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The purpose of this study is to design RDPP:/SAS.(R&D Project Planning/System
Alternatives Setting) system which sets the planning system alternatives to
satisfy a final goal when it is setted in executing the big scale R&D project.

This system is composed of several functions for the achievement of a goal
and of each hierarchy-decomposed subsystems as to the goal-achievement
function. Those subsystems are integrated into the hihger level on .Systen
Alternatives Tree(SAT) originated in th%s study.

In this SAT, the homogeneous elements of each hierarchical control form are
evaluated in the Ballot System and the process of integrating the scores
evaluated is designed. Particularly, the algorithm to make a selection of N
alternatives is developed by introducting the concept of System Priority
Number (SPN) on this SAT.

This model has a great importance in the point that, when the technical
problems in terminal level break out in the course of project execution, system
alternatives can be reexamined by taking feedback to the initial stage all the
possible system alternatives through processing and keeping those on a file by
computer.

Applying some different evaluation criteria in the design of RDPGS/SAS.,
this model js extremely significant in the viewpoint of being able té utilize

the logical structure and decision algorithm.
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iple)o} o3ty AAgc],
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s oloh o] slM Aud AfviMere] GEEMif (Priority)® AWt
P VA SATS] 2 22U EA Uizt WEIA o XY
(Scoring) & *3%t, thgod 2REE UL SAT VA tiP I g49
RS ALSE 228 Bl AYA AP & SPNo] T =43 74
3t MEkE 4ALcL.

2812 oY AW 4A AYxE vhEb? #4178 M(Process Flow
Chart)e]rc}.

scenariedl ¥ ure ns

AT ZERA e,
1 n4
(Computer»sl)

HNA 2 IREXS
AWSMme & 2

¥ )
(Computeri¥])

l

MIrL/sast M 4ue BNANLY
Ballot fora fex

%1, RDPP./SAS.®l Process Flow Chart

3. AARERENAK(SAT)S] MEME
FEALPUMEE HYeHer zPARozM AYUASINARE T4}

I&-®ol 5+ SAT(System Alternatives Tree)2] RIEMIE S A Wsl») $)slo
Lhebd ol A2 w2 TEd SATE A4 e,

R ]| s2 ] | ..'ss | | sa |

232, SATS) A

07|+ SATe| 7} BEMFEE-S NBR(F1), NBR(F2), ..., IDR(Ps), IDR(F1), IDR(F2),
L E RN the} B BAZ Y.

-128 -



NBR(F1) + NBR(F2) = 1

Max { NBR(S1), NBR(S2) } = 1 (1)
Max { NBR(S3), NBR(54) } = 1

IDR(Ps) = 1.0

IDR(F1) = IDR(Ps) x NBR(F1)

IDR(F2) = IDR(Ps) x NBR(F2)

IDR(S1) = IDR(F1) x NBR(S1) (2)
IDR(S2) = IDR(F1) x NBR(S2)

IDR(S3) = IDR(F2) x NBR(S3)

IDR(S4) = IDR(FZ) x NBR(S4)
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NBR(F1) > NBR(F2)

NBR(S1) = 1 > NBR(S2) (3)

NBR(S3) = 1 > NBR(S4)
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IDR(S1) > IDR(S2)
IDR(S3) > IDR(S4) (4)
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Alternatives)o] U AYAJ YR AI ol 5o 20T Uiy Hu
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SPN(Ps1) = IDR(S1) + IDR(S3)
SPN(Ps2) = IDR(S1) +  IDR(S4)
SPN(Ps3) = IDR(S2) + IDR(S3) (5)
SPN(Ps4) = 1IDR(S2) + IDR(S4)
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BR(k) = Xewisa Ve Bue (7

o] HAg iAo 2% XA WY FLds FELLY FLE FEFAIN n
doAx=®, 2} SEANAR Bt K(T)A ‘I}?} BR(k) & A4tst:, 2RAEe B
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NBR. (k) = (10)
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IDRe(F1) = IDRe(Ps) x IDRe(F1)
IDR.(F2) = 1IDR«(Ps) x IDR¢(F2)
IDR4(51) = IDRe(F1) x IDR4(S1)
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(m)& o5 2]~ 40 NBRo| ¥},

4-3. SPN(System Priority Number)itF 4 rel 3

-131 -



SATold 239 AN AMCiAdol $UL9E Soiske SHREARE 193,
v .

A+ 2 172l AYAAWop cfstoq T

SPR(Ps1) = IDRa(S1) + IDR.(S3)
SPN(Ps2) = IDR.(S1) + IDR.(S4)
SPN(Ps3) = IDRa(S2) + IDR4(S3) (14)
SPN(Ps4) = IDR.(S2) + IDR.(S4)
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SPN(P8) = Xi.a,u Max {IDR.(J) : j=1,2,...,p} (15)
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