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A Study on The Pre—feasibility Assessment Using The AHP : Focusing on

The Case of Public Project

Deuk Park *

Abstract

Various methods have been used to solve the problem of the evaluation of the complex

decision—-making. In the case of public projects, used the AHP method to evaluate the pre-feasibility

of the projects.

In this paper, The pre-feasibility was referring to the 'General guidelines for the pre-feasibility' of

the KDI and was used the AHP to evaluate for public projects of the H-city. In order to achieve this

object, the structured hierarchical model

and questionnaire developed based on the evaluation

guidelines of the KDI. Also, the weight of evaluation factor was calculated based on the AHP method

and was obtained the evaluation results for the project implementation alternative.
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[I. AHP Methodology

1. AHP Definition
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Table 1. Decision situations to which the AHP can be
applied
Decision
. 'S.'O Contents
situations
The selection of one alternative from a
Choice given set of alternatives, usually where
there are multiple decision criteria involved.
. Putting a set of alternatives in order from
Ranking )
most to least desirable
Determining the relative merit of members
Prioritizati | of a set of alternatives, as opposed to
on selecting a single one or merely ranking
them
Resource | Apportioning resources among a set of
allocation | alternatives
Benchma Compamg the lprocesses in one's own
kin organization with those of other
¢ best—of-breed organizations
ualit ) ) . )
Q Y Dealing with the multidimensional aspects
manage of quality and quality improvement
ment
Conflict | Settling disputes between parties with
resolution | apparently incompatible goals or positions

2. AHP Principle and Procedure
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Table 2. Procedure for Using The AHP

Step Contents
Model the problem as a hierarchy containing
Step | the decision goal, the alternatives for reaching

1 it, and the criteria for

alternatives

evaluating the

Establish priorities among the elements of the

Step | hierarchy by making a series of judgments
2 based on pair wise comparisons of the
elements.
Synthesize these judgments to vyield a set of
overall priorities for the hierarchy. This would
Step | combine the investors' judgments about

3 location, price and timing for properties A, B,

C, and D into overall priorities for each
property.
STD Check the consistency of the judgments.
Step | Come to a final decision based on the results
5 of this process

3. AHP Assessment Methods
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AHP Framework of The Pre—feasibility Study
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Table 4. Consistency Rate
Level 2, Level 3

Com Level 1 Level 3-2,

missi =3 =1l
oner ¢ CR cl CR cl CR
Commi

ssioner | 0.027 | 0.047 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.047 | 0.081
1

Commi

ssioner | 0.019 | 0.033 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.012 | 0.021
2

Commi

ssioner | 0.047 | 0.081 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.009 | 0.016
3

Commi

ssioner | 0.002 | 0.003 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.027 | 0.047
4

Commi

ssioner | 0.037 | 0.064 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.005 | 0.009
5

Commi

ssioner | 0.009 | 0.016 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.027 | 0.047
6

Commi

ssioner | 0.012 | 0.021 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.012 | 0.021
7

Commi

ssioner | 0.027 | 0.047 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.019 | 0.033
8
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Table 5. Importance of the evaluation Factors
Level Import Level 2 Import Level 3 Import
1 ance ance ance
Econo 0.246 _ B B B
my
‘Drlvmlg 0.078
Consist intentio (0.419)
ency & n
Driving 0618825 Connect | 0.074
intentio (0.82) ivity (0.401)
Policy | 0.226 n Readine | 0.033
ss (0.180)
Resourc 0.024
Risk 0.041 ing (0.601)
Factors | (0.18) | Environ | 0.016
ment (0.399)
Balan Ripple 0.389
ced effect (0.737)
region 0.528 _ _ Underd
al evelope | 0.139
develo d (0.263)
pment regions
() is evaluated by 100% based on
Total 1 . i
the importance underlying factors

27004 0.82, AR

o
©,

o,

ox, »2
=

_AEJOO]018EXZH 2] 37} 7<_%]g] ]7].}43117@0;&—
Al vebst e, A oA ek Z4Hzke] BlE2 0.1859
0.041% Yepst

Aae Apy W Faelel Y AAFS FH0)4]
0.419, 9AA 0.401, 1A= 0.18% AA U] &M ZA|3}=

Zyzvo] H]&-2 0.078, 0.074, 0.0332.2 VeI, AL F24
o 9 qelo] Y3t A3AZS ALxY 0.601, 744 0.399
2 AAR &AM A5 42he] H&S 0.024, 0.0162.2 1}

Bhow, Aol gt A3ASTS swast 0.737, A
AIFE 026302 AAmEA AAsh= 72| HlE&

0.389, 0.139% <Table 5>} o] vhebukel,

ALY AT r) el gE skl £ WE Slsel 2
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A ApgiA ol o] T Tiobd A4S AT, o] F 3

N FH AEAF Fhe] BrIE
A 9 A at w)gae] digk diQt H7HE <Table 6>
s} zko] 2Aaeh,
Table 6. Evaluate alternatives
L Project Not Project
Commissioner : : : }
implementation implementation
Total 0.674 0.326
Commissioner 1 0.585 0.415
Commissioner 2 0.668 0.332
Commissioner 3 0.652 0.348
Commissioner 4 0.674 0.326
Commissioner 5 0.744 0.256
Commissioner 6 0.787 0.213
Commissioner 7 0.652 0.348
Commissioner 8 0.632 0.368

A A5 oA wH 18] 99 A A5
ol -t viekel W7k A5t 0.601 40 MYl Falel Ul
viotel AAHA, FF Bl 06745 Lheksict
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V. Conclusions
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