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2. Measure

3. Analyze

4. Improve 5. Control

Problem:
• Supplier Monitoring is currently performed through the supplier audit

program on a global scale, but supplier audit scores do not correlate to
the supplier’s quality.

• Because not all KPIs are monitored on a global level, the new Global
Supplier Quality team cannot effectively monitor the performance of the
suppliers on a global scale and determine which suppliers need
increased monitoring and improvement projects.

• There is no way to assess the supplier improvement or decline in quality
of the suppliers on a yearly basis on a global scale

Goal:
Create a new supplier quality performance Scorecard, which utilizes

defined Quality KPI and weights, each one based on risk, in order to score
and rank each supplier with the final goal of identifying which monitoring
process (either improvement project, audit, or no actions) will be utilized to
assess and improve the supplier quality and regulatory compliance
expectations.

Current Process
• Global Supplier Monitoring is performed through Supplier Audit, for

which the frequency is a function of the Supplier Type and Risk.
• Quality metrics are recorded and maintained for individual site

purposes, to identify trends potential CAPA escalations.
• There is no tool to score supplier quality performance on a global

scale

KPI Current 
Monitoring level Future

Nonconformance investigations Site level Global level

CAPA investigations 
(Corrective Action/Preventive 

Action)
Site level Global level

Escapes
(Complaints or confirmed escapes) Site level Global level

Defects per million 
(DPM=parts rejected/parts received 

*1000000)

Site level/Global 
level Global level

Supplier Audit Score Global level Global level

KPIs 2019
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Pareto of Supplier Escapes Qty by Supplier

Not shown due to Internal Company  Policy

Avg Audit Scores by Supplier Type 
and Risk 2019 Critical Major Minor

Component Supplier 97.7 95.4 99.1
Contract Manufacturer (CM) 97.7 97.5 -

Contractor 99.2 80.0 -
OEM Device Supplier (OEM) 97.8 95.8 97.0

Service Provider 98.8 96.2 100.0
Manufacturing Material Supplier 99.0 - -

Top 10 Supplier Offenders for each KPI- 2019

Rank Top Supplier-
Qty of Parts Top Qty NCs Top Qty of 

CAPAs
Top Qty of 

Product Escapes
Top Qty Part 
Rejections

Worst Audit 
Scores

1 Supplier #1 Supplier #11 Supplier #20 Supplier #16 Supplier #3 Supplier #39
2 Supplier #2 Supplier #12 Supplier #21 Supplier #21 Supplier #4 Supplier #40
3 Supplier #3 Supplier #4 Supplier #22 Supplier #20 Supplier #31 Supplier #41
4 Supplier #4 Supplier #13 Supplier #19 Supplier #11 Supplier #32 Supplier #42
5 Supplier #5 Supplier #14 Supplier #23 Supplier #24 Supplier #33 Supplier #43
6 Supplier #6 Supplier #15 Supplier #24 Supplier #27 Supplier #34 Supplier #44
7 Supplier #7 Supplier #16 Supplier #4 Supplier #28 Supplier #35 Supplier #45
8 Supplier #8 Supplier #17 Supplier #25 Supplier #29 Supplier #36 Supplier #46
9 Supplier #9 Supplier #18 Supplier #26 Supplier #4 Supplier #37 Supplier #47

10 Supplier #10 Supplier #19 Supplier #2 Supplier #30 Supplier #38 Supplier #48
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Pareto of Qty of Nonconformances by supplier

Not shown due to Internal Company  Policy
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Pareto Qty of CAPAs by supplier

Not shown due to Internal Company  Policy
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Pareto of Qty of rejected parts per supplier

Not shown due to Internal Company  Policy

0%
20%
40%
60%
80%
100%

0
1
2
3
4
5
6

x 
10

00
00

00

Pareto of received parts

Not shown due to Internal Company  Policy
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2019 2018 2017 2016 2015

Top Offender* Supplier's Audit Score by year

Biomedical Devices Nypro Inc Rr Donnelley - Reynosa Foster West Corporation - Las Vegas
Prent Thermoforming Rms Surgical Inc Sigmund Cohn Corp. - Mount Vernon Superior Flet
Amcor Flexibles Hollingsworth & Vose Vaupell Midwest Molding Alba Health Llc
Grace Manufacturing Qosina Corp Mos Plastics - San Jose Cummins Label Company
Midwest Safety Products Nelipak Corporation Fastenal Company Advantage Sintered Metals Inc

Not shown due to Internal Company  Policy

*Note: Each supplier in the Top 10 offenders for each KPI was pooled together and their audit scores were averaged each
year since 2015. As per current company standard, audit scores ≥ 96 are considered “good standing”

Observations:
• A total of 31 suppliers compose the top 10 offenders for all Quality KPIs.
• None of the 31 suppliers correlate to the top 10 worst audit scores.
• The supplier that is repeated the most (Supplier #4, has an audit score of

100%).
• Only 6/31 suppliers have less than 96% (minimum acceptable) in their

audit scores.
• The average audit score for all top offender suppliers is 97.6%.
• The average audit score for the top offender suppliers for Audit Scores

(worst audit scores) is 70.5%.

N
ot show

n due to Internal Com
pany  Policy

Category Weight
Supplier Type and Risk 20%

Supplier Audit Score 13%
NCs 13%

CAPA 13%
Escapes 15%

Qty parts Rejected 10%
Qty Parts Received 16%

Index 
Score Color Action Qty 

Sup
% 

Sup 

≥3.01 Red Take Action- Assign and develop Quality 
Improvement Project (QIP) 34 8%

2.01 ≥x≥ 
3.00 Yellow Assess- Deep dive and decide upon the 

need of QIP 78 18%

≤2.00 Green Monitored through the Audit Program 311 74%

Supplier Type and Risk Score
CM Critical 10
CM Major 8
CM Minor 6

Component Sup Critical 6
Component Sup Major 5

Component Supp Minor 4
Consultant Critical 7
Consultant Major 5
Consultant Minor 1
Contractor Critical 8
Contractor Major 6
Contractor Minor 4

Man. Material Critical 6
Man. Material Major 4

Man.  Material Minor 3
OEM Critical 10
OEM Major 8
OEM Minor 7

Service Provider Critical 9
Service Provider Major 7
Service Provider Minor 4

Factor Weights
2019 Supplier Performance Monitoring Scorecard

Output

6.45.64.84.03.22.41.60.8
I d

  

      

Dotplot of Index

Top 10 Supplier Offenders for each KPI- 2019

Ra
nk

Top Qty of 
Parts 

Received

Top Qty 
NCs 

Top Qty of 
CAPAs

Top Qty of 
Escapes

Top Qty 
Part 

Rejected

Worst 
Audit 

Scores

Top 10 
Index 

Scores
1 Sup #1 Sup #11 Sup #20 Sup #16 Sup #3 Sup #39 Sup #4
2 Sup #2 Sup #12 Sup #21 Sup #21 Sup #4 Sup #40 Sup #20
3 Sup #3 Sup #4 Sup #22 Sup #20 Sup #31 Sup #41 Sup #24
4 Sup #4 Sup #13 Sup #19 Sup #11 Sup #32 Sup #42 Sup #22
5 Sup #5 Sup #14 Sup #23 Sup #24 Sup #33 Sup #43 Sup #23
6 Sup #6 Sup#15 Sup #24 Sup #27 Sup #34 Sup #44 Sup #21
7 Sup #7 Sup #16 Sup #4 Sup #28 Sup #35 Sup #45 Sup #14
8 Sup #8 Sup #17 Sup #25 Sup #29 Sup #36 Sup #46 Sup #49
9 Sup #9 Sup #18 Sup #26 Sup #4 Sup #37 Sup #47 Sup #3

10 Sup #10 Sup #19 Sup #2 Sup #30 Sup #38 Sup #48 Sup #30

Results:
• 9/10 suppliers with the top 10 offender index 

scores correlates to top offenders in at least 
one (1) KPI.

• Suppliers in Red and Yellow are part of the 80% 
suppliers from the analysis in at least one (1) 
KPI

• 34 suppliers shall be assigned to Supplier 
Quality Engineers to partner with the suppliers 
and improve their processes.

• 15 additional suppliers may be assigned to 
perform a deep dive of the metrics and assess 
if QIP is needed

*Note: Each of the KPIs analyzed determined the suppliers which conglomerate to make up 80% of the total amount of units in the KPI. These suppliers Qtys are 
marked in Red for each KPI for analysis purposes.

• Standardize the type of Quality Improvement tool, training, or processes to be implemented in partnership with the supplier, 
depending on the score. 

• Create a Power BI portal where data and Scorecard may be viewed “real-life”
• Create a portal where suppliers can actively review how they compare to other suppliers in their same commodity/risk 

category.
• Trend year after year to assess the improvement and effectiveness of the program and the supplier performance.
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