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Abstract: In this paper, through the analysis of the domestic research methods related to the comparison of
route schemes, the method of combining the analytic hierarchy method and the fuzzy evaluation method is de-
termined, and the evaluation index system is determined and the route comparison evaluation model is estab-
lished according to the content of the safety evaluation of the highway project, and finally a practical prelimi-
nary design of the planning project is used to conduct an example calculation analysis to obtain a quantitative
scheme evaluation result.
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Table 1. Statistical table of comparison schemes
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Table 2. Table of evaluation indicatorsfor the selection scheme
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Table 3. Target layer weights
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Table 7. Comparison scheme scores
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Table4. Indicator layer weights
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Table5. Table of scoring criteria
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Table 6. Tableof indicator scoresfor each selection scheme
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