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DEFINE: PROBLEM / BASELINE / GOAL

The cycle-time for the Product A Testing Process (based
on a Pareto Analysis) in the QC Lab is too long resulting
In resources being tied up and late delivery of other
products. In the past 6 months, the average cycle time
was at 64 analyst Hours. Plan to reduce this to 40 hours

* Fishbone and subseqUent Cause Screening identified the Top Xs or Drivers
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IMPROVE:

INNOVATION / IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING

Main Actions included;

Standardisation of Sample
Preparation Process using the
most efficient Analyst Method

Design of a Mechanical
Template to ensure correct
loading of samples in Test
Fixture

Basic 5S Exercises toensure
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deployed as much as possible
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