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ABSTRACT

This research aims to study and compare the efficiency of single and double sampling
plans, especially when the risks of producers and consumers were 0.05 and 0.10 respectively and
with different ranges of AQL and LTPD. The absolute value of the percentage total deviation :
Design Error ) was used as an indicator and a Visual Basic programming was developed to do all
the computation.

As a result, at AQL level of 0.01, 0.02 , 0.04 , 0.05, 0.06 , 0.07 , 0.08 and 0.10, the
efficiency of single sampling plan is better than double sampling plan for both cases of study
except at AQL level of 0.03 and 0.09 . At AQL level of 0.03, double sampling plan with n, = n,
was more efficient than both single sampling plan and double sampling plan with n, = 2n,.
Furthermore at AQL level of 0.09, double sampling plan with n, = 2n, was more efficient than
both single sampling plan and double sampling plan with n, = n,.

As a result of the experiment, at all levels of AQL and LTPD , it was shown that single

sampling plan was more efficient at 51.90 %, while that for double sampling plan with n, = 2n,

was at 25.40 % and double sampling plan with n, = n, was at 22.70 %.
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