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ABSTRACT
In this study, to verify the appropriateness of step complexity (SC) measure,
estimated SC values for steps in emergency operating procedures are compared with
averaged step performance time data. According to the results of this comparison,
since estimated SC values are reasonably accordance with averaged step
performance time data, it is concluded that SC measure can be used to quantify the

degree of complexity of steps included in emergency operating procedures.
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ESDE LOCA SPTA
Step SCY | Time? Step SCY | Time? Step SCY | Time?

ESDE-1 1.0300 13.10 ] LOCA-1 1.0300 9.00 ] SPTA-1 1.0601| 16.61
ESDE-2 1.0300 11.40] LOCA-2 1.0300 8.00 | SPTA-2 1.2470| 10.46
ESDE-3 1.0300 3.36 1 LOCA-3 1.0300 6.29 1 SPTA-3 1.3300| 18.35
ESDE-4 1.5071 18.331 LOCA-4 1.0300 6.751 SPTA-4 1.4060| 13.33
ESDE-5 1.5214 27.60 ] LOCA-5 1.3811 21.40 ] SPTA-5 1.5920 | 22.13
ESDE-6 1.5214 10.00 | LOCA-6 1.4852 18.25] SPTA-6 1.6550( 20.20
ESDE-7 1.6150 24.00 | LOCA-7 1.5071 31.50 | SPTA-7 1.7220| 32.64
ESDE-8 1.6810 23.331 LOCA-8 1.5214 16.67 1 SPTA-8 2.0943 | 42.72
ESDE-9 1.6948 45.25] LOCA-9 1.5214 37.83 | SPTA-9 2.2063 | 59.31
ESDE-10 | 1.7894 35.60 ) LOCA-10 | 1.5214 12.00] SPTA-10 | 2.2381| 62.62
ESDE-11 | 1.8175 40.38 ) LOCA-11 1.6150 38.36 | SPTA-11 | 2.3570| 75.86
ESDE-12 [ 1.9096 42.501 LOCA-12 1.6948 20.00
ESDE-13 [ 1.9408 61.13 | LOCA-13 | 1.6948 42.00
ESDE-14 [ 2.1582 63.43 | LOCA-14 | 1.8175 24.20
ESDE-15 [ 2.1906 60.50 1 LOCA-15 | 1.9096 40.55
LOCA-16 | 1.9135 55.33
LOCA-17 | 2.8570 | 121.67
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1 ,
(R = 0.904). (analysis of variance;

ANOVA) ,

(Foor(1, 41) = 7.269 <F(1, 41) = 183.34).
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< 4. Non-linear curve fitting >

Fitting equation: ~ Averaged Time =p, %/(p, *SIC)? +(p5 SLC)? +(p, *SSC)? +p.
Parameter | Value New a, band g Ol(?rgr’nbAal—Tlg) 9 % of Difference
P, 50.3 - - _
P, -48.4 - - -
P, 0.27 0.27 0.38 30%
P, 0.29 0.29 0.32 10%
P, 0.44 0.44 0.30 48%
c¢? for fitting equation = 91.80

a =0.27, b =0.29 andg=0.44
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