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Assessing Quality Management 
in an R&D Environment 

Brian D. Thompson; Project Leader, Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM 

ABSTRACT 

Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) is a premier research and development 
institution operated by the University of California for the US Department of 
Energy. Since 199 1, LANL has pursued a heightened commitment to developing 
world-class quality in management and operations. In 1994 LANL adopted the 
Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award criteria as a framework for all activities 
and initiated more formalized customer focus and quality management. Five 
measurement systems drive the current integration of quality efforts: an annual 
Baldrige-based assessment, a customer focus program, customer-driven 
performance measurement, an employee performance management system and 
annual employee surveys, and integrated planning processes with associated goals 
and measures. 

Introduction 

Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), a premier research and development institution, is 
operated by the University of California (UC) for the US Department of Energy (DOE). As an 
internationally recognized research and development institution with an extensive history of 
technological and scientific achievement, excellence has always been and always will be what we 
are about. Our current focus on quality, however, emphasizes LANL’s overall health in a much 
more volatile national and world environment. Quality-in its broadest sense-embraces 
traditional quality assurance/quality control, strategic elements like understanding customer’s 
expectations and interacting with customer groups to determine how satisfied they are, and 
knowing who competitors are and evaluating the threats they pose. The growing desire of 
customers to get more for their investment dollars drives our attempts to deliver goods and 
services more efficiently, which in turn pushes us to continuously improve processes and 
business activities. 

Although we are still struggling to find exactly the right set of answers to help us improve our 
activities, over the past few years we have made significant progress in the quality arena. We ’ 

have a clearer idea of who we are in terms of programs and mission; we know where we are going 
and what our priorities are. We have created among our entire work force an increasing awareness 
of our central mission, “Reducing the Nuclear Danger.” We also better understand who our 
customers are. Program directors understand what those customers want and know how well 
customers think we are performing in relation to our competitors. Bringing focus to our 
institutional planning is another key improvement. And although we are in the early stages of 
understanding how to evaluate our operational effectiveness, the increasing use of measures is 
showing us new ways to improve performance. Five key measurement systems now help drive 



the current integration of quality efforts and are helping us realize significant progress: an annual 
Baldrige-based assessment, a customer focus process, customer-driven performance 
measurement, an employee performance management system coupled with annual employee 
surveys, and an integrated planning process with associated goals and measures. These systems 
enable us to evaluate our past performance in relation to both our own and customers’ 
expectations. But even more importantly, they allow us to manage by fact and chart a course for 
future high performance. 

Quality History at Los Alamos National Laboratory 

Early Successes: Beginning in 1991 with the first phase of the quality journey at LANL, we 
began to focus on how we performed our work. Led by the Laboratory Director, we launched a 
continuous quality improvement initiative, adopting the principles of quality management that 
had been proven effective in the private sector. Another significant driver was the DOE’S 1992 
performance-based contract for operation of LANL by the UC, which called for the measurement 
of our operations, scientific achievements, and satisfaction of programmatic needs. 

Our most significant early re-engineering effort addressed our vital Program Development and 
Program Execution Process, the means by which we attracted new business to LANL and then 
produced the required products. By 1993 the result was a new process based on a vision of a 
customer-focused, unified laboratory and requiring a new organizational structure that eliminated 
a middle level of management and specifically created program offices led by senior managers to 
interact with every major customer group. 

Integration of Activities: In 1994 we entered a new phase of more formalized quality 
management using the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award criteria, a set of metrics 
recognized and used internationally to evaluate business performance. We coupled the use of the 
criteria to other customer-driven performance measures and employee feedback. We collected 
information using the following four measurement systems: 

a Baldrige baseline assessment, 
initial customer feedback gathered through our new Voice of the Customer (VOC) Process, 
a full annual cycle of customer-driven performance measurement based on the UC contract, 
and 
our first benchmarkable employee survey. 

We compiled the results of these four measurement processes, identified and prioritized areas for 
improvement, and launched initiatives to develop systematic approaches for improvement. We 
also used the results to help us construct an integrated planning system, which ultimately 
provided us with a fifth set of data on which to judge our performance. All five systems have 
helped us move from quality approaches to a stronger focus on deployment and results. 



Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award Criteria 

Overview: In February 1994, LANL’s senior leaders, the Laboratory Leadership Council (LLC), 
adopted the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award criteria as the framework for the 
Laboratory’s efforts to improve its effectiveness. The LLC selected the Baldrige criteria to help 
us ask the right questions, perceive the dynamic relationships across everything we do, and 
develop systematic approaches across the entire institution to improve the way we do business. 
They chose the Baldrige criteria for two main reasons. 1) The criteria are now widely accepted 
around the world as a standard for performance excellence; more than 40 state award programs 
and approximately 25 international awards are modeled on the Baldrige Award. 2) The Baldrige 
criteria are nonprescriptive; rather than mandating that we use any particular structure, focus, or 
plan, the Baldrige criteria help us evaluate how well we develop approaches, deploy systems, 
and gain results consistent with the vision, mission, and goals we develop for ourselves. More 
details about the Baldrige Award Program are available from the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology at http://www.quality.nist.gov/ 

The Baldrige criteria help us evaluate ourselves in seven categories: leadership, strategic planning, 
customer and market focus, information and analysis, human resource development and 
management, process management, and business results. The criteria also emphasize the 
following core values and concepts: 

customer-driven quality, 
leadership, 
continuous improvement and learning, 
employee participation and development, 
fast response, 
design quality, 
a long-range view of the future, 
management by fact, 
partnership development, 
company responsibility and citizenship, and 
focus on results. 

Current Status: We formalized the use of Baldrige-based self-assessment through participation 
in the 1995 DOE Quality Awards Program, in which we earned the inaugural Energy Quality 
Champion Award. In 1996 we earned an Accomplishment Award and were identified as having 
DOE best practices in leadership, information and analysis, and customer focus and satisfaction. 
Most important was the objective feedback we received to help us move forward on our quality 
journey. Participation in the DOE Quality Awards Program using the Baldrige criteria became 
part of our annual evaluation cycle. 

After our first self-assessment, we set a goal of reaching the Baldrige level that is equivalent to 
world-class performance by the year 2000. We hoped for steady improvement each year, but we 
recognized that the earlier gains would be easier to achieve as we learned to tell our story more 
completely. Later, more significant results would have to be based firmly on performance 
improvements. Based on annual evaluations with external validation by independent examiners, 

http://www.quality.nist.gov


LANL as a whole has made significant gains over each of the past three years. Figure 1 shows our 
progress in terms of assessment scores. By using the criteria and the assessment process, we can 
identify both our strengths and areas for improvement. The trend data and annual feedback help 
us see both those specific areas where we are making progress and those areas where we still need 
to focus strong improvement efforts. More detail about the annual evaluations is available at 
http://iosun.lanl.gov:200 1 /qp/baldrige. html 
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Fig. 1. LANL Baldrige-based assessment scores, 1994-1997. 

How valuable has the use of Baldrige criteria been? We can definitely see improvement trends 
developing. While we still have a significant distance to go, we are making steady progress. In 
addition to using the Baldrige criteria to evaluate and improve LANL as a whole, several 
divisions, groups, and teams have also begun to use the criteria as a guide. We have developed a 
sizable number of well trained individuals who serve as examiners for Baldrige-based evaluations 
for both New Mexico state quality award program and the DOE. These examiners also serve as 
internal consultants to LANL as a whole and to their individual organizations. And the team 
members that have helped write LANL’s four self-assessments have indicated that they have an 
increased understanding of and appreciation for how LANL works. This chance to see “the big 
picture” is a very significant point; it allows us to see the systems and linkages across teams, 
across groups, and across divisions. The Baldrige criteria serve as a framework and help us 
integrate and make sense of our very complex institution. By better understanding where we are 
now, we can more effectively work toward our common’ goal. 

. Customer Focus 

Overview: We also attempt to be a customer-focused institution and to use customer 
information to improve what we do. “Customer-focused” means that we listen to our customers, 

http://iosun.lanl.gov:200


build our programs around customer needs, apply customer feedback to process improvement, 
and consider it a priority to build effective customer relationships. 
The LLC also uses data collected through our Voice of the Customer (VOC) Process in strategic 
and tactical planning. The VOC Process provides an overarching framework for customer 
interactions. VOC, which uses one-on-one interviews between LANL employees and customers 
and which we have used effectively since 1994, is designed to 

build customer relationships, 
identifl LANL strengths from the customers’ point of view, 
identifl customer needs and concerns, 
assess the level of customer satisfaction, and 
identify key areas for improving customer satisfaction. 

Our program directors are responsible for overall LANL interactions with defined customer 
segments. Program directors provide overall policy and guidance for allocation of program funds 
from within their customer segment. The program director 

is accountable for overall customer segment satisfaction; 
establishes a strategic business relationship with the customer segment and evaluates, 
forecasts, and promotes development of opportunities and works with customers to develop 
their programs; 
participates in the determination and support of capabilities required to fulfill the needs of the 
customer segment; 
provides top-level program development/execution management by overseeing and 1 

coordinating the program development for the full customer segment and by teaming with 
division directors and group-level managers to achieve effective program execution; 
selects and supervises program managers to effectively interface with assigned customer 
segments by establishing and defining the operation of a program office team to achieve 
effective coverage of the assigned customer segment, holds program managers accountable for 
customer satisfaction, and conducts performance appraisal of and salary management for 
program office staff. 

We use our VOC Process to determine key product and service features and their importance to 
customers. Although we take into consideration other trends relevant to our business, we 
primarily base product and service requirement projects on customer input. Unlike many other 
institutions, we use approaches that combine customer satisfaction feedback with customer 
needs information. The VOC Process also serves as a basis for informal competitive evaluations 
and for complaint resolution. 

Current Status: In 1994 we trained the program directors and managers in our VOC Process, 
which helped us establish a baseline for customer requirements and satisfaction levels. In 1995 
we used a VOC initiative, the Program Value and Growth Process. Program managers used a core 
set of questions when interviewing customers to determine 

program value, 
LANL’s competitive advantage, 



future value of the project/program, 
new program areas, and 
LANL’s future competitiveness. 

Each program office shared feedback, usllig a consistent format and a common database, regarding 
the value of each program to their customers. Cross-cutting projects and themes were sought. 

Although the program directors and managers have taken the VOC process a step further this 
year and tailored the baseline VOC to meet the needs of their individual customers, the process 
still centers around five key elements: relationship building, training/awareness, data collection, 
response, and follow through. 

Customer-Driven Performance Measurement 

Overview: LANL also has some very specific contractual requirements to guide what we do and 
to define performance goals. In 1992, as part of contract negotiations, the UC and the DOE 
developed a new way to assess the quality of our efforts in science and technology, to better 
understand requirements, and to enhance operations. The negotiations resulted in the first 
performance-based management system in the DOE Complex. The tool that both the UC and the 
DOE use to evaluate and rate the performance of the overall management of LANL is called 
Appendix F. Since 1993, Appendix F assessments have evaluated LANL both in the area of 
science and techhology and in the area of administration and operations. The use of the 
Appendix F measures and goals has helped us steadily improve customer-focused performance, 
as Fig. 2 shows. More information about the Appendix F assessment and specific measures and 
goals is available at http://iosun.lanl.gov:200 l/qp/measurements.html 
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Fig. 2. LANL overall performance on Appendix F evaluations, 1993-1996. 
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Science and Technology: The assessment process for science and technology, which covers all 
of LANL’s technical divisions, is rooted in the common academic practice of peer review. For 
each of our divisions, a panel of nationally recognized experts in relevant fields are appointed by 
the Laboratory Director to form a Division Review Committee (DRC). The committee visits and 
reviews the division at least once each year and formally assesses a fraction of the division. The 
entirety of each division’s efforts must be reviewed within 3 years. Key programmatic areas 
may be assessed more frequently. The DRC members develop an assessment report that focuses 
on the following criteria: 

the quality of science and technology, 
operations of major research facilities, 
the relevance of the program to national needs and agency needs, and 
programmatic planning and performance. 

The DRC reports form the basis for an overall LANL Science and Technology Assessment. 
Findings, reported to LANL’s senior leaders, help us track our progress and identify focus areas 
for improvement. In addition to providing the results of the evaluations to LANL, the chairs of 
each DRC meet with the UC President’s Council to report on their findings. The UC President’s 
Council assigns an assessment score and forwards its summary to the DOE. Finally, the DOE 
reviews the University’s President’s Council assessment and develops its own evaluation and 
final rating of the technical area. LANL’s use of Appendix F has resulted in steady improvement 
over the past four years in the science and technology arena. As Fig. 3 shows, LANL’s science 
and technology score has risen from 85% in FY93 to 90% in FY96. Figure 4 shows that we can 
also identify the improvement made by individual technical divisions. 
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Fig. 3. LANL’s Appendix F scores for science and technology, 1993-1996. 



Administration and Operations: The Appendix F Process also provides data on our 
performance in administrative and operations areas. For this portion of the assessment, an 
Appendix F Steering Committee-haired by the UC with members from the three UC 
laboratories (Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, 
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Fig. 4. Trends in measurement scores by division review committees for individual LANL 
technical divisions, 1994- 1996. 

and LANL), the DOE field offices (DOE/Albuquerque and DOE/Oakland), and the DOE site 
offices (Livermore, Berkeley, and Los A1amos)-annually renegotiates performance measures 
based on lessons learned and DOE or UC emphasis. The administration and operations 
assessment is designed to provide clear expectations, increase accountability, and improve 
customer relations by addressing performance issues that concern the DOE. Annual negotiation 
of these measures and associated goals also help focus resources on key business processes, 
improve operational quality, and reduce external oversight by sharing performance results with 
customers. The 54 task-oriented measures in 1993 have evolved to the current 94, which are 
more quantitative and measurable. The new measures embrace improvement, and some are based 
on the Malcolm Baldrige Quality Award criteria. The administration and operations assessment 
covers the following functional areas: 

Laboratory Management, 
Financial Management, 
Human Resources, 
Safeguards and Security, 
Facility Management, 
Environment, Safety, and Health, 
Procurement, 
Property Management, 
Information Management, and 
Environmental Restoration/ Waste Management. 

The administration and operations rating is based on LANL's annual self-assessment that we 
submit to the UC at the close of every fiscal year. The UC uses this report to develop an 
independent assessment and rating that is completed in October. The DOE uses our assessment, 
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the UC rating, and on-site reviews to create a final evaluation of our operational performance that 
is usually released in December. 

LANL’s Appendix F score in administration and operations has increased significantly from 1993 
to 1996 (see Fig. 5) ,  with some dramatic improvements in specific functional areas. Our 1993 
score of 45% in property management has improved to 95% in FY96, and we have achieved similar 
progress in the area of safeguards and security and the area of financial management. LANL’s 
complete 1995 and 1996 evaluations are available at http://iosun.lanl.gov:2OO l/qp/appfarchive.html 
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Fig. 5. LANL’s Appendix F scores for administration and operations, 1993-1996. 

Our use of the Appendix F process has resulted in a reduced number of assessments by the 
DOE. Four years ago we routinely had nearly 100 formal DOE on-site assessments; today that 
number has been reduced to less than 10 per year. The Appendix F process demonstrates that all 
partners-the DOE, the UC, and the laboratories-can work together for a common goal, and it 
has also shown our ability to perform well once we have established standards. Most 
importantly, Appendix F helps us manage by fact rather than by anecdote so that we know 
exactly what our achievements are and what expectations we are working to attain. 

Functional area managers in each of these ten areas monitor progress and report results to 
LANL’s senior leaders and to the UC and the DOE quarterly. The results also identify 
improvement areas, and facilities managers, program managers, and capability/line managers all 
use the information to drive improvements in their respective spheres of responsibility. In 
addition, subsets of LANL’s senior leaders review aggregated data quarterly and quickly act to 
correct any deviations from projected performance. In the fall of 1996, the LLC identified key 
Appendix F measures for environment, safety, and health and launched a more rigorous self- 
assessment process. In February 1997, the key Appendix F measures for facilities were added to 
the quarterly assessment process. 

http://iosun.lanl.gov:2OO


Performance Management System and Employee Surveys 

Overview: Another key source of information for our fact-based management program is 
LANL’s workforce. We maintain extensive data in the area of human resources. In addition to 
more typical types of information such as frequency and severity of major types of injury, 
absentee rates, and training, we systematically gather information about employee work 
performance, development plans, and workplace attitudes. We are currently in the second of 
three deployment stages for our new employee performance management system, which serves 
as a communication, evaluation, and planning instrument. We have conducted extensive 
employee surveys since 1994. 

Performance Management: LANL’s Performance Management System for all employees is a 
major communication and reinforcement mechanism for deploying guidance to all members of the 
workforce. The Performance Management System includes assessing past individual 
performance, establishing new individual objectives in line with LANL’s expectations and 
requirements, and establishing individual development plans to fit personal goals and institutional 
needs. We formally implement the Performance Management System annually following program 
planning and budgeting activities as a mechanism to link institutional, division, and individual 
employee planning. 

The Performance Management System, now deployed to two-thirds of the institution, helps 
ensure that expectations of our employees are aligned with work group and institutional goals, 
that employees have a clear “line of sight” to the institutional mission, and that both employees 
and supervisors can realistically evaluate how well individual employee performance furthers 
LANL objectives. Because we consider the Performance Management System such an integral 
tool in helping align our workforce, we measure the effectiveness of its deployment, as Fig. 6 
shows. 
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Fig. 6. Percentage of LANL employees with current performance appraisals, 1994- 1996. (This 
is also an Appendix F performance measure.) 



The Performance Management System not only helps us evaluate the past performance of 
employees, it also helps us develop a well trained, flexible workforce. Each employee, as part of 
the annual performance assessment, constructs-in cooperation with hidher supervisor- a 
development plan for the coming year. Again, because we consider this an integral tool in helping 
us develop a well qualified, flexible workforce, we measure the deployment of this aspect of the 
system. Figure 7 shows our results. 
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Fig. 7. Percentage of LANL employees with current development plans, 1994-1996. (This is 
also an Appendix F performance measure.) 

The Performance Management System also promotes specific behaviors that we seeks to 
promote. At the annual evaluation, employees receive 360" feedback keyed to these behaviors, 
with comments from subordinates, supervisors, peers, and customers. Key behaviors or focus 
areas include the following: 

safety, 
commitment to excellence, 
business operations, 
customer focus, 
vision, mission, and strategy, 
enhancingchange 
accountability for behavior, 
acceptance of diversity and respect for others, 
communication, and 
teamwork. 

Employee Survey: LANL's major formal method for determining employee attitudes and the 
climate in the workplace is the Employee PerspectiveKheckpoint Survey, which we have 



administered for the past four years. Employees provide to senior managers important 
information related to overall company performance, and the LLC develops actions to address 
the results of the survey. We track results on an annual basis and use those results in our 
planning activities. For example, the 1994 survey indicated that employees did not have a good 
understanding of LANL’s vision, mission, and values. By using our tactical plan to drive the 
development of communication plans for each division, we have significantly improved employee 
understanding of organizational issues, as Fig. 8 shows, and have provided avenues for feedback. 
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Fig. 8. Percentage of employees who feel adequately informed about LANL’s mission and 
tactical plan, 1994-1996. 

The key factors affecting workforce climate were established from the initial survey, and each 
year these are updated to include newly identified factors. The survey contains standard types of 
questions, which allows us to also perform comparisons with other companies. In addition, we 
compile results for each specific divisiordprogram office, allowing senior leaders and employees 
to view their work unit’s responses in relation to those of the entire LANL population. 

Integrated Planning 

Overview: In 1994, an analysis of customer expectations and our level of performance against 
those expectations enabled us to begin a fact-based planning process. We used an innovative 
strategic thinking methodology to develop a new central mission supported by a set of core 
competencies. The mission and core competencies provided a lens for selection of the tactical 
goals contained in our first tactical plan. The tactical goals provide a framework for directing 
discretionary institutional funds, operating LANL in a more cost-effective manner, and setting 
priorities. They also help us address key customer requirements for our products and services. 
As we evaluated and improved our tactical goal process, we integrated the success indicators for 
the tactical goals with the Appendix F performance measures to yield an annual planning, 
measuring, and learning cycle. 



Our planning processes-both strategic, tactical, and institutional-are now well developed and 
integrated with each other. Overall LANL plans in turn drive business plans for individual 
divisions within LANL. Our Strategic Thinking Process enables us to envision possible fwtures 
and seek out the one most appropriate for us. Our tactical plan and associated goals and 
measures help us move systematically toward that selected future. Institutional planning 
provides us’with a mid-range view of the future, with programs and customer requirements 
projected for five years. Three documents represent LANL’s strategic planning efforts at the 
institutional level: 1) the Strategic Overview, 2) the Tactical Plan, and 3) the Institutional Plan. 
Other planning activities such as those of our facilities and human resources divisions, the 
technical divisions, the program offices, and our major contractors, are guided by this “planning 
umbrella.” Figure 9 shows the interrelationships between our planning processes and associated 
inputs and outputs. Additional information about LANL’s integrated plans and current progress 
toward goals is available at http://www.lanl.gov/subject/planning/ 
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Fig. 9. LANL’s planning processes are based on Deming’s Plan/Do/Check/Act cycle. 

Strategic Planning: Our approach to setting strategic direction at the institutional level has 
been evolving for three years. The cornerstone of this approach to developing plans is the 
process known as “scenario-based strategic thinking.” We adopted the scenario planning process 
because of its accommodation of significant uncertainty in the future and because of its basic 
premise that action plans derived from this process allow for influencing future events and 
modification of direction as events unfold. The uncertainty in the LANL future is driven by 
basic changes in issues of national security, foreign policy, and the economy brought about by 
the end of the Cold War as they are reflected in the congressional budget for defense and science. 
Planning in this environment requires a process that builds in flexibility, allowing a quick 
response to a competitive threat or an identified opportunity. 

This scenario-based planning process produces a continuous discussion concerning our future. 
From these discussions come strategic direction, and from strategy comes action plans (see Fig. 
10). The process creates a shared construct, an integrated perspective, by engaging people at 
various levels across a broad spectrum of our workforce, customer base, and the stakeholder 

http://www.lanl.gov/subject/planning
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community at large. The discussions and resulting plans tend to be inclusive, thus enfranchising a 
significant number of the workforce. This helps effect an alignment that moves us forward as the 
strategies and plans evolve. 

Time Continuing Discussions Concerning the Laboratory’s Future 
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Fig. 10. LANL’s strategy evolution at the institutional level. 

The Strategic Overview provides/establishes a value basis for all LANL planning. It considers 
the long-term perspective (15-20 years) with a vision and mission statement. It identifies, at a 
high level, our core technical competencies and a set of strategies, and most important, it 
establishes a set of core principles that guide our behavior and interactions with our customers, 
stakeholders, workforce, and neighbors. This document is a condensed version of a longer 
document, two years in development and produced through a series of interviews and workshops 
using the scenario-based strategic thinking approach. This process involved gathering 
information from our customers, stakeholder community, the workforce at all levels, university 
professors, DOE managers, market analysis, technology innovation analysis, and industry needs 
analysis. We conducted several workshops to synthesize this data and define a “best fbture” for 
LANL. These workshops involved stakeholders, customers, and the workforce. One workshop 
involved only the senior management. At this level there is an obvious strong link to the DOE 
mission statement and core values. The champions for this document-Le., the insurers of 
LANL’s commitment to these principles-are the Laboratory Director and the collective senior 
management. 

Tactical Planning: The Tactical Planning Process is the basis for action planning that 
determines direction and addresses key institutional strategies. This plan sets specific near-term 
(1 to 3 years) goals. The current tactical plan was initiated in June of 1996. We derived the 
current plan and process from the previous tactical plari. Improvements were built on results 
from the FY95 goals and from solicited feedback from the LANL management and workforce. 
Implemented changes included: 1) a longer period to accomplish the goals, therefore, a 3-year 
plan, 2) data solicited from focus groups and applied to the creation of new goals, and 3) results 
from the FY95 goals collected and shared with the workforce and stakeholders. The process was 
fed by data collected from many sources. Figure 11 illustrates the process used. 



FY95 Goals Progress 
Customer Feedback 
UC & DOE Assessment 
Political Environment Assessment 
FY95 Baldrige Assessment 
FY95 Employee Survey 
Management Feedback 
Workforce Feedback 

Fig. 1 1. LANL’s new goal development process. 

Our Tactical Planning Process includes the following steps: 

Goals are nominated for consideration by program directors. 
Goals are selected by senior management relative to strategies to accomplish our mission. 
The nominating program director for a selected goal becomes a champion for that goal. 
Gpal development teams craft a statement of the goal, tactics, measures, and targets using the 
collected data. 
Goals are reviewed and finalized at an all-managers meeting moderated by the Laboratory 
Director where comments are collected and fed back to the champions, including the Director. 
The collective goals are published as the Tactical Plan. 

The Laboratory deploys the tactical plan by first assigning a champion to each tactical goal. The 
champion monitors progress and is the interface between tactical goals and related action plans. 
Inherent in the responsibilities of tactical goal champions, whether the goal is cross-cutting and 
institutional or specific to one program or division, are establishing baseline data, collecting 
benchmark information, and reporting quarterly to the LLC on progress toward the goal. All 
tactical goals have success indicators that also help to gauge progress. Progress toward tactical 
goals, and the goals themselves, are scrutinized each year during tactical planning. Divisions and 
programs also establish working groups to develop and implement action plans, establish metrics, 
and collect results. These multidisciplinary working groups may own the action plans as well, 
particularly during the pilot phase of implementation. The tactical goal champion, supported by 
the divisions and working groups, then brings action plans and progress to the LLC for periodic 
review and status reports (see Fig. 12). 
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Fig. 12. LANL’s method for translating strategies into action plans. 



All but one of LANL’s divisions have published both strategic and tactical plans and all are 
linked to the LANL strategic planhision and tactical goals. These plans are renewed on a 1- to 2- 
year cycle to insure progress and alignment with the LANL’s direction. They are integral to an 
organization’s management processhystem. Not all organizations use the same process, but 
generally the strategic plan is a description of a long-term desired end state and the tactical plan is 
the short-term goals and actions that move the organization forward. These action plans naturally 
involve the suborganizations and individuals. 

The process of developing an action plan involves input from self-assessments, workforce 
surveys, customer surveys, and information from and on competitors and collaborators. The 
process uses teams of appropriate peers to clarifj both strategic and tactical issues and to 
develop a clear path forward. The process results in a draft strategy formulated by the leaders 
within the organization. Some organizations have adopted the Baldrige categories as the basis for 
a plan with goals, expected results, and metrics for the seven categories. Workforce teams are 
formed around issueshategories to further develop tactics. Finally, a plan is published and 
communicated to the organization’s workforce, collaborators, and customers. Tracking and 
insuring progress is a management function and part of the planning cycle. Results from the 
functional organization’s plans are fed upward to the tactical goal champions responsible for 
tracking the institutional goals. 

Institutional Planning: Generation of the Institutional PZan is a fiscal-year, annual exercise 
required by the DOE. The document presents a five-year perspective. It is the single integrated 
document that summarizes our vision, mission, strategic thinking, tactical goals, programmatic 
plans, and support functions planning. In this respect, it helps ensure the integration and 
alignment of LANL’s vision, mission, and core competencies with those of the DOE and the 
correlation of our programs with DOE core businesses. 
The document not only describes technical programmatic activities and plans, but includes a 
description of the infrastructure support programs, activities, and initiatives. The document is 
used increasingly as both a planning reference and as an overview of LANL by the DOE and 
other funding agencies, UC, other national laboratories, local governments, LANL managers, and 
the public. 

Conclusion 

LANL, like every other organization, needs to know how well we are performing against both our 
own and our customers’ expectations. To answer the question, good data is essential. In the 
past, we frequently judged our performance not on good data, but rather on the single anecdotal 
examples that provided a less than realistic view of what we were doing. LANL’s current 
rigorous program of integrated measurement systems allows us to use the same type of high 
quality data to assess our operational performance as we use every day in our scientific and 
technical endeavors. Just as importantly, we now have tools that allow us not only to view the 
past but to control our future performance by using data and analysis to change how we conduct 
business. 



. 

Although we obviously have a great deal of remaining work, we have several external indicators 
that show we really are making progress on our quality journey. LANL’s evaluations over the 
past three years as part of the DOE’S Quality Awards Program-based on the Baldrige criteria- 
have shown steady improvement both from DOE assessment and from evaluation by 
independent external examiners. The evaluations show that, while we still have room for major 
improvement, we have developed sound, systematic approaches for many of our activities and 
are beginning to deploy them. Results typically take longer to validate and trend. Our VOC 
Process has truly put us in touch with our customers. While we may not always like what we 
hear as an institution, we now have a much better grasp of our customers’ expectations and a 
clearer understanding of their perception of us. Our scores on Appendix F evaluations-the 
primary contractual method both the UC and the DOE use to provide an annual evaluation of 
everything we do-have improved steadily and, in some performance areas, dramatically. While 
some of the indicators from our Employee PerspectiveKheckpoint Survey indicate little or no 
improvement, 42% of the measures have shown betterment since 1994. Those issues that we 
have targeted for specific action, such as communication, have improved significantly. We have 
also made significant progress on our current tactical goals. In fact, we have already achieved 
many of our FY96-98 targets and may need to set additional stretch goals for the interim. 

Quality progress at LANL has seemed slow at times. We are not under the same external drivers 
as private industry, where impending doom usually sparks rapid change. Without a sustaining 
driver, such as a need to show a profit or face going out of business, it’s hard for a national 
laboratory such as LANL to keep up the energy to continually improve. Additionally, LANL as 
an entity works under often conflicting internal drivers, and this perceived conflict makes it 
difficult for the organization to pull together for a common goal. For example, our high value on 
the individual and the freedom to make individual decisions often comes at the expense of 
organizational decisions. While valuing individuals and flexibility has helped the Laboratory at 
times, as an institution we haven’t coordinated this belief with our need to make organizational 
changes. 

Despite the problems, we continue to believe that the word quality is more than management 
jargon or the “methodology of the day” and we are beginning to understand that the term really 
means caring about the future and finding the right tools to solve problems and develop a healthy 
institution. Our continued progress must be based on organizational efficiency, on the use of 
institutional measures to manage the way we work and do business, and on individual 
commitment to continuous improvement. All LANL employees must understand who the major 
customers are, what they want;and how well the institution is doing in delivering what is 
required. Employees must also understand how to measure their own and their work group’s 
productivity, how to evaluate performance against others who may be doing better, and how to 
adapt other practices to make themselves more effective. And-while we continually strive to 
improve-we also need to celebrate our accomplishments more. 
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