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ABSTRACT

Prioritizing the design specifications among many alternatives is necessary at the stage of concept design. Design

specifications have trade-offs between cost and performance, and the relationships among them, in the standpoint of various

functional requirements, are complex. AHP(Analytic Hierarchy Process) method is one of the most popular ways of solving

the priority setting problem. However, it is impossible to monitor the interim findings in the middle of the process, it is hard

to predict the difference when changing pairwise comparison conditions, and the operation done by one person makes it hard
to share the process simultaneously. This paper shows a new method of priority setting in this kind of decision making
problem. This method is designed to support the realtime priority setting among many design specifications with regards to
many functional requirements. A new algorithm and visualization methods are introduced, and the usability is verified in an

exemplary concept design stage.
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Fig. 1 Linked node diagram of realtime Decision
Making
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Table 1 Functional requirements and design
specifications listed.
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Fig. 2 Node-link diagram and result table
for Prioritizing of design specification.

-120-

Table 2 Final result of decision making and
Prioritizing for design specification.
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