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Table 1. The collection data from the line 1st~8st
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7+ & |Operation time(min)| Headway(min) | Quantity of operation|Quantity of possessed motor car|Route length(km)| Quantity of station
Ist 15 3 602 120 7.8 9
2st 87 3 577 640 48.8 43
3st 62 3 440 330 352 31
4st 53 3 530 380 31.7 26
Sst 83 3 489 117 523 51
6st 70 4 365 55 35.1 38
Tst 87 3 430 96 46.9 42
8st 31 5 348 30 17.7 17
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Table 2. The operation cost of facility
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. eration cost/ | Operation cost/ . . eration cost/ eration cost/
TR O}i’zf;telolfé ncg(t)tslt/ Ol())uanti.ty of Disiance Vbetween (C))I;Z:IEZE :SZZ Opiztalgjva;%t/ OpQuantit?/ of Qu(zﬁtity of holding
station station operation motor car
Ist 910 0.08 0.09 0.01 117 101 1,011
2st 3,430 0.49 0.43 0.01 70 80 3,118
3st 2,268 0.35 031 0.01 64 73 2,062
4st 2,022 0.32 0.26 0.01 64 78 1,685
Sst 2,290 0.52 0.51 0.01 44 45 2,290
6st 1,543 0.35 0.38 0.01 44 41 1,714
Tst 1,977 0.47 0.42 0.01 42 47 1,797
8st 683 0.18 0.17 0.01 39 40 683
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Figure 1. Result of scarrer plot Operation Operation cost
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Table 4. result of analysis

= Model Summary

Adjusted R | Std. Error of
Model R R Square Square the Estimate
3 0.91 0.89 0.85 16,746.55
= ANOVA
Model Sum of | 4o | Mean | Sig.
Squares Square

Regression | 260E+9 3 86E+9 | 309.53 0.00

3 | Residual | 10E+9 36 280E+6

Total 270E+9 39

a. Predictors: (Constant), Quantity of holding motor car, Quantity
of possessed motor car peak, Quantity of station
b. Dependent Variable: Operation cost
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Model t | Sig.
B _|Std Emor) Beta Table 5. Model’s Coefficients
(Constant) 19,076 | 7,891 2.41/0.02
Quantity of holding 6 . o 234002 Variable Coefficients | Standard Coefficients | Sign
motor car ) ’ ) ’ (Constant) 19,076.634 +
3 Quantity of Quantity of holding
. +
possessed motor 178 43.74 0.43 4.07(0.00 motor car 169.530 0424
car_peak :
: : Quantity of possessed| ¢ )¢ 0.438 +
Quantity of station| 1,752 | 808.21 0.28 2.16 10.03 motor car_peak
a. Dependent Variable: Operation cost(Y) Quantity of station 1,752.157 0.283 +
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I 6. Verification of the operation cost Models

Our forecasting Preliminary Assessment’s
model forecasting model
Theil 0.23 0.25
MPB 52,212 285,866
MAD 6,681 285,866
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