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A Case Study of Quality Improvement practice

in Cooling Fan Motor Manufacturing

[i-Yong jeoung” - Young-Ju Bae"
*Dept. of Industrial & Management Engineering Korea National University of Transportation

Abstract

The purpose of this study is to present a case study of six sigma quality improvement practice in cooling
fan motor(CFM) manufacturing processes. In this study, the CFM manufacturing process of automobile parts
not relevant to the target process rate of the process point of view, in order to reduce the system to solve the
problem of localized resolution procedures of six sigma DMAIC methodology was applied to study.

In conclusion , this study s field D in order to improve the initial rate of inadequate quality management best
practices by applying the method of Six Sigma quality CFM failure through stabilization schemes were
proposed cost reduction .To be CFM product to satisfy customers based on continuous monitoring of the
effective field of claims quality management system is required.
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[Figure 2] CFM defect line-by-line status
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<Table 12> Deciding how to manage and Standardize
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