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Abstract : This paper aims to evaluates the operation efficiency with two inputs and four outputs with the use of DEA(Data
Envelopment Analysis), a qualitative data analysis with the use of expert assessment in Korean RCC(Rescue Co-ordination
Center)/RSC(Rescue Sub-Center). The tool for integrating heterogeneous data is model that applies fuzzy logic to decision
support system. In this paper, therefor, RCC/RSC evaluates the priority for operation efficiency. The result are found as order
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Fig. 1 Proceeding of fuzzy-rule base
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Fig.3 Membership function of operation efficiency
using Likert scale
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Fig.4 Membership function of total operation efficiency
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