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   Many affected enterprises from the Great East Japan Earthquake in the Kesennuma city changed the locations of their 
business establishments in the process of reconstruction from the earthquake. The authors conducted a survey on the 
reconstruction process and projects and also a time series analysis of the locations of business establishments of fishery 
processing industry in this city. As a result, firstly, it is inferred that the building regulation and infrastructure restriction 
were factors of the change of their location. Secondary, accumulations of fishery processing related facilities in three 
areas have considerable impact on attracting business establishments to the accumulation areas. Finally, supply of 
temporary factory lots was a promotion factor that the affected enterprises restart at an another location. 
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