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Introductlon

Quality Improvement Methodology

An average of 140 Purchase Orders (PO) are raised monthly in St Andrew’s
Community Hospital. Half of these are for non-stocks and services (eg

medical equipment, repairs and etc). . -
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electronic POs by 40% in six months. This is
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the commitment of the 7 departments.

After the training and engagement with the staff, there ’
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reduced by 43%. We also note that there was

[ a 2% increase in outstanding POs in
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Mornth December 2018, which indicates that

A Root Cause Analysis was done using Ishikawa diagram. A Pareto Chart was plotted continuous training is key.
to identify three key areas for improvement. They are vendor’s delayed delivery,

insufficient communication regarding new orders among department staff and lack of
knowledge on the workflow of completing purchase orders. PDSA training was conducted. Before implementation, an average of 63 minutes a

month was spent on the follow up of outstanding POs. After implementation, the
time taken almost halved, falling to just 35 minutes a month. This is an

improvement of around 44%.

> = PDSA 2 . .
-
35
o
5 b
Inz ionz > i - ’
: P o 4 4 M. of Ou ’ .
z et } Time taken {by mins_| »
- Finance will inform |

Lack of communication between > : — —

a0 Pending for Approval . - Gepartment Y . = - Month |

(External - Authorities) y . 2 !
—— No refarral handbook "\ —
HOD did not communicate
<

- clearly o ztaff on where to

We observe clear productivity gains in the reduction of outstanding POs after the

Root Cause Analysis
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better knowledge of the work flow and this translates to improved
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