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Abstract The defense industry has recently been developed for boosting exports of weapon systems. The
survey and analysis of the quality level are required to form a relevant policy for expanding the defense
industry. Evaluation indices and modeling of the quality level for manufacturers are used to examine the
status of internal quality management and quality management system in order to enhance the overall
quality level and establish a quality policy in the field of military supplies. There were some restrictions
to apply all aspects of the quality level in the previous model. This paper deals with the research and
analysis of other types of model for evaluating the quality level, including the model used in the defense
field. By enhancing the close link between procedure indices and performance indices, the research and
analysis could be conducted objectively and intuitively. The developed and improved model and indices
will be used in the next survey of the quality level for manufacturers of military supplies. The survey

results will be used to establish effective government quality management policy.
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Table 1. The current evaluation model of the quality
level

Evaluation model

A. Total performance

Bl1. Strategic leadership

B2. Human resource management

B3. Customer and market management

. Information and Knowledge management
B5. Diagnosis of management quality/evaluation
and improvement

Product R&D management

Manufacturing operation management
SCOM

Safety and Environment management

Management
Quality

Cl.
C2.
C3.
C4.
C5.
C6.

System
Quality

Reliability management
Diagnosis of management quality/evaluation
and improvement
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Table 2. KSA quality evaluation model(standard
organization)

Evaluation model

’ Leader's responsibility
Quality Standardization
Management 5 T
Support Quality training
Improvement activities
. Product planning
Design -
i Product design and development
Quality -
Process design and development
Raw material quality management
Manufacture | Process quality management
Quality Product quality management
Facility and measurement tool manangement
Market Customer satisfaction management
Quality Service management
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Table 3. H corporation quality evaluation model
(industry)

8 categories of evaluation model

Correction of errors &
Precautionary measures

New car
development management

Quality level & Site
management

Outer partner company
management

Mass production management | Quality policy management

On-site inspection of partner
companies

Examination & Test
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Table 4. P corporation quality evaluation model
(industry)

Evaluation model

Quality management general

Development management

QSA Product management
Measurement and analysis
Continuous improvement
Work standard management

QPA Process management

Environment management
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Table 5. Evaluation model and indices of the quality

level
Category [ Category 1I
1.1. Performance indices management and
improvement
1. Quality 1.2. Leadership
management |1.3. Quality management planning
support 1.4. Work system design and management
1.5. Education and training
1.6. Continuous improvement
2.1. Performance indices management and
2. Design improvement
Quality 2.2. Product design
2.3. Process design
3.1. Performance indices management and
o improvement
3. Reliability 3.2. Reliability planning
3.3. Reliability evaluation
4.1. Performance indices management and
improvement
4. sceu 4.2. Cooperative firms management
4.3. Purchase/materials management
5.1. Performance indices management and
improvement
5. Mass . 5.2. Process management
production = -
quality 5.3. Inspection management
5.4. Facility and measurement tool
management
6.1. Performance indices management and
6. Operation improvement
and 6.2. Customers complaints processing
maintenance [6.3. Quality information processing
6.4. Customer support
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Table 7. Evaluation model and scoring configurations

Category [ \ Category 1I Scores
1.1 Quality management support performance indices(management and improvement) 100
12 Leadershi 1.2.1. Leadership operation system 20
- Leadership 1.2.2. Quality organization and operation 10
1.3. Quality management planning 1.3.1. Quality management planning and performance management 10
1.4.1. Work process setting 15
1.4.work system design and management 1.4.2. Operation of work standardization 15
1.4.3. Internal audit 15
1.5.1. Education planning and execution 15
1.5. Education and training 1.5.2. Management of qualification and level 15
1.5.3. Knowledge management 10
1.6. Continuous improvement 1.6.1. Improvement/Innovation activities system 10
2.1 Design quality performance indices(management and improvement) 40
X 2.2.1. Design process management 20
22. Product design 2.2.2. Design modification management 25
2.3.1. Process design 20
2.3. Process design 2.3.2. Critical process management 20
2.3.3. Manufacturing document management 25
3.1 Reliability performance indices(management and improvement) 60
3.2. Reliability planning 3.2.1. Reliability objective setting and analysis 45
3.3. Reliability planning 3.3.1. Reliability test and evaluation 45
4.1 SCQM performance indices 40
42, Supply chain management 4.2.1. Supply chain evaluation management 15
4 SUPPLY cha anag 4.2.2. Supply chain quality management 15
4.3.1. Purchase information 5
4.3. Process design 4.3.2. Inspection of imported products 10
4.3.3. Materials/products management 15
5.1. Mass production quality performance indices(management and improvement) 120
5.2.1. Production management 15
5.2.1. Process conditions management 20
- 5.2.3. Special process management 15
5.2. Process management - -
5.2.4. Process adjustment management 15
5.2.5. SPC 15
5.2.6. Work environment management 10
) 5.3.1. Contractor's independent inspection in process 10
5.3. Inspection management — - -
5.3.2. Product inspection 10
5.4. Facility and measurement tool 5.4.1. Facility, mold, various tools management 10
management 5.4.2. measurement tool management 10
6.1 Operation and maintenance performance indices(management and improvement) 40
6.2. Customers complaints processing 6.2.1. Customer's complaints processing and defects treating process 20
6.3. Quality information processing 6.3.1. Quality information processing and defects treating process 10
6.4. Customer support 6.4.1. Technical support, Customer service 10
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Table 9. Evaluation standard of procedure indices

Evaluation | Distribution ratio il level
arade of point Fulfillment leve
Task
o performance  |The best
A 100% method : example
Excellent
Task 100%
B 80% performance Fulfillment,
’ method : Continuous
Good improvement
Task 100%
) performance Fulfillment,
¢ 60% method : Omit
Normal something
Task
o performance ~80%
D 50% method : Fulfillment
No system
E 10% N.A. N.A.
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Table 11. Change of procedure indices
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Table 10. Evaluation standard of performance

indices
Evaluation D{strlbutlo'n Fulfillment level
grade ratio_of point

Doing assessment and analysis of

A 100% all items. Pe'rfo'rmance is improving
trend(or objective
achievement)
Doing assessment and analysis of
all items. Performance(80% of all

B 80% . . . .
items) is improving trend(or
objective achievement)
Doing assessment and analysis of
all  items(80% of all items).

C 60% Performance(50% of all items) is
improving trend(or objective
achievement)

D 30% Doing assessment and analysis of
all items(over 80% of all items).

E 10% Doing assessment and analysis of
all items(under 80% of all items).
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