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Abstract

This paper proposes a fourth generation index C,, constructed from Cp, by

introducing the factor|u — 7| in the numerator as an extra penalty for the
departure of the process mean from the preassigned target value 7. The
motivation behind the introduction of C,; is that when T #+ M process shifts
away from target are evaluated without respect to direction. All indices that are
now in use assume normally distributed data, and any use of the indices on
non-normal data results in inaccurate capability measurements.

In this paper, a new process capability index Cy is introduced for non-normal
process. The Pearson curve and the Johnson curve are selected for capability
index calculation and data modeling the normal-based index Cjpy is- used as the
model for non-normal process.

A significant result of this research find that the ranking of the six indices, C,,
Cotr Comr Comr Comi» Coa in terms of sensitivity to departure of the process
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median from the target value from the most sensitive one up to the least sensitive
are Cﬁsk’ Cm, C;m, Cpm, Cpk, Cp.
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