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ABSTRACT

This paper intends to decide the optimum OC curves and to find the minimized «, B-risk based
upon the Linear Cost Model (L.C.M.) for the destructive or nondestructive acceptance sampling inspec-
tion plan.

For the solution from the L.C.M., we assume the uniform distribution as a Prior-distribution and
use numerical analysis by computer,
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Fig. 1. The procedure of single sampling plan for Destructive Testing by Attribute.
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Fig. 2. The procedure of single sampling plan for non-Destructive Testing by Attribute.
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Fig. 3. Cost function graph of single destructive

sampling inspection plan
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Fig. 4. Cost function graph of single nondestru-
ctive sampling inspection plan
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Table 1. Minimum cost sampling inspection plan for destructive
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Table 2. Minimum cost sampling inspection plan for nondestructive

N NN aLPHA BETA AlC akC a0c T¢
0 100 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 50,000 50,000
1 39 0.025 0.523 5.050 16.750 16.500 38.300
2 98 0.049 0.349 5.733 20.917 8.167 35,817
3 97 0.073 0.261 7.575 22.575 4.850 35.000
4 96 £.095 0.207 8.080 23,400 3.200 34,680
5 55 0.117 0.172 G.417 23.359 2.282 34,547
5 94 0.138 0.146 §.557 24.161 1.478 34,456
7 93 0.159 0.127 8.337 24.334 1.291 34,483
3 92 0.178 0.111 38.978 24,489 1.022 34,468
3 91 0.197 0.099 9.090 24,587 0.827 34,503
10 99 0.216 0.089 3.182 24.653 0.681 34,522
11 89 0.234 0.081 3.258 24,715 0.570 34,543
12 88 0.251 0.073 3.323 24.759 0.482 34,564
13 87 0.268 0.067 $.374 24,793 0.613 34,585
14 a6 0.284 0.062 3.426 24,622 0.357 34,604
15 8s 0.300 0.057 3.464 24.545 0.311 34,623
16 84 0.315 0.053 9.505 24.364 0.273 34,641
17 83 0.330 0.049 9.533 24,840 0.241 34,658
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AL (n, B)=(2, 0.05) o]™, olu] a—risk, a—risk, A—risk= £%& 0.159, 0.127 o]c},
p—risk & z+z} 0.049, 0.349¢]t}. (Fig. 6) (Fig. 7) %3+ P=0.125% uwj AQQL=0.049
x38 P=0.3332 w} AOQL=0.222 7} =it}. 7} =},
o8 . P
1.00 1.00
0. 951~
0.841f----------1
t
: Ieg Hlai dh= AN
i
'
:
0. 349 i
0127 ===~ o \
{ :
0. 0245 0. 7264
Fig. 8. 0.C curve of destructive sampling plan Fig. 7. 0.C curve of nondestructive sampling plan
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