St. Mary’s University College
Business Faculty
Department of Management

Assessing the Business Process Reengineering (BPR)
Implementation Practices of Ethiopian Alternative Energy

Development and Promotion Center

By: Amarech Girma

June, 2010
MBC
ADDIS ABABA




Assessing the Business Process Reengineering (BPR)
Implementation Practices of Ethiopian Alternative Energy

Development and Promotion Center

BY AMARECH GIRMA

A SENIOR ESSAY SUBMITED TO
THE DEPERTMENT OF MANAGEMENT
BUSINESS FACULTY
ST. MARY'S UNIVERSITY COLLEGE

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE DEGREE OF BACHELOR OF ARTS IN
MANAGEMENT

JUNE, 2010
SMUC
ADDIS ABABA



ST. MARY'S UNIVERSITY COLLEGE

Assessing the Business Process Reengineering (BPR)
Implementation Practices of Ethiopian Alternative Energy

Development and Promotion Center

BY AMARECH GIRMA

BUSINESS FACULTY
DEPERTMENT OF MANAGEMENT

APPROVED BY THE COMMITTEE OF EXAMINERS

Department Head Signature
Advisor Signature
Internal Examiner Signature

External Examiner Signature



ACKNOWLEGEMENTS

First of al | would like to thank the Almighty God for His unbounded support al the way

through my life and for the successful accomplishment of this senior paper.

My specia thanks goes to my advisor Ato Zellalem Tadessefor his construction,
guidance and good advice without which | would not able to successfullycomplete the
study. He was aways willing and available to listen to me and give me his incessant

professional advice and support. May God bless himin al his work and wishes.

My other profound gratitude goes to my beloved husband for his sincere support through
out writing my senior essay and my college studies. May God blesshim in al hisways.

Lastly but not least, sincere thanks goes to my childhood friend w/ro Tsigel Bisrat, who
extended her help in many forms to me to bring this paper to aredlity.



S.no Item Page
i Acknowledgements [
i Table of contents i
i List of tables ii
\Y; Abbreviations \Y;
CHAPTER ONE
1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background of the study 1
1.2 Statement of the problem 3
1.3 Research questions 4
1.4 Objective of the study 4
1.4.1 | General objective 4
1.4.2 | Specific objectives 4
1.5 Significance of the study 4
1.6 Scope of the study 5
1.7 Research design and methodol ogy 5
1.7.1 | Research Design 5
1.7.2 | Population sample size and sampling techniques 6
1.7.3 | Types of data collected 6
1.74 | Data collection methods 6
1.7.5 | Dataanalysis techniques 7
1.8 Organization of the study 7
CHAPTER TWO
2 REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
2.1 Business Process Reengineering: overview 8
2.2 Historical development of BPR 10
2.3 Significance of BPR 11
24 Criticisms on BPR 12
25 Principles to follow in conducting BPR 12
2.6 Ingredientsin a BPR project 17
2.7 Steps to follow in conducting BPR 18
2.8 Possible mistakes that can be committed in BPR 19
2.9 Characteristics of an organization that conducted BPR 23
2.10 Role of Information Technology in BPR 26
211 Challengesin BPR project 27




S.no Iltem Page
CHAPTER THREE
DATA PRESENTATION ANALYSISAND
INTERPRETATION
3.1 General characteristics of the respondents 29
3.2 Analysis of the mgjor findings 31
3.2.1 | Responses of staff members 31
3.2.2 | Responses of customers 40
3.2.3 | Responses of BPR team members for interview questions 47
CHAPTER FOUR
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
4.1 Summary of findings 50
4.2 Conclusions 52
4.2.1 | Deciding to pursue BPR and managing it 53
4.2.2 | Implementing the new process 53
4.3 Recommendations 57

Bibliography

Appendices




Table List of Tables Page
1 Gender, age, and educational background of the
29
respondents
2 Customers profile (Form of business, length of time
business, number of employees) 30
3 Responses for close ended questions by staff member 31
4 Responses for close ended questions (with change 33
indicators) by staff members
5 Response about quality (fitness) of the redesignétfocess 35
by staff members
6 Responses for close ended questions by customers 40
7 Responses for change indicator questions by custorae 42
8 Responses by customers about the center’s servicgidery
improvement after BPR according to a given scale 46




ABBREVIATIONS

EAEDPC- Ethiopian Alternative Energy Development and Promotion Center

BPR- Business Process Reengineering



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

Business Process Reengineering (BPR) is all abthet fundamental rethinking and
radical redesign of business processes to bringutaboamatic improvements in
performance” (Hammer, 1996:3). In short BPR is abvestarting everything as new in
order to meet customers’ needs and secure sudswisabvival in the continuously

changing world.

The Ethiopian government, devising a civil servieborm program, has been trying to
change the performance, i.e., effectiveness andesfty of the civil service. The need
for BPR in the civil service is stated in an officdocument by the Ministry of Capacity
Building (MCB) as follows:-" The civil service sysh is one of the primary and key
tools in achieving these objectives. Living withetlold bureaucratic system of civil
service, the efforts will become futile attempt.efdéfore, transforming the civil service
system in order to support the building of good egoance has been undertaking.
Among the efforts is the civil service refornwhich aimed to transform the
system. This reality has brought abdbé need for reengineering (BPR) in the

Ethiopian civil service organization"(MCB, 2006:i).

Reengineering starts with a high-level assessnfetiiecorganization's mission, strategic

goals, andcustomer needsThe United States General Accounting Office (USAQ)
states this idea as follows: "Before a decisionvbether to reengineer can ever be made,
federal agencies must clearly know their missiand have established strategic goals
that explain the purposes of agency' programs aedrésults they are intended to
achieve. Well-defined missions and strategic gdaisn the foundation for the key
business systems and processes and thus help e@hsuseiccessful outcome of their
operations.



Leading organizations strive to ensure that they-w-day activities support their

organizational missions and move them closer t@maptishing their strategic goals”,

(USA GAO, 1997:15). In order to be successful inRBEhere are recommended

principles to be followed. These are:-

» “Organize around outcomes (customer, product, p)c@ot function

» Substitute parallel for sequential process.

» Bring down stream information upstream.

» Capture information once at the source.

» Provide a single point of contact for customers sungpliers wherever possible.

» Ensure continuous flow of the “the main sequent®dge activities that directly add
value to the customer).”(Linden, 1994:80).

Besides this criterion for reengineered processegafization), emphasis added, are
given. Hammer says, “Here are some commonalitiesnes recurrent themes, or
characteristics that we frequently encounter imgaeeered business processes.
Several jobs are combined in to one.

Workers make decisions.

The steps in the process are performed in a naitolat.

Processes have multiple versions.

Work is performed where it makes the most sense.

Checks and controls are reduced.

Reconciliation is minimized.

A case manager provides a single point of contact.

YV V.V V V VYV V V V

Hybrid centralized/decentralized operations aregent‘(Hammer,1993: 51,63).

Ethiopian Alternative Energy Development and ProarotCenter, (EAEDPC), is a
government institution. Following the direction giv by the government (Ministry of
mines and energy), the centdnas conducted BPR project. Currently it is impletimen

the outcomes of the project. EAEDPC is run undeamistty of Mines and Energy.
Having been contributing to the country in the aodaalternative energy at different



capacities, its name was changed to Ethiopian Erauthority in 1980 E.C. Until this
period its establishment was not based on legslatn 1982 it was again reestablished
by proclamation having the name Ethiopian Energyiss and research center. And
again its name was changed to Ethiopian Rural BnBrgvelopment and Promotion
Center. Finally, having its current name Ethiopfdternative Energy Development and
Promotion Center, is performing its duties giverittdy proclamation number 369/1994.
Four years a go its accountability was to the rmhipisof agriculture and rural

development. But currently it is accountable toistiy of mines and energy.

EAEDPC has passed many changes in its establishBgnhow it is trying to change its

practices of shouldering its responsibilities bamting itself using BPR.

There are mixed opinions about the success of #ie Broject in the center that was
conducted two years a go. A year has passed distaried implementing outcomes of
the BPR study. Some are saying that the approdolewed in the BPR project were
correct and as per the literature; besides theyhstyreal changes and improvements are
being seen in its performances. On the other hemde argue that the other way is true.
The student researcher has shown interest to assdssome out with tangible findings
and recommendations which will contribute some ghim enhancing the BPR project

implementation process of EAEDPC.

1.2 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

As mentioned above BPR is all about “the fundamepthinking and radical redesign of
business processes to bring about dramatic impremtsmin performance”. This
definition indicates that reengineering focusegenfesigning the process as a whole in
order to achieve the greatest possible benefith@oorganization and their customers.
This drives for realizing dramatic improvements fapdamentally rethinking how the

organization's work should be done.



In the case of EAEDPC, there were members of théecevho argued that success had
not been achieved because the approaches follow@ IBPR study were incorrect and
the way the outcomes are implanted is faulty. Thesre also others who argued
otherwise. On the other hand, since BPR is a nemgd tool used in the Ethiopian civil
service, and because it is widely discussed thatynrestitutions are redoing their BPR,
assessing BPR project of EAEDPC was found to beoitapt. The purpose of this
research was, therefore, to assess EAEDPC’s BPRcprand evaluate facts on the
ground.

1.3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

This study tried to answer the following researakgjions:-

»  What were the reasons (identified problems) toriméo the BPR project?

»  What are the problems that affect the BPR impleatent process of EAEDPC?
»  What were the mechanisms (strategies) sought tcone the problems?
>

What does the working environment look like afteaplementing BPR?

1.4 OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY
1.4.1 GENERAL OBJECTIVE

The general objective of this research was to agbesBPR implementation practices of
EAEDPC.

1.4.2 SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

The following are the specific objectives to be r@dded in this study.

»  To identify and assess the problems encounterel@ whplementing BPR in
EAEDPC.

» To identify and assess the strategies followed/&yapme the problems/resistance.

»  To assess the new working environment in relatotihé overall changes sought.



1.5 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

This study was significant for the following reasoffrirst, it would enable to come out
with recommendations that can be helpful to EAED#I®Cenhance its’ overall BPR
implementation process. Secondly, since BPR idadively a new change tool in our
country, it would enable the student researcheagetofamiliarized with BPR as well as
helps to learn more about research process andi¢es. Thirdly, it may serve as an

input for interested researchers in the area of BPR

1.6 SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The coverage of this research study was to askesBusiness Process Reengineering
(BPR) that had been commenced to be implementd6ABBDPC since October 2001
E.C. After identifying the needs and problems sfdtstomers, the center had explicitly
put in its stretch objective to disseminate anryuafie million improved energy devices
to target customers by changing the past sevemkydissemination figure which was
less than hundred thousand. This is nine fold dtezt compared to previous years
experience. In order to examine the performancescame up with actual results, the
implementation process, challenges and outputsréefod after will be assessed and
analysis will be made from different perspectivdsstakeholders and customers. In
addition to this, actual performance standards, geality, time and cost that are
currently on the ground will be compared with ti@nslards set by the BPR study team
which was approved by officials of EAEDPC.

1.7 RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

1.7.1 RESEARCH DESIGN
In this research descriptive research method wed. uBhis was because this research
focused orobtaining and analyzing information concerning the current status

of the implementation of BPR. Further, the study described "what existed" on



the ground with respect to BPR principles and characteristics of reengineered

processes.

1.7.2 POPULATION, SAMPLE SIZE AND
SAMPLINGTECHNIQUES

The population included in this study was categatim to three groups. These were the
BPR study team members, professional workers, astbmers of EAEDPC. The BPR
team members were all interviewed. There were alboy three workers whose
education level is diploma and above in EAEDPCtt@ke workers 31 were addressed
by questionnaire. Of those 100 customers locatedddis Ababa, 20 of them were

addressed by questionnaire.

The total number of customers who were includetthimiresearch study is represented by
n. The sampling fraction that would use to sele@rgumembers of the sample size is
represented by K. Therefore, N= 200, K= N/n where,

n= 20% the total population

K=N/n

N=100X20% n=20

K=100/20 K=5
Every 8" customers and stakeholders were selected as a eneshisample until the
desire sample size was met.

1.7.3 TYPES OF DATA

Both primary and secondary data were used in daenake the study complete and
achieve its stated objectives. Primary data wetkeated by using questionnaire and
interview. Secondary data were gathered from EAEDB€Sides, books pertaining to
BPR were referred.

1.7.4 DATA COLLECTION METHOD

Questionnaires were distributed to BPR team memissiected professional workers

and selected customers. The questionnaire were epided as well as closed ended. In



addition interviews were conducted with BPR teanmiers. On top of these, secondary
data related to the BPR project were collectedaaradyzed.

1.7.5 DATA ANALYSIS TECHNIQUES

To analyze the quantitative data colleted desereptchnique were used. And qualitative
data analysis technique was used to analyze ietgrquestions and answers for open
ended questions.

1.8 ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY

This paper is presented in four chapters. The ¢imspter holds introduction, statement of
the problem, objective of the study, significané¢he study, scope of the study, research
design and methodology and organization of theystlitle second chapter deals with
related literature review. The third chapter dewalgh presentation, analysis and

interpretation of data. The last chapter presentsingary and conclusions and

recommendations. Besides, list of bibliography,sfjo@naires, and interview questions
list are attached as appendices.



CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

2.1 Business Process Reengineering: Overview

Business Process Reengineering is a new managsuiente that was developed in the
1990s. It is a change tool that was designed irtend fit for the current business world.

The main proponents of reengineering weétammerandChampy in a series of books

including Reengineering the Corporation, Reengingekanagement, and The Agenda,
they argue that far too much time is wasted passimgasks from one department to
another. They claim that it is far more efficieatappoint a team who are responsible for
all the tasks in the process. In "The Agenda" teetend the argument to include

suppliers, distributors, and other business pastner

In a book called "Reengineering the corporatidhése proponents state that “The book
you are holding describes a conceptually new bgsimeodel and an associated set of
techniques that American executives and managdlshate to use to reinvent their
companies for competition in a new world.", (Hamraed Champy 1993: 1).

The widely known internet based Wikipedihe free encyclopediauoting the United

State General Accounting Office's (GAO) businesscess reengineering assessment

guide, clearly states the general overview of BBROHows.

"Business process reengineering (BPR) began agvatersector technique to help
organizationsfundamentally rethink how they do their work inder to dramatically
improve customer servigecut operational costsand become world-clag®mpetitors A

key stimulus for reengineering has known to be doatinuing development and
deployment of sophisticatedformation systemsand networks Leading organizations

are becoming bolder in using this technology topsupinnovative business processes,

rather than refining current ways of doing work.



"Business process reengineering is one approadedesigning the way work is done to
better support the organizatiomgssionand reduceosts Reengineering starts with a

high-level assessment of the organization's misstrategic goals, antustomer needs

Basic questions are asked, such as 'Does our misgieds to be redefined? Are our
strategic goals aligned with our mission? Who areaustomers?' An organization may
find that it is operating on questionable assummstigarticularly in terms of the wants
and needs of its customers. Only after the orgénizaethinks what it should be doing,
does it go on to decide how best to do it.”

"Within the framework of this basic assessment of mission and goalsigneeering
focuses on the organization's business processesstéps and procedures that govern

how resources are used to createductsandservicesthat meet the needs of particular

customersor markets As a structured ordering of work steps acros® tand place, a

business process can be decomposed into specifiitias, measured, modeled, and
improved. It can also be completely redesignedliarigated altogether. Reengineering
identifies, analyzes, and redesigns an organizatmore business processes with the aim
of achieving dramatic improvements in critical penhance measures, such as cost,
guality, service, and speed.” Reengineering, thevalstatements tell us that, is about
critically analyzing the way jobs are done in therent status. An organization decides

whether to get in to BPR after this analysis. Tamaencyclopedia mentioned above,

when mentioning about the nature of processes wr@anization before BPR, sates it as

follows:

"Reengineering recognizes that an organizatidmsiness processeare usually

fragmented into sub processes and tasks that areeccaut by several specialized
functional areas within the organization. Often, avee is responsible for the overall
performance of the entire process. Reengineeringntaias that optimizing the
performance of sub processes can result in somefitgnbut cannot yield dramatic
improvements if the process itself is fundamentaifficient and outmoded. For that

reason, reengineering focuses on redesigning theeps as a whole in order to achieve



the greatest possible benefits to the organizadiot their customers. This drive for
realizing dramatic improvements by fundamentallthirking how the organization's
work should be done distinguishes reengineeringn fppocess improvement efforts that

focus on functional or incremental improvement.

2. 2 Historical development of BPR

The samencyclopedia mentioned above, when stating histbdevelopment of BPR
says:

"In 1990, Michael Hammera former professor of computer science afMlagsachusetts

Institute of Technology{MIT), published an article in thidarvard Business Review, in

which he claimed that the major challenge for mansigs to obliterate non-value adding
work, rather than using technology for automatingrhis statement implicitly accused
managers of having focused on the wrong issueselyaimat technology in general, and
more specifically information technology, has beesed primarily for automating

existing processes rather than using it as an en&tnl making non-value adding work
obsolete.

"Hammer's claim was simple: Most of the work bettane does not add any value for
customers, and this work should be removed, notlated through automation.
Instead, companies should reconsider their prosess®rder to maximize customer
value, while minimizing the consumption of resowraequired for delivering their

product or service. A similar idea was advocated lbymas H. Davenpognd J. Short in

1990, at that time a member of tAenst & Youngresearch center, in a paper published

in theSoan Management Review the same year as Hammer published his paper.

"This idea, to unbiasedly review a companysiness processasas rapidly adopted by

a huge number of firms, which were striving for eaed competitivenesswhich they
had lost due to the market entrance of foreign aditgrs, their inability to satisfy
customer needs, and their insufficient cost stmectiEven well established management

thinkers, such aBeter DruckeandTom Peterswere accepting and advocating BPR as a

new tool for (re-)achieving success in a dynamiglevoDuring the following years, a

10



fast growing number of publications, books as wasljournal articles, were dedicated to
BPR, and many consulting firms embarked on thisdrand developed BPR methods.
However, the critics were fast to claim that BPRsveaway to dehumanize the work
place, increase managerial control, and to justdfynsizing, i.e. major reductions of the

work force, and a rebirth of Taylorisander a different label.”

2. 3 Significance of BPR

According to Hammer and Champy (1993:32), Reengingeis the fundamental
rethinking and radical redesign of business prasess achieve dramatic improvements
in critical, contemporary measures of performarmeh as cost, quality, service and

speed. This definition contains four key words.

Key word: Fundamental

The first key word is “fundamental.” In doing re@mgering, businesspeople must ask the
most basic question about their companies and hewdaperate: why do we do what we
do? And why do we do it the way we do? Asking thisdamental questions forces
people to look at the tacit rule and assumptioas timderlie the way they conduct their

business. Often these rules turn out be obsoletmepus, or inappropriate.

Key word: Radical

The second key word in our definition is radicahdital redesign means getting to the
root of things: not making superficial change aldfing with what is already in place,

but throwing away the old. In reengineering, ralieesign means disregarding all
existing structures and procedures and inventimgpbetely new ways of accomplishing

work. Reengineering is about business reinventmnbusiness improvement, business

incensement, or business modification.

11



Key word: Dramatic

The third key word is dramatic. Reengineering i about making marginal or
incremental improvement but about achieving quanieaps in performance. If a
company falls 10 percent short of where it showddibits costs come in 10 percent too
high, if its quality 10 percent too low, if its domer service performance needs a 10
percent boost, that company does not need reemgigedReengineering should be
brought in only when a need exist for heavy blastiMarginal improvement requires
fine-tuning; dramatic improvement demands blowingthe old and replacing it with

something new.

2.4 Criticisms on BPR

Some authors criticize Business Process Reengmgedfioonth and Weichrich (2004)

suggest that “The reengineering effort to be eiffectshould not only focus on the

operational system, but also on the human resogestem, the technology system and

the interrelations among the various manageriaact

2. 5 Principles to follow in conducting BPR

There are principles that need to be followed whdaducting BPR. Linden, (1994:80),
in his book “Seamless Government”, states the kengineering principles as follows.
He says, “From successful reengineering experieinge concurrent engineering, lean
production, and time based competition, we canthst following values and design

principles for government reengineering project.

“Organize around outcomes not functions

This principle is obvious to any consultant-or nednkg person, reference librarian, city
planner, or other professional helping professiofMhen a client asks me whether |
suggest total quality management, self managingdgantensive customer training to
the front-line employees, or any other organizatiapproach, my answer is generally

the same: it depends on what outcome you are ttgiraghieve. That it, TQM and other

12



approaches are to an end. Before deciding on thensnehe client has to clarify the
desired end. It is an obvious, if somewhat overd@bkuism in the helping professions,
that you start at the end. Once the desired résualear, you can organize around it....
Asking ‘what deliverables do my customers want?airother way to state the first

principle: organize around outcome, not function.

The shift in assumptions:
Old assumptions:Those who perform the same function should wogetioer. We can’t
control the results of our work, so we can’'t becartable for those results, only for the

activities we directly perform.

New assumption:Those who work in the same process should workttey. We can't
control the results of our work when we aren’t arigad for results; if we organize
around outcomes, we will find out that we can cointhe results far more than we

imagined.

“Substitute Parallel for Sequential Processes

Anyone who has successfully cooked a multi- meah dor a group understands this
principle. You can’'t get all the dishes ready a¢ tthesired time if you cook them
individually. The experienced chef knows when thed needs to be served and plans
backward, working on several different dishes ateon

Unfortunately most bureaucracies don’t supportptieciple of using parallel processes.
They still work sequentially. ...In reengineering,bstituting parallel for sequential
process has several clear advantages. The mors step@ process, the greater the
likelihood of errors, delays, and information fadli through the cracks. When each unit
works on one aspect of a product or a processlarddends it on to the next unit, there
is little ownership and a lot of finger pointing & errors occur. A parallel process

speeds up the outcome and allows errors to be taugth sooner.

13



The shift in assumptions:
Old assumptions: To maintain quality control and fix accountabilitwork must be

performed one step at a time.

New assumption: A consumer society won't wait for sequentially gweed programs
and services. Bright people, supported by apprtgriechnology and seamless work

process, can perform many things in parallel.

“Bring down stream information up stream

Our third principle-bring down stream informatiopstream- leads to something near
and dear to most people in organizations: no ssepii also leads directly to our first
principle, focus on outcome. It is far easier tau® on outcomes if all down stream

information is brought upstream.

The shift in assumption:
Old assumptions:Information is time specific, is produced in segees and can only be

accessed at the relevant point in the sequenc@/éll find out when we get there’).

New assumption Information can be accessed any time, any piisanost valuable up

front’

“Capture information once, at the source

Every time information is passed through anotheisge it runs the risk of being
distorted, as in the childhood game of telephoneichvdemonstrates how a message,
whispered from one child to the next nearly comaisat the end resembling the words

the first child spoke.
The fourth principle- capture information at oneg,ts source-is a long-sought goal of

many chief executives, who despair that they tyjyicaceive information late, with few

options and little time to decide.

14



The shift in assumption:
Old assumptions: Information must be captured frequently, to asscoatrol and

accuracy.

New assumption: Information must be captured once to streamlire ghocess and

ensure accuracy.

“Provide a single point of contact for customers ad suppliers whenever possible

As convenience and speed become more importantonsumers, the principle of
providing single point of contact becomes esseitiakervice delivery. A single point of
contact requires several important organizatioraftss from specialist to generalist
positions (backed up by specialist and on-line esyis); from departments that hoard
information to process teams that share it frefetyn adversarial relations with hundreds
of suppliers to close, long-term relationships vétemall number of suppliers; form clear
and rigid lines separating departments and funstitm fluid situations in which
employees may work on in other departments, apgal&r’'s location, at home, or at the
site of the customer; and from a control orieotatio a service orientation for the front

line employee who deals directly with the customers

The shift in assumption:
Old assumptions: Organizations should be organized by distinct fions, for the

convenience of the departments.

New assumption:Organizations should be organized by process.otwest and vendors
should deal with one person representing the eptimeess, for the convenience of the

customers.

“Ensure a continuous flow of the main sequence

Quick turnaround and prompt service are becomingemmportant to government
bureaucracies as well as to business. Stalk and (1890) identify two keys to quick
turnaround and prompt service. To compress tinengcessary to (1) organize around
the sequence and (2) maintain a continuous flowark.

15



The principle of organize around the main sequeneans focusing on those activities
that directly add value to the end user. All othetivities should be eliminated, reduced,
and/or done “off-line” (separate from the main smwee). There are different ways to
define the ternvalue adding; perhaps the most common one has to deal withethos

activities that a customer or an end user wouldfpgyHarrington, 1991).

Some non-value adding steps will always be neeafedpurse. Our principle states that
such activities must be separated from the mainevatlding sequence, so that the

process moves along smoothly.

The shift in assumption:
Old assumptions: To maintain quality control, slow down the proce&l applications

must go through the same process (one size fjts all

New assumption: Speed and user-friendliness are key customer rtbatican be met

without sacrificing quality (one size fits only ew).

“Don’t pave cow-paths; first reengineer, then autonate

To make major, even radical improvements in workicpsses, you can’'t begin with
technology. Bringing in new generations of the madtanced technology can be very
helpful. It's not usually helpful, however, untiié¢ end of the redesign process. First the
work must be reengineered, and then it can be aitan The advocates of business
processes re-engineering use paving cow-paths goride our misuse of advanced
technology. Like the early streets of Boston, wevehaaid vast amount of

computerization over outmoded work methods.

The shift in assumption

Old assumptions:Advanced technology increases productivity.

16



New assumption: Streamlined work processes increase productivitgchnology

amplifies strength (or weaknesses) in the process.”

2. 6 Ingredients in a BPR project
As a change model, BPR project requires its ownetignts. According to Hammer and
Champy (1993:101), these ingredients are leadeestdihe reengineering team.

When mentioning about the importance of leaderghigy say, “It is an alterable axiom
of reengineering that it only succeeds when drivemm the top most level of an
organization. No matter how hard they try peopleoomear the front lines are in no
position to launch and sustain such a major ventknest, they the breadth of the
perspective needed to se entire process fromtstdiriish rather than from their narrow
experience and purview.” (Hammer,1996:34). Whenhtrr explaining, Hammer says
“In our experience, the quality of organizatioremadliership is an absolute predictor of its
reengineering success. Companies with strong Ishigewill succeed because they will
do what it takes to insure that all the other neagscomponents of reengineering are in
place. Without such determined leadership, thereffoll fail. ....The reengineering
leader makes reengineering happen. Without a lgaderorganization can do some
‘paper studies,’ can even come up with new prodesgyn concepts; but absent a leader,
no reengineering will actually happen. Even if étgystarted, a leaderless reengineering

effort will run out of steam or hit the wall by thiene it is ready to implement.”

About reengineering team they mentioned that “reereging ... do not work alone but
as teams. The team as a whole, rather than eathroémbers, must possess the desired
attributes. It is to the team, rather than to itsmbers, now we turn our attention.” When
elaborating role of a reengineering team, Hammer @hampy state that “the actual
work of reengineering- the heavy lifting-is the job the reengineering tea members.
These are the people must produce the ideas anpglahe and who are often asked to
turn them in to realities. These are the people abially reinvent the business. ...

Reengineering involves innovation and discovergatvity and synthesis.”

17



2. 7 Steps to follow in conducting BPR

The United States General Accounting Office BusinBsocess Reengineering Guide
(USA GAO BPRG, 1997) puts three broader phasesRR,Beach of which has other
detailed issues. The phases mentioned are the phase

»  Deciding to pursue reengineering

»  Developing new processes

» Implement the new processes.

Under the phase of deciding to pursue reenginearagtated

» Reassessing missions and strategic goals

» Identifying performance problems and setting imgroent goals

»  Decide whether to engage in reengineering or not.

The main issues in this step are “deciding whetie@ngineering is in order and a
compelling argument for investing time and resosy@gency's missions and priorities,
reassessing how well the agency's products, servérel delivery modes align with the
needs of its customers and stakeholders, definmpraapping the business processes
that are key to meeting customer and stakeholdedsie To be more specific, this

includes, reassessing the following:

Under the phase of Developing new processes aeglsta

» “Managing the reengineering project ,i.e., creaapgropriate governance structure,
specially forming study team(s)

» Analyzing the target processes and developinglfaalternatives

» Completing sound business cases for implementiagéw processes.”

The main issues in this phase are “establishingpatutive steering committee and
project sponsor to support the reengineering ptojestablishing an owner for the
process to be reengineered , forming a qualifieihed, well-led team to reengineer the
target process and its supporting structure, bkshafg a clear team charter that defines
project goals, resources, constraints and delilesabselecting and following a

reengineering methodology to guide the project, pivap and analyzing the target in
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enough detail to identify the costs and causesesfopmance breakdown, designing
alternative processes and test their effectivetigssigh simulation and/or limited pilots,
assessing the impact of potential barriers to implet the alternative processes, selecting

a feasible process alternative with a high returmeestment.”

Under the phase of implementing the new proce$sefollowing are the main issues.
»  “Following comprehensive implementation plan
»  Addressing change management issues

»  Making sure that the new process is achieving gsereld results.”

The detailed issues in this phase are “establishiagsitional team and developing a
comprehensive plan to manage implementation, magagiaining and workforce

deployment issues, conducting pilot tests of the pecess prior to full implementation,

preparing and following change management strateggouraging staff to accept new
ideas and adopt the new process, preparing staffagers, and executives for change in
their roles and career expectations, measuringptr@rmance of the new process,
determining if the new process is achieving theirddsresults, using performance

measurement as a feedback loop for continuouslyawipg the new process.”

2.8 Possible mistakes that can be committed in BPR
The most commonly known mistakes committed in reesgging are identified by
Hammer and Stanton (1996:14) and mentioned in thewk, “The reengineering

revolution”.

"The first", they say, "of these mistakes to say ywe reengineering with out doing it.
...If you are not really committed to a reengineeriefjort, then saying you are
reengineering won’'t make a dime’s worth of differeWith the term suddenly
fashionable, many people have simply taken last’yga&aoposal that didn't make it
through the budget cycle and slapped a reengirgedabel on it in order to get it

approved.

19



"Since the term ‘reengineering’ is so accessiblirge number of unrelated ideas have
been inappropriately labeled reengineering. Some simply incremental quality

improvements, some focus on functional rationalimt and others concern the
implementation of new computer system.

"The second commonly made mistake is a variatiorthef first-trying to applying

reengineering where it cannot fit.

"You cannot reengineer an organizational unit beeaan organizational unit is not
responsible for a whole process. Typically, an pizetional unit performs only a small
set of tasks. If you limit your focus to the unyfgu won’t have the breadth of vision
necessary to really make radical change, sinceayewconfined on both ends. You are
restricted by the demands of the people whose waykeeds and follows yours, and so

the scope for changing your own work is limited.

"ldentifying your business is an indispensable mdrteengineering, but it is one that
people often skip entirely or do poorly. This isnakt forgivable, because process
identification is almost certainly the most inteligally challenging component of the

entire reengineering enterprise. ldentifying yousgess requires that you think in terms
of process, and that something with which few bessnpeople have any experience.
People are accustomed to thinking in terms of thetivities, their departments, the
managerial hierarchy above them. They are not dgiwehinking in terms of end-to-end

cross functional processes.

"The third and perhaps, the most commonly made @émroeengineering is to spend far
too much time analyzing existing process. Befoiganizations can create new designs,
they do need to understand their current procest®sever, too many people confuse

understanding with conducting a full-scalanalysis.
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"Understanding means achieving a high-level, go&lrded overview of an existing
process, Analysis on the other hand, involves tiiilkd documentation of virtually
every aspect of the current process. The distindigre is one of mechanism and detail.
Understanding focuses on the “what” and the “whi/tlee process; what it does, and

why it tries to accomplish what it does.

"A fourth common mistake is to attempt reenginegmvith out the requisite leadership.
Strong, committed, executive leadership is the labssine qua non for reengineering.
Only a senior executive who deeply believes in méengineering cause can actually
make it happen. People at lower level of the otion, no mater how smart or well-
intentioned, do not have the perspective neededse® whole process and their
shortcomings, not the clout to institute the kindk far reaching changes that
reengineering requires. Reengineering never pracedigom-up. It is a top down-down
phenomenon. And without top-down leadership, rasegjing failure is a foregone

conclusion. However, the failure may not occur rigivay.

"The fifth mistake is timidity in redesign. Reengering requires bold imaginative
thinking about process redesign and how work ised@nd many people worry that
coming up with these new ideas is the hardest pharteengineering. ....In many
organizations, there are numbers of breakthroughsiclready in circulation, part of the
company’s underground culture. The people with éheleas are only waiting for an
officially proclaimed major change effort (i.e. ergineering) to surface and share their

concepts.

"Mistake number six occurs when you attempt tofrgon a new process design to
directly in to implementation. No matter how smasti are, or how much experience you
may have had with reengineering, there no way tiratdesign you create is going to
identical to the design that you implement. Itngbssible to invent a new process design
that will work effectively and achieve the performea breakthroughs that you need,

without some trail and error. No matter how cleyeur idea is, something will go amiss.
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The situation is always more complex than you readit first. The technology does not
live up to expectations.

"Another blander, the seventh one on our list,asreengineering quickly enough. From
the time you start thinking about a process urti 1ave some concrete business benefit
to show for it should never be more than twelve thenThis time constraint does not
mean that the whole new process will be fully innpéated within a year. Nor does it
mean that the process has to have been rollechmutgh out the organization. It simply
means that enough of the process is operatinchagheer performance level so that you
can point to it as proof that the new design wstiually will work in the new world.

"Mistake eight occurs when you limit the reengimegreffort, placing parts of the
organization off-limits. If you radically redesigmour process but refuse to change the
compensation plan, the structure of the organinatio job titles, then you will certainly
fail. It is inevitable. Whenever you change a pes;e/ou change the nature of the work
that people do, requiring them to learn new skillse way people are measured, paid,
and offered incentives must also change; peopl&ingin new ways must managed in

new was.

"The ninth route to failure is to adopt the wrontyless of implementation.
Reengineering cannot be carefully planned like alitional project. Reengineering
begins with a vision, a mandate, a concept, ndt ddtailed specifications. The shape of
the he outcome does not emerge until one is wetl ih Reengineering is a virtue in to

the (at least partially) unknown.

"The final common mistake is failing to attend teetconcerns of the people in the
organization. Reengineering can behave too muehrblal engineers, and that behavior
can have serious consequences for reengineeringermeptation.... Engineers are
creative people, and they often have great emdtiomestment in their design.

Reengineers are also creative people and haveasifaélings.... In reality, however, it
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doesn’t matter how elegant efficient, and origitied process design may be; the first
(and only) question most people will ask is: Whatisit for me? If you concentrate
exclusively on the logical and design issues, witfemnsidering the personal concerns of
the people who actually do the work, the reengingeeffort inevitably will sink under

the wait of individual self interest”

As to being successful or not in implementing BP& i@l Tekle (June 2005) observed
that “in all organizations BPR was not properly lempented. This does not mean that
they have not achieved positive results. ... In gangnmose selected organizations have
made the following mistakes while they reengineleeirt core processes in their
respective organizations:

1. Spent a lot of time analyzing the current situation
No bench mark or insufficient benchmarking.
Not involving all side reengineering team.

Trying many reengineering projects at a time.

o~ DN

Lack of proper methodologies.”

2. 9 Characteristics of an organization that condued BPR
In an organization that conducted BPR, there ar®fa that can clearly reveal the

changes. Each of these factors as mentioned hyritexs (Hammer and Champy,
1993:67), is explained below.

Work units change —from functional departments to pocess teams

Companies that reengineer are, in effect, puttacklogether again the work that Adam
Smith and Henry Ford broke in to tiny pieces so iypaagrs a go. Once it is restructured,
process teams-groups of people working togethgpetiorm an entire process- turn out
to be the logical way to organize the people whdopen the work. Process teams don’t
contain representatives from all the functional atepents involved. Rather, process

teams replace the old departmental structure.
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Jobs change —from simple tasks to multiple dimensi@al work

People working on process teams will find their kviar different from the jobs to which
they have been accustomed. Assembly-line work, hameit is of the white- or black
collar variety, is highly specialized-the repetisoperformance of one task. The job may
require some training-how to insert a particulamponent in to a particular printed
circuit board, for instance. ... But when they dotagk work, neither the assembly line
worker nor the mechanical engineer needs to knoewen cares much about-the whole
process of, say, building a computer or develogingamera design... They share joint
responsibility with their team members for perfangthe whole process, not just a small

piece of it.

People’s role change —from controlled to empowered

A task oriented, traditional company hires peopid axpects them to follow the rules.
Companies that have reengineered don't want emefoyeno can follow rules; they
want people who will make their own rules. As masragnt invests teams with the
responsibility of completing an entire processmiist also give them the authority to
make the decisions needed to get it done.

Focus of performance measures and compensation gskfrom activity to results
Worker compensation in traditional companies isitreély straightforward. People are
paid for their time. In a traditional operation-wher it is an assembly line manufacturing
machines or in a clerical office processing papekvam individual employee’s work has
no quantifiable value. ...When work is fragmentedarsimple tasks, companies have no
choice but to measure workers on the efficiencyhwithich they perform narrowly
defined work. The trouble is that increased efficie of narrowly defined tasks does not

necessarily translate in to improved process perdoce.
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Job preparation changes —from training to education

If jobs in reengineered processes require thatlpeaogt follow rule, but rather that they
exercise judgment in order to do the right thimgnt employees need sufficient education
so that they can discern for themselves what thiet thing is. Traditional companies
typically stress employee training-teaching workieosv to perform a particular job or
how to handle one specific situation or anotheicdmpanies that have reengineered, the
emphasis shifts from training to education-or tonlg the educated. Training increases
skills and competence and teaches employees the’“bba job. Education increases

their insight and understanding and teaches thg.*wh

Advancement criteria change from performance to abity

A bonus is the appropriate reward for a job wetheoAdvisement to a new job is not. In
the aftermath of reengineering, the distinctiondgetn advancement and performance is
firmly drawn. Advancement to another job within thganization is function of ability,

not performance. It is a change, not a reward.

Values change-from protective to productive

Reengineering entails a great shift in the culfr@an organization as in its structural
configuration. Reengineering demands that emplogeeply believe that the work for
their customers, not for their bosses. They wilidwe this only to the extent that the

company’s practices of reward reinforce it.

Managers change-from supervisors to coaches
When a company reengineers, one complex processnascsimpler while once simple

jobs grow complex.
Process teams consisting of one person or manyt deed bosses; they need coaches.

Teams ask coaches for advice. Coaches help tedwes goblems. Coaches are not in

the action, but close enough to it so they carsbtig team in its work.
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Organizational structures change —from hierarchicalto flat

When a whole process becomes the work of a teevngegs management becomes part
of the team’s job. Decisions and interdepartmeistales that used to require meetings of
managers and manager's managers now get made swolgeck by teams during the
course of their normal work. Pushing decisions alveoark down to the people doing it
means that manager’s traditional roles are dimedsiCompanies no longer require as

much managerial “glue” as the used to in orderdlol vork together.

Change wise Abate Zewdie (2006) advises that “"Qrgéions must change their
priorities from a traditional focus on planning acantrol to emphasize their focus on

speed, innovation, flexibility, service and cost.”

2. 10 Role of Information Technology in BPR

Information technology (IT) has enabling role in@mpany that reengineered its process.
Regarding this issue, (Hammer and Champy, 199385a@0ocate that “A company that
cannot change the way it thinks about informatechhology cannot reengineer.” They

further elaborate role of IT as follows.

“Information technology plays a crucial role in mess reengineering, but one that is
easily miscast. Modern, state of the art, inforomatitechnology is part of any

reengineering effort, an essential enabler.... sibggermits companies to reengineer
business processes. But, to paraphrase what is sdid about money and government,
merely throwing computers at an existing businessblpm does not cause it to be
reengineered. In fact, the misuse of technology lWack reengineering altogether by

reinforcing old ways of thinking and old behaviatigrns.

"The fundamental error that most companies comrhggwthey look at technology is to
view it through the lens of their existing processehey ask “How can we use these new
technological capabilities to enhance or streambnemprove what we are already
doing?” Instead, they should be asking, “How canuse technology to allow us to do

things that we are not already doing?”
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Another writer, Linden, in his book “Seamless Gaoweent,” (Linden, 1994:116)
mentions about the relationship between reengingemd use of IT. He says “To make
major, even radical improvements in work procesges, can't begin with technology.
Bringing in generations of the most advanced teldgyocan be very helpful. It is not
usually helpful, however, until the end of redesigocess. First the work must be
reengineered, then it ca be automated. ... If workuisently designed in an awkward

manner, automating awkwardness is no answer."

2. 11 Challenges in BPR project
BPR is a change tool. So it involves change. Tloeeef"achieving reengineering
success”, says the Training and Coaching Manugapee by Ministry of Capacity
Building (TCM MCB, 2006:82), "is a challenge ancetbhallenge is hard and tough.”
The manual states that the difficulties are "Ggttreople to let of their old ways and
embrace new ones, and the challenge in unlearhengltl part, learning the new one."
Taking the scenarios after reengineering as a nexdvef work, the manual states that
"The concrete problem in getting people to the mexld is the reaction of people
against the new world. This is called resistancehimnge. Resistance to change has many
forms. Examples:

» Slowly killing the effort by getting delaying to taslow down;

» Rumors; for instance, reengineering is cover, hetdecret is down sizing and

massive lay offs;
» Reengineering is tough, work load increases;
» Claiming that they would luck skills.

“Principle one- Resistance is natural and inevitable. ExpectTtie real cause of

reengineering failure is not the resistance, batrttanagement's failure to deal with it.
...if there is no sign of significant reaction hapmg, it shows that change is not
dramatic to the new world. It is incremental impeoment that did not change the status

quo.
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Principle two- Resistance does not always show its face. .inlhirfg it, consider the
following expressions, manifestations; slow dowe #ffort; delaying to act, decide,

respond; simple denial manifested in different form

Principle three- Resistance has many motivations. Some of thessoms are,
misunderstanding, personal self interest, fearndhown, luck of skills to cope up with

new world of work, different assessment of the gfegan

Principle four- Deal with the root of the resistance, not on sgmys. The best way of
finding solution is first understand the reasontfa resistance and manage that.

Principle five- There is no only one way to deal with resistaneenage it. The
approaches (strategies) are different based orcdtgext. Incentives, information,
intervention, introduction and involvement are agwhes to deal different kinds of

resistances.
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CHAPTER THREE
DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

In this chapter data collected from staff membefrsEAEDPC and customers by
guestionnaire and data collected by interviewindRBBam members are presented and

discussed.

3.1 General Characteristics of the Respondents

This part of the paper presents general charatitsrigf the respondents.

Table 1. Gender, Age, and Educational Background ahe Respondent
Employee Respondents

ltem Number Percent (%)
Male 26 83.87
Female 5 9.67
Gender 31 100
Total
18-30 1 3.22
31-43 10 32.25
Age 44-56 20 64.51
57 and Above - -
31 100
Total
Certificate 2 6.45
_ Diploma 12 38.70
Education | B A/BSC 14 45.16
level M.A, above 3 9.67
31 100
Total

Table 1 summarizes the gender of the responderds) the total employees responded,
26 (83.87%) of them were male while the rest 5 1{%}p were female. This clearly
indicates that the gender distribution of the resjsmts was unbalanced, because the
number of female employees in the center is verwy. f€oncerning age, out of the
employee respondents 1 (3.22%) of them were betageri8-30. The rest 10 (32.25%)
and 20 (64.51%) of them were between 31-43 dr8&4of age respectively. Education
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wise, 14 (45.16%) of them had B.A/BSC degree, B7%) of them had diploma, and
the rest 3 (9.67%) and 2 (6.45%) of them had M.Alwmove and certificate respectively.

From the background of these respondents, the redmgais confident that their
responses can be taken as reliable.

Table 2: Customers Profile (Form of business, Lengtof time in business, Number
of employees)

Item No. of
Respondents| Percent%
Sole proprietorship 2 10
Partnership 15 75
Share company 1 5
Form of Non-governmental organization 2 10
Business
Total 20 100
Length of Less than 5 7 35
time in the 5 7 35
Business Greater than 5 6 30
(In Year)
Total 20 100
A. 0-20 11 95
B. 21-40 1 5
No. of C. 41-60 3 15
Employees D. 61-80 3 15
E. >80 2 10
Total 20 100

As the above table shows respondent customers regaged in different kinds of
business. 15 (75%) of them are in sole proprietprgipe of business. The rest 2 (10), 2
(10), and 1 (5%) of them are in sole proprietorshpn-governmental and share
company type of business (Organization) respegtiiemployment wise, 11 (55%) of
them had a maximum of 20, 3 (15%) of them a maxinmirB0, another 3 (15%) of

them a maximum of 60, 1 (5%) of them a maximumd6f and 2 (10%) of them  more
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than 80 employees respectively. Each of themgomirdifferent kinds of business for
different number of years and having their own namémployees, 65% of them have
been in business for at least five and more yealisating that they have been contacting
with the center for this long. For this reason tbgponses obtained from these customers

is reliable to take and get in to conclusion alibatcenter’s BPR implementation.

3.2 Analysis of the Major Findings

3.2.1 Responses of staff members

In the following tables where mean is calculatbée, alues are assigned as: very high 5;
high 4; medium 3; low 2 and very low 1.

Table: 3 Responses for close ended questions byfstaembers

S no Items Total No. Percent
Respondents| (%)

Did the leader communicate the staff about the
need and objective of the BPR study at the
outset of it?

1 Yes 26 83.87
No 5 16.13
Total 31 100

Were the needs and objectives of the BPR study
clear to you?

2 Yes 27 87.10
No 4 12.90
Tota 31 100
Do you see changes after implementation of the
3 BPR?
Yes 14 45.16
No 17 54.84
Tota 31 100
Do you know your customers better now, than
4 you did before BPR?
Yes 20 64.52
No 11 35.48
Tota 31 100
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As the table shows, in item one 26 (83.87%), 27.1%j and 20 (64.52%) of the
respondents mentioned that the leaders had comatadiabout the need and objectives
of the BPR study. This indicates that as item tlwovwss 27 (87.1) of them pointed that
the BPR objectives were clear to them; and on fmm 20 (64.52) of them indicated that
they know their customers better now than what thegd to before BPR, while 11
(35.48) of them mentioned that this was not so. f@sponses indicate that this is one
step forward, because as indicated by United $ateeral Accounting Office's (GAO)
business process reengineering assessment guiglengReering starts with a high-level

assessment of the organization's mission, stratggats, and_customer need3asic

guestions are asked, such as 'Does our missiors nedwk redefined? Are our strategic
goals aligned with our mission? Who are our custsfieAn organization may find that
it is operating on questionable assumptions, pddity in terms of the wants and needs
of its customers. Only after the organization m@tkiwhat it should be doing, does it go
on to decide how best to do it.” However, knowinugtomers alone is not the end. After
all these efforts, as respondents indicated in ite®e as to the over all changes, which
should have been dramatic and radical accordirigaalefinition given by Hammer and
Champy, many of them 17 (53.45%) said that thepat see changes (changes in doing
their daily activities) after implementing BPR . i only 14 (45.18%) of them who
indicated the presence of change.
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Table: 4 Responses for close ended questions (withange indicators) by staff

members
S.no Raised questions and Change indicators Total No of | Percent
respondents (%)
How many times did the leadership communicate
the staff about the BPR study?
A. Once 6 19.35
1 B. Twice 9 29.03
C. Three times 12 38.70
D. Four times 4 12.90
Total 31 100
Mean 2.54
Currently, what regulations, policies, manuals
2 and rules do you use?
A. All of them new 1 3.22
B. Many new, few old 15 48.38
C. Many old, new few 13 41.93
D. All of them old 2 6.45
Total 31 100
Mean 2.48
The center has repeatedly attempted to assess the
change in satisfaction level of the customers of
3 the center.
A. Strongly agree 1 3.22
B. Agree 13 41.93
C. Neutral - -
D. Disagree 10 32.25
E. Strongly disagree 7 22.58
Total 31 100
Mean 2.25
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This table summarizes respondents of responsetafbfnrsembers for questionnaire of
closed ended questions. The question raised wag abmmunication by the leaders to
find out weather the staff were clear about theecibjes of the BPR and the whole
process of it. As to clarity of the objectives b&tBPR study and the leadership’s effort
to communicate about the BPR, item one shows t{@@®3%) and 12 (38.7%) of the

respondents said that communication was made taiohaee times respectively.

It can be seen that efforts were made to make w®rie board about the BPR project.
Responses about implementing new laws and regofatidlem two, are seen to be
different. Answers are given to all the choicesisTdan not be so. The response indicates
that staff of the center has no similar understagdibout the issue; and further it can be
said that there is no change in rules and regusti®ince one of the indictors for the
presence of radical and fundamental changes isisedranges with regard to rules and
regulations, this response further leads to comclticht there are no changes in the
center’'s way of doing its business. As to condgctinstomers’ satisfaction survey, item
three indicates that while 13 (41.93%) of them ¢atid that survey was conducted, 10
(32.25%) and 7 (22.58%) indicated that survey wacanducted respectively.

In general the result of these responses indidee the communication made by the
leaders to make staff on board for the BPR impldatem, the application of new rules
and regulations after the BPR study and conductirsjomers satisfaction survey was at

lower rate.
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Table: 5 Response about quality (fithess) of the designed Process by staff members

S.No

Principle
ltem

Strongly
agree

Percent
(%)

Agree

Percent
(%)

Neutral

Percent
(%)

Disagree

Percent
(%)

Strongly
disagree

Percent
(%)

Total

Percent
(%)

Mean

Work units
changed from
functional
departments td
process teams

12.9

15

48.4

19.4

16.1

3.2

31

100

3.51

Jobs changed
from simple
task to
multiple
dimensional
work

6.5

10

32.3

12

38.7

12

6.5

31

100

3.16

People’s role
changed from
controlled to
empowered

6.5

25.8

29

29

9.7

31

100

2.90

Focus of
performance
measures and
compensation
shifted from
activity to
results

3.2

19.4

10

32.3

13

41.9

3.2

31

100

3.09

Job
preparation
changed from
training to

education

3.2

19.4

10

32.3

13

41.9

3.2

31

100

3.09
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S.No

Principle
Item

Strongly
agree

Percen
t (%)

Agree

Percent | Neutral

(%)

Percen
t (%)

Disagree

Percent
(%)

Strongl
y
disagre
e

Percent
(%)

Total

Percen
t (%)

Mean

Advancement
criteria
changed from
performance
to ability

6.5

25.8 8

25.8

13

41.9

31

100

1.96

Values of the
center change
from
protective to
productive

o

6.5

19.4 10

32.3

10

32.3

9.7

31

100

2.8

Managers are
changed
themselves
from
supervisors to
coaches

6.5

12 12

38.7

10

32.3

6.5

31

100

2.83

Organizational
structure of
the center has
changed from
hierarchical to
flat

9.7

12

38.7 3

9.7

10

32.3

9.7

31

100

3.06
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Table 4 summarizes responses of employees abouigehain the center after
implementing BPR based on given characteristiceeefigineered processes. To these

change indicator questions 31 workers gave thawars.

As to the change in work units from functional depeents to process teams, item one,
15 (48.4%) of them mentioned their agreement wthike rest 6 (19.4%), 5 (16.5%), 4
(12.9%) and 1 (3.2%) were neutral, disagreed, gtyoagreed, and strongly disagreed
respectively. Mean wise this response is 3.51, madium. Concerning change of Jobs
from simple task to multiple dimensional work, itéwo, 12 (38.7%) of the respondents
were neutral. 10 (32.3%) of them agreed. The re§t26), 2 (6.5%) and 2 (6.5%)

mentioned their disagreement, strong disagreemmshtsaong agreement respectively.

Mean wise this was 3.16 which was also medium.

The other characteristic was the change of peoplelke from controlled to
empowerment, item three. As to the change withroeg@a this principle, 9 (29%) were
neutral and another 9 (29%) gave their disagreerBef@5.8%) of them agreed. The rest
3 (9.7%) and 2 (6.5%) of them strongly agreed a@rmhgly disagreed respectively. This
response, mean wise, (2.9) was low. Next chaiatitewas about the shift of the focus
of performance measures and compensation fromitgctivresults, item four. While 13
(41.9%) and 10 (32.3%) of them mentioned their glsament and neutrality
respectively, the rest 6 (19.4%), 1 (3.2%) and.29%3 of them agreed, strongly agreed
and strongly agreed respectively. The mean ofrdsponse, 3.09, was medium. On item
five, change of job preparation from training taieation was the other characteristic. To
this characteristic, 13 (41.9%) and 10 (32.3%)heitt mentioned their disagreement and
neutrality respectively. The rest 6 (19.4%), 1 ¥8)2and 1 (3.2%) of them agreed,
strongly agreed and strongly agreed respectiveie mean for this response was 3.09
which is medium. Next characteristic was the chaofgedvancement from performance
to ability. Item six. 13 (41.9%) of them disagre8d25.8%) were neutral and another 8
(25.8%) agreed. The rest 2 (6.5%) strongly disabr&¥ith regard to change of the

center’s value from protective to productive, 1@.836) and another 10 (32.3%) agreed
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and remained neutral respectively. While the reg&t9%4%) agreed, the rest 3 (9.7%) and
2 (6.5) strongly disagreed and strongly agreed.nMeige this response was 1.96, which
is very low. The seventh item was the question eibbange of values of the center from
protective to productive. To this question 10 (82)3and another 10 (32.3%) responded
agreeing and as neutral respectively. The restgl{d), 3 (9.7) and 2 (6.5%) responded
agreeing, disagreeing and strongly disagreeingentsgely. The mean of this response

was 2.8 which low.

Another characteristic was about mangers. Itemtel@gid managers change themselves
from supervisors to coaches? To this principle 38.1%) were neutral. 10 (32.3%)
disagreed and 5 (12%) agreed. The remaining 2q)6ad 2 (6.5%) strongly agreed and
strongly disagreed respectively. The last butlisbicharacteristic was about the change
of organizational structure from hierarchical tatflitem 9. 12 (38.7%) of them agreed
that the structure was changed from hierarchicdlato 10 (32.3%) of them disagreed.
The remaining 3 (9.7%), 3 (9.7%) and 3 (9.7%) remdineutral, strongly agreed and
strongly disagreed. The mean, 2.8, indicates tha ¢hange of managers from

supervisors to coaches was low.

Of the nine BPR characteristics questions responsemmployees in neutrality were
many and with significant percentage. This neuyratiias to be weighted against the
supposed to be required change in BPR. AccordingHawmmer and Champy
reengineering is not about making marginal or im@etal improvement but about
achieving quantum leaps in performance. Marginghrowement requires fine-tuning;
dramatic improvement demands blowing up the oldrapthcing it with something new.
From the pioneers’ recommendation point of view tlaée of change brought by
conducting BPR has to be more tan 50%. If the caddmgught is this much it will, with
no doubt, be visible and sensible by every onehm d¢rganization. In the case of
EAEDPC, therefore, it can be concluded that emm@ogspondents were neutral to many
questions because changes of the center were aptatic, and as a result were not

visible and sensible.
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In general responses given by the employee resptsidéout the change in accordance
with the given characteristics, does not indichte EAEDPC has been successful in its

BPR implementation.

Analysis of open ended questions

The selected staff members of EAEDPC who resporidethe above closed ended
guestions were also given open ended questiong qllestions were focused on the
changes and achievements the center earned innmapteng BPR and its impact on the

satisfaction of customers of the center.

To this end respondents gave their different opisidSome of their responses were “I
can't see any change; no change based on BPR pend is hard to find motivated
workers in the center; there is no good vision tfe¥ center; currently the situation is
below where it was; there is big failure in the BRRe center is struggling but it is
impossible to create it without motivated workefew things are changed but the
majority of the process is as it is; implementatdrBPR is not successful; work process
has been shortened; most of the work is theoretigatl according to BPR principles,
because BPR is not internalized; no change adallpot agree; the management does
know about BPR; it is discouraging; there are sahenges in service delivery; internal
customers are ignored; customers comments are bellegted; office arrangements are
made; customers satisfaction is not conductedmgetg attention is given to customers
than before.” These opinions, in general, indithtg either there are no changes or the
changes are not visible for the workers. Thisas also motivating to them. For the
question raised about the challenges the leadessdfand the reasons for not
implementing BPR properly the employees indicteat tihany of the employees of the
center were not beneficiaries from the change.i8sgers of BPR say the crucial answer

for the question “what is in it for me” was not adsised. was not properly addressed.
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3.2.2 Responses of customers

Twenty customers of the center were addressed éstignnaire. Analysis of the major

findings of these respondents is presented asafsllti has two parts, one for close ended

guestions and another for open ended questions.

Table 6 Responses for close ended questions by cusers

Total No of respondents
S. No ltem Noof T'ye| 9% | No [ %
respon
dents S
Do you know or have you been informed that starting
in the year 2000, EAEDPC has been trying to change
1 the way it executes its responsibilities by conohgct
Business Process Reengineering? 20 19| 95 1 5
Recently, have you seen changes in the center’'s| way
of doing its business and in handling cases of its
2 customers (your cases) 19 6 | 13.5| 13 8‘;-4
7
What do you say about the quality of products
(services) you get from the center? Have you
3 observed changes towards meeting your needs? 20 7 35 13 | 65
4 Are the ways the center addresses your needs
convenient to you? 20 8 | 40 12 | 60
5 Have you ever been consulted to give suggestsns
to how the center should change its service giving20 6 30 14 | 70
practices?
6 Do you feel that there may be areas where theecen
needs to make further improvements? 20 19| 95 1 5

Table 6 indicates customers’ responses about ¢jetiing information and participation
in the BPR implementation, their opinions about ndes in ways of doing daily
activities, their perceptions about changes inptteelucts and services produced/rendered

and in meeting their needs, their opinions aboutveniences of addressing their needs

and areas where to make further changes in EAEDPC.

To item one, being informed about the center's BRRile 19 (95%) of them said yes 1
(5%) of them said no. Related to this, about gettionsulted as to the center's BPR, item
five, indicates that 6 (30%) of the said yes whie(70%) of said no. In item two, for the
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guestion about their observations in changes #setavay the center does its business, 6
(13.5%) of the said yes and 13 (84.42%) of the saidOne respondent did not respond
to this question. Item three was about the quabdtythe products and services of
EAEDPC. Two this question 7 (35%) of them said ydsle 13 (65%) of the said no.
The fourth item was about weather EAEDPC addre#ssis needs or not after it has
implemented its BPR study outcomes. To this qaes®i (40%) of them said yes while
12 (60%) said no. Customers’ opinions about thedrfee further improvement in the
center related to its services giving practices wa® five. To this question 19 (95%)

said yes while 1 (5%) said no.

Responses to item one indicate that the custonideABDPC had the information that

the center had conducted BPR. However, since thporse they gave to item five

indicates that they were not consulted, it is gaesio conclude that the center had not
tried to address their needs by consulting theneirTresponses and opinions of the
majority of the respondents about all the restheffive items of table 6 indictes that no
major change is seen in the way the center condsatigily activities and handles cases
of customers; no changes in producing and rendereaw products and services and
meeting their needs; the way the center condustbusiness is not convenient to the
customers; they feel that there are areas wherecémter needs to make further

improvements.
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Table 7 Responses for change indicator questions lbystomers

S. No Item No of Percent
Respondents (%)
For how long have you known Ethiopian Alternat
1 Energy Development and Promotion Cer
(EAEDPC)?
For less than five years 6 30
For five years 6 30
For more than years 8 40
Total 20 100
What are the services (products) you get (reqtrioen
EAEDPC?
2
Training 8 40
Technical support 2 10
New products 4 20
Market information 3 15
All 3 15
Total 20 100
3 How frequent is your contact with the center?
Every month 7 35
Twice a month 1 5
Once in six months - -
Once in a year - -
Unknown 12 60
Total 20 100
4
When was the last time you came to the center
Requesting service?
Few months a go 10 55.6
Six months a go - -
A year a go 1 5.6
More than a year a go 7 38.9
Total 18 100
No of Percent
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S. No Item Respondents (%)
When you compare the time (the length time it t
you when you came the last time to the agency)
the time that it used to take you a year a go, dov
you evaluate it?
Very short 3 15
Short 2 10
Long - -
Very long - -
No change 15 75
Total 20 100
6 How do you rate the value adding changes in
center?
Radical 1 5
Moderate 10 50
No change 2 10
Worse than before 7 35
Total 20 100
To get the products (services) you require, howyna
7 people do you have to go to or
One 1 5
Two 5 25
Three 2 10
More than three 12 60
Total 20 100
How do rate the center’'s convenience in meeting yq
8 needs after the BPR?
Radical 2 10
Moderate 9 45
No change 2 10
Worse than before 7 37
Total 20 100
How do you rate your satisfaction by the serviaes o
9 products of the center?
Radical - -
Moderate 10 50
No change 2 10
Worse than before 8 40
Total 20 100
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As indicated on table 8 above on the first iten{48%) of the customers know or are
having contact with EAEDPC for more than 5 yearkilevthe rest 6 (30%) know it for
five years and the rest 6 (30%) know it less thamed&rs. Concerning their needs or what
they require from the center, 8 (40%) of them iathd that they require training, 4
(20%) of them indicated new products, 3 (15%) iathd market information, the other 2
(10%) of them indicate technical support, while ttest 3 (15%) indicated all the
mentioned ones. As to the frequency of their cantath the center, 12 (60%) of them
said thy come to the center once in a year. The/r€35%) come every month and 1 (%)
comes twice a month respectively. Of these respusdbe last time they came to the
center were 10 (55.6%) few months a go, 7 (38.94@e more than a year a go, and 1
(5.6%) came a year a go. These attributes of tgorelents make their responses to be

valid to get to conclusion.

On this table are analyzed the working environmarthe center in the eyes of these
respondents. With regard to length of time it taf@scustomers to get what they want
from the center, item five, 15 (75%) of them mené&d that it takes them very long,
while 13 (15%) and 2 (10%) of them said very slaortl short respectively. In item six
they were asked to rate the changes in the ceitéerBPR 10 (50%) indicated moderate,
7 (35%) indicated worse than before, 2 (10%) inidano change, and 1 (5%) indicated
radical. An indicator of a good BPR is designinggasses to reduce the number of
people customers contact when they come or calthieir needs. Linden indicates “As
convenience and speed become more important taucears, the principle of providing
single point of contact becomes essential in serdlivery. A single point of contact
requires several important organizational shiftenf specialist to generalist positions
(backed up by specialist and on-line systems);” itken seven indicates customers’
responses about the number of people they meeintaat, 12 (50%) of them said more
than three, 5 (25%) of them said two, 2 (10%) shide and 1 (5%) said one. In items
eight and nine customers were also asked to iredittetir opinions on how convenient
the center was for them and to indicate their fation rate by the center after the

center’'s BPR implementation. As to being conventertheir needs, 9 (45%) indicated
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moderate, 7 (37%) indicated worse than before,026)land 2 (10%) indicated radical
and no change respectively. Concerning their safiisin rate by the center after its BPR,
10 (50%) indicated moderate, 8 (40%) indicated wdhsn before and 2 (10%) indicated

no change.

These customers who very well know EAEDPC and lwedacts with it, indicated that it
takes them long time to get what they want from teater; the majority of these
respondents indicated that there is no value addagge in the center and still some
indicated that things are worse than before; migjai the respondents also confessed
that they contact more than two people to get whay want when they contact the
center; as to the center being convenient to tiséightly more number of them indicated
that it is moderate, while still significant numbef them that it was worse and no
change; as to their general satisfaction half efithndicated it to be moderate, while the

rest half of them indicated it to be worse tharobefand no change.

In general what the responses of these custometiabtin8 indicate is that the center has
not met its customers’ needs in its BPR implem@matAccording to definition of BPR

its changes are not dramatic and radical.

Analysis of open ended questions

These same customers gave their opinions for opdadequestions which were part of
the questionnaire. These open ended questionsfa@rsed on the time it takes them to
get what they want from the center and their opisiabout further changes the center
needs to make. Some their direct responses are€diate as well as lengthy time; fast
as well as delay and no response; it takes long.tirhere is still lengthy process; very
long time; months and some times a year; short;tioedow one week; Capacitating
regions; adopting new technologies; delegatingaitth decentralization, clarity of roles
responsibilities, motivation of employees; improweanagement; staff development;
ways of response to requests should be improveste tmust be change from the top
management. Chain of command should be reducece training technology transfer
and more mandate to regions.” Many of these opsamnot justify EAEDPC’s success

of implementing BPR.

45



Table 8 Responses by customers about the centeresndce delivery improvement after
BPR according to a given scale

No of Responses as per the Scale
Questi Criterion respon | Strongly
on No dents agree 'Strongly
disagree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

When the center promises to do
1 something by a certain time, it 20 2 2 2 12 1 1 -
does so

When you have a problem the
2 center shows a sincere interest in 20 1 -- 2 5 10 2 --
solving it

The center performs the service
3 right the first time 18 3 4 1 9 1 --

4 The center provides its services 17 2 3 1 2 7 2 -
at the time it promises to do so

The center keeps customers
5 informed about when services 3 2 10 2 2 -- --
will be performed

Employees in the center give

6 you prompt service 18 -- 2 2 2 4 8
Employees in the center are

7 always willing to help you 18 -- 1 3 2 2 9 1
Employees in the center are

8 never too busy to respond to 18 - - 3 4 1 9 1

your request

To these service delivery improvement indicator sjoas respondents gave different
answers. Significant number of them respondednirgito disagreement about availability
of these quality service indicators in the cenftecluding those who gave their response to
scale 4 (which indicates neutrality), 70% to questone, 85% to question two, 55% to
guestion three, 64% to question four, 77.8% tcstjoe six, 77.8% to question seven, and
83.3% to question eight gave their responses ingio disagreement. It is only to

guestion 5 where 78.9% of them inclined agreemiengeneral these responses coupled
with the above tables and responses for open egdestions indicate that the center’s

customers are not satisfied by the services andugts they get from the center.
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3.2.3 Responses of BPR team members for interviewegtions

Interviewing the BPR team members was conductednento one basis. They indicated
that one core and four support processes were ssfdtan the study. For the question
raised to them about reasons or problems to gev iIBPR, the members of the team
mentioned no specific problems or need or reasamne wientified by the center itself. This
is because the BPR study was initiated by Minisfrynines and energy. Team members
were pooled from the center at the ministry level awere given instructions to conduct the
study collaborating with other experts from othestitutions. So the BPR study was not
self initiated to overcome identified and encouedeproblems. This being the case of
getting in to BPR, as to setting objectives atdheset of the BPR study, almost all of the
interviewees indicated that the center had setctbgs while starting its BPR. Setting

objectives is one of the necessary components iR Bfich is an indictor of the

magnitude of the change desired by conducting BRfR. question raised to them was
about changes made to legislations, regulationgig® and rules that would be required
to implement the new processes. All of the intem@es indicated that the center identified

changes to legislations, regulations, policies.

However, as understood during further discussiomew legislations, regulations, policies
has been deigned and implemented yet. Besides tinesef the activities that should have
followed BPR implementation was conducting cust@heatisfaction survey in order to

check the changes in satisfying them. This is b&zat is satisfying the needs and
expectations of the customers which are at thet lnddhis change effort. In this case, to
the question weather the center has conducted mastbd satisfaction survey to identify

customers’ satisfaction after BPR implementation,answers of interviewees were

inconsistent. Almost 45.45% of them indicated thatvey was conducted while 54.54%
contradicted it. Both answers can not be corrElsbse who said survey was conducted
could not indicate the survey results. As a resultan be concluded that no survey was
conducted, and this further leads to an- other losran which is that the center could not
tale about its effectiveness in satisfying the oongrs’ needs and expectations by

implementing BPR.
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As to the problems encountered during implemernBiR&, what the team mentioned as the
main one was that the answer for the question “wéat it for me” of the employees was

not answered.

The other question raised to BPR team members avagte the success of the center in
achieving its desired objectives by implementingRBP he majority of them said its
success is satisfactory. On the other hand theg aghed to rate the satisfaction rate of the
customers after BPR is implemented. For this goeshajority of them said customers’
satisfaction is below satisfactory. These two resps are contradictory. With out making
customers satisfaction level at least satisfactty center can not claim to be successful in
its BPR implementation; or it can not say that #shachieved its desired objectives,

because there can not be success disregardingrersto

On top of these, to the BPR team members six fd®PR principles), against which
changes after BPR can be compared, were forwaodention their rate of agreements or
disagreements. These factors were: Work units @uhrfigpm functional departments to
process teams; Jobs changed from simple task tipieulimensional work; People’s role
changed from controlled to empowered; Advancemeatera changed from performance
to ability; Values of the center changed from pectitee to productive; Managers are
changed themselves from supervisors to coachesmijerity of the interviewees were
neutral, i.e., they could not say weather change® ltome or not as per the mentioned
factors. Those who mentioned their disagreemente weany also. The responses of the
neutral interviewees incline towards disagreemestabse had they observed changes,

which should have been dramatic and radical, theyidvhave indicated so.

In general responses given by BPR team intervieteett®e questions raised to them do not

indicate that the center has been successful BRE® implementation.
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CHAPTER FOUR
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter summarizes the main findings of thel\stand forwards recommendations

based on the conclusion.

4.1 Summary of the Findings

With regard to gender of respondents, 26 (83.87)e 31 employee respondents were
male while 5 (9.67%) of them were female. Of theRBieam members interviewed, 12
(85.71%) of them were male while 2 (14.28%) weradke.

Age wise, 1 (3.22%) of the 31 employee respondeatsbetweenl18-30; 10 (32.25%) of
them were between the age of 31-43; the rest 26164) were between age 44-56. As to
BPR team members their age distribution was tha#28%) of them were in the range
of 31-43 while the rest 12 (85.71%) were in betwé4+56.

Concerning educational levels of employee respasdbh (45.16%) of them were with
B.A/BSC degree, 12 (38.7%) of them were with dipdorand the rest 3 (9.67%) and 2
(6.45%) of them were with M.A or above and certfe educational levels respectively.
Profile of customer respondents was seen from tiipe of business, the length of time
they stayed in business and number of people thptayed. In this case, there fore, 15
(75%) of them are in sole proprietorship type o$ibass. The rest 2 (10), 2 (10), and 1
(5%) of them are in sole proprietorship, non-gowsental and share company type of
business (Organization) respectively. Employmensewill (55%) of them have a
maximum of 20, 3 (15%) of them a maximum of 80,theo 3 (15%) of them a
maximum of 60, 1 (5%) of them a maximum of 40 anfl@%) of them more than 80

employees respectively.
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The questions this research tries to answer weréntb out the reasons (identified
problems) to inter in to the BPR project? What witre problems that affect the BPR
implementation process of EAEDPC, the mechanistnatégies) sought to overcome the
problems and what the working environment looke ldfter implementing BPR. The
general objective of the research being to asses8PR implementation practices of
EAEDPC, the specific objectives were to identifye throblems encountered while
implementing BPR in EAEDPC, to identify and theagtgies followed to overcome the
problems/resistance, and to assess the new wogkivigpnment in relation to the overall

changes sought.

As the findings depicted in chapter three indicapecifically in responses for interview
questions, EAEDPC did not initiate its own BPR pobj Rather the initiative was taken
by the ministry to which the center is accountatole As a result the center did not
identify its own processes and did not form its ogavernance structure for the BPR.
Even though not directly related to EAEDPC, strettlobjectives were set in the study
as the team members indicated in their responssto@ers in their response indicated
that they were not involved or their opinions weog taken as input to the BPR. But the
leadership of the center did communicate the eng@syabout the progress of the study.

Employee respondents have confirmed this.

In conducting BPR one of the important factorshis tate of change. Many of employee
respondents and interviewed BPR team members tedithat there are some changes in
the center. However, no one could show the realgémin a specific way. Especially the

rate of change as was expressed in the stretchedtiobs not assessed weather it is
realized or not. This point when specifically séem customers’ point of view indicates

that there are no real changes. This is becauieed?0 of the respondents mentioned
that they have not seen changes in handling thsg<in the center after BPR, and 13 of
them said they saw no changes in getting qualibgyets and services from the center.
On the other hand, about the convenience of theecerway of addressing their cases,

12 of them confirmed that the ways the center hemtheir cases are not convenient to
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them.9 of these respondents indicated that therastdlr areas where the center needs to
make further improvements. In knowing their custs0 of the 31 respondents assured
that thy do know better after BPR while the resiridicated thy do not. As to the over all

change in the center after BPR 17 of the 31 respaisdndicated that there is no change

whereas 14 indicated that there is change.

These customers’ responses coupled with the respuanish indicates that no customers’
satisfaction survey was conducted, leads to coecdlbdt the changes in EAEDPC is not

as desired.

On the other hand, as to change in the in the rcemiéh regard to the working

environment in the center after BPR, respondentge hexpressed what they have
observed. For example 15 of the 31 staff resposdemticated that work units have
changed from functional departments to process seamd 10 of the same number of
respondents agreed that works changed from sirapkes tto multiple dimensional work.

How ever, 9 of the 31 respondents did not acceqtt fikople’s role have changed from
controlled to empowered way of doing their jobs letthe other 9 responded that they
are neutral. Responses to other change indicaestigns do not show that the working

environment changed.

On top of these, responses of customers to othestigns and specifically responses to
customers’ satisfaction measurement scale indictied there are no changes in
satisfying customers of the center.

4.2 Conclusion

After completion of analysis of the BPR implemeimtatof EAEDPC, the student

researcher has reached at the following conclusion.
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4.2.1 Deciding to pursue BPR and managing it

EAEDPC has conducted and implemented BPR. One aadefour support processes
were addressed in the study. However the initigivget in to conducting BPR was not
that of itself. The initiative was taken by ministof mines and energy to whom the
center is accountable to. The center sent its éxpeparticipate in the teams established
by the ministry. As a result it was not the resplaitis/ of the center to form the
necessary governance structure to the study andgeahe study process. However as
per the instructions given to it by the ministtyhas communicated findings by the team
concerning itself to its employees. Its missiongeveevised and stretched objectives,
objectives to be attained by conducting BPR, wdse @et. Respondent employees
confirmed that these objectives were clear to théstable 6 indicates customers, even
though they had the information that EAEDPC haddooted BPR, they were not
consulted and their opinions were not taken astiimphe study.

4.2.2 Implementing the new process
The desired changes achieved by conducting BPRdheutestified by people who use
or implement the new designed processes and by lgeapstomers, who are
beneficiaries from the improved processes.

Responses of many of staff members indicated figathanges obtained in implementing
BPR were moderate. Change of works from functiatggartments to process teams,
change of jobs from simple task to multiple dimensi works, change of people’s roles
from controlled to empowerment, focus of performanteasures from activity to results,
changes of jobs from training to education, chamfeadvancement criteria from
performance to ability, change of managers fromestipors to coaches and change of
the center’s organizational structure from hieraahto flat were in moderate state. In
other words though there are some changes in sepects of the centers processes,
there are no change in some of them. In those ssp@n, where changes are testified
by employee respondents, the changes are not radidadramatic as was prescribed by
BPR proponents.
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Responses of customers are different from thatngdleyee respondents. Responses of
customers to many of the questions indicate thexethre no changes in the center. They
mentioned that they have not seen changes in tlys tee center conducts its daily
activities. They indicated that the quality of puots and services the center produces and
renders are not changed in meeting their needsy fukcated that the way the center
handles their cases is not convenient to them hey further indicated that there are

areas where the center needs to make changes.

In addition to these their response to questiolzde® to BPR principles, majority of the
respondents did not agree with presence of chafdey. indicated that the changes the
center claims are low. Even significant numberasipondents indicated that there are no

changes; in some areas it is even worse.

In conclusion, therefore, even though EAEDPC haslaoted BPR sending its experts as
representatives to be members at the task foreeefbrat Ministry of mines and energy
level, the changes it claims are not radical amdifumental. As a result its customers are
not able to see changes in the way their casesam@ed by the center and they are not
satisfied. In general three issues are found teeasons for failing to properly implement
BPR. The first reason is that many of the employ®es not beneficiaries from the
change. They expected salary increment when tlhetste of EAEDPC was changed.
However, only few got the chance because the salzypge was based on the changed
structure. The answer fro the question “what ig iior me” was neglected. The second
reason was the role of the leaders. Even though m®eesses were designed and
attempts were made to communicate to employeeB e project was not conducted
and lead by the center. It was an imposed one. #&st the leaders of the center were
not motivated to make it theirs and exert theil émlergy to implement it. Besides, since
leaders of the center were changed during impleastientstage, it had its negative effect
in effectively executing the study outcomes, ndreljarding the shortcomings of the
study itself. The third reason was with regard wes and regulations. Though new

processes were designed, no new rules and requdatvere in place. The center was
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obliged to use the old rules and regulations tolement the new processes. Applying
new processes using old rules and regulationsagmpatible. So in conclusion, it is

possible to say that the center has not succeedesiBPR implementation.

4.3 Recommendations

The ultimate objective of conducting BPR is bringgabout radical and dramatic changes
in order to serve customers in a better, satisfgind sustainable ways. If the center has

the commitment to bring about this, the followirrg &acommended.

1. The center must understand that it has not beemressful in its BPR
implementation. So it should be ready to admit.this

2 Itis strongly recommended that the center shoatdlact survey so as to identify
the changes and impacts so far occurred interregdlywell as its effect in
satisfying its customers.

3. The center should be ready to identify and adnatréasons and problems why it
has not been successful in implementing BPR.

4. Decide what change tools and strategies it shos&d ar apply to bring about
overall changes in the center to satisfy customeegds. The survey it should
conduct coupled with the problems it identifiesreasons for its failures should
serve it to determine what change tools it showdd in redoing its effort to
change the center.

5. The center should convince itself that it has toduet BPR or other change tools
to change it self. It should know that in BPR, @dstconducted by another body

and imposed on it will not enable it to bring abthé change it desires.
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Appendix 1

1. Questionnaires to be filled by staff members

Questionnaire to be filled bystaff membersof Ethiopian Alternative Energy

St. Mary’s University College
Faculty of Business
Department of Management

Development and Promotion Center (EAEDPC)

Dear respondents,

This questionnaire is prepared by a student aM8&ty’s University College Faculty of
Business, Department of Management for senior essawgrtial fulfillment of Bachelor
of Arts degree in Management. The questionnair@repared to assess EAEDPC'’s

implementation of BPR.

Reminders

R\ s

Respondents are not required to write your names.

Please put a¥” mark in the boxes provideir questions that require so.
Please be brief and precise in providing persopidions in spaces provided.
Be notified that your answers to the questions wilt be disclosed or used for

purposes other than the study objectives.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Part One: General characteristics of the respondest

1.

Would you please indicate some details about ytf@rse

Gender: Femald ] Male []

Age: 18-27[] 28-371 38-4T] 48-58 ]

Educational level:

Certificate: [1  Diplomal_l B.A L[] M.A and above []
Work experience:

1-10 g 11-2¢]  21-37]  Above 30



2. For how long have you been working in Ethiopianeftiative Energy
Development and Promotion Center?

1-10 1 11-2C|1:| 21-ﬁ Above 30 n

Part Two: Questions directly related to the study.

1. Did the leader communicate the staff about the reeldobjective of the BPR
study at the outset of it?

Yes[] N
2. Were the needs and objectives of the BPR stledy to you?
Yes [ No [J
3. How many times did the leadership communicatesthff about the BPR study?
Ones[] Twicll Thtieees [ Four time_]

5. Do you see changes after implementation of the BPR?
Yes [ No[]

6. Currently, what regulations, policies, manuald eules do you use?

All of them new[] Many new and few (1 Many old and few ne\]

All old

7. Do you know your customers better now, than gidubefore BPR?

Yes [ No [
8. The center has repeatedly attempted to asseshadinge in satisfaction level of the

customers of the center.
Strongly agreeE| AgreD Neutral [ Strongly disagrel,:|

9. If yes, what are the changes you have found&tong so far?




10. Would you evaluate the changes in your job @teg to the following criterion?

Criterion Strongly | Agree | Neutral | Disagree| Strongly
agree disagree

Work units changed from
functional departments to
process teams

Jobs changed from simple
task to multiple dimensional
work

People’s role changed froni
controlled to empowered
Focus of performance
measures and compensation
shifted from activity to
results

Job preparation changed
from training to education
Advancement criteria
changed from performance
to ability

Values of the center
changed from protective to
productive

Managers are changed
themselves from supervisofs
to coaches

Organizational structure of
the center has changed to
hierarchical to flat

11.How do you explain the changes and achievementsthef center after
implementing BPR, other than the above mentiongerimon?




Appendix 2

2. Questionnaires to be filled by customers

St. Mary’s University College
Faculty of Business
Department of Management

Questionnaire to be filled bycustomersof
Ethiopian Alternative Energy Development and Promoion Center (EAEDPC)

Dear respondents,

This questionnaire is prepared by a student aMaty’s University College Faculty of
Business, Department of Management for senior essagrtial fulfillment of Bachelor
of Arts degree in Management. The questionnaipgepared to assess EAEDPC’s BPR
implementation, particularly in meeting its custeoimeequirements and needs.

Reminders

Respondents are not required to write your names.

Please put ay” mark in the boxes provided for questions thauresso.

Please be brief and precise in providing persopiions in spaces provided.

Be notified that your answers to the questions widl be disclosed or used for
purposes other than the study objectives.

©ONO

Thank you in advance for your cooperation.
Part One: General characteristics of the respondest

3. Would you please indicate some details about thepemy?
eForm of business:
Sole proprietorshit]  Partner{ip Slamapany_ ] Ng_]l Othe[]
e For how long has the company been in this busihessrently is running?
For less than five yeg<g For five yearp For more than five yg=s
e How many employees does the company have? -----------------m-men---

Part Two: Questions directly related to the study.

1. What is the type of business you are in?

Vi



2. For how long have you known Ethiopian Alternatinergy Development and
Promotion Center (EAEDPC)?

For less than five yeal ] For fieans[] For more than five yd_}s

3. What are the services (products) you get (reyjfiom EAEDPC?
[] Training

[0 Technical support
L New developed sample products
[1 Market analysis information
L1 All
4. How frequent is your contact with the center?
Every month U Twice a mon{-l Once in six monthl]
Once in a year[] Unknow[ ]
10.Do you know or have you been informed that staritnidpe year 2000, EAEDPC has
been trying to change the way it executes its nesipdities by conducting Business
Process Reengineering?

Yes [] No [

6. Recently, have you seen changes in the centayf doing its business and in
handling cases of its customers (your c&ses)

Yes [] No []
7. Can you tell how long it takes you or the ceméguires meeting your needs
/requirements?

8. When was the last time you came to the centprasting service?
Few months a 9G] six months g90 A year a 99

More than a year a 9

Vii



9. When you compatre this time (the length timedktyou when you came the last time

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

to the agency) with the time that it usedatketyou a year a go, how do you evaluate
it?

Very shorf ] Shor] Long [] Very lonq]
No changd:|
What do say about the quality of products (ses) you get from the center? Have
you observed changes towards meeting yoursffeed
Yes [ No ]
How do rate the value adding changes in theec2n
Radical [] Moderate [] tange [0  Worse than befor(]

To get the products (services) you require, hamy people do you have to go to or
talk to?

One Two ] Two [“hree More than[“yree
Are the ways the center addresses your needgci@nt to you?

Yes [ No
How do rate the center’s convenience in mesting needs after the BPR?
Radical ] Moderate [] tNmnge [0  Worse than befor(]

Have you ever been consulted to give suggestsro how the center should change
its service giving practices?

Yes [ No [J

Do you feel that there may be areas wheredghtecneeds to make further
improvements?

Yes [ No [

17. If yes, would you indicate some of these areas?

viii



18. How do you rate you rate your satisfactionhl®ygervices or products of the center?

Very satisfied [

Satisfied[] Unsatisfied []

Very unsatisfid_]

19. Please rate the center's service delivery ingament after BPR according to the

following scale.

Strongly disagree

Strongly agree

Criterion

1

2

3

4

6

7

When the center promises to do something by aioert
time, it does so

When you have a problem the center shows a sincere
interest in solving it

The center performs the service right the firsetim

The center provides its services at the time ihpses to do
SO

The center keeps customers informed about wheicesrv
will be performed

Employees in the center give you prompt service

Employees in the center are always willing to help

Employees in the center are never too busy to resfm

your request




Appendix 3
3. Interview questions prepared to BPR team members.

St. Mary’s University College
Faculty of Business
Department of Management

Interview checklist to BPR team membersf
Ethiopian Alternative Energy Development and Promoion Center
(EAEDPC)
1. How many processes are there in the center?@arsupport?
Are all processes reengineered in the study?
2. What derived the center to get in to conducBRiR?
3. What were the methodologies used in conductied3PR study?

4. What methodologies did you use to involve theigipation of the center’s
stakeholders and customers?

5. Did the leadership communicate the staff ofadeter? On which part of the study
was the communication made? And how frequestit?a

6. After implementing the BPR study outcomes hascimter conducted customer
satisfaction survey to gauge changes in satisin of customers?

7. If yes, what were the outcomes? If not, why not?

8. How do you explain the achievements gainedendsired change of the center so
far? What are the manifestations of the chahges

9. What problems and challenges were encounteréiBPR implementation process?



10. How did you overcome the challenges and proffem
11. How do you describe the general working envirent that exists after implementing
BPR?
In terms of employees working attitude and satitbn?

In terms of creating conducive situation to megdtsgic objectives?

In terms of meeting customers’ requirements?
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