Journal of the KSQC
Vol. 9, No.1,1981

I

AHB I AU

Hate] BN B R

A Stuby on the Economical Design of Sampling Plan for
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ABSTRACT

This paper deals with an economical sampling plan, recently being concentrated on and, namely, in-
vestigates how to determine the basic concepts to settle the sampling plan of a minimum cost.

On an inspection of sampling, a Linear Cost Model of a cost function which is concerned with the
representative cost dements, is established and by the investigation of its possible solution economical
single sampling plan for recitying inspection by attribute is suggested.
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