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\ 1. Introduction
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1.2 Gontributions and objectives
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2. Network representation
2.1 Physical network
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2.2 Operational network
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3. Problem statement

3.1 Decision variables
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3.2 Intermodal route choice model

for intermodal operators (1/2)
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3.2 Intermodal route choice model (2/2)
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3.3 IHSND problem
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4. Model formulation (1/2)
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4. Model formulation (2/2)
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5. Solution algorithm (1/2)
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5. Solution algorithm (2/2)
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\ 6. Numerical examples

Table 3
Network design projects to be planned in comparison analysis,
Actions Links or location Optimal solution
HGA EEA
Hub location Kunming 1 1
Hub location Lhasa 1 1
Transshipment line establishment {rail-rail} at Kunming 1 1
Transshipment line establishment {rail-truck} at Lhasa 1 0
Transshipment line establishment {rail-rail} at Lhasa 1 1
Transshipment line establishment {truck-rail} at Lhasa 1 1
Rail link establishment Urumgi - Lhasa 1 1
Rail link establishment Ruili - Kunming 0 1
Rail link establishment Nanning — Langson 1 0
Rail link establishment Kunming — Shangyong 1 0
Rail link establishment Kunming — Laocai 1 1
Rail link establishment Lhasa — Urumqi 0 1
Rail link establishment Kunming — Ruili 0 1
Rail link establishment Langson - Nanning 0 0
Rail link establishment Shangyong — Kunming 0 0
Rail link establishment Laocai — Kunming 1 1
Table 4
Comparison of the two algorithms.
HGA EEA
CPU time 236.64 h 1084.8 h
Min. objective value 1107 468,713 1106,710,821
Max. objectve value 1107 468,713 1575785221
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