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e JSPRIT optimization library is used to solve the VRPPDTW, applying a | Fig. 1 Performance by number of students, perspective and fleet size Fig. 2 Performance Indicators for Different WT_max and ETT _min | the Municipality of Limassol(CY), the public transport operator
metaheuristic approach grounded in the Ruin-and-Recreate strategy in Limassol, Nextbike, Oxygen for Democracy, and MaaSLab
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