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Abstract
The paper proposes multiple extensions to the popular bicriteria transit routing approach—Trip-Based Transit
Routing (TBTR). Specifically, building on the premise of the HypRAPTOR algorithm, we first extend TBTR to
its partitioning variant—HypTBTR. However, the improvement in query times of HyTBTR over TBTR comes
at the cost of increased preprocessing. To counter this issue, two new techniques are proposed—a one-to-many
variant of TBTR and multilevel partitioning. Our accelerated one-to-many algorithm can rapidly solve profile
queries, which not only reduces the preprocessing time for HypTBTR, but can also aid other popular approaches
like Scalable Transfer Patterns and HypRAPTOR. Additionally, we integrate the multilevel graph partitioning
paradigm in HypTBTR and HypRAPTOR to reduce the fill-in computations. The efficacy of the proposed
algorithms is extensively tested on real-world large-scale datasets.
Keywords: transit routing; shortest paths; multicriteria optimization, hypergraph partitioning
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Introduction

Finding the “shortest/best” path efficiently is a widely researched problem in network science. Particularly, in transportation networks, the problem of route planning can be divided into two categories—Personal Mobility Routing
and Public Transit Routing (PTR). Considerable advances have been made in the past few decades in both categories, see Delling et al. (2009) and Bast et al. (2016) for details. While the goal in both cases is similar, i.e., to
find the “best” path between a given source and destination, solution methods for PTR differ primarily due to its
inherent time-dependent nature as buses/trains arrive and leave periodically on fixed routes. Further, transit users
have greater sensitivity to objectives other than travel time such as transfers, wait and walk time, cost, and comfort.
This makes the problem challenging since users look for journeys that weigh the trade-offs between several attributes.
At a broad level, the problem of journey planning in PTR can be divided into the following categories:
1. Earliest Arrival Problem: Given a source, destination, and departure time, this problem aims to find a
journey that reaches the destination as early as possible.
2. Multi-criteria Problem: For a source-destination pair and a departure time, the goal is to find a journey (or
a set of journeys) based on multiple optimization criteria. The output of this problem is generally a Paretooptimal set of journeys. Among the various possible objective function combinations, the bicritera problem
with travel time and transfers is the most explored setting.
3. Range Problem: In this problem, instead of a single departure time, we seek all the optimal journeys
departing within a specific time range (e.g., journeys departing between 0700–0730). If the time range is 24
hours, it is also referred to as a Profile Query.
A routing algorithm generally solves one or more of the above-mentioned problems. Early approaches in this direction
involved modeling a transit network as either a Time-Expanded (TE) graph (Müller-Hannemann and Schnee, 2007;
Pyrga et al., 2008) or a Time-Dependent (TD) graph (Cooke and Halsey, 1966; Ziliaskopoulos and Wardell, 2000)
and running a variant of the Dijkstra’s method (Dijkstra et al., 1959). Müller-Hannemann et al. (2007) and Pyrga
et al. (2008) compared both approaches and showed that while the TD model results in a compact graph and better
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performance, the TE approach allows modeling of more realistic situations such as transfers. Although several
heuristics that accelerate shortest path computations have been proposed over the years (Dreyfus, 1969; Brodal and
Jacob, 2004), their biggest drawback has been that they cannot fully account for the dynamic nature of transit
networks. For instance, speed-up techniques such as graph contraction, destination pruning, bi-directional search,
and precomputing labels work well for routing in road networks, but fail to give satisfactory results for PTR (Bast,
2009). With improvements in communication technologies and the increasing use of smartphones, travelers expect
transit routing apps running these algorithms to have minimal response times. The main goal of our work is to
extend PTR algorithms to make them more efficient and practical.

1.1

Recent approaches

Popular techniques developed for PTR in the past decade include—Transfer Patterns algorithm (Bast et al., 2010),
Connection Scan Algorithm (CSA) (Dibbelt et al., 2013), Round based Public Transit Routing algorithm (RAPTOR)
(Delling et al., 2015), and Trip-Based public Transit Routing (TBTR) algorithm (Witt, 2015). RAPTOR computes
Pareto-optimal journeys by incrementally increasing the number of allowable transfers in each round. It works
directly on a timetable and does not require any preprocessing. It has been extended to include multiple criteria
(e.g., arrival time, transfer, fare zones, and reliability). CSA also works directly on a timetable but employs a
lightweight preprocessing scheme to store all the connections in a sorted array. Its performance is comparable
to RAPTOR for small to medium-sized networks. However, as the network size increases, CSA’s performance is
poorer because a large number of connections must be evaluated before the algorithm terminates. Transfer Patterns
algorithm is another efficient bicriteria transit routing algorithm that works on the idea that the optimal journeys
for an OD pair can be derived from a small fixed subset of nodes. Given this set, a significant portion of the network
can be ignored during the query stage. However, the preprocessing associated with the transfer patterns algorithm
is much higher than its counterparts. TBTR, on the other hand, involves a lightweight preprocessing procedure
and shows slightly better performance than RAPTOR and CSA. Another line of research in public transit routing
involves modeling online routing strategies (Hall, 1986; Hickman and Bernstein, 1997; Nguyen et al., 1998; Khani
et al., 2015; Chen and Nie, 2015; Li et al., 2015; Rambha et al., 2016; Khani, 2019). These are particularly useful in
situations involving transfers and uncertain trip times. In this paper, we focus on deterministic settings.
A more recent field of study in PTR is to use partitioning-based approaches to achieve better query times. Transit
networks are partitioned (either based on routes or stops) into subnetworks and the optimal paths between the
boundary nodes are precomputed. Building on this idea, CSA was extended to ACSA in Strasser and Wagner (2014),
Transfer patterns was extended to Scalable Transfer Patterns in Bast et al. (2016), and RAPTOR was extended to
HypRAPTOR in Delling et al. (2017). Even though the preprocessing time in Scalable Transfer Patterns is less
than Transfer Patterns, it remains too high compared to others. Building on this approach, we propose to integrate
multilevel partitioning speed-up with PTR algorithms. To the best of our knowledge, ACSA is the only algorithm
(relevant to the current study) to exploit the multilevel paradigm. However, its application is limited since it only
solves the Earliest Arrival Problem.

1.2

Research gaps and contributions

Table 1 summarizes the gaps in existing frameworks for transit routing and highlights the features of the algorithms
proposed in this paper.
The following contributions address these gaps. The improvements summarized here are based on results from three
country-level transit datasets—Switzerland, Netherlands, and Sweden.
• HypTBTR: Section 3 proposes HypTBTR by combining TBTR with a partitioning-based speed-up. For oneto-one shortest path queries, HypTBTR was found to be 30–40% faster than the TBTR algorithm.
• One-To-Many rTBTR: Rapidly solving profile queries is one of the major bottlenecks in modern PTR approaches like Scalable Transfer Patterns, HypRAPTOR, and HypTBTR. To this end, we extend the popular
rTBTR algorithm to its One-To-Many variant in Section 4.1. This algorithm not only reduces the preprocessing
times significantly, but is also particularly useful from a practical standpoint as users often query the shortest
path between two locations instead of two transit stops (a location can have multiple stops near it). Compared
to the existing approaches, our implementations were found to be 40–50% faster.
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Table 1: Research gaps in PTR literature

Original
framework

One-To-Many
extension

Standard
partitioning

Multilevel
partitioning

Other
extensions

Transfer
Patterns

−

Bast et al. (2016)

−

Bast and Storandt (2014)

−

Strasser and Wagner (2014)

Strasser and Wagner (2014)

−

−

Delling et al. (2017)

Section 4.2

Delling et al. (2019)

Section 4.2

Witt (2016)
Potthoff (2020)
Sauer et al. (2020)
Lehoux and Loiodice (2020)

Bast et al. (2010)

CSA
Dibbelt et al. (2013)

RAPTOR
Delling et al. (2015)

TBTR
Witt (2015)

Section 4.1

Section 3

• Multilevel extensions for HypTBTR and HypRAPTOR: The reduced query times in HypTBTR and HypRAPTOR comes at the cost of increased preprocessing. We solve this issue in Section 4.2 using multilevel partitioning. Compared to standard partitioning implementations, preprocessing times reduced by approximately
20–50%.
The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we introduce terminologies related to PTR, and
review TBTR and RAPTOR. In Section 3, we reduce the TBTR algorithm’s query time by extending it to HypTBTR.
Section 4 is devoted to reducing the preprocessing times. Specifically, Subsection 4.1 introduces the One-To-Many
rTBTR variant. Subsection 4.2 showcases how multilevel partitioning can be used to further reduce the preprocessing
in HypTBTR and HypRAPTOR. In Section 5, we compare the performance of the proposed techniques on a few
transit datasets. Finally, Section 6 summarizes our findings and suggests potential extensions to the current research.

2

Preliminaries

In this section, we describe the basic concepts of PTR. We start with the terminology used in the public transit
networks in Subsection 2.1. These notation are summarized in Table 2. Next, Subsection 2.2 reviews a few journey
planning algorithms that are closest to our work.

2.1

Terminology

A timetable in a public transit network is defined as a tuple (S, R, T, F ), where S is a set of stops, R denotes the
set of routes, T represents the set of trips, and F indicates a set of footpaths. The timetable represents bus/train
schedules and contains information related to a transit network and the movement of vehicles on routes. The most
common way of representing timetable information is General Transit Feed Specification (GTFS).1 Maintained by
Google, it defines headers for multiple files and rules on how they are related to each other.
A stop s ∈ S is a distinct location in the network where the passengers can board/alight the vehicle. For example,
bus or train platforms. The source and destination stops are labeled so and sd respectively. A route r ∈ R is a
sequence of stops followed in a particular order. The ith stop of route r is denoted by r(i). The length of route r,
denoted by lr , is defined as the total number of stops in the route.
A trip t ∈ T is defined as the movement of a vehicle along a route. Similar to r(i) and lr , we use t(i) and lt to denote
ith stop on the trip and length/number of stops of trip t. A trip segment t(i → j) is used to refer to a section of a trip
t from stop index i to j, that is from ith stop of the trip to the j th stop. Route ID of trip t is indicated by route(t).
The arrival time and a departure time at the ith stop of trip t is denoted by arr(t, i) and dep(t, i) respectively.
1 https://developers.google.com/transit
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Unless stated otherwise, trips along a route are assumed to be non-overtaking, i.e., trips follow the First-In-First-Out
(FIFO) property. Additionally, for two trips t1 and t2 operating on the same route, i.e., route(t1 ) = route(t2 ),
the following notation is used to indicate precedence. If arr(t1 , i) < arr(t2 , i) ∀ i = 1, . . . , lt1 , t1 ≺ t2 . Likewise if
arr(t1 , i) ≤ arr(t2 , i) ∀ i = 1, . . . , lt1 , we express this scenario as t1  t2 .
A footpath (s1 , s2 ) ∈ F (also sometimes referred to as a transfer ) is a pedestrian connection between stops s1 , s2 ∈ S.
For a footpath (s1 , s2 ) ∈ F , the time required to travel between stops s1 and s2 is denoted by f (s1 , s1 ). Note that
for the present study, footpaths are required to be transitively closed, i.e., if (s1 , s2 ) ∈ F and (s2 , s3 ) ∈ F , then
(s1 , s3 ) ∈ F . Also, footpaths are assumed to follow triangle inequality, i.e., f (s1 , s3 ) ≤ f (s1 , s2 ) + f (s2 , s3 ). Since
in GTFS, transfers.txt (the file that contains the details about the footpaths between stops) is optional, most online
sources do not provide it. Thus, to construct the set F , we first define an upper limit on the walking time between
a pair of stops. Additional footpaths are then added so that F is transitively closed. We also define a neighborhood
of a stop s, denoted by N (s), where N (s) = {s0 | (s, s0 ) ∈ F } ∪ {s}. Intuitively, for a stop s, N (s) is a set of stops
directly connected to s via F . Note that since f (s, s) = 0, N (s) also includes s.
For processing
shortest path queries efficiently, we need to precompute trip-transfers. A trip-transfer, denoted by

t1 , i, t2 , j , represents a possible transfer from ith stop of trip t1 to j th stop of trip t2 . Note that transfer and
trip-transfer are different terms and are not interchangeable. While a transfer just refers to a footpath connection
between two stops, a trip-transfer indicates switching between two trips. The switch is possible by either alighting
the current trip and waiting at the same stop to board another trip or by walking to a different stop via a footpath
and then boarding a trip. The set of trip-transfers is denoted by T . See Section 2.2 and Appendix A for more details
on computing T .
A journey y is as a sequence of trips and footpaths (in the order of traversal). To evaluate a journey y, we define a
vector g(y) = (g1 (y), g2 (y), . . . , gm (y)), where each element in the right-hand side represents the optimization criteria
associated with y. A journey y1 dominates journey y2 if all the elements g(y1 ) are no worse than that in g(y2 ).
For example, if arrival time and number of transfers are the optimization criteria, journey y1 with g(y1 ) = (1030, 1
transfer) dominates a journey y2 with g(y2 ) = (1100, 2 transfer). The set of g(y) for different journeys is denoted
by

J . A set J is Pareto-optimal if none of the journeys in J are dominated by others. For example, J = (1030, 1
transfer), (1100 minutes, 0 transfer) is Pareto-optimal.
Some studies also consider the minimum change time and dwell time at each stop s. Minimum change time refers
to the time spent by a passenger while transferring between trips. Dwell time represents the time interval for which
bus/train waits at a stop before departing. To keep the pseudocodes simple, both these parameters are assumed to
be zero for all stops, but extending them to a realistic setting is straightforward.
Table 2: Glossary
Symbol
s
S
Si
so , sd

Description
stop
set of all stops
set of stops belonging to the ith partition
source, destination stop

(s1 , s2 )
F
f (s1 , s2 )

footpath connection between stop s1 and s2
set of all footpath connections
duration of (s1 , s2 )

t
T
t(i)
f lag(t)
ind(t)
route(t)
arr(t, i)
dep(t, i)
t(i → j) 
t1 , i, t2 , j
lt

trip
set of all trips
ith stop of trip t
trip flag of trip t
index of the first stop of trip t that has been scanned in TBTR’s query phase
route of trip t
arrival time of trip t at stop index i
departure time of trip t at stop index i
trip-segment of trip t from stop index i to j
possible transfer between ith stop of trip t1 and j th stop of trip t2
total stops in trip t
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Table 2: Glossary (continued)
Symbol

Description

r
R
Ri
r(i)
lr

route
set of all routes
set of routes belonging to ith partition
ith stop of route r
total stops in route r

τ
λ
p
h, i, j, k, m

departure time
maximum allowed transfers
number of partitions
general indices

L
T
J

set of tuples of form (r, i, ∆τ ) s.t. sd can be reached in ∆τ from r(i)
trip-transfers set
Pareto set of tuples (τopt (n), n) where τopt (n) is the arrival time at the destination
and n is the number of transfers
set of trips required for fill-in
neighborhood of s

F
N (s)

2.2

RAPTOR and TBTR

For illustrating the algorithms discussed in this paper, we use a toy network shown in Figure 1. The colored solid
edges indicate different routes. The timetable is periodic, i.e., there is a trip on each route starting from 0800 at
every 10-minute interval. Each row represents a route (color-coded), and every cell is a tuple (trip name, starting
time). Let the travel time between any two stops that are directly connected by an edge be 10 minutes. The dashed
line s3 –sd represents a footpath with a travel time of 40 minutes. Let the source, destination, and departure time
be so , sd , and 0800, respectively.

s8

r4
s6

s5

r2
so

Timetable

s9

s7

r5

r3
r1

s2

s3

40 min

sd

t1,0800

t6,0810

t11,0820 …

t2,0800

t7,0810

t12,0820 …

t3,0800

t8,0810

t13,0820 …

t4,0800

t9,0810

t14,0820 …

t5,0800

t10,0810

t15,0820 …

Figure 1: Toy example to illustrate PTR algorithms

2.2.1

RAPTOR

RAPTOR (Delling et al., 2015) is a fully dynamic routing algorithm mainly designed for PTR. While the basic version
of the algorithm minimizes the bicriteria problem involving travel time and the number of transfers, its extensions
can incorporate other optimizing criteria such as the number of fare zones and cost. RAPTOR uses array and bag
data structures to store the transit timetable in the form of trips, and works in rounds. The nth round computes
arrival times at reachable stops using exactly n − 1 transfers. A multi-label (τ0 (s), τ1 (s), . . . , τλ (s)) is maintained for
every stop, where τn (s) denotes the earliest arrival time at stop s with n trips. All labels are is initialized to infinity.
Each round is divided into two phases: a route phase and a transfer phase.
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In the route phase, all routes serving the marked stops (source stop or stops whose label was improved in the previous
round) are collected. For each of these routes, the earliest possible trip that can be boarded from its marked stop
is determined, and its subsequent stop labels are improved (if possible). Any stop whose label is updated is added
to the marked stop list. In the transfer phase, footpath connections of stops in the marked stop list are evaluated.
Stops whose arrival time is improved using these footpath connections are added to the marked stop list. RAPTOR
has also been extended to handle range queries (rRAPTOR) and multi-criteria queries (McRAPTOR). Consider the
following example that illustrates the RAPTOR algorithm.
In Figure 1, in the Round 0, the label τ0 of stop so is updated to the departure time τ and is added to the marked
stop list. Thus, the first round involves boarding the earliest possible trip on the pink (r1 ) and green (r2 ) route at
0800 and updating its subsequent stop labels. Stops whose labels are updated (i.e., s2 , s3 , s5 , and s8 ), are added to
the marked stop list. In the transfer phase of Round 1, footpath connections are evaluated, the label of stop sd is
updated to 0900, and sd is added to the marked stop list. Next, Round 2 begins its route phase using the marked stop
list obtained from the transfer phase of Round 1. The algorithm proceeds in a similar fashion and terminates when
the maximum transfer limit is reached or no stop labels are updated. For the current example, Round 1 explores the
pink route (r1 ), green route (r2 ), and the footpath; Round 2 scans the grey (r3 ) and orange route (r4 ); and finally,
Round 3 explores the red route (r5 ) and terminates. The output Pareto-optimal journeys are (0900, 0 transfers) and
(0850, 2 transfers).
2.2.2

TBTR

TBTR (Witt, 2015) solves the bicriteria (travel time and transfer) optimization problem using trips and trip-transfers
as building blocks. The core idea in TBTR is similar to a breadth-first search (BFS) on a graph in which trips are
modeled as nodes and edges correspond to trip-transfers. The first level can be imagined to correspond to the earliest
trips that can be boarded from the source stop, and each subsequent level corresponds to a transfer. TBTR’s search
pattern is similar to RAPTOR, but unlike RAPTOR, it does not maintain multi-labels for all the stops and is
centered around trips. Preprocessing phase and Query phase of TBTR are as described below.
Preprocessing phase: TBTR has a two-stage preprocessing phase. Using the GTFS set as input, the first stage
collects all the possible trip-transfers in a set T (referred to as the Trip-transfers set). This may result in a large
collection of trip-transfers, most of which are never part of optimal journeys for any OD pair. Hence, the second
stage aims to reduce T only to contain useful trip-transfers. Appendix A provides the pseudocode for both the stages
along with relevant illustrations.
Query Phase: Given an input (T , so , sd , τ ), the query stage maintains a set J of Pareto-optimal tuples of the form
(arrival time, number of transfers) and a queue Qn of trips to be scanned for each allowed number of transfers n,
where n ∈ {0, 1, . . . , λ} and λ is the maximum transfer limit. Q0 is initialized with the earliest trip that can be
boarded on all the routes passing through stops in N (so ). Additionally, for every trip t, we also maintain a variable,
ind(t), which denotes the index of the first stop of trip t that can be reached. To efficiently check if a trip passes
through sd , the algorithm initializes a set L which keeps track of all routes that pass through at least one of the stops
in N (sd ). The best known arrival time at the destination stop sd using n transfers is denoted by τopt (n). TBTR,
like RAPTOR, also works in rounds. In the nth round, trips-segments in the queue Qn are scanned. While scanning
a trip-segment t(h → k) in round n, the following operations are performed:
• Using L, check if the trip t passes through stop sd and results in a non-dominated label. If so, update
τopt (m) ∀ m = n, . . . , λ. Note that by reducing the labels for all subsequent rounds, we ensure that the
optimality check in later rounds will be done against the destination’s best arrival time.

• Using the trip-transfers t, i, t0 , j available from the ith stop of t within a trip-segment t(h → k), we add tripsegments t0 (j → ind(t0 )) to the queue Qn+1 if the arrival time of at the (h + 1)th stop is less than destination’s
best known arrival time (i.e., arr(t, h + 1) < τopt (n)) and the trip t0 from j onwards has not already been
explored (i.e., j < ind(t0 )).
The algorithm stops when the maximum transfer limit λ is reached, i.e., n = λ or when Qn is empty for n < λ. The
pseudocode for the TBTR’s bicriteria query is presented in Algorithm 1. Lines 1–5 represent the initialization phase.
Note that τopt (n) is initialized to ∞ for all n ≤ λ. Lines 6–8 generate the set L, which is used during the query
phase to check if a journey reached the destination stop. Lines 9–12 add the first trips that can be boarded from
6

stops in N (so ) to Q0 . Lines 13–22 scan every trip-segment t(h → k) (as described above) and using trip-transfers T
adds suitable trip-segments to the next queue. Figure 2 illustrates the main while-loop of TBTR algorithm.
𝜏opt(m)=arr(t,j)+∆𝜏

sd
∆𝜏

t(h)

t'(j)

t(j)

t(i)

arr(t,j)

arr(t,i)

trip t'

trip t

t(k)

Figure 2: Illustration of the while-loop in TBTR algorithm



Consider the example from
 Figure 1 to illustrate the TBTR algorithm and assume T = t1 , 2, t8 , 1 , t2 , 3, t14 , 1 ,
t14 , 2, t20 , 1 , t8 , 3, t20 , 1 . Note that this is smallest T required to solve the example query. Round 0 starts by
scanning the trips in the queue Q0 = {t1 (1 → 3), t2 (1 → 3)}. Since the trip t1 is connected to sd via a footpath,
τopt (0) is updated to 0900. Next, we scan T to get trip-transfers from trips t1 and t2 and add the corresponding
trip-segments to queue Q2 . Round 1 starts with Q1 = {t8 (1 → 3), t14 (1 → 2)} and proceeds in a similar fashion. For
Round 2, Q2 = {t20 (1 → 3)}. The final output of the algorithm is τopt (0) = 0900 and τopt (2) = 0850.
TBTR has been extended to incorporate range queries, similar to rRAPTOR. The idea behind this algorithm is to
run the main query loop for different departure times while preserving labels between runs. Later departure times are
processed first. Another variant of TBTR is Trip-based Routing using Condensed Search Trees or TBTR-CT (Witt,
2016). This algorithm exploits the observation that the optimal journey for an OD pair at any time can be constructed
using only a fixed set of routes instead of the complete network. It preprocesses a set of routes for each OD pair, and
thus, the query phase explores a much smaller graph, resulting in faster queries. Just like Transfer Patterns (Bast
et al., 2010), faster query times in TBTR-CT come at the cost of high preprocessing time and increased memory
usage. Potthoff (2020) proposed two new variants of TBTR: the Walking TBTR, which additionally minimizes the
walking time along a journey, and Fare Zone TBTR, which optimizes the fare zones as a third criterion. Their
results have been compared against the multi-criteria variant of the RAPTOR, i.e., McRAPTOR. Sauer et al. (2020)
extended TBTR to handle multi-modal bicriteria routing problems by combining it with ULTRA (Baum et al., 2019).

3

Reducing query times

This section extends TBTR to HypTBTR by combining it with partitioning-based approaches. We start with the
relevant background in Subsection 3.1, followed by a discussion on HypTBTR in Subsection 3.2.

3.1

Background

Delling et al. (2017) proposed HypRAPTOR for faster queries by introducing a preprocessing step which partitions
routes into p disjoint sets R1 , R2 , . . . , Rp , also known as route cells. The central idea in HypRAPTOR is to construct
a hypergraph G in which every node represents a route, and a hyperedge between a subset of nodes represents
intersecting routes (two routes are called intersecting if they have at least one stop in common). Footpaths are also
treated as routes with two stops. A partitioning algorithm (based on a min-cut approach) is then used to generate
route
Sp cells. By definition, route cells are mutually exclusive and exhaustive (i.e., Ri ∩ Rj = ∅ for all i and j, and
i=1 Ri = R).
Suitable edge and node weights can be used to influence the partitioning scheme. Multi-edges that result from the
routes intersecting at more than one stop are reduced to a single edge by summing their weights. Note that every
boundary edge of the partition (an edge with nodes in different cells) represents a stop in the original transit network
and is referred to as a cutstop. Consider the example in Figure 3. Subfigure (b) shows the corresponding hypergraph
with each route as a node (a hyperedge is added between the red, orange, and grey nodes). The black node represents
7

Algorithm 1 TBTR: Bicriteria query
Input: GTFS, T , so , sd , τ , λ
Output: J
2:
3:
4:
5:

n←0
J,L ← ∅
τopt (n) ← ∞, ∀ n = 0, 1, . . . , λ
Qn ← ∅ ∀ n = 0, 1, . . . , λ
ind(t) ← lt ∀ t ∈ T

6:
7:
8:

for s ∈ N (sd ) do
for each (r, i) s.t. r(i) = s do
L ← L ∪ {(r, i, f (s, sd ))}

1:

for s ∈ N (so ) do
for each (r, i) s.t. r(i) = s do
t ← earliest trip on r s.t. τ + f (so , s) ≤ dep(t, i)
12:
Enqueue(t, i, n)
9:
10:
11:

13:
14:
15:
16:
17:
18:
19:
20:
21:
22:
1:
2:
3:
4:
5:

while Qn 6= ∅ and n ≤ λ do
for t(h → k) ∈ Qn do
for (route(t), j, ∆τ ) ∈ L s.t. h < j ≤ k and arr(t, j) + ∆τ < τopt (n) do
for m = n, n + 1, . . . , λ do
τopt (m) ← arr(t, j) + ∆τ
if arr(t, h + 1) <
 τopt (n) then
for t, i, t0 , j ∈ T s.t. h < i ≤ k do
Enqueue(t0 , j, n + 1)

J ← J ∪ (τopt (n), n)
n←n+1
procedure Enqueue(trip t, index i, number of transfers n)
if i < ind(t) then

Qn ← Qn ∪ t(i → ind(t))
for each trip t0 s.t. t  t0 and route(t) = route(t0 ) do
ind(t0 ) ← min ind(t0 ), i

the footpath. Assuming p = 3, a partitioning algorithm creates three route cells namely R1 (dark blue), R2 (cyan),
and R3 (purple), as shown in Subfigure (c). Subfigure (d) shows the cutstops derived from the route cells in (c).
Similar to route cells, a stops cells S0 , S1 , . . . , Sp is a partition of stops. To construct a stop cell Si , we start by
including all stops belonging to the routes in the corresponding route cell Ri . However, the resulting stop cells
are not mutually exclusive due to cutstops. Thus, define S0 to contain all the cutstops and update stop cell Si as
Si ← Si \ S0 . For example, in Figure 1, the stop cells are S0 = {s1 , s2 , s8 , s9 }, S1 = ∅, S2 = {s5 , s6 }, and
S3 = {s3 , s4 , s7 }. Note that for p partitions, there are p route cells and p + 1 stop cells.
The next step is to find and store optimal routes between these cutstops, referred to as fill-in. To this end, a profile
query (using rRAPTOR) is made for all possible pairs of cutstops in S0 . If a route belongs to an optimal journey
between a pair of cutstops, it is added to the fill-in set.
In the query phase, given the source so and destination sd , the first step is to identify So and Sd , i.e., the stop cell to
which so and sd belong to. Let the corresponding route cells be Ro and Rd . If the source stop is a cutstop, then So
and Ro are set to S0 and ∅ respectively (the same convention is used for the destination stop). A route is scanned
only if it is a part of fill-in or if all its stops belong to the source or destination cells.
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Figure 3: HypRAPTOR: Route partitioning using a hypergraph representation

3.2

HypTBTR

In this section, we build on ideas used in HypRAPTOR to introduce the HypTBTR algorithm. A new hypergraph
weighting scheme is proposed, and changes to the query phase are suggested for the trip-based setting. In a subsequent
section, we discuss methods to make the preprocessing required for HypTBTR more efficient.
3.2.1

Preprocessing phase

Preprocessing in HypTBTR can be grouped into two phases: trip-transfer phase and fill-in computation phase. The
trip-transfer phase generates a trip-transfer set T and is similar to TBTR’s preprocessing (See Appendix A for
details).
The fill-in computation phase can further be divided into two steps. The first step is similar to that of HypRAPTOR
and generates a hypergraph by modeling each route as a node. We then add a hyperedge between the routes passing
through that stop for every stop in the transit network. Next, to generate the partitions and cutstops, we partition
the hypergraph, using the state-of-the-art KaHyPar (Schlag, 2020) algorithm. It works on a min-cut principle to find
nearly equal-sized cells such that the sum of weights of the hyperedges in the cut is minimized. The size of a cell is
defined as the sum of the weights of nodes belonging to it. Thus, different weighting schemes, as described below,
can be used to influence the partitions.
1. Sc1 : This represents a simple unweighted scheme where no weights are imposed on nodes and edges. The
algorithm, in this case, tries to minimize the number of hyperedges cut.
2. Sc2 : This scheme was first proposed by Delling et al. (2017). Here, the nodes (i.e., routes in the original transit
network) are weighted by the total numbers of events along the route. Weights of all nodes corresponding to
footpath connections are set to zero. The weight of each hyperedge is set to the logarithm of the total events
associated with the corresponding transit stop.
3. Sc3 : Nodes, in this case, are weighted similarly to Sc2 . But for a hyperedge corresponding to a stop s, the
weight is set to the logarithm of the sum of events associated with all the stops in N (s).
9

In HypRAPTOR’s (or HypTBTR’s) preprocessing, walking from the source stop must be allowed. That is, when
finding the trips required to cover optimal journeys between a cutstop pair si and sj in the preprocessing phase,
Round 0 would have to start with all the earliest trips from N (si ) (instead of with trips from just si ). This is
because, although the cutstop si is a source stop during preprocessing, it can become an intermediate stop between
some so and sd during the query phase. For example, an optimal journey could be of the form—board the first trip
from so and alight at si , walk from si to sj , and board the next available trip from sj and reach sd . Thus, walking
from the source (si ) must be allowed during preprocessing to maintain the algorithm’s correctness. Hence, for every
pair of cutstops (si , sj ), Round 0 in the preprocessing phase will collect all the trips from N (si ). Therefore, the
fill-in calculations associated with a stop s, depend not only on s but on all the stops in N (s). For this reason, we
expect Sc3 , which sets the node weights to the sum of events in N (s), to perform better than Sc2 .
As mentioned earlier, if a given set of routes intersect at multiple stops, it is replaced with a single edge with a
weight equal to the sum of component edge weights. For a pre-determined partition size p, the output of the first
step includes p route cells R1 , R2 , . . . , Rp and p + 1 stop cells S0 , S1 , . . . , Sp where S0 is the set of cutstops.
The second step in the fill-in computation phase is to find fill-in trip set F, i.e., the set of trips required for all
the optimal journeys between the cutstops. For this purpose, a profile query is performed for all possible cutstop
permutations. Delling et al. (2017) achieve this by repeated application of rRAPTOR. We propose a new accelerated
version of rTBTR, i.e. One-To-Many rTBTR in Section 4.1. Our implementation significantly outperforms the
existing approach by rapidly solving the profile queries between all possible cutstops pairs.
3.2.2

Query phase

Depending on the fill-in representation, the query phase can be implemented in many ways. The simplest approach
is to scan a route only if it belongs to the source or destination cell, or is a part of the fill-in. Other methods include
marking every event that is a part of fill-in computations as opposed to marking the whole route or generating a new
overlay graph by copying the events of the source and destination cells and fill-in.
These methods present a trade-off between speed vs. memory usage. Experiments by Delling et al. (2017) show that
while the method involving a new overlay graph performs slightly better, other methods have comparable performance
and the exact benefits vary depending on the network and partition structure. Here, we use the simplest form of
fill-in representation, i.e., for every trip t, we initialize a one-bit variable known as a trip flag denoted by f lag(t).
A trip’s flag is true if it belongs to the source or destination cell or is a part of the fill-in. The pseudocode for the
query phase is described in Algorithm 2
Lines 1–5 are used to initialize the variables and are similar to Algorithm 1. Line 5, in addition to initializing ind(t)
to lt , also sets f lag(t) to False for every trip t. In Line 6, we introduce a function Labeling which, given the so
and sd , identifies the So and Sd , i.e., the stop cells to which source and destination stop belong. The corresponding
route cells are also identified as Ro and Rd .
Lines 7–9 define the set L, which stores information on all the routes and footpaths leading to the destination stop.
Lines 10–13 consider the first trip that can be boarded from N (so ) and add them to Q0 . Lines 14–16 set the trip
flags for every trip by checking if the trip belongs to the fill-in set or its route belongs to Ro or Rd . Lines 17–26
contain the main iterations of the algorithm. Trips are scanned as described before with an extra condition that the
f lag(t) variable should be True.
Algorithm 2 HypTBTR: Bicriteria query
Input: GTFS, T , so , sd , τ, F, λ, p, Stop cells {S0 , . . . , Sp }, Route cells {R1 , . . . , Rp }
Output: Pareto set J
n←0
τopt (n) ← ∞, ∀ n = 0, 1, . . . , λ
J , L ← ∅, ∅
Qn ← ∅ ∀ n = 0, 1, . . . , λ
ind(t), f lag(t) ← lt , False ∀ t ∈ T
6: So , Sd , Ro , Rd , ← Labeling(so , sd )
1:
2:
3:
4:
5:

7:

for s ∈ N (sd ) do
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for each (r, i) s.t. r(i) = s do
L ← L ∪ (r, i, f (s, sd ))

8:
9:

for s ∈ N (so ) do
for each (r, i) s.t. r(i) = s do
12:
t ← earliest trip on r s.t. τ + f (so , s) ≤ dep(t, i)
13:
Enqueue(t, i, n)
10:
11:

14:
15:
16:

for t ∈ T do
if t ∈ F or route(t) ∈ Ro ∪ Rd then
f lag(t) ← True

17:
18:

while Qn 6= ∅ and n ≤ λ do
for t(h → k) ∈ Qn do
for (route(t), j, ∆τ ) ∈ L s.t. h < j ≤ k and arr(t, j) + ∆τ < τmin do
for m = n, n + 1, . . . , λ do
τopt (m) ← arr(t, j) + ∆τ
if arr(t, h + 1) <
 τopt (n) then
for t, i, t0 , j ∈ T s.t. h < i ≤ k do
Enqueue(t0 , j, n + 1)

J ← J ∪ (τopt (n), n)
n←n+1

19:
20:
21:
22:
23:
24:
25:
26:
1:
2:
3:
4:
5:

procedure Enqueue(trip t, index i, number of transfers n)
if f lag(t) and i < ind(t) then
Qn ← Qn ∪ t(i → ind(t))
for each trip t0 s.t. t  t0 and route(t) = route(t0 ) do
ind(t0 ) ← min ind(t0 ), i

1:
2:
3:
4:
5:

procedure Labeling(source stop so , destination stop sd )
So , Sd , Ro , Rd , ← ∅, ∅, ∅, ∅
for i = 0, 1, . . . , p do
if so ∈ Si then
So ← Si
Ro ← Ri if i 6= 0 else ∅
if sd ∈ Si then
Sd ← Si
Rd ← Ri if i 6= 0 else ∅

6:
7:
8:
9:

4
4.1

Reducing preprocessing times
One-To-Many rTBTR

As discussed in Section 3.2.1, given a set of cutstops, we need to solve profile queries between all possible cutstop pairs.
The existing approach uses a range algorithm (rRAPTOR or rTBTR) for all possible cutstop pair combinations. In
this section, we propose a One-To-Many variant to make this step more efficient.
For a give source stop so , let tlist represent a list (sorted in descending order) of all available departure times of
trips from so (or N (so ) if walking from the source is allowed). Let dlist be list of destination stops. Similar to L,
J , and τopt (n) in TBTR, we define L(s), J (s), and τopt (n, s) for each s ∈ dlist where L(s) keeps track of routes
through N (s), J (s) stores the optimal journeys to s, and τopt (n, s) is the optimal label to stop s using n transfers,
respectively. Lastly, to preserve labels between runs, we also store the index of the first stop on trip t that can be
reached within n transfers, ind(n, t).
In addition to dlist, we also maintain a dummy list dlist 0 and a variable scope whose purpose is to prune the list
of destination stops as the algorithm proceeds. To understand the idea behind pruning the target list, consider the
toy network shown in Figure 1. For simplicity, let there be only one trip from so departing at 0800 and suppose
11



dlist = [s6 , sd ]. Thus, tlist = arr(t
,
1)].
As
discussed
in
Section
2.2.2,
for
Round
0,
Q
=
t1 (1 → 3), t2 (1 → 3) .
1
0

Next, Round
1 starts with Q1 = t8 (1 → 3), t14 (1 → 2) and updates τopt (1, s6 ) = 0820. Since the all trip-transfers

t, i, t0 , j from trips t8 and t14 are such that arr(t1 , i) is greater than τopt (1, s6 ), we are guaranteed that there are
no other optimal journeys to s6 . Hence we can safely remove s6 from dlist. Thus, as the algorithm proceeds, the
target list is progressively pruned, resulting in faster queries.
Compared to the rTBTR algorithm, the main difference here is that trip-segments are scanned fewer times. In
the above example, repeated application of rTBTR scans the trip-segments t1 (1 → 3), t2 (1 → 3), t8 (1 → 3), and
t14 (1 → 2) twice (once for each destination node) whereas the One-To-Many rTBTR does it only once. Pruning the
target list also improves the query time by terminating calculations specific to a certain destination if its label cannot
improve.
The pseudocode for the One-To-Many rTBTR is presented in Algorithm 3. Lines 1–7 initialize the variables
L(s), J (s), ind(n, t), and τopt (n, s). Line 8 iterates over all all possible departure times τ in a decreasing order.
Lines 9–14 initialize n and Qn as before. We start by copying all elements of dlist into a dummy list dlist 0 in Line 15.
Lines 16–30 contain the main while-loop. For each allowed number of transfer n (≤ λ), Line 17 defines an empty set
scope. While scanning a trip-segment t(h → k), an additional for -loop (Line 19) is introduced which iterates over all
the stops in dlist 0 . Lines 20–26 scan the trip-segments as described before. An additional step is introduced in the
Enqueue function that adds the stop to scope for which optimality is not guaranteed. Lastly, Line 29–30 increment
n and update dlist 0 using scope.
Algorithm 3 One-To-Many rTBTR
Input: GTFS, T , so , dlist, λ, tlist
Output: J
1:
2:
3:
4:
5:
6:
7:
8:
9:
10:
11:
12:
13:
14:
15:
16:
17:
18:
19:
20:
21:
22:
23:
24:
25:
26:
27:
28:
29:
30:

L(s), J (s) ← ∅, ∅ ∀ s ∈ dlist
ind(n, t) ← lt ∀ t ∈ T, ∀ n = 0, 1, . . . , λ
for sd ∈ dlist do
τopt (n, sd ) ← ∞ ∀ n = 0, 1, . . . , λ
for s ∈ N (sd ) do
for each (r, i) s.t. r(i) = s do
L(sd ) ← L(sd ) ∪ {(r, i, f (s, sd ))}
for τ ∈ tlist do
n←0
Qn ← ∅ ∀ n = 0, 1, . . . , λ
for s ∈ N (so ) do
for each (r, i) s.t. r(i) = s do
t ← earliest trip on r s.t. τ + f (so , s) ≤ dep(t, i)
Enqueue(t, i, n)
dlist 0 ← dlist
while Qn 6= ∅ and n ≤ λ do
scope ← ∅
for t(h → k) ∈ Qn do
for sd ∈ dlist 0 do
for (route(t), j, ∆τ ) ∈ L(sd ) do
if h < j ≤ k and arr(t, j) + ∆τ < τopt (n, sd ) then
for m = n, n + 1, . . . λ do
τopt (m, sd ) ← arr(t, j) + ∆τ
if arr(t, h + 1) <
 τopt (n, sd ) then
for t, i, t0 , j ∈ T s.t. h < i ≤ k do
Enqueue(t0 , j, n + 1, sd )
for s ∈ dlist do 
J (s) ← J (s) ∪ (τopt (n, s), n)
n←n+1
dlist 0 ← scope
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procedure Enqueue(trip t, index i, number of transfers n, destination stop s)
if i < ind(n, t) then

Qn ← Qn ∪ t(i → ind(t))
scope ← add s to scope if not already present
for each trip t0 s.t. t  t0 and route(t) = route(t0 ) do
for j = n, n + 1, . . ., λ do
7:
ind(j, t0 ) ← min ind(j, t0 ), i

1:
2:
3:
4:
5:
6:

4.2

Multilevel extension: MHypTBTR

This section introduces MHypTBTR, i.e., HypTBTR combined with multilevel partitioning. While we propose this
concept using HypTBTR, a similar approach can be used for HypRAPTOR. Consider the example in Figure 4. The
base network is an abstraction of a transit network before partitioning. Nodes in white indicate stops, and those in
blue show the source and destination.
• Standard Partitioning: The figure on the left shows the network partitioned into six parts (as discussed in
Section 3). Red nodes represent cutstops. Labels show the stop cell ID for each partition (S1 , S2 , . . . , S6 ) and
S0 is assumed to contain all the red cutstops. Thus,
using standard partitioning, HypTBTR’s fill-in trip set

will require finding optimal journeys between 72 2! = 42 source-destination permutations of the cutsops.
• Multilevel Partitioning: The figure in the right panel depicts multilevel partitioning with two levels. In Level
1, the network is partitioned into three parts (S1 , S2 , S3 ). These are referred to as parent partitions. Green
nodes show the cutstops of Level 1. Next, in Level 2, each parent partition is divided into two subparts (i.e.,
child partitions). E.g., S1 is divided into S11 and S12 . Cutstops are shown using pink nodes here. Finding the
fill-in set F can then be divided into parts:

1. Compute the trips required to travel between cutstops at the topmost level, i.e., 42 2! = 12 sourcedestination permutations of the four green cutstops of Level 1.
2. For each parent partition, determine the trips required to travel between its cutstops and the cutstops of
its children. E.g., in Figure 4, arrows between Levels 1 and 2 indicate 4 source-destination permutations
for S1 and its children S11 and S12 . Similarly for S2 and its children S21 and S22 , we have 8 permutations.
Thus, we get a total of 4 + 8 + 4 = 16 permutations between the two levels.
The overall number of source-destination pairs in the multilevel scheme is 12 + 16 = 28 compared to 42 in the
standard scheme (a 33% benefit). Note that if the parent partition is split into two parts, the optimal trips between
the cutstops of sibling partitions are not required. However, if the split is performed differently, F would also include
the optimal trips required to travel between siblings. In the following paragraph, we discuss two ways to implement
the fill-in set.
The most straightforward scheme is to store the fill-in trips in a single set F, i.e., there is no distinction between trips
required to travel between successive levels and within a level. In this case, MHypTBTR starts from S12 (source
stop cell) in Level 2 and travels up to Level 1 through a trip in F. It then explores a much sparser graph and again
transfers down to Level 2 using another trip in F. Since all the optimal trips between cutstops are contained in F,
a full Pareto-set is obtained. Alternately, a pointer for each trip indicating the level and cutstops for which it is
optimal can be maintained (similar to how multilevel arc-flags are used in road networks). This allows additional
pruning because, for every trip in F, we now have some extra information on the source-destination pairs for which
the trip was optimal. However, the time required during preprocessing for these two methods would be more or less
the same, and the differences are likely to be pronounced in the query phase. Since the main goal here is to decrease
preprocessing, we adopt the former scheme for fill-in due to its simplicity.

5

Experiments

All algorithms used in our experiments have been implemented in Python 3, and the source codes are available at
github.com/transnetlab/transit-routing. The query phase codes were run on an Intel Core i7-8700 CPU clocked at
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Figure 4: Example to illustrate the advantages of multilevel partitioning
3.2 GHz with 32 GB RAM. The more intensive algorithms related to preprocessing were evaluated in parallel using
a 128-core Intel Xeon Gold CPU clocked at 3.0 GHz with 512 GB RAM. The metrics obtained using the parallel
method have been marked with an asterisk (T -time ∗ and F-time ∗ ). Query times were averaged over a set of 10 000
randomly selected source and destination stops. For comparison, we also include results from Dijkstra’s algorithm on
a Time-Expanded graph (labeled as TED). Note that a maximum transfer limit of four was used for all the algorithms
(except TED). Other algorithms like CSA and ACSA do not allow a fair comparison as they only evaluate the earliest
arrival query. Also, Transfer Patterns-based algorithms (TBTR-CT, Transfer Patterns, Scalable Transfer Patterns)
are expected to perform better, but the preprocessing associated with them is likely to be much higher compared to
algorithms in the current study.
We tested our algorithms on three different transit networks: Switzerland, Netherlands, and Sweden. These are
open (source: transitfeeds.com) country-level networks and combine multiple modes such as buses, rails, trams, and
metro. Table 3 summarizes various statistics for these networks. A significant amount of preprocessing was required
to generate these datasets. For example, since the country-level datasets integrate timetables from various agencies,
overtaking trips are often found in these networks. As all the algorithms discussed in the present study require
trips to follow the First-In-First-Out (FIFO) property, overtaking trips were discarded. Also, none of the abovementioned datasets provided footpath details. This information was separately extracted from OpenStreetMaps
(OSM) (geofabrik.de).
Table 3: Network statistics (stops: number of stops, routes: number of routes, trips: number of trips, footpaths:
number of footpaths, stopevents: total stop events, hypedges: number of of hyperedges, hypnodes: number of
hypernodes)
Network
Switzerland
Netherlands
Sweden

stops
22 885
41 151
34 464

routes
9 094
5 598
10 408

trips
146 228
87 924
46 794

footpaths
87 820
69 832
133 024

stopevents
1 403 398
1 697 456
899410

hypedges
11 753
38 047
14195

hypnodes
53 004
40 514
76920

Table 4 presents the query performance (in milliseconds) of non-partitioning algorithms. The following list summarizes our findings.
• TED vs. others: The query times reported are from NetworkX’s implementation of the Time-Expanded
Dijkstra’s algorithm (TED). Numbers reconfirm that modern PTR algorithms such as RAPTOR and TBTR
perform better than conventional Dijkstra’s approach.
• RAPTOR vs. TBTR: TBTR outperforms RAPTOR in all three instances. Its success is predicated on two
reasons. First, the computations related to footpaths are done in the preprocessing phase, whereas RAPTOR
handles them during the query phase. Second, TBTR uses the set T to directly switch between trips as opposed
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to RAPTOR’s method of finding the earliest trip to board a route. To avoid overburdening the reader, only
the query times from TBTR are shown here. Results from the preprocessing phase of TBTR are in Appendix
A.
• rTBTR vs. One-To-Many rTBTR: To compare rTBTR against its One-To-Many variant, we first randomly
selected 70 source stops. For every such source stop, 70 random destinations were chosen, and a profile query
was run. Note that this setup is consistent with the current study as the aim here is to demonstrate the
effectiveness of the One-To-Many variant in reducing the preprocessing of algorithms like HypRAPTOR and
HypTBTR. In all the test cases, our implementation significantly beats the repeated application of rTBTR by
38–48%.
Table 4: Query times (in milliseconds) of various PTR algorithms
Network

TED

Switzerland
Netherlands
Sweden

11 552.8
23 118.5
1 568.8

RAPTOR

TBTR

rTBTR

Delling et al. (2015)

Witt (2015)

Witt (2015)

314.8
154.3
114.8

97.4
41.9
6.5

57 501.4
18 623.1
1 149.2

One-To-Many
rTBTR
(Algorithm 3)
35 284.1
11 265.5
594.6

Next, we analyzed the preprocessing phase of HypTBTR. The trip-transfer computation phase of HypTBTR is the
same as that of TBTR. For the fill-in computation phase, we first generate a hypergraph using the GTFS data.
Table 3 summarizes the details of these hypergraphs. The parameters used for the KaHyPar algorithm are seed -1,
epsilon 0.2, and km1 kKaHyP ar sea20.ini configuration. These have been selected heuristically based on empirical
evidence. The top panel in Figure 5 shows the stops when partitioning our input networks into four cells (blue,
green, yellow, and purple) using the standard method. The multilevel partitions are shown in the bottom panel,
where shades of the same color depict siblings of a parent partition. Cutstops are indicated in red. Table 5 presents
the result from the fill-in computation phase of HypTBTR preprocessing. Reported parameters are: scut: number
of cutstops and % w.r.t total stops in the network, pqueries: number of profile queries required to compute the fill-in
set, F size: % of trips that are part of fill-in, and F time: time required for computing fill-in. For each of the three
networks, results from both standard and multilevel partitioning are reported. Note that 10 (5-2) partitions imply
that the standard partitioning splits the network into ten parts, and multilevel partition creates five parent partitions
at the upper level and each parent is divided into two child partitions. The following observations are noteworthy.
• With increase in the number of partitions, both scut and pqueries increase as expected.
• The values in the parenthesis indicate the % benefit of multilevel over standard partitioning. For example,
in Sweden’s ten partitioning case, pqueries needed are 46 440 (using standard) and 19 362 (using multilevel),
which translates to a benefit of 58.3%. A significant reduction can be seen in terms of the pqueries and F time
across standard and multilevel in all test cases. The benefits are in the range of 20–60%. We focus more on
the pqueries, as it is a language-agnostic metric.
• While the multilevel partitioning consistently performs better in all test cases, the percentage benefit varies.
Depending on the hypergraph structure, different seeds result in different partitions and hence exhibit differences
in run times. Since the aim here is to demonstrate the benefits of multilevel partitioning over standard
partitioning, the seed value was fixed for all the experiments.
Table 6 contains the query time (in milliseconds) for HypRAPTOR, HypTBTR, and their multilevel versions. Based
on these results, the following conclusions can be drawn.
• HypRAPTOR vs. RAPTOR: As expected, HypRAPTOR performs better than RAPTOR in all the test cases.
The benefits observed are in the range of 20–30%.
• HypTBTR vs. TBTR: HypTBTR consistently performs better than TBTR on all networks. The gain observed
is in the range of 30–35%.
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Figure 5: Illustration of standard 4-way and multilevel (2-2) partitioning (Partitions in standard partitioning are
indicated by blue, green, yellow, and purple. For the multilevel (2-2) way case, parent partitions are in green and
yellow. Child partitions are shown using dark and light shades respectively. Red dots indicate cutstops.)
• HypRAPTOR vs. HypTBTR: In all the three networks, we observe that average gains for HypTBTR over
TBTR are more than that between HypRAPTOR and RAPTOR. Thus, the partitioning-based scheme performs
better in the TBTR setting than RAPTOR. A possible reason could again be the use of trips as building blocks
in TBTR instead of routes. For example, imagine a route with m trips of which only one is part of the fill-in.
While HypRAPTOR adds the route (and all m trips) to its fill-in set, HypTBTR only adds only one trip.
• MHypTBTR vs. HypTBTR and MHypRAPTOR vs. HypRAPTOR: Query times of the multilevel versions
are in the same range as their standard counterparts. This is expected since the size of the fill-in trips in
multilevel partitioning is approximately the same as that of the standard partitioning. Thus, the main benefit
of multilevel partitioning is the reduction in preprocessing time.

6

Conclusions

Seamless journey planning experience is an important factor in deciding the attractiveness of public transit. Journey
planning algorithms used for this purpose must be fast and efficient. To this end, we first modify an existing wellknown Trip-based Transit Routing (TBTR) algorithm to efficiently solve one-to-one queries by extending it to a graph
partition-based method called HypTBTR. A new weighting scheme for partitioning the hypergraph is introduced.
The benefits observed in the query times are in the range of 30–35% on three country-level open datasets. Since
query time reduction comes at the expense of increased preprocessing, we introduce a One-To-Many version for range
queries.
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Table 5: HypTBTR Preprocessing using KaHyPar (scut: cutstop count and % of cutstops, pqueries: profile queries
required, F size: % of fill-in trips, F time ∗ : time in seconds to compute F)
Network

Partitions
6 (3-2)
8 (4-2)
374 (1.6%)
377 (1.65%)
139 502
141 752
18%
17.4%
2 831
2 655

Partitioning

Metric

standard

scut
pqueries
F size
F time ∗

4 (2-2)
263 (1.1%)
68 906
10.7%
1 344

scut
pqueries
F size
F time ∗
scut
pqueries
F size
F time ∗

273 (1.2%)
55 485 (19.5%)
12.64%
1 160 (13.7%)
273 (0.66%)
74 256
20.9%
1 661

356 (1.56%)
98 705 (29.2%)
17.4%
2 014 (28.9%)
329 (0.8%)
107 912
28.3%
2 376

396 (1.73%)
113 131 (20.2%)
18.8%
2 023 (23.8%)
483 (1.2%)
232 806
37.5%
5 035

539 (2.4%)
184 528 (3.2%)
21.2%
3 533 (4.2%)
567 (1.4%)
320 922
39.2%
6 730

scut
pqueries
F size
F time ∗
scut
pqueries
F size
F time ∗

288 (0.7%)
63 063 (15.1%)
18.3%
1 297 (21.9%)
77 (0.22%)
5 852
6.4%
13

368 (0.9%)
97 180 (9.9%)
27%
1 866 (21.5%)
123 (0.36%)
15 006
14%
32

516 (1.25%)
152 821 (34.4%)
33.45%
3 563 (29.2%)
163 (0.47%)
26 406
13.8%
44

613 (1.5%)
187 971 (41.1%)
41.31%
4 032 (40.1%)
216 (0.63%)
46 440
19.7%
65

scut
pqueries
F size
F time ∗

87 (0.25%)
2 808 (52%)
2.4%
8 (38.5%)

137 (0.4%)
6 922 (53.9%)
9.7%
18 (43.8%)

162 (0.47%)
12 729 (51.8%)
11.2%
21 (52.3%)

204 (0.59%)
19 362 (58.3%)
15.7%
30(53.8%)

Switzerland
multilevel

standard
Netherlands
multilevel

standard
Sweden
multilevel

10 (5-2)
437 (1.91%)
190 532
18.2%
3 687

Table 6: Query performance (in milliseconds) of algorithms combined with partitioning-based speed-up (values in
teal indicate % gain over their base variant)
Network

Switzerland

Netherlands

Sweden

Metric
HypRAPTOR
HypTBTR
MHypRAPTOR
MHypTBTR
HypRAPTOR
HypTBTR
MHypRAPTOR
MHypTBTR
HypRAPTOR
HypTBTR
MHypRAPTOR
MHypTBTR

Partitions
6 (3-2)
8 (4-2)
237.5 (24.6%)
226 (28.2%)
68.8 (29.4%)
64.4 (33.9%)
236.1 (25%) 232.5 (26.1%)
65.9 (32.3%)
64.8 (33.5%)
121.4 (21.3%)
120.3 (22%)
27.8 (33.7%)
28.6 (31.7%)
119.1 (22.8%) 118.2 (23.4%)
27.9 (33.4%)
28.4 (32.2%)
87.2 (24%)
86.6 (24.6%)
4.5 (30.8%)
4.4 (32.3%)
80.6 (29.8%)
81.7 (28.8%)
4.3 (33.8%)
4.3 (33.8%)

4 (2-2)
234.5 (25.5%)
62 (36.3%)
239 (24.1%)
64.6 (33.7%)
119.5 (22.6%)
28.2 (32.7%)
118.9 (22.9%)
27.8 (33.7%)
89.4 (22.1%)
4.8 (26.2%)
81.7(28.8%)
4.4 (32.3%)

10 (5-2)
222.1 (29.4%)
63.1 (35.2%)
234.2 (25.6%)
65.6 (32.6%)
121.2 (21.5%)
29.5 (29.6%)
118.1 (23.5%)
27.8 (33.7%)
87.3 (24%)
4.3 (33.8%)
81.1 (29.4%)
4.3 (33.8%)

The proposed extension not only solves one-to-many profile queries 40–50% faster and improves preprocessing times,
but also makes the TBTR approach more practical. This is because users often query the shortest path between two
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locations, and a location can have multiple stops near it. Furthermore, this paper also explores multilevel partitioning
paradigm compatible with HypTBTR and HypRAPTOR, which further reduces the fill-in computation time by 20–
60%. The proposed extensions enable TBTR to handle large-scale networks by eliminating preprocessing-related
bottlenecks, thus, making it more scalable.
All TBTR-based algorithms (TBTR, HypTBTR, MHypTBTR, TBTR-CT) require transitively closed footpaths.
This can be a challenge in dense city networks. Making suitable changes to eliminate this assumption is an interesting
future challenge. Another promising direction of research is to formulate hypergraph partitioning as an optimization
model where different objective functions and weighting schemes can be tested to improve preprocessing efforts.
Partitions generated from past origin-destination query data can also make the algorithm more practical for mobile
and real-time applications. Extending multilevel partitioning to Transfer Patterns is also a worthwhile topic for
future work.
Acknowledgments. The first author would like to thank John Varghese George and Nipun Choubey for useful
discussions on programming and version control.
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A

Appendix: Preprocessing in TBTR

TBTR has a two-stage preprocessing phase. The first preprocessing stage (Algorithm 4) involves creation of a triptransfers set T . This may result in a large collection of trip-transfers, most of which are never part of optimal journeys
for any source-destination pair. Hence, the second stage (Algorithms 5 and 6) aims to reduce T by removing triptransfers that are guaranteed never to be a part of an optimal journey. More details on the algorithms are provided
next. For an explanation of the correctness of these algorithms, refer Witt (2015).
Algorithm 4: This algorithm generates an initial set of trip-transfers T from the GTFS data by iterating over all
the stops starting from the second stop of each trip. For each such stop, a stop s in its neighborhood is picked (Line
4). Next, for each route r passing through the stop s (with s not being the last stop of r), we find the earliest trip t0
that the passenger can board on r, i.e., arr(t, i) + f (t(i), s) ≤ arr(t0 , j), where i and j are the ith and jth stops on
trips t and t0 , respectively. If such a trip exists, the corresponding trip-transfer will be feasible if both the trips are
on different routes (r 6= route(t)). Furthermore, transfers between trips on the same route are needed only if t0 ≺ t
or j comes before i (j < i). To understand this condition, consider the example in Figure 6. Note that the stop IDs
of the nodes are different in both cases. For Case 1, let t0 and t be two trips on the green route such that t0 ≺ t. The
arrival times associated with the two trips are shown in the table. Also let (s2 , s5 ) ∈ F with
 f (s2 , s5 ) = 10 minutes.
Thus, for a bicriteria query with τ = 0805 and so , sd as shown, the trip-transfer t, 2, t0 , 5 is a part of the optimal
journey. Case 2 illustrates the j < i scenario, i.e., when the passenger needs to transfer to an earlier stop of the same
trip. Transfers to later trips of the same route or later stops of the same trips are not needed.
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s3

s2

so

10 min

s5

sd
Case 1

so

sd

s3
t'

t

so

0800

0810

s2

0810

0820

s3

0820

0830

s4

0830

0840

s5

0840

0850

sd

0850

0900

10 min

s1

s5

s6
Case 2

Figure 6: Special cases for including trip-transfers in Algorithm 4

Algorithm 4 TBTR: Initial trip-transfer computation
Input: GTFS
Output: T
1: T ← ∅
2: for t ∈ T do
3:
for i = 2, . . . , lt do
4:
for each stop s in N (t(i)) do
5:
for each (r, j) s.t. r(j) = s and j < lr do
6:
t0 ← earliest trip on r s.t. arr(t, i) + f (t(i), s) ≤ arr(t0 , j)
7:
if r 6= route(t) then 
8:
T ← T ∪ { t, i, t0 , j }
9:
else if t0 ≺ t or j < i then
10:
T ← T ∪ { t, i, t0 , j }
Algorithm 5: This algorithm uses the GTFS data and the output from Algorithm 4 and reduces the trip-transfer
set T . The objective here is to remove trip-transfers from T that result in a U-turn like movement. For illustration
see Figure 7, Case 1. The example shown considers two trips t and t0 for which t(i) = s1 , t0 (j) = s2 , and t(i − 1) =
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0
t0 (j + 1) = s3 . Further, let (s1 , s2 ) ∈
F
be
such
that
t,
i,
t
,
j
∈ T . According to Line 2 of the algorithm, if

0
0
arr(t, i − 1) ≤ dep(t , j + 1), t, i, t , j is never a part of optimal journeys because a passenger traveling on t can
switch to t0 at stop s3 . To understand the need for condition t(i − 1) = t(j + 1) while checking for U-turns, consider
Case 2. Here, t, i, t0 , j may be part of the optimal journey between so and sd and hence, cannot be removed.

t'

t

s2 t'(j)

t(i) s1
t(i) s1

t'(j+1)

s2 t'(j)

s3

sd
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t'

t(i-1)

Case 1

s3

t

Case 2

Figure 7: Removing U-turn like movements using Algorithm 5

Algorithm 5 TBTR: Remove trip-transfers resulting in U-turns
Input: GTFS, T
Output: T

1: for t, i, t0 , j ∈ T do
2:
if t(i − 1) = t0 (j + 1) and
arr(t, i − 1) ≤ dep(t0 , j + 1) then

0
3:
T ← T \ t, i, t , j
Algorithm 6: The set T can be further reduced to only contain trip-transfers that result in improved arrival times
at any stop. To this end, each trip t is scanned in the decreasing order of its stop sequence. For every trip t, we
maintain an arrival time label τarr (s) for each stop s ∈ S (Lines 1–2).2 Initially, τarr (s) is set to infinity for all stops.
Algorithm 6 TBTR: Remove non-optimal trip-transfers
Input: GTFS, T
Output: T
1: for t ∈ T do
2:
τarr (s) ← ∞ ∀ s ∈ S
3:
for i = lt , . . . , 2 do
4:
for s ∈ N (t(i)) do
5:
τarr (s) ← min τarr (s), arr(t, i) + f (t(i), s)

6:
for t, i, t0 , j ∈ T do
7:
keep ← false
8:
for each stop t0 (k) with k > j do
9:
for s ∈ N (t0 (k)) do
10:
if arr(t0 , k) + f (t0 (k), s) < τarr (s) then
11:
keep ← true
12:
τarr (s) ← arr(t0 , k) + f (t0 (k), s)
13:
if not keep then

14:
T ← T \ t, i, t0 , j

While iterating over the ith stop of trip t, we first improve the arrival time
 labels of all the stops in the neighborhood
of stop t(i) if possible (Lines 3–5). Next, for each trip-transfer t, i, t0 , j from the stop t(i), we check if taking the
2 The

τarr (s) variable is not stored for each trip and can be overwritten. Hence, we skip the trip index in its notation.
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transfer improves the arrival time at any stop (Lines 6–12).3 This is done by iterating over all the stops of t0 from
j onwards and by performing a similar update on the τarr (.) labels. The trip-transfer is discarded if it does not
result in an improved label (Lines 13–14). Lehoux and Loiodice (2020) proposed an additional route-based pruning
scheme that accelerated trip-transfer computations. However, their results were based on the assumption that the
TBTR algorithm does not require the footpath graph to be transitively closed, an assumption common to several
PTR algorithms.
Table 7 summarizes the results from the above mentioned algorithms on our three test cases. For each algorithm two
metrics are reported—T -time ∗ and T -size. In each stage, T -time ∗ is the time (in seconds) required to compute/refine
T and T -size is the number (in millions) of trip-transfers in T at the end of the stage.
Table 7: TBTR preprocessing ( T -size: size of T in millions, T -time ∗ : time in seconds to find T )
Network
Switzerland
Sweden
Netherlands

3 The

Metric
T -size
T -time∗
T -size
T -time∗
T -size
T -time∗

Algorithm 4
20.2
32.3
26.2
27.7
9.9
18

Algorithm 5
17.6
50.3
23.9
132
9.8
36.8

Algorithm 6
2.4
40.3
0.75
420.2
2.1
15.3

symbols t and i in Line 6 are assumed to be the same as the trip t and stop index i from Lines 1 and 3.
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