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Abstract

With the increase of urban traffic pressure, the topic of community opening is more and more
mentioned. In this paper, by studying the traffic light on traffic disturbance degree, different types of
vehicles in the intersection of different states and different degrees of road traffic congestion index,
speed-vehicle density model is set up. By comparing the traffic flow of the same road in different
periods, it can be seen that the number of vehicles increases after the opening of the community,
which relieves the traffic pressure, improves the density of regional road network and improves
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the accessibility of traffic. On the basis of considering the delay time and the second queuing rate,
the public transportation is introduced into the planning of the community, and the coordination
between the internal roads and the peripheral roads is increased by optimizing the site selection
of the community and rationally planning the internal road structure of the community.
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Table 1. Influence of pedestrian interference on correction coefficient
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Figure 1. Traffic diagram of Xingyue Community
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Table 2. Traffic network condition when not open
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Table 3. Traffic network condition when opening
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Table 4. Comparison of travel time before and after traffic opening
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Table 5. Comparison of intersection delay and queuing length
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Figure 2. Phenomenon diagram
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Table 6. Parameter data table
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1--2 40 0.21 20 3 702 726
1--3 20 0.11 32 4 118 120
1--4 10 0.58 12 3 543 552
2--3 21 0.89 16 4 276 289
2--4 22 0.61 9 4 352 360
3--4 39 0.64 6 3 351 354
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Table 7. Parameters for symptom determination
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Table 8. Comparison of intersection indicators under different traffic conditions
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Table 9. Comparison of road indicators under different traffic conditions
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Figure 3. Comparison of travel time and trip delay before and after the opening of the com-
munity
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Figure 4. Comparison of queue length and delay time in different sections before and after
the opening of the community
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Figure 5. Comparison of key indicators of intersections before and after community opening
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Figure 6. Comparison of traffic delay time before and after the opening of the community
6. INXFFRFTE IR IR E X EE

SRR, TER R MIEHETT I 58, RN TSRS, /N X IR 8 B AT A — E 1
TR o (BAENX GINAIEATE ML 2R, 15 S BZARYE /N X R AL B AT S PRI AU
ESKIEVS PSS Se'a i 71 10 ) 578 PR 11 A i et W R0 N RSB B w A VA7 i G P | S N R (= U
hPEERE, SERRMEEAAE.

52. RE

R INDXTF O J A TE B RIAE T ASCIR 30 o34 1 /N DX A B S T4 R R/ X I8 B AT R 7
R JER M /NP IBOR A 2 X PR, 2R i AT B0 B R 7 S8 55 Ir) AL A I 8 IR A S 3 AR
TR thoRg g [ 3 T LR v <R B R AR TE B X E BSOS AR B A DR

S E K

[1] &ukik, PMAIE, 2856, HLaR R Az Jfe op 1 1 i g s S [J]. 3T 228, 2006, 4(1): 23-27.

[2] EJd, SRAEELL. BT E B % BE ok BT 73], EE PRACHE 4 B A4k, 1992, 11(3): 85-92.

[8] Ze&5. iy b 0B A /0 DX R RIS 25 3 i 2238 8 (R R M 5 [D]: [ 2467 10 30). 7% K2 K%, 2010.
[4] B/hR. JFBEME X SHEFF AR [D]: [l hnin s0]. s rp R R, 2013,

[B] #h4E. IRTTERE@EAT B8 S MR R AT AU [D]: [ A sC]. il [P K4, 2008,

[6] WUATEL. IRTTIE RS STE I Fabr Ak ROTFU[D]: [ L 24 A0 3], B s ZREE K%, 2006.

[71  ZFmfA. 3RS @ Rt 5K ——d P BN R AS @O 7L [D]: [Bl =2 A0t 3] Kvb: Kb TR, 2014,
[8]  BEUAb. 3k T A B e —— 3t A1 /N X B ] i B R SR [J]. IR A58, 2004(5): 46-49.

[O] FEAEJE. WTEBASEMIER RGNy @ EE 5 5L [D]: [0 3] Kib: Rk, 2000,
[10] ZE/hgx. RGO XA BHEH RF W BT FA[D]: [ LA ] =R SERASE KA, 2012.

[11] REBE, BHRE, & WRMHERTM]. &40, 3. Jbal &% a5 4t 2010.

DOI: 10.12677/aam.2022.114197 1812 IR Esid


https://doi.org/10.12677/aam.2022.114197

	基于BPR模型的小区开放对道路通行的影响分析
	摘  要
	关键词
	Influence Analysis of Community Opening on Road Traffic Based on BPR Model
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. 引言
	2. 小区开放对道路交通的影响
	2.1. 小区交通影响因素分析
	2.2.1. 小区内部道路分析
	2.1.2. 小区停车分析
	2.1.3. 道路网分析

	2.2. BPR综合阻抗模型
	2.3. 城市道路交叉口评价指标体系
	2.4. 城市道路延误率评价

	3. 模型求解
	3.1. 新月小区开放前后交通状况的研究
	3.2. BPR综合阻抗模型
	3.3. 新増路段Braess现象分析
	3.4. 城市道路交叉口评价指标体系
	3.5. 城市道路延误率评价

	4. 小区开放问题的分析
	4.1. 对小区开放的概述
	4.2. 建议
	4.2.1. 加大公共交通发展力度
	4.2.2. 合理规划开放的小区
	4.2.3. 合理规划小区停车位


	5. 结论与展望
	5.1. 结论
	5.2. 展望

	参考文献

