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Bagel Sales Double at Host Marriott
Using Quality Function Deployment

Company Profile

Steve Lampa

Brand Executive Host opened in 1897 as a purveyor of food, bever-
Marriott Hotels, Resorts, and Suites age, news, and general merchandise in train sta-
tions, the leading form of mass land transportation
at that time. We have continued to serve that mar-
Glenn H. Mazur ket by now controlling over 70% of the food and
Japan Business Consultants, Ltd. beverage sales in U.S. airports. We also operate
food, beverage, and merchandise facilities in travel
plazas on 12 east coast and midwestern highways.

Abstract

Host currently commands $1.2 billion in sales per
~year from its over 2,000 units in 170 locations
Three recent trends have lead to changes in figridwide. Over 40 different types of regional and
way travelers view airport food; (1) healthier anghternational branded products, such as Burger

lighter food, (2) more women travelers, and (qging’ Taco Bell, TGI Fridays, etc., make up 65%
fewer on-board meals being served. Host Marriolls this business.

which operates 70% of the U.S. airport food and

bevgrage market, wanted to_ assure that its prodeﬁ}r approach to developing new products and
offerings were keeping up with customer demandg,yices has been primarily localized, with each
What they discovered was that the_zlr traditional aBperation identifying the needs of its market,
proach to new product and service developmegy, cing new products, testing them, and keeping
was penny profit driven and not customer focusehe gnes that worked. That is, a loose, vaguely de-
QFD was employed to make quality and customgheq process. The two driving forces behind this
satlsfactlpn_ more important. What ensued startlgd, 1) to get a product that fit the category at the
us all: within two weeks sales were up 50%, angyest price tag in order to drive the penny profit
after one year sales had evened out at more thapy cost of sales margins and 2) how much free
double their previous year's level. equipment the vendor would provide. Customer
) _ input was not normally sought before or after that.
Key words: QFD, Service Quality, Food Prod-core jtems (coffee, hot dogs, baked goods, etc.)
ucts, Bagels. were secured through national contracts also
driven by price and sales margins. Merchandising
and delivery to customers were handled in the tra-
ditional way wherave determined what was to be
done. Customer usage issues were not normally
considered.

In 1994, we began a strategic planning process to
assess our strengths for the rest of the decade. Spe-
cific competitive opportunities were identified that
exploited the competencies we had built up over
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the last century. Several task forces were commtke top honors in the J.D. Powers Survey of New
sioned by Tom O’Hare, Vice President of Oper&ar Quality.

tions, set up to explore ways to improve product

quality. Some of the task forces focused on cofgodern Quality Systems

items like hot dogs, baked goods, deli, etc. We

felt, however, that given our widespread activitie§rp js quite different from traditional quality sys-
and the importance of these new business dirggms which aim at minimizing negative quality
tions, a more unified new product developmeng ,ch as poor service, broken product). With those
process (NPD) was needed to assure that the q%tems, the best you can genigthing wrong-

ity of the output could be maintained from th@hich is not enough when all the players are capa-

strategic planning phase down through concegf |n addition to eliminating poor service, we
and delivery of the service. must also maximize positive quality (such as con-

_ venience, enjoyment). This createsue.
Through our work with GOAL/QPC, a Massachu-

setts based quality training organization, we we

introduced to quality function deployment and t i
Glenn Mazur of Japan Business Consultants afd NOthmg Wrong
the QFD Institute, one of the leading proponen ¢

of the methodology in North America.

Everything Right

Why QFD for new service
planning and development?

FD is designed to improve customer satisfactio ) ) .
Q d P (5]uallty Function Deployment (QFD) is the only

with the quality of our products and services . . . o
What can QFD do that is not already being dor?gmprehenswe quality system aimed specifically
satisfying the customer. It concentrates on maxi-

by traditional quality systems? To understan%t. . : . . .
dnizing customer satisfaction (positive quality) -

measured by metrics such as repeat business. QFD
focuses on delivering value by seeking out both
spoken and unspoken needs, translating these into
actions and designs, and communicating this

» _ _ throughout the organization. Further, QFD allows
Traditional approaches to assuring quality ofteq),siomers to prioritize their requirements, bench-

focus on work standards [Love 1986], automatiQfark us against our competitors, and then direct us
to eliminate people, or in more enlightened organjy ptimize those aspects of our organization that
zations, Quality Improvement Teams to @éMPOWEi|| pring the greatest competitive advantage.
employees to resolve problems. What business can afford to waste limited finan-
cial, time and human resources on things custom-

As organizations are finding out, however, consigrs don’t want or where we are already the clear
tency and absence of problems are not enough ogader?

competitive advantage when the market shakes out
suboptimal players. For example, in the autom istory of OFD
bile industry, despite the celebrated narrowing c‘ﬁ yorQ

the “quality” (read that fit and finish) gap betwee uality Function Deployment began thirty years

U.S. and Japanese makers, Japanese cars still win . . )
ago in Japan as a quality system focused on deliv-

ering products and services that satisfy customers.
To efficiently deliver value to customers, it is nec-

2

tween modern and traditional quality systems.

Traditional Quality Systems
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essary to listen to the “voice” of the customeions also include the author’s development of an
throughout the product or service developmeshgineering TQM curriculum athe University
process. The late Dr. Shigeru Mizuno, Dr. Yopf Michigan College of Engineeringand the ap-
Akao, and other quality experts in Japan devghlication to employee satisfaction and quality of
oped the tools and techniques of QFD and orgamerk life atAGT Telus [Harries et al 1995]. Each
ized them into a comprehensive system to assyear new applications are being reported in small
quality and customer satisfaction in new produckfisinesses as well [Mazur 1993c, 1994a]. Since
and services [Mizuno and Akao 1994, Akao 19901990, the author has consulted with other service
organizations in distribution, education, food serv-
In 1983, a number of leading North Americaice, personnel, finance, healthcare, repair, retail,
firms discovered this powerful approach and hawand transportation businesses.
been using it with cross-functional teams and con-
current engineering to improve their products, aarly applications of QFD in service organizations
well as the design and development process its@lfJapan by Ohfuji, Noda, and Ogino in 1981 were
[Akao 1983, Sullivan 1986, King, 1987]. Servicdor a shopping mall, a sports complex, and a vari-
organizations have also found QFD helpful. Thety retail store [Akao, 1990]. More recently,
author used QFD in 1985 to develop his Japangsaneko has been integrating QFD, reliability, and
translation businessjJapan Business Consult- quality circle activities in hotels, shopping centers,
ants, and saw revenues increase 285% the fimtd hospitals [Kaneko 1990a, 1990b, 1991, 1992].
year, 150% the second year, and 215% the third
year [Mazur 1993c]. QFD was an important part @FD has been heralded for such benefits as pro-
Florida Power & Light’s successful bid to be-moting cross-functional teams, improving internal
come the first non-Japanese Deming Prize recigemmunications between departments, and trans-
ent in 1990 [*Quality System Implementation...[ating the customer’s needs into the language of
1988, Webb 1990, Bodziony 1995] and in thghe organization.
1994 Deming Prize awarded @&T&T Power

Systems It has been successfully applied in theypes of Requirements
U.S. healthcare industry since 1991Tae Uni-

versity of Michigan Medical Center [Gaucher 1 gatisfy customers, we must understand how
1991, Ehrlich et al 1993, Ehrlich 1994aptist meeting their requirements effects satisfaction.
Health System [Gibson 1994, 1995], and othefrhere are three types of customer requirements to
leading institutions. Interesting service applicaggnsider (see Figure 1) [Karet, al.,1984].

Revealed Requirementsre typically what we get

Satisfaction by just asking customers what they want. These re-
Exditing / Revealed qui_rements satisfy (or dissat_isfy) in proportion to
their presence (or absence) in the product or serv-
(unspoken) ice. Fast delivery would be a good example. The
Requirement Requrement  faster (or slower) the delivery, the more they like
Unfulfilled _— Fufiilled (or dislike) it.
/ Expected Expected Requirementsare often so basic the
(unspoken) customer may fail to mention them - until we fail
Dissatisfaction to perform them. They are basic expectations with-
out which the product or service may cease to be
Figure 1. The Kano Model (adapted). of value; their absence igery dissatisfying. Fur-

Service businesses must meet all three types of re-  ther, meeting these requirements often goes unno-
quirements - not just what the customer says. ticed by most customers. For example, if coffee is
served hot, customers barely notice it. If it's cold
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or too hot, dissatisfaction occurs. Expected ré both the customer and the provider. Further,
quirementsmustbe fulfilled. they change over time, technology, market
segment, etc. The Japanese creators of QFD
Exciting Requirements are difficult to discover. developed tools such as the Voice of Customer
They are beyond the customer's expectationgables [Akao 1990b, Ohfuji et al 1990, Nakui
Their absence doesn’t dissatisfy; their presené8€91, Marsh et al 1991, Mazur 1991a, 1991e,
excites. For example, if caviar and champagd®92c, 1993a, 1993c] and coupled them to affinity
were served on a flight from Detroit to Chicagodiagrams and hierarchy diagrams to break through
that would be exciting. If not, customers wouldhis dilemna.
hardly complain. These are the things that wow
the customers and bring them back. Since custofiiis process works best when the QFD team goes
ers are not apt to voice these requirements, it is fllegemba Where the customer interfaces with the
responsibility of the organization to explore cusservice) to observe, listen, and record the problems
tomer problems and opportunities to uncover sugbstomers experience and the opportunities they
unspoken items. wish to seize. The voice tables provided a
structure for recording the data. Going to the

Kano's model is also dynamic in that what excit€@démba can be difficult for those who are used to
us today is expected tomorrow. That is, once intr§€€ing things from an internal point of view. They
duced, the exciting feature will soon be imitatef¢nd to see more process problems and solutions
by the competition and customers will come to efdan customer needs. Systematic tools can help the
pect it from everybody. An example would be th@FD team see the world from the customer’s point
ability to have pizza delivered in thirty minutesOf view.

On the other hand, expected requirements can be-

come exciting after a real or pPotential failure. /A —
example might be when the passengers applaud@UStomizing the QFD road

ter a pilot safely lands the airplane in rough aqqhap for Host Marriott
stormy weather.

. . _ Although Host had previously experimented with
The Kano Model has an additional dimension '®he House of Quality, this was their first attempt at

gardl_ng which customer segments the ta_rget m omprehensive Service QFD [Mazur 1993a]. In
ket includes. For example, the caviar an

champagne that's exciting on the domestic ﬂigtp)tlrder to thoroughly examine all facets for applica-
might be expected on the Concorde from Ne lity beyond the current project, they elected to

&plore all the deployments in Comprehensive

York to London. Knov_v!ng which customgr S€95ervice QFD. The standard deployments are ex-
ments you serve is critical to understanding theﬁained in Table 1

requirements.

Thus, eliminating problems handles expected rg;_ettlng executive buy-in

quirements. There is little satisfaction or competi- . .
tive advantage when nothing goes wron%‘?e customization process began in March, 1995

Conversely, great value can be gained by discovifith & one-day QFD overview presented to execu-

ing and delivering on exciting requirements aheéﬁ(es of both Marriott International and Host. Mar-

of the competition. QFD helps assure that eQ_ott attendees included Sam Bonfe, Director of

pected requirements don't fall through the craclgate,ring Standgrds MHRS, Jim Burns, B_fa”F’ Ex-
ecutive, Jeff Brindle, Mary Scott, and Griff Lind-

and points out opportunities to build in excite: )
ment. say from the New Business Team, and Helena
Light-Hadley, Director of TQM MHRS. From

Host came Jim Boragno, Sr. VP Products and

In summary, Kano found that the exciting needl%‘tandards, Suzie Hill, Director of F&B Standards,

which are most tied to adding value, are invisib

4
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Dick Knockerbocker, Director of ProcurementNot everything in our core businesses need to be

Bob Stanton, General Manager and OTL - Washew and innovative products, so this limited trial

ington, D.C., Cindy Lynch, Food and Beveragbkelped us to find an appropriate depth.

Standards - St. Louis, and Ed Rudis, General

Manager and OTL - Minneapolis. The meetinghe Phoenix team was lead by Wayne Eddy

was hosted by the author, Steve Lampa, then Vigaulti-unit Manager Terminal 3), with Terry Ell

President of TQM and featured Glenn Mazur g&eneral Manager), Pat Banducci (Controller),

the subject matter expert. Michael Galvin (Multi-unit Manager Terminal 4),
Joe Campbell (Commissary Manager), and How-

The purpose of this meeting was to expose them& Rudin (Cluster Marketing Manager of Phoenix

executives to the methodology so that they coudsthd San Diego).

participate in determining whether QFD should be

adopted as the standard new product and servige did not want to take on all baked goods for the

design process. At this meeting, it was determingigst project, and so our first job in QFD was to de-

to do a pilot QFD project at the Phoenix Sky Hatermine what would be best suited for product

bor International Airport around improving bake@&¢hange. We began this three month journey in

goods products. May, 1995.

As a service, there are fewer large capital inveﬁ
ments than in manufacturing companies, and it he bagel pl’OjeCt details

possible to experiment in a “living lab” and make
modifications relatively quickly. QFD should beCustomer Deployment
tailored to address these simpler business needs.

Deployment

Purpose

Customer
Deployment

To determine which customers and gem-
bas are critical to our success.

Voice of
Customer
Deployment

To understand the true needs of the cus-
tomer through analysis of spoken and
unpoken requirments and context of use.

Quality
Deployment

Prioritization of customer needs and
translation of them into service meas-
ures.

Function
Deployment

To identify and prioritize required and
new activities without identifying how they
are to be performed.

Reliability
Deployment

To identify and preclude failpoints from a
process.

New Process
Deployment

To conceive and select alternative ways
to perform the above funtions.

Task Deploy-
ment

Detailed breakdown of the selected proc-
ess to identify responsibility and perform-
ance requirements.

Standardiza-
tion

Job descriptions and standard operating
procedures to hold the gains.

Table 1. The standard deployments of Compre-
hensive Service QFD.

Since QFD, like most TQM activities, tries to fo-
cus resources on the most important areas, it was
useful to determine the key customers we needed
to satisfy. The logic here was that if we could meet
or exceed the most important expectations of the
most important customers, the rest would take care

o

roject Goals

Figure 2. Customer
Deployment Matrices.

Project G

Type of
haked good

30als

|
{G

_Proj

__Unit Type

goo!

Type of

—bakeg

Customer
Segment

|
__Unit Type
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Fig. 3. Prioritization of project goals. CS AS LL Pl WR RAW % OF
SCORE | TOTAL
CUSTOMER SATISFACTION (CS) 1 5 10 5 10 31.0| 405%
ASSOCIATE SATISFACTION (AS) 0.2 1 5 5 10 212 | 27.7%
LANDLORD SATISFACTION (LL) 0.1 0.2 1 0.2 5 6.5 8.5%
PROFIT MPROVEMENT (PI) 0.2 0.2 5 1 10 164 | 21.4%
WIN & RETAIN CONTRACTS (WR) 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 1 15 2.0%
TOTALS 1.60 | 6.50]21.20]11.30 | 36.00 76.60 | 100.0%

of itself. The generic model of customer deployFhe next step was to augment our traditional
ment [Mazur 1993a] flows from identifying andbaked goods with other potential varieties in order
prioritizing project success criteria to identifyingo identify the kinds of baked goods that might
and prioritizing core competencies to identifyingead to customer satisfaction in an airport setting.
and prioritizing customer segments. Since we wef®llowing Mazur's “batman” process dbrain-
already dealing with strategic competencies, Matorm, affinity, tree, matrix, a hierarchy of possi-
zur helped us redefine the customer deploymenthfe baked goods was created. This assured that we
fit our situation. Figure 2 is a matrix flow chart ohad not overlooked any baked goods that could
that process and figures 3 and 4 give a portion lhve made an especially exciting offering. See
the details. The purpose of these matrices wasRigure 4 for a portion of the tree.

determine key customers of key unit types (termi-

nal, unit area, etc.), that would sell the targets
baked good, that would lead to the project beirn
deemed successful by management. Once ider
fied, we would target our market research on the
customer segments first, thus conserving our
search activities to the most fruitful segments.

Ouir first task was to clearly define how the projeq
would be deemed successful by our manageme
First we brainstormed and then used an interrel
tionship digraph (details omitted) to understan

the drivers and “resultors” of these goals. W |

found that customer satisfaction drove many of th
other goals and should be the primary focus of t
project. Increased sales, profit improvement, lan
lord satisfaction, associate satisfaction and ]
other goals were identified. With an affinity dia-
gram, they were grouped under 5 headers: cu
tomer satisfaction, associate satisfaction, landlo
(airport authority) satisfaction, profit, and won ang
retained sales contracts. Some goals were m(

Croissants

“ Breads I

Bagels

Muffins

Scones

Specialty

Cinnamon rolls

DL

Donuts

important than others, and so a prioritization ma=
trix [Brassard 1989] was used to prioritize them.
See Figure 3.

Figure 4. Tree of types of baked goods
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The baked goods tree was prioritized in a matrbarriers. Especially valuable were smiles and
from the project goals and their priority weightgrimaces on the faces of our customers.
(details omitted). The analysis was to determine
which baked goods would contribute most to th@/hat we got was a view we don’t normally see in
success of the project goals. From this bagels wejig planning sessions in meeting rooms. Later, at
selected. the bagel gemba, there were many usage issues we
had not seen before. For example, the packaged
The next step was to determine the type of retaileam cheese was difficult to open, plastic utensils
unit we would sell these in. The batman techniqueoke, there was no place to sit. Careful analysis
was used to details these and a matrix was creatédhis data and interviews revealed that more ba-
with the highest priority baked goods and the typgel varieties and flavored cream cheeses were de-
of unit (details omitted). The unit types includedired. We also noticed that we were selling bagels
full service restaurant, concourse kiosk with larga a way that focused on speed of service (we
display cases, kiosks with small display cases, amduldn’t cut bagels or toast them which we
branded outlets. From this matrix we learned thkough could hold up the line), so we didn't offer
type of sales unit which would be most successfile most popular ways bagels are eaten! Our man-
at selling bagels - the concourse kiosk with largegers didn’'t believe customers really wanted a
display cases. toasted bagel because they never asked for them.
Boy, were we wrong!
The next phase was to identify customer segments
based upon use characteristics such as time of ddgice of Customer Deployment
purpose of coming to airport, etc. This was a

change from the usual market research that deljt the gemba, the spoken words and observed ac-
ers demographic characteristics, such as incomigns of the customer were recorded in the Voice

education, etc. The batman process was appliechtaCustomer Tables Part 1 and 2, which record us-
organize these into a matrix (details omitted) Witage data, such as time of day, whether meal or
the unit type based upon what type of customghrack, etc. and sort the voices into benefits vs. fea-
was most likely to eat at a concourse kiosk. Thgres, respectively. The benefits, called demanded
highest priority customer segment turned out to *éfiaalities in QFD, were put through the batman

women traveling in the morning on business. W&ocess, and included items such as “I have more
decided to look at both men and women. This thoices,” “Tastes good”’ “Easy to carry,” etc.

how we selected the gemba. The next step was to

go to the gemba and determine the needs of thes ey was conducted of bagel eaters at the

key customers. gemba and about 50 responses were received.
Demographics were about 40% men to 60%
In our traditional approach to going to the gemhgomen, about evenly split between Phoenix resi-
in the context of product planning, our attentiofents and those who were not, and were about
was on internal issues such as sanitation, staffiigice as many pleasure travelers as business trav-
levels, product display, etc, rather than on the cusiers. They were asked to prioritize these benefits
tomer using our products and facilities. Mazu§o that we would know which they valued the
took us on a practice run down to the cafeterigyost. The survey also asked them to compare the
where the team spent about an hour observing CHgrrent bagel offered at our airport terminals with
tomers enter (or choose not to enter) the cafetefigpse they had elsewhere in terms of each of the
look around for menus, inspect the food, takgenefits. Frequency distributions of responses
things, put things back, pay, and try to find a tablgere incorporated into an analysis that showed us
What we were taught to look for and record wefghat was most important to customers and where
evidence that the customer was able to compleigmpetition was perceived as better. Our mission
each action easily and pleasurably and to identifiyen became to exceed the competition in those
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benefits which were most important to the cusized set of areas the company needs to address
tomer. A portion of the survey is shown in table 2first.

Bagel Survey To save time, we approached the House of Quality
e would ke o sk you 0 complte 3 srveyregarding the bage you s urchasd. Your at tyvo levels. First, we u_sed just the general c_:ate-
e gories of customer benefits or demanded qualities,
e e compson o oter g you e ey e ———— | and then we made a second House detailing only
Attibute  fbagels and or bagel shop visits? ompare to odtirs the most important areas from the first House. Fig-
7R it S e ure 5 shows the latter of these.
: [Better jSame |Worse
rese Oood oz The top four performance measures were selected
Z‘:ﬁ:ﬁ; wn»“ fo_r improvement efforts; the rest were to be main-
32:2:2;? bm tained at th_e_current level of p(_erformance. These
apeite___|Z) S0 2 sl four were giving 50-60% of a display case to ba-
gels, increasing the number of bagel varieties from

Tab!e 2. Survey totals of customers’ preferences and two to six, increasing the number of topping varie-
choices ties from three to five, and adding a toaster option
to heat the bagels at time of serving.
Quality deployment
Function Deployment
The next phase was to translate the customer bene-
fits into service measurements and performan@mnce the performance targets were specified, it
targets that would help us design the new bagehs necessary to determine what activities would
service right the first time. QFD uses a special mbe affected and who would be responsible for
trix called a House of Quality for this purposemaintaining these performance levels. In Compre-
The House of Quality brings together on one shewtnsive Service QFD, these are identified through
of paper the customer needs, preferences, duodction deployment. Again, a two step approach,
choice data from the market survey, the companyisst a general matrix then a specific one was gen-
response to those needs in terms of service meastted to identify the business functions that
ures and performance targets, and yields a prionieuld be necessary to implement the changes. The

Figure 5. Phoenix Bakery Project House of Quality
DEMANDED QUALITIES v. QUALITY ATTRIBUTES (GRANDCHILDREN)
QUALITY ATTRIBUTES
5 [
£15 |5 £ tolalz |2 |E |2 ¢ E|E|. g
2 |2 |Eg|gd Ela|e|n (8828|388 |82|52|8 |2 |2 T |2|E|8
Ele|z2|cg|lw|S B ||| 2|2 (2222 ||S|g|=2|8)|3]|=
DEMANDED QUALITIES SlE|g5|8s| 5|22 (8|2 |8s|5 |2 |25(85(% S (3|2 |2|3|8|8
1 HAVE MORE CHOICES:
BAGELS 0 3 0 ol o 1 1 0 0 0 0 40 |20 |40 |20 |15 [ 12 | 2
TOPPINGS 0 3 9 0 0 0 3 35 |22 |35 |16 |12 [ 7 | 1
PREP. OPTIONS 0 0 0 0 3 0ol o 0 1 1 3 1 9 9 9 40 |22 |50 [ 23 |10 [ 9 | 19
SATISFIES MY APPETITE:
TASTES GOOD 1 0 3 3 0 9 | 9 3 ] o 9 1 1 3 0 0 50 |27 |50 [ 19 |10 [ 9 | 19
VISUALLY APPEALING 9 9 9 9 3 0ol o 9 9 9 3 |3 1 3] 3 40 |30 |40 |13 |10 [ 5 | n
PLEASANT AROMA 0 0 0 3 0 3 | 9 0 0 3 o | o 9 0 0 40 |29 |40 |14 |10 [ 6 | 12
ABSOLUTE WEIGHT 120 |27 | 509 | 418 | o4 | 209 | 278 | 183 | 144 | 453 | 152 | 114 | 3 | 204 | 26
QUALITY ATIRIBUTE WEIGHT 3 |6 | 1|3 |6 7 5 4 |2 |43 |10 |s 7
OUR CURRENT PERFORMANCE 520 | 2 3 1
TARGET 5060 |46 45 2
UNIT OF MEASUREMENT % case| # vari- #var- #
space | efies efies options
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Figure 6. Phoenix Bakery Project Function Deployment
QUALITY ATTRIBUTES V. FUNCTIONS
QUALITY ATTRIBUTES
FUNCTIONS
COMM >>> OPS >>>

SOURCE | ACQUIRE STORE PREPARE SHIP FINISH SELL SERVICE DISPLAY | MAINTAIN CLEAN QA.

PRODUCT | PRODUCT | PRODUCT | PRODUCT | PRODUCT PREP PRODUCT | CUSTOMER | PRODUCT | PRODUCT | ENVIRON. WEIGHTS
VISIBILITY OF OPTIONS 1 3 0 3 3 3 0 0 9 9 9 14
# OF BAGEL VARIETIES 9 9 3 9 9 1 3 0 9 9 0 1
# OF TOPPING VARIETIES 9 9 3 9 9 1 3 0 9 9 0 12
# OF HEATING OPTIONS 9 3 0 0 0 9 1 9 0 0 1 10
ABSOLUTE WEIGHT 315 280 69 249 249 159 79 94 333 333 136
QA/FUNCTION WEIGHT 14 12 3 11 11 7 3 4 15 15 6

matrix deployed the quality attributes and thefailure prone prior to the new service starting up.
priority weights from the bottom of the House o€omprehensive QFD uses reliability deployment
Quality to prioritize the most critical businesgo first identify the potential fail points, and then

functions for assuring success of the new bageleliminate them in the design of the service. Fig-
service. It showed that the commissary, sourcingre 7 is the reliability matrix. The failpoints are

acquiring, and shipping of the new products woulgrioritized by deploying the demanded qualities
be critical. At the operations level, displaying anftom the House of Quality into the reliability ma-

maintaining the attractive appearance of the bagéix. The highest ranking failpoint in this matrix is

was identified as critical. See Figure 6. Thrmunning out of product.

sourcing people began right away contacting the

big bagel vendors and cream cheese producer\i@w concept deployment
learn what the current favorites were. Mazur intro-

duced us to an industrial toaster company, Pringg this point in the QFD study, we now under-
Castle, that had a toaster that could toast the baggl,q customer preferences and choices, perform-
in about the same time as it takes to complete tgee targets, key business functions, and potential
sale, so there would be no delay of the airline pagjjyres to avoid. This gave us the information to

senger. begin developing alternative processes to fulfilling
these requirements.
Reliability deployment
Different display cases, heating equipment,
When developing a new service, it is important tourcing of bagels and cream cheese were worked
assure that any new processes employed are ip@ process flows and examined for their ability

Figure 7. Phoenix Bakery Project Function Deployment
[DEMANDED QUALITIES v. FAILURE MODES _(CHILDREN) |
FAILURE MODES >>>>>
DEMANDED QUALITIES BAGEL'S | TOPPINGS | WRONG | FALED | TOUGH [ RUNOUTOF | RUNOUTOF | RUNOUTOF | MESSY | EQUIPMNT | RUNOUTOF | IGNORES | BADHYGNE/ DEMANDED
BURNT | FALLOFF | PORTIONS | QASTDS. | BAGEL |SERVICEWARE | CONDIMENTS | PRODUCT |ENVIRONMT FALS |CLEANG SUPL | CUSTOMERS | DRESS QUALITY WT.

| HAVE MORE CHOICES:

BAGELS 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 9 0 1 0 3 1 2

TOPPINGS 0 3 3 3 0 3 9 9 9 9 1 3 1 14

PREP. OPTIONS 9 3 1 9 3 3 3 9 3 9 1 3 1 19
SATISFIES MY APPETITE:

TASTES GOOD 9 1 1 9 9 1 9 9 1 1 0 0 0 19

VISUALLY APPEALING 9 9 3 1 0 0 3 9 9 0 1 1 9 1

PLEASANT AROMA 9 0 0 1 0 0 1 9 3 1 0 0 9 12
ABSOLUTE WEIGHT 549 217 113 482 303 18 474 900 337 353 4 185 265 100
FAILPOINT WEIGHT 13 5 3 kil 7 3 1 2 8 8 1 4 6
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What Who When Where How How much Why Other
cutting bagels |Mike Galvin | by Aug, 28, in house test equipment |until comfortable, |specs for cut- |failure modes
T-4 associate |1995 but no less than 12 |ting method | safety
bagels speed of serv-
ice issues
order bagel Joe Campbell |by Aug. 25 in house purchase order | at least 3 for each | for start of pro- |failure modes
cutter testing unit plus jectin unit proper knife
one backup knife length
scoops for top- | Joe Campbell |by Aug. 25 in house test order 6 of each for each |different types |possible
ping portioning test unit of toppings,  |equiopment
portion control, {other than
speed of serv- |scoop, break-
ice age

Table 3. Excerpt from task deployment table for Phoenix bakery project.

to meet the requirements. As mentioned beforthat were designed and planned in the previous
Mazur introduced us to Prince Castle, a compasteps. This is what task deployment does. Mazur
that uses QFD to develop its commercial kitchedeveloped this deployment from the process qual-
equipment and from their product line, the Excality control sheets commonly found in manufactur-
bur conveyor toaster was selected for its speed dnd. The purpose of task deployment is to assign
safety. Several bagel sourcing options were cofor each step in the newly developed process, the
sidered including having bagels delivered by a Iperson responsible, timing, location, equipment,
cal bakery twice a day, baking them at thskill or training, performance, and self inspection
commissary and delivering them to the concoursequirements. When these are met, then the new
kiosks on a pre-set or on a per request basis, gmdcess isassuredthat it can meet all the require-
baking them on site. New cutting devices wemaents specified, and can thus meet the most im-
also explored. portant customer benefits, which will lead to
achieving the goals of the project as defined at the
After analyzing the alternative concepts, a papeginning of the QFD. An excerpt of the task de-
baked and frozen bagel supplied by Uptown Baloyment tables is given in Table 3.
gels that can be thawed quickly and baked in the
kiosk in six minutes and would allow fresh bake&tandardization
bagels produced to business demands was se-

lected. A mandatory selection of plain, onion, CirNO project is Comp|ete until we can assure the on-
namon raisin, and honey wheat were chosen al%@ng performance of the new system. Since QFD
with an Optional blueberry and flavor of tth a Total Qua“ty Management approach, stan-
month. Different cream cheese options were alg@rds should be created for initial and ongoing
eXplored. The selected process called for m|X|rt%|n|ng of emp|oyees and associates’ vendor com-
flavors into a cream cheese that is whipped apflance, etc. After the tests were completed in
blended on premise and then pre-packaged. Ma{ygust, the QFD team began to develop standards
datory flavors are plain, onion/chive, and gardgRat have been compiled in a booklet entitiedes
Vegetable with OptionS of StraWberry, low fat, anéoub|e: QFD Bage| Project A QFD Approach_

a flavor of the month. Appropriate signage wasyplished by Host Marriott Services at Phoenix,

also developed. Arizona, this shows the specifications, procedures,
policies, equipment, and expected results of this
Task deployment new service. This standard has been adopted by

our F&B standards department as the standard for
The best laid plans come to fruition when indiall our generic (non-branded) units that sell bagels.
viduals are made responsible for carrying out spexcerpts are given in Figure 8.
cific tasks in a manner that achieves the targets

10
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Sales results for the day-to-day operations are involved in the
process.

As the title implies, sales in the Phoenix airport

concourse kiosks more than doubled as a result@fir next step is to carry this to our San Francisco

the QFD efforts. Table 4 shows some of the reperations, and to build this process into other fu-

sults. ture operations (see next section). The time com-
mitment still concerns us in terms of a cost-benefit
Location Avg. |Sales 30(Sales120] % ratio. By the end of the project, six people had
Daily |days af- | days af- | change spent fifty-three hours each (a total of 318 hours)
sales be-| ter QFD | ter QFD on this QFD project. Three issues emerge that af-
fore QFD fected this.
Terminal 4 NW 70 133 169 +240%
Terminal 3 40 5 118 +295% 1.The team was new to QFD and many
Main Snack Bar| — == of its tools. In the future, the 7 Man-
’ T agement and Planning tools should be

taught first.

2.We wanted to explore the full power
of Comprehensive Service QFD in or-
der to judge its applicability to future
projects. Thus, some of the steps we
took were more for learning purposes.

3.We wanted to involve the corporate
TQM department and so the project
was stretched out over three months.

Table 4. Selected results of Phoenix bagel project.

Changes in customer choice data were also

tracked. Figure 9 shows for some of the most crifi,\ v that we are educated in the process, we in-
cal customer benefits how our product was P&ENd to review the process steps in order to de-

ceived compared to other bagels customers hz\‘)’e%p a “down and dirty” approach that can be

had. As shown there were dramatic improvemer&;ne by a team dedicating their time off-line,
&l

in the key customer benefits qf more bagel aMther than trying to fit it into their regular day.
cream cheese variety and heating options, as w

as other benefits such as tastes good and easX/Ito

zur has recommended Blitz QFD, a matrix-less
spread. And we were pleased that the enhamf’:tepaproach developed by Mark McDonald of Ander-

options actually yielded improvements in servicseen Consulting and Richard Zultner of ZULTNER
speed, which was contrary to what we initially& CO. for software QFD and Glenn Mazur for

worried would deteriorate. service QFD. It is quick enough that it can be done
in a single day, if the team members have assem-

Conclusions bled the correct data in advance.

The benefits of QFD were certainly proved in thil! the end, our plan is to develop a standard ap-
project. That we were able to achieve two to thr&&0ach that must be followed in order to change
times sales growth in only one month and thafe product specifications of our core products.

sustain that over the next six months speaks 10 |8 — ——————————

staying power of focusing on the customer ar]:tuture activities: Halo Effect
then standardizing the resulting improvements. '

Through this careful analysis, job responsibilities benefit of qoi h b q q
have been improved and those who are responsiwee enefit of going to the gemba to understan

the customer’s perspective is being integrated into

11
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our planning process at Phoenix Sky Harbor Inter- Design. Translated by Glenn Mazur. Cambridge,
national Airport. Two projects have been engaged MA: Productivity Press. ISBN 0-915299-41-0
since January. One was the design of a new sapgz, voiji, ed. 1990bintroduction to Quality Deploy-
wich deli. Strong customer demands such as ment. (In Japanese) Tokyo, Japan: JUSE. ISBN
“sandwich is made the way | like it,” “sandwich is  4-8171-0257-8

fresh” and “sandwich is fast,” have been realized
with a moving sandwich line where the sandwich@
is moved from station to station by the attendants
who add ingredients chosen by the customer. This
has reduced a line back up as well as incread®aluja, Sanju, Brian Elliott, Eric Endsley, Jim Kaounas,
satisfaction by being able to choose what they get. Robert Lepler, Elizabeth Lewis. 1995halimar,
Also, to make it easier for both the attendants to Haute Cuisine of India: Total Quality Management
load bottled drinks in the refrigerator and for cus- Guide.University of Michigan.

tomers to remove them, the sliding door refriger&odziony, Bob. 1995. “QFD and Deming Prize Activi-
tor has been replaced by one with an air curtain ties at FPL."Transactions from the Seventh Sympo-
similar to units in a supermarket. Drink sales sium on Quality Function Deploymemtnn Arbor,
jumped almost immediately, and this is now be- MI:QFD Institute.

coming a standard configuration at other Host aigrassard, Michael. 198Fhe Memory Jogger Pluble-
port properties in the Southwest. thuen, MA: GOAL/QPC. ISBN 1-879364-02-6

0, Y0ji. 1983.Company-Wide QC and Quality De-
ployment. Chicago, IL: The Cambridge Corpora-
tion.
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