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Evaluating the Performance of Freight Railway Stations Using Data
Envelopment Analysis

yye’ . enes
Seongho Kim - Suk-Moon Oh

Abstract In this paper we presents an approach to evaluating the performance of freight rail wa' stations based on
several performance indicators as an alternative to the evaluation based on single indicator. Such évaluation needs a
way to weight the 1mp0rtance of the individual performance indicator. Data enveloptient anaiysmf {DEA) suggested
by Charnes, Cooper, and Rhodes (1978) can be used to determine the weights. Using DEA we evaluate 353 freight
railway stations based on four performance indicators: loading volume, unloading volume, loading revenue, unloading
revenue. The evaluation results facilitates the organization's decision making by providing valuable information.
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Table 1. Loading and unloading size of some freight railway
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Table 2. Loading size and freight revenue of some freight railway

stations (2007)
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Table 3. Loading/unloading size and freight revenue between
freight railway station pairs by item (2007)
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Table 4. Performance data of 6 virtual freight railway stations
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Fig. 1. Sampled Pareto optimal and nonoptimal freight railway
stations

4 @9 A2rgE 5ye fHEHAe dofi 3
Ha47k 10080 28 AFAE Foistn HEH
o] obdl ol TH|EHHo| obyl Hxo) W s H7H
W47t HER AN E Refshe ilelth. 4 @99 4=
TR YL ABAFY A, B, C, D, E, FY
H744471 Table 7o) e At Zo] HES ASA S
2Rk

4. BIEFISNQ| YlEs

2007 3+ FFet SHES FFe 35370 9 AR 2R
2o 4] 99 Az YL Fgsto] 7 EFF
oo} Aulof thdt FrHH-E A4lstlth Table 5= 353
Mol FEFFH ) ALET FolA HAFR} 108HE ©]
Akl 8870 9] WA m, Ay, FEe, 4
54 Uetd Zolt). o] ZoA FR& = LAFRE 7
Zzog YPAeAEL £ F «H4E Foq% Aotk
A& A (42 ARZGEY nF o2 ALt Jut
H4E 71Z20 2 YWHALAES Y% & &9 E Foldt
Aot}

Table 55 AwEd FReet ka7t A== 4
o2 & £ Qth ol Wz Rte 2 Hrieh 3¢ wgd
2 gd AUEAE SA 2F nge 2N veid
Aate} 3 ¢ ok FEEY 224 vjnCERE 10092
njeh ol SEFHFY FoA W, AFpd, ‘=2
Fr, 22 58 A et Jakert 229 ol
AATAER7E 147 o14HY] 9L FE(FEEY 23, A
&9 18), SA(FELY 26, F<Y 16), ZHA(FEEH
27, A9 12), HHFELY 32, a9 19) Folth
TFE&9] 409 oA R 509HE vjEh e EHEY
Zo) A AT A7E 409 0T STE 6.7 o)l H
FEEY 50, AT 36), AI(FEEH 72, Hike
9] 40) Folrt

Table 5. Loading/unloading size and, performance scores of freight
railway stations with its rankings (2007)
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