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Abstract

:

Autonomous electric buses (AEB) have widely been envisioned in future public transportation systems due to their large potential to improve service quality while reducing operational costs. The requirements and specifications for AEBs, however, remain uncertain and strongly depend on the use case. To enable the identification of the optimal vehicle specifications, this paper presents a holistic design optimization framework that explores the impacts of implementing different AEB concepts in a given set of routes/network. To develop the design optimization framework, first, a multi-objective, multi-criteria objective function is formulated by identifying the attributes of bus journeys that represent overall value to the stakeholders. Simulation models are then developed and implemented to evaluate the overall performance of the vehicle concepts. A genetic algorithm is used to find the concepts with the optimal trade-off between the overall value to the stakeholders and the total cost of ownership. A case study is presented of a single bus line in Singapore. The results show an improvement in the waiting time with the use of a smaller sized AEB with a capacity of 20 passengers. However, the costs and emissions increase due to the requirement of a larger fleet and the increase in daily distance traveled compared to a 94-passenger capacity AEB.






Keywords:


vehicle concept optimization; autonomous buses; electric buses; public transportation












1. Introduction


Technological advances in electrification and automation are transforming the automotive industry as governments are seeking for sustainable public transportation solutions to improve transport efficiency, reduce traffic congestion, and minimize Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions. Following the electrification of urban buses to eliminate local emissions of nitrogen oxides and particulate matter, there has been a wide interest in automating urban city buses to promote a modal shift away from private car usage to ease traffic congestion [1,2].



Automation of public transit is expected to attract more users, as the service quality can be improved by decreasing the waiting and travel time of passengers [3] while reducing operational costs from the drivers’ remuneration. To improve the service quality, operators can increase the frequency of buses or operate vehicles of smaller sizes to increase bus frequencies while reducing operating costs of traveling empty. Various projects, such as the DART [4] in Singapore and HEAT [5] in Hamburg, Germany, are therefore investigating the use of autonomous electric minibuses to complement existing public transport.



Several original equipment manufacturers (OEMs) are also focusing on developing autonomous buses of smaller capacities between 10–60 passengers such as the concepts from NAVYA [6], Easy mile EZ-10 [7], GRT shuttle [8] and SCANIA NXT [9]. Buses of different sizes and configurations are therefore expected in the prospective product portfolios of bus OEMs.



In the pre-development phase of the automotive product development process, strategic decisions need to be made regarding the preliminary specifications of the vehicle. To minimize the development time, methods such as parametric modeling [10,11,12] and conceptual design optimization [13,14,15,16] are used to define the vehicle parameters in the early concept phase to find solutions that best meet the development objectives.



Vehicle concept optimization has been widely studied for the design of conventional, hybrid and electric passenger vehicle concepts [17]. Research has been conducted at different levels from the component level up to the entire vehicle concept. At the component level, the component type and size are optimized [18]. At the topology level, systems such as the powertrain [19,20] and cooling [21] are optimized, and at the vehicle concept level, the entire vehicle concept is optimized based on multi-criteria design objectives [15,16,22].



To optimize the overall vehicle concept, various studies have been conducted by Ziemann [23], Meurle [24], Weber [25], Wiedemann [14], and Schockenhoff [26] to identify the properties of vehicles that provide value to the user such as comfort, off-road performance, and top speed. The properties describe all the relevant aspects of the vehicle from the user’s perspective and allows for the formulation of an objective function. The vehicle concept is, therefore, optimized to maximize the benefit to the user.



Wiedemann [27] identifies and develops a method to optimize seven properties of range, cost efficiency, passenger comfort, design, everyday suitability, lateral dynamics, and longitudinal dynamics for the design of electric passenger vehicles. Various methods such as pattern search, design of experiments, and evolutionary algorithms are further investigated to calculate the optimal vehicle specifications.



Matz [15] further develops a method to optimize passenger electric vehicle concepts in a multi-modal transport network using the properties identified in [27]. A multi-objective optimization is implemented that finds concepts with the optimal trade-off between the value to the user and total cost of ownership (TCO). The model uses the NSGA-II genetic algorithm to find the set of Pareto optimal solutions.



Vehicle concept optimization methods represent the state-of-research in the development of conventional and electric passenger vehicles. However, such methods have not been widely applied in the development of buses. The majority of publications on electric buses study and compare the lifecycle costs and GHG emissions of Battery-Electric Buses against Diesel and Hybrid powertrains and discuss the potential of using alternative powertrain technologies [28,29,30]. Due to the high costs of the battery technology and charging infrastructure, other studies [31,32,33] investigate the influence of the battery size, charging method such as depot and opportunity charging, on costs and analyze the optimal vehicle and charging schedules [34,35].



A holistic design optimization of buses has not been conducted. Furthermore, the influence of the automation of buses on the vehicle concept design has also not been investigated in detail. Therefore, this paper presents a holistic design optimization framework to identify the optimal autonomous electric bus (AEB) concepts for a given set of routes/network. The properties of AEBs are first investigated to formulate the objective function for the optimization. A simulation framework is developed to enable the calculation and evaluation of AEB concepts in a public transport network. Finally, a case study is presented on a bus route in Singapore to compare the impacts of different vehicle sizes on the costs, emissions, and overall value to the stakeholders.




2. Methodology


The overall methodology of this paper consists of three main parts, as shown in Figure 1. First, the properties of AEBs are determined from the perspective of the users, bus operators, and government authorities. Next, an objective function is formulated by identifying value functions representing the correlation between the value to the stakeholders and the technical specification of the properties. Lastly, in the implementation step, simulation models are developed and implemented to evaluate different vehicle concepts in a public transport network.



2.1. Derivation of Properties


In the automotive development process, the overall system design requirements are described from the stakeholders’ perspective [25,36]. The requirements are structured into three levels [26] of properties, attributes, and technical specifications. The properties describe the overall qualities that the user perceives and comprises of attributes that are directly quantifiable by a technical specification such as top speed and acceleration time.



To derive the overall properties for the development of AEBs, first, a stakeholder and persona analysis is conducted to analyze the different bus users and their needs during various phases of the bus journey from arrival and boarding at the bus stop to traveling and alighting at the destination stop [37]. Subsequently, a functional assessment is carried out to identify the attributes of the bus journey that would influence the stakeholders’ preferences and satisfaction. Using a taxonomy approach, the attributes are categorized to form the properties. Nine property fields, shown in Table 1, are identified through the categorization of the attributes: service performance, accessibility, comfort, functionality, information, safety, longitudinal dynamics, environmental performance, and costs.



Two online surveys, a stated preference, and a pairwise-comparison of the properties were developed to find the stakeholders’ preferences towards the attributes and obtain the weighting factors for the properties. The surveys were disseminated by distributing QR-codes directly to bus passengers in Singapore, emails to bus operators, and social media platforms. A total of 225 responses were received and analyzed using the Analytic Hierarchy Process to calculate the weighting factors of the properties and attributes. The survey questionnaires and responses are described in detail in [37].




2.2. Formulation of the Objective Function


To conduct a holistic design optimization of AEBs, a multi-criteria objective function, y, is formulated using the derived properties. The objective function consists of two objectives shown in Equations (1) and (2). The first objective y(1) maximizes the property fulfillment and is calculated using the weighted (W) sum of the property value. The second objective y(2) minimizes the TCO, for a vector x that consists of the vehicle parameters. The weights for both the properties and attributes are obtained from the surveys analyzed in the preceding step [37].


     y  1  = max ( f     S e r v i c e P e r f o r m a n c e  x    *  W  S e r v i c e P e r f o r m a n c e        + f   A c c e s s i b i l i t y  x    *  W  A c c e s s i b i l i t y   + f   C o m f o r t  x         *  W  C o m f o r t   + f   F u n c t i o n a l i t y  x    *  W  F u n c t i o n a l i t y        + f   I n f o r m a t i o n  x    *  W  I n f o r m a t i o n   + f   S a f e t y  x         *  W  S a f e t y   + f   L o n g i t u d i n a l D y n a m i c s  x         *  W  L o n g i t u d i n a l D y n a m i c s        + f   E n v i r o n m e n t a l P e r f o r m a n c e  x         *  W  E n v i r o n m e n t a l P e r f o r m a n c e   )     



(1)






  y  2  = min   T o t a l C o s t s  x     



(2)







Each property is calculated by taking the weighted sum of its comprising attributes shown in Table 1. The attributes are evaluated using value functions that correlate how desirable the value of the technical specification is, in the view to the stakeholders on a scale of 1–10. The value functions are derived by benchmarking existing vehicles and analyzing vehicle standards and public transport satisfaction surveys. Figure 2 shows instances of the value functions used to quantify the attributes. A logistic function is used to represent the value functions rather than a linear correlation as proposed by Aigner [38], as the added value to the user reduces with increasing satisfaction. For example, for the attribute legroom, shown in Figure 2c, as the seat pitch increases, the value to the passenger increases exponentially up to a seat pitch of 750 mm. Any further increase in seat pitch does not provide additional satisfaction to the passenger. The curve, therefore, flattens out towards the end points.



However, for some attributes, the technical specification is not continuous and takes discrete values—for example, the attribute wheelchair zones in Figure 2f. The value function is modeled using a step function that represents value to the user in discrete steps based on the number of wheelchair zones in the vehicle.



To determine the optimization variables, a correlation matrix is used to qualitatively correlate the vehicle parameters listed in [39,40] with the identified attributes in Table 1, on a 3-point scale of strong, weak, and no correlation. The parameters with strong correlations are specified to be the optimization variables and are presented in Table 2 along with lower and upper bounds.




2.3. Implementation of Simulation Models


To evaluate the objective function in Equations (1) and (2), a simulation framework is developed to calculate the property fulfillment and the total costs. The model is implemented in MATLAB and solved using an optimization algorithm. As the objective function is non-linear, the Non-Dominated Sorting Genetic Algorithm (NSGA-II) [41] is used for the optimization.



Figure 3 shows the overall framework which consists of the implemented models. For a given set of routes, a vehicle concept is defined and created using a parametric packaging model according to the design parameters of the optimization. Next, the schedule for the derived concept is analyzed and through a route simulation the impacts on the passenger waiting time and vehicle occupancy levels are analyzed. A longitudinal dynamics simulation subsequently simulates the energy consumption of the concept. A vehicle assignment model then analyzes the vehicle concept’s impact on the fleet size, and total distance traveled to calculate the TCO and life cycle emissions accurately. The following sections of the methodology describe the implemented simulation models to evaluate the attributes in the objective function and perform the overall optimization.



2.3.1. Inputs


The required inputs to conduct the simulation consist of the route data, the driving cycle for the powertrain simulation, the charging method—depot charging or opportunity charging, and the corresponding charger power. The route data consists of the passengers’ hourly origin-destination matrix along the route, inter-stop distance and travel times between bus stops, and distance and time matrix between the depots and route termini.



For the routes analyzed in this work, the input data is obtained from the fare card dataset provided by Singapore’s Land Transport Authority. The data is parsed to obtain the route level origin-destination matrices of the passengers and inter-stop distance and travel times.




2.3.2. Package Calculation


At each iteration of the optimization, a vehicle package calculation is first conducted. The packaging model creates a new vehicle concept by defining the interior layout and component positions using dimensional chains. The vehicle packaging model is provided by Sethuraman [39] which can create the vehicle package for buses of lengths 5 to 13 m. The model is adapted and parameterized according to the optimization parameters in Table 2.



The model further calculates the mass and dimensions of the components. The battery mass and volume are calculated using the gravimetric and volumetric energy densities [15,22]. The inverter, motor, and transmission mass are calculated using regression functions from [42,43]. The mass for the axle assembly which includes, the axle, suspension, and brakes, is obtained from the technical data sheet of ZF axles [44] and the selection is made using the vehicle’s sprung mass [45]. An empirical function is further used to obtain the cooling power and auxiliary power consumption of the air-conditioning system based on the vehicle’s passenger capacity [45].



In addition to the component sizing and positioning, the packaging model checks for constraint violations of overlapping dimensions if the components’ installation space is insufficient. The output from the packaging calculation consists of the concept’s vehicle specification, which includes the passenger capacity, number of seats, seating-standing ratio, front, and rear overhangs, curb mass, gross vehicle mass, bill of components, and component specifications. Furthermore, the model allows for the visualization of the vehicle concept during postprocessing, as shown in Figure 4a,b of a 6 m AEB and 12 m AEB, respectively.




2.3.3. Vehicle Scheduling


Following the packaging calculation, the timetable of the vehicle concept is evaluated using a two-step method described by Ceder [46], of frequency determination and departure time calculation. The frequency for each hour is calculated using Equation (3). Where F is the frequency,    P  m j     is the maximum passenger load,    d  o j     is the desired occupancy, and    F  m i n     is the minimum frequency at time period j.


  F   = max      P  m j      d  o j     ,  F  m i n      



(3)







The departure times from the termini are subsequently calculated using the graphical method proposed by [46]. In this method, the cumulative hourly frequency is plotted against time, as shown in Figure 5. The time at which each vehicle departure intersects with the curve is the resulting departure time for the vehicle from the route terminal. The first departure time for each route can be predefined or calculated from the graph. The calculation is repeated for each direction and the remaining routes in the inputs.




2.3.4. Route Simulation


A route simulation is conducted to obtain the passenger occupancy levels in each vehicle trip and calculate the waiting and in-vehicle time of the passengers. The route simulation is conducted in three steps. First, the boarding passengers’ arrival time at each bus stop is calculated by modeling the passenger arrival process as a Poisson process. Next, the destination stop for these passengers is obtained from the origin-destination matrix of the route. The dispatch of the vehicles and boarding and alighting process of the passengers is then simulated.



The vehicles are dispatched from their respective termini according to the departure times obtained from the calculated timetable. The arrival time of the vehicle at the next stop is subsequently calculated using the inter-stop travel times. The vehicle occupancy at the next stop is updated based on the boarding and alighting passenger counts. The alighting passenger counts are known in prior according to the passengers’ destination onboard of the vehicle. The number of boarding passengers is calculated from the waiting passenger count at the bus stop. The vehicle’s dwelling time at the stop is calculated using the boarding and alighting passenger counts using the empirical model in [47]. The calculation is repeated for the following stops and subsequent vehicle departures for all routes. The vehicle occupancy profiles for each trip, waiting, in-vehicle, travel times of the passengers, and the total passenger-km traveled are calculated through the route simulation.




2.3.5. Longitudinal Dynamics Simulation


To evaluate the performance of the powertrain design of the vehicle concept, a longitudinal dynamics simulation (LDS) is conducted using the driving cycle, vehicle specification, passenger occupancy, and auxiliary power consumption of the air-conditioning system. The LDS model developed in [48] is implemented within the framework and simplified to analyze two powertrain architectures shown in Figure 6a, with a single central motor at the rear axle and dual wheel-hub motors at the rear axle (b). Due to the low-floor requirement and insufficient packaging space at the vehicle front axle, powertrain architectures with motors at the front axle are not feasible and are therefore excluded. The LDS model evaluates the energy consumption, acceleration performance, gradeability, and vehicle range for a vehicle concept using the specified driving cycle.




2.3.6. Vehicle Assignment


A vehicle assignment model is developed to evaluate the required fleet size and the total daily distance traveled due to the change in the number of scheduled trips for different vehicle concepts. A mixed integer linear program is formulated to optimally allocate the scheduled trips to each vehicle such that the fleet size and the total distance traveled by the vehicles is minimized.



The model can simulate both depot charging and terminal charging strategies. In the depot charging model, vehicles can only charge between trips by visiting the depot. However, additional energy costs are incurred to travel back and forth from the depot to the termini. In the terminal charging calculation, the vehicles can charge at the route termini before or after a trip or continue to the next trip without charging. The vehicle assignment model finds the cost-optimal allocation of the trips to the vehicles while ensuring the charge levels do not fall below a specified state of charge (SOC).



The mathematical formulation of the model is described by the objective function in Equation (4). Each scheduled trip i to n is represented as a node. An arc    x  i j     connects trips i and j if a vehicle completing trip i can perform trip j. The connection is feasible only if the ending time of trip i and the time taken to travel to the departing terminal of trip j is less than the departure time of trip j. In addition, the depot is represented by node (n+1) which has arcs to and from all scheduled trips, which represent the ‘pull-out’ and ‘pull-in’ operations, respectively.



Each arc    x  i j     between scheduled trips i and j has a cost    c  i j     associated with it equal to the costs arising from the energy consumption during the trip i and from driving to the terminal of the next trip or the depot j. The ‘pull-out’ arcs that originate from the depot have a cost of requiring a new vehicle in addition to the energy cost of driving from the depot to the terminal of trip j.



The constraints in the assignment model are described in Equations (5)–(8). Equations (5) and (6) ensure that a trip cannot be covered more than once. Constraint (7) ensures that the number of vehicles arriving back at the depot should be the same as the number that departed from the depot. Constraint (8) ensures that the vehicle is only assigned trips if it has sufficient charge, q, to cover the trip and drive back to the depot. The variables u and v represent the energy consumption of trip i and the deadheading trip ij respectively, and Q is the battery capacity of the vehicle. The variables are shown in Equation (9) of    x  i j     representing the use of the arc, and    q i    the charge level of the vehicle at each node, which is calculated during the optimization.


  m i n   ∑   i = 1   n + 1     ∑   j = 1   n + 1    c  i j    x  i j    



(4)






    ∑   j = 1   n + 1    x  i j   = 1     ∀ i = 1 , 2 , … , n  



(5)






    ∑   i = 1   n + 1    x  i j   = 1 ∀ j = 1 , 2 , … , n  



(6)






    ∑   i = 1  n   x  i , n + 1     −   ∑   j = 1  n   x  n + 1 , j   = 0  



(7)






   q j  ≤  q i  −  x  i j    u i  −    x  i j    v  i j   +   1 −  x  i j       Q  



(8)






   x  i j   ∈   0 , 1   }   ,    q i  ∈    Q  m i n   , Q   }  



(9)







Figure 7 shows the output from the vehicle assignment calculation. For each vehicle in the fleet, the schedule, whether it is performing a timetabled trip, an off-service trip, or is waiting/charging along with the SOC over the day, is obtained as shown in Figure 7 (top). Similarly, the trips assigned to the vehicle and terminals visited by the vehicle are obtained, as shown in Figure 7 (bottom). The calculation, therefore, allows for an accurate calculation of the total distances traveled and energy consumed by all the vehicles.




2.3.7. Lifecycle Cost Assessment (LCCA) Model


The LCCA model is used to evaluate the TCO of the vehicles by calculating the net present value (NPV) of the incurred costs during the lifetime of the vehicles. The TCO calculation follows the approach of Ongel [49] and is comprised of the acquisition, energy, battery replacement, cleaning, maintenance, insurance, road tax, and end-of-life costs. The model is adapted to evaluate the TCO of the fleet to allow for a fair cost comparison of vehicles of different sizes since a smaller passenger capacity vehicle would have a lower vehicle acquisition cost. However, a higher number of vehicles would be required to serve the same passenger demand.



The acquisition cost of the vehicle concept is calculated from the component costs, to which the additional expenditures arising from the assembly, labor, and energy costs are added. The component costs are calculated using correlations developed in [19] for the motor, inverter, and gearbox, and battery [50]. The costs of the axle, body, interior, and structure are estimated using the component mass, material mix, and raw material costs according to the method developed by Fuchs [51]. Costs of the sensors, cameras, and processing unit for autonomous driving hardware is taken from [49].



The energy costs are calculated using a fixed electricity price [52] and the total energy demand obtained from the vehicle assignment calculation. Costs due to the battery replacement are estimated by calculating the number of battery packs required during the vehicle’s lifetime. The calculation is based on the cycle life of the battery and the energy throughput calculated in the LDS. The costs from cleaning, maintenance, insurance, road tax, and end-of-life are calculated according to the described methods in [49].



Using the NPV approach, the annual costs over the assumed vehicle lifetime of 17 years is calculated and discounted to present value to obtain the TCO. The cost is further normalized by the total passenger-km traveled to calculate the total costs in SGD/passenger-km.




2.3.8. Lifecycle Assessment Model (LCA)


A scalable LCA model provided by [53] is used to analyze the GHG emissions of the vehicle concepts during the phases of production, distribution, use phase, and end-of-life. The model is developed from the Umberto-LCA [54] software, which uses the lifecycle inventory databases from Ecoinvent—version 3.5 [55]. The model calculates the production phase emissions of obtaining and converting raw materials into finished components based on the component’s mass and material mix. The component mass and material composition for the body, structure, chassis, powertrain, and cooling are estimated from the packaging model. The emissions during the distribution of the vehicles to Singapore is further calculated from the Ecoinvent database.



To calculate the emissions in the use phase, a Well-to-Wheel assessment is done, which consists of the Well-to-Tank (WTT) and Tank-to-Wheel (TTW) stages. Since the vehicle concepts analyzed are electric, the TTW emissions are assumed to be zero. The WTT emissions are calculated based on the emissions in the electricity production, using the energy mix of Singapore [56,57] and the vehicle fleet’s total energy consumption determined in the vehicle assignment calculation. The use-phase emissions are further calculated over the assumed vehicle lifetime of 17 years.



Lastly, the vehicles’ end-of-life emissions are estimated due to energy use in material recycling and scraping processes. Based on the component mass, material composition, and material recycling rates [58,59,60,61], the processes’ energy demand and emissions are calculated. The total emissions over the vehicles’ lifetime are then calculated and normalized by the total passenger-km to calculate the emissions in g-CO2/passenger-km.




2.3.9. Property Evaluation and Parameter Variation


In the last step of the calculation, the objective function is evaluated using each attribute’s value functions and the technical specifications obtained from the preceding calculations. A parameter variation is conducted at the end of each generation by the NSGA-II algorithm through a selection, cross-over and mutation operation on the current generation’s population to calculate the vehicle parameters for the next generation. Furthermore, solutions that violate the constraints are removed during the selection operation. The optimization constraints are geometric inequalities that ensure that the component dimensions do not exceed the installation space and prevent any geometric overlap between components.






3. Case Study


Using the developed model, a case study is conducted on a single bi-directional bus route in Singapore to find the Pareto optimal concepts and analyze the vehicle’s impacts on costs, property fulfillment, emissions, and powertrain design.



The bus route analyzed in the case study is 16.2 km in length and is shown in Figure 8. The Bus rapid transit (BRT) driving cycle [62] is used as the speed profile to calculate the vehicle’s energy consumption in the LDS simulation, and a depot charging operation is analyzed with 150 kW chargers available only at the depot.




4. Results


The results of the design optimization are presented in this section. Using the genetic algorithm, the optimal solutions of vehicle concepts are calculated for the analyzed route. Figure 9a depicts the Pareto front showing the optimal trade-off between the property fulfillment and the TCO. The property fulfillment represents the value to the stakeholders on a scale of 0 to 10.



Figure 9b shows the influence of the vehicle size on the TCO and property fulfillment. Smaller vehicles have a higher property fulfillment value primarily due to improvements in the service performance attributes. Therefore, the property fulfillment increases to 9.35 for a vehicle size of 20 passengers compared to 8.81 for a 94-passenger vehicle. However, the total costs for the 20-passenger vehicle increase to 0.201 SGD/passenger-km from 0.091 SGD/passenger-km.



The TCO increases for the smaller vehicle sizes due to the larger fleet size and the increase in distance traveled by the fleet per day as shown in Figure 10a,b respectively. The fleet size increases from 16 to 69 vehicles while the distance traveled per day increases from 1280 to 5988 km for vehicle sizes of 94 and 20 passengers, respectively.



The waiting time for the passengers however reduces from 18 min to around 6 min for the smaller vehicle size of 20 passengers. The overall service performance can therefore be significantly improved with the use of small capacity vehicles for the analyzed route. Figure 11b shows how the number of timetabled trips changes with the vehicle size. The scheduled trips increase from 75 trips for 94-passenger vehicle to 340 trips for a 20-passenger vehicle. The scheduling algorithm calculates the bus frequencies according to the passenger demand at each hour and the vehicle’s desired occupancy/seating capacity. Therefore, the number of scheduled trips significantly increases for smaller vehicle capacities, as seen in Figure 11b.



Figure 12a shows the influence of the vehicle size on energy consumption. For the analyzed driving cycle, the vehicle’s energy consumption increases linearly from 0.45 kWh/km for a 20-passenger vehicle to 1.35 kWh/km for a 94-passenger vehicle. However, considering the overall fleet, the 20-passenger vehicle has a higher energy consumption of 0.12 kWh/passenger-km, due to the longer distances traveled, compared to 0.08 kWh/passenger-km for a 94-passenger vehicle.



Similarly, due to the increase in energy consumption, the GHG emissions of smaller vehicles also increase from 41.5 to 65.6 g-CO2/passenger-km for vehicle sizes of 94 and 20 passengers, respectively, as shown in Figure 12b.



Figure 13 shows the required motor power and battery capacity for different vehicle sizes. In Figure 13a, all feasible combinations of installed motor power simulated for different vehicle sizes are shown. The minimum motor power required to drive according to the analyzed driving cycle increases from 115 kW to 310 kW for a 20 and 94 passenger vehicle, respectively. Concepts with installed power below the curve did not meet the torque and speed requirements.



Figure 13b shows the minimum battery capacity required for different vehicle sizes. The minimum required battery size increases from 105 kWh for a 20-passenger vehicle to around 250 kWh for a 94-passenger vehicle for the depot charging strategy. The plot further shows the maximum battery size that can be installed and packaged in the vehicle due to the limited packaging space in the underfloor.




5. Conclusions


This paper presents a holistic framework to identify the optimal vehicle specifications of AEBs based on the routes in which the buses will operate. To calculate the optimal specifications, a multi-objective, multi-criteria objective function is formulated by analyzing the requirements from the perspective of the stakeholders. The requirements are categorized into nine properties of service performance, accessibility, comfort, functionality, information, safety, longitudinal dynamics, environmental performance, and costs.



The optimization is formulated with two objectives to find the optimal trade-off between the overall benefit to the stakeholders and the total costs. The first objective maximizes the weighted sum of the properties, while the second objective minimizes the TCO.



To evaluate the objective functions, a simulation framework is developed. The framework derives AEB concepts using a vehicle packaging model. The vehicle’s impacts on the properties are subsequently analyzed in a vehicle scheduling, route simulation, LDS, vehicle assignment, lifecycle cost, and lifecycle emissions calculations. The NSGA-II genetic algorithm is used to solve the objective function to find the Pareto optimal solutions.



A case study is conducted using the developed model to find the optimal vehicle specifications of AEBs for a bus route in Singapore. The results showed that the passengers’ waiting time could be reduced to around 6 min using a vehicle size of 20 passengers compared to 18 min with a 94-passenger vehicle for the analyzed bus route. However, the costs and GHG emissions increase due to the larger fleet required and the longer distances traveled with the 20-passenger vehicle.



Moreover, the parameters for the powertrain design and the battery capacity can be identified through the optimization. For the analyzed case study, the minimum motor size required was found to be 115 kW for a 20-passenger vehicle and 310 kW for a 94-passenger vehicle. Similarly, the minimum battery size needed was calculated to be 105 kWh and 250 kWh for the 20 and 94 passenger vehicles, respectively.



Using the proposed model, vehicle manufacturers and bus operators can simulate different scenarios to find the optimal vehicle specifications for their bus routes and analyze the impacts on the benefit to the users, costs, and emissions. Future work will extend the analysis to consider multiple routes and investigate the influence of different charging methods on the vehicle specifications, costs, and emissions.
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Figure 1. Overview of the overall methodology. 
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Figure 2. Value Functions showing the correlation between the objective value and technical specifications. Value function of (a) waiting time, (b) seating ratio, (c) seat pitch, (d) standing space, (e) vehicle top speed, (f) wheelchair zones. 
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Figure 3. Overall simulation framework to evaluate the objective function. 
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Figure 4. Vehicle package visualization of a 6 m AEB (a) and 12 m AEB (b). 
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Figure 5. Determination of departure times using the graphical method in [46]. 
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Figure 6. Powertrain Architectures of single motor rear wheel drive (a) and (b) dual wheel-hub motors. 
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Figure 7. Showing the vehicle schedule and the state of charge (top), and the location and trips assigned to the vehicle during the day (bottom). 
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Figure 8. Route analyzed in this case study and the location of the depot. 
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Figure 9. (a) Pareto optimal solutions of the vehicle concepts for the analyzed route. (b) The effect of vehicle size on the costs and value to the users. 
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Figure 10. Influence of vehicle size on (a) fleet size and (b) on distance traveled per day. 
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Figure 11. Influence of vehicle size on (a) passenger waiting time, and (b) number of scheduled trips. 
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Figure 12. Influence of vehicle size on (a) energy consumption (b) GHG emissions. 
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Figure 13. Shows the solution space and minimum required (a) motor power and (b) battery capacity. 
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Table 1. Identified properties and attributes of AEBs.
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	Property
	Attributes





	Service Performance
	Waiting time

Travel time

Seat availability



	Accessibility
	Entry height

Wheelchair zones

Number of doors



	Comfort
	Seat width

Legroom

Standing space

Headroom

Thermal comfort

Ride comfort



	Functionality
	Luggage storage

Power outlets

Bicycle storage



	Information
	Human-machine interfaces



	Safety
	Handrails and handles

Seatbelts

Security/surveillance cameras



	Longitudinal Dynamics
	Top speed

Acceleration

Gradeability



	Environmental Performance
	Lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions



	Costs
	Total Cost of Ownership
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Table 2. Optimization parameters of the vehicle concept.
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	Vehicle Parameters
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	Type





	Vehicle Height
	2100 mm
	3000 mm
	Continuous



	Vehicle Length
	5000 mm
	13000 mm
	Continuous



	Vehicle Width
	2500 mm
	2600 mm
	Continuous



	Interior Layout
	Layout 1
	Layout 2
	Categorical



	Wheelbase
	2500 mm
	9000 mm
	Continuous



	Seat Pitch
	650 mm
	850 mm
	Continuous



	Seat Width
	400 mm
	550 mm
	Continuous



	Standing Space
	2 Passengers/m2
	8 Passengers/m2
	Continuous



	Powertrain Topology
	Topology 1
	Topology 2
	Categorical



	Total Power
	40 kW
	400 kW
	Continuous



	Gear Ratio
	1
	30
	Continuous



	Battery Capacity
	30 kWh
	350 kWh
	Continuous



	Wheelchair Zones
	0
	2
	Discrete



	Number of Doors
	1
	2
	Discrete
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