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Abstract – Department of Rural Road, classified 
6 different types of the rural roads based on the 
functional services and the typical cross section.  
However, many existing roads, which have been 
constructed before this classification established, 
have not been classified yet and there were no 
standard criteria for classifying these existing roads. 
This study aims to determine the suitable criteria 
and their associating weight factors by using the 
Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) technique. The 
questionnaires was prepared and used in the 
interview session with the expertise engineers of the 
Department. The results show that the rations 
between the weight factors of Transportation 
Engineering and the weight factors of Economic and 
Social Impacts are as follows: (1) 59.50/40.50 for the 
Rural-Road type, (2) 58.50/41.50 for the Urban-Road 
type, (3) 52.50/47.50 for the Tourist-Road type, (4) 
32.60/67.40 for the Scenic-Road type, (5) 
31.10/68.90 for the Mountain-Road or Hilly-Road 
type, and (6) 71.80/28.20 for the Logistic-Road type.  
The maximum weight factors of the sub-criteria for 
each road type are : (1) the Rural-Road type, has 
the “transport important crop route” factor = 0.241  
(2) the Urban-Road type, has the “land use route” 
factor = 0.226 (3) the Tourist-Road type, has the 
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“tourism attraction route” factor = 0.338 (4) the 
Scenic-Road type, has the “natural landscapes 
route” factor = 0.219 (5) the Mountain-Road or 
Hilly-Road type, has the “transport agricultural 
crops route” factor = 0.425, and (6) the Logistic-
Road type, has the “truck route” factor = 0.254. 
The test results also show that civil engineers of the 
Rural Road Department can successfully use the 
classification criteria, which are found in this study, 
to evaluate and assess the examples of unclassified 
rural road networks.  
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