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The Construction of Ergonomic Electronic Goods

Assemble Line by

6 Sigma Technique

Akl A 24
Hwa-Sik Kiml, Byeong-Chae Gongl, Seong-Dae Choi*

<Abstract>
The automation and Cell-Line of manufacturing process are going to be new trend in

the industry spot. But workers bodily

burden by manual labour is still doing

repeatedly at many processes. It is appearing to workers bodily burden (Shoulder,
waist, hand, wrist, leg) with repeating works at assembly line which is from the
static working space. The analysis with 6 Sigma Tool at specific standard assembly
line improve the point at issue for unsuitable items and analyzed objects. Physical
pain of worker is solved by the improvement action for the factor of 7 items with
the result of analysis. It was known to be improved by solving of workers burden
related to the change of 6 Sigma level from 2.16 to 4.1 at assembly line.
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Table 4. Range of standing work
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Fig.3. Analysis of work conditions for standing work.
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Fig. 8. The result after improvement.
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