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Abstract

The urban waterfront well created, could provide mental stability and comfort and also
foster personality. In addition it could provide the calmness and rest of mind. Especially,
recently the urban waterfronts are restored here and there and are created whenever
developing a new town

The purpose of this study is to develop a method of calculating the weight of each evaluation
criterion for deciding the priority of restoration among for deciding the priority of restoration
among the urban waterfronts. The method includes the analytic hierarchy process that can
calculate the reasonable weight of each evaluation criterion, because the importance (weights)
of evaluation criteria appears to be different among the evaluators; the results of this study can
be summarized as that this method can be useful for calculating the weights of evaluation
criteria, and also that the superiority of ecological resources is the most important factor
(highest weight) in selecting the best waterfront, followed by accessibility, tourism vacation,
and proximity to parks. And then the lowest factor in importance is the scale of reservoir.
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Table 7. Importance interval for upper evaluation criteria

20%, 159 o]7F~20 u|gk 17%, 59 v|Tt 9% =
ol 3tk

FHEEY B S5 v S9A40
HollA E&ske] 95% Al=|H7ke] AR o
2 Fako] tigh gk SR, Ao APt
Fom(4] 11) 1 Z:E Table 70] LERHITH

Ale] - 3744 S vlaghsef gt ke
ATEH  0,93~2.13, 1.97~3.19, 2.27~3.169]
o ¥HH ZWL 2.13~3.57, 2.79~4.21,
2.92~4.460lc}, TS ARSA] ZHE 1.79~1.69,
0.55~1.65, 1.45~2. 710 A% ZHL 0.71
~1.99, 0.46~1.26, 1.11~2,230.8 Lrepgkeh, wehA]
AeEsEAY AEE FaeE A SHS
P SastA Adshs Aoz et $a%
s o] sl AR O] w2 Ak
S ghos HAS X, 12X - Z 95 17,

~

N
o

£ 4
r

ole

s s _
u=X+ Zp 005 5 = UER = 9loH, o5 R

}?)}‘er /po]_gH )_( 7 3 :[LZ_}_'%IE _;'—__,L_/\]‘S]—% Table 8“_—’1' Zth'
35 | vays N EEREER 2 Aol A A ASEREA ] Step 3
g - |$dH 5| 153 0.60 | 093 | 213 At Fow RS Sk, 7 Bt
27HA | A3 21 o
SHOARIRA S| 2.94 0.67 2.27 | 3.61  n -
TR ehdet AzeE el mixe g RA %7}
_ T =m | 2.85 0.72 213 | 3.57 = 1lLo]= . . o .
A | o1 59 7IE A=Y FEE FHES Ranking
SUAEA e 850 | 071 | 279 | 421 pethod(4] 12~4] 16)0] YZoR Esto]
AER &1 | 3,69 0.77 2.92 | 4.46
A - Table 9. Synthetic results of interval matrix values for upper item
Ape)a |37 2w 1.24 0.45 0.79 | 1.69 Y! ppe
20 (20| 110 | 055 | 0.55 | 165 ‘J%f‘c}% : X1 Em Zu
- = CA7VA =
N9EAER] 208 | 063 | 145 | 271 Al -s EE | 617 | 808 | 993
FER il 8.84 11.04 13.24
*.}?% A zg| L35 | 064 0711 199 REEEE] 379 | 542 | 7.05
=] - -

Sy |#442%) 086 | 040 | 046 | 126 AFIER EH 3.28 4.88 6.48
A s e 0.56 L1 | 2.23 )Y 22.08 | 29.42 36.70
Table 8. Matrix of upper evaluation criteria by pairwise comparison

o A2 - 33 2737 RER AR
/ m u / m u / m u / m u
Al - 57t 1.00 | 1.00 | 100 | 093 | 1.53 | 2.13 | 197 | 258 | 319 | 2.27 | 297 | 361
54 2.13 | 2.85 | 357 | 100 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 2.79 | 3.50 | 4.21 | 2.92 | 3.69 | 4.46
AF2] A 079 | 124 | 1.69 | 0.55 | 1.10 | 1.65 | L00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 145 | 2.08 | 2.71
AR 071 | 135 | 199 | 046 | 0.86 | 1.26 | 111 | 1.67 | 2.23 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00




S HRMEE ffet IPIEC| 71SX] AFYUE g 691

Table 11. Calculation results of the weights for upper item

g = S / m u 5 = S|y | g | W W
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T AR LA 0.141 0.184 0.117
Aeld 20 04*}_ w3t o]gA| g 0.063 0.007 0.081
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