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Abstract Current foreign and domestic researches about BRT focused on the development
strategy, planning and so on. There were few researches about BRT scheme choice. In this
paper three representative alternatives of BRT system are given, which are BRT bus with
left door in central lane, with right door in central lane and with right door in side
lane. Every scheme T s advantages and disadvantages were analyzed qualitatively. Combined
with Xi T an BRT case, AHP method is introduced. Four aspects, including economy, society,

environment and technique, were considered. The research will benefit the decision for
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BRT system choice.
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Fig.-1 BRT bus with door on the left in central lane
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Fig-2 BRT bus with door on the right in central lane
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Fig-3 BRT Bus with door on the
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2 BRT AHP 4
Tab.2 BRT scheme choice in the major cities 1
of the world 2
3
4
5
[8]1-[11]

3
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AHP
3
3
Tab.3 Judgment matrix and the weights for
the criteria level
CR
1 3 1/3 1/3 0.168
1/3 1 1/3 1/3 0.096
0.0572<0.1
3 3 1 1 0.368
3 3 1 1 0.368
AHP
Saaty 4 6
80
4
Tab.4 Judgment matrix and the weights for
the technology difficulty sub-criteria level
1982
CR

1 1 3 0.429
1 1 3 0.429 0.000<0.1

1/3 1/3 1 0.142
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Tab.5 Judgment matrix and the weights for Tab.6 Judgment matrix and the weights for
the social effect sub-criteria level the environment effect sub-criteria level
CR CR
1 1 5 0.482 1 1 0.5 0.000<0.1
1 1 3 0.404  0.025<0.1 1 1 0.5
1/5 1/3 1 0.114
7

7

Tab.7 Judgment matrix and the weights for scheme 1

1 1 1 1/3 1/3 1/3 3 1/3 1/3 0.068
1 1 1/3 1/5 1 1/3 3 1 1 0.082
1 3 1 1/5 1 1 1/5 1/3 1/3 0.068
3 5 5 1 3 1 1 3 3 0.220
3 1 1 1/3 1 3 1 3 3 0.144
3 3 1 1 1/3 1 1 1/3 1/3 0.095
1/3 1/3 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.105
3 1 3 1/3 1/3 3 1 1 1 0.109
3 1 3 1/3 1/3 3 1 1 1 0.109
8

Tab.8 Judgment matrix and the weights for scheme 2

1 1/3 1/3 1/3 1/2 3 1/3 1/5 1 0.059
3 1 1/3 1/3 1/3 2 1/3 1/3 3 0.080
3 3 1 1/5 1/3 3 3 1/3 1/3 0.105
3 3 5 1 1 3 3 3 3 0.213
2 3 3 1 1 1 1 3 3 0.161
1/3 1/2 1/3 1/3 1 1 3 2 2 0.093
3 3 1/3 1/3 1 1/3 1 1/3 1/3 0.075
5 3 3 1/3 1/3 1/2 3 1 1 0.127
1 1/3 3 1/3 1/3 1/2 3 1 1 0.087
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9

Tab.9 Judgment matrix and the weights for scheme 3

1 1 1 1 1/3 3 1 1 1 0.112
1 1 1 1 2 3 2 1 1 0.138
1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 0.125
1 1 1/3 1 3 1 1 1 1 0.116
3 1/2 1 1/3 1 1 1 1 1 0.110
1/3 1/3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.085
1 1/2 1 1 1 1 1 1/3 1/3 0.078
1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 0.118
1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 0.118
0.1177 0.1178 0.1109
0.339781 0.340069
0.32015 4
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Fig.4 Priority of the schemes
2
AHP
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Tab.1 Relatioan of N and I,

14,/(5) N 1) 1,:/(8) ”'
182 1 89 171 142
182 2 — 142
5
2
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