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Abstract : This study presents an agorithm to sdect the best dternative plane among various bridge superstructure
types(Sted box girder, Rationa girder, PSC-l girder) using Vaue Engineering(VE). Economical efficiency, landscape,
constructability, maintenance, stability, function of bridge superstructure were taken into consideration in the design-
ing of bridge. Economicad efficiency was evaluated for each dternative plan with optima design considering Life
Cycle Cost(LCC). Repair and rehdbilitation histories and some factors were set to get reasonable results. In the
aoplication of Andytic Hierarchy Process/AHP), condstency of Pairwise Comparisons Matrix was evauated and the

best plan was determined.
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Fig. 2. Load carrying capacity curves for members,
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Fig. 3. Life cycle profile for PSC—I girder,
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