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b RANDOM SEARCH OPTIMIZATION ALGORITHM
; 1.Ef-Opt: maximize the average accessibility
o (utilitarian principle)
2.Eg-Opt: maximize the accessibility of the

Sga‘; worst centroids (egalitarian principle)

11\:‘111;:::“?5 Algorithm 1: Random search optimization algorithm

1: Input Public transport graph G with stops S.
Parameter m of the accessibility formula (2).

2: For search instance i «+ 1 ton:

Initialize go «— g and So « 8.

For step t < 0 to o until termination condition:
Select a random stop s, € S, and deactivate it.
Set S;41 « S;\ {5} and let G, the resulting PT graph.
Compute the new accessibility: Acc(G;+1;m)

EndFor

O BJ ECT'V E 9:  Record G' = argmin’'} Acc(G;,m).

10: EndFor

11: Return PT graph G* = argmin]_, G'.

3. Consequence: car-dependency — pollution

4.Need for designing more equitable public
transit
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efficiency by serving or skipping PT stops

STATE OF THE ART RESULTS

1.By optimizing the accessibility of the
underserved location, inequality can be
reduced, with no excessive loss in efficiency.
leb

Our work is on what-to methods. But most
what-to methods optimize efficiency, e.g.,
minimize cost, e.g., Farahani et al. (2013)
and Calabro et al. (2023), without 10|
considering accessibility and equality. We 0.8
propose and compare two random search >
algorithms: efficiency- and equality-based. §
Our numerical results show that it is possible

to reduce inequality of accessibility, with no
excessive loss In efficiency.
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