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ABSTRACT

PURPOSES: The purpose of this study is to analyze the requirements of the road traffic safety moderator robot when road repairing. The
road traffic safety moderator robot isroad traffic safety equipment and to conversions mechanical engineering and I T when road repairing.

METHODS: The study used AHP based on the survey from road repair related expert that field engineers, design engineers, public officias
and professors. The survey used paired comparison. The survey items were safety, convenience and economics. The sifety is classfied as
visihbility or efficiency, the convenience is classified as utility or mobility and the economics is classified as initia investment cost or
maintenance $ management cost. The survey dternatives were the road traffic safety moderator robot, traffic regulaion by human, traffic
regulation by mannequin and traffic Signs. The software for AHP is Expert Choice 2000.

RESULTS: The results of AHP andlyze, the weighted vaue of safety was analyzed with the highest at 0.488 of survey items. The weighted
value of convenience was analyzed at 0.295, the weighted value of economics was anadyzed at 0.218. The results of the road traffic safety
moderator robot, the weight vaue of efficiency and utility were andyzed with the highest at 0.284 and 0.259 of dternatives. The weighted vaue
of initid investment cost and maintenance & management cost were anayzed with the lowest a 0.203 and 0.211 of dternatives. The condstency
test results of each items, null hypothesisis rejected because the CR vaues were 0.000 respectively. Therefore, the study results are consistency.

CONCLUSIONS: The result of this study, overall value of the road traffic safety moderator robot came off second-best of other
dternatives. The road traffic safety moderator robot has been received highest praise by the result of the study as good road traffic safety
equipment when road repairing because the weighted vaues of efficiency and utility were analyzed with the highest of survey items. The
efficiency mean securing safety and the utility mean practical assistance when road repairing. The results of this study showed that the road
traffic safety moderator robot will effective for traffic safety when road repairing. economics and visibility are that supplementation of the road
traffic safety moderator robot becauise the weighted values of economics and vishility were analyzed with the lowest of survey items. The
condstency test results are consistency because the CR va ues were 0.000 respectively.
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[ Conclusion ]

Fig. 1 Study Flow Chart
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Fig. 2 Road Traffic Safety Moderator Robot
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