AMPLIFA PROCUREMENT GLOSSARY

Layered Process Audit (LPA): systematically
building up multi-level process checks

The Layered Process Audit (LPA) is a multi-level checking method in which process conformity is
verified at regular intervals and at various hierarchical levels. It ensures that defined work
instructions are actually followed in day-to-day operations and not merely left to audits. For buyers
and quality managers in the supply industry, the LPA is a proven tool for securing process maturity
at suppliers.

Key facts

* The LPA checks in short cycles whether core elements of the manufacturing process, such as work
instructions, tool certificates and first-piece inspection lists, are complied with conformably.

« Typically, several levels are audited — from operator through shift supervisor to plant management —
with graduated audit scopes.

« In practice, the duration of a single LPA is often between 15 and 30 minutes.

* The method originates from the automotive industry, where it is frequently part of customer-specific
requirements (e.g. in the IATF context).

« LPA results typically feed into supplier ratings and thus into the supplier score.

 Digital checklists and evaluations significantly improve documentation and trend quality in practice.

Definition: Layered Process Audit

The Layered Process Audit is a standardised, short-cycle process check carried out at multiple
organisational levels — the so-called layers. It checks whether defined process requirements are
consistently implemented.

Distinction from classic audits

Unlike system audits according to ISO 9001 or VDA 6.3, which are extensive and take place rather
infrequently, the LPA is deliberately small, fast and frequent. It does not audit management systems as a
whole, but a handful of defined control points at the actual workplace. Typical audit objects are the
currency of work instructions, the correct tool setting, measuring instrument availability and compliance
with safety regulations. The LPA therefore complements system and process audits but does not replace
them. In practice, it is often understood as the lowest audit and early-warning level above day-to-day
operations.

Origin and normative context

The method originally comes from the automotive and US industries and is frequently linked to
customer requirements there, e.g. in the context of IATF 16949 and CSRs (Customer Specific
Requirements). In other industries such as mechanical engineering or medical technology, the LPA is
also increasingly being introduced, because low defect rates and stable processes matter across
industries. The LPA is not legally mandatory; its use arises de facto from customer demands, quality
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strategies or supply contracts. Buyers should check whether such audit obligations are contractually
fixed, for example in a Master Service Agreement (MSA) or in quality-related annexes to the framework
agreement.

Methods and procedure of the Layered Process Audit

An effective LPA follows a clearly structured design: defined audit objects, assigned levels, fixed
frequencies and documented responses to deviations.

Structure of audit levels and frequencies

Three to four levels are common: operators or team leaders check daily or weekly, shift supervisors
several times a week, department managers weekly to monthly, and plant management monthly or
quarterly. Each level uses an adapted question catalogue: the lowest level checks concrete work steps
in detail, the upper levels focus on leadership responsibility, response to previous findings and system
effectiveness. In practice, it has proven effective to ask only 5 to 15 questions per audit so that the check
remains feasible alongside daily operations. Rotating the auditors across different lines and shifts
prevents routine effects and blind spots.

Deriving the question catalogue and audit criteria

Good LPA questions are answerable in binary terms (met/not met) and directly observable at the
process site. Typical subject areas are: Are current work instructions visible and released? Are
measuring instruments within their calibration period? Are defect recording and the quarantine of
defective parts practised? The criteria often come from FMEA results, customer complaints or from the
context of APQP (Advanced Product Quality Planning), in particular from control plans. In this way, the
LPA deliberately concentrates on high-risk and error-prone process areas rather than weighting all
process steps equally.

Responding to deviations

Every finding must be dealt with immediately: containment action at the process, root cause analysis
and derivation of permanent corrective actions. For structured root cause analysis, the Ishikawa diagram
(cause-and-effect diagram) is as suitable as 5-Why analyses. A clearly defined escalation path is
important: repeated or critical findings are reported to quality management and — for suppliers — to the
purchasing manager. Without consistent follow-up, the LPA quickly degenerates into a paper exercise
with meaningless tick boxes.

Key KPIs and evaluation of LPAs

The value of the LPA only emerges through systematic evaluation. Several key figures have established
themselves as standard in practice.

Completion rate and finding rate

The most important key figure is the completion rate: the proportion of planned audits that were actually
carried out. World-class values are typically above 98 per cent; below that, process discipline is
guestionable. The finding rate (number of deviations per audit) is tracked over time: after introduction, it
should initially rise — because more is honestly documented — and then fall again in the medium term. A
permanently zero finding rate is more a warning sign of whitewashing than a sign of quality. Both key
figures are also suitable in aggregate form for the supplier score of a supplier rating system.
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Repeat findings and response times

Two further key figures complete the picture: the share of identical repeat findings across several audit
cycles and the average time until the effectiveness check of corrective actions. Repeat findings indicate
systemic problems that go beyond individual measures and can often only be resolved through process
redesign or training programmes. In practice, monthly evaluations at department level and quarterly
trend analyses at plant or group level have proven effective. Digital LPA tools deliver these evaluations
automatically; manual spreadsheets are possible but error-prone and laborious.

Risks and controls when operating an LPA

The greatest danger of the LPA is not methodological but cultural: its reduction to a bureaucratic
exercise.

Typical failure patterns

Common weaknesses are pre-marked answers (‘always met'), checks without a genuine visit to the
process, outdated questionnaires after product changes and auditors who assess their own line.
Excessive numbers of questions also undermine the approach: if an audit regularly exceeds the
30-minute mark, acceptance in daily operations drops noticeably. Equally problematic is linking LPA
results to individual performance appraisals: then findings are concealed rather than reported. The LPA
thrives on a learning, not a sanctions-oriented, error culture.

Control instruments for effectiveness

Effective controls include: spot-check accompaniment of audits by quality management, periodic
updating of question catalogues when products or processes change, and a four-eyes principle for the
release of finding responses. In the supplier context, it is advisable to link LPA evaluations to the risk
classes of the supplier strategy: high-risk suppliers are audited more frequently and their findings are
followed up more closely. This fits into the overarching approach of supplier de-risking, in which process
stability is regarded as a central risk buffer.

Current developments: digitalisation and integration into the
guality management system

LPAs are increasingly carried out digitally, and the results are feeding more strongly into higher-level
supplier and risk management systems.

Digital LPA platforms

Tablet- or app-based solutions guide auditors through the questionnaire, enforce photographic
documentation of findings and automatically aggregate trends. Such systems are gaining importance for
multi-tier supplier networks because they give buyers remote insight into process discipline — for
example between on-site audits or in global sourcing with suppliers in several time zones. Digital
evaluations can also be transferred into delivery and quality ratings, thereby improving the objective
basis for supplier meetings and strategic partnership decisions. For getting started, a step-by-step
proof-of-concept procurement approach has proven effective: first one line, then evaluation, then
roll-out.

Interlinking with APQP, supplier rating and sustainability requirements
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Modern quality management systems link LPA findings with further sources: incoming and process
inspections, complaint data and APQP milestones. This creates a consistent picture of supplier
performance that culminates in regular supplier ratings. To an increasing extent, sustainability issues are
also being integrated into multi-level verification logics — for example, the question of how LPA-like
on-site verifications can contribute to securing Scope 3 emissions in the supplier network; however, the
methodological and legal limits of such self-declarations must be examined on a case-by-case basis. In
any case, the LPA remains a process instrument; it replaces neither certification nor legal due diligence
checks.

Typical metrics

Completion rate: > 98 %
Proportion of planned audits that actually took place; below 95 %, process discipline is critical.

Finding rate: 0.2-1 finding per audit
Typical guideline value in a stable process; a constant zero indicates whitewashing.

Audit duration: 15-30 minutes
Usual range per check; significantly longer audits jeopardise acceptance.

Share of repeat findings: <10 %
Higher values indicate inadequate corrective actions.

Response time to findings: <7 days to immediate containment action
Time between finding and documented initial response; usual guideline value in practice.

Practical example

A medium-sized mechanical engineering company with around 60 laser-active suppliers introduced an
LPA at its critical turned and milled parts supplier after repeated assembly problems with an assembly.
Together with the supplier, twelve check points were defined at the process, derived from the FMEA,
control plan and previous complaints. After six months, the results showed: the completion rate was
stable above 95 per cent, the finding rate fell after an initial rise, and the complaint rate for the affected
assembly dropped noticeably. The supplier was upgraded in the internal supplier rating, and the LPA
became a standard part of first sample support for new part families.

» Derive check points from the FMEA, control plan and complaint history instead of using generic
catalogue questions

 Introduce three audit levels with staggered frequencies: operators daily, shift supervisors weekly,
plant management monthly

» Follow up findings using a structured Ishikawa diagram-based root cause approach and verify
effectiveness

 Integrate LPA results into the supplier score and into regular quality reviews with the purchasing
manager

Conclusion

The Layered Process Audit is a lean but effective instrument for anchoring process discipline — internally
as well as at suppliers. Its added value depends less on the methodology than on consistency in
execution, finding response and evaluation. Short audits, clear questions and a learning error culture
are the decisive success factors. For buyers, the LPA provides robust data for supplier rating, risk
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classification and strategic supplier decisions. Those who consistently feed LPA results into ordering,
award and development decisions turn an audit routine into a genuine supply-chain strengthening
instrument.

Frequently asked questions

What is a Layered Process Audit (LPA)?

A Layered Process Audit is a short, frequently repeated process check carried out at multiple
organisational levels — from operator to plant management. It verifies whether defined process
requirements such as work instructions and control steps are actually followed in day-to-day operations.
The method originates from the automotive industry and complements classic system and process
audits.

How often should an LPA be carried out?

Typically, operators or team leaders check daily to weekly, shift supervisors several times a week, and
senior managers monthly to quarterly. In practice, a single audit usually takes 15 to 30 minutes. The
frequency should be based on the risk profile of the process: critical process steps are checked more
often.

What questions belong in a Layered Process Audit?

Good LPA questions are binary and directly observable, for example: Are current work instructions
released and visible? Are measuring instruments within their calibration period? Is the quarantine of
defective parts actually practised? The questions are usually derived from the FMEA, control plan and
complaint history — not from generic checklists.

What is the difference between an LPA and a process audit according to VDA 6.3?

The VDA 6.3 process audit is comprehensive, rating-based and takes place rather infrequently, e.g.
during supplier selection or approvals. The LPA is short, frequent and purely compliance-oriented — it
checks a few defined points at the workplace. The two methods complement each other: the LPA
secures day-to-day discipline, the process audit provides system depth.

How can LPA results be used in supplier management?

Completion rate, finding rate and repeat findings can be integrated directly into supplier rating systems.
In this way, process discipline flows objectively into the supplier score and supports decisions on order
allocation, development projects or risk measures. For critical suppliers, LPA support can additionally be
contractually fixed at a defined frequency.

Is the LPA mandatory under IATF 169497

IATF 16949 does not explicitly require the LPA as a stand-alone instrument; however, in practice many
OEMs and Customer Specific Requirements (CSRs) demand it. Moreover, the LPA supports the
evidence of process conformity and control of nonconformities that the standard requires. If in doubt, the
specific requirement should be checked on a customer-specific basis.

Amplifa Marketplace - Procurement glossary amplifa-marketplace.com/en/glossary/layered-process-audit-lpa



