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21e 2% BEUAS "ol AP I Ho ARUA/R F AeoldEIY DAl AHF NEHE FEE AN A A
079910 vehdth ¥ A7 2ve §F ol 2 ALWEA aeisiok st Fa% AR dAERES £F, FHALY
9 Agsh segule B £, FAste A% L Hoded 4% Sl e YT sloluals AASA P Aol

4 4o] . 53 PeHelHE v, 9 A2, AHP(Analytic Hicrarchy Process)

ABSTRACT : KCTA(Korea Container Terminal Authority) is going to introduce automated operating system in the port of
Gwangyang container terminal to enhance the efficiency. Prior to developing the container terminal, defining the objective of
container terminal operation is essential. This research used AHP technique to define the operation objective of automated
container terminal objectively, and the questionnaire to collect the opinions of future customer, operator and research institution
The objectives mix of the automated container terminal are composed of the minimization of initial investments, the minimization of
operational expenses, the performance of automation system, the raising of operation efficiency and productivity and the
improvement of customer service. The result of the analysis revealed that most important factor among objectives mix was “the
minimization of operation expense”. Especially, the user group preferred to select the factor of ‘“the improvement of customer
service” as objective rather than select other objectives. The result of this research will suggest some guidelines for deciding the
level of investment of terminal construction, information system, automation equipment, terminal worker and etc., which are to be
considered in terminal development and the system development heregfter.

KEY WORDS : Automated Container Terminal, Operating System, AHP(Analytic Hierarchy Process)
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Fig, 1 Hierarchy of evaluation criterion about the operating objective of automated container terminal

Table 1 The explanation of the second about the automated container terminal
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Table 2 The explanation of the third about the automated container terminal
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Table 3 Distribution subject and edition of the
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Table 4 Collection and valid edition of the questionnaire
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Table 5 Circumstance of the questionnaire
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Table 6 Situation of the searched subject
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Table 7 The analysis of the first factor of the operating
objective about the automated container terminal

A% Adolvignd A EXE o] &-A}
2Y5E 89 ZRE|ef|Tax w9 F2E v
Z7]%-2H 43 0153] 5 | 0109} 5 10135 ! 4

=38 23 0248{ 1 /0239 1 {0197 | 3
Ags Aagl A% 84 (0188 3 10214 4 10132 ]| 5
YRS 9 M (0227 2 (02231 2 102641 2
AL A 01831 4 10216 [ 3 10272] 1

& Al 100 | - | 1.00 1.00 | -

I e Eaest ¥ A B “Aes A=Y A FET
o thFo 2 F23 o ® Uehgor, o A= &

5

R E Y

ARAME fatetech 2 ol&Ate] Beole “mALH
£ AR adle) 7bg 328 A58 AuUHAY 2Y=E
o9 1% 9910 vedth 13 “eYTeT L N §
3t cgedul A7 5o} o2 veiith wed wAdez
BY £FAs ol 87t FLFA ANFE 290 A2 T
Aoz et olge] A% AN LI Qeht F28
AFHE g % 4 Ao

_(')_ n:!_

2) 253 ZAdolEnd S4 53R 23 8o o £4
A

UM EAE A5 deolvevd FEHE 12 8
gt WEaje] o]e] 12} o] MRTHYARESQ A5 Ao
YWEud S9ERe] 22F 240 A E4-L 7 14 auE=
syt WA “2r1Exn] A"l g dHoluE
oy SYEEY 23 84 Ui &G} o) 47k 4
&9E Jehl® <Table 8>3 2t}

Table 8 The comparison of importance with delicate
factor about the minimization of initial

investments
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Table 11 The comparison of importance with delicate
factor about the operation efficiency and raising
of productivity
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Table 13 The comparison of ranking about the result of the analysis
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