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ABSTRACT

This research study sought to find out whether KP#dt its performance improvement
objective by implementing BPR in asset managemgsiem and the challenges it faced

which constrained its improvement.

The findings were based on both secondary and pyirdata. Secondary data was
collected from KPRL records covering six months-@ed post- BPR implementation.
This was the data available for post BPR implenmentavhen the research study was
started. The consideration was for a single itandaction case with the initiator being a
technician level employee and approval up to theesusor level only. Cost

consideration was for the initiator expenses exetusf all other transaction associated

costs.

Primary data was obtained through interview whateirderview guide was used to
collect data on BPR implementation challenges. Sewéormants were targeted to
enable data capture for all the sections and caesgmvolved in asset management.
They included; one engineering head of departmemé engineering supervisor, one
mechanical technician, one instrument techniciae, @ectrical technician, one materials

clerk and one contracts clerk.

The study found out that by implementing BPR ineassanagement, KPRL drastically
improved its materials approval process time byeathg a ten times reduction resulting
in an eleven times reduction in cost too as the weoe noted to move in tandem. The
cost consideration represented part of the cosingan the process and the full

consideration would result in a much high saving.
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The study also found out that BPR implementatiome® with a lot of challenges which
impacts the improvement achieved. On the part oRKPut of the many challenges
considered, all came out with a significance rafignedium and above with medium
representing 57% and above representing 43%. Tdgesi challenge experienced by
KPRL was on communication of the project importamgthin the organization which

was rated high. Generally for any BPR undertakiegsonable improvement levels can

only be achieved when all challenges are managtuetdesired level.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

The business environment in any industry has aolotchallenges resulting from

competitive pressure which is growing at an evsteiapace due to growing customer
expectation, globalization and technological depeient. For organizations to remain in
business competitively there is need for them toswter performance improvements in
their work processes. Macdonald (1995) noted thgdrozations need to undergo radical
changes in the way they work as steady products semdices improvement is not

sufficient to survive in the business environment.

There are many business performance improvemeritnispees which have been
developed over the years and they include; quatiéyyagement, process improvement,
balanced scorecard, Benchmarking and process remrgig methodologies. Quality
management methodologies include; Total Quality dgment (TQM), Six Sigma and
process improvement methodologies include; the nkg®a Kaizen, Lean and Total
Productive Maintenance (TPM) among others all fogu®n improvement of existing
process. Business process reengineering (BPR) dsoms radical changes resulting in
complete new processes for dramatic improvementstinal, contemporary measures of
performance, such as cost, quality, services aaddsthus deviating from the rest of the

techniques (Hammer, 1990).

From BPR perspective, the non-value adding prosesiseuld be obliterated rather than

improved or automated (Hammer, 1990). Attaran (20@dicated that BPR aims at



substantial gains in organizational performancégbgund-up’ redesign of core business
processes and inventing new ones rather than imcrdty improving existing

processes. According to Valentine and Knights (198® radical approach to BPR was
pronounced as the only means of salvation for orgéions trapped in outmoded and
outdated business process and general working Wwaggeneral organizations undertake

BPR for various reasons which could be either sahaor growth.

1.1.1 Business Process Reengineering

The concept of reengineering traces its originsk biac management development as
earlier as nineteenth century. It is a managemgmtoach aimed at improving businesses
by means of elevating efficiency and effectivenafsthe processes that exist within and
across organizations. Hammer and Champy (1993) netefi business process
reengineering (BPR) as a management approachritaalsea fundamental rethinking and
radical redesign of the business processes to\ackimatic improvements in critical,
contemporary measures of performance, such as quelity, services and speed. BPR
by definition radically departs from other populawsiness practices which look at
incremental improvements like, Total Quality Managat, Lean Production,

Downsizing, or continuous improvement as it lookdramatic improvements.

The reengineering purpose is to make all orgammati processes best in-class and it
focuses more on overall organizational performamggovement rather than on any one
element or measure of performance. Tharanga (2@di@p that reengineering allows an
organization to achieve a competitive advantage otgers in the competing business

industry. The benefits resulting from BPR are ermumas it is an organizational process



which is required to align people, processes acloht@logy with organizational strategies
in order to achieve the required business integnaffhe achievement of BPR benefits
are considered not easy to achieve but there staufliial evidence that it can be effective
(Macdonald, 1995). The question which an orgaromatnust address before adopting
BPR is if there is a compelling business case ange which will be the centerpiece in

defining the project.

BPR implementation requires transformational chatiggs taking an organization

outside its normal process norms or culture. Thea@grh requires organizations to look
at their business processes from a clean slatpgmige and determine how best they
can construct them to improve their business cangiemmer & Champy, 1993). Yahya

(2002) stated that in reality there are factorsciwhare considered to be critical for
successful BPR effort such as the need to condiiett@e management change,
establishment of systems to ensure that staff fidfarent functions works together and

promotion of stakeholder involvement with effectplanning and project management.

Information technology is typically used as an demaln reengineering where new ways
of working are developed and the most central ésethterprise resource planning (ERP)
software which is almost always implemented durBf®R projects (Grover, Teng &

Fielder, 1993). ERP systems are configurable in&dionm systems packages that integrate
information and information based processes witnial across functional areas in an

organization as well as across organizations abubmess environment demands.

BPR concept has grown deeper in developed nati@rsih developing nations. Deakins

and Makagill (1997) found that the presence of BRRcpce is more in the USA and



Europe than other regions of the world from thelifigs on a survey they carried out in
the region. The growth of BPR technique in develgmations is on the rise as a result
of the metamorphosis they are undergoing becautieeadmbitious visions of becoming

developed. Mengesha and Common (2007) noted tlesé thre many cases of BPR

adoption and implementation in public sector ofeleging economies.

There have been many reengineering cases notexthirpbblic and private organizations
in Kenya. In the public sector they include; KRAemgineered its business processes and
modernized technology (KRA, 2009), Ministry of Ft& reengineering of Integrated
Financial Management Systems (MOF, 2011) and KPkéngineering of business
process cycle (Atebe, 2001). In the private setttey include; banks, KCB reengineered
its operating structures and processes for effigie@md productive improvement (African
Banker, 2011), manufacturing firms; Wrigley Co. iempented BPR for competitive
advantage (Kaptoge, 2008), EABL reengineered itxgss for growth in efficiencies
(Gitagama, 2008), service organizations; Kenya Aysvtransformed itself from state-
owned loss making company into a highly profitgbieyate company through the use of

BPR model (KA, 2009).

1.1.2 Kenya Petroleum Refineries Limited

The Kenyan oil industry business is in the mid @wmdvnstream end. The midstream
business is in crude oil purchases and refiningjemiownstream business is in the
products purchase through to retailing. Prior t84L3he industry was a regulated sector
dominated by the Government participation and #iféze liberalization set in where

many players additionally came in.



KPRL conducts its business in the mid-stream refinend and operates a tolling
business model (refining crude for marketers ate@).flt is a vital and strategic
investment for the country because of the imporpamt it plays in the economy growth
as it provides some of the key economical drivingiponents which include; petroleum
products for the industry and home use, employngmternment revenue through taxes
and contribution in setting required industry stamidetcetera. It is the only refinery

within the country and the East African region.

KPRL was incorporated in Kenya and is based in Masab It started operations in 1963
with four multi-national oil companies namely, Sh@ritish Petroleum (BP), Caltex and
Esso as equal shareholders. In 1971, the Governmerfenya acquired (50%)

shareholding while the remaining (50%) was shargdaky among the four multi-

national oil firms. In 1997, Esso surrendered harsholding to Shell, BP and Caltex
who held the stakes at the Refinery up to 2009 whevas acquired by Essar India
Limited. The current ownership is between Essaralndmited (50%) and the Kenya

Government (50%) (KPRL, 2012).

Crude oil is purchased from the Middle East wheie shipped by large oil tankers and
discharged at Kipevu Oil Jetty along the KilindiHarbour and then pumped via a
pipeline to the refinery at Changamwe for procegsiitom processing, a wide variety of
products are produced and they consist of; ligdgbetroleum gas, premium and regular
petrol, kerosene, jet fuel, automotive oil, fudl and bitumen. The bulk of the finished

products are dispatched upcountry via pipelined arad rail.



As liberalization set in 1994, many players camand are currently estimated to be 42
oil marketers. Chepkwony (2001) observed that ibeation of Kenyan oil industry has
witnessed intense competition among the playersimradder to survive, they have to

make strategic changes in their internal dimensions

Processing of crude oil at KPRL has for many yeaised criticisms in the oil industry
circle where many argue that the high cost of fild is associated with high refining
cost at the refinery due to inefficiencies of ifecations. PIEA (2011) indicated that one
of the causes of high cost of fuel oils were duKR&RL inefficiencies. Also the country’s
Parliamentary Select Committee on Cost of Livingatoded that KPRL was a liability
to the tax payer and that it further contributedie high cost of fuel because of gross
inherent inefficiencies (Parliamentary Select Cotteri on Cost of Living, 2011). The
Institute of Economic Affairs noted too that theefiiiciencies of KPRL were being
reflected in the prices of fuel products (IEA, 2DO®Vith this kind of inefficiency
criticisms, the future of KPRL is uncertain andghequires consideration for survival as

well as growth strategies in its operations.

The configuration of KPRL plant is of old type tectogy considering the year it started
its operations (1963). This limits its capacityr&dine enough crude oil and high value
products to meet the demand (KIPPRA, 2010). Glglihkre is a steady development in
technology across all business environments assaltref information technology
development. The business environment in which KBRbperating in is not left out
either and the developments have resulted in mffi@eat processes thus rendering

KPRL uncompetitive in its refining processes. KPRias had problems in;



communication, refining operations management, ntied management, product
inventory management, products transfer manageméani access management, asset
management etcetera. Over the years KPRL has ed/asid is investing in a number of

performance improvement processes through adoptiBPR.

The adoption of BPR by KPRL started in 1995 whefinieg operations were
reengineered through installation of distributeahtonl system (DCS) from pneumatic
control system with the intention of achieving eintly and economically controlled
operations thus resulting in quality products amperational cost reduction. This was
attributed to faster deviation controls wheneveythrose and the estimated reduction in
control times was in the range of over 90%. This baen continuing with the most
recent being asset management development whidledstia 2007 under the banner of
Business Systems Improvement and Information Managé Strategy where the
company made a choice of going for Maximo assetagament system owned by IBM.
The objective of the system is to support assetraathtenance processes thus ensuring
planned maintenances are executed according tamtnatenance strategy with the
expectation of performance improvement resultingbietter plans, costs reduction and

enhanced information availability.

Maximo asset management system supports breakdovamtemance, planned
maintenance, preventive maintenance, failure remprt incident management,
procurement, inventory management, among othemurest Implementation of the
project started in August 2010 and commissione8lpnl 2011 with the initial key focus

being on; asset management, work management, semvianagement, contract



management, materials management and procuremeardgeraent thus helping in the
optimization of maintenance and service initiatieoughout the company. The focus
was on approval process measurement for matemalssarvices part through the time

taken and estimated cost.

1.2 Research Problem

Organizations are placed in a lot of challengeth@ir industry because of the dynamism
in the business environment worldwide. So the amgtion for organizations is to look
for ways of either survival or gaining competitigdge in their industry. Valentine and
Knights (1998) observed that the radical approacBRR was pronounced as the only
means of salvation for organizations trapped immmated and outdated business process
and general working ways. BPR focuses on procemsgst is noted that the production
process for an average product accounts for leas tt0% of product value in
manufacturing and does not even exist in servidastry resulting in business processes

becoming the major cost factor (Harrington, 1991).

KPRL is the only refinery within the East Africaegion thus considered vital in
supporting the region’s economic growth (EACS, 2008 provides up to 50% of all
petroleum products required in the country (ERQ80It employs up to 260 persons
being own staff and an estimated 300 contractasquerel plus many more indirectly. It
has had a number of problems areas with asset mareeng being one of them where
none optimization of maintenance and service ives resulted from ineffective and
inefficient data capture. It has undertaken BPRiseet management system to support

the asset and maintenance processes in line vatm#intenance strategy. Even with this



undertaking, there are still many more problemscWimclude; plant old age technology,
plant inefficient operations, product quality, mess model type (currently toll with little

flexibility) and power supply stability issues.

Studies have shown that BPR successes are notaadsy0% of the organizations are
estimated to fail in achieving the dramatic resutgicipated (Hammer & Champy,

1993). But even with this, enormous gains can bézed; Hallmark reduced its product
design time by over 200%, Wal-Mart attained a 2%t @lvantage over its competitors
by reengineering its procurement and distributioacpsses (Attaran & Wood, 1999).
Studies in Kenya; Kaptoge (2008) noted Wrigley Cangd competitive advantage
through BPR on its supply chain and enterpriseuniegomanagement; Gitagama (2008)
observed that EABL benefited substantially from B&#Rough growth in efficiencies

leading to improved growth in profitability overelyears.

Oil industry studies in Kenyan have focused on apens improvement initiatives and
they include; Amolo (2002) focused on benchmarkihg order delivery process for
continuous improvement where he found out that mibgtompanies were constrained in
achievement of operations objectives; Tuitoek (20@bked at benchmarking health
safety environmental performance measurement pesctand found out performance
improvement to be a key driver for benchmarking;ulid (2010) study was on

operations improvement practices where he foundtloait the challenges constraining
performance are largely independent of size of drganization. In the industry no

specific study has been done on the relationshiyds:n performance improvement and

BPR implementation. Thus the study aims at fillihig gap.



The study seeks to answer the following researchstipns; has KPRL met its
performance improvement objective by implementiigRBin asset management system?

What challenges did KPRL face in the implementaparcess?

1.3 Objectives of the Study

The objectives of the study were to;

0] Establish if performance improvement was achievedrough BPR
implementation at Kenya Petroleum Refineries Lichiie asset management
system.

(i) Determine the challenges faced by Kenya Petroleusfin®ies Limited in

implementing BPR.

1.4 Value of the Study

The outcome of the study may be useful in a nunatbareas. To KPRL, it will help

management to understand the usefulness of BPRrformance improvement thus in
progressing implementation to other areas for gnavftthe company. This will also help
the government and other organizations with intergtito adopt BPR to understand its
applicability in performance improvement. They wdlso be able to understand the
limitations in implementation to be able to workwirds successful implementation

when doing so.

In academics, the knowledge and information fromgtudy will assist in broadening of

the syllabus with respect to performance improvdntenough application of BPR

10



technique. This may also be used by other researétiereference in pursuit of BPR as

a performance improvement technique.

In the policy area, the study will offer furtheridelines to the formulation of policies for
business process reengineering. This can be usethebyGovernment agencies and
business organizations in formulating good BPR qoedi which will be used as
supporting guidelines in BPR implementation foramgations in the business industry

and government sector.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the literature review higditliggy the various improvement

approaches and then going down in detail on BPR ddtails will be on; processes
considered not to be BPR, reasons for adopting BiRRapproaches and methodologies
of BPR, the general consolidated basic step in Bifghodology and the benefits and

challenges of BPR approach.

2.2 Improvement Approaches

The industrial revolution was the spur for perfono@aimprovement initiatives. Since the
1950s, competition between organizations has iseckaas markets have become
increasingly global and there are no signs that Wil ease. This increased competition
creates an ever greater need for faster improvenmeathods that can sustain
competitiveness. As a result of this, over the yeaany improvement approaches have
been developed and these include; Total Qualityddament (TQM), Total Productive
Maintenance (TPM), Six Sigma, Lean, Balanced Sa@rte¢BSC), Benchmarking and
Business process reengineering (BPR). The appreaehe categorized as either

incremental or quantum (radical) in line with theprovement focus (Harrington, 1995).

Total Quality Management (TQM) refers to the bresad of management and control
processes designed to focus on an entire orgamizatid all its employees on providing

products or services that do the best possibl®faatisfying the customer. According to

12



Sashkin and Kiser (1993), TQM means that the omgdioin’s culture is defined by and
supports the constant attainment of customer aatish through integrated set of tools,
techniques and training. This involves continuonprovement of the organizational

processes resulting in high quality products amdices.

Total Productive Maintenance (TPM) aims at contuslp improving productivity
through improved availability of the plant. This as production driven improvement
methodology that is designed to optimize equipmetibility and ensure efficient
management of plant assets. It is an innovativeoggh to maintenance that optimizes
equipment effectiveness, eliminates breakdownspaadhotes autonomous maintenance

by operators through day-to-day activities involytotal workforce (Bhadury, 2000).

Lean approach focuses on eliminating waste andcnegihe time between a customer’s
order and delivery. By trimming waste, goods maotufieers and service providers can
achieve; higher quality and productivity, improvedstomer interaction and speed
(Womack & Jones, 1996). Fuji Cho, Toyota’'s presideéefined waste to be anything
other than the minimum amount of equipment, mdteriarts and workers which are
absolutely essential to production. He further tdexd seven prominent waste types as;
overproduction, waiting time, transportation, intawy, processing, motion and product

defects.

Balance scorecard approach focuses on translatirggganization’s strategic objectives
into a set of performance indicators distributedoag four perspectives; Financial,
Customer, Internal Business Processes, and leaamdgyrowth. Through the balanced

scorecard, an organization monitors both its cdrgggrformance and its efforts to

13



improve the processes, motivate and educate engdowsd enhance information
systems. Kaplan and Norton (1996) noted that baldwscorecard is extensively used in
business and industry, government and nonprofiammgtions worldwide to align

business activities to the vision and strategyefdrganization.

Benchmarking approach focuses on looking outwatds{de a particular organization,
industry, region or country) to examine how othachieve their performance levels and
to understand the processes they use. This hekpsplain “the best practice” processes
behind excellent performance. The lessons leaom foenchmarking exercise are then
applied to an organization thus facilitating impedvperformance in key areas of the
business environment. Hughes (2003) observed thabchmarking improves

performance by continuously identifying and adapwuitstanding practices.

Business process reengineering (BPR) approachdseaus redesigning the way work is
done to better support the organization’s missiwhr@duce costs. Reengineering focuses
on radical changes resulting in complete new psed$or dramatic improvements in
critical, contemporary measures of performanceh iccost, quality, services and speed

thus deviating from the rest of the approaches (Ham1990).

2.3 Business Process Reengineering

BPR is a performance improvement technique geawwdrtls redesigning work ways to
better support the organization’s mission and redwgsts. It aims at substantial gains in
multiplicative levels of ten times rather than 10f6organizational performance by

‘ground-up’ redesign of core business processesiawvehting new ones rather than

14



incrementally improving existing processes thusiateyg from other improvement
techniques (Attaran, 2004). Lee and Chuah (200kBemied that it focuses on the
processes and not functions. Davenport (1998) nibtet it is perhaps the most popular

business concept since the 1990’s.

Many authors have attempted to define BPR wheretighasis in all is on redesigning
business processes using a radical IT-enabled agprdo organizational change.
Davenport and Short (1990) defines BPR as an asatysl design of workflows and
processes within an organization. According to Ealw1993) BPR is rethinking,
restructuring and streamlining the business strastuprocesses, and methods of
working, management systems and external relatiprgtmough which to create and
deliver value. Hammer and Champy (1993) definit®nhe one which is most quoted.
According to them, BPR is a management approadretitails a fundamental rethinking
and radical redesign of the business processesHhi@ve dramatic improvements in
critical, contemporary measures of performancelh sisccost, quality, services and speed.
In summary BPR represents a range of activitiec@oed with the improvement of
processes and combines analysis and modeling ohd®sgs processes with advanced

information technologies.

BPR derives its existence from different discipiinand the four major areas which can
be identified as being subjected to change in BRR@ganization, technology, strategy
and people. The process view is used as a comnaomefvork for considering these
dimensions while business strategy is the primanyed of BPR initiatives and the other

dimensions are governed by strategy’s encompassiag
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BPR projects are strategic initiatives aimed at imgakusiness processes more efficient,
effective and flexible hence the process startsh witgh level assessment of the
organization’s strategic direction. The quest belinsiness process transformations is to
radically enhance organizations’ chances of diffeating themselves and satisfy
customer demands while maintaining competitive aigictures and flexibility in the
market place. Characteristic of BPR projects diffar the manufacturing and service
organizations because of the difference in theirsiiess processes where in
manufacturing it is product oriented while in seevits service oriented and information

intensive (Shin & Jemella, 2002).

Chase, Jacobs and Aquilano (2004) noted that reeegng for many years was
implemented in a piecemeal fashion in organizatiand the production organizations
have been in the vanguard without knowing. Theyehamdertaken reengineering by
implementing concurrent engineering, lean produgticellular manufacturing, group
technology and pull type production system whighresents fundamental rethinking of

the manufacturing process.

Davidson (1993) stated that successful reengingaiforts ultimately lead to business
transformation which may produce new business dppities. Shin and Jemella (2002)
in their case study on Chase Manhattan Bank BPRgisosuch as e-fund disbursement
cards and service charge reengineering resulteéwnproducts and services in addition
to producing dramatic increases in revenue andatipgrsavings. BPR has been used for

organizational benefits by many researchers. AsBaxtk and Dutta (1995) applied it at
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an organizational level for radical improvemenbaskiness functions. Dey (1999) used it

for effective implementation of projects.

2.4  Misconceptions of Business Process Reenginegrin

There are many widespread misconceptions aboutah&e of reengineering (Hammer
& Stanton, 1995). Green and Wayham (1996) noted BRR is confused with
restructuring and reorganization because of themilarity in sound however the

processes for each are different in motivationssa@ues and processes.

In restructuring the aim is to reduce business aap#o meet lower demand and poor
financial performance by eliminating unprofitablesimesses or personnel (Makridakis,
1996). Vollmann and Brazas (1993) observed thibdaachieved through downsizing
program. In BPR the aim is on changing the way werkone even though this might

result in reduction of organization staff whichnist the main target as downsizing.

In reorganization the focus is on hierarchical ciees of the organization while the
underlying business processes do not encountenrejgr changes (Dickinson, 1997,
Green & Wayham, 1996). Reorganization is unlike Bitkere there is radical redesign

of business processes thus resulting in major @dgftgammer & Champ, 1993).

In automation information technology may be usedatdomate existing business
processes where the sole automation of ineffigjetisigned business processes often
fails (Dickinson, 1997). In this it merely helps do the wrong things faster. Davenport

(1993a) found out that organizations which have akdd on BPR in conjunction with

17



automation efforts have been able to gain sigmtfidaenefits from investing in new

information technology systems.

TQM is often confused with BPR but the two sharasueber of common feature i.e.
process principles, need for organization and calltiichanges etcetera. TQM s
evolutionary and continuous in nature, incremendélparrow processes focus within
departments and is quality focused. BPR is radieablutionary and one time approach,
of wider scope that crosses multiple functions. BB&uses on quality, cost and speed

(Gulden & Reck, 1992; Wells, O’Connell & Hochmam®9B; Clemmer, 1994).

2.5 Need for Business Process Reengineering

Reengineering purpose is to make all organizatipradesses best in-class. Jones (1994)
noted that the global projected BPR market was $Rlidn by 1996 and annual growth
rate of 46 percent indicate obviously that BPR taiskly become and remains a very
popular approach to organizational improvementik&tdand Ayanda (2008) found that
BPR became a useful weapon for any corporate argoin seeking improvement in
their organizational performance and intend to exhicost leadership strategy in its
operating industry and environment. Reengineernoggss remains an effective tool for
organizations striving to operate in the compegithusiness world and they reengineer in
order to achieve breakthrough performance and lemg strategy for organization

growth.

BPR in organizations is motivated by either extedravers or internal drivers or both.

External drivers are related mainly to the increatevel of competition, change in
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customer needs, IT and regulation changes (GroMemg & Fielder, 1993). Internal
drivers are mainly related to changes in both amgdional strategies and structures. The
ever faster growing power of the customers, cortgrstiand today’s constantly changing
business environment places the steady improveneémsoducts and services to be no
longer sufficient for organizations to survive imetglobal market place. Hammer and
Champy (1993); Linden (1993) noted that due to,tmany organizations have been
forced to recognize the need to move away from dmgu on individual tasks and
functions to focusing on more communicated, integtaand coordinated ways of work
by looking at operations in terms of business pees. BPR has been approached as a
tool to dramatically improve organizations businggsformance and lead them to a

competitive position (Schnitt, 1993; Grover, Tengdg-&lder, 1993).

Sturdy (2010) observed that there is evidence gbmask and pain associated with
organization wide reengineering. Hammer and Cha(@p93) estimated that as many as
70% of the organizations fail in achieving the dadim results anticipated from
reengineering but even with this, BPR has a gretrial in increasing productivity but

this often requires a fundamental organizationahge.

There have been arguments that organizations wirnidertake BPR gets into disruptive
business and successful businesses never undegtkgineering. As much as this might
be true, it is a reality that in quality managemantl process improvement techniques,
the degree of change, risks and desired performamgmvements are much less than

those of reengineering exercise. In general, reeebas shown that there are target
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improvements of 5-10% for Kaizen versus 20-30% T&M all of which focus on

process improvements while reengineering is 50-88%ver & Kettinger, 1998).

Taylor (1995) suggested that managers use proeesgineering methods to discover the
best processes for performing work and that presease to be reengineered to optimize
productivity. Managers have been prompted to expBIPR philosophy because of the
well documented BPR success stories, however thatirey landslide of companies who
have initiated their own process improvement e$faxith little success have made it
apparent that a successful outcome to BPR may bepggnal rather than the rule

(Marchand & Stanford, 1995).

There are a number of successful cases of BPR ganaations which may have
prompted managers to explore the philosophy agirfoben the literature. They include;
Dey (2001) on reengineering materials managemenhdian refinery improved the
materials management system resulting in reducezhtory cost by more than 30% and
improved profitability by 15% within a period of bwears. Hallmark, a USA company
reduced its design time by over 200% by reengingetis product design operations
(Attaran & Wood, 1999). CCLA, a UK funds managemerganization reengineered its
office operations from paper to a more efficienpgrdess and resulted in saving money
and positioning itself for growth (Harmon, 2010BM reengineered in 1992 through
redesigning its delivery process with focus cemtea¢ the customer and eliminated

normal delivery delays by two months (Janson, 1992)
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2.6 Business Process Reengineering Approaches andthbdologies

Several approaches and methodologies have beeductd by a number of authors (Yu
& Wright, 1997; Kettinger, Teng and Guha, (1997gvenport & Short, 1990; Petrozzo
& Stepper, 1994; Barrett, 1994; Harrison & Pra®93; Furey, 1993). The methodologies
developed are distinct from each other as emphasiges from one BPR project to
another. The approaches are viewed based on fleeedif focuses that BPR efforts may

emphasize.

There are various forms of BPR and the three ifledtbnes are; process improvement,
evolutionary and revolutionary (Lu & Yeh, 1998). éllprocess improvement uses a
conservative approach to make incremental charmeisting systems. Evolutionary
moves towards a potentially radical change but tsitbugh incremental steps as in the
previous approach. However, revolutionary is arclgate approach which uses one time
process innovation to achieve radical business omgiment. The original concept of

BPR was one of revolutionary while the first tworfs are basically a variant of TQM.

Reengineering is considered highly situational ameative with two BPR distinct

approaches as found from the literature. Hammer @hdmpy (1993) originally

prescribed methodology is a top-down approach foghere BPR team focuses on
determining how strategic objectives of the orgatan can be met without having the
existing processes constraining its thinking. 91,9Harrington’s methodology outlined
a more incremental change which is a bottom-upaggtr focusing on changing the as-is
processes by identifying opportunities for imprayih to meet strategic objectives. In

normal practice, mixed approach is adopted aswisld consider high-level changes
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without being cluttered by details of current pregdt is important to note that an initial
BPR study may lead to recommendation for a numlbemare detailed projects on

improving sub processes requiring relatively sroafinges.

BPR approach is fundamentally different from otpeycess improvement approaches as
it involves creating new systems and structurdserathan fixing those that are currently
in place. While there are some similarities in hfimns approach reengineering and
rather than following what would be called the wmsal approaches of reengineering,
each organization should tailor its BPR efforts datisfy its unique organizational
conditions. Kettinger, Teng and Guha (1997) noteat trganization’s BPR projects

require different approaches depending on theiragearistics and capabilities.

2.7 Basic Steps of Business Process ReengineeMeghodologies

From the several approaches and methodologiesdintenl by many authors, many
structure-based steps have been proposed for BPRnmantation however most have
common elements and view BPR efforts as a top-dowementation project (Earl &
Khan, 1994; Hammer & Champy, 1993). The proposefdsstange from three to seven.
Kettinger, Teng and Guha (1997) developed a conem®te step activity framework
consisting of six basic steps each containing abmurof activities following a literature
review of BPR methodologies, techniques and toble steps of his framework are;
envision, initiate, diagnose, reconstruct and eaaluThis step activity framework is
valuable in viewing a BPR project as a set of irdegfd and co-ordinated tasks to alter

different organizational subsystems through busipescess change.

22



Envision involves the development of executive emssis. The task force which
includes senior executives and individuals knowésdde about the organization’s
processes is mandated to target a business proadesk should be considered for
improvement based on a review of the businesseglyaand IT opportunities with the
hope of improving the organization’s overall penfiance (Kettinger, Teng & Guha,

1997).

Kettinger, Teng and Guha (1997) noted that iniatinvolves encompassing of the
assignment for a reengineering project team whichudes; performance goals setting,
project planning, and stakeholder/employee notificaand buy-in. This is frequently
achieved through developing a business case fangneeering via benchmarking,

identifying the customer needs and cost benefilyarsa

Kettinger, Teng and Guha (1997) observed that disigg involves the documentation of
the existing process and its sub-processes in tefmocess attributes such as; activities,
resources, communication, roles, information systeand cost. When process
requirements are identified and customer valuesaasgyned, root causes for problems
surface and non-value adding activities are idieutifThis is considered the key step for

identification of performance improvement opportigs and obstacles.

Kettinger, Teng and Guha (1997) showed that redesigolves the development and
redesigning of new process. This will be accomplisihy devising design alternatives
through brainstorming and creativity techniquese Tiew design should meet strategic

objectives and fit with the human resource and rinfition system architectures.
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Documentation and prototype of the new procesgpigdlly conducted and a design of

information systems to support the new procesenspieted.

Kettinger, Teng and Guha (1997) stated that recoctsdn involves consideration of the
management change techniques which provide realgoaséurance of smooth migration
to the new process responsibilities and human resawles. Here the IT platform and

systems are implemented and the users go throeginaining and transition.

According to Kettinger, Teng and Guha (1997), eatdn involves the monitoring
requirement for the process in determining if taggéted goals are met and this often

involves linkage to total quality program develogedthe project.

2.8 Benefits of Business Process Reengineering

BPR is an approach that focuses on redesigningvihework is to be done to better
support the organization’s mission and reduces. &stlesigning focuses on the whole
process in order to achieve the greatest possiéahefits to the overall organizational
performance rather than on any one particular ainoe measure of performance.
According to Harrington (1991) production process dn average product accounts for
less than 10% of the product value only, meanireg the process accounts for the
balance 90% and in BPR the focus is in the proaegsovement and not specific
elements of the process. Attaran (2004) indicaltedd BPR aims at substantial gains in
organizational performance by ‘ground-up’ redesmncore business processes and

inventing new ones rather than incrementally imprg\existing processes.
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BPR is an organizational process which is requit@dalign people, processes and
technology with organizational strategies in order achieve the required business
integration where the benefits are enormous. kesak business in its current state and
forms an organizational and operational bluepmtorder to redirect skills, policies,

information or data, cultural values, organizatioskills and processing as well as
incentives towards making targeted improvementhéobusiness (Hammer & Champy,

1993).

Groover, Joeng, Keitinger, and Jeng (1995) obsethatl the value of BPR to an
organization can be seen at both process sucmagdiduction and cost. Ozcelik (2009)
observed that this can also be seen at the overgdinizational performance such as
productivity, profitability and market advantagevéés. The advantage achievement can
only be possible when it is implemented successflesearch has shown that around
eighty percent of the organizations that implemBRR are satisfied with the results

achieved (O’Neill & Sohal, 1999).

Ozcelik (2009) noted that improvements magnituddeorachieved that go beyond
process level benefits and impacting on overalapizational performance does not only
depend on BPR per se. This also involves creatiagtaf BPR complementary skills,
systems and technologies which are necessary tdutitnalize and reinforce the
redesigned business processes post BPR implenmentdMost organizations that have
undertaken BPR have improved their business pedoce and an organization that has
embraced BPR and developed an original idea i$ylikebe the leader in their industry

rather than the follower.
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BPR projects are extremely pervasive and they e#iesubstantial modification of all
organization’s processes and relationships. They mault in new business priorities
based on value and customer requirements with otrat®n on process as a means of
improving products, services and profitability, neapproaches to organizing and
motivating people inside and outside the orgaroratnew approaches to the use of
technology in developing, producing and delivergapds and services etc (Hammer &

Champy, 1993).

Davidson (1993) found that successful reengineeegifgrts ultimately lead to business
transformation resulting in new products, serviaad customer services in the form of
improved information flow which may produce new im@ss opportunities. Shin and
Jemella (2002) in their case study on Chase MamthaBank BPR projects (e-fund
disbursement cards and services charge); they nbtdthe effort resulted in new
products and services in addition to the dramaiamreiase in revenue and operating

savings.

Hammer (1990) noted that in organization whereahyaication of BPR is being done it
is considered as process oriented where all presem® identified and given specific
names. In this each individual is aware of theipaldr process in which he or she is
involved and complete process measurement such @stamng and control is

performed. The awareness created here brings ireaey sense of responsibility for
individuals thus resulting in proper management aontrol of all business processes
thus leading to; improved efficiency in personaglization, cost reduction, increased

motivation level etcetera. When BPR is implemenitedan organization, it results in
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increased flexibility and adaptability for changé&hin the organization thus creating a

better environment for people to work leading tqkyee satisfaction.

According to Hammer (1990), reengineering is bdlsicdone to achieve a number of
benefits within an organization and this includesst reduction, increase in quality,
improvement in speed and services. BPR enablesgamiaation to become competitive
in its business industry. There are a number ofesg stories noted from the literature

studies.

Hallmark traditionally had its new products reaghthe market in up to two years. The
process involved more than 20 hands-offs and wag imefficient due to long wait in
someone’s basket. It decided to reengineer itsymtodiesign operations with the goal of
completing a design in less than one year. The eompeduced its design time by 200%
with the introduction of more than 23,000 new climds each year (Wellins & Murphy,

1995).

Wal-Mart's traditional procurement and distributiimction of mass merchandisers had
too much cost built into it. The process was reeegied where information was
extended to its suppliers from its internal IT sys$ therefore eliminating the traditional
method of merchandisers resulting in processesavapnent. This resulted in attainment
of a 2% cost advantage over its competitors whics wonsidered a tremendous

competitive advantage as market margins were @s$éui-urey & Diorio, 1994).

Kaptoge (2008) did a study on Wrigley Co. with tigectives of finding out whether the

company succeeded in BPR implementation by impmpvis competitiveness and
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determining the key factors that may have led te Huccess or failure of BPR
implementation. The findings were that BPR impletagan on the supply chain and
enterprise resource management resulted in prosasagement improvement resulting

in achievement of competitive advantage.

Gitagama’s (2008) study on EABL had the objectifefioding out the relationship
between BPR and organizational performance, whéthess symmetrical, reciprocal or
asymmetrical. The findings indicated that EABL dabsially benefited from
reengineering through growth in efficiencies legdio improved growth as measured by

profitability over the years. The relationship whss revealed to be symmetrical.

Dey (2001) studied the Indian refinery with the estjve of finding out how

reengineering of the materials management functioough implementation of the
integrated materials management system would ingpagerations the function. The
findings indicated that the organization was taiatta reduction in inventory cost by
more than 30 percent and improve profitability Bypercent within a period of two years

resulting from performance improvement in its malsrmanagement system.

2.9 Implementation Challenges of Business Procesgéhgineering

Embarking on BPR is no easy task as it is consitaneainful process because the whole
set of values and beliefs in an organization armgoehallenged (Champy, 1995).
Hammer and Champy (1993) estimated that as ma@@%sof the organizations fail in
achieving the dramatic results anticipated froorngaeeering. Despite this high failure

rate, some organizations achieved the anticipage@fiis through BPR implementation.
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Zairi (1997) noted that implementation process ws@ssidered complex and to achieve
the anticipated benefits, the process must beis@ed into proper details. The benefits
do not necessarily come in due time thus meaniag B*R projects must be carefully

monitored throughout its life cycle.

At each step of BPR change process (design, impitien and operational/roll out)
problems related to sponsorship, scope, organizaticulture, leadership, skills, human
resources and management can arise. The risksd@clinsufficient management
commitment, scope unrelated to strategic visiomd@gyuate consideration of human
resource issues, fear of change etc. For effeetnkebeneficial BPR implementation in

an organization, the risks must be managed (Al-Mash Zairi, 1999).

Dale (1994) observed that BPR is radical where @mgntation requires transformational
changes in the organization’s processes, technplogyroles and culture. Significant
change to even one of these areas requires respmecmey and leadership. Changing
them simultaneously is an extra ordinary task meogitop management support.
Executive leadership will create an environment dbange to take place and without
this, implementation efforts can be strongly resisand ineffective (Attaran & Woods,

1999).

According to Dale (1994), BPR takes organizationsside their current “rules of the
game”. The rule either explicit or implied includeperficial manifestations or status
buried deep within people beliefs thus confrontitig beliefs and values of the
organization, complex and prejudice interests ofpleyee in particular senior

management will lead to resistance resulting ilufaiof the BPR project.
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The scope of change required in BPR can be ovemhglwhich is considered properly
the single biggest fault of it. BPR asks organ@aito do so much and too quickly. It
requires organizations to convert their employeethis new brand of thinking, retrain
them, design and implement entirely the new wayseoforming internal functions while

continuing to operate their core busindammer & Stanton, 1995).

Effective communication is needed throughout thenge process at all levels and for all
audiences even with those not involved directlythe project which is necessary in
marketing the BPR program (Carr & Johansson, 198bis is required to take place
frequently and in both directions between thoseharge of the change initiatives and
those affected by them. Davenport (1993a) indicaked communication need to be
open, honest and clear especially when discussingits/e issues related to change such

as personnel reduction.

For any change being made anywhere, this comesneithchallenges which require the
affect people to be trained for effective implenatioin. BPR also introduces new ways
of working thus requiring employees to be trainedmeet the new challenges. This
requires increased organization’s budget whichriigcal to the success of BPR project

(Attaran & Wood, 1999)

Organization’s culture is the determining factorsuccessful BPR implementation since
it influences the organization’s ability to adaptadhange (Bruss & Roos, 1993; Rohm,
1993). The existing culture in the organizationtaars beliefs and values that are often
no longer appropriate or useful in the reengine@m®dronment. The organization must

therefore understand and conform to the new valueapnagement process and
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communication styles that are created by newly sigted processes so that a culture

which upholds the change is established effectively

The implemented change demand is inherently toicdif, which is one of the major
criticisms in BPR. It is expected that functionahmagers and process owners work
together in a close of which most high-level exa®# find uncomfortable (Hammer &
Stanton, 1995). Since human behavior is so haghamge this increases the chances of
BPR project failure. Hammer estimates that 80% robeganization will resist process

centering at the beginning of BPR project.

The other major BPR criticism is the euphemismdownsizing. Ehrbar (1993) on an
article in the Wall Street journal focused on agéanegative side effect of BPR layoffs.
In BPR the aim is on changing the way work is dtmweugh eliminating work and not
people or jobs but this might result in reductidrogganization staff which will be seen
as downsizing. By the mid-1990’s, BPR had gainedréputation of being a nice way of
downsizing. Considering this, resistance from siaffsupporting the reengineering

process will definitely be there thus posing a lgmaje to the BPR project.

Al-Mashari and Zairi (1999) noted that BPR bringg®at different jobs therefore reward
system need to be changed to recognize these nawges According to Hammer and
Champy (1993), the existing reward system may Isolebke. The challenge therefore is
for ensuring that the changes made are fair andaddg to promote harmony among

employees as well as support BPR efforts this ohetuchanging job titles.
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the methodology of the samty it comprises: research design,
data collection instrument and data analysis. Thdyswas conducted in an objective,

systematic manner of gathering information so asttin the research objectives.

3.2 Research Design

A case study approach was adopted to evaluate ¢laionship between BPR
implementation and performance improvement in assgtagement at KPRL. Facts on
the challenges faced in the implementation wererdehed too. Barkley (2006) noted
that case study methodology was commonly used waltiation” of business and
government programs with the goal of identifyingtgrtial explanations for their
successes or failures. Robinson (2002) defined stagly as “a strategy which involves
an empirical investigation of a particular contemgpg phenomenon within its real life
context using multiple source of evidence”. Zai(#007) stated that a case study was a
valuable method of research with distinctive chemastics that make it ideal for many
types of investigations and enables examinatiodabd at a micro level. This was done
through determination of cycle time and the asgediaost in the requisitioning and

approval process for both materials and services.
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3.3 Data Collection

Both secondary and primary data were used. Secprikta was obtained from the
available documents both in hard and soft copiehimithe organization using the
collection form (Appendix II). The data covered eripd of six months prior (October

2010-March 2011) and post (April 2011-Septemberl2@PR implementation.

Primary data was obtained through interview wheréngerview guide (Appendix I) was
used to collect data on BPR implementation cha#engYin (2003) argues that
interviews allow for focused direction on case gtudpic. Seven informants were
targeted to enable data capture of all the sectamts categories involved in asset
management. They include; one engineering head epiartiment, one engineering
supervisor, one mechanical technician, one instnimichnician, one electrical
technician, one materials clerk and one contraletsk.cThe study aim was to make a

generalization on the challenges faced in BPR impl&ation process.

3.4 Data Analysis and Presentation

The secondary data collected was presented udihgstand charts and structural break
was used for analysis. Monthly transaction avegg@oval time and cost for materials
and services were presented using charts and téstestructural break to confirm
whether indeed a structural change had occurredveleet pre- and post- BPR
implementation represented by October 2010 - Mafhl and April 2011 - September
2011 respectively. The presence of a structurakbbetween the two sub periods could

suggest impact of BPR on KPRL materials and sesvie@proval performance
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improvement. Chow test for structural change amalysas used under the null
hypothesis that there was no structural change dmtwpre- and post- BPR
implementation and the regressions for the twoogeriwere statistically the same.
Statistical Product and Service Solutions (SPSS used as a tool of analysis and

presentation.

Primary data collected was first edited for accyramnsistency and completeness for
ease of interpretation. The data was then analysaty content analysis. This was to
determine facts on the challenges faced in BPRamphtation. Klenke (2008) defined
content analysis as a methodological measurem@tieddo text and its certain concept.
This was useful in getting areas of consensus @afckement from various interviews.
Content analysis is a technique for making infeesnigy systematically and objectively

identifying specific characteristics of messagesgpendorff, 2004).
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CHAPTER FOUR: DATA ANALYSIS, RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Introduction

In this chapter, secondary data obtained from KP&dords was presented using tables
and charts and analyzed using structural breakysisalo determine whether there has
been an improvement in time and cost performanega Dollected from the records was
for transactions having a single entry in the rsifion and of normal priority
requirement. The process considered here was émtifetation, approval and waiting
through to collection of an item by the initiatdkpproval considered was up to the
supervisor level requirement only. Primary dataaot#d from interview covering seven
informants was analyzed to determine the challenfpeed by KPRL in BPR

implementation.

4.2 KPRL Performance Improvement in Asset Managemen

In data analysis, the consideration was on avetiage and cost per transaction for the
period October 2010 to September 2011 which wasesepted as months 1 to 12
respectively. Cost considered was only for theatot requiring an item to be able to
work. The monthly average transaction time and e@s generated from consideration
of six (6) transactions per month where individtrahsaction time was collected from
the records while cost was calculated using imtiqourly payment rate per transaction

and an average was taken for each.
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4.2.1 Monthly Average Transaction Time

The monthly average transaction time representedirine taken in identification of the
item required, raising of the requisition, circudat of the requisition for approval and
closing of the transaction (collection of the itethhe monthly average transaction time
for months 1 to 12 is given in table 4.1 (a) arlddal.1 (b) representing pre- and post-

BPR periods respectively.

Monthly Average Transaction Time

Table 4.1 (a):Pre - BPR

Month

Average time/ transactio

9.00 18.00 | 15.00 | 10.50 | 12.00 | 13.50
(hours.)

Table 4.1 (b):Post - BPR

Month 7 8 9 10 11 12
Average time/ transactio | o | 168 | 083 | 1.48 | 097 | 0.94
(hours.)

Source: KPRL records

This data is represented graphically as follows.
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Figure 4.1: Monthly Average Transaction Time
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Figure 4.1 shows the monthly average transactioe to be swinging between 9 hours
and 18 hours per transaction for months 1 to 6essrting the pre-BPR period. For
months 7 to 12, the swinging range dropped drdbtita between 0.8 hours and 1.7

hours per transaction representing the post-BPRger

The change in swing on monthly average transadiroa from a high of 18 hours and
1.7 hours to a low of 9 hours and 0.8 hours for pred post- BPR period respectively
indicates an achieved decrease in time of apprdeigndéen times as a result of BPR

implementation on asset management.

4.2.2 Monthly Average Transaction Cost

The monthly average transaction cost representdtrect initiator cost incurred in

identification of the item required, raising of thequisition and waiting for approval
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through to collection of the item. The cost consedewas for a technician level grade
initiator only exclusive of all other transactiossaciated costs. The monthly average
transaction cost for months 1 to 12 is given ingabh2 (a) and table 4.2 (b) for pre- and

post- BPR periods respectively.

Monthly Average Transaction Cost

Table 4.2 (a): Pre - BPR

Month

Average Cost/ transactid

n ‘ d
(Kenya Shillings) 4,383 | 9,330 7,963 5,114 6,370 6,998

Table 4.2 (b): Post - BPR

Month

Average Cost/ transactid

(Kenya Shillings) 603 | 849 | 374 | 672 | 505 | 438

Source: KPRL records

This data is represented graphically as follows.
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Figure 4.2: Monthly Average Transaction Cost
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Figure 4.2 shows the monthly average transactishtoobe swinging between Ksh 4000
and Ksh 10000 per transaction for months 1 to @essmting the pre-BPR period. For
months 7 to12, the swinging range dropped drastitalbetween Ksh 350 and Ksh 850

per transaction representing the post- BPR period.

The change in swing on monthly average transactist from a high of Ksh 10000 and
Ksh 850 to a low of Ksh 4000 and Ksh 350 for pned post- BPR period respectively
indicates an achieved decrease in cost of apprdéeiynaleven times as a result of BPR

implementation on asset management.

The time and cost per transaction as indicatedigund 4.1 and figure 4.2 represents a
good indicator of performance improvement meassgréhay indicate to be moving in
tandem. Both cases were taken into consideratiaiicating the time and cost

improvement resulting from BPR implementation.
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4.3  Structural Break Analysis

In order to determine whether cost and time impnomet was significant, structural
break was done on time and cost data. This wasstofar structural break on materials
approval performance improvement in time and cthat, monthly average transaction
time and cost were used for the period months 12toThe data was split into two sub-
period of six months each: months 1 to 6 and mofthe 12 to get two separate
regression models each for time and cost. The gasumwas that implementation of
BPR in month 7 (April 2011) might have resultedoirat structural change in monthly
average transaction time and cost and hence itdMoeiimisleading to represent the pre-

and post- BPR periods using a single regressioremod

Chow’s test for structural change analysis was usw®tér the null hypothesis that there
was no structural change in months 1 to 12 and thus justified to use a single
regression model to fit all the data. Residual safnsquares for all observations was
defined as RSSc with degree of freedath= (m+ny-k) where i representsnumber of
observations pre-BPR implementation,representsiumber of observations post-BPR
implementation andk represents number of parameters in the regresfiemestricted
residual sum of squares as R3d the unrestricted residual sum of squares &RS

Then equated as: R®8S RSS and RSSg= RSS + RSS with df = (g + np- 2K).

If indeed there was no structural break, and thatregression models of pre- and post
BPR are essentially the same, then R&® RSSu should not be statically different. A

formal test is performed by calculating the F-istais
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F= (RS&—RSSRr)k = Fk,(n1+n22K)]
(RSSR)/ (g + np -2K)

4.3.1 Time Consideration

The null hypothesis represents a case of no smlcthange on monthly average
transaction time for months 1 to 12 and thus ha@amingle regression model justified
for use on the complete data. The alternative thgsi$ represents a structural change
case on monthly average transaction time for mohttuss6 and months 7 to 12 with each

having a separate regression model. All the worlgnijustrated as follows.

For the period between months 1 and 12:

Equation 1: Transaction time for months 1 to 12
Y =16.816 — 1.49%
t = (6.995) (-4.584)
R*=0.678 RS$=152.587 df=10

Figure 4.3 shows the scatter gram for the abovessgpn model.
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Figure 4.3: Transaction time for months 1 to 12
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For the period between months 1 and 6:

Equation 2: Transaction time for months 1 to 6

Y: = 13 + 0%
t = (-3.854) (0.000)
R? = 0.000 RSS$ = 52.500 df =4

Figure 4.4 shows the scatter gram for the abowe=ssgn model.
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Figure 4.4: Transaction time for months 1 to 6
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For the period between months 7 and 12:

Equation 3: Transaction time for months 7 to 12
Y; = 1.77 — 0.06X%
t=(2.170) (-0.754)

RP=0.124 RSS$=0.500 df

I
N

Figure 4.5 shows the scatter gram for the abovessgpn model.
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Figure 4.5: Transaction Time for months 7 to 12
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The computed value of F is obtained as follows.
Equation 4: F-computed value against F-critical vale

F= (RS&R—RSIRVK = Fkni+n220)
(RSSR)/ (N1 + ez -2K)

RS§Rr=52.500 + 0.500 = 53.000

F= (152.587- 53.000)/2 = 7.516
(53.000)/8

The computed value of F was 7.516 while the cllithiedue of Fg) with 2 and 8 degrees

of freedom at 95% level of significance from F-&blis 4.459. Since the computed F
value exceeded the critical F value, the null higpsis of parameter stability was rejected
and the conclusion was that the regression modessilm periods months 1 to 6 and
months 7 to 12 were different. Hence the researobrecluded that a structural change in

regard to approval transaction time had indeed meduas a result of BPR
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implementation and the change is negative as itetida equations 2 and 3. This means

that there has been a significant reduction instation time.

To justify the use of Chow test for structural lredhe fundamental assumption
underlying the Chow test was examined under thehyplothesis that the error variances
of the two sub periods were the same. These eamances are estimated from the RSS

given in the regression models as follows:

Equation 5: Error variance estimate for pre — BPR period

a%=RS$ = 52.500 =13.125
n;-2 6-2

Equation 6: Error variance estimate for post — BPRperiod

4%=RS$ = 0.500 =0.125
np -2 6-2

Equation 7: Two sub-periods estimate for varianceagainst F-critical value
(6%4/a%y)
_ = Fnk.(n2¥
(6%2/a%)

Equation 8: F-computed value of variances

o’y = 13.125 =105.00
o’  0.125

The computed F value was 105.00 and the criticalalae with 4 and 4 degrees of
freedom in the numerator and denominator respdygtige6.39. Since the computed F
value was greater than the critical value, thearet®er rejected the null hypothesis and
concluded that the two sub- periods variance aatisstally different, hence it was

inappropriate to use the chow test in examiningcstiral change for monthly average

transaction time.
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4.3.2 Cost Consideration

The null hypothesis represents a case of no stalctthange on monthly average
transaction cost for months 1 to 12 and thus haaisgpgle regression model justified for
use on the complete data. The alternative hypathreprresents a structural change case
on monthly average transaction cost for months 6 #nd months 7 to 12 thus each

having a separate regression model. All the worlgnijustrated as follows.

For the period between months 1 and 12:

Equation 9: Transaction cost for months 1 to 12
Y; = 8644.955 — 771.0X
t=(6.691) (-4.392)

R?=0.659 RSS$ = 44075528 df =10

Figure 4.6 shows the scatter gram for the abowe=ssgn model.
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Figure 4.6: Transaction cost for months 1 to 12
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For the period between months 1 and 6:

Equation 10: Transaction Cost for months 1 to 6
Y; = 6558.4 + 38.45%,
t=(3.462) (0.079)

R’ = 0.002 RSS$= 16567482 df=4

Figure 4.7 shows the scatter gram for the abovess@mn.
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Figure 4.7: Transaction cost for months 1 to 6
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For the period between months 7 and 12
Equation 11: Transaction cost for months 7 to 12
Y: = 996.657 — 44.54%
t=(2.552) (-1.101)

R =0.233 RS$S=114604.3

Figure 4.8 shows the scatter gram for the abowe=ssgn model.
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Figure 4.8: Transaction cost for months 7 to 12
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The computed value of F is obtained as follows.
Equation 12: F-computed value against F-critical vlue

F= (RS&—RSSRr)k = Fk,(n1+n22K)]
(RSSR)/ (g + np -2K)

RSSRr= 16567482 + 114604.3 = 16682086.3

F=  (44075528- — 16682086.3)/2 = 6.568
(16682086.3)/8

The computed value of F was 6.568 while the cllitiedue of kg) with 2 and 8 degrees

of freedom at 95% level of significance from F-&blis 4.459. Since the computed F
value exceeded the critical F value, the null higpsts of parameter stability was rejected
and the conclusion was that the regression modessilm periods months 1 to 6 and
months 7 to 12 were different. Hence the researcbrecluded that a structural change in

regard to approval transaction cost had indeed roetuas a result of BPR
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implementation and the change is negative as itetican equations 10 and 11. This

means that there has been a significant reduatitransaction cost.

To justify the use of Chow test for structural lredhe fundamental assumption
underlying the Chow test was examined under thehyplothesis that the error variances
of the two sub periods were the same. These eamances are estimated from the RSS

given in the regression models as follows:

Equation 13: Error variance estimate for pre — BPRperiod

a%=RS$ = 16567482 =4141870.5
n;-2 6-2

Equation 14: Error variance estimate for post — BPRperiod

4%=RSS = 114604.3 =28651.075
n,-2 6-2

Equation 15: Two sub-periods estimate for varianceagainst F-critical value
(6%1/0%)
m: Fn14,(n2-®

Equation 16: F-computed value of variances

o’y = 4141870.5 =144.56
o>,  28651.075

The computed F value was 144.56 and the criticalalse with 4 and 4 degrees of
freedom in the numerator and denominator respeygtige6.39. Since the computed F
value was greater than the critical value, theaeseer rejected the null hypothesis and
concluded that the two sub- periods variance amésstally different, hence it was

inappropriate to use the chow test in examiningcstiral change for monthly average

transaction cost.
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4.4 BPR Implementation Challenges Experienced by KRL

The informant responses to the challenges expeikenere rated on a Likert scale with;
0 - no challenge, 1- low, 2- medium, 3- high andvéry high challenge respectively.
These were the BPR implementation challenges wimcpacted on the level of
performance improvement achieved. For each of bialenge considered, a mean was

obtained from the informants’ responses. This ésented in table 4.3.

Table 4.3: BPR Implementation Challenges Experienceby KPRL

Challenge Area Mean Rating
Communication on the importance of the project e |t
1 | organization. 3.8
2 | Dealing with project implementations timelines 3.3
3 | Commitment of top management to the project. 39
4 | Provision of sufficient and successful training floe end users 3.2
Ensuring proper support level of operational protdewith the
5 | system. 3.0
g | The sufficiency in system commission testing. 3.0
Provision of sufficient and successful training tbe project
7 | team members. 2.8
Suitability of Information Technology infrastruceurfor the
8 | project. 2.7
g | Resources suitability for the project. 26
10 | Resources adequacy for the project. 26
Reviewing the existing approval process to elinentie non-
11 | value adding steps. 2.6
12 | Resistance to system adoption within the orgarunati 26
13 | Ensuring data quality, reliability and integritypfn the system. 213
14 | Ensuring that the system met the user’s needskteatpe. 21

Sources: Primary data
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From table 4.3, Communication of project importamsthin the organization was rated
as the biggest challenge which KPRL experiencedh witscore of 3.8 followed by
dealing with project implementations timelines watlscore of 3.3. The third challenge in
significance rating was both top management comermtnto the project and the
provision of sufficient and successful training tbe end users with a score of 3.2. The
fourth challenge in significance rating was bottemsuring proper support levels for the
operational problems with the system and in sudfitisystem testing with a score of 3.0.
The least experienced challenge was in ensuringthigasystem met the user's needs/
expectation with a score of 2.1 thus meaning tix@eetations were averagely met. In
general from all the challenges considered noneaofiaero and low rating as all rated

medium and above. Medium represented 57% while &ighabove represented 43%.

In consideration of other implementation challendks findings were that they focused
more on data integrity issues in the system asmidated informant responses. The
process issues were dominant too which in mostsoaas considered a hindrance to the
degree of improvement level. Also some issues daiggre to do with communication of

the project importance and training of the systeerst

The degree level on each challenge experienced drgamization to organization varied
as it was dependent on organization’s capabilityhandling BPR implementation
process. Kaptoge (2008) on Wrigley Company studseoled that the key among the
drivers for success in BPR implementation was th@pelling case for change which
was managed properly and lead to the gain in cdtiyvgedvantage achieved. Mireri

(2010) study on KPA factors impacting BPR implenad¢ion found out that change
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management, top management and organization steucegatively impacted on the

BPR implementation.

53



CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Summary

This research study sought to find out whether Kt its performance improvement
objective by implementing BPR in asset managemgsiem and the challenges it faced

in the process of implementing BPR in asset managém

The findings were based on both secondary and pyirdata. Secondary data was
collected from KPRL records covering six months-@ed post- BPR implementation.
This was the data available for post BPR implentemtavhen the research was started.
The consideration was for a single item transactase with the initiator being a
technician level employee and approval level upthte supervisor level only. Cost
consideration was for the initiator expenses iredirexclusive of all other transaction
costs. Primary data was collected from seven indmis through an interview. The
informants covered were; one engineering head gfadeent, one engineering
supervisor, one mechanical technician, one instnimichnician, one electrical
technician, one materials clerk and one contradtsk call involved in the asset

management focused patrt.

The findings indicated that there was a drasticrompment in time for the approval
process. From the data collected, it was noted tthatswinging range of the average
monthly transaction time was 18 hours to 9 hours i hours to 0.8 hours for pre-and

post- BPR implementation respectively. In this, tecrease in monthly average
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transaction time achieved was approximately teegi@s a result of BPR implementation

on asset management.

For the cost, the trend was noted to be the santenas The findings indicated the
swinging range of the monthly average transactmst was Ksh 10000 to Ksh 4000 and
Ksh 850 to Ksh 350 for pre- and post- BPR impleragom respectively. In this, the
decrease in monthly average transaction cost agthi@as approximately eleven times as

a result of BPR implementation on asset management.

The study showed that there was a structural chanlgeth monthly average transaction
time and cost for pre- and post- BPR periods. Was determined through Chows’ test
for structural change under the null hypothesisnof structural change which was
rejected. This meant that the two sub- periods prel post- BPR were different with

each having different regression models.

The study also showed that most of the BPR implé¢atiem challenges were challenges
too on KPRL implementation case. The rating fortladl challenges was on medium and
above where medium represented 57% and high angeabspresented 43%. In
descending order rating consideration, communinadibproject importance within the
organization was rated as the biggest challengehWKPRL faced followed by dealing
with project implementations timelines. Top managatrtcommitment to the project and
the provision of sufficient and successful trainfng the end users were third. The least

challenge in rating was in ensuring that the systeghthe user’s needs/ expectations.
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5.2 Conclusions

BPR is a performance improvement technique geawwdrtls redesigning work ways to
better support the organization’s mission and redwasts. It has been approached as a
tool to dramatically improve organizations busingesformance and lead them to a
competitive position (Schnitt, 1993; Grover, Tendg-&lder, 1993). It aims at substantial
gains in multiplicative levels of ten times rathilean 10% in organizational performance
(Attaran, 2004). It focuses on the processes aridiumztions (Lee & Chuah, 2001).
Groover, Joeng, Keitinger, and Jeng (1995) obsethatl the value of BPR to an
organization can be seen at both process suclmasréiduction and cost and advantage

achievement can only be possible when it is implagetesuccessfully.

Hallmark reduced its design time by over 200% thfoteengineering its product design
operations (Attaran & Wood, 1999). IBM eliminatedrmal delivery delays by two
months through redesigning its delivery processiltieg from reengineering (Janson,
1992). Wrigley Company gained competitive advanthgeugh BPR on its supply chain
and enterprise resource management (Kaptoge, 2BFL benefited substantially
from BPR through growth in efficiencies leadingngoroved growth in profitability over

the years (Gitagama, 2008).

The study concluded that by implementing BPR ireaasanagement, KPRL drastically
improved its materials approval process time byieathg a ten times reduction thus
resulting in an eleven times cost reduction tothastwo were noted to move in tandem.
In cost, this represented part of the cost sawinthe process and the full consideration

would be much high.

56



The study found out that KPRL experienced all BPRplementation challenges at
different rating levels. The rating for all the dbages was on medium and above with
medium representing 57% and high and above repdreget3%. This indicates that the
challenges impacted the improvement level achiegbhedugh BPR implementation at
KPRL thus requiring a high degree of managemeneémh. Communication of project
importance within the organization was rated as lifggest challenge which KPRL

experienced.

The challenge findings were observed to be inwith other studies where organizations
experienced various highly rated challenges. Kapt{@§08) on Wrigley Company BPR
implementation study found out that the key amanmng drivers for success was the
compelling case for change. Mireri (2010) study KRA factors impacting BPR

implementation found out that change managemeptntanagement and organization

structure impacted negatively on BPR implementation

5.3 Recommendations

The competitive pressure due to faster pace of iggpwcustomer expectation,
globalization and technological development hawa@il organizations to continuously
operate in challenging business environment. Fgardzations to remain in business
competitively there is need for them to considefgrenance improvements in their work
processes. The steady products and services impemteas not sufficient to survive in
the business environment. The radical approachR& Bvas pronounced as the only
means of salvation for organizations trapped immated and outdated business process

and general working ways (Valentine & Knights, 1998
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Many organizations as noted from the literaturedistsl reengineered some of their
processes and achieved drastic gains in both tinte cast. On the part of KPRL,
reengineering the asset management clearly resultiztie and cost benefits on the part
of approval process considered and this was a oldaration on the overall gain to be
achieved from the whole process. In this constdera KPRL should continuously
consider adopting BPR on process areas impactrguginess performance operations in
order to position itself competitively in the busss industry as well as to progress with

its business growth.

BPR implementation comes with a lot of challengdsctv impacts the improvement
achieved. For substantial benefits from BPR impletagon to an organization, the
challenges must be managed properly. On the p&P&L out of the many challenges
considered, all came out with a significance ratfignedium and above. The biggest
challenge experienced by KPRL was on communicaifdhe project importance within
the organization which was high rated. In geneBfR implementation challenges
impact heavily on the level of improvement to behiaged in any undertaking.
Reasonable improvement levels can only be achiedwsh all challenges are managed to

the desired level.

For KPRL to achieve the required improvement lenelny BPR undertaking, all factors
that cause success and failure of BPR efforts éadnfipom the challenges experienced
and relevant literature review must be analyzeds Will take into consideration the
organizations’ various capabilities. Then propernagement measures are to be

developed and implemented for achievement of reggenmprovement levels.
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5.4 Limitations of the Study

The transactions data collected was for a numbpergonnel of same grade level within
the organization. It was assumed that their proditevel was to be same while this in
reality could not be correct. This thus gave aimesdtd position and not the very exact
position if all transactions were handled by theeagerson and working under the same

conditions.

Transactions considered were for a single itemwiatht the limitation of not being the

same item for all transactions. The assumption thas the process required for any
single item was the same in all cases. This thus ga estimated activity time for each
transaction. The pre- BPR period depended on lstshaged position considering that
the recorded times were not detailed enough foh eativity but represented by only
dates. The estimated transaction process timeigosius impacted on determination of
the proper improvement level. Despite all the abothe researcher took utmost

precautions for the very objective findings frone tiesearch.

5.5 Suggestions for Further Research

This research study focuses on the use of BPRddompnance improvement in the case
of KPRL. The concept of BPR is however applicabteoas the private and public
organizations as a whole and in processes as wtllnworganizations. This is also

applicable in both service and manufacturing orzgions.

Further research can be done on a number of ateahk the study did not cover in depth

as the study was limited to the implemented phasea&ailable data then, these include:
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Detailed study on the overall impact of BPR implatagion in asset management on the
KPRL business performance; The study on whether BRBlementation strategy

adopted by KPRL was the best. Also further reseamchBPR as an improvement
technique could be carried out on various orgammatwithin and outside the industry

and in both private and public sector.

60



REFERENCES

African Banker. (2011)XCB Transformation Programmeontent.yudu.com/ A1t3d5/
Af Bank17 /resources/48.htm - United States

Al-Mashari, M., & Zairi, M. (1999). BPR Implementah Process: An Analysis of Key
Success and Failure FactoBusiness Process Management Jourrigll), 87-
112.

Amolo, T. O. (2002)Benchmarking the Order Delivery Process for Contiuns
Improvement: A case of Kenya Oil Industrynpublished MBA Project,
University of Nairobi

Ascari, A., Rock, M., & Dutta, S. (1995). Re-enginieg and organizational change.
European Management Journdl3(1), 2-20.

Atebe, G. (2001)An effect of Business Process Reengineering ondassprocess
cycle, A case study of KPL Qdnpublished MBA Project, University of Nairobi

Attaran, M. (2004). Exploring the relationship betm information technology and
business process reengineerimfprmation and Managemem1(5), 585-596.

Attaran, M., & Wood, G. (1999). How to Succeed ateRgineering, MCB University
PressManagement Decisior37(10), 752-757.

Barrett, J. (1994). “Process visualization: gettimg vision right is key’Information
Systems Managemespring, 14-23.

Barkley, D. L. (2006). “The value of case studyeagh on rural entrepreneurship
Useful MethodPresented at the joint ERS-RUPRI 2006 conferef@etober).
Washington DC.

Bhadury, B. (2000). “Management of productivityabhgh TPM”.Productivity, 41(2),
240 - 251

Bruss, L., & Roos, H. (1993). “Operations, readgasd culture: don't re-engineer
without considering them’Inform, April, 57- 64.

Carr, D., & Johansson, H. (199B8est Practices in Reengineering: What Works and
What Doesn't in the Reengineering Procbkesy York: McGraw-Hill.

Champy, J. (1995) Reengineering manageméntlew York: Harper Collins Publishers.

Chase, R. B., Jacobs, F. R., & Aquilano, N. J. £00perations Management for
Competitive Advantage (10th ed\New York: McGraw-Hill/lIrwin.

61



Chepkwony, J. K. (2001 ptrategic Responses of Petroleum Firms in Kenya to
Challenges of Increased Competition in the Indudthypublished MBA Project,
University of Nairobi

Clemmer, J. (1994, June). “Process re-engineendgoeaocess improvement - not an
Either/choice”,CMA Magazinepp.36-9

Dale, M. (1994). “The re-engineering route to besmtransformationdournal of
Strategic Changel. Wiley, Chichester and New York,

Davenport, T. H. (1998). Putting the Enterpris® ithte Enterprise SysterHarvard Business
ReviewJuly-August, 121-131.

Davenport, T. H., & Short, J. E. (1990). The nedustrial engineering: information
Technology and business process dess¢man Management Revig8i(4), 11-
27.

Davenport, T. H. (1993aProcess InnovatiorReengineering Work through Information
TechnologyBoston, Massachusetts: Harvard Business Schos$Pre

Davidson, W. (1993). “Beyond re-engineering: the¢éhphase of business
transformation”IBM Systems JournaB2(1), 65-79.

Deakins, E., & Makagill, H. (1997). “What killed BPRSome evidence from literature”.
Business Process Management Jourl), 81-107.

Dey P. K. (2001). Reengineering Materials Managenicase study on an Indian
Refinery.Business Process Management Jouriiéh), 394-408.

Dey P. K. (1999). “Process reengineering for efiectmplementation of projects”.
International Journal of Project Manageme(3), 147-59.

Dickinson, B. (1997). “Knowing that the project tHes have no emperoRnowledge
And Process Managemen(4), 261-7.

EACS. (2008). Strategy for the development of regional refin€ri€gbruary.

Earl, M., & Khan, B. (1994). “How new is businesegess redesignEuropean
Management Journall2(4), 20-30.

Ehrbar, A. (1993). “Reengineering gives firms ndficeency, workers the pink slip”,
The Wall Street Journa21(51)

ERC. (2008). Commission Paper on Petroleum Pricing Regulaticiakéholders
Forum 2008, from http://www erc.go.ke/pricereg.doc

62



Furey, T., & Diorio, G. (1994). "Making reenginesgistrategic"Strategy & Leadership
22(4), 6 - 43.

Furey, T. (1993). “A Six Step Guide to Process Raaering”.Planning Review,
21(2), 20 - 23.

Gitagama, S. (2008Relationship between Business Process Reengineamniohg
Organizational Performance, A case study of Easicah Breweries Limited
Unpublished MBA Project, University of Nairobi

Ghauri, P., & Gronhaug, K. (20092esearch Methods in Business Studies, A practical
guide(third edition).Harlow, England: Pearson Education Limited.

Green, F., & Wayham, V. (1996). Viewpoint re-erggring: clarifying the confusion,
SAM advanced Management JourfaM], 61(3), 37-40

Groover, V., Jeong, S.R., Keitinger, W. J., & Jehd,C. (1995). The Implementation of
Business Process Reengineeridgurnal of Management Information System,
12(1), 109-144

Grover, V., Teng, J., & Fielder, K. (1993). “Infoation technology enabled business

Process redesign: an integrated planning framewOrkkega: The International
Journal of Management Information Sysi&t(4), 433-47

Grover, V., & Kettinger, W. (1998Business Process Change: Reengineering
Concepts, Methods and Technologlesndon

Gulden, G., & Reck, R. (1992). "Combining qualitydareengineering efforts for
Process excellence”. Information Strateglge Executive’s Journal0(1), 10-16.

Hammer, M. (1990). Reengineering work: don’t auttanabliterateHarvard Business
Review July-August, 104-112.

Hammer, M., & Champy, J. (1993). Reengineeringlbeporation A Manifest for
Business Revolutiomarper- Collins, USA.

Hammer, M., & Stanton, A. (1995)he Reengineering Revolutiqop. 336). New York,
Harper Collins Publishers.

Harmon, P. (2010). “The CCLA Investment Managentesge Study’BPM Europe
ConferenceSeptember 20009.

Harrington, H. J. (1995). “Continuous vs. Breaktigb improvement’Business Process
Reengineering & Management Journil3), 31-49.

Harrington, H. J. (1991Business process improvement: The breakthrougkesydor

63



Total quality, productivity, and competitiveneBew York: McGraw-Hill, Inc.

Harrison, D., & Pratt, M. (1993). A methodology f@-engineering business&anning
Review March/April, pp. 6-11

Hughes, G. (2003). "Using Benchmarking for Perfamoelmprovement (AHIMA
Practice Brief)."Journal of AHIMA74(2), 64A-

IEA. (2005, May Issue 58 ounting the cost and benefits of Kenya PetroleefimBry,

Janson, R. (1992). How Reengineering Transformsu@zgtions to Satisfy Customers.
National Productivity ReviewDecember 22, pp. 45.

Jones, M. (1994)Don’t emancipate, exaggerate: rhetoric, reality@neengineering.
In: Transforming Organizations with Information Tewlogy (pp. 357-78).
North-Holland, Amsterdam.

KA. (2009). "Kenya airways strategic reviewAccessed from: http:// www.kenya-
airways.com

Kaplan R.S., & Norton, D. P. (1996)he balanced scorecard: Translating strategy into
action.Boston Harvard Business School Press.

Kaptoge, G. (2008)mplementation of Business Process Reengineermgdmpetitive
Advantage, A case study of Wrigley Copublished MBA Project, University of
Nairobi

Kettinger, W.J., Teng, J.T.C., & Guha, S. (199Business Process Change: A Study of
Methodologies, Techniques, and ToolsIS Quarterly 55-80.

KIPPRA. (2010). Should Kenya Revert to Price Contrgl#Accessed from: http://www.
kippra.Org

Klenke, K. (2008)Qualitative Research in the study of leadersBimgley London:
Emerald

KPRL. (2012). “Shareholding”. Accessed from: httpuiw. kprl.co.ke., KPRL Profile.
KRA. (2009). ‘Fourth Corporate Plah Accessed from: http://www. Revenue.go.ke/
index. php/publications/fourth- corporate- plan

Krippendorff, K. (2004)Content Analysis: An Introduction to its Methodglogondon:
Sage Publications Inc

Lee, T., & Chuah, K. (2001). "A super methodology lbusiness process improvement —

64



An industrial case study in Hong Kong/Chinahternational Journal of
Operations & Production Managemetl(5/6), 687-706.

Linden, R. (1993). “Business process re-engineenegest fad or revolution in
government?”’Public ManagementNovember, pp. 9-12.

Lu, H., & Yeh, D. (1998). “Enterprises’ perception business process re-engineering:
a path analytic model’Omega International Journal of Management Science
26(1), 17-27.

Macdonald, J. (1995Y.ogether TQM and BPR are Winnek8CB University press,7(3),
21-25

Makridakis, S. (1996). “Factors affecting succesbusiness: management theories/tools
Versus predicting change€uropean Management Journdk(1), 1-20

Marchand, D., & Stanford, M. (1993 usiness Process RedesignFramework for
Harmonizing People, information and technololfiea group publishing.

Mengesha, G., & Common R. (2007). "Public sectpaciy reform in Ethiopia: a tale
Of success in two ministriesPublic Administration and Developmeri27(5).

Mireri, S, O. J. (2010)A Study of the factors impacting ImplementatioBPBR at KPA,
Unpublished MBA Project, University of Nairobi

MOF. (2011).IFMIS Re-engineering Strategic plan 2011-201@tp//www.treasury. go.
ke/ index.php? option=com_docman...54

Nduati, J. (2010)A survey of Operations Improvement Practices inyarOil Industry
Unpublished MBA Project, University of Nairobi

O'Neill, P., & Sohal, A. S. (1999). Business PracB&eengineering: a review of recent
literature.Technovation19, 571-581.

Ozcelik, Y. (2009). "Do business process reenginggsrojects payoff? Evidence from
the United States'International Journal of Project Management

Parliamentary Select Committee on Cost of Livirg1(1). Tenth ParliamentFourth
Session, October 18,

Petrozzo, D., & Stepper, J. (1998lccessful Re-engineeringan Nostrand Reinhold,
New York, NY

PIEA. (2011, July 4).Article on inefficiencies being the causes of tigh lzost of fuel
oils”.

65



Robinson, C. (2002Real World Researcl©xford: Blackwell

Rohm, C. (1993). The principal insures a betteuriby re-engineering its individual
insurance departmentational Productivity Reviewi2(1), 55-64.

Sashkin, M., & Kiser, K.J. (1993). “Putting Totalglity Management to WorkVhat
TQM means, How to use it & How to sustain it ovee tong run Berrett-
koehler, San Francisco

Schnitt, D. (1993). “Re-engineering the organizatising information technology”.
Journal of Systems Managemekdnuary, 14-20, 41-2.

Shin N., & Jemella, D. (2002) "Business processgeaeering and performance
improvement: The case of Chase Manhattan BarnRBUsiness Process
Management JournaB (4), 351 — 363.

Sidikat, A., & Ayanda, A. M. (2008). “Impact Assassnt of Business Process
Reengineering on Organizational Performandeliropean Journal of Social
Sciences/(1).

Sturdy, G. R. (2010Business Process Reengineering: Strategies for @atmnal
Health and SafetyfCambridge Scholars Publishing.

Talwar, R. (1993). Business re-engineering - aegnadriven approact.ong Range
Planning 26(6), 22-40.

Taylor, B. E. (1995), Keeping BPR from Being TQMe&shterprise Reengineeringp. 5.

Tharanga, T. (2010)Irhportance of business process reengineérintyp//www.ft.1k/
2010/11/11/ importance-of-business-process-reeeging

Thomas, M. (1994). ‘What You Need to Know About Bigss Process Re-engineering’.
PersonneManagement26(1), 28-31.

Tuitoek, V. (2007)Benchmarking HSE Performance Measurement Pracinctse Oil
Industry, Unpublished MBA Project, University of Nairobi.

Valentine, R., & Knights, D. (1998). "TQM and BPRan you spot the difference?”
Personnel Review27(1), 78 - 85.

Vollmann, T., & Brazas, M. (1993). “Downsizingeuropean Management Journatl
(1), 18-29.

Wellins, R. S., & Murphy, J. S. (1995). ReenginegriPlug into the human factor.
Training and DevelopmemM (1), 33-37.

66



Wells, R., O’'Connell, P., & Hochman, S. (1993). “H{1s the difference between
Reengineering and TQEM?Total Quality Environmental Managemert(3),
273-82.

Womack, J. P.., & Jones, D.T. (1996)ean thinking” Banish waste and create wealth
In Your corporationNew York: Simon and Schuster.

Yahya, B. N. (2002). Business Process Reenginearorgept causes and effects.
Journal of Technical Industried(2), 102-110.

Yin, R. K. (2003) Application of case study resear(® ed., Vol. 34). California: Sage
Publications.

Yu, B., & Wright, D. T. (1997). "Software tools sugrting business process analysis and
modelling",Business Process Management Jour8&2), 133-150

Zainal, Z. (2007). ‘Case Study as a Research Métldodrnal Kunanuiaan9, 1-6

Zairi, M. (1997). Business process managementuadmryless approach to modern
competitivenesBusiness Process Management JourBél), 64-80.

67



APPENDIX I: INTERVIEW GUIDE

This research aims at establishing factual viewtherchallenges faced by KPRL in BPR
implementation process on asset management.

PART A- General Details

Part A; consists of questions aimed at capturing general information about the

employee

1) JOD POSITION. ..o ———— e ————-

2) Involvement in materials and service requisitiorapgproval process part of asset

management within the organization? ...... (Y/N)

PART B- Implementation Challenge Questions Areas

Part B; consists of question areas aimed at eshaidj the challenges experienced by
KPRL in BPR implementation process. In a scale t§ @, please indicate the extent to
which you consider the following items as challengg&perienced. Indicate with a tick in
the appropriate box where; 0 - not a challengdov; 2- medium, 3- high and 4- very

high challenge.
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Challenge rating

Item | Challenge details
No. o |1 |2 |3
1 | Commitment of top management to the project.
Communication on the importance of the project in
2 | the organization.
3 Resources suitability for the project.
Resources adequacy for the project.
Provision of sufficient and successful training for
5 | the project team members.
Provision of sufficient and successful training for
6 | the end users.
Reviewing the existing approval process |to
eliminate the non-value adding steps.
g | Dealing with project implementations timelines
Suitability of Information Technology infrastruceur
9 | for the project.
Ensuring proper support level of operational
10 | problems with the system.
Ensuring data quality, reliability and integrityom
11 | the system.
Resistance to system adoption within the
12 | organization
Ensuring that the system met the user's negds/
13 | expectation.
14 | The sufficiency of system commission testing.
15. Indicate any other challenge areas not coreildand the significance rating.
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APPENDIX I[I: SECONDARY DATA COLLECTION FORM

PART A (Prior BPR implementation)

This will cover six month prior BPR implementati¢@ctober 2011 to March 2012) and

for each month, six entries will be considered sirgyle item only.

) Materials/Services

a) Time Consideration

Item | Transaction details Transaction
No. 1 [2 |3 |4 |5 |6
1 Identification of the spares required|&
Preparation of the requisition form
(time)
2 Circulation of the form for approval
(time)
3 Signing & collection of the items (time)
4 Total time per transaction

b) Cost Consideration

Item | Transaction details Transaction
No.
1 2 3 4 5 6

1 Identification of the spares required|&

Preparation of the requisition form

(cost)
2 Circulation of the form for approval

(cost)
3 Signing & collection of the items (cost)
4 Total cost per transaction
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PART B (Post BPR implementation)

This will cover six month prior BPR implementati@fpril to September 2012) and for
each month, six entries will be considered of glsiitem only.

) Materials/Services

a) Time Consideration

Item | Transaction details Transaction
No. 1 |2 |3 |4 |5 |6
1 Identification of the spares required|&
Preparation of the requisition form
(time)
2 Circulation of the form for approval
(time)
3 Signing & collection of the items (time)
4 Total time per transaction

b) Cost Consideration

Item | Transaction details Transaction
No.
1 2 3 4 5 6

1 Identification of the spares required|&

Preparation of the requisition form

(cost)
2 Circulation of the form for approval

(cost)
3 Signing & collection of the items (cost)
4 Total cost per transaction
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