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ABSTRACT

The study sets out on a survey to establish tlaioakhip between outsourcing and
operational efficiency in pension scheme adminisma Numerous studies have been
carried out on understanding the key factors dgwatsourcing decisions but there is
limited study on the impact of the outsourcing. tRar, the retirement benefits
authority (RBA) which among its mandate is to regeland license pension scheme
administrators does not have a policy guidelingume Trustees on the outsourcing
decision. Survey was conducted through a structgrezbstionnaire. Drop and pick
method was used. SPSS and Microsoft Excel were igsathta analysis. The study
established that majority of firms outsourced thestaff pension scheme
administration. Outsourcing enhanced operationdicieficy. Most respondents
perceive operational efficiency in the twin lensgofality of service to members and
investment performance. It is recommended that R&#nulates a policy guide on
the outsourcing decision and monitoring of the iserprovider.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background of the Study
The elderly in society are no longer guaranteegasuprom the traditional family
structures due to the changed lifestyles and uzb#ion. They are faced with the risk
of dire poverty and marginalization. Therefore,réhés need to have a structured
formal way of saving and investing for one to bamunteed a minimum level of old
age income security. As responsible employers, rpasate companies set up an
occupational pension scheme, to manage a fundblisbied by the employer to
facilitate and organize the investment of emplogaetirement funds contributed by
the employer and employees. This fund is a comnssetgpool meant to generate
stable growth over the long term and provide reteat and old age income to the
said employees. These occupational pension scheaesa form of deferred
compensation and are advantageous to both emphoykeemployee for tax reasons.
They also have an insurance aspect in the formisafbdity and survivor benefits.
Retirement pensions are usually a guaranteednif@ity that insures against the risk

of longevity (Retirement Benefits Authority, 2012).

The investments of pension assets are one of tiegefenctions performed by private
pension arrangements. In order to promote both pbgormance and financial
security of pension scheme benefits, it is critibalt this function is implemented and
managed responsibly. Policy makers have a key tolensure that regulations
encourage prudent principles of security, profitgband liquidity pursuant to which

assets should be invested so as to meet the retitemcome objectives of the



pension (Retirement Benefits Authority, 2012). Thhbe administration of private

pension schemes must be guided by prudence andtiope efficiency.

The Retirement Benefits Authority (RBA) was setlmpthe ministry of finance in

1997, to regulate and supervise the managemerdtioément benefits schemes, to
protect interest of members and sponsors of tlegiirement benefits, to promote the
development of the retirement benefits sector anddvise the Minister on national
policy and to implement government policies. Sitige inception of the RBA, the

Kenyan pension industry has become a critical afrthe economy with an asset
value of approx Kshs 400 Billion or equivalent &% of Gross Domestic Product
(GDP) and has continued to post growth of 4% eyegr (RBA, 2012). Thus there is
tremendous potential for growth with improved RBAidglines and supervision in

addition to increased coverage.

Pension scheme operational efficiency is importentt results in higher returns on
investment and consequently high retirement benadithe pensioners (Bateman and
Mitchell, 2004). Inefficiency, however, leads tagher costs of operation, low returns
on investment and in extreme cases to the demigbeofunds (Bikker and Dreu,

2009). Low investment returns and the closure ofsjpa funds reduce the latter's

contribution to the GDPs of countries (Amos Gitguduina, 2010).

Numerous studies have been carried out on undeistarthe key factors driving
outsourcing decisions but there is limited studytbe impact of the outsourcing
(Jiang, Quresh, 2006),thus it is important to uatderd the relationship of outsourcing

factors and operational efficiency of the pensicimesnes.



1.1.1 Concept of outsourcing in pension scheme administration

Pension Scheme Administration is the day to day agament, governance and
supervision of a retirement benefits scheme. lbergasses managing the day to day
affairs and the strategic decisions involved widngion scheme. The administrator
manages member records, ensures that contribitrensaptured into the scheme, the
proper asset allocation investment decisions ardenmand benefits are promptly
distributed among all the qualified members andebiemries. The administrator
determines investment performance, operationatieffcy and the security of the
pensions benefits (Njuguna, A. G. 2011). A good sp@n scheme administrator
invariably delivers a robust governance, prudesk nmanagement and internal

controls and responsive member communication arvicse

Outsourcing is a process in which a company dedsgsdme of its internal operations
or processes to a third party. In this definitiontsourcing is a contracting transaction
where one company purchases services or produots &nother while keeping
ownership of the whole underlying process, produciervice. (Tas, J. & Sunder, S.
20049 The clients inform their provider what they wantdmw they want the work
performed. Client usually authorizes the provideoperate as well as reengineer the

processes involved to improve cost and efficiermydiits.

As firms seek to improve their pension scheme drgdional efficiency and
effectiveness, the key factors that are generaingable environment making the
firms to consider outsourcing of the pension schadministration are;

i) Regulatory changes have created an environmemicodased legislation and

administrative complexity;



i) An enlightened, knowledgeable membership that seek manage and
monitor their own retirement contributions and istveent decisions;
iii) Firms seeking to lower costs and avail good retomsivestments;
iv) Firms seeking to focus on their core business danpetitive advantage;
v) Advances in technology that has availed tools fieracting with members
and service providers;
vi) Influence from consulting firms that have diversdiinto the outsourcing
business for extra revenue
vii) A break in the firms cultural posture as more aratevof its other functions
become outsourced
However, other reasons giving rise to Pension Sehéaministration outsourcing
(Lacity & Hirschheim, 1993c) include those of aipoal nature (e.g. to promote self-
interests at the expense of others) or the desifellow the trend set by others. Thus
outsourcing factors can be grouped into 1) CostQ@ality of service 3) Service

Provider Management 4) Organization culture

1.1.2 Concept of Operational Efficiency

The fundamental basis for outsourcing is the fomusore activities of a company.

Core competence or core activities of the comparytlae basis of its competitive

advantage in the marketplace (Prahalad and Har@@0Q)1All businesses have their

own core activities that form the basis of theisiness models. The rationale for
outsourcing those activities that are outside efdre competencies has been to limit
the activities management has to manage. The iatteahd focus of managers is a
scarce resource that is seen as best utilizechéocompany’s core activities. After

identification of core activities, the organizatiaman develop to support their

management and utilization.



Operational efficiency is the capability of an amgation to deliver products or
services to its customers in the most cost-effectivanner possible while still
ensuring the high quality of its products, senécel support. It is often achieved by
streamlining a company's core processes in ordendce effectively respond to
continually changing market forces in a cost-effectmanner. In order to attain
operational efficiency an organization needs toimize redundancy and waste while
leveraging the resources that contribute mossteutcess and utilizing the best of its
workforce, technology and business processes. @theced internal costs that result
from operational efficiency enable a company toieeh higher profit margins or be

more successful in highly competitive markets.

Operational efficiency looks at an organizationapabilities and performance. It

denotes the organization’s ability to minimize veast inputs and maximize resource
utilization so as to deliver quality, cheaper praduand services to their customers. It
is a useful measure utilized in managing the abbilaesources (Muhittin and Reha,
1990). Though operational efficiency is driven bgemtional aspects of human
resource management, supply chain management,tyguantrol management,

technology deployed etc, it is also a function oftbcustomer satisfaction and public

perception (Scheraga, 2004)

In pension scheme administration, measuring operaliefficiency entails output
results obtained from processes and services énatipevaluation and comparison to
expected set goals. The measurement can be thréioghcial ratio analysis
(Dulebohn, 1995), comparison of returns with theketindices (Bikker and Dreu,

2009; Stanko 2002) or Data Envelopment Analysis APBvhich has been



documented as a superior model for the analysisffafiency (Barros and Garcia,

2006; Cinca, Mal Morinero and Garcia 2002).

1.1.3 Operational efficiency in the context of pension scheme administration

For a pension fund, operational efficiency is definas the ability to meet non
financial objectives (Canadian Treasury Board 28Q®juguna 2010). For purposes
of this survey, empirical variables that were useckvaluate operational efficiency
were: member communications, contact centre, wankflsystem, website for

member self service, on demand members stateniRBfs,Compliance, Investment

appraisals and reports, member version of annoahéial report and complete and

updated members data.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Though the RBA regulates and licenses the PensibarSe Administrators, the RBA
act does not give guidance to pension scheme éuste the factors to consider on
outsourcing of the pension scheme administratiome Trustees can opt for self
administration or outsource the administration loé fpension scheme (RBA Act,
2007). There should be appropriate controls in eplabat cover all basic

organizational and administrative procedures (OE@I)9 — guidelines for pension

fund governance), (IOPS 2008c — supervisory ovetgifpension fund governance)

In outsourcing, decision makers have to decidehenprocesses to be followed and
the factors to be taken into account. At the same,tthey have to consider and trade-
off a variety of information and criteria. The sition is further complicated because
decisions are difficult to evaluate as adequateamé feedback only occurs once
outsourcing has been implemented and been opeafiona period of time (Fink

and Shoeib, 2003).



However, it is important to note that the beneadit®utsourcing cannot be achieved if
the associated risks and challenges are not pyojbrhtified and managed (Tafti,
2005; Harris, 2010). The research problem is tloeeeto survey and identify the
magnitude and relative significance of relationshgween outsourcing factors and

the operational efficiency of pension schemes.

1.3 Objective of the Study

To determine the relation between outsourcing facémd operational efficiency of

pension schemes of companies listed at the Nastobk exchange.

1.4 Value of the Study

This research would be important to several stakiehs. It shall enable organisations
to think about outsourcing Pension Scheme Admatistin strategically,
understanding the situation in which they operat taking a considered approach to

resource allocation for enhanced operational efficy.

The study also shall benefit Pension Scheme Adimtiien vendors (service
providers) or outsourcing companies. These compastiall be able to identify the
conditions for strategically focused relationshipamagement with potential

customers.

The results shall help RBA develop and implemesband governance structure and
risk management strategy to ensure adequate ooisguoversight and guidelines.

Further, the RBA shall have information necessamgavelop policy alternatives.

Researchers and academicians interested in thelempes encountered by
organizations in Kenya when outsourcing Pensiore®&h Administration may use

the findings to form the basis for further research



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Introduction

This chapter summarizes a review of the relevdataiure from other researchers
who have carried out their research in the samiel foé study. It is organized
systematically starting from the theoretical litera, main discusses, empirical
evidence on outsourcing of pension scheme admatist, and eventually the

summary of the study.

2.2 Theoretical Framework

There are many different theories and models adaurting. Each theory proposes a
distinct method in which an organization might maketegic outsourcing decisions.
None of the theories seek to provide a prescriptethodology or be universally
applicable. The key theories and models in theyswidoutsourcing are; agency,

transaction cost and resource based view.

2.2.1 Theoriesthat Explain Outsourcing Factors

2.2.1.1 Agency theory

An agency relationship is a contract wherein onemare (principal(s)) contract
another party (agent) to perform some service eir tiehalf and involves delegating
some decision making authority to the agent (JeasenMeckling, 1976). Each party
has unique profit and other personal interests. grivecipal can monitor and control
the agent through incentives and penalties. Thecimal cannot monitor the agent’s

actions perfectly and cost free.



Agency theory is concerned with the principal’s lpemn of choosing an agent,
motivating and coordinating the agent's decisioml d&ehavior with those of the
organization, under the constraint of informati®yrametry (Aubert, et al, 2005)
which lead to agency problems of; 1) Moral hazdalsit is impossible for the
principal to observe an agent’s behavior at no,dbsis an agent can always blame
poor performance on circumstances beyond its chi@yddverse selection when the
principal cannot observe the characteristics ofapent thus making it difficult to
choose the right service provider, and 3) Imperteshmitment when the principal
and/or agent may be tempted to renege on theirraxnibligations arguing
unforeseeable events link changes in requirem&agpington, 1991, in Aubert et al,
2005). The Agency problems should be resolved bgitoing and bonding (Barley

and Hesterly, 1996).

2.2.1.2 Transaction Cost Theory (TCT)

The theory is premised on a goal of the organimabeing to reduce cost and to
achieve cost efficiency. There are two types ofts@ssociated with any service or
product, production cost and coordination cost [ffiison, 1985). Production cost is
the cost incurred to make the product or to provigeservice. It includes the cost of
labour, material and capital. Coordination costdude monitoring, controlling and

managing the work internally. If the job is handmar to external service provider,

the coordination costs are called transaction costs

Transaction cost theory facilitates an analysishef comparative costs of planning,
adapting and monitoring task to completion undéerahte governance structures

(Williamson, 1985).



Two human and three environmental factors leadatwstiction costs arising. The two
human factors are; 1) Bonded rationality whichesahat “Humans are unlikely to
have the abilities or resources to consider evetesontingent outcome associated
with a transaction that might arise” and, 2) Oppoidm which states that “Humans
will act to further their own self interest”. Tharee environmental factors are; 1)
Uncertainty which states that “uncertainty exacerbdhe problems that arise because
of the bonded rationality and opportunism, 2) Smalinbers trading which state that
“if only a small number of players exist in a metdplace, a party to a transaction
may have difficulty disciplining the other partigsthe transaction via the possibility
of withdrawal and use of alternate players in trerkatplace”, 3) Asset specificity
which states “ the value of an asset may be atththa particular transaction that it
supports. The party who has invested in the asldhaur a loss if the party who has
not invested withdraws from the transaction. Thier¢hus a lock-in effect and the
possibility of this party acting opportunisticallgads to the holdup problem”. As
asset specifity and uncertainty increase, the dgkopportunism increases and
decision makers are more likely to choose a hitreat (firm- based) governance

structure.

Thus transaction cost theory looks at the markdttae internal organization of the
firm as alternative mechanisms to regulate a ti@tia(Coase, 1937, in Aubert et al,
2005). The advantage of using the market mechaisighat economies of scale will
lower production costs. The disadvantage of udiegnharket is increased transaction
costs due to supplier identification, negotiatingoatract and managing the supplier-

client relationship.
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2.2.1.3 Resource Based View

The core premise of resource based view is thanzgtions will try and retain in-
house activities that take advantage of their esgjiat resources. Outsourcing these
resources would deprive the organization of theampetitive advantage and
subsequent abnormal returns .An organization #tkisl valuable, rare, inimitable and
organized resources and capabilities, shall seelarioexternal provider in order to
overcome that weakness (Barney, 1986). The resaurcg be rare so that many
competitors cannot obtain it, it must also be diffi to imitate in addition to being

difficult to substitute.

2.2.1.4 Outsourcing Factors

The basic framework of the research examining élaéofs that influence outsourcing
rely on the premise that outsourcing is a prockasitivolves key phases associated
with the outsourcing theories that set to explam attendant embedded mechanisms

and activities.

At the preparation and analysis of an outsourcimgjegt for pension scheme
administration, a Cost Stage, which is groundediansaction Cost and Agency
theories, is predominant. When the outsourcingegtopas been implemented, the
focus shifts to Resources and Governance. Servigdityis a comparison of

expectations with performance - Lewis and Booms838)9Customers form service

expectations from past experiences, word of monthaavertisement.

11



Table 2.1: Summary of Factors

Outsour cing phase Decision Factor
Preparation (i) Core business and corporate culture
(transaction cost and(ii) Human competence and capability Organization
agency theories) (i) Technological capacity culture

(iv) Executive approval and commitme

(v) Scope

(vi) Transition and cost implications

(vii)  Service quality and efficiency

(viii)  Supplier Selection

(ix) Contract and Service Level
Agreement

nt
Transaction Costs

Service Quality

Post implementation
(resource based view af
core competence
theories)

(i) Legislation and regulatory

nd compliance

(i) Agency problems and Monitoring
(ii)Supplier Dependency
(iv) Privacy and security

Service Provider
M anagement

Reconsideratic

(i) Contract terminatic
Switching costs

S

(relational view, social
exchange, stakeholder
theories)

Transaction Costs
Service Quality

Source: Author (2013)

2.2.2 Operational Efficiency Measurement

From systems theory approach (inputs — conversioatputs), pension schemes like

other organizations, can be viewed as open syssamos they collect and accumulate

contributions from members and scheme sponsorssirtie funds for the benefit of

the members upon retirement (Davis 2005). The sifuthe system are contributions

and the opening scheme value while the outputbanefits payouts and the closing

scheme value in addition

to customer service.

12




Figure 2.1: Pension Scheme as an Open System
Inputs Conversion Output

Outsourcing practice

Contributions Governance Benefits payouts

Monitoring Service Provider Closing scheme value

Investment decisions

Opening scheme value _ _ Member satisfaction
Quality of service

Source: Author (2013)

Operational efficiency is the degree to which pengcheme administrator is able to
provide deliverables at the least possible costgédand Flack, 2004; Chansarn,
2005; Baker, Logue, Rader and Clark, 2005). Theivebles are strategic
management of administration and investment castgly processing of pension
benefits, improvement in the internal control sgste efficiency in the conduct of
trustee meetings, timely reporting to members, efsE in compliance costs,
increasing the rate of return of investments, altiinvolvement of members in
decision making, achieving appropriate funding Ievappointing service providers
competitively and effective compliance with the gen law ( Amos Gitau Njuguna,

2010).

2.3 Empirical Evidence

The study by (Jiang, Frazier and Prater, 2006)néxed the relationship between the
outsourcing decision and the organizations findrméaformance and concluded that
outsourcing can improve a firms cost efficiency kgt its productivity and

profitability. The study of (Wang et al, 2008) exaed the impact of outsourcing IT

13



on an organization performance and concluded thatsoarcing enhanced

performance. Operational efficiency is the sumltptaductivity, people and space.

2.3 Summary

Numerous studies have been carried out on undeistarthe key factors driving

outsourcing decisions but there is limited studytbe impact of the outsourcing
(Jiang, Quresh, 2006),thus it is important to ustderd the relationship of outsourcing

and operational efficiency of the pension schemes

14



CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1 Introduction

In this chapter, the methods and procedures usedamy out the research are
described. The following aspects in respect tordsearch objectives are included;
research design, research variables, populationsanbling design, data collection

methods, research procedures and data analysisaseth

3.2 Research Design

This is a descriptive cross-sectional study. A dpsge research is more rigorous
than exploratory research and seeks to find oytwhe, what, where, when and how,
aspects of the research (Cooper and Schindler,)20bie research problem has
already been identified and the survey cover listieohs at the Nairobi stock

exchange that sponsor a pension scheme and woeldefdhe have knowledge and

experiences with pension scheme administratioroautng decision.

In this research, the dependent variable is theatipeal efficiency of pension

scheme administration. The independent variablesaalministrative cost, service
quality, service provider management, investmemagament. These variables were
captured to a Likert-type scale ranging from (Ipmgly disagree to (5) strongly

agree.

Studies on the performance of pension funds eitle financial ratio analysis
(Dulebohn 1995) or compare the pension fund retuittsthe market indices (Stanko

2002; Bikker and Dreu 2009). Measuring operati@fatiency entails output results

15



obtained from processes and services that pernatuation and comparison to

expected set goals.
3.3 Target Population and sample

A population is the total collection of elementabwhich a researcher wishes to
make some inferences (Cooper and Schindler, 20018. population forms a basis
from which the sample or subjects of the studyresweh. The study was based in
Kenya and the population was a census of all thee@istered companies at the

Nairobi stock exchange.

3.4 Data Collection instrument and procedures

Primary data was collected by use of a structuedfiasiministered questionnaire.
Respondents to self-administered questionnairesiaikely elicit socially desirable
responses (Dillman, 2000). These data was capiaredLikert-type scale ranging
from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agreeoand pick method was used to
administer the questionnaires. Secondary data, asithe pension scheme valuation
and number of members, were collected from the rozgdon’s web site or

publications, the NSE web site or NSE handbookRIBA.

The questionnaire was developed and organizedebdhis of research questions or
specific objectives to ensure relevance to theamebeproblem. This was to improve
on the questionnaires validity. Thus the questimese researcher developed. The
guestionnaire was validated using the proceduresmimended by Straub (1989).
The instrument was subjected to a review in thkl figy an expert, a pilot test for

internal reliability and statistical conclusion ation.
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The structure of the questionnaire was as folloRart | covered demographic
information of the respondents in terms of job texda profile, experience in
outsourcing of pension scheme administration anghroration profile. Part |l
covered the respondents experience in the outsmudegcision of pension scheme
administration. Part Ill covered respondents’ obsgon of the impact and

relationship of the outsourcing factors and opereti efficiency.
3.4.1 Resear ch Procedure

In order to check the applicability of the questiaimte in context and to clarify
wording of instructions, it was pre-tested and tgdbon a group pension scheme
administrators. A revised questionnaire was thesptatl and dispatched to the target
population. To ensure that the respondent wasatiget respondent, the questionnaire
was hand delivered or emailed. Email offer greatantrol as most users read and
respond to their own email at their personal comp(Witmer, Colman and Katzman,
1999). Respondents were requested to email baakdinéy filled questionnaire or a

collection date was agreed upon during delivery.

3.5 Data Analysis Methods

SPSS and Microsoft Excel were used as the datayssaiools. Inferential and
descriptive statistics were utilized. Descriptitatistics were used to summarize data
and describe the sample, while the inferentialstes enabled the researcher to infer
the sample results to the population. Data wasepted in tabular and graphical
form. Categorical data was used to establish tlatioaship between the independent

and dependent variables.
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3.6 Data reiability and validity

Validity concerns whether the research is reallyasueing what it claims to be
measuring. Reliability assures research can becegptl and can produce similar
results. If the validity or trustworthiness can bwximized or tested then more
“credible and defensible result” (Johnson, 1997288) may lead to generalizability
which is one of the concepts suggested by Stenb@€ld) as the structure for both
doing and documenting high quality qualitative sesl. The questionnaire was first

refined for accuracy, clarity and completenessughoa pilot feedback.
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CHAPTER FOUR

DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSISAND INTERPRETATION

4.1 Introduction

This chapter focuses on data analysis, interpogtasind presentation of the d.
collected in the study. Questionnaire was sent out to all pension schefnig® sixty
registered firms at the Nairobi stock exchange.yQH usable questionnaires wi

returned.This represented a response rate of -
4.2 Demogr aphic Infor mation

Figure 4.1Respondents job category
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03
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senior manager  middle manager junior clerk ordinary staff

Source: Author (2013)

From the findings11.9%the respondents were senior managers.%61n@iddle level
Managers, 21.4% Junior Clerk and 4.7ordinary staff. Thus 73.8% of ti
respondents are senior managers or middle levelagema and this is

knowledgeable group.
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Figure 4.2 Experiencein pension scheme Administration
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Table 4.1 Experiencein pension scheme administration
Less than 5yrs 10 - 15yrs Over 15yr:
No % No % No %
3 7.1 17 40.4 4 9.5

Source: author (2013)
From figure 4.2and table <1 only 7.1% of the respondents have an experienc
lessthan 5 years. 42.8% have experience of betwe10 years, 40.4% have .
experience of 105 years and 9.5% have an experience of over s y€&hus 92.99
of the respondents have 5 years experience ingessheme administration which

a good pool bknowledge bas

Figure 4.3 Member ship size of pension scheme
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Table: 4.2 Member ship size of pension scheme

Less than 200| 201 -400 401 - 600 yrs| 601 - 800 Over 80(
No % No % No % No % No %
2 4.7 4 9.5 9 214 | 11 26.2 | 16 38

Source: author (2013)

From figure 4.3and table4.2, the respondents have 4.7% of pension schemes
less than 200 members, 9.5% with - 400 members, 21.4% with 4C- 600
members, 26.2% with 6(—- 800 members and 38% with over 800 mem!|

Figure 4.4 Pension Scheme Administration
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Table 4.3 Pension Scheme Administration
In-house administer Outsourced administrati
No % No %
11 26.1 31 73.8

Source: author (2013)
From figure 4.4and table <3, majority of the pension schemes (73.8%) outso

their scheme administration compared to 26% whoiidtar their schemes inhot
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Table 4.4 Main Reasons for Outsourcing

1 2 3 4 5
a) Experience of the service
provider 0.0% 7.1%| 21.4%| 23.8%| 47.6%
b) Specialist technical suppc 2.3% 14.3% 30.9% 28.6% 23.8%
c) Reputation of firm 0% 35.7%| 30.9%| 19.0%| 14.3%
d) Member communicatior 4.7% 11.9% 14.2% 21.4% 47.6%
e) Investment management 2.4% 2.4% 4.7%| 21.4%| 69.0%
f) Cost management 71% 19%| 11.9%| 23.8%| 38.1%
g) Technology 0.0% 14.3%| 28.5%| 33.3%| 23.8%
h)  External influence by
service provide 19.(% 21.4% 35.7% 14.%% 9.5%

Source: author (2013)

From the findings, most respondents, 69% considé@reestment management as
most important in the outsourcing decision. 47.6%nher communication, 47.6%
experience of service provider, 38.1% cost managen#3.8% technology, 23.8%

special technical support, 14.3% reputation of @mutsing firm and 9.5% external

influence by service provider.

Table 4.4.a Experience of the service Provider

Strongly Disagrees(2) Uncertain(3) Agrees (4) | Strongly
disagree(1) agree(5)

No. | % No. % No. % No. % No. %

0 0 3 7.1 9 214 |10 238 |20 47.6

Source: author (2013)
The response rate for whether experience of serpiowider

outsourcing decision was; majority 47% stronglyeagt, 23.8% agreed, 21.4% were

uncertain and 7% disagreed.
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Table4.4.b Specialist Technical Support

Strongly Disagrees(2) | Uncertain(3) Agrees (4) Strongly
disagree(1) agree(5)

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

1 2.3 6 143 |13 30.9 |12 28.6 10 23.8

Source: author (2013)

Majority of the respondents 30.9% were uncertaineter specialist technical

support influenced the outsourcing decision. WRil8% strongly disagreed, 14.3%

disagreed, 28.6% agreed and 23.8% strongly agreed.

Table 4.4.c Reputation of firm

Strongly Disagrees(: Uncertain(3 | Agrees (4 Strongly
disagree(1) agree(5)

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

0 0 15 35.7 |13 309 |8 19 6 14.3

Source: author (2013)

Majority of the respondents 35.7% disagreed withribtion that the reputation of the

outsourcing service provider firm influenced thetsmurcing decision, 30.9 were

uncertain, 19% agreed and 14.3 strongly agreed.

Table 4.4.d member Communication

Strongly Disagrees(2) Uncertain(3) Agrees (4) | Strongly
disagree(1) agree(5)
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

2 4.7 5 119 | 6 142 |9 214 |20 47.6

Source: author (2013)
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Most of the respondents, 47.6%, strongly agreetintfteanber communication was a

critical factor in the outsourcing decision, 21.4%reed, 14.2 were uncertain, 11.9%

disagreed and 4.7% strongly disagreed.

Table 4.4.e Investment M anagement

Strongly Disagrees(2) Uncertain(3) Agrees (4) | Strongly
disagree(1) agree(5)
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
1 2.4 1 24 2 4.7 9 21.¢ |29 69

Source: author (2013)

The highest number of respondents,

69% stronglyeear that investment

management is the main reason in outsourcing @ecigl.4% agreed, 4.7% were

uncertain, 2.4% disagreed and 2.4% strongly digayre

Table 4.4.f Cost Management

Strongly Disagrees(2) | Uncertain(3)| Agrees (4) | Strongly
disagree(1) agree(5)
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
30 7.1 8 19 5 119 |10 23.8 |16 38.1

Source: author (2013)
38.1% strongly agreed that cost management is some@n outsourcing decision.

23.8% agreed, 11.9% were uncertain, 19% disagmeed 4% strongly disagreed.
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Table 4.4.9 Technology
Strongly Disagrees(2) | Uncertain(3)| Agrees (4) Strongly

disagree(1) agree(5)

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

0 0 6 143 | 12 28.,5 |14 333 | 10 23.8

Source: author (2013)

33.3% agreed that technology is a reason in outsaurdecision.28.5% were
uncertain, 23.8% strongly agreed and 14.3% disdgree

Table 4.4.h Experience of the service Provider
Strongly Disagrees(2) | Uncertain(3) /| Agrees (4) Strongly

disagree(1) agree(5)

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

8 19 9 21.4 |15 35.7 |6 143 | 4 9.5

35.7% of the respondents were uncertain whetherettperience of the service
provider was a reason in the outsourcing decisddn4% disagreed, 19% strongly

disagreed, 14.3% agree and 9.5% strongly agree.

4.3 Factors and Operational Efficiency

Table 4.5: Most challenging and critical factor in outsourcing implementation

1 2 3 4 5
a) Transaction costs 14.3% 19%| 21.4%| 28.6%| 16.6%
b) Investment decisions 2.3% 11.9%| 9.5%| 21.4%| 54.7%
c) Monitoring of service provider 2.3% 7.1%| 9.5%| 21.4%| 59.5%
d) Quality of Service 09 0% | 4.7%| 28.5%| 66.6%

Source: author (2013)
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Most respondents, 66.6% ranked quality of serviegh@ most critical outsourcing
factor followed by monitoring of service providé&9.5, investment decisions 54.7%

and transaction costs at 28.6%.

Table 4.5.a Transaction costs

Strongly Disagrees(2) | Uncertain(3) | Agrees (4) Strongly
disagree(1) agree(b)

No. | % No. % No. % No. % No. %

6 14.3 8 19 9 21.4 |12 286 |7 16.6

Source: author (2013)
Only 28.6% of the respondents agree on the impoetasf transaction costs to
outsourcing implementation, 16.6% strongly agre&,4% were uncertain, 19%

disagree and 14.3% strongly disagree.

Table4.5.b I nvestment decisions

Strongly Disagrees(2) | Uncertain(3) Agrees (4) Strongly
disagree(1) agree(5)

No. | % No. % No. % No. % No. %

1 2.3 5 119 |4 9.5 9 214 |23 54.7

Source: author (2013)
54.7% of the respondents strongly agreed on thertapce of investment decisions
on the outsourcing implementation, 21.4% agree®%9were uncertain, 11.9

disagreed and 2.3% strongly disagreed.
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Table 4.5.c Monitoring Service Provider
Strongly Disagrees(2) | Uncertain(3) | Agrees (4) Strongly

disagree(1) agree(5)

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

1 2.3 3 7.1 4 9.5 9 214 |25 59.5

Source: Author (2013)
59.5% of the respondents strongly agreed on thertapce of monitoring service
provider on the outsourcing implementation, 21.4%ead, 9.5% were uncertain, 7.1

disagreed and 2.3% strongly disagreed.

Table 4.5.d Quality of Service
Strongly Disagrees(z | Uncertain(3 | Agrees (4 Strongly

disagree(1) agree(5)

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

0 0 0 0 2 4.7 12 28.5 |28 66.6

Source: Author (2013)
66.6% of the respondents strongly agreed on thertapce of quality of service on

the outsourcing implementation, 28.5% agreed, 4v&¥e uncertain,

Table 4.6: Operational efficiency

1 2 3 4 5

a) Contact centre 0% 4.7%| 14.3%| 26.2%| 54.7%
b) Workflow system 2.3% 11.9%| 16.6%| 26.2%| 42.8%
c) Website for members self service 2.3% 9.5%| 16.6%| 57.1%| 14.3%
d) On demand members’ statements 48% 19% | 23.8%| 33.3% 19%
e) RBA complianc 0% 2.2% 4.7% | 35.7% | 57.1%
f) Investment appraisals and reports D% 2.3%| 4.7%| 59.5%| 33.3%
g) Members version of annual

financial reports 16.6% 21.4%| 4.7%| 30.9%| 26.2%
h) Complete and updated members

data 0% 0% | 4.7%| 73.8%| 21.4%

Source: Author (2013)
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Most respondents, 73.87%, ranked having an up4®-damplete and comprehensive
member’s data as the key operational efficiencycatdr followed by investment
appraisals and reports 59.5%, RBA compliance 57 d¥ailability of a website for
members self service 57.1%, contact centre 54.7@%kflow system 42.8%, on
demand member statements 33.3% and member verki@annaal financial reports
30.9% followed closely by at 56%. This can furthershown as follows;

Table 4.6.a contact centre

Strongly Disagrees(: Uncertain() Agrees (4 Strongly
disagree(1) agree(5)

No. | % No. % No. % No. % No. %

0 |0 2 4.7 6 143 |11 26.2 |23 54.7

Source: Author (2013)
54.7% of the respondents strongly agreed on thertapce of a contact centre as an
operational efficiency key indicator parameter,226.agreed, 14.3% were uncertain,

4.7% disagreed

Table 4.6.b Workflow system
Strongly Disagrees(2) | Uncertain(3) | Agrees (4) | Strongly

disagree(1) agree(5)

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

1 2.3 5 119 |7 16.6 |11 26.2 |18 42.8

Source: Author (2013)
42.8% of the respondents strongly agreed on theritapce of a work flow system as
an operational efficiency key indicator paramet26.2% agreed, 16.6% were

uncertain, 11.9% disagreed and 2.3%strongly disagre
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Table 4.6.c Website for members sdlf service

Strongly Disagrees(2) | Uncertain(3) | Agrees (4) Strongly
disagree(1) agree(b)
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

1 2.3 4 9.5 7 16.6 |24 571 |6 14.3

Source: Author (2013)

14.3% of the respondents strongly agreed on thertapce of a website for member

self service as an operational efficiency key iathc parameter, 57.1% agreed,

16.6% were uncertain, 9.5% disagreed 2.3% stratighggreed

Table 4.6.d On demand member s statements

Strongly Disagrees(2) | Uncertain(3) | Agrees (4) Strongly
disagree(1) agree(5)
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
2 4.8 8 19 10 238 |14 333 |8 19

Source: Author (2013)

19% of the respondents strongly agreed on the impoe of on-demand members’

statements as an operational efficiency key indicparameter, 33.3% agreed, 23.8%

were uncertain, 19% disagreed and 4.8% stronghgdeed

Table 4.6.e RBA compliance

Strongly Disagrees(2) | Uncertain(3) Agrees (4) Strongly
disagree(1) agree(5)
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

0 0 1 2.3 2 4.7 15 35.7 |24 57.1

Source: Author (2013)
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57.1% of the respondents strongly agreed on theritapce of a RBA compliance as
an operational efficiency key indicator paramet86.7% agreed, 4.7% were

uncertain, 2.3% disagreed.

Table 4.6.f Investment appraisalsand reports
Strongly Disagrees(2) | Uncertain(3) | Agrees (4) Strongly

disagree(1) agree(5)

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

0 0 1 2.3 2 4.7 25 59.5 | 14 33.c

Source: Author (2013)
33.3% of the respondents strongly agreed on theitapce of investment appraisals
And reports as an operational efficiency key inthicparameter, 59.5% agreed, 4.7%

were uncertain, 2.3% disagreed.

Table 4.6.g Member s version of annual financial reports
Strongly Disagrees(2) | Uncertain(3) | Agrees (4) Strongly

disagree(1) agree(b)

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

7 16.6 |9 214 |2 4.7 13 309 |11 26.2

Source: Author (2013)

26.2% of the respondents strongly agreed on theritapce of a members’ version of
annual financial reports as an operational efficyekey indicator parameter, 30.9%

agreed, 4.7% were uncertain, 21.4% disagreed awdd&rongly disagreed
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Table 4.6.h Complete and updated member s data
Strongly Disagrees(2) | Uncertain(3) | Agrees (4) | Strongly

disagree(1) agree(5)

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

0 0 0 0 2 4.7 31 73.8 |9 21.4

Source: Author (2013)
21.4% of the respondents strongly agreed on theitapce of having complete and
updated members’ data as an operational efficidegyindicator parameter, 73.8%

agreed, 4.7% were uncertain
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the summary of key datarfgsliconclusion drawn from the
findings and recommendation made. The conclusiems racommendations drawn
focused on determining the relation between outdngrand operational efficiency of

pension schemes of companies listed at the Nastobk exchange.

5.2 Summary of Findings

The study established that majority of the firmssourced their staff pension scheme
administration. Critical to operational efficienisyhaving an up-to-date, complete and
comprehensive members’ data. Most respondents iperoperational efficiency in
the twin lens of quality of service to members andestment performance. The
drivers of operational efficiency are quality ohgee and monitoring of outsourcing
service provider. Outsourcing enhanced operatiefii@iency.

Most important is communication to members.

5.3 Conclusions

Most pension schemes are outsourcing pension schedmenistration. Outsourcing
enhances operational efficiency. Efficient and @ffe member communication in

addition to investment appraisal and reports ayeoperational efficiency indicators.
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5.4 Recommendations

RBA should make a mandatory requirement that atisfpm scheme administrators
must maintain a member customer care contact cdiey guidelines must also be
developed to guide on development of interactivesites. Certification in the areas
of basic investment decision, appraisal and managénshould be made a
requirement for pension scheme administrators. gp@nsors and management of
pension schemes should invest more in service geovwnonitoring. Further studies
should be carried out to establish the operatieffadiency and financial efficiency of
outsourced administration pension schemes agdiose tof self administered pension

schemes.

5.5 Limitations of the study

As with self administered questionnaire, the stgdffered social desirability bias
effect. The respondents were not objective and @iatehaving socially acceptable
responses. Presently, there are no existing insmtsnto measure the variables
investigated. A self constructed instrument wasdusdiere critical issues were
captured with a single item measures thus introdpcinreliability. Further, the

instrument was not comprehensive and could have ineelequate in capturing what
the respondents would have stated as operatioficieaty. Some respondents were
junior clerks and ordinary staff who were not thesmnknowledgeable persons on

pension scheme administration.
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APPENDICES

Appendix |: List of registered companies Nairobi Stock Exchange

Agriculture

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Eaagads Ltd

C/o City Registrar, Kirungii
Westlands

P.O. Box 42281

Nairobi

Tel: 0151-21010

Fax: 448966 c/o Citrus

Kapchorua Tea Co. Ltd
Williamson House

P.O. Box 42281

Nairobi

Tel: 710740

Fax:718737
Email:gwkenya@williamson.co.ke

Kakuzi Ltd

New Rehani Hse, Westlands
P.o. Box 30572 Nairobi

Tel: 4440115/7/9, 151-64620
Fax: 4449635
Email:mail@kakuzi.co.ke

Limuru Tea Co. Ltd

Norfolk Towers, Kijabe Street,"2Floor
P.O. Box 42011

Nairobi

Tel:229951, 214516, 224900

Fax: 334701

Rea Vipingo Plantations Ltd

Madison Insurance Hse, Upper Hill Rd.
P.O. Box 17648 Nairobi

Tel: 723558, 725558, 725736, 725386
Fax: 725731, 712571
Email:jkiaye@reavipingo.co.ke

www. Wiggleswoathfibres.com
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6) Sasini Ltd
Sasini Hse, Loita Street
P.O. Box 30151 Nairobi
Tel: 335671/2/3, 335729/38
Fax: 333370
Email: sasini@africaonline.co.ke

7) Williamson Tea Kenya Ltd
Williamson House
P.O. Box 42281
Nairobi
Tel: 710740
Fax:718737
Email:gwkenya@williamson.co.ke

Commercial and Services

1) Express Ltd

a. Extoville, off enterprise Rd.
P.O. Box 40433
Nairobi
Tel: 5331123, 531112
Fax: 530372, 530412

® oo o

2) Kenya Airways Ltd

a. Airport North Road, Embakasi
P.O. Box 19002 Nairobi
Tel: 32822000, 352322, 32823535
Fax: 823488
Email:ikamau@kenyaairways.com
www.kenya-air ways.com

-0 Qoo o

3) Nation Media Group

a. Nation Centre
P.O. Box 49010 Nairobi
Tel: 22122/337710
Fax: 217112/215611
Email:nation@africaonline.co.ke
www.nationaudio.com

-0 oo0CT
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4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9)

Standard Group Ltd

a.

"0 oo0CT

| & M Bank Towers, & Floor
Kenyatta Avenue

P.O. Box 300080 00100
Nairobi

Tel: 3222 111, 227122

Email: editor al @eastsandar d.net

TPS Eastern Africa (Serena) Ltd

a.

®oo0 o

P.O. Box 48690
Nairobi

Tel: 710511

Fax: 718101
www.serenahotels.com

Scan Group Ltd

a.

"0 oo00C

5" floor, The Chancery
Valley Road Upper hill
P.O. BOX 34537-00100
Nairobi

Tel: _254 20 2799000
Email: infor @scangroup.biz

Uchumi Supermarket Ltd

a.

®ooo

Uchumi Hse, Aga Khan Walk
P.O. Box 73167

Nairobi

Tel: 227002/227001/227003
Fax: 211020

Hutchings Biemer Ltd

a.

®oo0Co

Ralph Bunche Rd. Milimani
P.O. Box 40408 Nairobi

Tel: 729873/714470

Fax: 714491
Email:ann.matu@housing.co.ke

longhorn Kenya Ltd

Longhorn Kenya Limited,

Funzi Road, Industrial Area,
PO Box 18033-00500, Nairobi, Kenya
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enquiries@longhornpublishers.com
Tel: +254 2 6532579/81
- Fax: +254 2 558551
- Mobile: + 254 708 282260 / +254 722 204608

http://www.longhornpublishers.com

Telecommunication and Technology
1) Access Kenya Group Ltd
3% and 4" floor Purshottam place
P.O. Box 43588-00100
Westlands Road, Naiorbi
Email:infor@accesskenya.com.

2) Safaricom Ltd
Safaricom House, Waiyaki way,

P.O.Box 66827, 00800 Nairobi,
Telephone: +254 722 003272,
Website: www.safaricom.co.ke

Automobiles and Accessories
1) Car and General (K) Ltd

New Cargen Hose, Lusaka Rd
P.O. Box 20001 Nairobi

Tel: 540860, 540873, 540873
Fax: 545761, 545992
Email:cgtrade@net2000ke.com

2) CMC Holdings Ltd
Connaught Hse, Lusaka Rd
P.O. Box 30135 Nairobi
Tel: 554111/554211/650255
Fax:543012/543615/650314
Email:cgtrade@net2000ke.com

WWwWw.Cmcmotor s.com
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3)

4)

Sameer Africa Ltd

Off Mombasa Rd

P.O. Box 30429 Nairobi

Tel: 530722/530713/559922
Fax: 554910

Email.muchiri@fireston.co.ke

Marshalls (E.A.) Ltd

Marshals House, Harambee Avenue
P.O. Box 30366 Nairobi

Tel: 330061-9/228971-3

Fax: 331085

Email:gmd@marshalls-ea.com

Banking

1)

2)

Barclays Bank Ltd

Barclays Plaza, Loita Street

P.O. Box 30120

Nairobi

Tel: 332230/241270

Fax: 241301
Email:Florence.ahere@barclays.com

www.bar clays.com

CFC Stanbic Holdings Ltd

CFC Centre, Chiromo Rd-Westlands
P.O. Box 72833

Nairobi

Tel: 340091/250095

www.cfcbanck.co.ke
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3) Diamond Trust Bank Kenya Ltd
Nation Centre
P.O. Box 61711
Nairobi
Tel: 210988, 210983
Fax: 214525, 336836

4) Housing Finance Co. Ltd
Rehani Hse
P.O. Box 30088
Nairobi
Tel: 333910
Fax: 334670
Email:housing@housing.co.ke

www.housing.co.ke

5) Kenya Commercial Bank Ltd
Kencom House, 8floor
P.O. Box 53290
Nairobi
Tel: 339441
Fax: 336422
Email.kcbhg@kcb.co.ke
prelations@kcb.co.ke

www.kbc.co.ke

6) National Bank of Kenya Ltd
Nic hse, Masaba Rd
P.O. Box 44599
Nairobi
Tel: 718200/718199
Fax: 718232

Email:nic@iconnect.co.ke ; www.nicbank.com
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7) NIC Bank Ltd
Mombasa Road, upperhill Area
P.O. Box 44599-00100
Nairobi
Tel: +254 20 2888000
Email: customer car e@nic-bank.com

8) Standard Chartered Bank Ltd
Stanbic Hse
P.O. Box 30003
Nairobi
Tel: 330200
Fax:214086
Email:mds.office@ke.standardcharted.com

www.standar dchar tered.com

9) Equity Bank Ltd
NHIF Building, 14" Floor
Haile Sellassie Avenue
Tel:22736620/617

Nairobi

10)The Co-Operative Bank of Kenya
Cooperative Hse
Haile Selaasie Avenue
P.O. Box 48331-00100
Nairobi
Tel: 3276000
Fax: 219831

Email: customer ser vice@co-opbanck.co.ke
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Insurance
1) Jubilee Holdings Ltd
Jubilee Insurance Hse
P.0.Box 30376
Nairobi
Tel:340343
Fax: 216882

Email:jic@jubileekenya.com

2) Pan African Insurance Holdings Ltd
Pan African Hse
P.O. Box 30065
Nairobi
Tel: 339544/247600/247217
Fax: 217675
Email: insure@pan-africa.com

www.pan-africa.com

3) Kenya Re-Insurance Corporation Ltd
Re-Insurance Plaza, 15th Flr, Taifa Rd, Nairobi
P.O. Box: 30271-00100 Nairobi GPO
Tel: +254-202213769
Mobile: 0703083000

4) CFC Insurance Holdings
CFC Centre, Chiromo Rd-Westlands
P.O. Box 72833
Nairobi
Tel: 340091/250095

www.cfcbanck.co.ke
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5)

6)

Britam

Mara / Ragadi Road junction upperhill
P.O. Box 30375-00100

Nairobi

Tel: 020-283000/27

Email:insurance @ british-american.co.ke

CIC Insurance Group Ltd
CIC Plaza

Mara Road

Upperhill
Tel_020-2823000

Email: callc@cic.co.ke

I nvestment

1)

2)

3)

City Trust Ltd

Kirungii, Ring Road, Westlands
P.O. Box 30029

Nairobi

Tel: 227104

Fax: 448966

Olympia Capital Holdings Ltd
Kijabe Stree

P.O. Box 30102

Nairobi

Tel: 253749

Fax: 214973

Centum Investment Co. Ltd
International hse, Mama Ngina street
P.O. Box 10518

Nairobi
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4)

Trans-Century Ltd
Longonot Place, " floor
Kibaje street

P.O. Box 42334- 00100
Nairobi

Tel : +254 20 2245350
Fax: +254 20 2245253

Email: infor@transcentury.co.ke

Manufacturing and Allied

1)

2)

3)

B.O.C. Kenya Ltd
Kitui Road

P.O. Box 18010
Nairobi

Tel: 531380-90
Fax: 350165

Email: boncinfo@boc.co.ke

British American Tobacco Kenya Ltd
Likoni Rd, Industrial Area

P.O. Box 30000

Nairobi

Tel: 69042000

Fax: 531616/531717
Email:batkenya@bat.com

www.bat.com

Carbacid Investment Ltd
Commercial Street, Industrial Area
P.O. Box 30564

Nairobi

Tel: 535082/552500

Fax: 543336
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4)

5)

6)

7

8)

East African Breweries Ltd
Tusker Hse, Raraka

P.O. Box 30161

Nairobi

Tel: 864000

Fax: 861090

Email: kbl@kenyabreweries.co.ke

www.eabrew.com

Mumias Sugar Co. Ltd

Royal Ngao Hse," floor

P.O. Box 57092

Nairobi

Tel: 712317

Fax: 71236
Email:mcs@mumias-sugar.com

WWW.mumiassugar .com

Unga Group Ltd

Ngano Hse, commercial street, industrial area
P.O. Box 30096

Nairobi

Tel: 532471

Fax: 545945

Eveready East Africa Ltd

MCFL Logistics Centre, *ifloor

Mombasa Road

P.O. Box 44765-00100

Nairobi

Tel: +254 20 298 0000Email: info@everady.co.ke
Kenya Orchards Ltd

Off dunga Rd
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P.O. Box 45065
Nairobi

Tel: 541261

Fax: 543323

Email: kol@bidii.com

9) A. Baumann Co. Ltd
Baumann Hse, Haile Sellassie Avenue
P.O. Box 40538
Nairobi
Tel: 557467
Fax: 536411

Email: baumann@net2000k e.com

Construction and allied
1) Athi River Mining
Chiromo Rd, Westlands
P.O. Box 41908
Nairobi
Tel: 74462
Fax: 744648

Email:infor@armkenya.com

2) Bamburi Cement Ltd
Kenya Re Towers, Upper Hill
P.O. Box 10921-00100
Nairobi
Tel: 710487
Fax: 710581

www.bamburi.cemente.com

3) Crown Berger Ltd

Likoni Rd, Industrial Area
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P.O. Box 78848
Nairobi

Tel: 533603
Fax: 544641

Email: cr ownber ger @net2000ke.com

4) E. A. Cables Ltd
Kitui Rd, Industrial Area
P.O. Box 17243
Nairobi
Tel: 555544
Fax: 545693

Email: infor @eacables.com

5) E. A. Portland Cement Ltd
Athi River
P.O. Box 41001
Nairobi
Tel: 0150-20627
Fax: 0150-20406
Email: infor @eapc.co.ke

Energy and Petroleum
1) KenolKobil Ltd
ICEA Building
Kenyatta Avenue
P.O. Box 44202 — 00100
Nairobi
Tel: +254-20 2755000
Email: kenkob@kenkob.co.ke

52



2)

3)

4)

Total Kenya Ltd

Chai House, Koinange Street
P.O. Box 30736

Nairobi

Tel: 338010

Fax: 215943

Email:akariuki@total.co.ke

KenGen Ltd

Stima Plaza, Kolobot Road
Off Limuru Road Parklands
P.O. Box 47936-00100
Nairobi

Tel: 248833

Kenya Power & Lighting CO. Ltd
Stima Plaza Parklands

P.O. Box 30099

Nairobi

Tel: 243366

Fax: 337351
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Appendix | I: Questionnaire

PART |: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

1. Name of your organization

2. What is your job description
a) Senior manager [ ]
b) middle manager [ ]
c) Junior clerk [ ]
d) Ordinary staff [ ]

3. Your experience in pension scheme administration.
a) Lessthan 5 years [ ]
b) 5-10 years
c) 10— 15 years
d) Over 15 years [ ]

4. Membership size of your pension scheme
a) Less than 200 members [ ]
b) 201 - 400 members [
c) 401 - 600 members [
d) 601 - 800 members [

[

e) Over 800 members
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PART II: PENSION SCHEME ADMINISTRATION

5. Do you outsource pension scheme administration?

e) yes [ ]
f) No [ ]

6. When choosing an outsourcing service provider, videbrs do you consider
as most important in the outsourcing decision?

Use the scale: 1 — Strongly disagrees, 2 — disa@reaincertain, 4 — agree, 5

— Strongly agree
1 2 3 4 5

a) Experience of the service provider 1T [T 10071 |01
b) Specialist technical support | O A | O R
c) Reputation of firm 1 OI 0101
d) Member communications [ [ [ [ [
e) Investment management (g g g rpa
f) Cost management LD 00 [ [ I
g) Technology L LI 01011
h) External influence by service provider 11 {10101
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PART I11: FACTORS AND PERFORMANCE

7. Factors

What do you consider as the most challenging isauting

implementations?

Use the scale: 1 — Strongly disagrees, 2 — disa8reaincertain, 4 — agree, 5

— Strongly agree

a) Transaction costs

b) Investment decisions

c) Monitoring of service provider

[]

[ ]

[ ]

d) Quality of Service

[ ]

[ ]

[]

8. Performance

What service do you offer your members on demadshmays when due?

Use the scale: 1 — Strongly disagrees, 2 — disa8reaincertain, 4 — agree, 5

— Strongly agree

a) Contact centre

[ ]

b) Workflow system

[ ]

c) Website for members self service

I1]

d) On demand members’ statements

111

e) RBA compliance

f) Investment appraisals and reports

g) Members version of annual financial report

—

110

h) Complete and updated members data
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