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A Study on the Application of Land Resource
Evaluation using GIS and Analytic Hierarchy Process*

Kook-Woong HWANG'™

=] of

el AELa] T AARY Ei EALAGAE dste] AYHRAAGC)E AHET =
WER7IMel oJete] ik 2910 FRES weshs g6l glolA AFEANLAHP)IE 4§
she wpEgel el tatel % sk el AeS A, ofF W wel Ast v
dehdths A AAR sl o F Aol Agupos AT A A8stn 1 Ane
Hlmetgth BEE e ATUAAR shol ‘BAVHA AR ALAA'Y) AL 9k FLES
Hgehs sgol distel 4 AmdE ANE G FAES IR A8k PHEAITEI @
AR FoE g0 BF A0S WESE PAGIZPNS A8kl vug Ax 1 At
A et A Helstgon, AzEel nut geHel Yo As

ABSTRACT

In this study, for the application of land resource evaluation using GIS map overday method, 1 have
considered about the process that can draw out right results from the problems mnvolving multiple
hierarchical indicators and weights. The assumption of this research is that there are two processes in
the application of analytic hierarchy process(AHP) and the different results will appear. The two
processes are as follows, (1) caledlate directly the comprehensive weights to the indicators and overlay
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the layersMethod 1) and (2 repeat the process of map oveday and standardization(Method II). The
two precesses are applied on the study site based on the envirosystem in Bong-Hwa, and then some
differences were found in the results and it was suggested that the Method II is more reasonable.
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Method 1

TABLE 2. The percentages of pixel values in the evaluation result

Method II
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FIGURE 1. The distribution curves that represent percentages of pixel values
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TABLE 3. The distribution of pixel values in the evaluation result.

Method | Method Il Order of

No Name Min Max Mean Min Max Mean ~ means

1 Bonghwa-up 0.1302 1.0000 0.5885 0128  1.0000 0.6334 1

2 Moolya-myun 0.2485 0.7361 0.4068 02506  0.7785 04010 4

3 Bongsung-myun  0.1083 0.6347 0.3178 01064 06817  0.2775 6

4 Bubjeon-myun 0.0037 0.5749 0.2452 0.0318 05345  0.2368 8

5 Choonyang-myun 0.1864 0.7099 0.4659 01877  0.7308  0.5018 3

6 Sochun-nyun 0.0223 0.6341 0.479% 0.0468 06753  0.5366 2

7 Suckpo-myun 0.1436 0.7028 0.3545 0.2097 06765  0.3932 5

8 Jaesan-myun 0.0000 0.4959 0.1658 0.0284 05540 01753 9

9 Myungho-myun 0.0488 0.4480 0.2589 0.0455 0.4199 0.2387 7

10 Sangwoon-myun  0.0010 0.7630 0.1383 0.0000 0.7998  0.1284 10
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TABLE 4. The number of pixels that got higher evaluation scores

Method | Method 11
No. Name
x = 07 0.6~0.7 x = 07 0.6~0.7

1 Bonghwa-up 5,850 19,849 9,096 50,809

2  Moolya—myun 0 604 0 28

3  Bongsung-myun 0 6 0 15

4 Bubjeon-myun 0 0 0 0

5  Choonyang-myun 5 11,947 201 17,392

6  Sochun—nyun 0 2,225 0 47,429

7  Suckpo-myun 1 2,772 0 1,044

8  Jaesan-myun 0 0 0 0

9  Myungho-myun 0 0 0 0

10 Sangwoon—-myun 4 4 4 7
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FIGURE 2. The map that represent the differences appeared in the result of two methods
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