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Abstract— Transportation network design often involves mul-
tiple stakeholders with diverse priorities. We consider a sys-
tem with a hierarchical multi-agent structure, featuring self-
optimized subnetwork operators at the lower level and a central
organization at the upper level. Independent regional planning
can lead to inefficiencies due to the lack of coordination,
hindering interregional travel and cross-border infrastructure
development, while centralized methods may struggle to align
local interests and can be impractical to implement. To support
decision making for such a system, we introduce an iterative
VCG-based mechanism for multi-regional network design that
fosters cooperation among subnetwork operators. By leveraging
the Vickery-Clarke-Groves (VCG) mechanism, the framework
determines collective investment decisions and the necessary
payments from both operators and the central organization
to achieve efficient outcomes. A case study on the European
Railway System validates the effectiveness of the proposed
method, demonstrating significant improvements in overall net-
work performance through enhanced cross-region cooperation.

I. INTRODUCTION
Rail infrastructure serves as a cornerstone of transportation
systems, enabling efficient, low-carbon passenger and freight
mobility while driving economic growth and supporting
global sustainability. As the most emissions-efficient trans-
port mode, rail accounts for only 1% of global transport
emissions while facilitating 7% of passenger travel and 6%
of freight transport [1]. The global rail infrastructure market,
valued at $51.5 billion in 2024, is projected to expand
to $71.01 billion by 2030, with an annual growth rate of
5.5% [2]. However, despite this growth, rail transport has
substantial potential to increase its market share relative to
air and road transportation. Eurostat data from 2022 [3]
highlights this potential, noting Switzerland’s leading rail
share of 17% among EU and EFTA countries, commpared
to 65% for road transport. Austria follows with a 12% rail
share, which is significantly lower compared to air travel (by
13%) and road transport (by 49%).

A key challenge in rail transport is the lack of coordination
between regions [4]. Due to the interconnected nature of
railway systems, inefficiencies in one region can negatively
impact overall network performance. Addressing this chal-
lenge requires robust central authorities, such as governments
and stakeholder associations, which play essential regulatory
and financial roles. These organizations spearhead initiatives
and provide financial assistance to strengthen regional and
national infrastructure. For example, the European Com-
mission introduced the Trans-European Transport Network
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Fig. 1: In the iterative VCG-based mechanism, the central orga-
nization selects infrastructure projects, determines payment plans,
and allocates subsidies to foster cross-region cooperation. Self-
interested regional operators evaluate projects based on local social
welfare. This iterative process supports long-term infrastructure
planning.

(TEN-T) [5], a policy to guide the planning of the EU’s
transport network and establish infrastructure requirements
in multiple modes of transportation, including railways, wa-
terways, roads and airports. Similar strategic efforts include
China’s Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) [6], the Infrastructure
Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) [7], and the Trans-Asian
Railway (TAR) Network [8].

In this work, we consider a multi-regional network design
problem characterized by a hierarchical stakeholder structure,
consisting of regional operators at the lower level and a
central organization at the upper level. Regional stakeholders,
such as local governments or transport agencies, allocate
resources based on regional priorities, whereas the central
organization strategically subsidizes infrastructure projects
to incentivize cooperative investments aimed at maximiz-
ing overall social welfare. This arrangement facilitates re-
gional collaboration by attracting both local and external
investment, creating opportunities for stronger interregional
partnerships. In cases where collective regional investment
falls short of meeting project costs, central government sub-
sidies become instrumental in enabling critical infrastructure
projects and promoting regional cooperation. Key consid-
erations in this multi-level framework include determining
the specific infrastructure projects to undertake, defining
the financial contributions of each regional operator, and
allocating central subsidies effectively.

To address these issues, we propose an iterative Vickrey-
Clarke-Groves (VCG)-based resource allocation framework
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(illustrated in Fig. 1) as a decision-making tool. The VCG
mechanism, known for its auction-based incentive compat-
ibility in game theory, is widely employed in sectors such
as energy markets and digital advertising [9], [10]. In our
framework, the central organization acts as the coordinating
entity, with regional stakeholders participating as bidders,
thereby enabling efficient, transparent, and cooperative re-
source allocation. We extend the traditional VCG mechanism
[11] by integrating the central organization’s willingness
to invest and incorporating budget constraints of regional
operators. Payment responsibilities of operators are deter-
mined by assessing the pivotal role of their participation.
Furthermore, the central organization identifies infrastruc-
ture projects lacking adequate regional investment despite
fair contributions. Finally, we evaluate the effectiveness of
our approach through numerical experiments based on the
European Rail Network.

A. Related Research

Transportation systems involve multiple interdependent
subsystems with self-interested decision-makers. Designing
each subsystem independently often leads to suboptimal
outcomes due to a lack of coordination and the neglect of
the broader impact on the entire system [4]. Recent studies
explored integrated design approaches by expanding the
geographical scope and incorporating multiple transportation
modes to optimize overall network performance. Grolle et
al. [12] investigated the centralized design of the European
high-speed rail network. The results revealed strong network
integration through key corridors linking multiple countries,
highlighting the importance of cross-border cooperation. Luo
et al. [13] developed a joint pricing and network design
problem for multimodal mobility, aiming to enhance the
seamless integration of conventional transit services with
emerging Mobility-on-Demand (MoD) services. In recent
research, game-theory-based methods have gained increasing
attention due to their ability to account for individual ratio-
nality in network design problems. He et al. [14] proposed a
co-investment and payoff-sharing mechanism for the multi-
regional network design problem, aiming to align the inter-
ests of local decision makers and ensure a fair distribution
of the overall payoff.

Mobility stakeholders operate within a hierarchical struc-
ture, where the central organization can influence operators’
decision making through regulations, policies, and mecha-
nism design. Zardini et al. [15], [16] applied a Stackelberg
game framework to model interactions between municipali-
ties and mobility operators, demonstrating how tax policies
influence operator strategies and shape future mobility sce-
narios. Nie et al. [17] examined the electrification process of
the bus industry using evolutionary game theory, and ana-
lyzed how carbon trading subsidies influence bus operators’
decisions regarding the purchase of electrified buses.

In the VCG mechanism, the central organization employs
the selection and payment rules to allocate resources among
participants. It has been implemented across various engi-
neering fields, and the properties are analyzed in specific
application cases due to its desired theoretical properties
[9], [18]–[20]. Phuong [20] introduced budget constraints
by using a truncation VCG mechanism and shows Pareto
optimality and generic incentive compatibility for multi-good

auctions in the case of single-minded participants. Karaca
et al. [9] focused on reverse auctions for continuous goods
and used coalitional game theory to investigate the condi-
tions required for coalition-proof outcomes. They applied
this framework to the 14-Bus Test System and the Swiss
reserve procurement auction based on data from electricity
markets. Ren et al. [21] applied the VCG mechanism to
the task offloading problem in vehicular networks, modeling
the trading relationships between vehicles and edge nodes to
determine optimal task offloading and pricing strategies. For
the multi-regional network design problem, the central or-
ganization can enhance collaboration among local operators
by organizing the selection of projects for joint investment
and efficiently allocating subsidies. The VCG mechanism
provides a promising framework for efficient resource al-
location; however, there are still gaps in adapting it to real-
world multi-regional network design problems. Specifically,
it remains unclear how to incorporate the budget constraints
of both operators and the central organization, as well as
how to account for the central organization’s preferences in
project selection.

B. Statement of Contribution
The contributions of this work include i) developing an
iterative VCG-based resource allocation framework for the
multi-regional network design problem, enabling the central
government to select public projects and allocate payments
from both operators and the organization itself. Additionally,
we ii) analyze the theoretical properties of the proposed
framework with budget constraints and the central organiza-
tion’s preferences, and iii) conduct a European railway case
study to validate its effectiveness.

The paper is organized as follows. The key concepts in
the multi-regional network design problem are introduced in
Section II and an iterative VCG-based investment allocation
framework is proposed in Section III. Numerical experiments
are conducted in Section IV and conclusions are drawn in
Section V.

II. MULTI-REGIONAL MOBILITY SYSTEM

A. Mobility Network
We model a mobility network involving multiple countries,
each managed by a local operator i ∈ I = {1, 2, . . . , I}
and multiple transportation modes m ∈ M = {R,A,C}.
Specifically, we focus on rail, airplane, and car in this study.
The network can be modeled as a labeled undirected graph
G = (U , E ,Lu,Le), where U is the set of vertices u ∈ U
representing cities, E ⊆ U × U is the set of edges between
cities, Lu : U → Zu is the labeling function from the set of
vertices onto the set of vertex labels Zu, and Le : E → Ze

is the labeling function from the set of edges onto the
set of edge labels. Specifically, a vertex label zu ∈ Zu

is defined as zu = (ru, d
m
u , su) ∈ Zu = I × R3 × R+,

where ru denotes the country to which the city belongs,
dmu represents the access/egress travel distance for mode
m, i.e., the travel distance between the city center and the
nearest service stations, which depends on the transportation
mode (i.e., an airport for air travel, a train station for
rail, highway entrances for car). If there are no service
stations for mode m in the city, then dmu is set to infinity.
Furthermore, su represents the population of the city. An



Fig. 2: Multi-regional multi-modal mobility network.

edge label ze ∈ Ze is defined by ze = (ie, t
con
e , le, ve, ce) ∈

Ze = {0, 1, 2} × N+ × R+ × R+, where ie = 0 means
the edge is not implemented and can not provide service,
ie = 1 means the edge is implemented and ie = 2 means
the edge is under construction, tcone is the time horizon
remaining for construction, ve is the travel speed, le is the
edge length, and ce is the implementation cost. The edge
set of transport mode m is denoted as (Em)m∈M ⊆ U × U ,
where

⋃
m∈M Em = E . The railway network can be divided

among countries. The set of vertices is divided into disjoint
subsets U i, ensuring

⋃
i∈I U i = U . Rail edges consist of

intra-regional edges E i
R = {(o, d) | o, d ∈ U i} and cross-

border edges E ij
R = {(o, d) | o ∈ U i, d ∈ Uj , i ̸= j}, forming

the complete rail graph
⋃

i∈I E i
R ∪

⋃
i,j∈I,i̸=j E

ij
R = ER.

B. Travel Demand
We consider the intercity trip request rij = (i, j, qij) ∈ R =
U ×U ×R≥0, where i, j are the origin and destination cities
(i ̸= j), respectively, and qij represents the number of travel
requests. Let Pm

ij and P̂m
ij denote the set of paths and the

shortest path from city i to city j for mode m, respectively.
Plane paths may only include direct flights and dual-trips
between a car drive and a flight. The travel distance dmij when
using mode m between cities i and j can be calculated by:

dmij =

{
argminP̂m

ij ∈Pm
ij

∑
e∈P̂m

ij
le, if Pm

ij ̸= ∅,
∞, otherwise.

(1)

The travel time for the intercity trips tmij ∈ R≥0 includes the
components: access and egress time to the city center by car
using an urban driving speed vu, the travel time between
cities based on the travel distance dmij and mode-specific
incurred waiting time along the way tmw . The travel time
is transformed into monetary value based on component-
specific Value-of-Time parameters, γw, γm, γa.

tmij =
dmi + dmj

vu
+

dmij
vm

+ tw (2)

cmij = γa ·
dmi + dmj

vu
+ γm ·

dmij
vm

+ γw · tw, (3)

The proportion of trips pmij ∈ [0, 1] served by transport mode
m can be calculated via:

pmij =
e−βc·cmij∑

m∈M e−βc·cmij
. (4)

where βc corresponds to the sensitivity of travel cost on mode
selection [22]. The travel demand model is responsive to

changes in network design, meaning that modifications to the
rail network can impact travel costs and, in turn, influence
travelers’ choice of transportation modes.

C. Mobility Stakeholders

Mobility stakeholders include the regional operators i ∈
I, and a central organization, denoted by i = 0. Each
stakeholder i ∈ I ∪ {0} is characterized by a tuple (Bi, ui),
where Bi ∈ R+ represents the budget, and ui : X → R is a
quasilinear utility function, mapping from the project set X
to a utility value:

ui(x) = bi(x)− pxi , (5)

where x ∈ X = {x0, x1, . . . , xK} represent an infrastructure
project, pxi ∈ R+ denotes the investment required for project
x, and bi : X → R is the true benefit function of operator i,
which is private knowledge.

bi(x) = Rev(E imp
R ∪ {x})− Rev(E imp

R ), (6)

Revi(E imp
R ) =

∑
j∈I

∑
k∈I

τ ijkd
R
jkγ

R
p D

R
jk. (7)

Specifically, the operators assess the true benefit of a project
by comparing the revenue from the current implemented rail
edges E imp

R to the revenue from the new layout E imp
R ∪ {x}.

Let τ ijk denote the proportion of travel distance in city i
along the shortest rail route between cities j and k. The
revenue is calculated based on the travel distance τ ijkd

R
jk,

the service price γR
p , and the rail travel demand, given by

DR
jk = Djkp

R
jk. We assume that operators can invest in

projects across the entire network, as the benefit of the
operator i from local railway network GR

i is interdependent
with the rest of the network GR

j (i ̸= j), due to cross-border
travel requests. It is noted that the construction of a new link
may not have positive impacts on all the local benefits, as
it depends on the shortest paths and travelers’ mode choice.
The central organization’s utility function is assumed to align
with social welfare, i.e., u0 = W (Xs). The social welfare
function W : Xs → R+ maps the selected project set Xs

to social welfare, which is defined as the sum of the true
benefits of the operators:

W (Xs) =
∑
i∈I

bi(Xs). (8)

Considering the investment strategies of the central organi-
zation, a common approach is to allocate resources primarily
to projects offering the highest social welfare. However,
this method tends to overlook the value of operator’s con-
tributions, especially their potential to foster interregional
collaboration. In this work, we investigate strategies for
leveraging the central organization’s investment resources
to actively improve cooperation among regional operators.
Specifically, we examine scenarios where collective contri-
butions from operators fall short of project costs, indicating
that regional collaboration alone is insufficient. In such cases,
targeted financial incentives from the central organization
become necessary to bridge funding gaps, ensuring critical
infrastructure projects can be realized effectively.



III. ITERATIVE VCG-BASED NETWORK DESIGN

The mobility system consists of self-interested local opera-
tors, each responsible for managing individual regions, and a
central organization that aims to maximize social welfare. To
facilitate decision-making in the network design process, we
propose an iterative VCG-based framework in this section.

A. Model Overview
Let M = (T ,X , V, F, P ) denote the iterative VCG-based
mechanism (IVCG), where the planning horizon is indexed
by t ∈ T = {0, 1, 2, . . . , T}, and X is the set of candidate
projects. Let V = (vi)i∈I denote the valuation functions for
all operators, where each operator i has a private valuation
function vi : X → R≥0. For each year t, the operators
report their valuations of projects to the central organization.
Based on the submitted valuations, the central organization
then selects projects for joint investment using the project
selection function F : V → X (see Section III-B.1). The
subsidized payment function P : V × X → RI+1 maps
from the valuation set to the payment set to determine the
payments for both the operators and the central organiza-
tion (see Section III-B.2). The mechanism runs in multiple
rounds each year, selecting one project for implementation
per round. The process continues until either no beneficial
projects remain or the central organization uses up its bud-
get. After each year’s implementation, local operators can
allocate their remaining budget to local projects.

1) Variables: The decision variables are (Xt, pt, pt0, h
t
i) ∈

X × RI
≥0 × R× RI

≥0, where Xt = (Xt
s, X

t
l ) represents the

joint invested projects and local designed projects. Further-
more, pt = (pti)i∈I denotes the payments from operators
to the selected projects, pt0 represents the subsidy provided
by the central organization, and ht

i is the budget used
in local design in year t. The system state is given by
(Et,imp

R , Bt, Bt
0) ∈ ER × RI

≥0 × R≥0, where Et,imp
R denotes

the implemented railway edges, Bt = (Bt
i )i∈I represents

the available budget for operators at year t, and Bt
0 is

the available budget of the central organization. The state
variables are updated according to the following relations,
where for all i ∈ I and t ∈ T \ {0}:

Bt
i = δBt−1

i − pti − ht
i + ati, (9)

Bt
0 = δBt−1

0 − pt0 + at0, (10)

Et,imp
R = Et−1,imp

R ∪Xt. (11)

For each year, the available budget is updated with a discount
factor δ and an additional budget increase ati. This iterative
process is repeated until the mechanism selects the null
project or the central organization runs out of budget, i.e.,
no project is profitable with the available funds.

2) Performance Metrics: To evaluate the performance of
the system, we define three metrics: Local Benefit assesses
the benefit individual operators receive from the mechanism.
System Social Welfare measures the total social welfare de-
rived from all selected projects; Subsidy Efficiency represents
how effectively the subsidies are used across all planning
horizons.

• Local Benefit: LB =
∑

t bi(X
t
s),

• System Social Welfare: SSW =
∑

t W (Xt
s),

• Subsidy Efficiency: SE =
∑

t W (Xt
s)∑

t p
t
0

.

B. VCG-based Investment Allocation with Subsidy
For every year of investment, the modified VCG mechanism
M ′ = (X , V, F, P ) is applied to determine the invested
projects and the distribution of payments. For clarity, the
horizon index t is not included in this demonstration.

1) Project Selection for Social Welfare Maximization:
The goal of project selection is to choose the project that
maximizes social welfare. The set of candidate projects,
denoted by X̄ , must meet the condition that the total reported
valuations are greater than the project cost. The project
selection rule F = f(v) selects the project with the highest
total valuation from all operators:

X̄ = {x ∈ X |
∑
i∈I

vi(x) > cx}, (12)

f(v) =

argmax
x∈X̄

∑
i∈I vi(x), if X̄ ̸= ∅,

0, otherwise.
(13)

2) Subsidized Payment Function: The modified VCG
mechanism determines the payments made by both the
participants and the central organization. For the payment
distribution among operators, we adopt the concept of par-
ticipation externality, which differs from the following two
traditional perspectives: 1) the project can only be invested
by local operators, or 2) the payment is based solely on
the operator’s own benefit. We argue that if the presence
of the operator i changes the project chosen for collective
investment, the operator should compensate for the welfare
loss experienced by other regions. Based on this considera-
tion, the payment function for operator i ∈ I with reported
valuations v ∈ V are given according to the Clarke Pivot
Rule [11]:

pi (v, f(v)) =


∑
j ̸=i

vj(f(v−i))−
∑
j ̸=i

vj(f(v)) if X̄ ̸= ∅,

0, otherwise.
(14)

Specifically, the payment to the operator i can be interpreted
as the difference between the total valuations of all other
operators when operator i is excluded (

∑
j ̸=i vj(f(v−i)))

and the total valuations of all other operators when operator
i is included (

∑
j ̸=i vj(f(v))).

However, the payments from participants may not always
be sufficient to cover the full construction cost of the
project. In such cases, an additional payment from the central
organization is necessary to ensure the implementation of
the chosen project. We utilize the resources of the central
organization to bridge the gap between the total cost and
the operators’ contributions. The payment from the central
organization, denoted by p0, can be determined by:

p0 (v, f(v)) = max

(
cf(v) −

∑
i

pi (v, f(v)) , 0

)
. (15)

3) Admissibility Check (AC): We note that the payment
rule in VCG is not designed to benefit the central organi-
zation, as they may end up paying a substantial amount de-
pending on the project’s cost and the total payments collected
[23]. In practice, however, the central organization has its
own willingness to pay. We then introduce the investment



ratio α ∈ [0, 1] for the project admissibility check. The
decision to implement a project will only be admissible if
the required subsidy does not exceed a specified α of the
project’s cost (in Eq. (16)):

p0 (v, f(v)) ≤ αcf(v). (16)

If this condition is not met, the project f(v) will be excluded
from this cycle, and the selection process will continue.
As operators have limited budgets, projects and payments
can be infeasible if an operator is unable to pay their share.
Considering the budget constraints, let ηi denote the available
budget of the operator i. We then introduce admissible
preference profiles, which ensure that operators can afford
their contribution irrespective of other operators’ valuations.

Definition 1 (Admissible Preference Profiles). A preference
profile vi ∈ Vi is admissible if for all v−i ∈ V−i with v =
(vi, v−i), it holds that:

pi(v, f(v)) ≤ ηi.

We further investigate the effects on the operators’ payments.

Lemma 1. Under the mechanism M ′ = (X , V, F, P ) with
AC, for each operator i ∈ I, the payments satisfy:

0 ≤ pi(v, f(v)) ≤ vi(f(v)) (17)

Proof. Given the reported valuations v ∈ V and the chosen
investment a = f(v), the following holds:

vi(a)− pi(v, a) = vi(a) +
∑
j ̸=i

vj(a)−
∑
j ̸=i

vj(f(v−i))

=
∑
j∈I

vj(a)−
∑
j ̸=i

vj(f(v−i)). (18)

As
∑

j∈I vj(a) represents the maximal social welfare gener-
ated by the candidate projects and the environment exhibits
no-negative externalities, (18) is non-negative. It is worth
noting that the admissibility check does not influence this
non-negativity, as it does not alter the social welfare ranking
of the projects. Finally, in the case where no project is
selected (X̄ = ∅), it can be observed that by design vi(a) =
pi(v, a) = 0.

We introduce the strategy Budget-Constrained Truthful Re-
porting (BTR), which enforces a constraint on operators’
reported valuations:

vi(x) = max (0,min(bi(x), ηi)) , ∀x ∈ X̄, (19)

Based on Lemma 1, with BTR, the payments of an operator i
will not exceed their valuation for projects and their available
budget. Therefore, BTR is an admissible preference profile.

4) Properties: We note that the utility from non-
participation is not zero in this setting, as the selected project
can impact the revenue of non-participants. We then analyze
whether it is still beneficial for operators to participate in
the mechanism, given that they may still derive benefits as
a non-participant.

Lemma 2. Under the mechanism M ′ = (X , V, F, P ) with
AC, for operator i, the valuation vi ∈ Vi outperforms non-
participation, i.e.,

ui(v, a) ≥ ui(v
′, a′),

where v = (vi, v−i), v′ = (0|X̄|, v−i), a = f(v) and a′ =
f(v′), if the following conditions hold (referred to as the
discrepancy and admissibility conditions, respectively):
1) if bi(x) ≥ bi(x

′) ⇒ bi(x) − vi(x) ≥ bi(x
′) −

vi(x
′) ∀x, x′ ∈ X̄ ,

2) if α < 1 ⇒ p0(v, a) ≤ αca

Proof. The utility of non-participation is given by:

ui(v
′, a′) = bi(a

′).

Assume vi ∈ V satisfies the discrepancy constraint, then:

bi(a)− bi(a
′) ≥ vi(a)− vi(a

′).

Subtracting the two utilities gives:

ui(v, a)− ui(v
′, a′) = bi(a)− bi(a

′)−
∑
j ̸=i

vj(a
′) +

∑
j ̸=i

vj(a)

≥ vi(a)− vi(a
′)−

∑
j ̸=i

vj(a
′) +

∑
j ̸=i

vj(a)

=
∑
j

vj(a)−
∑
j

vj(a
′).

Due to
∑

j vj(a) being the highest social welfare, it follows
that ui(v, a) ≥ ui(v

′, a′). According to the admissibility con-
dition, the participation of i does not hinder the admissibility
of the project with the highest social welfare.

Then, we investigate the conditions when BTR is a partially
admissible dominant strategy, i.e. an admissible strategy that
dominates all other admissible strategies.

Definition 2 (Partially Dominant Strategy). A preference
profile vi ∈ V a

i is a partially dominant strategy if it satisfies
the following conditions:
1) It is dominant if vi ∈ Int(V a

i );
2) It outperforms non-participation if vi ∈ ∂(V a

i ).
where V a

i denotes the set of admissible preference profiles.

Theorem 3. With the Subsidized Payment Rule P , for each
operator i, Budget-Constrained Truthful Reporting (vBi ) is a
partially dominant strategy with α = 1.

Proof. Based on Lemma 1, BTR strategy is admissible
(vBi ∈ V a

i ), i.e.,

pi(v, a) ≤ vBi (a) ≤ ηi.

where v = (vBi , v−i). Next, we prove that the BTR strategy is
partially admissible dominant. Let a = f(v) and a′ = f(v′),
with v ̸= v′. Suppose vBi ∈ Int(V a

i ), the utility difference
between using BTR and any other strategy for operator i is
given by:

ui(v, a)− ui(v
′, a′) = bi(a) +

∑
j ̸=i

vj(a)− bi(a
′)−

∑
j ̸=i

vj(a
′)

≥ max
x∈X̄

∑
j

vj(x)− bi(a
′)−

∑
j ̸=i

vj(a
′).

The project a is the one that maximizes social welfare, i.e.,
maxx∈X̄

∑
j vj(x). With α = 1, the project will be imple-

mented. Therefore, the maximum social welfare exceeds the
other two terms, implying that the BTR strategy is dominant
when it is in the interior of the admissible set. Next, consider



the case where vBi ∈ ∂(V a
i ), i.e. there exists at least one

a′ ∈ X̄ such that vi(a′) = ηi. This implies that bi(a′) ≥ ηi.
In this case, it is possible for a′ to satisfy the following
inequalities:

bi(a
′) +

∑
j ̸=i

vj(a
′) ≥ bi(a) +

∑
j ̸=i

vj(a),

vi(a
′) +

∑
j ̸=i

vj(a
′) ≤ bi(a) +

∑
j ̸=i

vj(a),

which indicates that the strategy is not dominant on the
boundary of the admissible set. Finally, as the BTR strategy
satisfies the discrepancy conditions, by Lemma 2, it holds
that BTR strategy outperforms non-participation.

5) Discussion on strategic behaviors: It is important to
note that the subsidy provided by the central organization is
integrated in a way that preserves the inherent properties of
the VCG mechanism. Specifically, even though the central
organization covers the difference between the raised pay-
ment and the project cost, there is no incentive to underbid.
This is because the subsidy does not alter the payment
rule for the operators. For the multi-regional network design
problem, the proposed mechanism incorperates the operators’
budget constraints and the central organization’s admissibil-
ity check. While it is possible that the project that maximizes
social welfare is not selected, which requires additional
conditions for budget-constrained truthful bidding to be a
dominant strategy (in Theorem 3). As a result, operators
may report valuations strategically, deviating from truthful
bidding. We propose two potential reporting strategies apart
from the BTR.

Minmax Reporting Strategy: In this strategy, the oper-
ator becomes single-minded, prioritizing only the most ben-
eficial project. Specifically, the operator tends to truthfully
report their valuations for the project that offers the highest
benefit while assigning zero valuation to all other projects
and subject to budget constraints.

vxi =

{
max(Bi, b

x
i ), if x = argmax

x∈X̄
bxi ,

0, otherwise.

Proportional Reporting Strategy: In this strategy, the
operator tends to prioritize the higher-valued project for
selection while maintaining the preference order. The val-
uations are adjusted so that the relative differences between
valuations remain the same, by dividing by the highest
valuation and multiplying by their budget.

vxi = max(0,
bxi
bx

′
i

Bi), where bx
′

i = max
x∈X̄

bxi .

Those strategies are integrated into the experiments and
compared with BTR. We note that there can be more complex
interactions, especially when multiple operators are involved,
making the prediction of strategic behaviors non-trivial. We
present those strategies as the initial step toward exploring
bidding strategies and enhancing the mechanism.

C. Baseline
The status quo in infrastructure design can be characterized
by the local design model (LD), where each operator in-
vests within their own territory and establishes cross-border
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Fig. 3: The European railway networks.

collaborations with neighboring countries. To ensure a fair
comparison with the proposed IVCG mechanism, the avail-
able resources for each region should be equal in both cases.
Specifically, the subsidy allocated to the region should also
be available in LD. For each design horizon, the optimization
problem for local design can be expressed as:

max
Xt

i∈Xi

bi(X
t
i ) s.t.

∑
a∈Xt

i

ca ≤ Bt
i +Bt

0i,

where Xi represents the set of projects that can be invested
by operator i, and Bt

0i is the subsidy allocated to operator
i. By employing this baseline, we could examine the effi-
ciency of our mechanism in fostering collaboration among
operators, as the performance differences will stem from how
projects are selected, rather than the subsidy amount.

IV. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

The numerical experiments are based on the European Rail-
way Network, including seven countries: Germany, Austria,
Luxembourg, Italy, Switzerland, France, and Belgium. Based
on population statistics, 69 major cities are selected, and
travel demand is generated accordingly. The primary railway
connections are extracted from OpenStreetMap, along with
the locations of city centers, the closest train stations, and
highway junctions. Airport locations and air travel connec-
tivity data are from OpenFlights. Given a budget of 32.5 BC
from the central organization with α = 1, Figure 3 shows
the designed European railway network. Green connections
represent connections designed in both models, while red
connections indicate those implemented by the mechanism
but not in the local design. It is evident that the proposed
mechanism strategically allocates subsidies to improve cross-
border links and reinforce key regional connections. Figure
4 presents the comparative improvements in social welfare
under the proposed mechanism versus the local design with
various investment ratios (α ∈ {0.6, 0.8, 1.0}). The overall
social welfare is improved by 49.7% across these scenarios.
The results also indicate that, under varying levels of willing-
ness to subsidize, the participating countries tend to achieve
greater benefits through the proposed IVCG mechanism.
In terms of absolute social welfare improvements, Italy
demonstrates the highest average gain, followed by France.
When considering the relative percentage improvements in
social welfare compared to LD, Switzerland has the most
substantial increase, with its improvement exceeding four



0 1000 2000 3000 4000
Improvement on Local Benefits (M€)

Switzerland

Italy

Luxembourg

Austria

Belgium

France

Germany
C

ou
nt

ry

1745(429.5%)

3716(45.8%)

188(Inf)

1415(Inf)

160(10.8%)

2560(82.6%)

2127(19.7%)

Improvement
Avg. relative improv. (%)

Fig. 4: Improvements of the Local Benefits.

5 10 15 20 25 30 35
Budget (B€)

0

20

40

60

So
ci

al
 W

el
fa

re
 Im

pr
ov

em
en

t (
%

) Alpha = 0.6 Alpha = 0.8 Alpha = 1.0

5 10 15 20 25 30 35
Budget (B€)

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

Su
bs

id
y 

Ef
fic

ie
nc

y

0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
Subsidy Efficiency

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

So
ci

al
 W

el
fa

re
 Im

pr
ov

em
en

t (
%

)

Budget: 20 B€ 
α: 0.8
SE: 0.63 SWI: 
49.06%

Budget: 12.5 B€
α: 0.6
SE: 0.78
SWI: 39.01%

Budget: 2.5 B€
α: 0.8
SE: 1.21
SWI: 8.04%

Fig. 5: Social welfare improvement and subsidy efficiency.

times that of LD. This is likely due to its geographic position,
being surrounded by neighboring countries, then cross-border
projects become more impactful in local social welfare.
The improvements in social welfare and subsidy efficiency
across different budget levels and investment ratios are
illustrated in Figure 5. An increased budget from the central
organization generally enhances the system’s social welfare
compared to the local design scenario. Additionally, with
a low-level budget, stricter admissibility checks could out-
perform. For example, under B0 = 10 BC, an investment
ratio of 0.6 results in the highest improvement in social
welfare of 40%. This suggests that a more conservative
approach could be beneficial for the central organization
under budget constraints. In contrast, a higher investment
ratio facilitates the optimal utilization of larger budgets.
For instance, when the budget exceeds 20 BC, the social
welfare remains unchanged with investment ratios less than
1. Figure 6 shows that when the central organization imposes
investment restrictions (α = {0.6, 0.8}), deviations from
the BTR by certain countries do not necessarily reduce
social welfare. Instead, operators can strategically make the
highest social welfare selected by becoming more pivotal
and contributing more payment. However, when the central
organization has a higher acceptance of proposals, the min-
max strategy can negatively impact system performance, as
it fails to reveal the true order of projects.

V. CONCLUSION

Coordination among subsystems is critical to the per-
formance of network-based systems. However, cooperative
decisions may be infeasible due to insufficient input, even
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Fig. 6: Social welfare under various bidding strategies.

when the interests of self-interested network designers align.
In this work, we explore how an upper-level decision-maker
can efficiently allocate subsidies to foster cooperation and
enhance overall social welfare. Specifically, we propose an
iterative VCG-based mechanism that incorporates the central
organization’s preferences and operators’ budget constraints,
enabling iterative decision-making for multi-year infrastruc-
ture investments. The European railway system experiment
demonstrates the efficiency of the proposed mechanism in
stimulating cooperation and compares it with local design
cases. The results show that the total budget of the central
organization and the expected investment efficiency signifi-
cantly impact social welfare improvements. In addition, it is
crucial for the central organization to obtain the true order
of the projects from the operators in terms of local social
welfare.

To improve the current framework, we identify some
potential directions for future research. First, the investment
cycle can be improved by considering the central organi-
zation’s funding source and the redistribution of collected
payments that exceed the actual cost of the project. In
addition, advancing mechanism design can be explored to
improve properties (for example incentive compatibility)
under budget constraints of operators and the willingness
of the central organization to contribute. Lastly, stable long-
term cooperation requires developing robust strategies that
consider investment risks, population changes, and the emer-
gence of new transportation modes.
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APPENDIX I
MODEL PARAMETERS AND EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Table I presents parameters for multi-regional network
design model and experiment scenarios.

TABLE I: Parameters

Variable Definition Value Reference
Travel Demand
γR VoT train 29.75 C/h [24]
γC VoT car 20.35 C/h [24]
γP VoT plane 46.76 C/h [25]
γa VoT access/egress 17.05 C/h [25]
γw VoT waiting time 25 C/h [25]
βc travel cost sensitivity 0.0461 [22]
vu average car speed (urban) 38 km/h -
vm average car speed (motorway) 116.5 km/h -
vp plane speed 880 km/h -
vR train speed 148.727 km/h [26]
tw plane waiting time 1.5 h -
ph ticket price per hour 50.4 C/h [26]
Network Design
T Planning horizon 7 year -
aEU EU budget 5285 MC [27]
aG Germany budget 2600 MC [28]
aF France budget 5500MC [29]
aI Italy budget 5000 MC [30]
aL Luxembourg budget 466.7 MC [31]
aS Switzerland budget 2210 MC [32]
aB Belgium budget 1100 MC [33]
aA Austria budget 1750 MC [34]
ckm. cost per km construction 15.7 MC/km [26]
TR rail lifetime 33 yrs. [35]
δ discount factor 0.976 [36]
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