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G (N, A): Network of freeways, where N and A are the sets of nodes and links
i and j: Index for nodes. i,j € N
M eIt h Od o I Og y x;j: Binary decision variable, indicating if a node j is covered by a unit at a node i
y;: Binary decision variable, indicating if a unit stays at a node J
fj: Incident frequency at a node j

DESIGN OF AN EFFICIENT EMERGENCY RESPONSE SYSTEM TO MINIMIZE THE s

Research Background
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<Clearance Times regarding Delayed Response of CHART >

R: Available resources

Experimental Design Result analysis
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