also make
technical decisions to support decision takers;

C. Users (citizen) move in the transport system and make pretrip and en route decisions
(user behavior) in relation to the supply performance, experience and information
received on the system state; users move on the supply designed and the latter is
influenced by demand management actions.

In this paper the decision takers and the analysts’ points of view are considered.

2.2. Objectives and Constraints

In a DSS, all components interact with each other, even with circular dependencies.
From an operational point of view, the inputs are the objective and the constraints, and the
outputs are the actions to be applied on the supply and demand transport subsystems.

(Objectives) The VRP requires the definition of objectives to be achieved in some
conflicting cases (some examples could be the minimum cost and time for operators and
the maximum pedestrian areas for citizens in urban areas or the maximum revenue for
operators and the lowest price for end users). The VRP, considering all the components
involved, must be studied with a multicriteria approach considering different types of
criteria (even mixed) in different areas:

• (i.) Transport, (ii.) information and communication and (iii.) energy when considering SC;
• (a.) DSS and (b.) ICT when considering ITS;
• (I.) Economic, (II.) environmental and (III.) social criteria when considering sustainability;
• (A.) Decision-takers, (B.) analysts and (C.) users when considering the involved actors.



Algorithms 2023, 16, 47 5 of 16

(Constraints) Constraints can be classified into external, technical and behavioral.
The external constraints represent the quantities that must be respected and imposed for
carrying out the activity, i.e., restrictions on circulation in limited traffic areas, regulatory
constraints on the characteristics of vehicles that can circulate, time windows allowed
for the pick-up and delivery of freight. The technical constraints represent the quantities
that must be respected and internal to the problem, i.e., the number and type of vehicles
available for the VRP, the contractual characteristics, the quantity of freight that must be
picked up and/or delivered to each node. The behavioral constraints represent the choices
of the system manager or the driver (pretrip and en route) during the journey between two
nodes of the route, and they are conditioned by the state of the transport system. The first
two constraints can almost always be linear constraints; the third constraint is always of a
nonlinear type.

2.3. Method Proposed

The VRP depends on the PCP, and it cannot be studied by assuming an uncongested
network and deterministic path choices. Figure 2 shows the dependency between the
VRP and the PCP. The VRP provides the optimal solution, starting from objectives and
constraints, and it is a component of the transport supply subsystem. The transport supply
subsystem and the transport demand subsystem provide the input for the PCP, which takes
place in the context of the assignment of travel demand to the transport networks; this
interaction provides the behavioral constraint that must be respected by the VRP. There
is a circular dependency between the VRP solution and the constraint provided by the
PCP. Transport demand management policies, not included in this paper, also affect the
behavioral constraint and it could be included in the context of the overall method.

Decision-takers and analysts are the beneficiary of the proposed method. The decision-
takers and companies at the policy level can evaluate the optimal VRP solution with a
more accurate methodology for the PCP. The analysist can apply established solution (exact
or heuristic) algorithms for the assignment and VRP solutions. The analysts can give
more realistic solutions to the decision-makers for their decisions and the solutions can be
assumed as an optimal routing strategy.

Behavioral constraints assume a relevance considering the objectives of this paper. The
behavioral constraint is modelled with the PCP in the assignment problem, is not linear,
and is reported in Section 3. Starting from the path choice specification, in Section 4, the
consolidated VRP is also specified considering the effect of the PCP within the VRP with a
numerical example.

3. Path Choice Problem and Assignment (Behavioral Constraint)

Two nodes of the pick-up and delivery route are connected by one or more paths.
Between two consecutive nodes one or more paths can be perceived and one of these paths
is chosen with a behavioral approach. The behavioral constraints are modelled by the
analyst taking into account some elements, i.e., the decision of the users and the congestion.

3.1. Definitions and Notations

The definitions and the notations are separated in relation to the path choice and the
behavioral constraint.

3.1.1. Path Choice

In a transport system, given a user n (n is not shown below for simplicity) between
two nodes u and v of the path, for the user and for the analyst, the following assumptions
are considered in this manuscript.

a. Users:

• Perceive a set (Iuv) of alternatives (k); Iuv = { . . . , . . . , k, . . . } is the set of paths
perceived by the decision-maker (system manager or driver) connecting nodes
u and v; the entry k of the set Iuv is a perceived path;
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• Associate a perceived utility (uk) to each perceived alternative k; the perceived
function (υk) depends on its functional specification, on a vector of known
or estimated quantitative attributes of the alternative (xk) and on a vector of
unknown parameters (θk) to be calibrated uk = υk(xk, θk);

b. Analysts:

• Hypothesize that users’ choice among perceived paths is modelled by discrete
choice and utility theories, and they evaluate the perceived choice rate vector
puv = [ . . . , . . . ., pk, . . . ] connecting all pairs of nodes u and v as a function of
the perceived utility uk = υk(xk, θk) associated to any path;

• The perceived choice rate depends on the vector of unknown parameters (θk)
to be estimated starting from the data observed with a disaggregated approach
(interviews with a sample of users [27], in the state and in the revealed scenarios)
or aggregated (traffic flow [27] and web sentiment [28] in the state scenario) by
adopting a classic (i.e., maximum likelihood [27]) or Bayesian [28,29] estimator.

3.1.2. Behavioral Constraint

The following variables are defined for the behavioral constraint:

• f = [ . . . , fl, . . . ]’ the traffic flow vector of the links with entry fl, the traffic flow on
the link l;

• c = [ . . . , cl, . . . ]’ the cost vector of the links with cl the generalized cost on the link l;
it depends on the flow;

• guv = [ . . . , gk, . . . ]’ the generalized path cost vector perceived by the users that
connects the pairs of nodes u and v;

• g = [ . . . , guv’, . . . ]’ the vector with all the guv;
• d = [ . . . , duvz, . . . ]’ the demand flow vector; the entry duvz is the demand between

origin u, destination v and homogenous class z; note that the demand and the choice
rate consider all classes of users, including those who do not belong to the VRP;

• p = [ . . . , puv’, . . . ]’ the rate choice vector (described in Section 3) of the path perceived
by the decision-maker (system manager or driver) that connects all the pairs of nodes
u and v.

3.2. Models

Models are separated in relation to the path choice and behavioral constraint.

3.2.1. Path Choice

The analyst hypothesizes a functional form for the perceived utility function (υk(xk,θk)).
In relation to the hypothesis, the choice rate (pk) of the users who choose each alternative
(k) belonging to the set of perceived alternatives is obtained from:

• A deterministic utility model (DUM), assuming a perceived deterministic utility
function; a choice percentage (pd

k) is obtained;
• A random utility model (RUM) assuming a perceived random utility function; a choice

probability (pr
k) is obtained;

• A fuzzy utility model (FUM) assuming a perceived fuzzy utility function; a fuzzy
possibility (pf

k) is obtained;
• A quantum utility model (QUM) assuming a perceived quantum utility function; a

random choice probability (pr
k) and an interference term (pq

k) are obtained.

It should be noted that in this paper the path rate was evaluated using discrete choice
models and random utility theory. The same considerations can be extended by introducing
models that do not belong to the random utility class for evaluating the path rate.

Given a user n and two route nodes, the procedure for evaluating the choice rate is
shown in Figure 3.
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In the DUM [27], the choice rate (pk) is evaluated with the percentage pd
k assigned

to the alternatives with the maximum utility value. An alternative has pk = pd
k = 1

(or 100%) if it is single with maximum value; the solution is not unique in the case of
several alternatives with the maximum perceived utility (any division of 1 between these
alternatives is allowed):

pd
k ≥ 0 for the alternative of maximum utility with Σk pd

k = 1 (1)

pk = pd
k (2)

In the RUM [27], the perceived utility is modelled as a continuous random utility
function. The choice rate (pk) is evaluated with the probability pr

k that the perceived utility
of the alternative is the greatest with respect to all the perceived alternatives:

pr
k = probability(υk(xk, θ) > υh(xh, θ), ∀ k, h ∈ Irs) (3)

pk = pr
k (4)

In the FUM [30,31], the perceived utility is modelled as a continuous fuzzy utility
number; the possibility qk that the perceived utility of the alternative is greatest is:

pf
k = possibility(υk(xk, θk)> υh(xh, θh), ∀ k, h ∈ Irs) (5)

In the QUM (the theory and some applications are reported in [32–34]; an aggregate
calibration is reported in [35]), the perceived utility is modelled as a quantum utility
function with interference between alternatives. The analyst assumes an intermediate
decision level with alternatives not clearly perceived by users and not directly observable
by the modeler (interference). From the quantum theory, the interference term (pq

k) is a
function of the probability vector pr with entry pr

k and the vector α containing the angle
in the Hilbert space relative to the interference of each pair of alternatives:

pq
k = interference(pr, α) (6)

3.2.2. Behavioral Constraint

The behavioral constraint considers the interaction between supply and demand and
starts from supply and demand models. The demand model refers to the dependence of
a user’s choice on service transport level indicators and socioeconomic data. The supply
model relates to the dependence of the service transport level on the traffic flow.

For simplicity’s sake, before introducing the behavioral constraint, the single depen-
dency is reported considering the dependency between link flow, link cost, path cost, path
choice, demand and flow.

• Link flow–link cost

Considering the small number of VRP vehicles designed in a real problem compared
to the total number of vehicles in the transport system, it can be assumed that the output of
the VRP (best route) does not affect the state of the transport system in terms of the cost of
the link and flow. With this assumption, the VRP cost can be obtained from the flow on the
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transport system using the link cost function. In a link l, the link cost function gives the
link cost from the link flow:

cl = γl(f) in static a context (7)

cl(t) = γl(f(t)) in dynamic a context (8)

The time-dependent link cost functions is generally assumed as a weighted sum of
the cost at the same instant (t) and the cost obtained in a previous interval (t-τ). In this
specific case, a dependence on multiple time intervals should be adopted: γl(f(t), f(t-τ)).
Considering the scope of this paper, the generic time-dependent function γl() is reported;
in this paper, the dynamic assignment is not explored and reference is made to the specific
literature for further information [36]. The static cost can be assumed as a particular case of
the dynamic cost considering that it is assumed to depend on the flow, but it is constant
over time. From the link cost functions, the vector of link cost functions are obtained:

c(t) = γ(f(t)) = [ . . . ,γl(f(t)), . . . ]’ (9)

• Link cost–path cost

The path cost g is obtained as the sum of the additive (with respect to the link) path
cost (gA with entry gk

A) and the nonadditive path cost (gNA with entry gk
NA):

gk(t) = gk
A(t) + gk

NA = Σl∈k γl(f(t)) + gk
NA (10)

Considering the whole path k between all nodes u and v, the path choice vector is
defined as (g), dependent on the link flow vector:

g(t) = ξ(f(t)) (11)

• Path cost–path choice

In the DUM, it is assumed that each user, for each alternative k, from u to v, perceives a
deterministic utility given by the linear combination (vk = θk’ xk) of the attributes (xk)
with respect to the parameter (θk). Users choose the alternative of greatest perceived
utility. In nondeterministic models it is assumed that each user:

a. Perceives a nondeterministic utility (uk) with expected (or barycenter) value
(vk=E(uk)) given by the linear combination of the attributes with respect to the
parameter (vk = θk’ xk);

b. Chooses the alternative of maximum perceived utility, and the analyst can
evaluate the choice rate (pk) for each alternative (k) belonging to the perceived
choice set (Irs).

Note that the quantitative attributes of the alternative k include all the variables that
influence the path choice. In vector xk, one element (it could also be the only one) is the cost
gk of the path k. Considering all the alternative, the choice rate vector p depends on the
path cost vector (g), and the path cost depends on the link flow vector (f). For this reason,
the choice rate (pk) is a function of the flow vector f:

pk(t) = υuv(f(t)) (12)

Given the nodes u and v connected by the path k, the PCP defines a perceived set
Iuv of alternatives and for each alternative belonging to Iuv, a choice rate pk is evaluated.
Considering all the perceived path k between all nodes u and v, the rate choice vector
(p = [ . . . .,puv’, . . . ]’) is defined, depending on the link flow vector:

p(t) = υ(f(t)) (13)

More details on the PCP are given in Section 3.2.1.
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• Path cost–demand

The demand duvz is the flow of passenger and freight between u and v for the homo-
geneous class z. The demand model depends on the users’ choice (purpose and time of
departure and/or arrival, origin and destination, mode and route). The vehicles considered
in the VRP are included in the demand. The demand is also evaluated with the discrete
choice and utility theory described for the PCP. The travel demand d, like p, also depends
on a set of attributes, including the path cost g.

• Demand–flow

The flow on each link l is given by the weighed sum (with weight βn) of the demand
flow through the link, considering all the origins u, all the destinations v and all classes z
of users:

fl(t) = Σz Σu Σv Σk_containing_l βz • pk(t) • duvz (14)

Note that in pk, the user class must be considered, but it is omitted here for simplicity.
Behavioral constraints can be described by the circular dependency between link flows

(f), link costs (c), path cost (g), path choice (p) and demand (d) that generate the flows (f).
In a dynamic context, within-day and/or day-to-day dynamic approaches can be

adopted [27,36], and the flow vector has a time dependency:

f(t) = ζ(f(t)) (15)

where ζ() is the function that describes the dynamic dependency on time.
Note that, as already reported for the costs, in the dynamic models, the flow is often

considered as the weighted sum of the flow obtained at the same instant t, and the flow
obtained in a previous interval t-τ. In this specific case, a function further specified below
should be adopted: ζ(f(t), f(t-τ), t, t-τ).

In the static context, the solution derives from a fixed-point model [27] and ξ() is the
loading flow function.

3.3. Discussion

In the DUM, the deterministic perceived utility function can be viewed mathematically
as a random perceived utility function with zero limiting variance. The sum of all the
percentages on all the alternatives is equal to one. The assumption of a deterministic
choice of the path is not possible for several reasons: the analyst does not know exactly
the behavior of the system manager and the drivers; the analyst cannot accurately predict
the state of the transport system; and the state of the transport system is congested and is
time-dependent.

In the RUM, different distributions can be adopted for the continuous random utility
function (i.e., Gumbel for the Logit class; Weibull for the Weibit class; multivariate Gauss
for the Probit class; multivariate gamma for the Gammit class [37]; more than one random
utility functions for the mixed class). Considering all the alternatives, the random utility
function can be: identical (homoscedastic) or nonidentical (heteroscedastic) between users,
alternative or time; independent or joint distributions; with deterministic θ parameters
or with parameters distributed with a random function; in this case, the utility has two
random effects, one relating to the entire utility and one for each random parameter; for
more details see [38]. The sum of all probabilities on all alternatives is equal to one.

In the FUM, the sum of all possibilities over all alternatives can be greater than one.
For this reason, the choice rate (pk) is evaluated by the possibility qk with a transformation
function; one of these functions was proposed by Klir [39] to be:

pk = (pf
k)γ/Σh∈I (pf

h)γ (16)

with γ a parameter greater than zero to be calibrated.
In the QUM, the interference term decreases or increases the probability evaluated with

a random utility function in relation to the level of interference (unclear perception) between



Algorithms 2023, 16, 47 10 of 16

the alternatives. It can be demonstrated that the interference term pq
k assumes values in

relation to the level of interference and guarantees that the sum of all rate probability on all
alternatives is one (pq

k ∈ [–pr
k; 1−pr

k] and Σk pq
k = 0) and the rate (pk) is evaluated with:

pk = pr
k + pq

k (17)

For the FUM and the QUM, in relation to the specification of the utility function,
the same model described in the case of the random perceived utility can be obtained
(identical or not identical distribution; homoscedastic or heteroscedastic; not jointly or
jointly; deterministic or random parameters).

Note that the FUM and the QUM cannot be considered as a particular or a general
case of the RUM: they are different from the RUM. The main reasons are as follows: they
consider a different user’s behavior not representable by the analyst with random utility
models; the fuzzy model does not evaluate a probability, it evaluates a possibility, and the
sum on all the alternatives is not equal to one; the quantum model evaluates the interference
deriving from considering the interference between the alternatives unobservable by the
analyst and by the users; the quantum model modifies with an additive term the random
probability.

A summary of the reported path choice models with a comparison of the main charac-
teristics is reported in Table 1.

Table 1. Comparison between the characteristics of the utility models.

Utility Model
(UM) Name Perceived Utility

Function υk(xk, θk)
DUM, RUM, FUM, QUM

Evaluation
Choice Rate

pk
Starting from Random Utility

Deterministic
(DUM) pd

k
Deterministic

utility function

pd
k ≥ 0 for the alternative
of maximum utility
with Σk pd

k = 100%
pk = pd

k Limit with zero variance

Random
(RUM) pr

k

Continuous
random utility

function

pr
k = pr(υk(xk, θk) > υh(xh, θh),

∀ k,h∈I)
(pr means probability)

pk = pr
k Same

Fuzzy
(FUM) pf

k

Continuous
fuzzy utility

number

pf
k = po(υk(xk, θk) > υh(xh, θh),

∀ k,h∈I)
(po means possibility)

pk = (pf
k)γ/Σh∈I(pf

h)γ
Nonlinear

transformation
(possibility

vs. probability)

Quantum
(QUM) pq

k

Quantum
Utility function

with interference

pq
k = interference(pr, α)

(it respects pq
k ∈ [–pr

k; 1−pr
k]

and Σk pq
k = 0%)

pk = pr
k + pq

k

Additive term
(quantum

vs. probability)

4. Vehicle Routing Problem

In the VRP, the user, the driver and/or the system manager decide which path to
follow. The decision can be supported by a DSS. As reported in Section 3, the deterministic
path choice assumption is not close to reality, and the effect of the route choice must be
considered in the VRP.

4.1. Definitions and Notations

The VRP provides the best routes (Ω) to follow in the context of transport problems (i.e.,
freight distribution, dial and ride for passengers, etc.). The route to follow is constrained by
external and technical constraints and behavioral constraints relating to the path (k) chosen
between two consecutive nodes (r, s) of the route.

The following variables are defined in the VRP:

• r and s are two pick-up and delivery points to be served by the VRP;
• Ω = [[ . . . ωv,rs . . . ]] is the matrix of routes defined in term of sequences of nodes to be

visited by a set of vehicles; the entry ωv,rs of the matrix Ω is equal to one if the vehicle
v connects the nodes r and s, and it is zero otherwise;
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• g(VRP) = [ . . . , g(VRP)
rs’, . . . ]’ with g(VRP)

rs = [ . . . , g(VRP)
k, . . . ]’ the generalized path

cost vector perceived by the decision-maker (system manager or driver) connecting
the pairs of nodes r and s to be visited for pick-up and delivery;

• g(VRP)(t) = ξ(f(t)) with ξ() the vector of path cost functions defined in the Section 3;
• p(VRP) = [ . . . , p(VRP)

rs’, . . . ]’ with p(VRP)
rs = [ . . . , p(VRP)

k, . . . ]’ the vector of path
rate connecting the pairs of nodes r and s to be visited for pick-up and delivery;

• p(VRP)(t) = υ(f(t)) with υ(f(t)) the vector of path rate functions defined in Section 3;
• z(f, Ω, g(VRP), p(VRP), t) = [ . . . , zb(f, Ω, g(VRP), p(VRP)), . . . ]’ is the multicriteria

objective function with entry zb() relative to the generic criteria adopted in the multi-
criteria optimization;

• STE is the set of feasible technical and external constraints;
• Sf is the set of admissible flow (i.e., non-negative, congruent with the passenger and

freight demand on the routes, paths and nodes).

4.2. Models

In order to better highlight the variables that influence the VRP considering the
objectives of this work, in the optimization specification reported in this section, the main
variables and constraints strongly dependent on the path choice are explicitly reported
(more details for the path choice are reported in Section 3). The other variables and
constraints are reported with a compact specification; this is particularly evident for the
set of technical and admissible constraints which require many equations, and they are
important in the problem; they are considered but are not specified.

In the real problem, the number of vehicles of VRP is small compared to the total
number of vehicles in the transport system. Under these conditions, it can be assumed that
the equilibrium or dynamic state of the transport system is little influenced by the path
and route choice of the vehicles belonging to the VRP. Therefore, it can be hypothesized
that the path cost, the rate choice and the related path costs of the VRP vehicles can be
evaluated by considering the flow deriving from the behavioral constraint (respectively,
g(VRP) = ξ(f(t)) and p(VRP) = υ(f(t))). With this hypothesis, the VRP can be defined in the
following optimization form:

min f, Ω z(f, Ω, g(VRP)(t), p(VRP)(t), t) (18)

subject to

f(t) = ζ(f(t), f(t-τ), t-τ)→ //behavioral constraint (19)

Ω ∈ STE → //external and technical constraints (20)

g(VRP)(t) = ξ(f(t))→ //path cost evaluation for VRP (21)

p(VRP)(t) = υ(f(t))→ //path rate evaluation for VRP (22)

4.3. Discussion

The first consideration concerns the multicriteria objective function. As reported
in Section 2, different actors interact with each other (decision-takers, analysts, users)
and objectives of different classes can be considered (e.g., transport, information and
communication, energy considering the smart city; economic, environmental, social criteria
considering sustainability). The objectives can also be conflicting with each other (e.g., a
high speed and short travel time could conflict with the pedestrian area for citizens). For
this reason, it is necessary to adopt a multicriteria optimization.

In the real case, it can be observed that the drivers do not follow the best route and do
not consider the same cost estimation criterion. The results are also confirmed in [40].

The paper [40] analyzed 12 routes with more than four visited nodes in each route.
In the 12 routes, 73 paths were chosen. Three criteria were adopted for the VRP and the
PCP for route optimization and path generation: minimum time, minimum distance and
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minimum energy consumption. The paper [40] showed that there was not a single criterion
adopted in the choice of routes and paths. Minimum times were frequently adopted in the
VRP (about 70% of similarity); the three criteria were used in the PCP (approximately 75%
of similarity). It confirmed the necessity to use a multicriteria approach in the objective
function for the VRP and the need to evaluate the rate choice. The importance of path
planning was also simulated in [41].

The second consideration relates to the evaluation of the path rate. Given a pick-up
and delivery pair of nodes r and s (the time dependence is omitted for simplicity’s sake):

• In the DUM, for each pair of pick-up and delivery nodes, the generalized minimum
cost is:

g(VRP)min
rs = minrs g(VRP)

k ∀ g(VRP)
k ∈ g(VRP)

rs (23)

• In the RUM, the FUM and the QUM, which best represent reality, a rate choice is
evaluated for each perceived path and some indicators must be evaluated (i.e., the
expected perceived cost for all paths or for the path with a rate choice higher than a
threshold or a path that satisfies a decision criterion); if the expected cost values for all
the perceived paths are considered, the generalized cost is:

g(VRP)E
rs = Σk∈Irs p(VRP)

k • g(VRP)
k ∀ k ∈ Irs (24)

Note g(VRP)E
rs is obtained with a convex combination of path cost g(VRP)

k ≥ g(VRP)min
rs

and g(VRP)E
rs ≥ g(VRP)min

rs. It means that the VRP solved with the minimum cost for each
pair of nodes is a lower bound of the real perceived cost and for this reason, the VRP
solution cannot be obtained with the DUM. The DUM cannot guarantee that the best
solution is the same as that obtained with the RUM, the FUM or the QUM.

These considerations were verified in a numerical application. A small network size
was considered (Figure 4) to allow the reader to follow all the steps of the procedure. In the
test network, one depot (number 1) and four pick-up and delivery nodes (2, 3, 4, 5) were
considered. The pick-up and delivery times at each node were fixed and were not reported
into the routing time because it did not affect the best sequence of nodes to visit.
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Figure 4. Test network.

The path cost was obtained with a fixed-point model in a static approach assuming a
congested network or with a day-to-day and/or within-day model in a dynamic approach
assuming a time-dependent network. From the state of the transport system, it was
assumed that the cost in the shortest path (first, G(1)), which connects the pair of nodes in
the routing problem, was equal to:
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Nodes 1 2 3 4 5

1 – 8.2 2.2 1.4 6.4
2 9.1 – 9.0 9.5 6.7

G(1) = 3 2.5 9.9 – 3.0 8.5
4 1.6 10.0 3.3 – 6.7
5 7.0 7.4 9.3 7.4 –

It was assumed that three paths were perceived in each pair of nodes (a different
number of paths perceived in each pair of nodes could also be assumed). For the pair of
nodes 1–4, it was assumed that the cost in the second path was equal to the minimum cost
increased by 50% and the cost in the third path was equal to the minimum cost increased
by 100%. In the other pairs of nodes, it was assumed that the cost in the second path was
equal to the minimum cost increased by 10% and the cost in the third path was equal to the
minimum cost increased by 20%.

The costs in the second (G(2)) and in the third path (G(3)) were:

Nodes 1 2 3 4 5 Nodes 1 2 3 4 5

1 – 9.1 2.5 2.1 7.0 1 – 9.9 2.7 2.8 7.7
2 10.0 – 9.9 10.0 7.4 2 11.0 – 11.0 11.0 8.0

G(2) = 3 2.7 11,0 – 3.3 9.3 G(3) = 3 3.0 12.0 – 3.6 10.0
4 1.7 11,0 3.6 – 7.4 4 1.9 13.0 4.0 – 8.0
5 7.7 8.1 10.0 8.1 – 5 8.5 8.9 11.0 8.9 –

The cost vector gVRP specified in the paper was obtained starting from the three
matrices: the pairs of nodes were reported in sequence and the three paths cost were
reported for each pair:

g(VRP) = [8.2; 9.1; 9.9; 2.2; 2.5; 2.7; . . . ; 9.3; 10.0; 11.0; 7.4; 8.1; 8.9]’ (25)

Considering the DUM for the PCP, the minimum cost for each pair of nodes was
considered. The best route was with the sequence of nodes 1-4-5-2-3-1 with an expected
travel cost for the route of 27.0, which was the sum of the cost in the minimum paths.

Considering the RUM for the PCP, with Logit choice with a Gumbel parameter of
2.5 [6,27], given a pair of nodes, the rate choice for path k was:

p(VRP)
k = e−gk/θ/Σh e−gh/θ (26)

The path rate vector p(VRP) was:

p(VRP) = [45%; 32%; 23%; 37%; 33%; 30%; . . . ; 46%; 32%; 22%; 44%; 32%; 24%]’ (27)

With the RUM for the PCP, the best route was with the sequence of nodes 1-5-2-3-4-1 with
29.6 as the estimated travel cost for the route given by the weighted sum (with probability)
of the cost considering three routes in each pair of nodes.

In this particular case, the optimal routing considering the DUM and the RUM for the
PCP gave different results in terms of node sequences. The expected cost evaluated with the
RUM was greater than the expected cost evaluated with the DUM. This case demonstrates
that applying the DUM to solve the VRP can give a different solution than the case without
the DUM. Considering the DUM is not a real case, it should be avoided in the VRP.

5. Conclusions

In this paper, the influence of the PCP in the VRP was investigated. Initially, the
transport system analysis and the main actors involved were described, as well as the
objectives considering different classifications and constraints. From this analysis emerged
the need to study the problem through a multicriteria approach that considered the choice
of the path within a behavioral constraint.
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The behavioral nonlinear constraint can be represented by studying the state of equi-
librium and the dynamic evolution of the transport system using path choice models. For
path choice models, deterministic models cannot be used considering that a future state
of the transport system is influenced by various factors such as congestion, incomplete
information of the system, etc.

The main discrete choice models of random utility were reported together with the
specifications for calculating the path rate. The expected value of the perceived cost between
each pair of nodes was calculated and inserted into the general optimal model of the VRP. In
real problems, the number of vehicles considered in the VRP is lower compared to the total
number of vehicles in circulation. Therefore, it is possible to assume that the path choice
probability of the vehicles of the VRP does not affect the state of the transport system.

The model was applied to a test network with assumptions on the cost values and
choice rate. It was seen that, in the adopted test network, the best route changed by
establishing a deterministic or nondeterministic path choice model.

The results obtained provide policy recommendations for analysts regarding the path
choice models to be adopted for the VRP solution. Using costs for a single path could
provide different VRP solutions than using all perceived paths. However, considering
that the VRP refers to a future state of the system, it is not possible to solve it through
deterministic and hypothetical costs, even if historical. The solution of the PCP within the
VRP is recommended. Decision-makers also benefit from this model specification because
it better represents user behavior.

In term of applicability, the model has limits regarding the optimization as the non-
linear behavioral constraint requires adequate procedures to find a solution in acceptable
processing times. In the proposed methodology, the consolidated algorithms used for
the solution of the assignment models, including the solution of the PCP, and for the
solution of the VRP can be adopted. In practice, in real-size problems and for real-time
solutions, it requires suitable activities for the integration of the two algorithms. The model
presented requires the development of optimal procedures for the solution of real-scale
problems in the future. It could start from excellent metaheuristic procedures adopted for
the solution of the VRP, integrating them with the consolidated procedures that solve the
behavioral constraint.
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