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Introduction
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Some General |ssues

Risk adjust
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Intervals

Fist alarm
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m Aftribute data
In health-care applications

m Geometric distribution
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Issues II

m Risk adjust
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Issues III

m Periodic intervals
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Issues IV

m Fistalarm

In many public-health applications a control chart
might continue to provide alarms after its first alarm.
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Performance Evaluatlon Issues

Phase | & Phase ||
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Performance |

Phase | & Phase Il

With Phase | data, one is interested in checking for

stability of the process and In estimating in-control

parameter values for constructing Phase |1 methods.
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Performance II

m Average run length (ARL)
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Performance III

m Average time to signal (ATS)
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m The ATS iIs useful when the time between the
samples or between the points plotted on the
control chart varies, as it would, for example,
with exponential data.
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m False alarm

Performance IV
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Performance V
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false detection rate (FDR) » = z > the successful
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¥ Poisson model o

m Woodall (1.997) ~ Fang (2003) and Christensen et al.
(2003) ~ Hawkins and Olwell (1998, p. 120)

m Still, many issues on how to best adjust control charts for
over-dispersion remain unresolved.
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m CUSUM chart
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m Change-point methods
Have much better detection capability in Phase I.

m Phase Il
CUSUM charts have advantages
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CUSUM and EWI\/IA Methods

Ewan and
Kemp
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" CUSUM and EWMA Methods

m Mortality-rate monitoring
allow varying in-control parameter values
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RosslI et al.

(1999)
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= CUSUM and EWMA Methods

m Equal weight
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Conclusmns
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