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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background of the study

According to Hammer and Champy (1993; 32) busipessess reengineering (BPR) is a useful
approach based on challenging basic assumptiang &#lisiness methods and even objectives
they are designed to achieve and it involves furetdat changes in the organization functions
and It is the fundamental restructuring that letmlgshe rethinking of process flow, services
rendering , maximizing productivity and radicatlatecture of business to achieve optimal
progress , up-to- date reason of performance partpito cost , quality service and speed of

work.

Business process reengineering (BPR) is the bsva@mse of concepts as, “The fundamental
rethinking and redesign of operating processes aganization structure, focused on the
organization’s core competencies , to achieve dtianchanges in organizational performance

measures such as cost, quality, service and sié&d’, 1997;6).

The Transport Authority was established by proclkémnaNumber 468/97. The objectives of the
Transport Authority are:

* To expand efficient , economic and fair transpgstam,
* To make the security of transport services secaneddconducive ,and
* To establish and organize national and internakivaasport system.

To achieve its objectives the Transport Authorigsidned and implemented business process
reengineering in 2000E.C.The reason that the relseargives attention in business process
reengineering implementation is though it is a Ipegiod philosophy, in our country it is a new
philosophy. Thus the researcher tried to assessirtidementation of business process
reengineering practice in Transport Authority.



1.2 Statement of the problem

The success of any organization depends on thetigfaess of the management in place.
Experience has shown that implementation is thet faysidable challenging phases of any
project. In the implementation phase the kinds civdies transition to the new process |,
managing the human and technical issues surroundengnplementation of the new study and
assessing the results of the study need the effothe whole (Ministry of Transport and

Communication, BPR study and implementation mauejust, 2006). BPR implementation
should be developed in such a way as to spell lmitwork that needs to be done with time

frames and training, workforce’s issues decisioimtpand resources allocation.

Based on the concept of BPR the Transport Authatitiglied all its core and support processes.
According to business process reengineering steslyltrthe necessary structural adjustment has

been finalized.

The main reason why the Transport Authority adoptesiness process reengineering is that the
systems of the Authority before the implementatidrbusiness process reengineering had the

following weaknesses:
» Long time taking :to get done simple thing it taokre time
* High transaction cost: as the processes were taansumed much cost

* Not up to the needs of customers: the system ofréimsport authority did not fulfill

the needs of the customers

* Many complaints and comments from customers butasponse: the concerned

management did not give answers for customersqredit

Input based not output ; output not measured

Lack of transparency and accountability

However, as it was observed during the internshighie transport authority even after the
implementation of business process reengineeritigarTransport Authority the aforementioned

problems may not be solved. Besides it had no énskijed human resources and technologies



which result in the effective BPR implementatiors .A result the Transport Authority may not

properly deliver its services to customers.
1.3 Resear ch Questions
The following research questions are major resequelstions address by the study:
» What are the factors that hinder the smooth impieat®n of BPR?
» What is the level of top management commitment BRBnplementation?
» What are the attitudes and reactions of the empki@ BPR implementation?
» How is the satisfaction of customers after BPR enpgntation?
» What improvements have been found after BPR impheatieon?
1.4 Objectives of the study
1.4.1 General Objective
The general objective of the study was to assesBER implementation in Transport Authority.
1.4.2 Specific Objectives

The study has the following specific objectives:

To identify the factors that hinder the implemeiatatof BPR

» To identify the level of top management commitmamthe implementation of BPR
* To assess the attitude and reaction of employ@eshe implementation of BPR

» Toidentify the level of customers satisfactioteathe implementation of BPR

* To distinguish the Authority’s operational improvents after the implementation of
BPR



1.5 Significance of the study
The significance of this study:
* Provides possible solutions for the problems enittiplementation of BPR,

* Was a good opportunity to the student researchiamtdiarize with research process and

techniques,
* Serve as a reference for other researchers whageng the similar topic
1.6 Delimitation of the study

The transport authority has six branches. Orieusd in Dire Dawa and the others are found in
Addis Ababa. The scope of the study was restritidtie head office of the Transport Authority.
1.7. Definition of Terms

BPR: It is the fundamental restructuring that leadghe rethinking of process flow,
services rendering, maximizing productivity and icatl architecture of business to
achieve optimal progress, up-to- date reason dbpeance pertaining to cost, quality
service and speed of work(GAO, 1997;6),

» Radical : getting to the root of things (Hammer and Charh993;33),

* Reengineering: it is about completely overhauling the operationrevolutionary ways
in order to achieve the greatest possible benfitsistomers and organization(Hammer
and Champy 1993;33),

* Redesign : making again arrangement of elements(HammeCérasnpy 1993;33),

* Process :means a group of related tasks that together tecreaalue for
customers(Hammer and Champy 1993;33)



1.8 Resear ch Design and M ethodol ogy
1.8.1 Research Design

The student researcher used descriptive mdsrghe study. This research method helped to
describe the assessment of business process reeng implementation in Transport
Authority. In addition this method comprehended taed objectives

1.8.2 Population and Sampling Technique

To make the research full and holistic the poportatonsisted of all employees of the Transport

Authority and customers.

The researcher used stratified sampling for theufadipn of employees where as thirty (30)
customers was selected accidentally. The total @yepks of the head office of Transport
Authority are three hundred thirty one (331). Thrarsport Authority has fourteen departments.

No. Department Number of employees

1 human resource 9
2 finance 31
3 car plate number production and distribution 10
4 advertizing and communication 14
5 law 5
6 monitoring ethics and petition 5
7 reform affairs 62
8 effectiveness of vehicles 26
9 effectiveness of drivers 30
10 transport service organization 97
11 road transport policy research, planning, moimgp and 9

controlling

12 road security 21
13 transport information analysis distribution 10
14 support staff 2

Thus in each department simple random sampling wsesl. According to the number of
employees in each department 30% of them weretsdléar the study. Therefore in total ninety
nine (99) employees was selected.



1.8.3 Types of Data collected

The student researcher used both primary andndacy data in order to make the study
complete. From the primary source the researchetsnpre of first hand information and

secondary sources provide data supplement thessmalyprimary data.
1.8.4 Method of Data collection

The student researcher used structured interar@wquestionnaire to collect primary data. The
open and closed questionnaires were distributezirployees and structured interview was also
arranged for a manager of the Authority. In additio employees, customers were accidentally

asked to answer both open and closed questionnaires
1.8.5 Data Analysis Method

The data analysis was conducted using descrigggebnique. The data was organized and
presented by numbers and percentage in table farthese data was calculated in order to

facilitate the analysis.
1.9 Limitation of the study

Locally written literature particularly on BPR ingshentation practice is scarcely available. This
limited the researcher so as not to supplemendttiéy with literature reviewed on the Ethiopian
context exhaustively .There is also time and cestriction to perform the research. Besides the
whole questionnaires which have been distribtbexinety nine employees were not collected
but only ninety questionnaires have collected tebs us that some employees were not
voluntary to respond. Even those who filled andinreed the questionnaires did not write their

current position.
1.10 Organization of the study

The study was organized into four chapters. Th& fihapter consists of background of the
study, the statement of the problem, research iquestbjective of the study, significance of the
study, and delimitation of the study, definitiontefms, research design and methodology, and
limitation of the study. The second chapter presaeview of literature. The third chapter
presents data analysis and interpretation. Andfdité chapter contains summary, conclusion,

and recommendation.



CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
2.1 Development of BPR

In 1990, Michael Hammer, a former professor of catapscience at Massachusetts Institute of
Technology (MIT), published an article in Harvarddhess Review, in which he claimed that
the major challenge for managers is to obliterate-value adding work, rather than using
technology for automating it. This statement imilijcaccused managers of having focused on
the wrong issues, namely that technology in genesadd more specifically information
technology has been used primarily for automatixigtiag processes rather than using it as an
enabler for making non-value adding work obsoletemmer’s claim was simply; most of the
work been done does not add any value for custoaraisthis work should be removed , not
accelerated through automation .Instead, compahi@sld reconsider their processes in order to
maximize customer value, while minimizing the cangtion of resource required for delivering

their product or service (Hammer and Champy,1993;21

A similar idea was advocated By Thomas H.Davenpmd J.Short in 1990, at that time a
member of the Ernst and Young research centre papar published in the Sloan Management
Review the same year as Hammer published his pdpes. idea, to unbiased review a
company’s business processes was rapidly adoptdéuitey number firms, which were striving
for renewed competitiveness, which they had lost do the market entrance of foreign
competitors, their inability to satisfy customereds, and their insufficient cost structure. Even
well established management thinkers, such as Peftgker and Tom Peters, were accepting and
advocating BPR as a new tool for achieving sucaessdynamic world. During the following
years , a fast growing number publications, boaksvell as journal articles , were dedicated to
BPR , and many consulting firms embarked on tl@sdrand developed BPR methods. However,
the critigues were fast to claim that BPR was a waylehumanize the workplace, increase
managerial control, and to justify downsizing, n@ajor reduction of the work force and a rebirth

of Taylorism under a different label (Davenport93911).



2.2 Overview

Business process reengineering (BPR) begarpasade sector technique to help organizations
fundamentally rethink how they do their work in erdo dramatically improve customer service,
cut operational costs, and become world-class cttope A key stimulus for reengineering has
been the continuing development and deploymentophisticated information systems and
networks. Leading organizations are becoming boldewusing this technology to support
innovative business processes, rather than refinurgent ways of doing work (www.google
.com .et accessed date 11/01/2011).
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Figurel. Reengineering guidance and relationsbiipMission and Work Processes to
Information Technology. Business process reengingés one approach for redesigning the way
work is done to better support the organization'ssion and reduce costs. Reengineering starts
with a high-level assessment of the organizationssion, strategic goals, and customer needs.
Basic questions are asked, such as "Does our missied to be redefined? Are our strategic
goals aligned with our mission? Who are our custsfieAn organization may find that it is
operating on questionable assumptions, particularlyerms of the wants and needs of its
customers. Only after the organization rethinks twhahould be doing, does it go on to decide
how best to do it. Within the framework of this lasssessment of mission and goals,

reengineering focuses on the organization's busipexesses, the steps and procedures that



govern how resources are used to create produdtsamices that meet the needs of particular
customers or markets. As a structured ordering ofkwsteps across time and place, a
businessprocess can be decomposed into specifidiast measured, modeled, and improved. It
can also be completely redesigned or eliminateajather. Reengineering identifies, analyzes,
and redesigns an organization's core business ggegeawith the aim of achieving dramatic
improvements in critical performance measures, sashcost, quality, service, and speed.
Reengineering recognizes that an organization'méss processes are usually fragmented into
sub processes and tasks that are carried out leyatespecialized functional areas within the
organization. Often, no one is responsible for tlverall performance of the entire process.
Reengineering maintains that optimizing the pertomoe of sub processes can result in some
benefits, but cannot yield dramatic improvementhéf process itself is fundamentally inefficient
and outmoded. For that reason, reengineering fecoseaedesigning the process as a whole in
order to achieve the greatest possible benefitise@rganization and their customers. This drive
for realizing dramatic improvements by fundamegta#ithinking how the organization's work
should be done distinguishes reengineering frontge® improvement efforts that focus on

functional or incremental improvement(www.goagmetaccessed date 11/01/2011).
2.3Business process r eengineering concepts

2.3.1D€finition

Different definitions can be found. This sectioontains the definition provided in notable

publications in the field:

« "... The fundamental rethinking and radical redesij business processes to achieve
dramatic improvements in critical contemporary noe@s of performance, such as cost,
quality, service, and speed (Hammer and Champ\3;135).

« "Encompasses the envisioning of new work strategiesactual process design activity,
and the implementation of the change in all its plex technological, human, and

organizational dimensions (Hammer and Champy, 1928;



Key wordsin the Definition of BPR
« Radical: getting to the root of things (Hammed &hampy ,1993;33)

* Reengineering : it is about completely overhaulimg operation in revolutionary ways
in order to achieve the greatest possible bentefitsistomer and organization(Hammer
and Champy, 1993;33)

* Redesign : making again arrangement of elemenis(ita and Champy ,1993;33)

* Process : means a group of related tasks thathiergereate value for customers
(Hammer and Champy ,1993;33)

e Fundamental : In doing BPR people must ask the rbasic questions about their

organization and how they operate .These most basistions include :
-Why do we do what we®d
- Why do we do it thaywve do?

« Dramatic: BPR is not about minor improvement or ification, but reinvention of the
way we are doing our jobs .It is not about makin@rgmal or incremental
improvements, but about achieving quantum leaps parformance. Marginal
improvement requires fine tuning; dramatic improeatndemands blowing up the old
and replacing it with something new (Hammer andr@ng 1993; 34). Additionally,
Davenport points out the major difference betwedPRBand other approaches to
organization development (OD), especially the camus improvement or TQM
movement, when he states: "Today firms must se¢lfractional, but multiplicative
levels of improvement — 10x rather than 10%." Hnalohansson provide a description
of BPR relative to other process-oriented viewshsas Total Quality Management
(TQM) and Just-in-time (JIT), and state:"BusinesscBss Reengineering, although a
close relative, seeks radical rather than merehficoous improvement. It escalates the
efforts of JIT and TQM to make process orientaterstrategic tool and a core
competence of the organization. BPR concentratesoos business processes, and uses
the specific techniques within the JIT and TQM ’lhmxes” as enablers, while

broadening the process vision." In order to achige major improvements BPR is

10



seeking for, the change of structural organizatioreriables, and other ways of
managing and performing work is often consideretieasg insufficient. For being able
to reap the achievable benefits fully, the usenfifrmation technology (IT) is conceived
as a major contributing factor. While IT traditidiyahas been used for supporting the
existing business functions, i.e. it was used fareasing organizational efficiency, it
now plays a role as enabler of new organizatiooah$, and patterns of collaboration
within and between organization. BPR derives itisternce from different disciplines,
and four major areas can be identified as beingestédd to change in BPR -
organization, technology, strategy, and people ereha process view is used as
common framework for considering these dimensi@usiness strategy is the primary
driver of BPR initiatives and the other dimensioase governed by strategy's

encompassing role.

The organization dimension reflects the struct@laiments of the company, such as
hierarchical levels, the composition of organizadibunits, and the distribution of work
between them Technology is concerned with the use of compuystesns and other
forms of communication technology in the businds8BPR, information technology is
generally considered as playing a role as enallenew forms of organizing and
collaborating, rather than supporting existing hassg functions. The people / human
resources dimension deals with aspects such asatsmhyctraining, motivation and
reward systems. The concept of business processesrrelated activities aiming at
creating a value added output to a customer eidésic underlying idea of BPR. These
processes are characterized by a number of a#sbuRrocess ownership, customer
focus, value adding, and cross-functionality{v.yahoo.conaccessed date 12/01/2011).

2.3.2 Approach to BPR
Davenport (1992) prescribes a five approach thie BRdel:

1. Develop the business vision and process objectiMas:BPR method is driven by a business
vision which implies specific business objectivesls cost reduction, time reduction, and
output quality improvement.

11



2. ldentify the business processes to be redesignedt finms use the high impact approach
which focuses on the most important processes @settthat conflict most with business
vision. A lesser number of firms use the exhaustpproach that attempts to identify all the

processes within an organization and then prieriti'em in order of redesign urgency.

3. Understand and measure the existing process: tid #we repeating of old mistakes and to

provide a base line for future improvement.
4. ldentify IT levers: awareness of IT capabilities @nd should influence BPR.

5. Design and build a prototype of the new process:aittual design should not be viewed as
the end of the BPR processes. Rather, it shoulddweed as a prototype, with successive
iterations. The metaphor of prototype aligns theRB&pproach with quick delivery of
results, and the involvement and satisfaction st@mers.

2.3.3 What exactly is BPR in Ethiopia? What concrete procedures ar e taken to improve the
public sector?

As soon as the current government came toepoivstarted rigorous reforms (first phase
reforms from 1991 to 1995) in three fronts:

* Economic reform- from central planning to marketreamy
» Political reform —federalism ,and power and fistatentralization
» Constitutional reform- enacting the Ethiopian cdnsibn

The question was whether Ethiopia has a buraaychat is capable of doing these
reforms or not. The government employed private ektio and foreign consultants to study
the implementing capacity and effectiveness oftitieeaucracy. The consultants identified
that Ethiopian bureaucracy is characterized by

* Very hierarchical with many non- value adding wapksitions/staffs
* Nepotism and lack of transparency and accountgbiind corruption
* Lack of leadership capacity

e Input based and not output based — i.e. outputneatsured.

12



It was difficult to undertake reform with thisiteaucracy. The consultants recommended the
establishment of new institutions. The “Ministry Gfapacity Building “with the mandate of
undertaking reforms in all public institutions (edtion and the civil service) was established.
Also “Anti-corruption Commission “with the mandatef avoiding unaccountable and not
transparent procedures in public institutions wsataldished (www.googleom .etaccessed date
15/01/2011).

Over time it was believed that an important dibon to undertake the reforms was to
implement BPR. It was identified that to solve @m@blems of hierarchical bureaucracy with
many non —value adding works / staffs/ positionsfotism, etc; BPR is seriously implemented
in all public institutions gradually. The reasonwithe Ethiopian government adopted BPR is
that the current system has to be completely clthiage redesigned and BPR can do this job.

Services delivered by the public institutions draracterized by

Long time taking :to get done simple thing it tankre time

» Costly ( high transaction cost): as the processe® Wong it consumed much

cost

* Incompetency(not up to the needs of customers):syis¢em of the transport

authority did not fulfill the needs of the customer

* Not responsive (many complaints , questions, contsnetic from customers but
no response): the concerned management did notagiseers for customers

petitions
* Not dynamic (the world is changing but our pubiistitutions are stagnant)

People have choices when they buy products frovate firms. However, government services
are one (no choice). At the same time it is pespligmocratic right to get appropriate and
satisfactory services from public institutions. &sesult of the implementation of BPR painful
practices in each public office were identifiedgdanany non —value adding works/ positions are
avoided. For example, it was found that deputy heegzhrtments were actually doing nothing. At

the end of the day BPR enables a ‘one stop meahamisere customers get all public services in

13



one place and at low cost. So far BPR is implentemteublic offices and publicly owned big
institutions. However, private firms have not adumptit yet in Ethiopia (www.googleom.et
accessed date 15/01/2011).

2.3.4 BPR in Ethiopia public organizations. the relationship between theory and practice

Since 1994, the government of Ethiopia has embaske®@forming its civil service organizations

with the objective of improving the public sectardce delivery system. The government
sponsored a lot of management training programenioance the capacity of civil service

employees and to implement Result Based Performitaseagement System in all of its civil

service organizations. Though this brought someadargments in the performance of some civil
service organizations, the effort required was tmech as compared to the benefits obtained.
Since 2004, the government has also endorsed BussiReocess Reengineering (BPR) as a
foundation for strengthening Result Based Perfocedvianagement System in the civil service.
Scientific Management, System Theory and OperaManagement are the theoretical and
methodological foundations of BPR. For this reasaomst corporations used BPR as a

transformation tool during the 1980s and1990s.

However, the characteristics of government orgdioza are different from corporate
organizations. These distinguishing features caimsgovernment organizations from emulating
the BPR experiences of corporate ones. Hence,impsrtant to introduce a conceptual frame
work and a working model that facilitates the inmpéntation of BPR in a particular civil service
organization .Venktramen has developed the fivgestaf organizational transformation model.
These stages are automation, horizontal integraB&®R, network redesign, and organizational
scope redefinition. The model helps to determiremfrwhich perspective to reengineer the
processes of organization- either to seek effigiesrcto enhance capacity.Matching the statuses
of civil service organizations in Ethiopia to thimodel indicates that business process

reengineering should be considered to seek evalutyochanges ( Berihu Assefa, May 2009).

In conclusion, considering the human resourge the technological capacities of Ethiopian
civil service organizations, business process reeegng can bring incremental benefit and
evolutionary transformation instead of dramatic aadical change for the foreseeable future to
come ( Berihu Assefa, May 2009)

14



2.4 Therole of information technology

Information technology (IT) has historicallyaped an important role in the reengineering
concept. It is considered by some as a major en&dri@ew forms of working and collaborating
within an organization and across organizationatés. Early BPR literature identified several
so called disruptive technologies that were supphdsechallenge traditional wisdom about how

work should be performed.

« Shared databases, making information availableaatyrplaces

« Expert systems, allowing generalists to perforncishst tasks

« Telecommunication networks, allowing organizatibm$e centralized and decentralized
at the same time

« Decision-support tools, allowing decision-makingta part of everybody's job

+ Wireless data communication and portable computdiewing field personnel to work
office independent

+ Interactive videodisk, to get in immediate contaith potential buyers

« Automatic identification and tracking, allowing tigs to tell where they are, instead of
requiring to be found

« High performance computing, allowing on-the-fly méng and revisioning

In the mid 1990s, especially workflow managetreystems were considered as a significant
contributor to improved process efficiency. Also EEREnterprise Resource Planning) vendors,
such as SAP, JD Edwards, Oracle, PeopleSoft, positi their solutions as vehicles for business

process redesign and improvement (peppard and &Radw2002;20).

2.5 What Reengineering is not

People with heart say knowledge of reengimgedand those just being introduced to the
concept often jump to the conclusion that it iscmthe same as other business improvement
programs with which they are already familiar ytimeay say ,it is another name for downsizing
. “Or they equate it with restructuring or someastibusiness fix of the month .Not at all.
Reengineering has little or nothing in common wéthy of these programs and differs in

significant ways even from those with which it dedsre some common premises.

15



First, despite the prominent role played by infation technology in business reengineering; it
should by now be clear that reengineering is netdtime as automation. Automating existing
processes with information technology is analogmupaving cow paths. Automation simply

provides more efficient ways of doing the wrongdsnof things. Nor should people confuse
business reengineering with so called soft warageeering; which means rebuilding obsolete
information systems with more modern technologyftare reengineering often produces
nothing more than sophisticated computerized systémat automate obsolete processes.
Reengineering is not restructuring or downsizingede are just fancy terms for reducing
capacity to meet current lower demand. Downsizind gestructuring only mean doing less

with less.

Reengineering, by contrast, means doing more hegth. Reengineering also is not the same as
reorganizing, delayering or flattening an organaat although reengineering may, In fact,
produce a flatter organization. As we have arguEVe, the problem facing organizations don't
result from their organizational structures butithgrocess structures. Overlaying a new
organization on top of an old process is pourimgred wine to new bottles. Organizations that
earnestly set out to “bust” bureaucracies ardihglthe wrong end of the stick. Bureaucracy is
not the problem. On the contrary, bureaucracy e lihe solution for the last two hundred
years. If you dislike bureaucracy in your organat try getting by without it .Chaos will
result. Bureaucracy is glue that holds traditiomagjanizations together. The underlying
problem, to which bureaucracy has been and renaasadution, is that of fragmented processes.
The way to eliminate bureaucracy flatten the orgation is by reengineering processes so that
they are no longer fragmented. Then the organizatan manage nicely without its

bureaucracy.

Nor is reengineering the same as quality improvejmetal quality management (TQM), or any
other manifestation of the contemporary quality sraent. To be sure quality programs and
reengineering share a number of common themes. Db#y recognize the importance of
processes, and they both star with the needs girtieess customer and work back words from
there. However, the two programs also differ fundatally. Quality programs work within the

framework of an organization’s existing processas seek to enhance them by means of what

16



the Japanese call kaizen, or continuous incremeémgaovement. The aim is to do what we
already do, only to do it better. Quality improverheeeks steady incremental improvement to
process performance. Reengineering , as we have, lseeks break through , not by enhancing
existing processes , but by discarding them amdhecang them with entirely new ones .
Reengineering involves, as well, a different apphot change management from that needed
by quality programs. Finally, we can do better th@meturn to our original two definitions for
reengineering: staring over. Reengineering is abeginning again with a clean sheet of paper.
It is about rejecting the conventional wisdom areteived assumptions of the past.
Reengineering is about investing new approachegrdoess structure that bear little or no
resemblance to those of previous eras. Fundamgntakngineering is about reversing the
industrial revolution. Reengineering rejects theuasptions inherent in Adam Smith’s industrial
paradigm _ the division labor of labor, economitsaale, hierarchical control, and all the other
appurtenances of an early stage developing econoRgengineering is the search for new
models of organizing work. Tradition counts for may. Reengineering is a new beginning
(Hammer and Champy, 1993; 48-49).

2.6 Who will reengineer?

Organizations don’t reengineer processes; Ipedp. Before we delve more deeply into the
“what” of the reengineering process, we need tenaktto the “who.” How organizations select

and organize the people who actually the reengimgés key to the success of the endeavor.

The following rules emerge either distinctly arvarious combinations, during our work with

organizations that are implementing reengineering.

» Leader:- a senior executive who authorizes and vaiets the overall reengineering
effort.

» Process owner:- manager with responsibility a $jgeprocess and the reengineering
effort focused on it.

* Reengineering team:- a group of individuals deédato the reengineering of a
particular process, who diagnose the existing m®ceversee its redesign and
implementation.
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» Steering committee:- a policy making body of senmanagers who develop the

organization ‘s overall reengineering strategy anmhitor its progresses.

* Reengineering czar: - an individual responsibledieveloping reengineering techniques
and tools within the organization and for achiev8ymergy across the organization’s

separate reengineering projects.

In an ideal world the relationship among thesas follows: the leader appoints the process
owner, who convenes a reengineering team to reeegite process, with the assistance from
the czar and under the auspices of the steeringnitt@e. Process not organizations, are the
object of reengineering, organization don’'t reeegintheir departments; they reengineer the
work that the people those departments do. Theusani between organizational units and
process as object of reengineering arises becapsetthents, division and groups are familiar to
people in business; while processes are not; azgaonal lines are visible, plainly drawn on
organization charts, and processes are not; org@mal units have names and process most
often don’t (Hammer and champy, 1993; 101-103).

2.7 Principles of BPR

Hammer and Champy felt the design of work flow iostiarge corporation was based on no
longer valid assumptions about technology, peopteaganizational goals. They also outlined
seven reengineering principles to stream line tbekyarocess and thereby achieve significant

levels of improvement in quality, time managemaert aost:
» Organize around outcomes not tasks

» Identify all the processes in an organization amndripize them in order of redesign

urgency
» Integrate information processing work into the ngafk that produces the information
» Treat geographically dispersed resource as thdbgiitwere centralized
» Link parallel activities in the work flow instead joist integrating their results
» Put the decision point where the work is performadd build control into the process
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« Capture information once and at the source.
(Hammer and Champy, 1993; 231)
2.8 Change M anagement

One of the most overlooked obstacles to succepsfijgct implementation is resistance from
those whom implementers believe will benefit thestnMost projects underestimate the cultural
impact of major process and structural change aararesult do not achieve the full potential of
their change effort. Change is not an event despitenany attempts to call folks together and
have a meeting to make change happen. Change nmagaigs the discipline of managing
change as a process with due consideration thatevpeople not programmable machines. It is
about leadership with open, honest and frequentrmamcation. The better the management of
the change, the less pain will have during thesiteom and the impact on work productivity will

be minimized (www.googleomet accessed date 21/01/2011).
2.9 Top Management Sponsor ship

Major business process change typically affectsgsses, technology, job roles and culture in
the work place. A significant change to even onthefe areas requires resources, money, and
leadership. Changing them simultaneously is araerdinary task. If top management does not
provide strong and consistent support, most likelg of these three elements (money, resources,
or leadership) will not be present over the lifated project, severely crippling the chances for
success. It may be true that consultants and neeexgng managers give this topic a lot of
attention mostly because current models of redesigousiness processes use staff functions and
consultants as change agents. Without top managespensorship, implementation efforts can
be strongly resisted and ineffective (www.googbenet accessed date 21/01/2011).

2.10 Strategic Alignment

You should be able to tie your reengineering progexals back to key business objectives and
the overall strategic direction for the organizati®his linkage should show the thread from the
top to down so each person can easily connect ttegald business direction with your
reengineering effort. You should be able to denratesthis alignment from the perspective of
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financial performance, customer service, employsefle and the vision for the organization
(www.googlecomet accessed date 21/01/2011).

2.11 Critique

Reengineering has earned a bad reputation besaukeprojects have often resulted in massive
layoffs This reputation is not altogether unwarrantedcesinompanies have often downsized
under the banner of reengineering. Further, reeeging has not always lived up to its

expectations (Peppard and Rowland, 2002; 22-2'8.if&in reasons seem to be that:

+ Reengineering assumes that the factor that limtom@@anization's performance is the
ineffectiveness of its processes (which may or matybe true) and offers no means of
validating that assumption.

+ Reengineering assumes the need to start the protessformance improvement with a
"clean slate," i.e. totally disregard the status.qu

« According to Eliyahu M. Goldratt (and his Theory@bnstraints) reengineering does not

provide an effective way to focus improvement éf@n the organization's constraint.

There was considerable hype surroundingritreduction of Reengineering the Corporation
(partially due to the fact that the authors of Huok reportedly bought numbers of copies to
promote it to the top of bestseller lists) (Peppard Rowland, 2002; 22-27).

Abrahamson (1996) showed that fashionable gemant terms tend to follow a lifecycle,
which for Reengineering peaked between 1993 ané {Bénzi and Koenig 2002). They argue
that Reengineering was in fact nothing new (aswelgn Henry Ford implemented the assembly
line in 1908, he was in fact reengineering, radjcghanging the way of thinking in an
organization). Dubois (2002) highlights the valdesignaling terms as Reengineering, giving it a
name, and stimulating it. At the same there caa Banger in usage of such fashionable concepts
as mere ammunition to implement particular refoRead Article by Faraz Rafique. The most
frequent and harsh critique against BPR concerasstiict focus on efficiency and technology
and the disregard of people in the organizatiohithgaubjected to a reengineering initiative. Very
often, the label BPR was used for major workfoexductions.
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Thomas Davenport, an early BPR proponent, statatd th"When he wrote about "business
process redesign” in 1990, he explicitly said thsing it for cost reduction alone was not a
sensible goal. And consultants Hammer and Chanipgytwo names most closely associated
with reengineering, have insisted all along thgofés shouldn't be the point. But the fact is, once
out of the bottle, the reengineering genie quictdyned ugly. Hammer similarly admitted
that:"He wasn't smart enough about that he wasatifily my engineering background and was
insufficient appreciative of the human dimensiore ks learned that's critical (Peppard and
Rowland, 2002; 22-27).
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CHAPTER THREE
3. DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSISAND INTERPRETATION

In this section the results obtained from the qoestire and interview were analyzed.
percentage as a statistical method was employgdesent and analyze the structured items of
the questionnaire quantitatively .To supplement emdch the information that was drawn using
a questionnaire, the data from open questions atetview were analyzed and described
qualitatively. To make the research more reliabfe questionnaires were distributed for
employees which were 30% of the total employeepapmulations and 90 questionnaires were
returned and the remaining 9 questionnaires weteatorned .There are also 30 questionnaires

that were distributed for customers and all thgsestionnaires were returned.

Table 3.1 General Information of the employees

Item Percent (%)
NO Description NO
1 sex
Female 29 32.2
Male 61 67.8
Total 90 100.0
2 Age range
20-30 19 211
31-40 36 40.0
41-50 27 30.0
51-60 8 8.9
Total 90 100.0
3 Qualification
12 grade and below 0 0.0
Certificate 0 0.0
Diploma 30 33.4
Degree 57 63.3
Master 3 3.3
PhD 0 0.0
Total 90 100.0
5 Work Experience
5 and below 27 30.0
6-11 26 28.9
12-17 25 27.8
More than 18 12 13.3
Total 90 100.0
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Based on the responses obtained from employeeshtiracteristics of the study groups were
examined in terms of sex, age, qualification andryeof services. As indicated in table 3.1,
67.8% of the respondent employees were male artl9%82f them were females. This indicates

that most of the tasks were performed by males.

From the same table 21.1 % of the respondent emefdyage ranges from 20 to 30, 40 .0 % of
the respondent employees’ age ranges from 31 tp30% of the respondent employees had
ages range from 41 to 50 years and the old adeeakespondent employees ranges from 51 to 60
which is 8.9%o0f the respondent employees. It ieoled that most of the employees are in adult
age group so that it is possible to achieve theaives of the organization in a timely, properly,

and flexible manner.

The same table indicated that the majority of riesgpondent employees were degree holders
which is 63.3% of the respondent, 33.4% of theaadpnt employees were diploma holders and
the remaining 3.3% of the respondent employees waster holders. This implies that the

organization has educated employees so that ieeesiits objectives if there are clear plan and
good communication with employees. In the yearsesfices category 30.0% of the respondent
employees had five years and below years sen288,% of the respondent employees had six
to eleven years services, 27.8% of the respondmpioyees had twelve to seventeen years
services and 13.3% of the respondent employeesnuad than eighteen years services . It is
concluded that most of the organization employess Iess than eighteen services and greater

than five years as a result the organization hasl gaxperienced employees to perform their task.

Table 3.2 Training on BPR

Item | Questions Response
No. Yes No I don’t know
NO | % NO. | % NO. | %
1 Did your organization give you training on BPRdse implementation of 39 | 43.3 48 53.4 3 3.
it?
2 Did your organization give you training on BPfeeaimplementation off 39 | 43.3 49 54.5 2 2.2
it?
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The result from table 3.2 showed that the majarityhe respondent employees which is 53.4%
of the respondent employees disclosed that traiom8PR was not given for employees before
its implementation where as 43.3% of the respondemiloyees disclosed that training on BPR
was given for employees before its implementatannd the remaining 3.3% of the respondent
employees did not know whether training on BPR gi@en or not. From the same table the
majority (54.5%) of the respondent employees dssgiothat training on BPR was not given for
employees after its implementation, where as 4308%e respondent employees disclosed that
training on BPR was given after its implementatiand the remaining 2.2 % of the respondent
employees did not know whether training was givema. This indicated that training on BPR
was not given for employees before and after itplementation as a result it is difficult to
implement BPR.

Table 3.3 .Commitmentsto implement BPR

Iltem | Questions Response
NO Yes No [ don’t know
NO | % NO % | NO %
1 Has the top management fjly 23| 25.6 62| 68.8 5| 5.6
committed on implementation
of BPR?
2 Is the information from the 18 20 68| 75.6 4|1 4.4

concerned management reached
to the employees timely and

accurately?

3 Have the employees initiated 37| 41.1 50| 55.6 3| 3.3
for the implementation of BPR[?
4 Have the middle managers 48| 53.3 38| 42.2 4| 4.5

identified their roles and then

performed their tasks

accordingly?
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The result from table3.3 indicated that the mayo@®8.8) of the respondent employees disclosed
that top management has not fully committed on é@m@ntation of BPR, where as 25.6% of the
respondent employees disclosed that top managerhast fully committed on BPR

implementation and the remaining 5.6 % of the radpat employees did not know whether top
management has fully committed or not. Here itaatkd that top management did not have full
commitment to implement BPR but this practice isntcary to the concept of BPR

implementation which states that without top mamagnt sponsorship, implementation efforts

can be strongly resisted and ineffective (www.ge@gimet accessed date 21/01/2011).

From the same table the majority (75.6%) of thepoeslent employees disclosed that the
information from the concerned management is nathed to employees in a timely and
accurate manner, 20% of the respondent employerfirrned that information from the

concerned management is reached to the employeetimely and accurate manner, and the
remaining 4.4% of the respondent employees did kmaw whether information from the

concerned management is reached to employees .ot mtoncluded that information was not
distributed to employees from the concerned managentrom the same table the majority
(55.6%) of the respondent employees respondedtlieaemployees of the transport authority
have not initiated for BPR implementation, 41.1%tleé respondent employees confirmed that
the employees have initiation for BPR implementati8.3% of the respondent employees did
not know whether the employees have the initiadomot for BPR implementation. Here it is

concluded that the employees did not have thetion to implement BPR.

Finally from the same table the majority (53.3%}lté respondent employees indicated that the
middle managers have identified their roles and ferformed their tasks accordingly, 42.2 % of
the respondent employees confirmed that the mid@leagers have not identified their roles in
performing their tasks, and 4.5% of the responeéemployees did not know whether the middle
managers have identified their roles and then pmd their tasks accordingly. In a nut shell the

employees and the management did not have the damentiand initiation to implement BPR
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Table 3.4 Factorsthat affect BPR implementation

Item Questions Response

NOr Yes No | don’t know
NO % NO % NO %

1 Are there factors that 74| 82.2 12| 13.3 3 45

hinder the smooth

implementation of BPR?

2 Have enough human, 13| 144 76| 845 1 1.1

financial and material

9%
o

resources been allocat

to implement BPR?

3 Is your performanc 10| 11.1 77| 85.6 3| 3.3

D

appraised periodically
after BPR

implementation?

4 Do you think that thg 27 30 62| 68.9 1| 11

right person ha

U7 A1%

—

positioned at the righ

place?

174

5 Do you think that the 71| 78.9 15| 16.7 4| 44
implementation of BPR
in your organization i$

based on a clean sheet

—

approach and it is ng

[

based on a simpl

incremental change?

Table 3.4 showed that the majority (82.2%) of thgpondent employees indicated that there are

factors that hinder the smooth implementation oRBP3.3% of the respondent employees
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confirmed that there are no factors which affe@ #imooth implementation of BPR, and the
remaining 4.5% of the respondent employees dicknow whether there are factors that affect
the smooth implementation of BPR or not. Here itascluded that there factors that affect the
implementation of BPR. This was supported by thsulteobtained from the open end
guestionnaire the respondent employees suggesa¢dhih factors that affect the smooth BPR
implementation are lack of trained manpower, eiygéds did not understand the concept of BPR
since they were not given training on BPR, empleyaad managers lack initiation , employees
did not have positive attitude, and individualfpanance was not appraised and output was not
measured .The same table indicated the majoritp @y of the respondent employees disclosed
that enough human, financial and material resoul@ge not allocated to implement BPR,
14.4% of the respondent employees confirmed thaugmm human, financial, and material
resources have been allocated to implemented BRiRthe remaining 1.1% of the respondent
employees did not know whether there have beerca#d enough human, financial, and
material resources to implement BPR or not. To enpnt BPR properly and adequately enough
resources should be allocated but this was notipeacin the organization. This is contrary to
the concept of BPR which states that top manageh@ss not provide strong and consistent
support most likely one of these three elementsnéypresources, or leadership) will not be
present over the life of the project, severelymiig the chances for success(www.goagienet
accessed date 21/01/2011).

The same table showed that the majority (85.6%thefrespondent employees disclosed that
individual employees performance was not apprapedodically after BPR implementation
,11.1% of the respondent employees confirmed thdividual performance was appraised
periodically, and the remaining 3.3% of the resmtdemployees did not know whether
individual performance is appraised periodicallfeafBPR implementation or not. It is
concluded that after the implementation of BPR viatlial performance was not appraised but
team work was appraised. The same table indicdtedmajority (68.9) of the respondent
employees disclosed that the right person has ositipned at the right place in implementation
of BPR, 30% of the respondent employees confirrhatl the right person has positioned at the
right place during the implementation of BPR, amel temaining 1.1% of the respondent
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employees did not know whether the right persongasstioned at the right place or not. It is

concluded that the right person was not positicatetie right place.

Finally the same table showed that the majqri8/9%) of the respondent employees disclosed
that the implementation of BPR in the transporharity is based a clean sheet approach and it
was not based on a simple incremental change agprd&.7% of the respondents confirmed
that the implementation of BPR in the transporthatity was not based on a clean sheet
approach, and the remaining 4.4%of the respondemgloyees did not know whether the
implementation of BPR in the transport authorityp&sed on a clean sheet approach and it was
not based on a simple incremental change approtidh.concluded that the implementation of
BPR in the transport authority is not based onrclgaeet approach as the previous system was
still functional and it was not a simple incremémiaange. In this regard considering the human
resource and the technological capacities of Etaiogivil service organizations, business
process reengineering can bring incremental beaafit evolutionary transformation instead of
dramatic and radical change for the foreseeabl@rduto come ( Berihu Assefa, May 2009)
;however, BPR is not about minor improvement or ifiwation, but reinvention of the way jobs
are done .It is not about making marginal or ineetal improvements, but about achieving
quantum leaps in performance. Marginal improvemeetuires fine tuning; dramatic
improvement demands blowing up the old and reptpdirwith something new (Hammer and
Champy, 1993; 34)

28



Table 3.5 Effect of BPR implementation

Item | Question Response
NO Yes No | don’t know

NO % | NO % | NO %

1 Do you think that the 67| 74.4 18| 20 5|5.6

implementation of BPR has

A1

improved the operation of your

organization?

2 Do you think non —value adding 63| 70 24| 26.7 3|33
jobs and processes were reduced

after BPR implementation?

3 Are you satisfied with your jop 22| 24.5 64| 71.1 4144
after implementation of BPR?

4 Do you think that teamwork |s 62| 68.9 26| 28.9 2|22
encouraged after BPR
implementation?

5 Do you think that the 67| 74.5 19| 21.1 4144

Implementation of BPR bring

[72)

problem on employees?

The result from table 3.5 indicated that the mgjo(74.4%) of the respondent employees
thought that the implementation of BPR has improthredoperation of the authority, 20% of the
respondent employees disclosed that the implementat BPR has not improved the operation
of the authority, and the remaining 5.6 % of thepmndent employees did not know the
implementation of BPR in the transport authoritg limaproved its operation. It is concluded that
BPR implementation improved the operation of thgaaization. This was supported by the
result obtained from open end questionnaire the@omdent employees suggested that the
improved operation of the transport authority aB&R implementation are increased speed of

service, more transparency and accountability, maBiction, processes are reduced and team
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work is developed. The same table showed that #igerity (70%) of the respondent employees
thought that non-value adding jobs and processes mreuced after the implementation of BPR,
26.7% of the respondent employees thought thaihtpeementation of BPR did not reduce non-
value adding jobs and processes after the implatientof BPR, and the remaining 3.3% of the
respondent employees did not know whether the imglgation of BPR reduced non-value

adding jobs and processes or not. It is concludadrton value adding activities were reduced.

The same table indicated that the majority (71.D%the respondent employees disclosed that
after the implementation of BPR they are not satistvith their jobs, 24.5 % of the respondent
employees confirmed that after the implementatibBPR they are satisfied with their jobs, and
the remaining 4.4% of the respondent employeesdicknow whether they are satisfied with
their jobs after the implementation of BPR or nibtis concluded that employees were not
satisfied with their jobs after the implementatiwinBPR. This contrary to the concept of BPR
which states that the better the management otlleage, the less pain will have during the
transition and the impact on work productivity wok minimized (www.googleomet accessed
date 21/01/2011). The same table indicated that rfajority (68.9%) of the respondent
employees disclosed that after the implementatioBRR team work is encouraged, 28.9% of
the respondent employees confirmed that teamworloisencouraged after the implementation
of BPR, and the remaining 2.2% of the respondemi@yaes did not know whether teamwork is
encouraged after the implementation of BPR. Heris itoncluded that team work has been

encouraged after the implementation of BPR.

Finally the same table showed the majority (74.%%6)he respondent employees thought that
the implementation of BPR brought problems on eygxs, 21.1% of the respondent employees
thought that the implementation of BPR did not grproblems on employees and the remaining
4.4% of the respondent employees did not know véretiie implementation of BPR brought
problems on employees or not. It is concluded ti@atimplementation of BPR brought problems
on employees since it reduced employees and crdatesion and job security. This was
supported by the result obtained from the open guektionnaire the respondent employees
suggested that the problems of the implementatioBRR on employees are reduction of
employees and fear of job security. This in linéghwieengineering has earned a bad reputation
because such projects have often resulted in neakegreffs This reputation is not altogether
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unwarranted, since companies have often downsimddrithe banner of reengineering. Further,

reengineering has not always lived up to its exqiemts (Peppard and Rowland, 2002; 22-27).

Table 3.6 General I nformation of the customers

Item NO Description NO Percent (%)
1 sex
Female 6 20.0
Male 24 80.0
Total 30 100.0
2 Age
20-30 13 43.3
31-40 13 43.3
41-50 3 10.0
More than 50 1 34
Total 30 100.0
3 Education level
12 grade and below 6 20.0
Certificate 3 10.0
Diploma 6 20.0
Degree 14 46.7
master 0 0.0
PhD 1 3.3
Total 30 100.0
4 Year of service
5 and below 16 53.3
6-11 9 30.0
12-17 2 6.7
More than 18 3 10.0
Total 30 100.0
5 Types of business
Merchant 5 16.7
Employees of government 7 23|13
Employees of private organization 9 30.0
Professionally self employed 7 23|13
Others 2 6.7
Total 30 100.0

Table 3.6 indicated that majority of the respondrristomers were males which are 80.0% of the

respondent customers. And the remaining 20.0%efébpondent customers were females. It is

31



concluded that the majority of the customers oftthasport authority are males. The same table
indicated that 43.3% of the respondent customeaitsagas of twenty to thirty years, 43.3% of the
respondent customers had ages of thirty one tg fe@ars, 10.0% of the respondent customers
had ages of forty one to fifty years, and 3.4 %hefrespondent customers had ages of more than
fifty years. This implied that the majority of tleeistomers are at adult age from twenty to forty.
The same table showed that most (46.7% )of theoretent customers were degree holders
,3.3% of the respondent customers were doctor dlogdphy, 10.0% of the respondent
customers were certificate holders,20.0% of tlspaadent customers were diploma holders, and
20.0% of the respondent customers were 12 gradebelodv educational level. In connection
with the education level the customers are educstetthat it is possible to communicate easily

and the transport authority has got good feedbiark the customers.

In the years of services category the majority3%a. of the respondent customers had five years
and below years services, 30.0 % of the respontestomers had six to eleven years services,
6.7% of the respondent customers had twelve tonseer years services and 10.0%% of the
respondent customers had more than eighteen yaaises .It is concluded that the customers of
the organization increase from year to year aséheice years indicated. The same table showed
that 16.7% of the respondent customers were metgH2813% of the respondent customers were
government employees, 30.0% of the respondent mesowere private organization employees,
23.3% of the respondent customers were profes$yosalf -employed, and 6.7% of the
respondent customers engaged in other businessissolbserved that the majority customers

were not government employees.
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Table 3.7 Service provision

Ite | Questions Response
m Yes No I don't
NO. know
NO % NO | % NO %
1 Is Transport Authority a servige 28| 93.4 1 3.3 1| 3.3
providing organization?
2 Have you got service before BPR 19| 63.3 9| 30.0 2| 6.7
implementation?
3 If your answer for question number 2 15| 78.9 4| 211 0| 0.0
is yes, are there improved serviges
after BPR implementation?
4 Do you think the organization has 20| 66.7 7| 233 31| 10.0
arranged necessary facilities for
instance chair and reception roomsp
5 Is the location of the organization 23| 76.7 6 20 1| 33
convenient to you?
6 Do you think that managers don't 14| 46.7 6 20 10| 33.3
have the initiation or commitment to
perform their tasks which are related
to customers?
7 Do you think that the organization 22| 73.3 8| 26.7 0 0
delivers its services timely and
properly?
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The result from table 3.7 showed that the majd@8.4%) of the respondent customers disclosed
that transport authority is a service providingagation, 3.3% of the respondent customers
responded that transport authority is not a serpice/iding organization, and the remaining
3.3% of the respondent customers did not know werethe transport authority is a service
providing organization or not. It is understoodtttiee transport authority is a service providing
government organization .The same table showedtligamajority (63.3%) of the respondent
customers disclosed that they have got service him transport authority before BPR
implementation, 30% of the respondent customerdirooed that they have not got service
before BPR implementation, and the remaining 6.7% respondent customers did not know
whether they have got service in the transportatuthor not. In general the majority of the
customers have got service before BPR implememtatio

The same table indicated that the majority (78.9%bdhe respondent customers disclosed that
after the implementation of BPR the operationshef transport authority have been improved,
and the remaining 21.1% of the respondent custoomrirmed that after the implementation of
BPR the operations of the transport authority haeebeen improved. It is concluded that the
implementation of BPR improved the operation of déinganization. This was supported by the
result obtained from the employees that confirnteel implementation of BPR improved the

operation of the organization.

The same table showed that the majority (66.7%thefrespondent customers thought that the
transport authority has arranged the necessarltifcifor instances chairs and reception room,
23.3% of the respondent customers thought thattrdresport authority has not arranged the
necessary facilities for instances chairs and temepoom ,and the remaining 10% of the
respondent customers thought that they did not kmdvether the transport authority has
arranged the necessary facilities for instancesschad reception room. Here it is concluded that
the organization has arranged facilities to somergx The same table showed the majority
(76.7%) of the respondent customers disclosed ttiatlocation of the transport authority is
convenient for them, 20% of the respondent custsneanfirmed that the location of the
authority is not convenient for them, and the remmaj 3.3% of the respondent customers did not
know whether the location of the authority is cameat for them or not. Here it is concluded
that the location of the organization is convententustomers.
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The same table showed that most (46.7%) of theorelgmt customers thought that the managers
do not have the initiation or commitment to perfahair tasks, 20% of the respondent customers
thought that the managers have the initiation onregdment to perform their tasks, and the

remaining 33.3% of the respondent customers dicknow whether the managers do not have
the initiation or commitment to perform their tasksis concluded that managers did not have

commitment to perform their tasks to serve theamsts.

Finally the same table indicated the majority (¥8)3f the respondent customers thought that
the transport authority delivers its service timatyd properly and the remaining 26.7% of the

respondent customers did not think that the authdglivers its service timely and properly.

In general the organization has improved its serp@articularly the time taken for a transaction is
reduced. The respondent customers suggested toesfitat affect that the transport authority in
delivering its service timely and properly are cmsérs is not considered as king, customers can

not easily get managers, and employee’s motives@wards corruption.

Table 3.8 Improved services

Response

Item Activities NO | %
which of the following services isFast service 7| 23.3
improved services  after BPRransparency 8 26.7
implementation Friendly handling customers 2 6.7
All 13| 43.3

The result from table 3.8 indicated that most (%3)3of the respondent customers disclosed that
after the implementation of BPR the operationshefttansport authority such as the speed of the
service , transparency and friendly customers Iempchave been improved,26.7% the
respondent customers confirmed that the transparefdhe transport authority has been
improved, 23.3% of the respondent customers refgabthat the speed of the service of the
authority has been improved, and the remaining 67#e respondent customers indicated that
the operation of the transport authority handlestamers in a friendly manner. In general the
time taken for a transaction was reduced, the tiperaf the organization was become more

transparent and to some extent the customers veated in good manner.
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Table 3.9 customer handling

Response
Item Rate of customer handling NO Percent
%
What do you rate employees’ customéfery good 4 13.3
handlings after BPR implementation?,
good 16 53.3
fair 5 16.7
poor 5 16.7
Not good at all 0 0.0

The result from table 3.9 showed that 13.3% of gpondent customers indicated that the
employees handle customers in a very good manhermajority (53.3%) of the respondent

customers responded that the employees of thepetrsuthority handle the customers in a good
manner, 16.7% of the respondent customers discibsedhe employees of the authority handle
customers fairly, and 16.7% of the respondent coste confirmed that the employees handle
customers poorly. In general the employees of tdagsport authority handled the customers in a

good manner.
3.10 Recommended Solutions by customers

In order to improve the service delivery of thensport authority the customers recommended
the following solutions.

* There should be a system for first in customersikhie treated firstly

* Information desk should be established

» Training should be given for employees particuladurses on customers handling
* Managers need training and commitment

* The work processes should be restudied and
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» The employees should be responsible for their tasksrve the customer.
3.11 Findings from structured | nterview with manager

As stated earlier this study employed differentadgathering tools so as to enrich and
supplement the information obtained from the respots using questionnaires. Hence the
results from interview were presented as follows.

» Challenges of BPR implementation in the Transpathérity

The discussion with the management revealed that tlvere factors that affect the smooth
implementation. The main factors were the employeeee faced problems to understand the
science properly since the concept of BPR is newesnon-value adding works still in the new
system, employees resist change, empowerment dbgeqs is very low, proper and adequate

training on BPR was not given for all employees

« Attitudes and reactions of employees on BPR impieaten

The discussion with the management revealed tleatthployees developed negative attitudes
towards BPR implementation since some employee® Wad off. This is in line with the
concept of BPR which states reengineering has éagnead reputation because such projects
have often resulted in massive layoff3his reputation is not altogether unwarranted esinc
companies have often downsized under the bannexeofgineering. Further, reengineering has

not always lived up to its expectations (PeppadiRowland, 2002; 22-27).

» Evaluation of customers’ satisfaction after BPR lenpentation in the transport authority

From the management point view customers satisfactvas evaluated based on the data
collected from the suggestion recording book inalhcustomers give their comments on the
service they get. However, the management discldbatl it is difficult to measure the

performance of the employees in connection withs@ices they provide for customers.

* The improved operations of the transport authaitgr BPR implementation
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The concerned managers disclosed that customergetdine information easily so that the speed
of the services has been increased, cost of transdtas been reduced, the operation of the

transport authority become more transparent anchreagers become more accountable..
* The approach of BPR implementation in the transaaitiority

The discussion with the concerned manager discltsgdhe approach of BPR implementation
in the transport authority seemed based on a dbaet approach and it was not based on a
simple incremental change, however, it is diffidoltsay the change is radical since the previous
work processes were still functional. This is molime with the issue that BPR is not about minor
improvement or modification, but reinvention of tvay we are doing our jobs .It is not about
making marginal or incremental improvements, bubuibachieving quantum leaps in
performance. Marginal improvement requires fineirign dramatic improvement demands
blowing up the old and replacing it with somethireyv (Hammer and Champy, 1993; 34)
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CHAPTER FOUR
4. SUMMARY, CONCLUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION
4.1 SUMMARY

The main purpose of this study was to assess tlie iBiplementation practice in the transport
authority. The student researcher used descripteggn for the study. This research method
helped to describe the assessment of businesssprosengineering implementation in Transport
Authority The researcher used stratified samplmgtiie population of employees(331) where as
thirty (30) customers was selected accidentally strdctured interview was arranged for a
manager of the Authority.. To make the researchemeliable 99 questionnaires were distributed
for employees which were 30% of the total employaegopulations and then 90 questionnaires
were returned and the remaining 9 questionnairese wmt returned .There are also 30
questionnaires that were distributed for custoraacsall those questionnaires were returned. The
data relevant to the study were gathered througgsteqpnnaire and interview. In analyzing the

data, both quantitative (using percentage) andtqtigsé methods were used.
The major findings of this study were:

» The majority of the respondent employees discldbatltraining on BPR was not given
before (53.4%) and after (54.5% ) its implemenotati

* The majority (68.8) of the respondent employeesldsed that top management has not
fully committed on implementation of BPR, besiddge tmajority (75.6%) of the
respondent employees disclosed that the informdtimm the concerned management
was not reached to employees in a timely and atxuananner, and the majority (55.6%)
of the respondent employees responded that theogegd of the transport authority have
not initiated for BPR implementation,

* The majority (82.2%) of the respondent employeescated that there are factors that
hinder the smooth implementation of BPR; from thgero end questionnaire the
respondent employees suggested that the factors dffact the smooth BPR

implementation are lack of trained manpower, elygds did not understand the concept
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of BPR since they were not given training on BPRplyees and managers lack
initiation , employees did not have positive attéguand individual performance was not
appraised and output was not measured , the maj(B#4.5%) of the respondent
employees disclosed that enough human, financidl material resources have not
allocated to implement BPR, the majority (68.9)tlué respondent employees disclosed
that the right person has not positioned at thietnaace in implementation of BPR and
the majority (85.6%) of the respondent employeassldsed that individual employees’

performance was not appraised periodically afteR BRplementation,

The majority (78.9%) of the respondent employessldsed that the implementation of
BPR in the transport authority is based a clearetsapproach and it was not based on a
simple incremental change approach, the majoriy4@o) of the respondent employees
thought that the implementation of BPR has impravedoperation of the authority, from
open end questionnaire the respondent employegesiegl that the improved operation
of the transport authority after BPR implementatéwa increased speed of service, more
transparency and accountability, cost reductioocgsses are reduced and team work is
developed, the majority (70%) of the respondent leyges thought that non-value

adding jobs and processes were reduced after thlenmentation of BPR,

The majority (68.9%) of the respondent employeescldsed that after the
implementation of BPR team work is encouraged, #re majority (73.3%) of the

respondent customers thought that the transpadnbétyt delivered its service timely and

properly,

The majority (71.1%) of the respondent employeescldsed that after the

implementation of BPR they were not satisfied witéir jobs,

The majority (74.5%) of the respondent employeesight that the implementation of
BPR brought problems on employees; from the opeh qrestionnaire the respondent
employees suggested that the problems of the ingritation of BPR on employees are

reduction of employees and fear of job security.
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From the management point view customers satisfastias evaluated based on the data
collected from the suggestion recording book incktgustomers give their comments on
the service they get. However, the managementasdisdlthat it is difficult to measure the

performance of the employees in connection withstirgices they provide for customers.

4.2 CONCLUSIONS

Based on the results the following conclusions weagle.

It was observed that in transport authority tragninon BPR was not given for all

employees but for selected experts and enough huiimamcial and material resources
were not allocated to implement BPR, as a resdt top management has not fully
committed on implementation of BPR, the informatfoom the concerned management
was not reached to employees in a timely and atxuananner, and the employees of the

transport authority have not initiated for BPR ieplentation,

Though team work was appraised individual employpedormance was not evaluated
periodically after BPR implementation and the tigarson has not positioned at the right

place in implementation of BPR, hence employeese wet satisfied with their jobs,

After the implementation of BPR the approach of BiRfplementation in the transport

authority seemed based on a clean sheet approacht aras not based on a simple
incremental change, however, it is difficult to $hg change is radical since the previous
work processes were still functional. In a nutshill was concluded that the

implementation of BPR has improved the operatiothefauthority for instance increased
speed of service, more transparency and accoukyatmbst reduction, processes are
reduced and team work is developed ,and non-vatlteng jobs and processes were

reduced,

Customers’ satisfaction was evaluated based ordate collected from the suggestion
recording book in which customers give their comta@m the service they get Thus it is
possible to measure the performance of the empdoyeeonnection with the services
they provide for customers. In general the emplsyafethe transport authority handled

the customers in a good manner
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4.3 RECOMMENDATIONS

The student researcher suggested the followingmeendations in light of the summary and

conclusions.

* In order to perform the assigned tasks properlyadetjuately intensive trainings on the

concepts of BPR should be given for employees amhigement ,

* To minimize job dissatisfaction and to encouragamneork the right person should be
positioned at the right place ,

* Open discussion should be made among the emplayeesjanagers and the concerned
government officials in order to develop initiatjgositive attitude and commitment on
BPR implementation ,

* To plan a work and to perform it accordingly, tih@nsport authority should allocate

enough human, financial and material resources,

* To assess the reliability of the service givendastomers, as much as possible individual

employee’s performance should be evaluated peadigiand output should be measured

 To serve the customers properly and timely thereulshbe a system for first in
customers should be treated firstly, informatiorskdeshould be established and the

employees should be responsible for their tasks,

e« To bring radical change in the operation of thengport authority ,the new work
processes designed through BP/R should be revased,

* In order to get further information on BPR implertegion practice in the transport

authority, further research on the area should &gem
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Appendix- A

St. Mary University College

M anagement Department

Questionnaire for Employees

Of Transport Authority

Dear respondents the main purpose of this questimns to gather information about the
implementation of BPR in Transport Authority forder graduate thesis of management student
.The collected data will be organized, analyzed iaterpreted to identify associated problems
and to propose better approaches. Your cooperatimsponding this questionnaire is important
for the researcher. Therefore, you are kindly retpee to respond to the questionnaire as

thoughtfully and frankly as possible.

Thanking in advance for the commitment you will malomplete this questionnaire, No need to
write your name, Circle the letter of your choic®pded that you can choose more than one

alternatives for a given question, and Use theespaavided for your suggestion.

Part One: General I nformation

1. Yoursex A)male B)Female

2. Your age A) 20-30 years B) 31-40 years C) 4&&rs D) 51-60 years

3. Your Qualification or academic level A) 12 graded below B) Certificate C)
Diploma D) First Degree E ) Master F) PhD

4. Work experience in the Transport Authority A) 5 seand below B) 6-10 years C)
11-20 years D) More than 20 years

5. Your current position

Part Two: Information related to the BPR implementation
1. Did your organization give you training on BB&fore implementation of it?
A) Yes B) No c) | don’t know
2. Did your organization give you training on BBfer implementation of it? A) Yes B) No
c) | don’t know

3. Do you think that the implementation of BPR hagproved the operation of your
organization?

A) Yes B) No c) I don’t know



4. Has the top management fully committed on thelementation of BPR? A) Yes B) No
c) | don’t know

5. Is the information from the concerned managememthed to the employees in a timely and
accurate manner? A) Yes NB) c) I don’t know

6. Have the employees initiated for the implemeotabf BPR? A) Yes B) No
c) I don’t know

7. Are there factors that hinder the smooth imgetation of BPR? A) Yes B) No
c) | don’t know

8. If your answer for question number 7 is yesagéelist them.

9.Have the middle managers identified their roled taen performed their tasks accordingly?
A) Yes B) No c¢) I don’t know

10. Have enough human, financial and materialuess been allocated to implement BPR?
A) Yes B) No c) | don’t know

11. Do you think non —value adding jobs and proegeswere reduced after the BPR
implementation?

A) Yes B) No c) | dokhow
12. Is your performance appraised periodicallyrdfie implementation of BPR?
A) Yes B) No c) | don’t know
13. Are you satisfied with your job after the implentation of BPR?
A) Yes B) No c¢) | don’t know
14. Do you think that team work is encouraged dfterimplementation of BPR?
A) Yes B) No cjlon’t know
15. Do you think that the implementation of BPRige problems on employees?
A) Yes B) No c) lmbknow

16. If your answer for question number 15 is yésage list them.



17. Do you agree on the statement “after the implgation of BPR, the right person has not
positioned at the right place”? A) Yes B) No c) | don’t know

18. Do you agree on the statement “the implememtatif BPR in your organization is not
based on a clean sheet approach but it is sieaplgcremental change™?

A) Yes B) No c) | doknow

19. What are the improved operations of your orzgtion after the implementation of BPR?




Appendix -B

St. Mary University College

M anagement Department

Structured Interview for M anager

Of Transport Authority

Dear respondents the main purpose of this struttaterview is to gather information about the
implementation of BPR in Transport Authority forder graduate thesis of management student
.The collected data will be organized, analyzed iaterpreted to identify associated problems
and to propose better approaches. Your cooperatioesponding this interview is important for
the researcher. Therefore, you are kindly requestagspond to the interview as thoughtfully

and frankly as possible.
1. What are the challenges of BPR implementatioyour organization?
2. What are the attitudes and reactions of empbyeBPR implementation?

3. How do you evaluate your customers’ satisfactadter BPR implementation in your

organization?
4. What are the improved operations of your orgation after the implementation of BPR?

5. Do you think that the implementation of BPR muy organization is based on a clean sheet

approach rather than a simple incremental change?



Appendix -C

St. Mary University College

M anagement Department

Questionnairefor Customers

Of Transport Authority

Dear respondents the main purpose of this questimns to gather information about the
implementation of BPR in Transport Authority forder graduate thesis of management student
.The collected data will be organized, analyzed iaterpreted to identify associated problems
and to propose better approaches. Your cooperatimsponding this questionnaire is important
for the researcher. Therefore, you are kindly retpte to respond to the questionnaire as
thoughtfully and frankly as possible.

Thanking in advance for the commitment you will malomplete this questionnaire, No need to
write your name, Circle the letter of your choicepded that you can choose more than one
alternatives for a given question, and Use theespaavided for your suggestion.

Part One: General Information

1. Yoursex A)male B)Female

2. Your age A) 20-30 years B) 31-40 years C) 4&&s D) More than 50 years

3. Your Qualification or academic level A) 12 graded below B) Certificate C)
Diploma D) First Degree E ) Master F) PhD

4. Being customers for the Transport Authority A) éays and below B) 6-11 years C)
12-17 years D) More than 18 years

5. Your business A) Merchant B) Employees of the goment organization C)
Employees of the private organization D) Professligrself employed E) Other

Part Two: Information related to the BPR implementation
1. Is the Transport Authority a service\pding organization?
A)Yes B)No C)Ildon’tknow
2. Have you got service before the implementaticBRR?
A)Yes B)No C)Ildon’tknow

3. If your answer for question number 2yiss, is there improved service delivery to
customers after the implementation of BPR? ) Yés B) No C) I don’t know

4. Which of the following services is improved afBPR implementation?

A) Fast service B) Transparency C) Friendlydiisug of customers D) All of the above



5. What do you rate employees ‘customer handlifigs BPR implementation?
A) Very good B) Good C)fair D)poor E)Notgood at all

6. Do you think the organization has arranged resrgdacilities for instance chair and
reception room for customers? A3 YeB) No C) I don’'t know

7. Is the location of the organization convenienyau?
A)Yes B)No C) I don’t know

8. Do you think that managers don’t have the itidiaor commitment to perform their
tasks which are related to customers? A) Y& No C) I don’t know

9. Do you think that the organization deliverssiésvice timely and properly?
A)Yes B)No C) I don’t know

10. If your answer for question num®es No, What are the problems of the

organization in delivering seesdo customers?

11. What do you suggest to improve theise delivery of the organization?
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