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BP neural network positive feedback computation-based comparison of

construction project bidding

Han Shasha
(School of Management, Fujian University of Technology, Fuzhou 350118, China)

Abstract; Multiple factors may influence the bidding scheme at the bidding stage of the construction

project, which makes it difficult to determine an accurate and convenient bidding comparison meth-

od. The best bidding scheme of three real/practical bidding alternatives was determined via neural

network positive feedback back propagation ( BP) computation. An accurate and convenient compar-

ison method of bidding schemes was discussed. The results indicate that the method not only has

comparative function, but also has the advantage of risk estimates.
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Tab.1 The profit calculation of bidding schemes
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Tab.2 The profit calculation of bidding schemes and
probability statistics
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Fig. 1 The decision-making tree for bidding

schemes comparison
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Tab.3 The profit calculation of 3 bidding schemes
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Fig.2 The decision-making tree for bidding

schemes comparison under set conditions
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