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Evaluating the Coordinated Development of Economic Social and
Environmental Benefits for Urban Public Transportation Infrastructure

SUN Yu CUI Yin FENG Yanchao
( 1.College of Management and Economics Tianjin University Tianjin 300072  China;
2.S5chool of Public Management Tianjin University of Commerce Tianjin 300134 China;
3.School of International Education Tianjin University of Commerce Tianjin 300134  China)

Abstract: The use of urban public transportation infrastructure generates economic social and environmental bene—
fits. The coordinated development level of these three benefits is vital for the utilization level of urban public transpor—
tation infrastructure. Taking four autonomous municipalities as an example this article evaluates the coordinated de—
velopment level of three benefits of urban public transportation infrastructure. The results show that the coordinated
development levels of these four cities are relatively low and the development goals guiding policies and construction
level are the main influential factors. Four cities should adopt some means such as raising the construction level and
formulating sustainable development plan to promote the coordinated development of three benefits of urban public
transportation infrastructure.

Key Words: Urban public transportation infrastructure; Three benefits; Coordinated development; Coupling coordi—

nation degree model; Combination evaluation method
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