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Table 1 A summary of the eleven path evaluation functions for hazardous materials transport risk
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Fig.1 (a) Example demonstrating that model (9)
violates the path selection optimality principle;
and (b) Example demonstrating that model (11)
violates the path selection optimality principle
B 1(a), ¥ 1 B 2 IR R T H BB, 1
B3 iRk R P EE B, RAR(9), 1 E]
3 FEERL XK{E4:0.01 x1 +0.99 x0.01 x1 000
=9.91, F i p& £k XU E{H 40.000 1 x99 +0.999 9 x
0.01 x1 000 =10.01, HMEHEEET—MKBEEAE
BBk, B 1(b), T2 23 WRMBER T H
BB, WA 1 B3 MR LB, (1)1t
B | 2R KRR A - (0.01 x 10 000 +0.99 x0.01 x
1000)/(0.99 x0.99) =112. 13; FHE LR KE R
(0.01 x10 000 +0.99 x0.1 x90)/(0.99 x0.9) =
122.23, BRBEAEEHKBEANRRMELK. W
RRATE2,2 B3 ZIEEE R AR S B RTE
1,[ABHART 1 3 2 BRI MR A BB S
R, KE2RE 2 B, R T RMCERBRBL AR
oo BB AR NI TR IE R 5 T, X
FHMKamA S, FHi,TRARE AR
AR B FREBAMEAR , 4 IR MG VAL TSR B 0
Fiz, B/MER (1) FI(11) .

4 HBE

Ehfak & LPG WS ATETAb 2 B2 B Kt
@,25 HEF 1, BB R R, EEMMATNE
WA 2 FiR, B IREAER 0.5 km, £ K E A
OFELRERLR EREREEAFRSRE 2,
B7 A1 SRR [ XU T 491 2 0 6 48 B /N IR B A, 45
RGN B MR RIRR 3, B K BRI 4, B0
NBERI R RRLR |, BRI R 2, &
IR A BRI HERR T B 2 I3, =
KRB PEHE R R, B R RN, &
SABEEAR, FHEXNRERBGAREHE, K
MIXHREE £0.02% (JLE 3) o BRARE A AFR
5 S e N BRI T M R RS G5 SR X L S 4 BTR o



Hep BBER 114, B8R 2.1 2—4; BRER 3.1 —2—
34 PRk 4. 134 BAIXE k=2, - ¥
BRI,k =0.001; s LAYk =0. 001,

0: 0
2 MEIRINE
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On Quantitative Risk Assessment Models of the Routing Problem
of Hazardous Material Transportation by Road

.1 -2 . 1
Ren Changxing , Wu Zongzhi® , Liu Mao
(1. College of Environmental Science and Engineer, Nankai University, Tianjin 300071, China;
2. China Academy of Safety Sciences and Technology, Beijing 100029, China)

[Abstract] Selecting route for hazardous materials ( Hazmat) transportation by road is a bilateral decision

between local government and the carriers, involving safety, environmental and economic factors. Among them, the

quantitative risk assessment is an important method. However, there has been no agreement among researchers on

the proper model of the associated transport risk and dfferent models to quantify risk in different ways. In this

paper, the most common Hazmat transport risk models in the literature are reviewed, which are divided into five

classes including traditional risk model and models derived from it, perceived risk, conditional risk, catastrophe

avoidance models and modified traditional risk models. Moreover, it is discussed in detail on multiple trips multi-

accident. Finally, an example used by these models is evaluated, and the challenging development of risk model is

proposed.
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