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Objectives of Pilot Studies

SMO Objectives:

● Access laboratory performance information quickly, in
useful formats

● Have meaningful, consistent assessments of laboratory
performance

IPEP Objectives:

. Provide laboratory performance information to various
user audiences quickly, in useful formats for each users
needs

● Develop a system for providing
various IPEP user audiences

information to the
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Types of IPEP Reports

I

* Single Study Reports include historical
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IPEP Report Production Process

● Acquiring
& services

information about laboratories
being provided to EM & PE

Program participation

● Acquiring data from PE Programs

● Providing reports to user audiences



Acquiring Information about
Laboratories

1● Identify laboratories providing services to EM

2 ● Identify type of service each laboratory provides to

OPS Offices, SMOS ~ LAB DB

EM

4.

5 ●

6.

7 ●

Match laboratory EM services to PE program participation

Summarize laboratory

LAB DB

Query apparent lapses

IPEP ~

services, PE participation

—-IPEP-Warious PE programs

in PE program participation

OPS Offices, SMOS

Initiate participation in appropriate PE programs

OPS Offices,

Return to Step One

SMOS ~ Laboratories



Integrated Performance Evaluation Program
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Providing Reports to SMOS, OPS Offices

Hard Copies

Electronic versions of reports, via Internet

Electronic transmission
OPS Offices in formats
incorporation into local
systems

of data to SMOS,
compatible for
assessment

.
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IPEP Reports

. IPEP Objectives
● Normalize assessments in all reports

Q Support assessments with Corrective
Action Protocols

. Produce all reports in similar formats

tofacilitate

● Ease of use by the End Users

. Subsequent incorporation of information
into Consolidated & Management Reports



Corrective Action Philosophyfor
SingleStudy Reports

● Be reactive enough to be effective for EM needs,

● ... But not over-reactive to the detriment of budget or
professional relationships

Attempt to use one system
simplicity to end users

for all reports for consistency &

● Identify real, acute, problems in current studies
o problems with the same analyte in more than 1 matrix
. problems with several analytes in the same matrix

. Use historical data to identify chronic problems

,

~ B*las not yet incorporated into Corrective Action Protocols
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Formats for Hard Copy Single Study Reports “
are designedto be progressive in level of detail

● Introduction:
. Speci@ particular study
. Detail any problems or anomalies reported by PE Program

Sponsor

. Summaries (Tables & Graphs):
. Overall, Matrix/Analyte Class -

. Individual Laboratory Reports
(Current & Historical Information):

. Individual Laboratory Summary Report (ILSR)
● Laboratory Individual Analyte Smary Report

● Amendix:
Brief Individual PE Program Description
Explanation of scoring algorithms, assessments
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Individual Laboratory Summary Reports
(ILSRS)

Formats for WS & WI?
. Overall Summary of Performance in Current Study

. & Summary by Matrix/Analyte Class for:
@ YOParticipation
* YOAcceptable
o IPEP

● Identification
Study

Assessment

of Unacceptable Analtyes in Current

● Recommended Areas for Corrective Action, with
Reasons Specified



Internet Versions of Reports

Currently TVS,WP, & QAP posted

No

No

Summaries

CorrectiveActions

False Positives correctly incorporated into all
reports

Able to use both graphical and non-graphical
browsers



Laboratory Individual Analyte Summary
Report Formats:

TVs & WP:

● Same as Sponsor Format for Current Study
WP:

● Two water samples are treated as different matrices
. Oil is not sumarized separately
c False Positives not incorporated

QAP:
. Individual analyte results have been arranged to

present data the same as other PE Program
Sponsors

AU ●

●

. IPEP Assessments

. Historical data for previous three studies

.



Operational Issues to Resolve
. r

●

.

1● Permission to access & publish PE data

2 ●

4 ●

Provision of PE data in local formats for
electronic download into local assessment
systems. .

Corrective Action:

Who informs laboratories?

Who initiates follow-up?

Others??


