ISSN : 1976-2208 (Print) Journal of the Society of Disaster Information
ISSN : 2671-5287 (On-line) Vol. 18, No. 1, pp. 29-37, March 2022
www.sodi.or.kr https://doi.org/10.15683/kosdi.2022.3.31.029

Original Article

wSPHAEe| 28X YIS Plet B2 B IR

[ I

Development of Evaluation Indicators for the Efficient Operation and
Management of Traffic Safety Facilities

7|9k - AZE - 3HoP

Kiman Hong'*, Jonghoon Kim?, Jungah Ha?

'Post-doctoral Researcher, Korea Institute of Civil Engineering and Building Technology, Department of Highway & Transportation

Research, Goyang, Republic of Korea

2Senior Researcher, Korea Institute of Civil Engineering and Building Technology, Department of Highway & Transportation Research,

Goyang, Republic of Korea

3Senior Researcher, Korea Institute of Civil Engineering and Building Technology, Department of Highway & Transportation Research,

Goyang, Republic of Korea

*Corresponding author: Kiman Hong, kmhong@kict.re.kr

Received | 18 November, 2021
Revised | 11 January, 2022
Accepted | 11 January, 2022

@ OPEN ACCESS

This is an Open-Access article distributed under
the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
Non-Commercial License (http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by-nc/4.0) which permits unrestricted
noncommercial use, distribution, and reproduction
in anymedium, provided the original work is
properly cited.

© Society of Disaster Information All rights reserved.

ABSTRACT

Purpose: The purpose of this research is to develop an evaluation index for reliable information
provision and operation management of traffic safety facilities. Method: As for the analysis method,
evaluation indicators were selected by grasping the current state of operation and management of traffic
safety facilities, and the importance of each indicator was analyzed through the AHP survey. Result: As
aresult of the comprehensive importance analysis, it was found that the highest priority was given in the
evaluation index for information accuracy and computer system construction. On the other hand, the
evaluation index corresponding to the service management was analyzed as having the lowest priority.
Conclusion: The results of this study are expected to serve as a yardstick for understanding the
management level of each institution for efficient operation and management of traffic safety facilities,
and it is expected to establish a foundation for providing accurate information in consideration of the
commercialization of autonomous driving in the future.
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Table 1. Interview survey results
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Table 2. Definition of evaluation indicators for operation and management of traffic safety facilities
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Fig. 1. Hierarchy Structure for operation and management of traffic safety facilities

Table 3. Classification of importance scale
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Table 4. Weight analysis result of Level 1
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Table 6. Weight analysis result of evaluation indicators using AHP
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