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Abstract

To ensure the safety and reliability of bridge engineering, it is necessary to evaluate the opera-
tional risks of bridge engineering. This article proposes a method for evaluating operational risks
of bridge engineering using the Improved Analytic Hierarchy Process (IAHP). Based on the tradi-
tional AHP, the scaling method is used to construct the judgment matrix, and the transitivity be-
tween indicators is used to avoid consistency testing of the traditional method, simplifying the
calculation. This method can effectively identify the main factors from various levels of risk indi-
cators, facilitating the quantification of risk assessment indicators during the operational phase of
bridge engineering. It can provide scientific and reasonable reference for bridge managers and
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maintainers, and improve the operational risk management level of bridge engineering.
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Figure 1. The hierarchical model of AHP
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Table 3. Judgment matrix A-B of the first level indicator layer
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Table 4. Judgment matrix B;-C for the second level indicator layer
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Figure 2. Risk assessment index system for RM bridges
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Table 5. Comparison table of risk management factors for bridge operations
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Figure 3. Comparison of weight values of RM bridge risk assessment indicators
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