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Evaluation index system of highway traffic value in northwest China

XU Jin-liang,ZHOU Yu-ming, WANG Yu-ping,JIA Xing-li
(Key Laboratory for Special Area Highway Engineering of the Ministry
of Education, Chang’an University, Xi’an 710064, Shaanxi, China)

Abstract: At present, indexes of domestic highway traffic value evaluation are not comprehen-
sive. This paper focused on the northwest region of China and analyzed the comprehensive value
of road traffic to highlight other contributions with regional characteristics except economic.
Firstly, highway traffic value was defined. Then, the highway traffic value of northwest China
was classified and an evaluation index system containing utility value and ultra-utility value was
established. Multi-level fuzzy comprehensive evaluation model was recommended to evaluate
highway traffic value in northwest China. Finally, taking Shaanxi Province as an example, the e-
valuation index system and method were verified. The results show that highway traffic value in
northwest China should be divided into utility value and ultra-utility value, the former involves e-
conomic value, social value, politic value and military value and the latter involves fair value and
poverty alleviation value; in Shaanxi province, social value is maximal and economic, military and
poverty alleviation value are larger but politic and fair value are fair, the comprehensive evalua-
tion is larger. The index system has a guiding significance for determining reasonable highway

construction investment, road network scale, road grade and technical standards in northwest
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Tab. 2 Evaluation index system of

northwest highway traffic value
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Tab.3 Realms and number of experts
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Tab.4 Expert consultation scores of

importance of social value index
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Tab.7 Evaluation index system of northwest highway traffic value
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Tab. 9 Statistics of priority scores
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Tab. 10 Level structure of highway traffic value evaluation index system in Shannxi Province
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Tab. 12 Comprehensive evaluation effect of all indexes
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LA TP AL AR 0.340 | 0.541 | 0.076 | 0.039 | 0.004
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