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A Study on Correlation Analysis of Risk Factors
for Urban Regeneration Using ISM method
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Abstract

In recent years, risks associated with mixed used development in urban regeneration projects which have
actively been implemented have been on the rise due to uncertainties and complexities of those projects, Thus,
risk management is needed to effectively manage those risks that may occur during the process of a project.
Many studies have contributed to deal with risk management of those projects. These studies, however, have
focused main on identification stage and deriving the main risk factors and have limitations on presenting the
relationship among those risk factors, Since many risks are interdependent and have multiple effects, the purpose
of this study is to present a way(ISM method) to provide a hierarchical structural framework of risks in Urban
Regeneration, The structural of risks can helps decision makers to trace the actual source of these risks.
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