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Consistency Check of a House of Quality Chart by Limiting
Probability Concept and Median Rank

Yu-Woong Won - Ki-Young Kim' - Deok-Kyun Yun
- Dept. of Industrial Engineering, Hanyang University

Six sigma has been the most influential management innovation tool in order to achieve the customer’s satisfaction and keep
the competition in the age of limitless competition. The success in six sigma is to find the correct CTQ (Critical to Quality).
QFD (Quality function deployment) is the efficient too ever created to tie product and service design decisions directly to customer
wants and needs. One of the mistakes in QFD is to analyze using an inconsistent HOQ (House of quality) chart, An inconsistent
HOQ chart is one in which the information from the correlation matrix is inconsistent with that from the relationship matrix.
This study presents the consistency check and inconsistency check in case of failing the consistency check. Also we propose
the procedures using the Limiting Probability in correlation matrix and the Median Rank in relationship matrix in order to be
consistent in HOQ chart.
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