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Robust Electric Vehicle Balancing of Autonomous Mobility-on-Demand
System: A Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning Approach

Sihong He!

Abstract— Electric autonomous vehicles (EAVs) are getting
attention in future autonomous mobility-on-demand (AMoD)
systems due to their economic and societal benefits. However,
EAVS’ unique charging patterns (long charging time, high
charging frequency, unpredictable charging behaviors, etc.)
make it challenging to accurately predict the EAVs supply
in E-AMoD systems. Furthermore, the mobility demand’s
prediction uncertainty makes it an urgent and challenging
task to design an integrated vehicle balancing solution under
supply and demand uncertainties. Despite the success of rein-
forcement learning-based E-AMoD balancing algorithms, state
uncertainties under the EV supply or mobility demand remain
unexplored. In this work, we design a multi-agent reinforcement
learning (MARL)-based framework for EAVs balancing in E-
AMoD systems, with adversarial agents to model both the
EAVs supply and mobility demand uncertainties that may
undermine the vehicle balancing solutions. We then propose
a robust E-AMoD Balancing MARL (REBAMA) algorithm to
train a robust EAVs balancing policy to balance both the supply-
demand ratio and charging utilization rate across the whole city.
Experiments show that our proposed robust method performs
better compared with a non-robust MARL method that does not
consider state uncertainties; it improves the reward, charging
utilization fairness, and supply-demand fairness by 19.28%,
28.18%, and 3.97%, respectively. Compared with a robust
optimization-based method, the proposed MARL algorithm can
improve the reward, charging utilization fairness, and supply-
demand fairness by 8.21%, 8.29%, and 9.42%, respectively.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Electric Autonomous Mobility on Demand (E-AMoD)
system is an energy-efficient and sustainable alternative to
private urban mobility by using Electric Autonomous Ve-
hicles (EAVs) to provide one-way rides to passengers [1].
With E-AMoD, passengers express their travel needs through
mobile applications, phone reservations, or street hails. Va-
cant EAVs then provide passengers with ride services [2].
Besides, the concept of shared use of a vehicle reduces the
total travel costs and urban infrastructure needed for parking
and increases vehicle utilization [3]. In light of it, Pony.ai
piloted its first commercial E-AMoD service in 2019 [4].
E-AMoD system has therefore been recognized as one of
the most promising systems to address the challenge of the
growing mobility needs and oil dependency.

However, E-AMoD systems operation presents challenges
in multiple aspects. Passenger demands are usually asymme-
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There is no need to go to the blue
area according to my prediction that
there will be enough vehicles.

T need a ride but there ‘
are only 2 vehicles.

Fig. 1.  State uncertainties (the inaccurate information about mobility
demand and vehicle supply) degrade the performance of vehicle balancing
methods. The decision maker gets state information that there will be 3
vehicles and 2 passenger demands in the blue area. So the vehicle balancing
decision is to keep the red vehicle in the green area to avoid energy
consumption. But the true situation is that there are 2 vehicles and 3
passengers in the blue area which means the red vehicle should move to
the blue area.

try distributed because of the spatiotemporal urban mobility
nature [5]. This problem gets severe in rush hours when pas-
sengers travel in similar directions, such as from residential
areas to work areas at morning peak. Without re-balancing,
many idle EAVs can potentially aggregate in particular areas.
Therefore, we study the vehicle balancing problem [1],
[6] for E-AMoD systems in this work. In specific, we
consider two main scheduling tasks for operating an EAV
fleet, namely (i) vehicle rebalancing, to reposition idle EAVs
to other locations, and (ii) charging scheduling, i.e., as-
signing the charging stations for low-battery EAVs. Recent
work regarding vehicle balancing methods can be classi-
fied into three typical categories: (1) heuristic methods;
(2) optimization-based approaches and (3) Reinforcement
Learning (RL)-based approaches. The rule-based heuristics
usually lead to sub-optimal solutions [7], [8]. Optimization-
based approaches usually propose an optimization problem
based on the system dynamic model [9], [10], [11]. The
performance of these methods is therefore heavily affected
by modeling knowledge. RL-based methods formulate the
problem as a Markov Decision Process (MDP) and apply RL
algorithms to find the optimal balancing policy [12], [13]. We
provide more discussions in the Related Work section.
Nevertheless, state uncertainties from different sources
may result in the degradation of vehicle balancing deci-
sions. We provide an instance in Fig. when there is
a difference between the true system information and the
prediction of mobility demand and vehicle supply, the vehicle
balancing methods do not have performance guarantees. It
is necessary to consider multiple uncertainties in E-AMoD
systems. The EAVs’ unique charging patterns (long charging
time, high charging frequency and unpredictable charging



behaviors, etc.) increase systemic supply uncertainties [14],
[15], [16]. E-AMod systems’ characteristics (unpredictable
long daily driving time, uncertain sporadic demands and
dispersed mobility patterns, etc.) also increase the uncer-
tainties in demands prediction [17], [18]. Existing EAMod
balancing algorithms usually do not consider EAV supply
uncertainties [15], [14], or only consider mobility demand
uncertainties [19], [18].

Hence, in this work, we develop a multi-agent reinforce-
ment learning (MARL) based robust EAV balancing frame-
work for E-AMoD systems, in which region agents make fair
vehicle balancing decisions, and adversarial agents model the
state uncertainties including both passenger demand and EV
supply uncertainties. Our main contributions are as follows:

o To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to for-
mulate the E-AMoD system vehicle balancing problem
under demand and supply uncertainties as a robust
multi-agent reinforcement learning problem under state
uncertainties. Via a proper design of the agent, state,
action, and reward, we set the goal of the problem
as balancing the whole city’s charging utilization and
mobility service quality.

o We design a robust E-AMoD Balancing MARL algo-
rithm (REBAMA) to train robust policies for providing
fair mobility and charging services. It adopts the cen-
tralized training and decentralized execution framework
with Dykstra’s projection and policy regression to keep
actions from violating real-world constraints during
policy updates.

o We run experiments based on real-world E-taxi system
data. Experiments show that our proposed REBAMA
algorithm performs better in terms of reward, charg-
ing utilization fairness and supply-demand fairness,
which are increased by 19.28%, 28.18%, and 3.97%,
respectively, compared with a non-robust MARL-based
method that does not consider system uncertainties.

II. RELATED WORK

Researchers have studied EV charging scheduling, AMoD
system vehicle rebalancing, and joint scheduling using
rule-based heuristic, optimization-based, or reinforcement
learning-based approaches. For instance, Liu et al. [7] and
Vandael et al. [8] proposed heuristic schemes of vehicle
rebalancing and individual EV charging, respectively. These
heuristic methods usually lead to sub-optimal solutions [1].

Optimization-based methods first design an optimization
problem based on Model Predictive Control (MDP), then
solve it at each time step to yield a sequence of balancing
actions over a receding horizon. But only the first balancing
action is executed. Under this category, charging scheduling
approaches consider different objectives have been proposed,
such as reducing charging delays or balancing the charg-
ing tasks in charging stations with limited resources [20],
[21], [22], reducing idle distance or idle time [20], [15],
and improving drivers revenue [10], etc. AMoD systems’
vehicle rebalancing approaches with various objectives have
been designed, such as improving service quality [23], [24],

maximizing the number of served passengers with a reduced
number of vehicles [19], [25], [26]. These optimization-based
approaches usually rely on precise modeling of the complex
probability state transition model of E-AMoD systems and
future mobility demand and EAV supply predictions. There-
fore, they are sensitive to model uncertainties, prediction
errors and measurement inaccuracy.

RL-based methods formulate the vehicle balancing prob-
lem as a Markov Decision Process and apply RL algorithms
to find the optimal balancing policy. Wen et al. [3] applied
Deep Q-Network (DQN) to study the vehicle balancing
problem. Holler et al. developed an Actor-Critic-based fleet
management algorithm to reposition vehicles [27], [28].
Various RL algorithms [12] such as contextual DQN and
A2C [29], [28], spatio-temporal capsule-based Q-learning
[13], mean-field multi-agent RL [16] algorithms have been
proposed to solve the vehicle balancing problem. Compared
to optimization-based vehicle balancing methods, RL-based
methods can handle a larger-scale problem in practice by
incorporating with function approximation scheme, and re-
lax the dependence on the modeling of E-AMoD systems’
complex dynamics [30]. However, passenger mobility de-
mand or EV supply uncertainties are not considered in
RL methods yet. For the first time, we consider passenger
mobility demand or EV supply uncertainties as system state
information uncertainties, and propose robust MARL-based
problem formulation and algorithm for E-AMoD system
balancing under state uncertainties.

III. ROBUST MULTI-AGENT REINFORCEMENT
LEARNING FRAMEWORK FOR E-AMOD BALANCING

A. Problem Statement

We consider the problem of managing a large-scale EAVs
fleet to provide fair and robust E-AMoD service. The pro-
posed method should (i) rebalance idle EAVs for providing
fair ride service on the passenger’s side; (ii) allocate low-
battery EAVs to charging stations for balanced charging
service on the EAVs’ side; (iii) be robust to mobility demand
and EAV supply uncertainties. We consider that the city is
divided into N regions according to a pre-defined partition
method [11], [6], and a day is divided into equal-length time
intervals. At each time interval [t,¢ + 1), passengers’ ride
requests and low-battery EAV’s charging needs emerge in
each region. After the locations and status of each EAV are
observed and updated, a local controller assigns available
EAVs to pick up existing passengers in the request queue
according to specific trip assignment algorithms, such as
methods designed in the literature [31], and assigns EAVs
that need to be charged to charging stations [32]. Then the
predicted passenger demand and available charging spots at
each region for time interval [t,t + 1) are updated, and a
system-level EAV balancing decision is calculated according
to the algorithm designed in this work.

Some assumptions about the model and algorithm are
considered as follows. We consider four dynamic statuses
for one EV: vacant, occupied, low-battery and still, similar
to the literature [6]. Vacant means the EV is not serving



any passengers, i.e. idle and its remaining battery exceeds a
threshold. The algorithm dispatches vacant EAVs to stay in
the current region to pick up passengers or to move to other
regions according to the future predicted passenger mobility
demand in the following time interval. When a vacant EV
picks up passengers, it turns to occupied status and we have
no dispatch command for it until it becomes vacant again.
An occupied EV becomes vacant again when it drops off
passengers and still has enough battery. Once a vacant EV’s
battery level is lower than a threshold, it becomes a low-
battery EV. The algorithm will assign low-battery EAVs to
some regions for charging according to the availability of
charging stations. When low-battery EAVs enter charging
stations, they become still EAVs. Still EAVs become vacant
when they finish charging and leave the charging stations.

We focus on a computationally tractable system-level EV
balancing algorithm design such that both passenger demand
and EV supply uncertainties are considered to maximize the
expected total reward of the system or the entire city. The
local trip and charging assignment algorithm are out of the
scope of this work. For notation convenience, the parameters
and variables definition in the following parts of this section
omit the time index ¢ when there is no confusion.

B. Zero-Sum Stochastic Game

We formulate the vehicle balancing problem for E-AMoD
systems as a zero-sum stochastic game G between a set of
region agents A/, and a set of adversarial agents A,. The
region agent is designed for each region to make dispatch
decisions for vacant and low-battery EAVs at every time step.
This distributed agent setting is more reasonable for large-
scale fleet management than a single agent setting because
the action space can be prohibitively large if we use a single
agent [33]. The adversarial agent is designed to model
uncertainties that may be caused by delayed information,
missing data, inaccurate measurement and prediction errors.
The adversarial agent can make dispatching decisions robust
to modeling errors and real-world uncertainties by altering
the protagonist’s observation [34] in the training process.
We define S; as the state space for region ¢ shared by
both the i-th region agent i € AN, and adversarial agent
1 € Ny, and S := 81 x --- x Sy as the joint state space,
then G = (N, N;., S, Ag, Ay, T). We define A, ; and
A, ; as the action space of the adversarial agent and region
agent of region 4, and A, = A,1 X -+ X Ag N, Ay =
A1 % x A, n as the joint action space of adversarial and
region agents, respectively. The map r : Sx A, x A, — R is
the reward function shared by all agents. The state transition
probability function is T : S x A, x A, — A(S), where
A(S) represents the set of probability distributions over the
joint state space S. T'(s'|s, a,, a,) is the probability of next
state s’ € S given the current state s and the adversarial joint
actions a, and balancing decisions a, (region agents’ joint
actions). We formally define the states and actions in the
next section. At each time step ¢, for all i € N, adversarial
agent i observes the true state information and chooses its
action a’ ; according to a policy m,; : S; = A(Ag,;) to

a,l

manipulate s;. Region agent ¢ can only observe the perturbed
state information and chooses its action a,ﬁﬂ- according to
a policy m; : S; — A(A,;). We define the adversarial
agents’ joint policy 7, = [[;cn, 7"+ & = A(A,) and
region agents’ joint policy 7 = [[;cn, 77" 1 S = A(A,).
After all region agents execute their actions, they get a
shared reward r* and all adversarial agents get a shared
opposite reward —rt. The value functions are defined as the
discounted return of region agents, i.e., action value function
qﬂ'r,ﬂ'a(&ar,aa) = E[Z:il 'Ytilrt|51 = Saa}« = arvaflz =
Qa,al ~ m.(-|5Y),al ~ m.(-|st)], 8 = f(st,al), where
f:8 x Ayi — S; is the state perturbation function which
describes the relationship between perturbed state, true state
and adversarial agents’ actions. We use ' = f(s',al) to
denote 5 = (31,---,5%) where 5} = f(s},al;), Vi =
1,---,N. The power of adversaries can be restricted by
adding constraints to the perturbed state such as § € B(s, €)
where B(s,€) is a e-ball centered in the true state s, or
by carefully defining the state perturbation function. Thus,
we trade between the robustness and performance of agent
policies by adjusting adversaries’ perturbation power [35],
[36]. In equation (), we give the formal definition of the
perturbation function f in our vehicle balancing problem of
E-AMoD systems. Our goal is to solve the following min-
max problem to get a robust region agents’ joint policy.
max min E[v™ ™ (s)] (1)

Tr  Ta

Zero-sum games involve two players/teams with conflicting
objectives, where one side’s gain is the other side’s loss.
This adversarial nature makes them suitable for modeling
robustness problems since they capture situations where a
system needs to perform well under strong perturbations or
uncertain conditions. While the zero-sum game model does
not explicitly capture road capacity and speed limits, it can
still incorporate these aspects indirectly through the reward
design and action spaces.

C. MARL Problem Formulation

In this section, we formally define the state, action, reward
and policy in our robust MARL framework.

a) State: A state st € S; of a region i contains a
vector that indicates its spatiotemporal status from both
the local view and global view of the city at time ¢ (we
omit the time subscript ¢ later for convenience), and s =
(s1,...,5n). We define the state s; = {slocal, g9y
where sioc¢! = (V;, L;,d;, ST;, ES;, SP;) as the state from
the local view, denoting the predictions about the amount
of vacant EAVs, low-battery EAVs, mobility demand, still
EAVs, empty charging spots, and total charging spots in
region i, respectively. We define 57" (t,pos;) as
the spatial-temporal information from a global perspective,
where ¢ is the time step index, pos; is region location
information (longitudes, latitudes, boundaries, region index).

b) Region Agents Action: We use N (i) to denote the set
of neighboring regions of region ¢, i.e., the adjacent regions
according to the graph structure of the city and n; = [N(i)|+
1. A region agent ¢’s action a,; = (P,q) € A™ x A™ where



A" denotes the probability simplex in n; dimensions. The
action consists of balancing decisions for vacant EAVs to
potential passenger demand p € A™, and low-battery EAVs
without charging yet to potential available charging stations
q € A™. Here, pjc(1,2,...,n,) 15 the j-th element of p that
represents the percentage of vacant EAVs will move to the j-
th region of {A/(7)U region 4}. For instance, p; = 0.1 means
10% vacant EAVs are arbitrarily chosen and dispatched to the
first adjacent region of region 7. And g has a similar definition
for low-battery EAVs dispatching decision. After executing
region actions, the number of vacant, low-battery and still
EAVs in different regions will be changed. Since the sum of
the percentages of EAVs dispatched to different directions
should be 1, the dispatching actions have constraints that:
Zjﬁj = Zj g =1

c) Adversarial Agents Action: Adversarial agent ¢ €
N, alters the corresponding region agent’s knowledge of
the state by adding perturbation a,; € A, ;. Here, a,,; =
[0, Oc, 6,1 represents the volatility of predicted demand,
empty charging spots, and vacant EAVs, respectively. The
value of the perturbation simulates the state uncertainties
from historical data; for instance, we use box constraints
that d; < 6q < dy;¢ < 0. < ey < 0, < v, Where
the upper and lower bounds are determined by empirical
experiments [18], [11]. We will also consider other more
complicated formats of action space (such as second-order
cone or ellipsoid) in future work. After formally defining the
perturbation function § = (§1,---,3y), we give the formal
definition of the state perturbation function f :&; x A, ; —
§; in our vehicle balancing problem of the E-AMoD systems.
The altered local state 5.°°*! = (V;, L;, d;, ST;, ES;, SP;) is
related to sﬁ"cal = (V;, L;,d;, ST;, ES;, SP;) and adversarial
action a,; by the following equation (2):

‘71‘ =V;+ (SPz — ES;)bc + Vidy;

. 2
ES; = (SP, — ST;) % I{§Ti<SPi}'
We denote 5, = {5loe! s9°*!} which means we have
§i = flsi = {slocal 59"} az; = [6a,0c,0,]). Region

agents choose their actions according to their policies and
the perturbed states. After all region agents execute actions,
the system states change (e.g. number of EAVs).

d) Reward: Our goal is to optimize the system-level
benefit, i.e., balanced charging utilization and fair service,
hence, all region agents share common interests and the
same reward function. By maximizing the shared reward,
region agents are cooperating for the same goal. We let
adversarial agents’ reward function be the negative one of
region agents. Thus, all adversarial agents aim to minimize
the region agents’ reward.

We consider both the supply-demand ratio of vacant EAVs
to the total mobility demand [18], [24], and the charging
utilization rate [37], [15], [14] as service quality metrics for
E-AMoD systems. A higher supply-demand ratio means a

shorter waiting time for customers in one region. However,
with limited EAV supply, achieving high supply-demand
ratios in all regions is impossible. Keeping the supply-
demand ratio of each region at a similar level allows pas-
sengers in the city to receive fair service [9], [19]. Similarly,
given the limited amounts of charging stations and spots,
to improve charging service quality and charging efficiency
with limited infrastructure, balancing the charging utilization
rate of all regions across the entire city is usually one
objective for EV charging [12], [15]. Therefore, we define
the fairness metric of charging utilization rate u.(s, a,,a,)
and supply-demand ratio us(s, a,, a,) as the negative sum of
the difference between the local utilization rate (local supply-
demand ratio) and the global charging utilization rate (global
supply-demand ratio), respectively:

N
(8, ar, aq) = 3 ES; Zj=1 LS
C bl T a - - X - Ni b
i=1 ST; Zj:l ST7 3)
al d; ZNﬂ d;
US(S,(IMQQ)ZZ* 7*?\/; )
i=1 v Zj:l Vi

A larger u.(s,ar,aq) or us(s,a,,a,) value means a better
balanced and fair charging utilization rate or supply-demand
ratio among the city. Then we define the reward function
r(s,ar,a,) as a weighted sum of the city’s charging utiliza-
tion fairness u. and supply-demand fairness ug, i.e.

T(SaaT‘aa’a) = Uc(saaraaa) “’Bus(saamaa)a 4

where [ is a positive weighted coefficient, s, a,.,a, is the
joint state, joint action of all region agents, joint action of
all adversarial agents, respectively. 7 (s, a,, a,) is calculated
after EAVs balance decision execution with a complex dy-
namic state transition process in the simulator. One advantage
of the proposed MARL method is the form of the reward
function we would like to optimize does not need to satisfy
the constraints as those in robust or distributionally robust
optimization methods [11], [18]. For instance, the objective
function does not need to be convex of the decision variable
or concave of the uncertain parameters.

e) Policy: All region agents share the same action space
and deterministic policy, defined as y,.(5;, sar(;)|0"), param-
eterized by 6”. Similarly, all adversarial agents share one
policy function, defined as fiq(si, Sn/(5)|0®), parameterized
by 6°. We use o04;,0,; to denote adversarial agent ¢ and
region agent ¢’ policy input, respectively. We use O to denote
the set of all o, ;,04,;. The policy for each region relates
to both its own state and its neighbors’ states, since the
actions of the region ¢ will affect the number of EAVs at
different statuses in the neighbor regions A/ (i), and then
affect the reward of the neighbor regions. This shared policy
design provides a much more efficient learning procedure
than training an individual policy function for each individual
agent. Since the state of each agent contains spatiotemporal
information, the policy of region agents is supposed to make
a dispatch decision for each region according to its spatial
correlation with other regions for each time step.
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Fig. 2. A brief framework structure of the proposed REBAMA algorithm.

IV. ALGORITHM

In this section, we propose a novel MARL algorithm
named robust E-AMoD Balancing MARL (REBAMA, its
brief framework structure is in Fig. [2) to solve the proposed
min-max problem with policy constraints, i.e.,

max min J (g, ptg) = EfoFrFae(s)] 3)

Hr  Ha
st pr(07,i) € Dr; pa(0q,i) € Da,
VOnia Oa,i S O,VZ = 1’ . 7]V7

where the constraints domains D, = {a,; = (,q) € A™ x
A Zj Dy = Zj g; = 1} and D, = {aq; = [04, ¢, 0u] :
d < 0g < dy;a <6 < cyyu < 0y < vy} In summary,
the produced rebalancing and charging actions should satisfy
the normalization constraints, and adversarial agents’ actions
should meet the box constraints as we have defined in section
In this way, D,, D, are convex and closed sets.

A. Centralized Training Decentralized Execution Framework

We design an actor-critic algorithm under the centralized
training decentralized execution (CTDE) framework. Value-
based RL algorithms such as Q-learning [38] cannot solve
our problem since they cannot be used for continuous spaces.
Traditional RL algorithms such as policy gradient and actor-
critic are poorly suited for multi-agent environments, because
the environment becomes non-stationary from any individual
agent’s perspective as other agents’ policies change during
training. The CTDE framework is proposed to solve this
non-stationary issue and has been utilized in several MARL
algorithms [39]. It extends actor-critic methods that the
critic can use extra information about the policies of other
agents to ease training, while the actor is only permitted
to use local information. In general, in an N-agent Markov
game with a set of agent policies {1, ..., i } parameterized
by {61, ...,0n} respectively, the critic ¢;(s,a1,...,an) is a
centralized action-value function that computes the Q-value
for agent ¢ based on all agents’ action and state information.
The gradient for updating policy p; using multi-agent deep
deterministic policy gradient algorithm (MADDPG) [39] is:

Vo, J(01, - ,0n) =Ep[Vgipi(0;)Va,ai(s, a1, ...,an)),
(6)

where a; = p;(0;), 0; is agent i’s observation, D is a replay
buffer.

B. Projection Procedure in Policy Training

We first design a projection procedure in policy training to
satisfy the policy constraints. We define a projection operator
as I 4(a) = argmin, 4 |la — z||2, where A is the action
space (constrained space), a is an input (potentially infeasible
action), a? = IT4(a) is the output (projected action). When
all constraints on action are linear, the constrained action
space A is a polytope and we can use H-representations to
express the constraints as an intersection of wu half-spaces:
A ={a:cfa < ejj=1,.,u}. Thus, given A and
a potentially infeasible action a, we can get a projected
action a? by using Dykstra’s projection algorithm [40]. It
can generate sequences a; and I, n € N,j = 1,.. u,

J
which is recursively computed as follows:

af = Pyal y — 1AL = ) — (a), — I,

with initial values a? =

“ a, IJQ =0,5 = 1,...,u and
notations afy = a’~!,n € N, P; the projection onto the j-th
halfspace. The sequence of variables @} and I is guaranteed
to converge to the projection since A is the intersection of

closed convex sets [40].

C. Robust E-AMoD Balancing Multi-Agent Reinforcement
Learning Algorithm

We summarize our proposed Robust E-AMoD Balancing
Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning Algorithm (REBAMA)
in Algorithm [I[] REBAMA adopts actor-critic and centralized
training decentralized execution framework to deal with
continuous state and action spaces, and the non-stationary
issues in multi-agent environments. REBAMA also utilizes
a policy regression scheme during training to accommodate
the policy constraints.

In our algorithm, we use parameterized policies for region
and adversarial agents, denoted by p,.(-|6") and p.(-|0%),
respectively. Since region and adversarial agents get opposite
rewards, their value functions are also opposite. We therefore
use one parameterized critic ¢(-|6%) in our algorithm so
that —q(-|0?) becomes the critic of adversarial agents. The
superscripts of the parameters are occasionally omitted when
there is no confusion.

We first initialize policies and critic neural networks, target
neural networks, and the global state of the environment.
For each i € N, adversarial agent i receives the input
0a,i = {84, 5n7(s)} of its policy, and get its action aq; =
ta(04,:10%). Then according to the perturbation rule defined
in (2), we get the corresponding region agent ¢’s input o, ; :=
{3i, 5ar(s) }» which contains perturbed state information. The
balancing decision a,; = u,(0,;|0") is then calculated. We
get the adversarial and region agents’ joint actions a,, a, by
repeating the above steps for all <. After executing the region
agents’ joint actions, we store a transition (s, a,, aq,7,s') in
a replay buffer D, where r is a shared reward, and s’ is the
next state.



At each training iteration, we sample a minibatch of
transitions B from D and update policies using the following
loss function with policy regression:

£P(0) = lln(ol0) - al*, (7
B
@ = (1= 8)ILa(p(0lf)) + bz, (8)
x = argmax x” V,¢q(s,a,, a.|67), 9)
€A
where & is a positive step size, a/, = T4, (p,(04]0%)),

and a, = T4 (p,(0,]07)). ¢ is a coefficient whose
value is given later. 0% 60" 607 are snapshots of the cur-
rent actor and critic parameters. We use p,(0,) =
(10 (04,1), - a(0a,nN)) to denote the joint adversarial policy
and p,.(o,-) has a similar definition. When updating region
agent’s policy i.e. §; = 0], we have 0 = 0,;,¢0 = 1,a =
a, ;A= A.;. Otherwise 0 = 04i,¢ = —1,a = a, ;, A =
Ag,i. i is the region index. The centralized action-value
function ¢ is updated using the following loss function:

[’(eq) = Z[Q(& amar) - y]27
B (10)

Yy=1r-+ ’Yq,(s/v a;v a;«)|al’l:ua(oa),a;‘:y,a(or)v

where ¢’ is the target critic neural network.

Algorithm 1 REBAMA Algorithm
Initialize critic ¢(s, a,, a,-), region policy p, and adver-
sarial policy p,, parameterized by 09,0" 6% respectively.

Initialize replay buffer D, target networks ¢’, ui.., u!, with
weights 07 < 09, 0™ + 0" 6% + 0°.
for episode =1 to M do
Save weights 0" 07,0 0, A7 « 9,
for t=1to T do
Receive the initial state sq,
Adversarial agents select actions aq; =
fta(0a,¢4|0%) and region agents select actions
Qryi= ur(or,tyi\é”) where i =1,...,N.
Execute joint action a,;, then get reward 7, next
state s;41 and store (¢, ar ¢, Gqt, Tt; St+1) in D.
Sample a random minibatch B from D.
Update policies i, p1, using loss function (7).
Update critic () according to loss function (I0).
Update target networks 6% + 707+ (1—7)07, 0™ +
70" + (1 —7)0", 0% + 70° + (1 — 7)6%.
end for
end for

Proposition 4.1: When there are no constraints on the
action space, the policy gradient of REBAMA can be directly
calculated by ¢ > 5 Vaq(s, aq, a,|09)Vou(o|0) where a, =
Pa(0a]0%), ar = p,(0,]67).

Proof: When there are no constraints on the action
space, @ is equivalent to p(0|0) +nV.0q(s, al,, a’.|09) where

) a’ I
7 is a positive step size, al, = I, (p,(0410%)), a. =

TABLE I
ROBUST MARL VS ROBUST OPTIMIZATION METHOD

Metric Robust Opt ~ Robust MARL  Increasing Rate
average reward —15.83 —14.53 18.21%
average Us —7.01 —6.35 19.42%
average Uc —8.82 —8.18 1 8.29%

4, (p,(0:07)) Then the gradient of (7)) equals to:

Vo LP = 2n¢ Z Vaq(s,al,al.l0)Veu(ol),
B

Comparing to the deterministic policy gradient in (6), we can
see that the policy updating procedure in REBAMA with a
learning rate of 7; is equivalent to that in deterministic policy
gradient with a learning rate of 2|B|¢nn;. ]

V. EXPERIMENT

We use real-world E-taxi data from Shenzhen city to
conduct experiments. Three different data sets [6], [32]
including E-taxi GPS data (vehicle ID, locations, time and
speed, etc), transaction data (vehicle ID, pick-up and drop-
off time, pick-up and drop-off location, travel distance,
etc) and charging station data (locations, the number of
charging points, etc) are used to build an E-AMoD system
simulator as the training and evaluation environment. To test
the robustness of our proposed robust method, we inject a
Gaussian noise follows A/(0,1) into the state when testing
vehicle balancing methods. The simulated map is set as
a grid world. The policy networks and critic network are
two-layer fully-connected networks, both with 30 nodes. For
the policy networks and critic network, the first and second
hidden layers’ activations are Tanh and ReLu, the output
layer is Softmax and Linear, respectively. We set the batch
size = 600, the discount factor = 0.99, the time interval
= 0.5 hour, and use the Adam optimizer with a learning rate
of 0.001. For fair comparisons, we use fixed random seeds
to initialize simulations in the testing.

A. Comparison of Robust MARL Method and Robust Opti-
mization Method

We first compare our robust MARL method (REBAMA)
with robust optimization method [6] in table m We test these
two methods in the simulator for 5 times with 5 differ-
ent fixed random seeds when state uncertainty is present,
then compare various average metrics. The proposed RE-
BAMA algorithm performs better on average reward, average
fairness of supply-demand ratio and average fairness of
charging utilization which is increased by 8.21%, 9.42%,
8.29%, respectively. Though the robust optimization method
also considers demand and supply uncertainties, it heavily
depends on predetermined parameters such as probability
transition function, prediction models, etc. This heavy de-
pendence makes the robust optimization method can be only
robust for specific scenarios and not sufficient to capture the
complexity of E-AMoD systems. Our REBAMA algorithm
is better at capturing E-AMoD system’s demand and supply
uncertainties.
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Fig. 3. Compared to MADDPG, a non-robust MARL algorithm, by using
our REBAMA method, the mean episode reward is increased by 19.28%
when state uncertainty is present.
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Fig. 4. Compared to MADDPG, a non-robust MARL algorithm, by using
our REBAMA method, mean episode charging fairness is increased by
28.18% when state uncertainty is present.

B. Comparison of Robust and Non-Robust MARL Methods

We then compare our proposed robust multi-agent rein-
forcement learning (MARL) approach to a commonly-used
and well-performed non-robust MARL algorithm, i.e. multi-
agent deep deterministic policy gradient (MADDPG) [39]
which does not consider supply or demand uncertainties. We
train our models until convergence and then evaluate them by
averaging various metrics for 5 iterations. To avoid constraint
violations, we also apply policy regression to MADDPG. We
report the mean episode rewards as a function of the training
episodes in Fig. 3] The proposed REBAMA algorithm learns
a better policy in terms of mean episode reward which is
increased by 19.28% compared with MADDPG when state
uncertainty is present. Higher rewards mean the city has
at least a better balanced supply-demand ratio or a fairer
charging utilization.

Since a reward is a weighted sum of fairness of charging
utilization u,. and supply-demand us defined in @) and
(3), we also compare mean episode u. and us of each
episodes in Fig. f] and Fig. 5] A larger u. or u, means
a better balanced or fairer service across the city. Our
REBAMA algorithm learns a better policy compared to the
non-robust algorithm, where the charging utilization fairness
and supply-demand fairness are increased by 28.18%, 3.97%
respectively. Furthermore, we find that REBAMA improves
the charging utilization greatly compared to the non-robust
algorithm. This can be explained by the fact that charging
utilization is very sensitive to EAVs’ supply-side uncertainty.

C. Effectiveness of Policy Regression and Projection

In Fig. [6] we compare our REBAMA and the MADDPG
algorithm without policy regression and projection to study

Fairness of supply-demand ratio

mean episode us
Lo
5 o

—— REBAMA (Ours)
MADDPG
-18 \",\/\/ ------- Robust-Opt
0 10 20 30 40 50
training episodes
Fig. 5. Compared to MADDPG, a non-robust MARL algorithm, by using
our REBAMA method, mean episode supply-demand fairness is increased
by 3.97% when state uncertainty is present.
The necessity of projection and policy regression
=125
-15.0
-17.5

-20.0

°
2 -225
L
-25.0
-27.5
-30.0 —— —— With Projection & Policy regression
b Without Projection & Policy regression
=325
0 10 20 30 40 50

training episodes

Fig. 6. Projection and policy regression procedure in the training process
is effective to ensure feasible actions and training’s continuity.

the effectiveness of adding projection and policy regression
steps in the training process. Without them, MADDPG
stops training in earlier episodes when the policy outputs
an infeasible action. REBAMA can handle this interruption
problem then the training process will not stop before the
training is done.

VI. CONCLUSION

Electric autonomous vehicles (EAVs) are playing im-
portant roles in future autonomous mobility-on-demand
(AMoD) systems. However, it remains challenging to ad-
dress E-AMoD system’s state uncertainties caused by EAVs’
unique charging patterns and AMoD systems’ mobility de-
mand in algorithm design. In this work, we design a robust
MARL framework to balance mobility supply-demand ratio
and charging utilization rate for E-AMoD systems under
EAV supply and mobility demand uncertainties. The mo-
bility demand and EAV supply uncertainties are captured by
adversarial agents that can cause state uncertainties during
the training process. We then design a REMABA algorithm
with Dykstra’s projection and policy regression. Experiments
show that our proposed robust algorithm performs better in
terms of reward, increases charging utilization fairness and
supply-demand fairness by 19.28%, 28.18%, and 3.97%, re-
spectively, compared with non-robust MARL-based methods
that ignore system uncertainties. Compared with a robust
optimization-based method, the proposed MARL algorithm
can increase reward, charging utilization fairness and supply-
demand fairness by 8.21%, 8.29%, and 9.42%, respectively.
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