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(57) A method for determining a cause of a mounting
failure for a component mounted on a substrate, which
is performed by an electronic apparatus, comprises: re-
ceiving an inspection result of a mounting failure for each
of a plurality of first components determined by inspecting
a plurality of substrates of a first type; calculating a mount-
ing failure rate of each of the plurality of first components
using the inspection result; determining a plurality of sec-

ond components in which a mounting failure has oc-
curred based on the mounting failure rate; and determin-
ing a cause of the mounting failure for each of the plurality
of second components as at least one of a component
mounting position setting error, a mounting condition set-
ting error according to a component type and a defect of
a nozzle, based on the mounting failure rate of each of
the plurality of first components.
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Description

TECHNICAL FIELD

[0001] The present disclosure relates to an electronic
apparatus and method for determining a cause of a
mounting failure for a component mounted on a sub-
strate.

BACKGROUND

[0002] Typically, in a surface mounter technology
(SMT) process, a screen printer prints solder pastes onto
a substrate, and a mounter mounts components on the
substrate on which the solder pastes are printed.
[0003] In addition, an automated optical inspection
(AOI) device is used as a substrate inspection device for
inspecting a mounting state of a component mounted on
a substrate. The substrate inspection device uses a cap-
tured image of a substrate to inspect whether or not com-
ponents are normally mounted on the substrate without
any deviation, distortion, tilting or the like. The substrate
inspection device may use the inspection results to de-
termine whether or not a mounting failure has occurred
in each of the components.
[0004] Meanwhile, when the inspection results of the
substrate inspection device indicates that a mounting fail-
ure has occurred, the device operators are required, in
the subsequent component mounting process, to per-
form subsequent processes such as adjustment of con-
trol parameters of a mounter that performs a component
mounting process, replacement of components included
in the mounter, and the like, so that the mounting failure
rate is reduced. In order to determine what subsequent
process should be performed to reduce the mounting fail-
ure rate, it is necessary to determine the cause of the
mounting failure for the components in which the mount-
ing failure has occurred.

SUMMARY

[0005] Various embodiments of the present disclosure
provide a method and electronic apparatus of determin-
ing a cause of a mounting failure for each of a plurality
of components in which a mounting failure has occurred
by using a mounting failure rate of each of a plurality of
components mounted on a substrate.
[0006] Various embodiments of the present disclosure
provide a method and electronic apparatus of determin-
ing a cause of a mounting failure for each of a plurality
of components in which a mounting failure has occurred
by using measurement information indicating a mounting
state of each of a plurality of components mounted on a
substrate.
[0007] Various embodiments of the present disclosure
provide a method and electronic apparatus of determin-
ing a cause of a mounting failure for each of a plurality
of components in which a mounting failure has occurred

and transmitting control parameters to a mounter to solve
the determined cause of a mounting failure.
[0008] According to various embodiments of the
present disclosure, a method for determining a cause of
a mounting failure for a component mounted on a sub-
strate, which is performed by an electronic apparatus,
comprises: receiving an inspection result of a mounting
failure for each of a plurality of first components deter-
mined by inspecting a plurality of substrates of a first type
on which the plurality of first components are mounted,
a mounting position of each of the plurality of first com-
ponents on the substrate of the first type being different
to each other; calculating a mounting failure rate of each
of the plurality of first components using the inspection
result; determining a plurality of second components in
which a mounting failure has occurred among the plural-
ity of first components based on the mounting failure rate
of each of the plurality of first components; and determin-
ing a cause of the mounting failure for each of the plurality
of second components as at least one of a component
mounting position setting error, a mounting condition set-
ting error according to a component type and a defect of
a nozzle included in a mounter, based on the mounting
failure rate of each of the plurality of first components.
[0009] In one embodiment, the calculating the mount-
ing failure rate of each of the plurality of first components
comprises: classifying the plurality of substrates of the
first type into at least one substrate of the first type in
which the mounting failure for each of the plurality of first
components has not occurred and at least one substrate
of the first type in which a mounting failure for each of
the plurality of first components has occurred by using
the inspection result; and calculating the mounting failure
rate of each of the plurality of first components by using
the number of the at least one substrate of the first type
in which the mounting failure for each of the plurality of
first components has not occurred and the number of the
at least one substrate of the first type in which the mount-
ing failure for each of the plurality of first components has
occurred.
[0010] In one embodiment, the determining the plural-
ity of second components in which the mounting failure
has occurred among the plurality of first components
comprises: determining a plurality of components having
a mounting failure rate equal to or greater than a prede-
termined first threshold value among the mounting failure
rates of the plurality of first components; and determining
the determined plurality of components as the plurality
of second components.
[0011] In one embodiment, the determining the cause
of the mounting failure for each of the plurality of second
components comprises: classifying the plurality of first
components into a plurality of first component groups ac-
cording to a plurality of first component types, each of
the plurality of first components being classified as one
of the plurality of first component types; determining a
plurality of second component groups including at least
one of the plurality of second components among the
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plurality of first component groups; comparing mounting
failure rates of a plurality of third components included
in each of the plurality of second component groups with
each other, based on the mounting failure rate of each
of the plurality of first components; and determining a
cause of a mounting failure for a plurality of fourth com-
ponents selected from among the plurality of second
components based on the comparison result as the com-
ponent mounting position setting error.
[0012] In one embodiment, each of the plurality of
fourth components is, in one of the plurality of second
component groups, a component having a mounting fail-
ure rate determined as an outlier based on the compar-
ison result.
[0013] In one embodiment, the determining the cause
of the mounting failure for each of the plurality of second
components further comprises: calculating a mounting
failure rate of each of the plurality of first component
types, based on a mounting failure rate of each of a plu-
rality of fifth components except for the plurality of fourth
components, among the plurality of first components;
classifying the plurality of first component types into a
plurality of first component type groups according to a
plurality of first nozzles used to mount the plurality of first
components; comparing the mounting failure rates of the
plurality of first component types included in each of the
plurality of first component type groups; and determining
a cause of a mounting failure for a plurality of sixth com-
ponents, classified as a plurality of second component
types selected based on the comparison result, as the
mounting condition setting error according to a compo-
nent type.
[0014] In one embodiment, each of the plurality of sec-
ond component types is, in one of the plurality of first
component type groups, a component type having a
mounting failure rate determined as an outlier based on
the comparison result.
[0015] In one embodiment, the determining the cause
of the mounting failure for each of the plurality of second
components further comprises: calculating a mounting
failure rate of each of the plurality of first nozzles, based
on a mounting failure rate of each of a plurality of third
component types except for the plurality of second com-
ponent types, among the plurality of first component
types; comparing the mounting failure rates of the plu-
rality of first nozzles; and determining, among the plurality
of second components, a cause of a mounting failure for
a plurality of seventh components, mounted by using at
least one second nozzle selected based on the compar-
ison result, as the defect of the nozzle.
[0016] In one embodiment, the at least one second
nozzle is, among the plurality of first nozzles, a nozzle
having a mounting failure rate determined as an outlier
based on the comparison result.
[0017] In one embodiment, the method further com-
prises: adjusting a mounting failure rate of at least one
third nozzle except for the at least one second nozzle
among the plurality of first nozzles; adjusting a mounting

failure rate of at least one component type among the
plurality of first component types based on at least one
of the mounting failure rate of the at least one second
nozzle and the adjusted mounting failure rate of the at
least one third nozzle; adjusting a mounting failure rate
of at least one of the plurality of first components based
on at least one of a mounting failure rate of the at least
one second nozzle, a mounting failure rate of the adjusted
at least one third nozzle and a mounting failure rate of
the adjusted at least one component type; and calculating
a contribution degree of the component mounting posi-
tion setting error, the mounting condition setting error ac-
cording to a component type and the defect of the nozzle
included in the mounter to the occurrence of the mounting
failure for each of the plurality of second components
based on the mounting failure rate adjustment result.
[0018] In one embodiment, the method further com-
prises: generating and displaying a graph indicating a
relationship between the plurality of first components, the
plurality of first component types and the plurality of first
nozzles, the adjusted mounting failure rate of each of the
plurality of first components, the adjusted mounting fail-
ure rate of each of the plurality of first component types
and the adjusted mounting failure rate of each of the plu-
rality of first nozzles are indicated in the graph.
[0019] In one embodiment, the method further com-
prises: generating and displaying a graph in which the
adjusted mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of
first components, the adjusted mounting failure rate of
each of the plurality of first component types and the ad-
justed mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of first
nozzles are arranged according to the magnitude of the
adjusted mounting failure rates.
[0020] In one embodiment, the method further com-
prises: transmitting a control signal for changing a control
parameter of a mounter used to mount the plurality of
first components on the substrates of the first type or a
message indicating the necessity of replacement of a
component included in the mounter, to the mounter
based on the cause of the mounting failure for each of
the plurality of second components.
[0021] According to various embodiments of the
present disclosure, an electronic apparatus for determin-
ing a cause of a mounting failure for each of a plurality
of components mounted on a substrate, comprises: one
or more memories; and a processor electrically connect-
ed to the one or more memories, wherein the one or more
memories are configured to store instructions for, when
executed, enabling the processor to: receive an inspec-
tion result of a mounting failure for each of a plurality of
first components determined by inspecting a plurality of
substrates of a first type on which the plurality of first
components are mounted, a mounting position of each
of the plurality of first components on the substrate of the
first type being different to each other; calculate a mount-
ing failure rate of each of the plurality of first components
using the inspection result; determine a plurality of sec-
ond components in which a mounting failure has oc-
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curred among the plurality of first components based on
the mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of first
components; and determine a cause of the mounting fail-
ure for each of the plurality of second components as at
least one of a component mounting position setting error,
a mounting condition setting error according to a com-
ponent type and a defect of a nozzle included in a mount-
er, based on the mounting failure rate of each of the plu-
rality of first components.
[0022] According to various embodiments of the
present disclosure, a method for determining a cause of
a mounting failure for each of a plurality of components
mounted on a substrate, which is performed by a sub-
strate inspection device, comprises: receiving a first error
value of each of a plurality of first components determined
by inspecting a plurality of substrates of a first type on
which the plurality of first components are mounted, a
mounting position of each of the plurality of first compo-
nents on the substrate of the first type being different to
each other; dividing the first error value of each of the
plurality of first components into a second error value due
to a component mounting position setting error, a third
error value due to a mounting condition setting error ac-
cording to a component type and a fourth error value due
to a defect of a nozzle included in a mounter; determining
a plurality of second components in which a mounting
failure has occurred among the plurality of first compo-
nents based on the second error value, the third error
value and the fourth error value of each of the plurality
of first components; and determining a cause of the
mounting failure for each of the plurality of second com-
ponents as at least one of the component mounting po-
sition setting error, the mounting condition setting error
according to a component type and the defect of the noz-
zle included in the mounter, based on the second error
value, the third error value and the fourth error value of
each of the plurality of second components.
[0023] In one embodiment, the dividing the first error
value of each of the plurality of first components com-
prises: classifying the plurality of first components into a
plurality of first component groups according to a plurality
of first component types, each of the plurality of first com-
ponents being classified as one of the plurality of first
component types; comparing first error values of a plu-
rality of third components included in each of the plurality
of first component groups, based on the first error value
of each of the plurality of first components; selecting a
plurality of fourth components from among the plurality
of first components based on the comparison result; cal-
culating an average error value of each of the plurality of
first component groups, based on first error values of a
plurality of fifth components except for the plurality of
fourth components, among the plurality of first compo-
nents; and calculating the second error value of each of
the plurality of first components due to the component
mounting position setting error, based on the first error
value of each of the plurality of first components and the
average error value of each of the plurality of first com-

ponent groups.
[0024] In one embodiment, the dividing the first error
value of each of the plurality of first components further
comprises: calculating an error value of each of the plu-
rality of first component types based on the average error
value of each of the plurality of first component groups;
classifying the plurality of first component types into a
plurality of first component type groups according to a
plurality of first nozzles used to mount the plurality of first
components; comparing error values of a plurality of sec-
ond component types included in each of the plurality of
first component type groups, based on the error value of
each of the plurality of first component types; selecting
a plurality of third component types from among the plu-
rality of first component types based on the comparison
result; calculating an average error value of each of the
plurality of first component type groups, based on error
values of a plurality of fourth component types except for
the plurality of third component types, among the plurality
of first component types; and calculating the third error
value of each of the plurality of first components due to
the mounting condition setting error according to a com-
ponent type, based on the error value of each of the plu-
rality of first component types and the average error value
of each of the plurality of first component type groups.
[0025] In one embodiment, the dividing the first error
value of each of the plurality of first components further
comprises: calculating an error value of each of the plu-
rality of first nozzles based on the average error value of
each of the plurality of first component type groups; cal-
culating the fourth error value of each of the plurality of
first components due to the defect of the nozzle, based
on the error value of each of the plurality of first nozzles;
and dividing the first error value of each of the plurality
of first components into the second error value, the third
error value and the fourth error value of each of the plu-
rality of first components.
[0026] In one embodiment, the determining the plural-
ity of second components in which the mounting failure
has occurred among the plurality of first components
comprises: determining a plurality of components in
which at least one of the second error value, the third
error value and the fourth error value of each of the plu-
rality of first components is out of a predetermined first
range; and determining the determined plurality of com-
ponents as the plurality of second components.
[0027] In one embodiment, the determining the cause
of the mounting failure for each of the plurality of second
components comprises: determining whether each of the
second error value, the third error value and the fourth
error value of each of the plurality of second components
falls within a predetermined second range; and determin-
ing the cause of the mounting failure for each of the plu-
rality of second components as at least one of the com-
ponent mounting position setting error, the mounting con-
dition setting error according to a component type and
the detect of the nozzle based on the determination re-
sult.
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[0028] The electronic apparatus according to various
embodiments of the present disclosure can determine a
cause of a mounting failure for each of a plurality of com-
ponents in which a mounting failure has occurred by us-
ing a mounting failure rate of each of a plurality of com-
ponents mounted on a substrate or measurement infor-
mation indicating a mounting state of each of a plurality
of components. This makes it possible to efficiently and
accurately determine what subsequent process should
be performed to reduce the mounting failure rate in the
subsequent component mounting process.
[0029] Furthermore, the electronic apparatus displays
the analysis result of failure of mounter components re-
lated to the component mounting through the inspection
of the mounted components in the SMT process, so that
the user can easily recognize the failure.
[0030] In addition, the electronic apparatus can deter-
mine the cause of the mounting failure for the compo-
nents in which a mounting failure has occurred. Based
on this determination, the electronic apparatus can send,
to a mounter for performing a component mounting proc-
ess, a notification message for a subsequent follow-up
action such as replacement of a component included in
the mounter, or can adjust control parameters, so that
the mounting failure rate is reduced.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF DRAWINGS

[0031]

FIG. 1 illustrates an SMT process line according to
various embodiments of the present disclosure.

FIG. 2 illustrates a first substrate inspection device
according to various embodiments of the present dis-
closure.

FIG. 3 is a block diagram of an electronic apparatus
according to various embodiments of the present dis-
closure.

FIG. 4 is a flowchart illustrating a method for deter-
mining a cause of a mounting failure for each of a
plurality of components mounted on a substrate ac-
cording to various embodiments of the present dis-
closure.

FIG. 5 illustrates pads, solder pastes and compo-
nents on a substrate according to various embodi-
ments of the present disclosure.

FIG. 6 is a table illustrating the mounting failure rates
of components, component types and nozzles ac-
cording to various embodiments of the present dis-
closure.

FIG. 7 is a flowchart illustrating a method for deter-
mining a cause of a mounting failure for a component

as a component mounting position setting error ac-
cording to various embodiments of the present dis-
closure.

FIG. 8 is a flowchart illustrating a method for deter-
mining a cause of a mounting failure for a component
as a mounting condition setting error according to a
component type according to various embodiments
of the present disclosure.

FIG. 9 is a flowchart illustrating a method for deter-
mining a cause of a mounting failure for a component
as a nozzle defect according to various embodi-
ments of the present disclosure.

FIG. 10 is a flowchart illustrating a method for calcu-
lating a contribution degree to occurrence of a
mounting failure according to various embodiments
of the present disclosure.

FIG. 11 is a table illustrating the adjusted mounting
failure rates of components, component types and
nozzles according to various embodiments of the
present disclosure.

FIG. 12 is a flowchart illustrating a method for deter-
mining a cause of a mounting failure for each of a
plurality of components mounted on a substrate ac-
cording to various embodiments of the present dis-
closure.

FIGS. 13A and 13B are tables illustrating first to
fourth error values of each of a plurality of first com-
ponents according to various embodiments of the
present disclosure.

FIG. 14 is a flowchart illustrating a method for calcu-
lating a second error value of each of a plurality of
first components according to various embodiments
of the present disclosure.

FIG. 15 is a flowchart illustrating a method for calcu-
lating a third error value of each of a plurality of first
components according to various embodiments of
the present disclosure.

FIG. 16 is a flowchart illustrating a method for calcu-
lating a fourth error value of each of a plurality of first
components according to various embodiments of
the present disclosure.

FIG. 17 is a flowchart illustrating a method for deter-
mining a cause of a mounting failure for each of a
plurality of second components in which a mounting
failure has occurred according to various embodi-
ments of the present disclosure.

FIG. 18 is a diagram illustrating a method for con-
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trolling a mounter according to a cause of a mounting
failure according to various embodiments of the
present disclosure.

FIGS. 19A to 19C are graphs indicating mounting
failure rates according to various embodiments of
the present disclosure.

FIGS. 20A to 20C are graphs indicating error values
according to various embodiments of the present dis-
closure.

FIG. 21 illustrates a screen displaying the content of
error value analysis according to various embodi-
ments of the present disclosure.

FIG. 22 illustrates a screen displaying the content of
error value analysis according to various embodi-
ments of the present disclosure.

FIG. 23 illustrates a screen displaying a solder paste
image, a component image after a mounting process
and a component image after a reflow process ac-
cording to various embodiments of the present dis-
closure.

FIG. 24 is a graph representing mounting failure
rates according to various embodiments of the
present disclosure.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION

[0032] Embodiments of the present disclosure are il-
lustrated for describing the technical spirit of the present
disclosure. The scope of the claims according to the
present disclosure is not limited to the embodiments de-
scribed below or to the detailed descriptions of these em-
bodiments.
[0033] All technical or scientific terms used herein have
meanings that are generally understood by a person hav-
ing ordinary knowledge in the art to which the present
disclosure pertains, unless otherwise specified. The
terms used herein are selected only for more clear illus-
tration of the present disclosure, and are not intended to
limit the scope of claims in accordance with the present
disclosure.
[0034] The expressions "include", "provided with",
"have" and the like used herein should be understood as
open-ended terms connoting the possibility of inclusion
of other embodiments, unless otherwise mentioned in a
phrase or sentence including the expressions.
[0035] A singular expression can include meanings of
plurality, unless otherwise mentioned, and the same ap-
plies to a singular expression stated in the claims.
[0036] The terms "first", "second", etc. used herein are
used to identify a plurality of components from one an-
other, and are not intended to limit the order or impor-
tance of the relevant components.

[0037] The expression "based on" used herein is used
to describe one or more factors that influences a decision,
an action of judgment or an operation described in a
phrase or sentence including the relevant expression,
and this expression does not exclude additional factors
influencing the decision, the action of judgment or the
operation.
[0038] When a certain component is described as
"coupled to" or "connected to" another component, this
should be understood as having the meaning that the
certain component may be coupled or connected directly
to the other component or that the certain component
may be coupled or connected to the other component
via a new intervening component.
[0039] Hereinafter, embodiments of the present disclo-
sure will be described with reference to the accompany-
ing drawings. In the accompanying drawings, like or rel-
evant components are indicated by like reference numer-
als. In the following description of embodiments, repeat-
ed descriptions of the identical or relevant components
will be omitted. However, even if a description of a com-
ponent is omitted, such a component is not intended to
be excluded in an embodiment.
[0040] Although process steps, method steps, algo-
rithms, etc. are illustrated in a sequential order in the
flowchart shown in the present disclosure, such process-
es, methods, and algorithms may be configured to be
operated in any suitable order. In other words, the steps
in the processes, methods, and algorithms explained in
various embodiments of the present disclosure are not
necessarily performed in the order described in the
present disclosure. Further, even though some steps are
explained as being performed non-simultaneously, such
steps may be simultaneously performed in another em-
bodiment. Moreover, the illustration of the processes de-
picted in the figure does not mean that the illustrated
processes exclude other changes and modifications
thereto, that any of the illustrated processes or the steps
thereof is essential for at least one of various embodi-
ments of the present disclosure, and that the illustrated
processes are desirable.
[0041] FIG. 1 illustrates an SMT process line 100 ac-
cording to various embodiments of the present disclo-
sure. According to various embodiments of the present
disclosure, the SMT process line 100 may include an
electronic apparatus 110, a solder printing apparatus
120, a screen printer inspection (SPI) apparatus 130, a
mounter 140, a first substrate inspection apparatus 150,
an oven 160 and a second substrate inspection appara-
tus 170. The substrate 180 to be processed in the SMT
process line 100 may include various substrates on which
various surface-mount devices may be mounted, such
as a strip board, a flexible circuit board, a panel and the
like.
[0042] In an embodiment, the electronic apparatus 110
may determine a cause of a mounting failure for each of
the components in which a mounting failure has occurred
among a plurality of components mounted on the sub-
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strate 180. The solder printing apparatus 120 may print
solder pastes on the substrate 180. The substrate 180
may include one or more pads. The solder printing ap-
paratus 120 may print a solder paste on each of the one
or more pads of the substrate 180. For example, at least
one pad may be arranged on the substrate at a position
where one component is to be mounted.
[0043] The SPI apparatus 130 may inspect the printing
state of the solder pastes printed on the substrate 180.
For example, the SPI apparatus 130 may inspect the
printed state of the solder pastes by inspecting the posi-
tion, height, volume, shape and the like of the printed
solder pastes.
[0044] In an embodiment, the mounter 140 may mount
a plurality of components on the substrate 180. The
mounter 140 may mount each of the components at a
predetermined mounting position of each of the compo-
nents on the substrate 180. The first substrate inspection
apparatus 150 may inspect a mounting state of each of
the components mounted on the substrate 180. For ex-
ample, the first substrate inspection apparatus 150 may
inspect whether the mounting state of each of the com-
ponents is good or poor.
[0045] The oven 160 may perform a reflow process on
the substrate 180 on which the components are mounted.
During the reflow process, the solder pastes on the sub-
strate 180 are melted and then solidified, thereby making
it possible to bond the components onto the pads of the
substrate 180. After the reflow process, the second sub-
strate inspection apparatus 170 may inspect a mounting
state of each of the components mounted on the sub-
strate 180. For example, after the reflow process is per-
formed, the second substrate inspection apparatus 170
inspects whether the mounting position of each of the
components is changed. Accordingly, the second sub-
strate inspection apparatus 170 may inspect again
whether the mounting state of each of the components
is good or poor.
[0046] In an embodiment, the electronic apparatus 110
may be connected to other devices included in the SMT
process line 100 in a wireless or wired manner. The elec-
tronic apparatus 110 may interwork with other devices
included in the SMT process line 100 in real time to per-
form data transmission/reception and control of each of
the other devices. For example, based on the determined
cause of a mounting failure, the electronic apparatus 110
may transmit a control signal for changing control param-
eters of the mounter 140 or controlling the operation of
the mounter 140 so as to reduce the mounting failure rate.
[0047] In addition, the devices included in the SMT
process line 100 may interwork with each other to perform
data transmission/reception. For example, the SPI ap-
paratus 130 may transmit the printed state inspection
result information or the solder position information of the
solder pastes to at least one device in the SMT process
line 100 connected in a wired or wireless manner. That
is, the SPI apparatus 130 may directly transmit the infor-
mation to each device, may transmit the information to

the electronic apparatus 110 so that the information is
used in the electronic apparatus 110, or may transmit the
inspection information to each device.
[0048] The mounter 140 may transmit information on
the components of the mounter 140, the real-time mount-
ing information and the like to the first substrate inspec-
tion apparatus 150 or the second substrate inspection
apparatus 170 either directly or through the electronic
apparatus 110. The first substrate inspection apparatus
150 or the second substrate inspection apparatus 170
may transmit the inspection result of the mounting state
of each of the components mounted on the substrate 180
to the electronic apparatus 110. The electronic apparatus
110 may determine a cause of a mounting failure for each
of the components in which a mounting failure has oc-
curred by using the received inspection result, and may
display the information on the determined cause of the
mounting failure. The detailed configuration and opera-
tion method for the electronic apparatus 110 will be de-
scribed later.
[0049] FIG. 2 illustrates the first substrate inspection
apparatus 150 according to various embodiments of the
present disclosure. According to various embodiments
of the present disclosure, the first substrate inspection
apparatus 150 may inspect a mounting state of at least
one component mounted on the substrate 210. A transfer
part 220 may move a substrate 210 to a predetermined
position to inspect the mounting state of the component.
In addition, when the inspection is completed by the first
substrate inspection apparatus 150, the transfer part 220
may move the inspection-completed substrate 210 away
from the predetermined position, and may move another
substrate 211 to the predetermined position. Since the
configuration and operation of the first substrate inspec-
tion apparatus 150 are similar to those of the second
substrate inspection apparatus 170, the detailed descrip-
tion of the second substrate inspection apparatus 170
will be omitted.
[0050] According to various embodiments of the
present disclosure, the first substrate inspection appara-
tus 150 may include a first light source 201, a first image
sensor 202, a frame 203, a second image sensor 204
and a second light source 205. The number and arrange-
ment of the first light source 201, the first image sensor
202, the frame 203, the second image sensor 204 and
the second light source 205 shown in FIG. 2 are merely
illustrative and not limiting.
[0051] In an embodiment, the first light source 201 may
irradiate pattern light to the substrate 210 moved to the
predetermined position for the inspection of the mounting
state of the component. For example, the pattern light
may be light having a pattern of a constant period, which
is irradiated to measure a three-dimensional shape of
the substrate 210. The first light source 201 may irradiate
pattern light, in which the brightness of a stripe has a sine
wave shape, on-off pattern light, in which bright portions
and dark portions are repeatedly displayed, or triangular-
wave pattern light, in which the change in brightness is

11 12 



EP 3 634 101 A1

8

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

a triangular waveform. However, this is merely for the
purpose of explanation and the present disclosure is not
limited thereto. The first light source 201 may irradiate
light including various types of patterns in which a change
in brightness is repeated at a constant cycle.
[0052] In an embodiment, the second light source 205
may irradiate first-wavelength light, second-wavelength
light and third-wavelength light to the substrate 210. For
example, the second light source 205 may sequentially
irradiate the first-wavelength light, the second-wave-
length light and the third-wavelength light, or may simul-
taneously irradiate at least two of the first-wavelength
light, the second-wavelength light and the third-wave-
length light.
[0053] In an embodiment, the first image sensor 202
may receive the pattern light, the first-wavelength light,
the second-wavelength light and the third-wavelength
light vertically reflected from substrate 210 and the com-
ponents mounted on the substrate 210. The first image
sensor 202 may generate an image and a three-dimen-
sional shape of the substrate by using at least one of the
pattern light, the first-wavelength light, the second-wave-
length light and the third-wavelength light thus received.
[0054] In an embodiment, the second image sensor
204 may be disposed below the first image sensor 202.
The second image sensor 204 may receive the pattern
light, the first-wavelength light, the second-wavelength
light and the third-wavelength light reflected from the sub-
strate 210 and the components mounted on the substrate
210 in a direction inclined with respect to the vertical di-
rection. The second image sensor 204 may generate im-
age data using at least one of the pattern light, the first-
wavelength light, the second-wavelength light and the
third-wavelength light thus received. For example, the
first image sensor 202 and the second image sensor 204
may include a charge coupled device (CCD) camera, a
complementary metal oxide semiconductor (CMOS)
camera, or the like. However, this is merely for the pur-
pose of explanation. The present disclosure is not limited
thereto. Various image sensors may be used as the first
image sensor 202 and the second image sensor 204.
[0055] In an embodiment, the first light source 201, the
first image sensor 202 and the second image sensor 204
may be fixed to a first frame 203. In addition, the second
light source 205 may be fixed to a second frame 206
connected to the first frame 203. For example, when there
are a plurality of second light sources 205, some of the
plurality of second light sources 205 may be fixed to the
second frame 206 so as to have the same height with
respect to the ground surface. Other second light sources
205 may be fixed to the second frame 206 to have dif-
ferent heights. In FIG. 2, the second frame 206 is illus-
trated in a ring shape, but the present disclosure is not
limited thereto.
[0056] According to various embodiments of the
present disclosure, the electronic apparatus 110 of de-
termining a cause of a mounting failure for each of the
components in which a mounting failure has occurred

may be included in the first substrate inspection appara-
tus 150 or the second substrate inspection apparatus
170, or may be configured separately from the first sub-
strate inspection apparatus 150 or the second substrate
inspection apparatus 170. In this case, the electronic ap-
paratus 110 may be connected to the first substrate in-
spection apparatus 150 or the second substrate inspec-
tion apparatus 170 in a wireless or wired manner to re-
ceive the inspection result of the mounting failure for each
of the components or the measurement information in-
dicating the mounting state of each of the components
from the first substrate inspection apparatus 150 or the
second substrate inspection apparatus 170. The detailed
configuration and operation method for the electronic ap-
paratus 110 will be described later.
[0057] FIG. 3 is a block diagram of the electronic ap-
paratus 110 according to various embodiments of the
present disclosure. According to various embodiments
of the present disclosure, the electronic apparatus 110
may include a memory 310 and a processor 320. In ad-
dition, the electronic apparatus 110 may further include
at least one of a communication circuit 330 and a display
340. Each of the memory 310, the processor 320, the
communication circuit 330 and the display 340 included
in the electronic apparatus 110 may be one or more. The
components included in the electronic apparatus 110
may be electrically connected through a bus (not shown)
to transmit and receive information, control signals, in-
structions, data, and the like.
[0058] In an embodiment, the memory 310 may store
instructions or data related to at least one other compo-
nent of the electronic apparatus 110. In addition, the
memory 310 may store software and/or a program. For
example, the memory 310 may include an internal mem-
ory or an external memory. The internal memory may
include at least one of a volatile memory (e.g., a DRAM,
a SRAM or a SDRAM) and a nonvolatile memory (e.g.,
a flash memory, a hard drive or a solid state drive (SSD)).
The external memory may be functionally or physically
connected to the electronic apparatus 110 through vari-
ous interfaces, and may be a cloud server interworked
with an external device in a wired or wireless manner.
[0059] In one embodiment, the memory 310 may store
instructions for operating the processor 320. For exam-
ple, the memory 310 may store instructions for allowing
the processor 320 to control other components of the
electronic apparatus 110 and to interwork with an exter-
nal electronic apparatus or an external server. In addition,
instructions for enabling each component to perform a
movement may be stored in the memory 310. The proc-
essor 320 may control other components of the electronic
apparatus 110 and may interwork with an external elec-
tronic apparatus or an external server based on the in-
structions stored in the memory 310. Hereinafter, the op-
eration of the electronic apparatus 110 will be described
mainly based on the respective components of the elec-
tronic apparatus 110.
[0060] In an embodiment, the processor 320 may drive
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an operating system or an application program to control
at least one component of the electronic apparatus 110
and to execute various data processing and calculations.
For example, the processor 320 may include a central
processing unit or the like, and may be implemented as
a system-on-chip (SoC).
[0061] In an embodiment, the communication circuit
330 may communicate with an external electronic appa-
ratus or an external server. For example, the communi-
cation circuit 330 may set communication between the
electronic apparatus 110 and other apparatuses included
in the SMT process line 100 and an external server. The
communication circuit 330 may be connected to a net-
work through wireless or wired communication to com-
municate with other apparatuses included in the SMT
process line 100 and an external server. As another ex-
ample, the communication circuit 330 may be connected
by a wire to other apparatuses included in the SMT proc-
ess line 100 and an external server to perform commu-
nication.
[0062] The wireless communication may include, for
example, cellular communication (e.g., LTE, LTE Ad-
vance (LTE-A), Code Division Multiple Access (CDMA),
Wideband CDMA (WCDMA), Universal Mobile Telecom-
munication System (UMTS), Wireless Broadband (Wi-
Bro), etc.). In addition, the wireless communication may
include short-range wireless communication (e.g., Wire-
less Fidelity (WiFi), Light Fidelity (LiFi), Bluetooth, Blue-
tooth Low Power (BLE), Zigbee, Near Field Communi-
cation (NFC), etc.).
[0063] In one embodiment, the display 340 may in-
clude, for example, a liquid crystal display (LCD), a light
emitting diode (LED) display, an organic light emitting
diode (OLED) display, or the like. The display 340 may
display, for example, various types of content (e.g., texts,
images, videos, icons and/or symbols) to the user. The
display 340 may include a touch screen, and may receive,
for example, touch, gesture, proximity or hovering input
or the like performed through the use of an electronic pen
or a part of a user’s body.
[0064] According to various embodiments of the
present disclosure, the processor 320 may receive solder
paste printing state inspection information or solder po-
sition information from the SPI apparatus 130, and may
receive the inspection result of a mounting failure for each
of the first components mounted on the substrate or the
measurement information indicating the mounting state
of each of the components, and the like from the first
substrate inspection apparatus 150 through the commu-
nication circuit 330. When the electronic apparatus 110
is included in the first substrate inspection apparatus 150,
the processor 320 may receive the inspection result of a
mounting failure for each of the first components or the
measurement information indicating the mounting state
of each of the components, and the like without going
through the communication circuit 330. Hereinafter, de-
scription will be made mainly under the assumption that
the processor 320 is operated based on the information

received from the first substrate inspection apparatus
150. However this is merely for the purpose of explana-
tion. The present disclosure is not limited thereto. The
processor 320 may be operated based on the information
received from the second substrate inspection apparatus
170.
[0065] The processor 320 may determine a cause of
a mounting failure for each of a plurality of second com-
ponents in which a mounting failure has occurred among
the plurality of first components by using the inspection
result of a mounting failure for each of the first compo-
nents or the measurement information indicating the
mounting state of each of the components. A specific
method for determining a cause of a mounting failure for
each of a plurality of second components will be de-
scribed later.
[0066] In an embodiment, the processor 320 may de-
termine a cause of a mounting failure for each of a plu-
rality of second components, and then may display the
cause of a mounting failure for each of the plurality of
second components on the display 340. In addition, the
processor 320 may control the communication circuit 330
to transmit the information indicating the cause of a
mounting failure for each of the plurality of second com-
ponents to the mounter 140 and the external electronic
apparatus (e.g., the user’s electronic apparatus).
[0067] The user may check the cause of a mounting
failure for each of the plurality of second components
displayed on the display 340 or the display of the user’s
electronic apparatus, and may efficiently and accurately
determine what subsequent process should be per-
formed to reduce a mounting failure rate in a subsequent
component mounting process.
[0068] In addition, after determining the cause of a
mounting failure for each of the plurality of second com-
ponents, the processor 320 transmits information on the
cause of a mounting failure or information on the correct-
ed mounting position for each of the second components
to the mounter 140 to reduce the mounting failure rate
based on the determined cause of a mounting failure for
each of the plurality of second components. Thus, the
processor 320 may notify the cause of a mounting failure
for a component included in the mounter (e.g. a head, a
spindle, a nozzle, a feeder, a reel or the like), or may
request the replacement of the component. The proces-
sor 320 may directly change mounting control parame-
ters, or may transmit a control signal for controlling the
operation of the mounter 140 to the mounter 140 through
the communication circuit 330.
[0069] FIG. 4 is a flowchart illustrating a method for
determining a cause of a mounting failure for each of a
plurality of components mounted on a substrate accord-
ing to various embodiments of the present disclosure.
[0070] In step 410, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may receive an inspection result of a
mounting failure for each of a plurality of first components
determined by inspecting a plurality of substrates of the
first type on which the plurality of first components is
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mounted. When the electronic apparatus 110 is config-
ured separately from the first substrate inspection appa-
ratus 150, the processor 320 may receive an inspection
result from the first substrate inspection apparatus 150
through the communication circuit 330. When the elec-
tronic apparatus 110 is included in the first substrate in-
spection apparatus 150, the processor 320 may directly
generate an inspection result of a mounting failure for
each of a plurality of first components through the infor-
mation measured during the process of inspecting a plu-
rality of substrates of the first type. Hereinafter, descrip-
tion will be made mainly under the assumption that the
processor 320 makes use of the inspection result re-
ceived from the first substrate inspection apparatus 150.
However, the present disclosure is not limited thereto.
The processor 320 may use the inspection result re-
ceived from the second substrate inspection apparatus
170, or may use both the inspection result received from
the first substrate inspection apparatus 150 and the in-
spection result received from the second substrate in-
spection apparatus 170.
[0071] In an embodiment, the respective first compo-
nents may be mounted at different positions on the sub-
strate of the first type. In other words, the mounting po-
sitions of the respective first components on the substrate
of the first type may be different from each other. For
example, an A component may be mounted at an A po-
sition on the substrate of the first type, and a B component
may be mounted at a B position on the substrate of the
first type. In this regard, the types of the A component
and the B component may be the same or may be differ-
ent.
[0072] In addition, the same type of substrates may
indicate that the substrates are manufactured according
to the same design information. In other words, since the
same type of substrates are manufactured according to
the same design information, a specific component may
be mounted at a specific position of each of the same
type of substrates. For example, according to the design
information of the substrate of the first type, the A com-
ponents may be mounted at the A and B positions on the
substrates of the first type.
[0073] In an embodiment, the inspection result of a
mounting failure for each of the plurality of first compo-
nents may include the inspection result of a mounting
failure for each of the plurality of first components on
each of the plurality of substrates of the first type. For
example, the inspection result of a mounting failure for
the A component among the plurality of first components
may include the inspection result of a mounting failure
for the A component in each of the plurality of substrates
of the first type. Therefore, the inspection result of a
mounting failure for the A component may include infor-
mation indicating at least one substrate of the first type
in which the mounting failure for the A component has
occurred and at least one substrate of the first type in
which the mounting failure for the A component has not
occurred. The inspection result of a mounting failure may

be generated by the first substrate inspection apparatus
150 for each of the plurality of first components and may
be transferred to the electronic apparatus 110.
[0074] For example, when the component is not
mounted on the substrate, when the offset of the mounted
component is equal to or greater than a predetermined
threshold value, and when the coplanarity of the mounted
components is equal to or greater than a predetermined
threshold value, the first substrate inspection apparatus
150 may determine that a mounting failure has occurred,
and may generate an inspection result of a mounting fail-
ure for a component based on the determination result.
In addition, the first substrate inspection apparatus 150
may transmit measurement information indicating a
mounting state of each of the plurality of first components
(e.g., information indicating whether a component is
mounted, offset information of the mounted component,
and coplanarity information of the mounted component)
to the electronic apparatus 110, and the processor 320
may generate an inspection result of a mounting failure
for each of the plurality of first components by using
measurement information indicating a mounting state of
each of the plurality of first components.
[0075] In step 420, the processor 320 may calculate a
mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of first com-
ponents by using the received inspection result. For ex-
ample, the processor 320 may classify at least one sub-
strate of the first type in which a mounting failure has not
occurred for each of the plurality of first components and
at least one substrate of the first type in which a mounting
failure has occurred for each of the plurality of first com-
ponents by using the inspection result. Thereafter, the
processor 320 may calculate a mounting failure rate for
each of the plurality of first components by using the
number of at least one substrate of the first type in which
a mounting failure has not occurred for each of the plu-
rality of first components and the number of at least one
substrate of the first type in which a mounting failure has
occurred for each of the plurality of first components.
[0076] For example, the processor 320 may classify a
plurality of substrates of the first type in which a mounting
failure has not occurred for the A component and a plu-
rality of substrates of the first type in which a mounting
failure has occurred for the A component, among fifty
substrates of the first type inspected by the first substrate
inspection apparatus 150.
[0077] When the number of the substrates of the first
type in which a mounting failure has not occurred for the
A component is 35 and the number of the substrates of
the first type in which a mounting failure has occurred for
the A component is 15, the processor 320 may calculate
the mounting failure rate of the A component as 30%.
The processor 320 may repeat the mounting failure rate
calculation process for each of the first components to
calculate the mounting failure rate of each of the first
components.
[0078] In step 430, the processor 320 may determine
a plurality of second components in which a mounting
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failure has occurred among the first components based
on the calculated mounting failure rate of each of the first
components. For example, the processor 320 may de-
termine a plurality of components having a mounting fail-
ure rate equal to or greater than a predetermined first
threshold value among the mounting failure rates of each
of the first components, and may determine the deter-
mined plurality of components as a plurality of second
components in which the mounting failure has occurred.
[0079] For example, when the mounting failure rate of
the A component is 1%, the mounting failure rate of the
B component is 4%, and the predetermined first threshold
value is 2%, the processor 320 may determine that the
mounting failure has not occurred in A component and
further that a mounting failure has occurred in B compo-
nent.
[0080] By determining a plurality of second compo-
nents in which the mounting failure has occurred among
the plurality of first components, the processor 320 may
simplify a process of determining a cause of a mounting
failure to be described below. However, depending on
the user’s setting, step 330 may not be performed.
[0081] In step 440, the processor 320 may determine
a cause of a mounting failure for each of the plurality of
second components in which a mounting failure has oc-
curred, based on the mounting failure rate of each of the
plurality of first components. For example, the processor
320 may determine the cause of a mounting failure for
each of the plurality of second components as at least
one of a component mounting position setting error, a
mounting condition setting error according to a compo-
nent type, and a defect of a nozzle included in the mount-
er. However, this is merely for the purpose of explanation.
The present disclosure is not limited thereto. A defect of
a feeder included in the mounter, a defect of a spindle
included in the mounter and a defect of a reel included
in the mounter may be further set as the cause of a mount-
ing failure. In this case, the processor 320 may determine
the cause of a mounting failure for each of the plurality
of second components as at least one of a component
mounting position setting error, a mounting condition set-
ting error according to a component type, a nozzle defect,
a spindle defect, a feeder defect and a reel defect. A
specific method for determining a cause of a mounting
failure for each of a plurality of second components will
be described later.
[0082] FIG. 5 illustrates pads, solder pastes and com-
ponents on a substrate according to various embodi-
ments of the present disclosure. As described above, the
substrate 510 may include one or more pads 540. In an
embodiment, the pads 540 may be formed in a pair. When
the pads are formed in a pair, the position of the pads
540 may be a position of a center point 542 which is the
center of the two pads. The center of the two pads may
represent a point that is the center of a line segment
connecting the centers of the two pads forming a pair.
For example, when the pad is formed of one pad rather
than a pair, such as a ball grid array (BGA) or the like,

the position of the pad 540 may be the center of the pad.
For example, when the substrate 510 is viewed in a XY
coordinate plane, the center point 542 may become an
origin point (0, 0), and may serve as a reference point
indicating the position of the solder paste and the com-
ponent.
[0083] In an embodiment, solder pastes 550 may be
printed on the pads 540. The position of the solder pastes
550 may be a position of a center 552 of the two solder
pastes 550, for example, a position of a center of mass
of the two solder pastes. The SPI apparatus 130 may
measure a position offset of the printed solder pastes
with respect to the pads. The position offset may mean
a position coordinate, i.e., a two-dimensional vector of
the center 552 of the solder pastes based on the origin
point 542.
[0084] In addition, a Z coordinate including a height
may be added to the XY coordinate. Based on this, the
position offset may be a position of a point which is the
center of at least one solder paste, i.e., a point which is
the center of mass. That is, the position offset may mean
a three-dimensional vector. The position offset may fur-
ther include rotation information indicating an angle offset
of the solder pastes with respect to the pads.
[0085] In an embodiment, a component 560 may be
mounted on the substrate 520 on which the solder pastes
550 are printed. For example, the position of the compo-
nent 560 may be a position of a point which is the center
562 of the component. The first substrate inspection ap-
paratus 150 may measure a position offset of the mount-
ed component with respect to the pads. The position off-
set may mean a position coordinate, i.e., a two-dimen-
sional vector of the center 562 of the component based
on the origin point 542. In addition, a Z coordinate includ-
ing a height of at least one position of the component
may be added based on the measurement position and
slope information of the component. The position offset
may mean a position coordinate, i.e., a three-dimensional
vector of the center 562 of the component based on the
origin point 542.
[0086] The substrate 520 on which the component 560
is mounted may be subjected to a reflow process. During
the reflow process, the solder pastes 550 may be melted
to change positions of the solder pastes 550 and the com-
ponent 560. The second substrate inspection apparatus
170 may measure a position offset of the component with
respect to the pads on the substrate 530 subjected to the
reflow process. The position offset may mean a position
coordinate, i.e., a two-dimensional vector of the center
562 of the component 562 with respect to the origin point
542 on the substrate 530 subjected to the reflow process.
For example, each position offset may be defined as an
absolute value of the distance from the origin point 542
to the corresponding position coordinate, instead of the
form of a position coordinate or a vector. In the present
disclosure, it can be said that the closer the position offset
of the component is to 0 on the substrate subjected to
the reflow process, the more successful the component
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bonding.
[0087] FIG. 6 is a table illustrating the mounting failure
rates of components, component types and nozzles ac-
cording to various embodiments of the present disclo-
sure. According to various embodiments of the present
disclosure, the processor 320 may calculate a mounting
failure rate of each of the plurality of first components.
Hereinafter, for the sake of convenience of description,
it is assumed that a first threshold value, which is a ref-
erence for determining a plurality of second components
in which a mounting failure has occurred among the plu-
rality of first component, is 2%. Accordingly, the C0 to
C13 components, the C17 component and the C18 com-
ponent, which have mounting failure rates equal to or
greater than the first threshold value as shown in FIG. 6,
may be determined to be a plurality of second compo-
nents in which a mounting failure has occurred. In addi-
tion, the C14 to C16 components and the C19 to C21
components, which have mounting failure rates less than
the first threshold value, may be determined to be com-
ponents in which a mounting failure has not occurred.
[0088] In an embodiment, the processor 320 may cal-
culate mounting failure rate for the respective component
types and mounting failure rates of the nozzles based on
the calculated mounting failure rates of the plurality of
first components. The processor 320 may determine a
cause of a mounting failure for each of the plurality of
second components in which a mounting failure has oc-
curred, based on the calculated mounting failure rate for
the respective component types and the calculated
mounting failure rates of the nozzles. A specific method
for determining a cause of a mounting failure for a plurality
of second components will be described in more detail
with reference to FIGS. 7 to 9.
[0089] FIG. 7 is a flowchart illustrating a method for
determining a cause of a mounting failure for a compo-
nent as a component mounting position setting error ac-
cording to various embodiments of the present disclo-
sure.
[0090] In step 710, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may classify a plurality of first compo-
nents, which may be classified as one type among a plu-
rality of first component types according to the plurality
of first component types, into a plurality of first component
groups. For example, referring to FIG. 6, the processor
320 may classify C0 to C2 components classified as a
P0 component type into a first component group 611,
may classify C3 to C6 components classified as a P1
component type into a first component group 612, and
may classify C7 and C8 components classified as a P2
component type into a first component group 613. Sim-
ilarly, the processor 320 may classify C9 to C12 compo-
nents classified as a P3 component type into a first com-
ponent group 614, may classify C13 to C15 components
classified as a P4 component type into a first component
group 615, may classify a C16 component classified as
a P5 component type into a first component group 616,
may classify C17 and C18 components classified as a

P6 component type into a first component group 617,
and may classify C19 to C21 components classified as
a P7 component type into a first component group 618.
[0091] In step 720, the processor 320 may determine
a plurality of second component groups including at least
one of the plurality of second components among the
plurality of first component groups. The processor 320
may determine the plurality of first component groups
611, 612, 613, 614, 615 and 617 including at least one
of the plurality of second components, for which it is de-
termined that a mounting failure has occurred, as a plu-
rality of second component groups. As a result, steps
730 and 740 to be described below may not be performed
on the first component group 616 and the first component
group 618 not included in the plurality of second compo-
nent groups.
[0092] In step 730, the processor 320 may compare
the mounting failure rates of a plurality of third compo-
nents included in each of the plurality of second compo-
nent groups 611, 612, 613, 614, 615 and 617, based on
the mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of first
components. For example, the processor 320 may com-
pare the mounting failure rates of a plurality of third com-
ponents included in each of the plurality of second com-
ponent groups 611, 612, 613, 614, 615 and 617 in order
to check whether at least one component having a mount-
ing failure rate determined to be an outlier exists among
the plurality of third components included in each of the
plurality of second component groups 611, 612, 613, 614,
615 and 617.
[0093] For example, the mounting failure rates of the
C0 to C2 components included in the second component
group 611 may be compared with each other, the mount-
ing failure rates of the C3 to C6 components included in
the second component group 612 may be compared with
each other, the mounting failure rates of the C7 and C8
components included in the second component group
613 may be compared with each other, the mounting
failure rates of the C9 to C12 components included in the
second component group 614 may be compared with
each other,
the mounting failure rates of the C13 to C15 components
included in the second component group 615 may be
compared with each other, and the mounting failure rates
of the C17 and C18 components included in the second
component group 617 may be compared with each other.
[0094] For example, the existence or absence of at
least one component having a mounting failure rate de-
termined as an outlier may be checked through the result
of comparison of the mounting failure rates of the plurality
of third components included in each of the plurality of
second component groups 611, 612, 613, 614, 615 and
617 by using a method such as distance-based cluster-
ing, Grubb’s test, mixed integer quadratically constrained
programming (MIQCP), or the like.
[0095] In step 740, the processor 320 may determine
a cause of a mounting failure for a plurality of fourth com-
ponents selected based on the comparison result of step
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730 among the plurality of second components in which
a mounting failure has occurred as a component mount-
ing position setting error. For example, the component
mounting position setting error may include a design error
of a component mounting position, an error caused by
incorrectly inputting a component mounting position into
the mounter, and the like.
[0096] In an embodiment, the plurality of fourth com-
ponents may be components which are determined to
have a mounting failure rate as an outlier based on the
comparison result of step 730 in one of the plurality of
second component groups 611, 612, 613, 614, 615 and
617. For example, the lowest mounting failure rate
among the mounting failure rates of the plurality of third
components included in the second component groups
611, 612, 613, 614, 615 and 617 may be a criterion for
determining the outlier. For example, the mounting failure
rate, 53%, of the C1 component in the second component
group 611, the mounting failure rate, 27%, of the C4 com-
ponent in the second component group 612, the mount-
ing failure rate, 29%, of the C7 component in the second
component group 613, the mounting failure rate, 18%,
of the C10 component in the second component group
614, the mounting failure rate, 1%, of the C15 component
in the second component group 615, and the mounting
failure rate, 5%, of the C17 component in the second
component group 617, may be a criterion for determining
the outlier.
[0097] For example, the difference between the
mounting failure rate of the C4 component, which is a
criterion for determining the outlier in the second com-
ponent group 612, and the mounting failure rate of the
C6 component, may be determined to have an abnormal
value in view of the difference between the mounting fail-
ure rate of the C4 component, the mounting failure rate
of the C3 component and the mounting failure rate of the
C5 component. Accordingly, the processor 320 may de-
termine the mounting failure rate of the C6 component
as the outlier, and may determine the C6 component as
a component having the mounting failure rate determined
as the outlier in the second component group 612.
[0098] Similarly, the difference between the mounting
failure rate of the C15 component, which is a criterion for
determining the outlier in the second component group
615, and the mounting failure rate of the C13 component
may be determined to have an abnormal value in view
of the difference between the mounting failure rate of the
C15 component and the mounting failure rate of the C14
component. Accordingly, the processor 320 may deter-
mine the mounting failure rate of the C13 component as
the outlier, and may determine the C13 component as a
component having the mounting failure rate determined
as the outlier in the second component group 615.
[0099] Meanwhile, the processor 320 may confirm that
a component having a mounting failure rate determined
as an outlier does not exist in the plurality of second com-
ponent groups 611, 613, 614 and 617, based on the com-
parison result of step 730. As a specific method for de-

termining whether a mounting failure rate of specific com-
ponent is an outlier in view of the comparison between
the mounting failure rate of the specific component and
the mounting failure rate of other component in the sec-
ond component group, it may be possible to use a method
such as distance-based clustering, Grubb’s test, MIQCP,
or the like as described above.
[0100] The processor 320 may determine that the
mounting failure for the component having the mounting
failure rate determined as the outlier among the compo-
nents of the same type is caused by a component mount-
ing position setting error, and may determine that the
cause of the mounting failure for the component having
the mounting failure rate determined as the outlier is a
component mounting positioning error.
[0101] FIG. 8 is a flowchart illustrating a method for
determining a cause of a mounting failure for a compo-
nent as a mounting condition setting error according to
a component type according to various embodiments of
the present disclosure.
[0102] In step 810, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may calculate a mounting failure rate of
each of the plurality of first component type based on the
mounting failure rate of each of a plurality of fifth compo-
nents among the plurality of first components excluding
the plurality of fourth components whose mounting failure
cause is determined to be a component mounting posi-
tion setting error. For example, the mounting failure rate
of a specific component type is a mounting failure rate
calculated by using the mounting failure rates of compo-
nents classified as a specific component type, and may
be used to check how many mounting failures have oc-
curred in each component type and to determine whether
or not the cause of a mounting failure is a mounting con-
dition setting error according to a component type.
[0103] The mounting failure for the plurality of fourth
components is most affected by the component mounting
position setting error. Therefore, when calculating the
mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of first types
in consideration of the mounting failure rate of the plurality
of fourth components together, the mounting failure rate
of each of the plurality of first types may not be accurately
calculated. Accordingly, the processor 320 may calculate
the mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of first
component types based on the mounting failure rate of
each of the plurality of fifth components excluding the
plurality of fourth components.
[0104] In an embodiment, referring to FIG. 6, the proc-
essor 320 may calculate a mounting failure rate of the
P0 component type based on the mounting failure rates
of the C0 to C2 components. For example, the processor
320 may calculate a mounting failure rate of the P0 com-
ponent type as 55%, which is an average of the mounting
failure rates of the C0 to C2 components. Similarly, the
processor 320 may calculate a mounting failure rate of
the P2 component type based on the mounting failure
rates of the C7 and C8 components. For example, the
processor 320 may calculate a mounting failure rate of
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the P2 component type as 31%, which is an average of
the mounting failure rates of the C7 and C8 components.
The processor 320 may calculate a mounting failure rate
of each of the P3 component type, the P5 component
type, the P6 component type and the P7 component type
in the same manner.
[0105] The processor 320 may calculate a mounting
failure rate of the P1 component type based on the
mounting failure rates of the C3 to C5 components. As
described above, in order to accurately calculate the
mounting failure rate of the P1 component type, the proc-
essor 320 may not use the mounting failure rate of the
C6 component, the mounting failure cause of which is
determined to be the component mounting position set-
ting error, to calculate the mounting failure rate of the P1
component type. The processor 320 may calculate a
mounting failure rate of the P1 component type as 29%,
which is an average of the mounting failure rates of the
C3, C4 and C5 components. Similarly, the processor 320
may calculate a mounting failure rate of the P4 compo-
nent type as 1% by using the mounting failure rates of
the C14 and C15 components except for the mounting
failure rate of the C13 component.
[0106] In step 820, the processor 320 may classify a
plurality of first component types into a plurality of first
component type groups 621, 622 and 623 according to
a plurality of first nozzles used to mount the plurality of
first components. For example, referring to FIG. 6, when
a N0 nozzle is used to mount the C0 to C8 components,
the P0 to P2 component types may be classified into the
first component type group 621. In addition, when a N1
nozzle is used to mount the C9 to C16 components, the
P3 to P5 component types may be classified into the first
component type group 622. When a N2 nozzle is used
to mount the C17 to C21 components, the P6 and P7
component types may be classified into the first compo-
nent type group 623.
[0107] In step 830, the processor 320 may compare
the mounting failure rates of the plurality of second com-
ponent types included in each of the plurality of first com-
ponent type groups 621, 622 and 623. For example, the
processor 320 may compare the mounting failure rates
of a plurality of second component types included in each
of the plurality of first component type groups 621, 622
and 623 in order to check whether at least one component
type having a mounting failure rate determined to be an
outlier exists among the plurality of second component
types included in each of the plurality of first component
type groups 621, 622 and 623.
[0108] For example, the mounting failure rates of the
P0 to P2 component types included in the first component
type group 621 may be compared with each other, the
mounting failure rates of the P3 to P5 component types
included in the second component type group 622 may
be compared with each other, and the mounting failure
rates of the P6 and P7 component types included in the
second component type group 623 may be compared
with each other.

[0109] For example, the existence or absence of at
least one component type having a mounting failure rate
determined as an outlier may be checked through the
result of comparison of the mounting failure rates of the
plurality of second component types included in each of
the plurality of first component type groups 621, 622 and
623 by using a method such as distance-based cluster-
ing, Grubb’s test, MIQCP, or the like.
[0110] In step 840, the processor 320 may determine
a cause of a mounting failure for a plurality of sixth com-
ponents classified as a plurality of third component types
selected based on the comparison result of step 830
among the plurality of second components in which a
mounting failure has occurred as a mounting condition
setting error according to a component type. For exam-
ple, the mounting condition setting error according to a
component type may include a setting error of mounter
control parameters (e.g., a spindle moving speed, a noz-
zle’s component suction pressure, a feeder moving
speed, a reel subdivision value, etc.) which are set for
each component type. However, this is merely for the
purpose of explanation. The present disclosure is not lim-
ited thereto. Various mounter control parameter setting
errors set for each component type may be included in
the mounting condition setting error according to a com-
ponent type.
[0111] In an embodiment, each of the plurality of third
component types may be a component type having a
mounting failure rate determined as an outlier based on
the result of comparison of step 830 among the plurality
of first component type groups 621, 622 and 623. For
example, the lowest mounting failure rate among the
mounting failure rates of the plurality of second compo-
nent types included in the plurality of first component type
groups may be a criterion for determining the outlier. For
example, the mounting failure rate, 29%, of the P1 com-
ponent type in the first component type group 621, the
mounting failure rate, 1%, of the P4 component type in
the first component type group 622, and the mounting
failure rate, 0.33%, of the P7 component type in the first
component type group 623, may be used as a criterion
for determining the outlier.
[0112] For example, the difference between the
mounting failure rate of the P1 component type, which is
a criterion for determining the outlier in the first compo-
nent type group 621, and the mounting failure rate of the
P5 component type may be determined to have an ab-
normal value in view of the difference between the mount-
ing failure rate of the P1 component type and the mount-
ing failure rate of the P2 component type. Accordingly,
the processor 320 may determine the mounting failure
rate of the P0 component type as the outlier, and may
determine the P0 component type as a component type
having the mounting failure rate determined as the outlier
in the first component type group 621. Similarly, the proc-
essor 320 may determine the P3 component type as a
component type having the mounting failure rate deter-
mined as the outlier in the first component type group 622.
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[0113] In addition, when it is determined that the dif-
ference between the mounting failure rate of the P7 com-
ponent type, which are criteria for determining the outlier
in the first component type group 623, and the mounting
failure rate of the P6 component type is equal to or greater
than a predetermined threshold value, the processor 320
may determine the mounting failure rate of the P6 com-
ponent type as an outlier. As described above, when
there are two mounting failure rates to be compared, the
outlier may be determined by comparing the difference
between the two mounting failure rates and the threshold
value. The processor 320 may determine the P6 compo-
nent type as a component type having the mounting fail-
ure rate determined as the outlier in the first component
type group 623.
[0114] The processor 320 may determine the cause of
the mounting failure for the C0 to C2 components clas-
sified as the P0 component type as a mounting condition
setting error according to a component type. In addition,
the processor 320 may determine the cause of the mount-
ing failure for the C9 to C12 components classified as
the P3 component type and the C17 and C18 compo-
nents classified as the P6 component type as a mounting
condition setting error according to a component type.
[0115] Although not shown, based on the comparison
result of step 830, the processor 320 may determine that
there is no mounting failure rate determined as an outlier
in a specific component type group. As a specific method
for determining whether the mounting failure rate of a
specific component type is an outlier when compared
with the mounting failure rates of other component types
classified as the first component type group, it may be
possible to use a method such as distance-based clus-
tering, Grubb’s test, MIQCP or the like as described
above.
[0116] The processor 320 may determine that the
mounting failure for the component classified as the com-
ponent type having the mounting failure rate determined
as the outlier among the components mounted through
the same nozzle is caused by the mounting condition
setting error according to a component type. Accordingly,
the processor 320 may determine that the cause of the
mounting failure for the component classified as the com-
ponent type having the mounting failure rate determined
as the outlier is a mounting condition setting error ac-
cording to a component type.
[0117] FIG. 9 is a flowchart illustrating a method for
determining a cause of a mounting failure for a compo-
nent as a nozzle defect according to various embodi-
ments of the present disclosure.
[0118] In step 910, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may calculate a mounting failure rate of
each of a plurality of first nozzles based on the mounting
failure rate of each of the plurality of fourth component
types except for the plurality of third component types,
which is the component type of a plurality of sixth com-
ponents having a cause of a mounting failure determined
as a mounting condition setting error according to a com-

ponent type, among the plurality of first component types.
For example, the mounting failure rate of a specific nozzle
is a mounting failure rate calculated by using the mount-
ing failure rates of the components mounted by the spe-
cific nozzle, and may be used to check how much mount-
ing failure rate has occurred for each nozzle and to de-
termine whether or not the cause of the mounting failure
is a nozzle defect.
[0119] The mounting failure for the plurality of sixth
components is most affected by the mounting condition
setting error according to a component type. Therefore,
when calculating the mounting failure rate of each of the
plurality of first nozzles in consideration of the mounting
failure rate of the third component type as a component
type of the plurality of sixth components together, the
mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of first noz-
zles may not be accurately calculated. Accordingly, the
processor 320 may calculate the mounting failure rate of
each of the plurality of first nozzles based on the mounting
failure rate of each of the plurality of fourth component
types excluding the plurality of third component types.
[0120] For example, referring to FIG. 6, the processor
320 may calculate a mounting failure rate of a N0 nozzle
based on the mounting failure rates of the P1 and P2
component types. As described above, in order to accu-
rately calculate the mounting failure rate of the N0 nozzle,
the processor 320 may not use the mounting failure rate
of the P0 component type, which is the component type
of the C0, C1 and C2 components having a cause of a
mounting failure determined as a mounting condition set-
ting error according to a component type, to calculate the
mounting failure rate of the N0 nozzle. The processor
320 may calculate the mounting failure rate of the N0
nozzle as 30%, which is an average of the mounting fail-
ure rates of the P1 and P2 component types.
[0121] In addition, the processor 320 may calculate a
mounting failure rate of a N1 nozzle based on the mount-
ing failure rate of the P4 and P5 component types. In
order to accurately calculate the mounting failure rate of
the N1 nozzle, the processor 320 may not use the mount-
ing failure rate of the P3 component type to calculate the
mounting failure rate of the N1 nozzle. The processor
320 may calculate the mounting failure rate of the N1
nozzle as 1%, which is an average of the mounting failure
rates of the P4 and P5 component types.
[0122] Furthermore, the processor 320 may calculate
a mounting failure rate of a N2 nozzle based on the
mounting failure rate of the P8 component type. In order
to accurately calculate the mounting failure rate of the
N2 nozzle, the processor 320 may not use the mounting
failure rate of the P6 component type to calculate the
mounting failure rate of the N2 nozzle. The processor
320 may calculate the mounting failure rate of the N2
nozzle as 0.33%, which is the mounting failure rate of
the P7 component type.
[0123] In step 920, the processor 320 may compare
the mounting failure rates of the plurality of first nozzles
with each other. For example, the processor 320 may
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compare the mounting failure rates of the plurality of first
nozzles to check whether there is at least one second
nozzle having a mounting failure rate determined as an
outlier among the plurality of first nozzles. For example,
the mounting failure rates of the N0 to N2 nozzles may
be compared with each other.
[0124] For example, the existence or absence of at
least one second nozzle having a mounting failure rate
determined as an outlier may be checked through the
result of comparison of the mounting failure rates of the
plurality of first nozzles by using a method such as dis-
tance-based clustering, Grubb’s test, MIQCP, or the like.
[0125] In step 930, the processor 320 may determine
that the cause of a mounting failure for a plurality of sev-
enth components mounted by the at least one second
nozzle selected based on the result of comparison of step
920 among the plurality of second components in which
a mounting failure has occurred is a nozzle defect. For
example, the nozzle defect is a mechanical defect of the
nozzle itself. Due to the nozzle defect, the nozzle may
not operate according to the set control parameters.
[0126] In an embodiment, the at least one second noz-
zle may be a nozzle having a mounting failure rate de-
termined as an outlier based on the result of comparison
of step 920 among the plurality of first nozzles. For ex-
ample, the lowest mounting failure rate among the
mounting failure rates of the plurality of first nozzles may
be a criterion for determining an outlier. For example, the
mounting failure rate of the N2 nozzle, 0.33%, may be a
criterion for determining an outlier.
[0127] For example, the difference between the
mounting failure rate of the N2 nozzle, which is a criterion
for determining an outlier, and the mounting failure rate
of the N0 nozzle may be determined to have an abnormal
value in view of the difference between the mounting fail-
ure rate of the N2 nozzle and the mounting failure rate
of the N1 nozzle. Accordingly, the processor 320 may
determine that the mounting failure rate of the N0 nozzle
is an outlier, and may determine the N0 nozzle as a nozzle
having a mounting failure rate determined as an outlier.
In addition, the processor 320 may determine the cause
of the mounting failure for the C0 to C8 components
mounted by the N0 nozzle as a nozzle defect.
[0128] The processor 320 may determine that the
mounting failure for the component mounted by a nozzle
having a mounting failure rate determined as an outlier
among the components mounted by a plurality of nozzles
attached to the same spindle during a component mount-
ing process has occurred due to a nozzle defect. Accord-
ingly, the processor 320 may determine that the cause
of the mounting failure for the component mounted by
the nozzle having the mounting failure rate determined
as the outlier is a nozzle defect.
[0129] In an embodiment, the mounting failure for the
component may occur due to various causes of a mount-
ing failure. Therefore, the causes of the mounting failure
for the component may be determined to be two or more
rather than one. For example, the causes of the mounting

failure for the C0 to C2 components may be determined
as a mounting condition setting error according to a com-
ponent type and a nozzle defect error, and the causes
of the mounting failure for the C6 component may be
determined as a component mounting position setting
error and a nozzle defect error.
[0130] Meanwhile, in FIGS. 7 to 9, for the sake of con-
venience, description has been made mainly on the case
where the cause of the mounting failure for the plurality
of second components in which a mounting failure has
occurred is determined as at least one of the component
mounting position setting error, the mounting condition
setting error according to a component type and the noz-
zle defect. However, the present disclosure is not limited
thereto. For example, the processor 320 may further use
a mounting failure rate for each of a plurality of feeders
included in the mounter, a mounting failure rate for each
of a plurality of spindles included in the mounter and a
mounting failure rate for each of a plurality of reels in-
cluded in the mounter, to determine the cause of the
mounting failure for the plurality of second components.
In this case, the processor 320 may determine the cause
of the mounting failure for the plurality of second compo-
nents as at least one of a component mounting position
setting error, a mounting condition setting error according
to a component type, a feeder defect, a nozzle defect, a
spindle defect and a reel defect.
[0131] For example, the mounting failure rate of the
plurality of feeders may be calculated in the same manner
as the method for calculating the mounting failure rate of
each of the plurality of nozzles based on the mounting
failure rate of each of the plurality of component types.
In this case, the mounting failure rate of each of the plu-
rality of nozzles may be calculated through the use of the
mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of feeders in
the same manner as the method for calculating the
mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of nozzles
using the mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of
component types described above. Furthermore, the
mounting failure rate of the plurality of spindles may be
calculated based on the mounting failure rate of each of
the plurality of nozzles in the same manner as the method
for calculating the mounting failure rate of each of the
plurality of nozzles using the mounting failure rate of each
of the plurality of component types described above. In
addition, the method for determining the cause of the
mounting failure for at least one of the plurality of second
components as a feeder defect based on the calculated
mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of feeders,
the method for determining the cause of the mounting
failure for at least one of the plurality of second compo-
nents as a spindle defect, and the method for determining
the cause of the mounting failure for at least one of the
plurality of second components as a reel defect are the
same as the method for determining the cause of the
mounting failure described above. Therefore, detailed
description thereof will be omitted.
[0132] FIG. 10 is a flowchart illustrating a method for
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calculating a contribution degree to occurrence of a
mounting failure according to various embodiments of
the present disclosure.
[0133] In step 1010, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may adjust a mounting failure rate of at
least one third nozzle except for the at least one second
nozzle selected in step 930 among the plurality of first
nozzles. For example, the processor 320 may adjust the
mounting failure rate of the at least one third nozzle to
0%. Since the nozzle defect is not a cause of a mounting
failure for the components mounted using the at least
one third nozzle, the processor 320 may determine that
the nozzle defect has no contribution to the occurrence
of the mounting failure, and may adjust the mounting fail-
ure rate of the at least one third nozzle to 0%. For exam-
ple, referring to FIG. 11, the processor 320 may adjust
the mounting failure rates of the N1 nozzle and the N2
nozzle to 0%.
[0134] In step 1020, the processor 320 may adjust the
mounting failure rate of at least one component type
among the plurality of first component types based on at
least one of the mounting failure rate of the at least one
second nozzle and the mounting failure rate of the at
least one third nozzle adjusted in step 1010.
[0135] For example, the processor 320 may adjust the
mounting failure rate of the remaining plurality of com-
ponent types other than the plurality of second compo-
nent types selected in step 840 among the plurality of
first component types to 0%. For the components clas-
sified as the remaining plurality of component types, the
mounting condition setting error according to a compo-
nent type is not a cause of a mounting failure. Therefore,
the processor 320 may determine that the mounting con-
dition setting error according to a component type has
no contribution to the occurrence of the mounting failure,
and may adjust the mounting failure rate to 0%. For ex-
ample, referring to FIG. 11, the processor 320 may adjust
the mounting failure rates of the P1 component type, the
P2 component type, the P4 component type, the P5 com-
ponent type and the P7 component type to 0%.
[0136] In addition, the processor 320 may adjust the
mounting failure rate of the P0 component type to 25%
which is reduced by 30% as the mounting failure rate of
the N0 nozzle from 55% as the mounting failure rate of
the P0 component type calculated in step 810. The proc-
essor 320 may determine that the mounting failure rate
of the N0 nozzle is included in the mounting failure rate
of the P0 component type calculated in step 810, and
may adjust the mounting failure rate of the P0 component
type. Meanwhile, the mounting failure rate of the P3 com-
ponent type and the mounting failure rate of the P6 com-
ponent type may not be adjusted because the mounting
failure rate of the N1 nozzle and the N2 nozzle is 0%.
[0137] In step 1030, the processor 320 may adjust the
mounting failure rate of at least one of the plurality of first
components based on at least one of the mounting failure
rate of at least one second nozzle, the mounting failure
rate of at least one third nozzle adjusted in step 1010 and

the mounting failure rate of at least one component type
adjusted in step 1020.
[0138] For example, the processor 320 may adjust the
mounting failure rate of the remaining plurality of com-
ponents other than the plurality of fourth components se-
lected in step 740 among the at least one component for
which it is determined that a mounting failure has not
occurred and the plurality of second components for
which it is determined that a mounting failure has oc-
curred among the plurality of first component types to
0%. For the remaining plurality of components, the com-
ponent mounting position setting error is not a cause of
a mounting failure. Therefore, the processor 320 may
determine that the component mounting position setting
error has no contribution to the occurrence of the mount-
ing failure, and may adjust the mounting failure rate to
0%. For example, referring to FIG. 9, the processor 320
may adjust the mounting failure rates of each of the C0
to C5 components, the C7 to C12 components and the
C14 to C21 components to 0%.
[0139] In addition, the processor 320 may adjust the
mounting failure rate of the C6 component type to 15%
which is reduced by 30% as the mounting failure rate of
the N0 nozzle from 45% as the mounting failure rate of
the C6 component calculated in step 420. The processor
320 may determine that the mounting failure rate of the
N0 nozzle is included in the mounting failure rate of the
C6 component calculated in step 420, and may adjust
the mounting failure rate of the C6 component. In addi-
tion, unlike FIG. 9, when the mounting failure rate of the
P4 type is not 0%, the processor 320 may determine that
the mounting failure rate of the P4 type is also included
in the mounting failure rate of the C6 component type.
Thus, the processor 320 may also reduce the mounting
failure rate of the P4 type in the mounting failure rate of
the C6 component type, thereby adjusting the mounting
failure rate of the C6 component type. Meanwhile, the
mounting failure rate of the C13 component may not be
adjusted because the mounting failure rate of each of the
P4 component type and the N1 nozzle is 0%.
[0140] In step 1040, the processor 320 may calculate
a contribution degree of each of the component mounting
position setting error, the mounting condition setting error
according to a component type and the nozzle defect to
the occurrence of the mounting failure for the plurality of
second components based on the result of the mounting
failure rate adjustment performed in steps 1010 to 1030.
[0141] For example, the processor 320 may determine
that the contribution degree of the P0 mounting condition
setting error according to a component type to the occur-
rence of the mounting failure for the C0 to C2 components
is 45% and further that the contribution degree of the N0
nozzle defect to the occurrence of the mounting failure
for the C0 to C2 components is 55%. In addition, the
processor 320 may determine that the contribution de-
gree of the N0 nozzle defect to the occurrence of the
mounting failure for the C3 to C5 components and the
C7 and C8 components is 100%, the contribution degree
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of the C6 component mounting position setting error to
the occurrence of the mounting failure for the C6 com-
ponent is 33%, and the contribution degree of the N0
nozzle defect to the occurrence of the mounting failure
for the C6 component is 67%.
[0142] Similarly, the processor 320 may determine that
the contribution degree of the P3 mounting condition set-
ting error according to a component type to the occur-
rence of the mounting failure for the C9 to C12 compo-
nents is 100%, the contribution degree of the C13 com-
ponent mounting position setting error to the occurrence
of the mounting failure for the C13 component is 100%,
and the contribution degree of the P6 mounting condition
setting error according to a component type to the occur-
rence of the mounting failure for the C17 and C18 com-
ponents is 100%.
[0143] As described above, the processor 320 may ad-
just the mounting failure rate calculated in the mounting
failure cause determination process in order to calculate
the contribution degree of each of the component mount-
ing position setting error, the mounting condition setting
error according to a component type and the defect of
the nozzle included in the mounter to the occurrence of
the mounting failure for the plurality of second compo-
nents in which a mounting failure has occurred.
[0144] In addition, the processor 320 may display, on
the display 340, the mounting failure rates of FIG. 6 cal-
culated in the mounting failure cause determination proc-
ess and the mounting failure rate of FIG. 11 obtained by
adjusting the mounting failure rate calculated in the
mounting failure cause determination process. For ex-
ample, the processor 320 may set the height value of the
cells displaying the mounting failure rates of the C6 and
C13 components having the mounting failure rate deter-
mined as an outlier among the C0 to C21 components
so as to become greater than the height value of the cells
displaying the mounting failure rates of other compo-
nents. The height value of the cells displaying the mount-
ing failure rates of the C6 and C13 components may be
determined based on the values of the mounting failure
rates of the C6 and C13 components. In addition, the
color of the cells displaying the mounting failure rates of
the C6 and C13 components may also be distinguished
from the color of the cells displaying the mounting failure
rates of other components. However, this is merely for
the purpose of explanation. The present disclosure is not
limited thereto. The cells displaying the mounting failure
rates of the C6 and C13 components may be indicated
in various manners so as to be distinguished from the
cells displaying the mounting failure rates of other com-
ponents.
[0145] Similarly, the processor 320 may display, on the
display 340, the cells displaying the mounting failure
rates of the P0, P3 and P6 component types having the
mounting failure rates determined as outliers among the
P0 to P7 component types so as to be distinguished from
the cells displaying the mounting failure rates of other
component types. In addition, the processor 320 may

also display, on the display 340, the cells displaying the
mounting failure rate of the N1 nozzle having the mount-
ing failure rate determined as an outlier among the N0
to N2 nozzles so as to be distinguished from the cells
displaying the mounting failure rates of other nozzles.
This enables the user to intuitively and easily recognize
the cause of the mounting failure for each of the plurality
of second components in which a mounting failure has
occurred.
[0146] FIG. 12 is a flowchart illustrating a method for
determining a cause of a mounting failure for each of a
plurality of components mounted on a substrate accord-
ing to various embodiments of the present disclosure.
[0147] In step 1210, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may receive a first error value of each of
the plurality of first components determined by inspecting
the plurality of substrates of the first type on which the
plurality of first components are mounted. When the elec-
tronic apparatus 110 is configured separately from the
first substrate inspection apparatus 150, the processor
320 may receive a first error value of each of the plurality
of first components through the communication circuit
330. When the electronic apparatus 110 is included in
the first substrate inspection apparatus 150, the proces-
sor 320 may directly generate a first error value of each
of the plurality of first components through the information
measured during the process of inspecting the plurality
of substrates of the first type.
[0148] In an embodiment, the respective first compo-
nents may be mounted at different positions on the sub-
strate of the first type. In other words, the mounting po-
sitions of the respective first components on the substrate
of the first type may be different from each other. For
example, the A component may be mounted at the A
position on the substrate of the first type, and the B com-
ponent may be mounted at the B position on the substrate
of the first type. In this regard, the types of the A compo-
nent and the B component may be the same or may be
different.
[0149] In addition, the same type of substrates may
indicate that the substrates are manufactured according
to the same design information. In other words, since the
same type of substrates are manufactured according to
the same design information, a specific component may
be mounted at a specific position of each of the same
type of substrates. For example, according to the design
information of the substrate of the first type, the A com-
ponents may be mounted at the A and B positions on the
substrates of the first type.
[0150] In an embodiment, the first error value of each
of the plurality of first components may be generated
based on the measurement values measured for the in-
spection of the substrate performed by the first substrate
inspection apparatus 150. For example, the first error
value of each of the plurality of first components by com-
paring the information measured through the inspection
of the plurality of substrates of the first type, for example,
the mounting position of each of the plurality of first com-
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ponents and the coplanarity of each of the plurality of first
components, with predetermined reference values.
[0151] In an embodiment, the first error value of each
of the plurality of first components may include at least
one of an error value for the mounting position of each
of the plurality of first components and an error value for
the coplanarity of each of the plurality of first components.
For example, an error value for the mounting position of
each of the plurality of first components may be calculat-
ed by comparing the mounting position of each of the
plurality of first components measured through inspec-
tion with the reference position of each of the plurality of
first components identified through design information of
the substrate of the first type. In addition, an error value
for the mounting position of each of the plurality of first
components may be calculated by comparing the co-
planarity of each of the plurality of first components meas-
ured through inspection with the reference coplanarity of
each of the plurality of first components identified through
the design information of the substrate of the first type.
In this way, the first error value of each of the plurality of
first components may be generated by comparing the
measurement value measured through inspection with
the reference value identified through the design infor-
mation of the substrate.
[0152] In addition, the first error value of each of the
plurality of first components may be generated using a
plurality of measurement values of each of the plurality
of first components measured in the process of inspect-
ing the plurality of substrates of the first type. For exam-
ple, the first error value of the A component among the
plurality of first components may be generated based on
one of an average value, a median value, a mode value,
a minimum value, a maximum value, a standard deviation
or the like of a plurality of first error values obtained by
comparing a plurality of measurement values of the A
component measured in the inspection of each of the
plurality of substrates of the first type with a reference
value. However, this is merely for the purpose of expla-
nation. The present disclosure is not limited thereto.
[0153] In addition, the measurement information indi-
cating whether each of the plurality of first components
is mounted on the substrate of the first type may be used
to determine a cause of a mounting failure for each of
the plurality of first components. In this case, however,
the mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of first
components calculated based on the measurement in-
formation indicating whether each of the plurality of first
components is mounted on the substrate of the first type
may be used in place of the first error value of each of
the plurality of first components to determine a cause of
a mounting failure for each of the plurality of first compo-
nents. Hereinafter, for sake of convenience of descrip-
tion, the description will be made mainly on a method for
determining a cause of a mounting failure for each of the
plurality of first components using the first error value of
each of the plurality of first components. However, the
present disclosure is not limited thereto. Even if the

mounting failure rate of each of the first components is
used, the cause of the mounting failure for each of the
plurality of first posture may be determined in the same
manner.
[0154] In step 1220, the processor 320 may divide the
first error value of each of the plurality of first components
into a plurality of error values caused by each of a plurality
of predetermined mounting failure causes. For example,
when the plurality of mounting failure causes are set to
a component mounting position setting error, a mounting
condition setting error according to a component type
and a defect of a nozzle included in the mounter, the
processor 320 may divide the first error value of each of
the plurality of first components into a second error value
caused by a component mounting position setting error,
a third error value caused by a mounting condition setting
error according to a component type and a fourth error
value caused by a nozzle detect. Since the error values
of the components measured through inspection of the
substrate may be affected by each of a plurality of mount-
ing failure causes, the sum of the error values caused by
the plurality of mounting failure causes may be an error
value of a component measured through the inspection
of the substrate. Accordingly, the processor 320 may di-
vide the first error value of each of the plurality of first
components into a plurality of error values caused by a
plurality of predetermined mounting failure causes.
[0155] In addition, a defect of a feeder included in the
mounter, a defect of a spindle included in the mounter
and a defect of a reel included in the mounter may be
further set as a plurality of mounting failure causes by
the user’s setting. In this case, the processor 320 may
divide the first error value into second to fourth error val-
ues, a fifth error value caused by the defect of the feeder,
a sixth error value caused by the defect of the spindle
and a seventh error value caused by the defect of the
reel. In the following description, for the sake of conven-
ience of description, the subdivision of the first error value
into the second to fourth error values will be mainly de-
scribed. However, the present disclosure is not limited
thereto. The first error value may be divided into a plurality
of error values corresponding to the number of the mount-
ing failure causes. A specific method for dividing a plu-
rality of first error values will be described later.
[0156] In step 1230, the processor 320 may determine
a plurality of second components in which a mounting
failure has occurred among the plurality of first compo-
nents based on the plurality of error values divided in
step 1220. For example, the processor 320 may deter-
mine a plurality of second components in which a mount-
ing failure has occurred among the plurality of first com-
ponents based on the second error value, the third error
value and the fourth error value of each of the plurality
of first components. The processor 320 may determine
a plurality of components falling outside a first range in
which at least one of the second error value, the third
error value and the fourth error value of each of the plu-
rality of first components is set, and may determine the
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plurality of determined components as a plurality of sec-
ond components in which a mounting failure has oc-
curred.
[0157] For example, the first range is an error value
range as a criterion for determining a mounting failure
for a component. The first range may be differently set
for each of the second error value, the third error value
and the fourth error value, or may be identically set.
[0158] For example, it is assumed that the first error
value of the A component among the plurality of first com-
ponents is 1 mm, the first error value is divided into a
second error value of 1 mm, a third error value of -30 mm
and a fourth error of 30 mm, and the set first range is from
-3 mm to 3 mm, the third error value and the fourth error
value of the A component are out of the first range. There-
fore, the processor 320 may determine the A component
as a component in which a mounting failure has occurred
even if the first error value as the sum of the second to
fourth error values exists within the first range. In contrast,
it is assumed that the first error value of the B component
among the plurality of first components is 1 mm, the first
error value is divided into a second error value of 1 mm,
a second error value of -2 mm and a third error of -2 mm,
and the set first range is from -3 mm to 3 mm, all of the
second error value, the third error value and the fourth
error value of the B component exist within the first range.
Therefore, the processor 320 may determine the B com-
ponent as a component in which a mounting failure has
not occurred.
[0159] The processor 320 may simplify a mounting fail-
ure cause determination process to be described below
by determining a plurality of second components in which
a mounting failure has occurred among the plurality of
first components. However, depending on the user’s set-
ting, step 1230 may not be performed.
[0160] In step 1240, the processor 320 may determine
a cause of a mounting failure for each of the plurality of
second components based on the plurality of error values
of each of the plurality of second components for which
it is determined that a mounting failure has occurred. For
example, the processor 320 may determine a cause of
a mounting failure for each of the plurality of second com-
ponents based on the second error value, the third error
value and the fourth error value of each of the plurality
of second components. For example, the processor 320
may determine the cause of the mounting failure for each
of the plurality of second components as at least one of
a component mounting position setting error, a mounting
condition setting error according to a component type
and a nozzle defect. However, this is merely for the pur-
pose of explanation. The present disclosure is not limited
thereto. A defect of a feeder, a defect of a spindle and a
defect of a reel may be further set as mounting failure
causes. In this case, the processor 320 may determine
the cause of the mounting failure for each of the plurality
of second components as at least one of a component
mounting position setting error, a mounting condition set-
ting error according to a component type, a nozzle defect,

a spindle defect, a feeder defect and a reel defect. A
specific method for determining the cause of the mount-
ing failure for each of the plurality of second components
will be described later.
[0161] FIGS. 13A and 13B are tables illustrating first
to fourth error values of each of a plurality of first com-
ponents according to various embodiments of the
present disclosure. According to various embodiments
of the present disclosure, the processor 320 of the elec-
tronic apparatus 110 may display, on the display 340,
the first error value of each of the plurality of first com-
ponents received from the first substrate inspection ap-
paratus 150 as shown in FIG. 13A. In addition, the proc-
essor 320 may display the second to fourth error values
of each of the plurality of first components obtained by
dividing the first error value of each of the plurality of first
components as shown in FIG. 13B. Hereinafter, a method
for dividing the first error value of each of the plurality of
first components shown in FIG. 13A into the second to
fourth error values of each of the plurality of first compo-
nents shown in FIG. 13B, and determining the cause of
the mounting failure for the plurality of second compo-
nents using the second to fourth error values will be de-
scribed.
[0162] In addition, for the sake of convenience of de-
scription, the first error value will be described as being
an error value of a mounting position of each of the plu-
rality of first components. However, the present disclo-
sure is not limited thereto. The following description may
apply even when the first error value is an error value for
the coplanarity of each of the first components, or even
when a mounting failure rate is used instead of the first
error value.
[0163] FIG. 14 is a flowchart illustrating a method for
calculating a second error value of each of a plurality of
first components according to various embodiments of
the present disclosure.
[0164] In operation 1410, the processor 320 of the
electronic apparatus 110 may classify the plurality of first
components classified as one of the plurality of first com-
ponent types into a plurality of first component groups
according to the plurality of first component types. For
example, referring to FIG. 13B, the processor 320 may
classify the C0 to C2 components classified as the P0
component type into a first component group 1311, may
classify the C3 to C6 components classified as the P1
component type into a first component group 1312, and
may classify the C7 and C9 components classified as
the P2 component type into a first component group
1313. Similarly, the processor 320 may classify the C9
to C12 components classified as the P3 component type
into a first component group 1314, may classify the C13
to C15 components classified as the P4 component type
into a first component group 1315, may classify the C16
component classified as the P5 component type into a
first component group 1316, may classify the C17 and
C18 components classified as the P6 component type
into a first component group 1317, and may classify the
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C19 to C21 components classified as the P7 component
type into a first component group 1318.
[0165] In step 1420, the processor 320 may compare
first error values of a plurality of third components includ-
ed in each of the plurality of first component groups 1311,
1312, 1313, 1314, 1315, 1316, 1317 and 1318 based on
the first error value of each of the plurality of first com-
ponents. For example, the processor 320 may compare
first error values of a plurality of third components includ-
ed in each of the plurality of first component groups 1311,
1312, 1313, 1314, 1315, 1316, 1317 and 1318 in order
to check whether there exists at least one component
having the first error value determined as an outlier
among the plurality of third components included in each
of the plurality of first component groups 1311, 1312,
1313, 1314, 1315, 1316, 1317 and 1318.
[0166] For example, the first error values of the C0 to
C2 components included in the first component group
1311 may be compared with each other, the first error
values of the C3 to C6 components included in the first
component group 1312 may be compared with each oth-
er, the first error values of the C7 and C8 components
included in the first component group 1313 may be com-
pared with each other, the first error values of the C9 to
C12 components included in the first component group
1314 may be compared with each other, the first error
values of the C13 to C15 components included in the first
component group 1315 may be compared with each oth-
er, the first error values of the C17 and C18 components
included in the first component group 1317 may be com-
pared with each other, and the first error values of the
C19 to C21 components included in the first component
group 1318 may be compared with each other. Since
only the C16 component is included in the first component
group 1316, the process of comparing the first error val-
ues with each other may be omitted.
[0167] For example, the existence or absence of at
least one component having a mounting failure rate de-
termined as an outlier may be checked through the result
of comparison of the first error values of the plurality of
third components included in each of the plurality of first
component groups 1311, 1312, 1313, 1314, 1315, 1316,
1317 and 1318 by using a method such as distance-
based clustering, Grubb’s test, mixed integer quadrati-
cally constrained programming (MIQCP), or the like.
[0168] In step 1430, the processor 320 may select a
plurality of fourth components from among the plurality
of first components based on the comparison result of
step 1420. For example, the plurality of fourth compo-
nents may be components having a first error value de-
termined as an outlier based on the comparison result of
step 1420 in one of the plurality of first component groups
1311, 1312, 1313, 1314, 1315, 1316, 1317 and 1318.
[0169] For example, in the first component group 1312,
the difference between the first error value of the C6 com-
ponent and the first error value of each of the C3 to C5
components may be determined to have an abnormal
value in view of the difference between the first error val-

ues of the C3 to C5 components. Accordingly, the proc-
essor 320 may determine that the first error value of the
C6 component is an outlier, and may determine the C6
component as a component having a first error value
determined as the outlier in the first component group
1312. Similarly, the processor 320 may determine the
C13 component as a component having a first error value
determined as the outlier in the first component group
1315.
[0170] Meanwhile, the processor 320 may determine
that a component having a first error value determined
as an outlier does not exist in the plurality of first compo-
nent groups 1311, 1313, 1314, 1317 and 1318, based
on the comparison result of step 1420. As a specific meth-
od for determining whether the mounting failure rate of
a specific component type is an outlier when compared
with the mounting failure rates of other component types
classified to the component type group, it may be possible
to use a method such as distance-based clustering,
Grubb’s test, MIQCP or the like as described above.
[0171] In step 1440, the processor 320 may calculate
an average error value of each of the plurality of first
component group 1311, 1312, 1313, 1314, 1315, 1316,
1317 and 1318 based on the first error values of the plu-
rality of fifth components except for the plurality of fourth
components selected in step 1430 among the plurality
of second components. For example, the processor 320
may exclude the C6 component for the first component
group 1312 in which the component having the first error
value determined as the outlier exists, and may calculate
an average error value based on the first error values of
the C3 to C5 components. Referring to FIG. 13A, an av-
erage error value of the first error values of the C3 to C5
components, 29 mm, may be calculated as the average
error value of the first component group 1312. Similarly,
for the first component group 1315, an average error val-
ue of the first error values of the C14 and C15 compo-
nents except for the C13 component, 1 mm, may be cal-
culated as the average error value of the first component
group 1315.
[0172] Meanwhile, for the plurality of first component
groups 1311, 1313, 1314, 1316, 1317 and 1318 in which
a component having a first error value determined as an
outlier does not exist, the processor 320 may calculate
the average error value of the components included in
each of the plurality of first component groups 1311,
1313, 1314, 1316, 1317 and 1318 as an average error
value of each of the plurality of first component groups
1311, 1313, 1314, 1316, 1317 and 1318.
[0173] In step 1450, the processor 320 may calculate
a second error value of each of the first components
caused by a component mounting position setting error
based on the first error value of each of the plurality of
first components and the average error value of each of
the plurality of first component groups 1311, 1312, 1313,
1314, 1315, 1316 and 1317 calculated in step 1440. For
example, the component mounting position setting error
may include a design error for a component mounting
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position, an error caused by incorrectly inputting a com-
ponent mounting position into the mounter, and the like.
The second error value may represent an error value
generated due to the component mounting position set-
ting error.
[0174] In an embodiment, the second error value of
each of the plurality of first components may be calculat-
ed based on the difference between the error value of
each of the plurality of first components and the average
error value of one of a plurality of first groups including
the plurality of first components. For example, the proc-
essor 320 may calculate a second error value of the C0
component, as 0 mm, which is the difference between 55
mm, which is the first error value of the C0 component,
and 55 mm, which is the average error value of the first
component group 1311 including the C0 component. Fur-
thermore, the processor 320 may calculate a second er-
ror value of the C6 component having the first error value
determined as the outlier, as 16 mm, which is the differ-
ence between 45 mm, which is the first error value of the
C6 component, and 29 mm, which is the average error
value of the first component group 1312 including the C6
component. Similarly, second error values may be cal-
culated for the remaining components. The second error
values calculated as described above may be used in a
process of determining a plurality of second components
in which a mounting failure has occurred among a plu-
rality of first components and in a process of determining
a cause of a mounting failure for each of a plurality of
second components.
[0175] FIG. 15 is a flowchart illustrating a method for
calculating a third error value of each of a plurality of first
components according to various embodiments of the
present disclosure.
[0176] In step 1510, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may calculate an error value of each of
the plurality of first component types based on an average
error value of each of the plurality of first component
groups 1311, 1312, 1313, 1314, 1315, 1316, 1317 and
1318 calculated in step 1440. For example, the processor
320 may calculate the average error value of the first
component group corresponding to each of the plurality
of first component types as an error value of each of the
plurality of first component types. For example, the error
value of a specific component type may be used to check
how much an error value has occurred for each compo-
nent type and to calculate a third error value caused by
a mounting condition setting error according to a com-
ponent type.
[0177] For example, referring to FIG. 13B, the error
value of the P0 component type may be calculated as 55
mm, which is an average error value of the first compo-
nent group 1311 corresponding to the P0 component
type, the error value of the P1 component type may be
calculated as 29 mm, which is an average error value of
the first component group 1312 corresponding to the P1
component type, and the error value of the P2 component
type may be calculated as 31 mm, which is an average

error value of the first component group 1313 corre-
sponding to the P2 component type. Similarly, an error
value may be calculated for each of the P3 to P7 com-
ponent types.
[0178] In step 1520, the processor 320 may classify
the plurality of first component types into a plurality of
first component type groups 1321, 1322 and 1323 ac-
cording to the plurality of first nozzles used to mount the
plurality of first components. For example, referring to
FIG. 13B, when the NO nozzle is used to mount the C0
to C8 components, the P0 to P2 component types may
be classified into the first component type group 1321.
In addition, when the N1 nozzle is used to mount the C9
to C16 components, the P3 to P5 component types may
be classified into the first component type group 1322.
When the N2 nozzle is used to mount the C17 to C21
components, the P6 and P7 component types may be
classified into the first component type group 1323.
[0179] In step 1530, the processor 320 may compare
the error values of the plurality of second component
types included in each of the plurality of first component
type groups 1321, 1322 and 1323, based on the error
value of each of the plurality of first component types.
For example, the processor 320 may compare the mount-
ing failure rates of the plurality of second component
types included in each of the plurality of first component
type groups 1321, 1322 and 1323 in order to check
whether there exists at least one component type having
an error value determined as an outlier among the plu-
rality of second component types included in each of the
plurality of first component type groups 1321, 1322 and
1323.
[0180] For example, the error values of the P0 to P2
component types included in the first component type
group 1321 may be compared with each other, the error
values of the P3 to P5 component types included in the
second component type group 1322 may be compared
with each other, and the error values of the P6 and P7
component types included in the second component type
group 1323 may be compared with each other.
[0181] For example, the existence or absence of at
least one component type having an error value deter-
mined as an outlier may be checked through the result
of comparison of the mounting failure rates of the plurality
of second component types included in each of the plu-
rality of first component type groups 1321, 1322 and 1323
by using a method such as distance-based clustering,
Grubb’s test, MIQCP, or the like.
[0182] In step 1540, the processor 320 may select a
plurality of third component types from among the plu-
rality of first component types based on the comparison
result of step 1530. For example, the plurality of third
component types may be component types having an
error value determined as an outlier based on the com-
parison result of step 1530 in one of the plurality of first
component type groups 1321, 1322 and 1323.
[0183] For example, in the first component type group
1321, the difference between the error value of the P0
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component type and the error value of each of the P1
and P2 component types may be determined to have an
abnormal value in view of the difference between the
error values of the P1 and P2 components. Accordingly,
the processor 320 may determine that the error value of
the P0 component type is an outlier, and may determine
the P0 component type as a component having an error
value determined as the outlier in the first component
type group 1321. Similarly, the processor 320 may de-
termine the P3 component type as a component type
having an error value determined as the outlier in the first
component type group 1322, and may determine the P6
component type as a component type having an error
value determined as the outlier in the first component
type group 1323. As a specific method for determining
whether the error value of a specific component type is
an outlier when compared with the error values of other
component types classified as the component type
group, it may be possible to use a method such as dis-
tance-based clustering, Grubb’s test, MIQCP or the like
as described above.
[0184] In step 1550, the processor 320 may calculate
an average error value of each of the plurality of first
component type group 1321, 1322 and 1323 based on
the error values of the plurality of fourth component types
except for the plurality of third component types selected
in step 1540 among the plurality of first component types.
For example, the processor 320 may exclude the P0 com-
ponent type having an error value determined as an out-
lier from the first component type group 1321, and may
calculate an average error value based on the error val-
ues of the P1 and P2 component types. For example,
the processor 320 may calculate 30 mm, which is an av-
erage error value of the error values of the P1 and P2
component types, as an average error value of the first
component type group 1321. Similarly, for the first com-
ponent group 1322, the processor 320 may calculate 1
mm, which is an average error value of the P4 and P5
component types except for the P3 component type, as
an average error value of the first component type group
1322. Since only the P7 component type except for the
P6 component type exists in the first component type
group 1323, the error value of the P7 component type,
0.33um, may be calculated as an average error value of
the first component type group 1323.
[0185] In step 1560, the processor 320 may calculate
a third error value of each of the plurality of first compo-
nents caused by a mounting condition setting error ac-
cording to a component type, based on the error value
of each of the plurality of first component types and the
average error value of each of the plurality of first com-
ponent type groups 1321, 1322 and 1323 calculated in
step 1550. For example, the mounting condition setting
error according to a component type may include a set-
ting error of mounter control parameters (e.g., a moving
speed of a spindle, a component suction pressure of a
nozzle, a moving speed of a feeder, a decomposition
value of a reel, etc.) set for each component type. How-

ever, this is merely for the purpose of description. The
present disclosure is not limited thereto. Various mounter
control parameter setting errors set for each component
type may be included in the mounting condition setting
error according to a component type. The third error value
may indicate an error value generated due to such a
mounting condition setting error according to a compo-
nent type.
[0186] In an embodiment, the third error value of each
of the plurality of first components may be calculated
based on the difference between the error value of each
of the plurality of first components and the average error
value of one of a plurality of first component type groups
1321, 1322 and 1323 including the plurality of first com-
ponent types. For example, the processor 320 may cal-
culate a third error value of each of the C0 to C2 compo-
nents, as 25 mm, which is a difference between 55 mm,
which is the error value of the P0 component type includ-
ing the C0 to C2 components, and 30 mm, which is the
average error value of the first component type group
1321 including the P0 component type. Furthermore, the
processor 320 may calculate a third error value of each
of the C3 to C6 components, as -1 mm, which is a differ-
ence between 29 mm, which is the error value of the P1
component type including the C3 and C6 components,
and 30 mm, which is the average error value of the first
component type group 1321. Similarly, third error values
may be calculated for the remaining components. The
third error values calculated as described above may be
used in a process of determining a plurality of second
components in which a mounting failure has occurred
among a plurality of first components and in a process
of determining a cause of a mounting failure for each of
a plurality of second components.
[0187] FIG. 16 is a flowchart illustrating a method for
calculating a fourth error value of each of a plurality of
first components according to various embodiments of
the present disclosure.
[0188] In step 1610, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may calculate an error value of each of a
plurality of first nozzles based on the average error value
of each of the plurality of first component type groups
1321, 1322 and 1323 calculated in step 1550. For exam-
ple, the processor 320 may calculate an average error
value of each of the plurality of first component type
groups 1321, 1322 and 1323 corresponding to each of
the plurality of first nozzles as an error value of each of
the plurality of first nozzles. The component type group
corresponding to a specific nozzle among the plurality of
first nozzles may indicate that the components classified
as the plurality of component types included in the com-
ponent type group are mounted by a specific nozzle. For
example, the error value of a specific nozzle is an error
value calculated by using the error values of the compo-
nents mounted by the specific nozzle, and may be used
to check how much error value has occurred for each
nozzle and to calculate a fourth error value due to a nozzle
defect.
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[0189] For example, referring to FIG. 13B, the error
value of the N0 nozzle may be calculated as 30 mm, which
is an average error value of the first component type
group 1321 corresponding to the N0 nozzle, the error
value of the N1 nozzle may be calculated as 1 mm, which
is an average error value of the first component type
group 1322 corresponding to the N1 nozzle, and the error
value of the N2 nozzle may be calculated as 0.33 mm,
which is an average error value of the first component
type group 1323 corresponding to the N2 nozzle.
[0190] In step 1620, the processor 320 may calculate
a fourth error value of each of the plurality of first com-
ponents due to the defect of a nozzle, based on the error
value of each of the plurality of first nozzles calculated in
step 1610. For example, the nozzle defect is a mechan-
ical defect of a nozzle itself. By this defect, the nozzle
may not operate according to the set control parameters.
[0191] In an embodiment, the fourth error value of each
of the plurality of first components may be calculated
based on the error value of each of the plurality of first
nozzles. For example, the processor 320 may calculate
the fourth error value of each of the C0 to C8 components
mounted through the N0 nozzle as 30 mm, which is an
error value of the N0 nozzle. In addition, the processor
320 may calculate the fourth error value of each of the
C9 to C16 components mounted through the N1 nozzle
as 1 mm, which is an error value of the N1 nozzle, and
may calculate the fourth error value of each of the C17
to C21 components mounted through the N2 nozzle as
0.33 mm, which is an error value of the N2 nozzle. The
fourth error value calculated as described above may be
used in a process of determining a plurality of second
components in which a mounting failure has occurred
among a plurality of first components and in a process
of determining a cause of a mounting failure for each of
a plurality of second components.
[0192] In step 1630, the processor 320 may divide the
first error value of each of the plurality of first components
into a second error value, a third error value and a fourth
error value of each of the plurality of first components.
For example, the processor 320 may divide 55 mm, which
is a first error value of the C0 component, into 0 mm,
which is a second error value of the C0 component, 25
mm, which is a third error value of the C0 component,
and 30 mm, which is a fourth error value of the C0 com-
ponent. Similarly, the first error value of each of the re-
maining components may be divided into a second error
value, a third error value and a fourth error value of each
of the remaining components.
[0193] FIG. 17 is a flowchart illustrating a method for
determining a cause of a mounting failure for each of a
plurality of second components in which a mounting fail-
ure has occurred according to various embodiments of
the present disclosure.
[0194] In step 1710, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may determine whether each of the sec-
ond error value, the third error value and the fourth error
value of each of the first components divided in step 1630

falls within a preset second range. For example, the sec-
ond range is a range of error values used as a criterion
for determining a cause of a mounting failure. The second
range may be set differently for each of the second error
value, the third error value and the fourth error value, or
may be set identically. In addition, the second range may
be set to become the same as the aforementioned first
range which is the criterion for determining the mounting
failure for the component, or may be set to become dif-
ferent from the aforementioned first range. Hereinafter,
for the sake of convenience of description, it will be as-
sumed that the second range is from -3 mm to 3 mm.
[0195] In step 1720, the processor 320 may determine
the cause of the mounting failure for each of the plurality
of second components as at least one of a component
mounting position setting error, a mounting condition set-
ting error according to a component type and a nozzle
defect based on the determination result of step 1710.
For example, the processor 320 may determine that the
second error value among the second error value, the
third error value and the fourth error value of each of the
C0 to C2 components falls within the second range, and
the third error value and the fourth error value are out of
the second range. Accordingly, the processor 320 may
determine the causes of the mounting failure for each of
the C0 to C2 components as a mounting condition setting
error according to a component type and a nozzle defect.
[0196] In addition, the processor 320 may determine
that only the fourth error value among the second error
value, the third error value and the fourth error value of
each of the C3 to C5 components is out of the second
range and further that the cause of the mounting failure
for each of the C3 to C5 components is a nozzle defect.
Meanwhile, the processor 320 may determine that the
second error value and the fourth error value of the C6
component are out of the second range and further that
the causes of the mounting failure for the C6 component
are a component mounting position setting error and a
nozzle defect.
[0197] In FIGS. 14 to 17, for the sake of convenience,
description has been made mainly on the case where
the cause of the mounting failure for the plurality of sec-
ond components in which a mounting failure has oc-
curred is determined as at least one of the component
mounting position setting error, the mounting condition
setting error according to a component type and the noz-
zle defect. However, the present disclosure is not limited
thereto. For example, the processor 320 may further use
an error value of each of a plurality of feeders included
in the mounter, an error value of each of a plurality of
spindles included in the mounter and an error value of
each of a plurality of reels included in the mounter to
determine the cause of the mounting failure for the plu-
rality of second components. In this case, the processor
320 may determine the cause of the mounting failure for
the plurality of second components as at least one of a
component mounting position setting error, a mounting
condition setting error according to a component type, a
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feeder defect, a nozzle defect, a spindle defect and a reel
defect.
[0198] For example, the error value of each of the plu-
rality of feeders may be calculated based on the error
value of each of the plurality of component types in the
same manner as the method for calculating the error val-
ue of each of the plurality of nozzles described above. In
this case, the error value of each of the plurality of nozzles
may be calculated based on the error value of each of
the plurality of feeders in the same manner as the method
for calculating the error value of each of the plurality of
nozzles using the error value of each of the plurality of
component types described above. Furthermore, the er-
ror value of each of the plurality of spindles may be cal-
culated based on the error value of each of the plurality
of nozzles in the same manner as the method for calcu-
lating the error value of each of the plurality of nozzles
using the error value of each of the plurality of component
types described above. After calculating the error values
of the plurality of feeders, the error values of the plurality
of spindles and the error values of the plurality of reels,
the first error value of each of the plurality of first com-
ponents may be divided into second to seventh error val-
ues. The plurality of second components in which a
mounting failure has occurred may be determined using
the divided second to seventh error values, and the cause
of the mounting failure for each of the plurality of second
components may be determined. Since the method for
determining the plurality of second components and de-
termining the cause of the mounting failure for each of
the plurality of second components is the same as the
above-described method, detailed description thereof
will be omitted.
[0199] FIG. 18 is a diagram illustrating a method for
controlling a mounter according to a cause of a mounting
failure according to various embodiments of the present
disclosure.
[0200] According to various embodiments of the
present disclosure, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may determine a cause of a mounting
failure for each of a plurality of second components in
which a mounting failure has occurred, and may control
the mounter 140 based on the determined cause of the
mounting failure for each of the plurality of second com-
ponents. For example, based on the determined cause
of the mounting failure for each of the plurality of second
components, the processor 320 may transmit a control
signal to the mounter 140 through the communication
circuit 330 to change the control parameters of the mount-
er 140 to reduce the mounting failure rate.
[0201] In addition, if it is determined based on the
cause of the mounting failure for each of the plurality of
second components that the components (e.g., the noz-
zle, the spindle, the feeder, the reel, etc.) of the mounter
140 need to be replaced, the processor 320 may output
a message indicating the necessity of replacement of the
components of the mounter 140 through the display 340,
or may transmit the message to the mounter 140 through

the communication circuit 330 so that the message is
outputted through the display of the mounter 140.
[0202] In an embodiment, the processor 320 may de-
termine a plurality of fourth components having a mount-
ing failure cause determined as a component mounting
position setting error among the plurality of second com-
ponents in which a mounting failure has occurred. The
processor 320 may check the offset of each of the plu-
rality of fourth components through the inspection result
of the plurality of substrates of the first type received from
the first substrate inspection apparatus 150. The proc-
essor 320 may generate a control signal for changing a
control parameter associated with the mounting position
setting of each of the plurality of fourth components such
that the offset of each of the plurality of fourth components
is less than a predetermined threshold value for the off-
set. The processor 320 may transmit the generated con-
trol signal to the mounter 140, and the mounter 140 may
change the control parameter related to the mounting
position setting of each of the plurality of fourth compo-
nents in response to the control signal.
[0203] In an embodiment, the processor 320 may de-
termine a plurality of sixth components having a mounting
failure cause determined as a mounting condition setting
error according to a component type among the plurality
of second components in which a mounting failure has
occurred. The processor 320 may check the offsets, the
planarity and the like of each of the plurality of sixth com-
ponents through the inspection result of the plurality of
substrates of the first type received from the first sub-
strate inspection apparatus 150. The processor 320 may
generate a control signal for changing the control param-
eters (e.g., the head and spindle moving speeds, the cor-
rected distance or coordinate for movement, the compo-
nent suction pressure of the nozzle, the feeder moving
speed, the reel decomposition value, etc.) of the mounter
140 set for the component types of the plurality of sixth
components such that the offset, the planarity and the
like of each of the plurality of sixth components is less
than predetermined threshold values for the offset, the
planarity and the like. The processor 320 may transmit
the generated control signal to the mounter 140, and the
mounter 140 may change the control parameter set for
the component types of the plurality of sixth components
in response to the control signal.
[0204] In an embodiment, the processor 320 may de-
termine a plurality of seventh components having a
mounting failure cause determined as a nozzle defect
among the plurality of second components in which a
mounting failure has occurred. The processor 320 may
confirm the nozzle used to mount the plurality of seventh
components. The processor 320 may output a message
indicating the necessity of replacement of the confirmed
nozzle through the display 340, or may transmit the mes-
sage to the mounter 140 through the communication cir-
cuit 330 so that the message is outputted through the
display of the mounter 140.
[0205] In addition, when a plurality of components hav-
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ing a mounting failure cause determined as a feeder de-
fect, a spindle defect or a reel defect exists among the
plurality of second components in which a mounting fail-
ure has occurred, the processor 320 may identify the
feeder, the spindle or the reel used to mount a plurality
of components. The processor 320 may output a mes-
sage indicating the necessity of replacement of the iden-
tified feeder, spindle or reel through the display 340, or
may transmit the message to the mounter 140 through
the communication circuit 330 so that the message is
outputted through the display of the mounter 140.
[0206] FIGS. 19A to 19C are graphs indicating mount-
ing failure rates according to various embodiments of the
present disclosure.
[0207] According to various embodiments of the
present disclosure, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may receive an inspection result on the
mounting failure for each of the plurality of first compo-
nents mounted on the plurality of substrates of the first
type, and may calculate a mounting failure rate of each
of the plurality of first components. The processor 320
may generate a graph having a tree structure as shown
in FIG. 19A by using the calculated mounting failure rate
of each of the plurality of first components, and may dis-
play the generated graph on the display 340. The graph
shown in FIG. 19A may be displayed before the cause
of the mounting failure for each of the plurality of second
components in which a mounting failure has occurred is
determined. The mounting failure rate of each of the plu-
rality of first components calculated by the processor 320
may be indicated in the graph. In an embodiment, the
graph may indicate the relationship between the plurality
of components included in the mounter 140, the compo-
nents mounted on the substrate and the types of com-
ponents. For example, as shown in FIG. 19A, the graph
may indicate the relationship between the plurality of first
components, the plurality of first component types and
the plurality of first nozzles as the components of the
mounter 140. Description has been made mainly on the
case where the graph has a tree structure. However, this
is merely for the purpose of explanation. The present
disclosure is not limited thereto. Various types of graphs
may be used to indicate the relationship between the
plurality of components included in the mounter, the com-
ponents mounted on the substrate and the types of com-
ponents.
[0208] The processor 320 may calculate a mounting
failure rate of each of the plurality of first components, a
mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of first com-
ponent types and a mounting failure rate of each of the
plurality of first nozzles by using the calculated mounting
failure rate of each of the plurality of first components.
The processor 320 may determine a mounting failure
cause using the calculated result, and then may adjust
the mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of first
components, the mounting failure rate of each of the plu-
rality of first component types and the mounting failure
rate of each of the plurality of first nozzles. As shown in

FIG. 19B, the processor 320 may indicate the adjusted
mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of first com-
ponents, the adjusted mounting failure rate of each of
the plurality of first component types and the adjusted
mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of first noz-
zles through the graph.
[0209] Furthermore, as shown in FIG. 19C, the proc-
essor 320 may adjust the nodes included in the graph to
various graphic forms (e.g., a bubble form) according to
the adjusted mounting failure rate of each of the plurality
of first components, the adjusted mounting failure rate of
each of the plurality of first component types and the ad-
justed mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of first
nozzles, and may indicate the adjusted nodes so that the
user can more clearly recognize the cause of the mount-
ing failure. For example, the processor 320 may indicate
a C6 component node having a mounting failure rate ad-
justed to 15%, a P0 component type node having a
mounting failure rate adjusted to 25%, and a N0 nozzle
node having a mounting failure rate adjusted to 30%, in
a larger size than other nodes having mounting failure
rates adjusted to 0%. In addition, the processor 320 may
indicate the C6 component node, the P0 component type
node and the N0 nozzle node in different sizes according
to each adjusted mounting failure rate. Moreover, the
processor 320 may generate and display a chart or table
indicating a mounting failure rate ranking in which the
mounting failure rates of the mounter components, the
components and the component types are aligned ac-
cording to the magnitude of the mounting failure rates.
[0210] In the above description, the size of the node is
differently indicated according to the adjusted failure rate.
However, this is merely for the purpose of description.
The present disclosure is not limited thereto. It may be
possible to use various methods such as changing the
color and shape of a node, so that the user may more
clearly recognize a cause of a mounting failure.
[0211] FIGS. 20A to 20C are graphs indicating error
values according to various embodiments of the present
disclosure.
[0212] According to various embodiments of the
present disclosure, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may receive a first error value of each of
a plurality of first components mounted on a plurality of
substrates of the first type. The processor 320 may gen-
erate a graph having a tree structure as illustrated in FIG.
20A by using the calculated first error value of the plurality
of first components, and may display the generated graph
on the display 340. The graph shown in FIG. 20A may
be displayed before the cause of the mounting failure for
each of the plurality of second components in which a
mounting failure has occurred is determined, and the first
error value of each of the plurality of first components
calculated by the processor 320 may be indicated in the
graph. In an embodiment, the graph may indicate the
relationship between the plurality of components includ-
ed in the mounter 140, the components mounted on the
substrate, and the types of components. For example,
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as shown in FIG. 19A, the graph may indicate the rela-
tionship between the plurality of first components, the
plurality of first component types and the plurality of first
nozzles as the components of the mounter 140. Descrip-
tion has been made mainly on the case where the graph
has a tree structure. However, this is merely for the pur-
pose of explanation. The present disclosure is not limited
thereto. Various types of graphs may be used to indicate
the relationship between the plurality of components in-
cluded in the mounter, the components mounted on the
substrate and the types of components.
[0213] The processor 320 may divide the calculated
first error value of each of the plurality of first components
into a second error value due to a component mounting
position setting error, a third error value due to a mounting
condition setting error according to a component type,
and a fourth error value due to a nozzle defect. The proc-
essor 320 may determine a cause of a mounting failure
using the subdivision result, and then may display the
second error value, the third error value and the fourth
error value through a graph as shown in FIG. 20B.
[0214] In addition, as shown in FIG. 20C, the processor
320 may adjust the size of nodes included in the graph
having a tree structure according to the second error val-
ue, the third error value and the fourth error value, and
may display the nodes so that the user may more clearly
recognize the cause of the mounting failure. For example,
the processor 320 may obtain absolute values of the sec-
ond error value, the third error value and the fourth error
value, and may adjust the size of each node such that
the absolute value becomes a radius. Accordingly, the
user may more clearly recognize the cause of the mount-
ing failure. In the above description, the size of the node
is differently indicated according to the absolute value of
the error value. However, this is merely for the purpose
of description. The present disclosure is not limited there-
to. It may be possible to use various methods such as
changing the color and shape of a node, so that the user
may more clearly recognize a cause of a mounting failure.
[0215] FIG. 21 illustrates a screen displaying the con-
tent of error value analysis according to various embod-
iments of the present disclosure.
[0216] According to various embodiments of the
present disclosure, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may display, on the display 340, a screen
of the content of error value analysis including a graph
2110 of a tree structure indicating the error values de-
scribed with reference to FIGS. 20A through 20C, node
information 2120 selected by the user in the graph 2110,
error value information 2130 corresponding to the select-
ed node, an error value trend chart 2140 corresponding
to the selected node and an error value graph 2150 cor-
responding to the selected node.
[0217] In an embodiment, when the user selects a P0
node corresponding to the P0 component type included
in the graph 2110, the processor 320 may display infor-
mation about the P0 node (e.g., identification information
for identifying the P0 component type) as the selected

node information 2120. In FIG. 21, only the identification
information for identifying the P0 component type is dis-
played as the selected node information 2120. However,
the present disclosure is not limited thereto. Various in-
formation related to the P0 component type may be dis-
played as the selected node information 2120.
[0218] In addition, the processor 320 may display the
error value information 2130 corresponding to the P0
node. In the error value information 2130, an error value
2131 of the N0 node, which is an upper node of the P0
node, and an error value 2130 of the P0 node may be
divisionally displayed. However, this is merely for the pur-
pose of description. The present disclosure is not limited
thereto. Error values of the C0 node, the C1 node and
the C2 node, which are lower nodes of the P0 node, may
be further displayed in the error value information 2130.
[0219] As described above, the first error value of each
of the plurality of first components may be generated by
using the plurality of measurement values of the plurality
of first components measured in the process of inspect-
ing the plurality of substrates of the first type. The first
error value of each of the plurality of first components
may be generated based on one of an average value, a
median value, a mode value, a minimum value, a maxi-
mum value and a standard deviation of each of the plu-
rality of first error values. Since the second error value,
the third error value and the fourth error value are gen-
erated by dividing the first error value, the processor 320
may divide each of the plurality of first error values to
calculate a plurality of second error values, a plurality of
third error values, a plurality of fourth error values, and
an average value, a median value, a mode value, a min-
imum value, a maximum value and a standard deviation
of each of the second error value, the third error value
and the fourth error value.
[0220] The processor 320 may generate and display
an error value trend chart 2140 of the P0 node as the
selected node based on the calculated plurality of second
error values, the calculated plurality of third error values
and the calculated plurality of fourth error values. In ad-
dition, the processor 320 may generate and display the
error value graph 2150 using an average value, a median
value, a mode value, a minimum value, a maximum value
and a standard deviation of the error value of the P0 node
as the selected node. This enables the user to easily
grasp the error value characteristic of the P0 node as the
selected node.
[0221] FIG. 22 illustrates a screen displaying the con-
tent of error value analysis according to various embod-
iments of the present disclosure.
[0222] According to various embodiments of the
present disclosure, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may display, on the display 340, a screen
of the content of error value analysis including a graph
2210 of a tree structure indicating the error values de-
scribed with reference to FIGS. 20A through 20C, an error
value graph 2220 corresponding to the node selected by
the user and a component image 2230 related to the
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node selected by the user.
[0223] In an embodiment, when the user selects the
N0 node corresponding to the N0 nozzle included in the
graph 2210, as described with reference to FIG. 21, the
processor 320 may generate and display an error value
graph 2220 using an average value, a median value, a
mode value, a minimum value, a maximum value and a
standard deviation of the error value of the N0 node as
the selected node. This enables the user to easily grasp
the error value characteristic of the N0 node as the se-
lected node.
[0224] In addition, the processor 320 may display a
component image 2230 related to the N0 node. For ex-
ample, the component image related to the N0 node may
indicate images of all the components mounted by the
N0 nozzle. In this case, the image of the component in
which a mounting failure has occurred among all the com-
ponents mounted by the N0 nozzle may be displayed
with a different color, size or the like so as to be distin-
guished from the image of the component in which a
mounting failure has not occurred. As another example,
the image of the component related to the N0 node may
include only the image of the component in which a
mounting failure has occurred among all the components
mounted by the N0 nozzle. This enables the user to easily
grasp the image of the component in which a mounting
failure has occurred among the components mounted by
the N0 nozzle.
[0225] FIG. 23 illustrates a screen displaying a solder
paste image, a component image after a mounting proc-
ess and a component image after a reflow process ac-
cording to various embodiments of the present disclo-
sure.
[0226] According to various embodiments of the
present disclosure, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may display, on the display 340, an image
of a solder paste printed on a substrate, a component
image after a mounting process and a component image
after a reflow process, by using the inspection result re-
ceived from the SPI apparatus 130, the first substrate
inspection apparatus 150 and the second substrate in-
spection apparatus 170. In addition, the processor 320
may also display, on the display 340, the inspection re-
sults received from the SPI apparatus 130, the first sub-
strate inspection apparatus 150 and the second sub-
strate inspection apparatus 170. This enables the user
to easily grasp the process in which the mounting failure
has occurred.
[0227] FIG. 24 is a graph representing mounting failure
rates according to various embodiments of the present
disclosure.
[0228] According to various embodiments of the
present disclosure, the processor 320 of the electronic
apparatus 110 may determine a cause of a mounting
failure for each of a plurality of second components in
which a mounting failure has occurred, and then may
adjust the mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of
first components, the mounting failure rate of each of the

plurality of first component types and the mounting failure
rate of each of the plurality of first nozzles. Based on the
adjusted mounting failure rate, the processor 320 may
generate a graph in which the mounting failure rates are
arranged according to the size thereof, and may display
the graph as shown in FIG. 24. This enables the user to
easily check which part has contributed most to the
mounting failure.
[0229] While the foregoing methods have been de-
scribed with respect to particular embodiments, these
methods may also be implemented as computer-reada-
ble codes on a computer-readable recording medium.
The computer-readable recoding medium includes any
kind of data storage devices that can be read by a com-
puter system. Examples of the computer-readable re-
cording medium includes ROM, RAM, CD-ROM, mag-
netic tape, floppy disk, optical data storage device and
the like. Also, the computer-readable recoding medium
can be distributed on computer systems which are con-
nected through a network so that the computer-readable
codes can be stored and executed in a distributed man-
ner. Further, the functional programs, codes and code
segments for implementing the foregoing embodiments
can easily be inferred by programmers in the art to which
the present disclosure pertains.
[0230] Although the technical spirit of the present dis-
closure has been described by the examples described
in some embodiments and illustrated in the accompany-
ing drawings, it should be noted that various substitu-
tions, modifications, and changes can be made without
departing from the scope of the present disclosure which
can be understood by those skilled in the art to which the
present disclosure pertains. In addition, it should be not-
ed that such substitutions, modifications and changes
are intended to fall within the scope of the appended
claims.

Claims

1. A method for determining a cause of a mounting fail-
ure for a component mounted on a substrate, which
is performed by an electronic apparatus, comprising:

receiving an inspection result of a mounting fail-
ure for each of a plurality of first components
determined by inspecting a plurality of sub-
strates of a first type on which the plurality of
first components are mounted, a mounting po-
sition of each of the plurality of first components
on the substrate of the first type being different
to each other;
calculating a mounting failure rate of each of the
plurality of first components using the inspection
result;
determining a plurality of second components in
which a mounting failure has occurred among
the plurality of first components based on the
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mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of
first components; and
determining a cause of the mounting failure for
each of the plurality of second components as
at least one of a component mounting position
setting error, a mounting condition setting error
according to a component type and a defect of
a nozzle included in a mounter, based on the
mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of
first components.

2. The method of Claim 1, wherein the calculating the
mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of first
components comprises:

classifying the plurality of substrates of the first
type into at least one substrate of the first type
in which the mounting failure for each of the plu-
rality of first components has not occurred and
at least one substrate of the first type in which
a mounting failure for each of the plurality of first
components has occurred by using the inspec-
tion result; and
calculating the mounting failure rate of each of
the plurality of first components by using the
number of the at least one substrate of the first
type in which the mounting failure for each of
the plurality of first components has not occurred
and the number of the at least one substrate of
the first type in which the mounting failure for
each of the plurality of first components has oc-
curred.

3. The method of Claim 1, wherein the determining the
plurality of second components in which the mount-
ing failure has occurred among the plurality of first
components comprises:

determining a plurality of components having a
mounting failure rate equal to or greater than a
predetermined first threshold value among the
mounting failure rates of the plurality of first com-
ponents; and
determining the determined plurality of compo-
nents as the plurality of second components.

4. The method of Claim 1, wherein the determining the
cause of the mounting failure for each of the plurality
of second components comprises:

classifying the plurality of first components into
a plurality of first component groups according
to a plurality of first component types, each of
the plurality of first components being classified
as one of the plurality of first component types;
determining a plurality of second component
groups including at least one of the plurality of
second components among the plurality of first

component groups;
comparing mounting failure rates of a plurality
of third components included in each of the plu-
rality of second component groups with each
other, based on the mounting failure rate of each
of the plurality of first components; and
determining a cause of a mounting failure for a
plurality of fourth components selected from
among the plurality of second components
based on the comparison result as the compo-
nent mounting position setting error.

5. The method of Claim 4, wherein each of the plurality
of fourth components is, in one of the plurality of sec-
ond component groups, a component having a
mounting failure rate determined as an outlier based
on the comparison result.

6. The method of Claim 4, wherein the determining the
cause of the mounting failure for each of the plurality
of second components further comprises:

calculating a mounting failure rate of each of the
plurality of first component types based on a
mounting failure rate of each of a plurality of fifth
components except for the plurality of fourth
components, among the plurality of first compo-
nents;
classifying the plurality of first component types
into a plurality of first component type groups
according to a plurality of first nozzles used to
mount the plurality of first components;
comparing the mounting failure rates of the plu-
rality of first component types included in each
of the plurality of first component type groups;
and
determining a cause of a mounting failure for a
plurality of sixth components, classified as a plu-
rality of second component types selected
based on the comparison result, as the mounting
condition setting error according to a component
type.

7. The method of Claim 6, wherein each of the plurality
of second component types is, in one of the plurality
of first component type groups, a component type
having a mounting failure rate determined as an out-
lier based on the comparison result.

8. The method of Claim 6, wherein the determining the
cause of the mounting failure for each of the plurality
of second components further comprises:

calculating a mounting failure rate of each of the
plurality of first nozzles, based on a mounting
failure rate of each of a plurality of third compo-
nent types except for the plurality of second
component types, among the plurality of first
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component types;
comparing the mounting failure rates of the plu-
rality of first nozzles; and
determining, among the plurality of second com-
ponents, a cause of a mounting failure for a plu-
rality of seventh components, mounted by using
at least one second nozzle selected based on
the comparison result, as the defect of the noz-
zle.

9. The method of Claim 8, wherein the at least one sec-
ond nozzle is, among the plurality of first nozzles, a
nozzle having a mounting failure rate determined as
an outlier based on the comparison result.

10. The method of Claim 8, further comprising:

adjusting a mounting failure rate of at least one
third nozzle except for the at least one second
nozzle among the plurality of first nozzles;
adjusting a mounting failure rate of at least one
component type among the plurality of first com-
ponent types based on at least one of the mount-
ing failure rate of the at least one second nozzle
and the adjusted mounting failure rate of the at
least one third nozzle;
adjusting a mounting failure rate of at least one
of the plurality of first components based on at
least one of a mounting failure rate of the at least
one second nozzle, a mounting failure rate of
the adjusted at least one third nozzle and a
mounting failure rate of the adjusted at least one
component type; and
calculating a contribution degree of the compo-
nent mounting position setting error, the mount-
ing condition setting error according to a com-
ponent type and the defect of the nozzle includ-
ed in the mounter to the occurrence of the
mounting failure for each of the plurality of sec-
ond components based on the mounting failure
rate adjustment result.

11. The method of Claim 10, further comprising:

generating and displaying a graph indicating a
relationship between the plurality of first compo-
nents, the plurality of first component types and
the plurality of first nozzles,
wherein the adjusted mounting failure rate of
each of the plurality of first components, the ad-
justed mounting failure rate of each of the plu-
rality of first component types and the adjusted
mounting failure rate of each of the plurality of
first nozzles are indicated in the graph.

12. The method of Claim 10, further comprising:
generating and displaying a graph in which the ad-
justed mounting failure rate of each of the plurality

of first components, the adjusted mounting failure
rate of each of the plurality of first component types
and the adjusted mounting failure rate of each of the
plurality of first nozzles are arranged according to
the magnitude of the adjusted mounting failure rates.

13. The method of Claim 1, further comprising:
transmitting a control signal for changing a control
parameter of a mounter used to mount the plurality
of first components on the substrates of the first type
or a message indicating the necessity of replace-
ment of a component included in the mounter, to the
mounter based on the cause of the mounting failure
for each of the plurality of second components.

14. An electronic apparatus for determining a cause of
a mounting failure for each of a plurality of compo-
nents mounted on a substrate, comprising:

one or more memories; and
a processor electrically connected to the one or
more memories,
wherein the one or more memories are config-
ured to store instructions for, when executed,
enabling the processor to:

receive an inspection result of a mounting
failure for each of a plurality of first compo-
nents determined by inspecting a plurality
of substrates of a first type on which the plu-
rality of first components are mounted, a
mounting position of each of the plurality of
first components on the substrate of the first
type being different to each other;
calculate a mounting failure rate of each of
the plurality of first components using the
inspection result;
determine a plurality of second components
in which a mounting failure has occurred
among the plurality of first components
based on the mounting failure rate of each
of the plurality of first components; and
determine a cause of the mounting failure
for each of the plurality of second compo-
nents as at least one of a component mount-
ing position setting error, a mounting con-
dition setting error according to a compo-
nent type and a defect of a nozzle included
in a mounter, based on the mounting failure
rate of each of the plurality of first compo-
nents.

15. A method for determining a cause of a mounting fail-
ure for each of a plurality of components mounted
on a substrate, which is performed by a substrate
inspection device, comprising:

receiving a first error value of each of a plurality

57 58 



EP 3 634 101 A1

31

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

of first components determined by inspecting a
plurality of substrates of a first type on which the
plurality of first components are mounted, a
mounting position of each of the plurality of first
components on the substrate of the first type
being different to each other;
dividing the first error value of each of the plu-
rality of first components into a second error val-
ue due to a component mounting position setting
error, a third error value due to a mounting con-
dition setting error according to a component
type and a fourth error value due to a defect of
a nozzle included in a mounter;
determining a plurality of second components in
which a mounting failure has occurred among
the plurality of first components based on the
second error value, the third error value and the
fourth error value of each of the plurality of first
components; and
determining a cause of the mounting failure for
each of the plurality of second components as
at least one of the component mounting position
setting error, the mounting condition setting er-
ror according to a component type and the de-
fect of the nozzle included in the mounter, based
on the second error value, the third error value
and the fourth error value of each of the plurality
of second components.

16. The method of Claim 15, wherein the dividing the
first error value of each of the plurality of first com-
ponents comprises:

classifying the plurality of first components into
a plurality of first component groups according
to a plurality of first component types, each of
the plurality of first components being classified
as one of the plurality of first component types;
comparing first error values of a plurality of third
components included in each of the plurality of
first component groups, based on the first error
value of each of the plurality of first components;
selecting a plurality of fourth components from
among the plurality of first components based
on the comparison result;
calculating an average error value of each of the
plurality of first component groups, based on first
error values of a plurality of fifth components ex-
cept for the plurality of fourth components,
among the plurality of first components; and
calculating the second error value of each of the
plurality of first components due to the compo-
nent mounting position setting error, based on
the first error value of each of the plurality of first
components and the average error value of each
of the plurality of first component groups.

17. The method of Claim 16, wherein the dividing the

first error value of each of the plurality of first com-
ponents further comprises:

calculating an error value of each of the plurality
of first component types based on the average
error value of each of the plurality of first com-
ponent groups;
classifying the plurality of first component types
into a plurality of first component type groups
according to a plurality of first nozzles used to
mount the plurality of first components;
comparing error values of a plurality of second
component types included in each of the plurality
of first component type groups, based on the
error value of each of the plurality of first com-
ponent types;
selecting a plurality of third component types
from among the plurality of first component types
based on the comparison result;
calculating an average error value of each of the
plurality of first component type groups, based
on error values of a plurality of fourth component
types except for the plurality of third component
types, among the plurality of first component
types; and
calculating the third error value of each of the
plurality of first components due to the mounting
condition setting error according to a component
type, based on the error value of each of the
plurality of first component types and the aver-
age error value of each of the plurality of first
component type groups.

18. The method of Claim 17, wherein the dividing the
first error value of each of the plurality of first com-
ponents further comprises:

calculating an error value of each of the plurality
of first nozzles based on the average error value
of each of the plurality of first component type
groups;
calculating the fourth error value of each of the
plurality of first components due to the defect of
the nozzle, based on the error value of each of
the plurality of first nozzles; and
dividing the first error value of each of the plu-
rality of first components into the second error
value, the third error value and the fourth error
value of each of the plurality of first components.

19. The method of Claim 15, wherein the determining
the plurality of second components in which the
mounting failure has occurred among the plurality of
first components comprises:

determining a plurality of components in which
at least one of the second error value, the third
error value and the fourth error value of each of
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the plurality of first components is out of a pre-
determined first range; and
determining the determined plurality of compo-
nents as the plurality of second components.

20. The method of Claim 15, wherein the determining
the cause of the mounting failure for each of the plu-
rality of second components comprises:

determining whether each of the second error
value, the third error value and the fourth error
value of each of the plurality of second compo-
nents falls within a predetermined second
range; and
determining the cause of the mounting failure
for each of the plurality of second components
as at least one of the component mounting po-
sition setting error, the mounting condition set-
ting error according to a component type and
the detect of the nozzle based on the determi-
nation result.
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