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Abstract It is one of the difficulty problems for highway managers to make different
management maintenance plans according to tunnel type, region, construction scale and so
on. Referring to the existed research results at home and abroad, this paper conducted a
deep analysis for the factors affected the importance of the highway tunnel, and proposed
six importance evaluation indicators that were tunnel civil structure, tunnel length,
tunnel pavement condition, tunnel traffic, detour distenance and severe weather. The weight
coefficients of the evaluation indexes were calculated by using AHP and the fuzzy entropy
method. With this evaluation method, highway managers can make maintenance plans more
objectively and effectively according to the importance of the highway tunnel.
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