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Six Sigma — The DMAIC Process
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Ericsson Mobile Switching Center
Global Software Development Organization
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Only main sites subject to this case study shown.
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Fault Handling Process
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Measure
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Distribution of final states for faults Answer Code Distribution for TRs

Data cut on t <= 1d and cost <= 1mh
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30% of fault handling effort in verification does notlead (o a
trouble report; these are cost for troubleshooting tools, te
environment etc

25% of all trouble reports are turned down due to'|
information, misunderstanding of functionality, or |
reproduce the fault
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Improve

Perceptions and assumptions could be replaced by solid figures.

Some assumptions failed the reality check: This was a great
enabler, to create acceptance of the other results as well.

Improvement Areas:

Reduce the amount of trouble reports, which are turned down due
to insufficient input quality

Reduce documentation overhead and internal troubleshooting
Improve productivity

This was achieved by

Introduction & establishment of a fault handling process in GNI\
Improved communication by introduction of a trouble report skeleton
Monitoring of GD maintenance initial response time :

=
© Ericsson AB 2008 Dirk Macke 2008-05-07 ERICSSON 2




Control

The GNIV fault handling process has b ided o\ '

the process owner(s) after implementatiah (local |II1§
organizations).

Peer reviews with senior and master engineers have been
introduced to ensure usage of the trouble report skeleton,
and to improve trouble report quality.

The monitoring of initial response time from maintenance

has been handed over to the process owner (6D Project
Office).

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) have been de;f;mgd for
all ?tal process steps, and are monitored on a weekly

basis to enable statistical process control. /
|
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Control — Key Performance Indicators
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FFEff =N, .o FHEff =N 1z ¢ + Ny 1m0

Four KPIs have been identified in order to measure efficiency & effectiveness of the fault
handling process, as well as process adherence:

Fault Handling Efficiency (FHE, N; = number of events found, N,z = number of TRs written) —
The smaller FHE, the less time and money is spent on issues not leading to a TR (and by this
to a product improvement).

Fault Finding Efficiency (FFE, N, ¢ , = internal GNIV faults, not leading to a TR) — The
smaller FFE, the less time and money is spent on issues not related to product quality in the
first place.

Fault Handling Effectiveness (FHEff, N r < = issues, which have been logged but do not
constitute a fault/issue at all and N |, ;s , = duplicated issues, which have been logged twice,
but belong to one and the same fault) — The smaller FHEff, the less time and money is spent
on ‘assumed’ faults.

Fault Finding Effectiveness (FFEff, the number of faults handled in GNIV, but not resulting in a

correction in GD (N, ,c), and by this not improving product quality — This is a direct
measurement of COPQ.
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Results - Statistical Process Control
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Red lines: Control limits

Green line: Target Level to be reached in order to realize the projected
savings/cost improvements

Start of implementation: wk48-50 (depending on site/country)
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