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ABSTRACT

In this paper, we investigated impact factors by brainstorming and survey research and calculated the
weights of them using the Analytic Hierarchy Process(AHP) method in order to evaluate alternatives for
supplying Liquefied Natural Gas(LNG). AHP is a useful method for evaluating multi-criteria decision making
problems. We selected 3 criteria and 9 sub-criteria. According to the result in this study, the most important
sub-criterion is the Government's Policy, and the second is the Province’s Policy. The other side, the lowest
important sub-criterion is the Investment Cost. This study may provide basic data to select the optimal
alternative for supplying LNG.
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Fig. 1 The existing pipeline and planned pipeline of LNG
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