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ABSTRACT

Supply chain risk mitigation is important in anyganisation to eliminate the possibility
of the risk occurring, shift a risk or outcome tahard party, reducing the impact of a
risk, reducing the probability of an event occugriand to establish contingency plans
that reduce the impact after an event occurs. Aljhoa number of studies have been
done on the concept and context of supply chaingrias been done within the context
of Supply chain risk mitigation in pharmaceutiaqadlustry. The purpose of the study was
to determine supply chain risk mitigation adoptgdgharmaceutical firms in Kenya. The
objectives of the study were to determine the supgiain risk mitigation by the
pharmaceutical firms in Kenya, identify challend@sed in adoption of this Supply chain
risk mitigations and to determine how pharmaceutozampanies in Kenya overcome
challenges in implementing supply chain risk mitigga. The study used descriptive
design with the target population of study beinigtta¢ pharmaceutical firms in Kenya.
From the findings, one can conclude the followiragdd on the objectives of the study;
supply chain management processes in most phartieadefirms in Kenya are bad
because of lack of supply chain risk managemermeleship teams in place and lack of
computerized risk management system. However tfetysenanagement processes in
most pharmaceutical companies in Kenya is goodrdowg to the findings of the study.
The researcher recommended that pharmaceuticas fieed to; have in place a supply
chain risk management leadership team and compettreir risk management systems.
Future research should be done to; determine impadupply chain risks on the
financial performance of pharmaceutical organizagion Kenya, impact of supply chain
risks on product quality among pharmaceutical ogions in Kenya and Supply chain

risk mitigation on other fast moving consumer indyg Kenya
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the study

The impact of supply chain disruptions on compaesfggmance has increased over the
past few years (Hendricks & Singhal, 2005). Singteircing (Hendricks & Singhal,
2005), low inventories (Craighead, Blackhurst, Rusgnatham, & Handfield, 2007),
increased product complexity (Hendricks & Singl28l05) and a growing importance of
purchasing as a value creation function (Zsidi§lanelli, & Upton, 2000) allow only
little margin for errors in this function and leameny supply chains highly vulnerable.
At the same time, global organizations face aneasingly unstable environment in

many of their markets (Manuj & Mentzer, 2008a; Waig& Bode, 2008).

With more vulnerable supply chains on one handmaack dynamics and complexity in a
globalized world on the other hand, disruptionsdupply chains more often and with
much worse impact on the continuity of productidBarfy, 2004). The negative
consequences are immense when risks are poorly gednar remain undetected
(Hendricks & Singhal, 2003). As firms continue feowy on market and financial
performance, little efforts are being made on theaaof supply chain risk mitigation
which has great impact to achieve seamless suglyn.cManaging risks in the modern
environment is becoming increasingly challengingr{§€opher & Lee, 2004), primarily
because of uncertainties in supply and demandaglmitsourcing and short product life

cycles.



1.1.1 Supply chain risk mitigation

Supply chain risk mitigation is about reducing tingpact of a risk in supply chain

(Chakravarty, 2013). Kleindorfer and Saad (200%uarthat prevention is better than
cure, requiring risk managers to act fast and twegent risks first. However, fast action
can only be achieved when managers prioritize ms&nagement activities and

understand risk management as one of their corageanent tasks. Supply chain risk
mitigation activities aim to reduce the probabildy risk occurrences and reduce the
negative impact of an occurred risk (Tomlin, 20@)pply chain risks can, for example,
be reduced by buffer inventories, information tembgies, effective relationships with

suppliers and downstream customers, involvemerdltefnative or multiple suppliers,

risk pooling, and the conduct of “what if * analgs@ghoi,2007; Choi and Krause, 2006;
Chopra and Sodhi, 2004; Cook, 2007; Mentzer et2806; Stalk, 2006; Swaminathan

and Tomlin, 2007).

Chakravarty (2013puggested that the aftermath of the March 201lh@aake and

tsunami in Japan resulted to many manufacturersndrthe world suddenly discovering
how exposed their operations were to unanticipateztruption in their supply chains.

The hidden risk is that just-in-time supply chawften depend upon suppliers being
located closely to an assembly facility. So whegiaeal disasters like the Japanese
earthquake strike, there’s a greater likelihood thaumber of co-located companies —
perhaps the suppliers of their supplier —are &klyi to be disrupted. In the opposite
situation, when suppliers are located in widelyasafed facilities scattered around the

world, the risk of transportation interruption imetevent of a local calamity becomes of



paramount concern. Damaged chokepoints such agelstiiarbours and airports can halt
the flow of goods despite thoughtful contingencgrnmling. But even logistics systems
with multiple redundancies can be rendered heldbgssnexpected catastrophes such as
the 2010 Icelandic volcano, which spewed cloudsgi that halted air travel across

much of the North Atlantic.

Chakravarty (2013) identified four supply chairkrisitigation strategies which include

risk management, safety management, people andugifod trade-offs. On risk

management, he suggested at highest level companiss deploy risk management
processes and systems that make visible risks eopbged remediation of risk. These
identified risks should include external events ameérnal events for both supply and
distribution chains. Construction of an integrasadtware-based simulation model that
considers the consequences of interruptions to snedl components of the value chain
will provide an ongoing capability for identifyimisk in addition to the costs and benefits
of mitigation. On safety management, the safetybl@rmms that can interrupt business
exist in multiple suppliers and suppliers to sugi Information about safety

management practices that pose high risk of praslu@bterruption need to be reviewed
and documented, often by third parties. Concerpiegple, organizations should review
the people incentives, skills and knowledge witlhie organization to ensure that risk is
understood by employees, and that decisions arafigea that increase risk are revealed
and discouraged. Finally on production trade-adigqlicitly modelling and managing the

trade-offs between key logistic variables can leaduperior supply chain performance.
These variables include duplication/redundancyt, coapacity, inventory, lead time,

customer service level and product portfolio comipe



According to Hahn (2000) effective communicatiom @oordination among all elements
of the supply chain are essential to its successieasing the visibility of demand
information across supply chain reduces the risksopra & Sodhi, 2004). Henriott
(1999) stated information sharing as a prerequisitérust and current models for SCM
agree that the sharing of business information esuaial element, which binds supply
chains together from end-to-end (Zhenxin, Yan, &y 2001; Schary & Skjgtt-Larsen,
2001). (Cachon & Fisher, 2000) and Lee et al. (2008ve analyzed the benefits of
sharing real-time information on demands and/oeittery levels between suppliers and
customers. In studies by Lee et al. (1997a, b)as woncluded that information sharing
can significantly minimize the consequences oflibwhip effect. The bullwhip effect
occurs when the demand order variabilities in thpps/ chain are amplified as they
moved up the supply chain. Distorted informatiaomnirone end of a supply chain to the
other can lead to tremendous inefficiencies (HaaginPanabhan, & Seungjin, 1997).
Further Lee and Whang (2000) suggested that infitomas a basic enabler for tight
coordination in a supply chain. Agility in the siypgrhain can as well help mitigate
supply chain risk. Agility is the ability to thrivie a continuously changing, unpredictable
business environment (Prater et al., 2001). Adogrdo Giunipero and Eltantawy
(2004), organizations are moving to adopt closkticnships with key suppliers in order

to mitigate supply chain risk.

1.1.2 Pharmaceutical industry in Kenya
A study conducted by Kalunda, Nduku, & Kabiru (2pi@vealed that a pharmaceutical

company is a commercial business licensed to relsedevelop, market and/or distribute



drugs, most commonly in the context of healthcateey deal in generic and/or brand
medications. There are 46 companies (See Appendixlisted as registered
pharmaceutical companies in Kenya (pharmacy andopei board, 2012). The key
players in the industry in Kenya include multina@g corporations (MNC’s) like
GlaxoSmithKline, Bayer, Aventis, Pfizer while kegchl establishments include Dawa
Pharmaceuticals Ltd, Cosmos Pharmaceuticals. hheraceutical industry consists of
three segments namely the manufacturers, distridwtod retailers (Export Processing
Zones Authority— Kenya, 2005). They support thentous health sector, which is
estimated to have about 8,006 health institutianstrywide(Kenya National Bureau of
Statistics, 2012). The industry compounds and ppekanedicines, repacking formulated
drugs and processing bulk drugs into doses. Theé Mmil locally manufactured
preparations are non-sterile, over-the counter (DToducts. Kenya exported
pharmaceutical products worth Kenya shillings 4,4&lion in 2008 (Kenya National

Bureau of Statistics, 2009).

1.2 Research Problem

Supply chain risk mitigation includes the developinas well as the evaluation of
diverse mitigation strategies towards their potdntialue and required investments
(Chopra et al., 2007; Kleindorfer and Saad, 200an and Mentzer, 2008b; Wagner
and Bode, 2006). According to Vikram (2013), impode of supply chain risk
mitigation is to eliminate the possibility of thisk occurring, shift a risk or outcome to a
third party, reducing the impact of a risk, redgcthe probability of an event occurring

and establish contingency plans that reduce theadiafter an event occurs. Vikram



(2013) identified four supply chain risk mitigatierhich include risk management, safety
management, people capabilities in risk managemesmd production trade-offs.
However, effective communication and coordinationoag all elements of the supply

chain are essential for the success of supply alekmitigation (Hahn, 2000).

Key challenges facing pharmaceutical industry imy&include; government taxes on
import declaration form, illegal trade, inadequétgal framework for pharmaceutical
guality control, lack of responsiveness to procuetrof emergency medicine, increased
production costs and lack of proper distributiortwwek for products throughout the
country (WHO, 2010). Other challenges include: gnmgwinflux of counterfeit and
substandard medicines, deterioration of infrastméctand even higher utility costs,
domestic political risk, adverse currency excharaje and deteriorating terms of trade,
global financial crisis—leading to financial coratits, inflation and high costs (United
Nations Industrial Development Organization, 20I)us making a need to undertake

this study on supply chain risk mitigation in Kenya

Pankaj, Larry and Don (2004) undertook an analysestablish methodology to mitigate
supplier risk in an aerospace supply chains. Inyilde8imon Momanyi (2011) studied
strategies adopted in GlaxoSmithKline in managingsourced services; Fredrick
Wafukho (2011) researched on effectiveness of Isigma strategy on continuous
improvement at GlaxoSmithKline; Kalunda et al.(2Di@used on the Pharmaceutical
manufacturing companies in Kenya and their cradk management practices; Guyo,

Gakure, & Mwangi (2011) reserached on factors douting to the employee turnover at



Ranbaxy Laboratories limited. They have majorlyusged on other areas of supply
chain risk and performance improvement within syplain. None of them focused on
supply chain risk mitigation in pharmaceutical istly in Kenyan. This is therefore a
clear indication of a research gap that exists tiatstudy is currently addressing. This
study therefore tries to address the following ¢joas What is the supply chain risk

mitigation in the pharmaceutical industry in Kenya?

1.3 Research General Objective

To determine supply chain risk mitigation in phaceatical firms.

1.3.1 Specific objectives
1. To determine the supply chain risk mitigation bg fpharmaceutical firms in
Kenya
2. ldentify challenges faced in adoption of this Sypgiain risk mitigations
3. To determine how pharmaceutical companies in Kemwgcome challenges

in implementing supply chain risk mitigation.

1.4 Value of thestudy

Specifically, this study can benefit the following:

1.4.1 The Pharmaceutical Companies
The study makes managerial contributions for playerthe pharmaceutical industry, in

that it provides a basis for the various compatoeetter understand supply chain risk



mitigations and its challenges. It creates awarenepharmaceutical industry on supply

chain risk mitigation thus help firms position thestves competitively.

1.4.2 The regulatory bodies and Government

The research findings can also aid in the improvdroéthe already formulated policies
and enforcement of the same in order to facilitatgply of quality and safe
pharmaceutical products to the public. It can disfp the government in formulating

policies to mitigate supply chain risk in pharmaesal industry in Kenya.

1.4.3 Academic Researchers

The study makes a significant contribution to thengng body of research on the supply
chain risk mitigation. The findings can also beduss a source of reference for other
researchers. In addition, other academic reseacban use the study findings to
stimulate further research in this area of supplgirc risk mitigation in pharmaceutical

industry and as such, form a basis of good backgtdor further researches.

The paper assists corporate supply chain manageraking management decisions on

supply chain risk mitigation.



CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter seeks to outline and discuss themmisigation in organizations with special
focus on those arising from Supply Chain. This ¢hapliscusses supply chain risk
mitigation its variables which include risk manage safety, people capability and

production trade off. It also looks at challengesupply chain risk mitigation.

2.2 Supply chain risk mitigation

Recent studies focusing on transportation delays @ort stoppages (Chapman et al.,
2002), accidents and natural disasters (Cooke,)2002r communication, part shortages
and quality issues (Craighead et al., 2006), opmeralt issues (Chopra & Sodhi, 2004),
labour disputes (Machalaba & Kim, 2002), and tesrar (Sheffi, 2001) have all
documented the negative impacts of disruptionsupply chain structures. These studies
have also illustrated the impact of frequent anddevere disruptions on individual

corporate or overall supply chain performance level

Skipper and Hanna (2009) noted that management laglady interconnected supply
chain is an ever-increasing challenge in today'shpetitive business environment.
Higher levels of uncertainty in supply and demasithrter technology and product life
cycles, globalization of the market, and the inseghuse of distribution, manufacturing,
and logistics partners all results in a complexenmational network. Given the
complexity of many supply chains, experiencing arufption is recognized by many

organizations as being inevitable. In reality,sitniot a matter of a supply chain system



encountering a problem, but rather a matter of wdngmoblematic event will occur and
the severity of the event. As the levels of compyexncrease and supply chain
interdependency becomes more prevalent, increasesis|of risk occur (Christopher,
1992). Wagner and Bode (2008) suggested that mespgg particular attention to these
risks and have issued a call for empirical reseantb supply chain performance,
strategic choice, and the context of risk. Whilgralptions and heightened risk levels can
cause serious challenges, several studies, ingjuéawcett et al. (1996), Goldsby and
Stank (2000), Fredericks (2005), and Swafford e{24106) have found that organizations
characterized by higher levels of flexibility ar@rma capable of responding to unexpected
events such as a disruption in a more successfohenavhen compared to their non-

flexible counterparts.

Supply chain flexibility acts as a measure of neknagement to organizations facing
increased supply chain risk. Disruptions that intjghe day-to-day operations of a given
member of the supply chain are likely to have apaat on other supply chain network
member organizations. Entities may not always We &bpredict or avoid a disruption,
but they can reduce their risk exposure by enhgndiexibility through the
implementation of key strategic planning tools sashorecasting, conformance to plan,
sales and operation planning(S&OP), contingencyirpity. These strategic planning
tools can enhance the ability of the organizatiometwork to respond to a disruption
effectively, minimizing the negative impacts of tlewent on overall supply chain
performance levels. Contingency planning is a Maiatrategic planning tool for many

organizations that can bring about enhanced flBtibi Specifically, contingency

10



planning is a special type of planning that prosideblueprint for responding to the risks
associated with an unknown event (La Londe, 2085)roperly prepared contingency
plan should detail a timely and complete responsa $pecific risk or a cluster of risks

(La Londe, 2005).

The increased globalisation of supply chains arel phevalent use of sub-contract
manufacturing and offshore sourcing contributeh® length of time it takes to complete
all the needed steps in the process. Associatédpipeline length is the lack of visibility
within the pipeline. Visibility in supply chain #where important information is readily
available to those who need it, inside and outdlte organization, for monitoring,
controlling and changing supply chain strategy apdrations, from service acquisition
to delivery (Schoenthaler, 2003). Hence, it is ofiee case that one member of a supply
chain has no detailed knowledge of what goes asther parts of the chain. The key to
improved supply chain visibility is shared infornoet among supply chain members

(Mason-Jones and Towill, 1997, 1998).

In addition to visibility, supply chain confidencequires the ability to take control of
supply chain operations. There has been much siteréhe six sigma methodology as a
way of reducing variability in processes (Georg@02). Six sigma tools such as control
charts and failure modes and effects analysis (FM&h be very helpful in identifying

the opportunities for reducing process variabilitysupply chains. However, these tools

and methodologies are primarily of benefit withinetbusiness for the control of

11



repetitive activities. In looking to improve conlti@cross the wider supply chain a more

collaborative approach to control is required

2.2.1 Risk management process

Supply chain risk management is relatively new eadly expanding discipline that is
transforming the way that manufacturing and nonamfecturing operations meet the
needs of their customers (Gunasekaran et al., 2@@tmulating an appropriate and
effective organizational strategy can to a certaktent mitigate supply chain risks
(Finch, 2004). At the highest level, companies nuegiloy risk management processes
and systems that make visible risks and proposeddmtion of risk. These identified
risks should include external events and internahes for both supply and distribution
chains. Construction of an integrated software-thas@ulation model that considers the
consequences of interruptions to even small compsne the value chain will provide
an ongoing capability for identifying risk in addm to the costs and benefits of

mitigation (Chakravarty, 2013).

2.2.2 Safety management

In a distributed supply chain, understanding thvellef risk due to safety management is
complex. The safety problems that can interrupinass exist in multiple suppliers and

suppliers to suppliers. Information about safetynageement practices that pose high risk
of production interruption need to be reviewed a@odumented, often by third parties

(Vikram, 2013). He also noted that reviewing saf@ignagement practices may provide

critical insights into the risk of interruption frodoing business with an external supplier

12



or from risks that exist internally within a vedity integrated company. Safety problems
can trigger expensive investigations. A patterrsafety incidents or employee deaths is
not only costly and unconscionable, it providestification for legal suits and
governmental regulation (Vikram, 2013). To assagsply chain risk exposures, the
company must identify nanly direct risks to its operations, but also tls¢eptial causes
or sources of those risks at every significant lading the supply chain (Norrman and
Jansson, 2004). It is also necessary that a comgantify risk indicators in its processes

that enable the firm to measure risk in its sumblgins (Zolkos, 2003b).

2.2.3 People

Lack of trust is one of the major factors that citmite to supply chain risks (Sinha et al.,
2004). Lengnick-Hall (1998) argued that trust, deped through effective
communication, can create resources that leadcmngetitive advantage. Trust among
people is an expectation that partners will notraen opportunistic manner even if there
are short-term incentives to do so (Chiles and Mdivg 1996) and can contribute
significantly to the long-term stability of an orgaation and its supply chain (Spekman
et al., 1998). According to Vikram (2013), orgariaas should review people incentives,
skills and knowledge within the organization to umesthat risk is understood by
employees, and that decisions and practices thatase risk are revealed and
discouraged. Creating a culture where managersbatie accountable for risk and

remunerated for risk management decisions is anergant for success.

13



2.2.4 Production trade-offs

Explicitly modelling and managing the trade-offsviaeen key logistic variables can lead
to superior supply chain performance. These vargltclude duplication/redundancy,
cost, capacity, inventory, lead time, customer iserMevel and product portfolio
complexity (Vikram, 2013). A trade off is where artreased cost in one area is more
than offset by a cost reduction in another, so thatwhole system benefits (Lysons &

Farrington, 2006).

2.3 Supply chain risk mitigation challenges

In Kenya, pharmaceutical importers are faced witbhallenge as import Declaration
Fees (IDF) are levied and amount to indirect taypbarmaceuticals (WHO, 2010). Duty
and Value added Tax (VAT) are also applicable tonesopackaging materials for
pharmaceuticals, which affect the final price (WHZD10). Studies by Kalunda et al.
(2012) identified pharmaceutical industry in Kengs very competitive and is
characterised by price wars. Managing supply chainoday’s competitive world is
increasingly challenging. The greater the uncetitzsrin supply and demand, shorter and
shorter product and technology life cycles, inceglagse of manufacturing, distribution
and logistics partners, have led to higher expodorerisks in the supply chain
(Christopher et al., 2002). The closure of the WSspace after the terrorist event of
September 11, 2001 is an example of event thatysa supply chain flows. It has also
been suggested that the drive towards more effigepply chains during recent years
has resulted in the supply chains becoming moraevable to disruption (Christopher

and Lee, 2004; McGillivray, 2000; Engardio, 2008judies carried out on transportation
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delays and port stoppages (Chapman et al.,2008yesnts and natural disasters (Cooke,
2002), poor communication, part shortages and fyuslsues (Craighead et al., 2006),
operational issues (Chopra and Sodhi, 2004), ldisputes (Machalaba and Kim, 2002),
and terrorism (Sheffi, 2001) have all documentedemially negative impacts of
disruptions on various supply chain structures e@arly every industry. These studies
have also illustrated the impact of frequent anddevere disruptions on individual

corporate or overall supply chain performance level
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction
This chapter outlines the research methodology Wweat used in the study and has the
following structure: research design, target popota sample design, data collection

procedures, instruments, and the data analysisotietipplied in the study.

3.2 Research Design

The study was a descriptive design. According toaUsekaran (2003), a descriptive
study is undertaken in order to ascertain and e tabdescribe the characteristics of the
variables of interest. Some empirical studies hawployed the use of descriptive design
in survey studies. Wairegi (2009) used descriptigsign in a survey of the influence of
competitive strategies on performance of oil finmé&enya, while Wamiori (2009) used
the design to study Survey of pricing studies aglddity manufacturers of Fast Moving
Consumer Goods in Mombasa District and its envirdings study aimed at determining

supply chain risk mitigation in pharmaceutical istty in Kenya.

3.3 Target Population
The target population of study was all the pharmacal firms in Kenya. However, the
population of study was limited to pharmaceutidain$ registered in Kenya, whose

number stood at 46 as at December 2012, See App2ndi

16



3.4 Sampling design

The subject of the study was limited to Supply @hslianagers working in the various
pharmaceutical firms in Kenya. The study was basethe assumption that these are the
officers with knowledge of the supply chain risktigation and were best placed to offer
valuable information to the study. A census of 4éhpanies was undertaken, involving
one supply chain manager in each of the 46 phamnmiaeé firms in Kenya. A self-

administered questionnaire was considered forttinays

3.5 Data Collection

Both the primary data and the secondary data walected. Primary data was collected

by personally delivering semi-structured questiarené Supply chain managers in the
pharmaceutical firms in appendix 2, personally \akd to them. This enabled the

researcher to get clarifications where necessdrg.questionnaire consisted of both open
and close ended questions relevant to the study qliestionnaire was divided into three
sections. Section A containing aspects of bio dathe company, second sections (B to
E) containing questions on supply chain risk mtima by the companies, and third

section F containing questions on challenges tifltance their adoption of supply chain

risk mitigation (see Appendix 3).

Validity is the extent to which a test measurestwim actually wish to measure (Cooper
& Schindler, 2008). Validity was measured by segkéxpert opinions and carrying out

pilot study. Marczyk et.al (2005) observed thatopitest is the start phase in data
gathering of the research process. The researctiertook a pilot survey to pre test the

validity and reliability of the questionnaire. Thiwas done by administering the
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guestionnaire to three employees who were not pfarthe sample population. The

guestionnaires were then adjusted accordinglydosistency, clarity and relevance.

3.6 Data analysis

Responses in the questionnaires were tabulatecedcaahd processed by use of a
computer. The data was edited for consistency antpteteness, coded, and classified so
as to present the results of the data analysis sgsteematic and clear way. Data was
analyzed with the help of the Statistical PackageSocial Sciences (SPSS) version 20.
Data analysis was based on research questionsnddsig the beginning of the research.
Descriptive statistics was used to analyze the,dateluding measures of central
tendency, measures of dispersion and inferentiisits. Scatter diagrams were used to
show if the relationships are linear. According Mugenda and Mugenda (1999),
descriptive statistics enable meaningful descnptiba distribution of scores or measures
using statistics. The results of the study weregamed with literature review to establish

the supply chain risk mitigation in the pharmacealtindustry in Kenya.
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CHAPTER FOUR: DATA ANALYSIS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents analysis and findings ofstbdy, which sought to determine the
supply chain risk mitigation, adopted by pharmaicalicompanies in Kenya and further
establish the challenges faced in adopting the Igugipain risk mitigation. Data was
collected from forty-six (46) managers involved dapply chain management roles in
Pharmaceutical firms in Kenya. Out of the forty-$#6) managers who were sampled
and the questionnaire administered, only thirtyese\(37) responded. This gave a
response rate of 80.43%, which is an adequateseptaion of the study population. The
collected data was presented in form of tableyrég, and charts. The analysis was
based on the objectives of the study namely: terdehe the supply chain risk mitigation
by the pharmaceutical firms in Kenya; to identityaienges faced in adoption of this
Supply chain risk mitigations; and to determine hgivarmaceutical companies in Kenya

overcome challenges in implementing supply chak mitigation.

4.2 Findings

In order to capture the general information of tbgpondents’ issues such as name of the
organization, respondent title, respondent departngender, age, company ownership
and duration of work was captured in the first imectof the questionnaire. This was
important because it enhanced reliability and g#we basic understanding of the

respondents.
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4.2.1 Respondents’ Company by Name

The study findings indicate that most (16.2%) ofe thespondents were from
GlaxoSmithKline Ltd, followed by 5.7% from Regal &maceuticals. The remaining 35
respondent companies had 2.7% eashpresented in table 4.1. The high number of
respondents from GlaxoSmithKline Ltd was attributedhe fact that the researcher is an

employee in the company, hence was able to accesssraspondents of the company.

Table 4.1: Name of company

Name of Company Frequency Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative

Percent
Abbott laboratories 1 2.7 2.7 2.7
Assia 1 2.7 2.7 5.4
Bayer 1 2.7 2.7 8.1
Beta Healthcare 1 2.7 2.7 10.8
Biodeal Lab. Ltd 1 2.7 2.7 135
Boehringer Ingelheim Gmbh 1 2.7 2.7 16.2
Bristol-Myers Squibb 1 2.7 2.7 18.9
Cosmos 1 2.7 2.7 21.6
Dawa 1 2.7 2.7 24.3
Ellys 1 2.7 2.7 27.0
Galaxy 1 2.7 2.7 29.7
GlaxoSmithKline Ltd 6 16.2 16.2 45.9
Globe 1 2.7 2.7 48.6
Goodman Agencies 1 2.7 2.7 51.4
Harley’s Limited 1 2.7 2.7 54.1
Johnson & Johnson 1 2.7 2.7 56.8
Lab & Allied 1 2.7 2.7 59.5
Laborex 1 2.7 2.7 62.2
Metro Pharmaceuticals 1 2.7 2.7 64.9
Novartis Pharma Services 1 2.7 2.7 67.6
Pan Pharmaceuticals 1 2.7 2.7 70.3
Pfizer Labs Limited 1 2.7 2.7 73.0
Pharmaceuticals Manufacturing 1 2.7 2.7 75.7
Population Services International 1 2.7 2.7 78.4
Regal 2 5.4 5.4 83.8
Roche 1 2.7 2.7 86.5
Sai 1 2.7 2.7 89.2
Sanofi Aventis 1 2.7 2.7 91.9
Synermed Pharmaceuticals 1 2.7 2.7 94.6
Unicorn Pharma 1 2.7 2.7 97.3
Universal Corporation 1 2.7 2.7 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Survey, 2013
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4.2.2: Respondents Title

The findings of the study indicate that most of tegpondents (27.0%) were pharmacists.
As shown in table 4.2, 16.2% were head of suppBbircland quality and compliance
each; quality assurance managers were 8.1%, andrvssqr, directors, heads of
production, site director, and logistics heads wad#o each. Purchasing officers and
executive officers were 2.7% each. Respondents whee heads of supply chain
departments were mainly from large pharmaceuticgghmizations. This was because the
supply chain departments in the large organizatieese well established, with clear
roles and responsibilities. In most small orgamret, managers/heads of other
departments also took care of the day-to-day runoirthe supply chain departments of
their respective organizations. See figure 4.2afgraphical representation of respondents

by title.

Table 4.2: Respondents title

Respondents Title Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative

Percent Percent
Quality and Compliance 6 16.2 16.2 16.2
Director 2 5.4 5.4 21.6
Head Production 2 5.4 5.4 27.0
Head of Supply Chain 6 16.2 16.2 43.2
QA Manager 3 8.1 8.1 51.4
Pharmacist 10 27.0 27.0 78.4
Supervisor 2 5.4 5.4 83.8
Site Director 2 5.4 5.4 89.2
Logistics 2 5.4 5.4 94.6
Purchasing Officer 1 2.7 2.7 97.3
Executive 1 2.7 2.7 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Source: Source: Field Survey, 2013
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4.2.3: Respondents Departments

According to the study findings, most of the regpemts (25.7%) were from Quality
Assurance and Regulatory Departments each. As showable 4.3, those from GMS
and Supply Chain & Logistics were 17.1% each, fed by Production Department at
11.4% and Purchasing Department at 2.9% (see figj@réor a graphical representation
of the findings). Most of the respondents from Sypgphain & Logistics Department
were mainly from larger pharmaceutical companiasmbst smaller organizations, the
study found that heads of other departments sucuadity Assurance, Regulatory,
GMS, Production, and Purchasing also assumed sgppip management roles. In some
smaller organizations, supervisors were directioived in the day-to-day management
of supply chain management processes of their cégperganizations.

Table 4.3: Respondents Departments

Name of Department Frequency| Percent Valid Cumulativ
Percent | e Percent

GMS 6 16.2 17.1 17.1
Quality Assurance 9 24.3 25.7 42.9
Regulatory 9 24.3 25.7 68.6
Production 4 10.8 11.4 80.0
Supply Chain & 6 16.2 17.1 97.1
Logistics
Purchasing 1 2.7 2.9 100.0
Total 35 94.6 100.0
System 2 54

Total 37 100.0

Source: Source: Field Survey, 2013
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4.2.4 Gender of the Respondents

Table 4.4 and figure 4.1 show that majority of taepondents (75.7%) were males and
24.3% were females. The high percentage of majgoretents is attributed to the fact
that males assume most of the supply chain manaderokes in the pharmaceutical
industry compared to their female counterparts.

Table 4.4 Gender of the Respondents

Gender
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
Male 28 75.7 75.7 75.7
Female 9 24.3 24.3 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Source: Source: Field Survey, 2013

Figure 4.1: Gender of Respondents

Gender

Source: Field Survey, 2013
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4.2.5 Distribution of the Respondents by Age
The respondents were asked to indicate their agekétr from options that had been

provided on the questionnaire. The results werprasented in the table 4.5 and Figure

4.2.
Table 4.5: Age of Respondents
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent

26-35 21 56.8 56.8 56.8
36-45 8 21.6 21.6 78.4
46-55 8 21.6 21.6 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Survey, 2013

Figure 4.2: A Geographical Presentation of Respomde by Age
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Source: Field Survey, 2013.

As shown in table 4.5 and figure 4.2, majority bé trespondents (56.8%) were aged
between 26-35 years, while 21.6% were between 3&adi516-55 years of age each. This
study therefore establishes that majority of thppbu chain management departmental

heads in pharmaceutical companies fall within tGe82 age brackets. This is considered
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by most pharmaceutical organizations as a primetlz@epossesses the requisite supply
chain management knowledge and skills, and is dapab understanding the risks
associated with supply chain processes within tierpaceutical industry, a view that is
corroborated by Vikram (2013). According to Vikraf2013), there is need for
organizations to review the skills and knowledgetldir employees with a view of
ensuring that they (the employees) have the etfiectnderstanding of the risks attributed

to supply chain management processes.

4.2.6: Ownership of the Company

The respondents were also asked to indicate theenat ownership of their respective
companies as was provided in the questionnaires.réd$ults were as presented in table
4.6. According to the findings of the study, méajoof the respondents (54.1%) revealed
their organizations were owned locally, while 45.9#0the respondents indicated that
their organizations were foreign owned. The generdication therefore is that most
pharmaceutical companies in Kenya are owned locally

Table 4.6: Ownership of the Company

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
Local 20 54.1 54.1 54.1
Foreign 17 45.9 45.9 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Survey, 2013.

4.2.7: Duration Worked in the Organization

Information concerning the duration worked in thrgamization was another aspect that

respondents were asked to provide. The findingsaarprovided in table 4.7 and figure
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4.3. According to the study findings, most of tlespondents (43.2%) had worked in
their respective organizations for more than eigdrs. The study also established that
35.1% of the respondents had worked in their rasfeorganizations for a period of less
than three years, while 10.8% of the responderdsataked for durations of 3-5 and 6-7
years each. This shows that most of the respondeatsvorked long enough with their

firms to give credible information.

Table 4.7: Duration Worked in the Organization

Duration Worked Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
Below 3 13 35.1 35.1 35.1
3-5 4 10.8 10.8 45.9
6-7 4 10.8 10.8 56.8
Above 8 16 43.2 43.2 100.0]
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Survey, 2013

Figure 4.3: Duration Worked
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Source: Field Survey, 2013.

As shown in table 4.8, the study found out thahaHlds of supply chain department were
individuals who had worked in their respective migations for a period of more than
eight years. This could be attributed to level xparience of those who had worked in

their organizations for longer periods. The phenoomecould also be attributed to the
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level of trust between the employees and the cogndainhaet al. (2004) point out that
lack of trust is one of the major factors that cimite to supply chain risks. According to
Lengnick-Hall (1998), trust between an organizatiamd its employees can create
resources that lead to a competitive advantageknSmeet al. (1998) observe that trust
between an organization and its employees canibatersignificantly to the long-term
stability of an organization and its supply chain.

Table 4.8: A Crostabulation of Respondent Title aWéars-Worked

Respondent Title Years-Worked Total
Below 3| 3-5 6-7 | Above 8

Quality and
Compliance
Director

Head Production

Head of Supply
Chain

QA Manager
Pharmacist
Supervisor

Site Director
Logistics
Purchasing Officer
Executive

Total

Source: Field Survey, 2013.
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4.3 Supply Chain Risk Management Process

Under this section, the study sought to explorestigply chain risk management process
within the pharmaceutical organizations under studche findings were as presented in

the subsequent sub-sections. Table 4.9 presentsndan, median, mode, standard

deviations, and percentiles for the questions tiatrespondents were asked under this

section.
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Table 4.9: Mean, Median, Standard Deviations, andrBentiles

Qn8a | Qn8b Qn8c Qn8d Qn8e Qnsf Qn8g Qn8h Qn8i Qngj Qn8k | Qn8l
N Valid 35 35 35 33 35 33 35 35 35 33 35 35
Missing 2 2 2 4 2 4 2 2 2 4 2 2
Mean 2.97 2.29 2.54 3.21 2.71 3.30 3.31 271 2.86| 2.48 3.03 3.17
Median 3.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 3.00 3.00] 2.00 3.00 3.00
Mode 4 2 1 4 1 5 4 3? 4 2 1 5
Std. Dev. 1.124| 1126 1.379] 1.431 1.467| 1.591 1.451| 1.250 1.353| 1.00 1.581 1.63
25 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.00 2.00{ 2.00 1.00 1.00
Percentiles 50 3.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 3.00 3.00] 2.00 3.00 3.00
75 4.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 4.00] 3.00 4.00 5.00
Source: Field Survey, 2013
Table 4.10: Percentages of Responses per Question
Response| Qn8a Qn8b Qn8c Qnad Qn8e Qn8f Qn8d Qn8h 8i Qn | Qng;j Qn8k Q
Strongly 0 0, 0, 0 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0
Agree 11.4% 28.6% 37.1% 24.2% 34.3% 24.2% 17.1% 22.9% 22.9% 18.2 28.6%
Agree 22.9% | 31.4% 8.6% 6.1% 8.6% 9.1% 17.1% 20.0% 17.1%  33.3 11.4%
Neutral 28.6% 28.6% 22.99 6.1% 20.0% 9.1% 5.7% 25.7% 22.9% 30.3 11.4%
Disagree | 31.4% 5.7% 25.7% 51.5% 25.7% 27.3% 37.1% 25.7% 25.7% 18.2 25.7%
strongly | g 79, 5.7% 57%| 12.1%  11.4% 30.3% | 22.9% 57%|  11.4% 22.99
Disagree
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1

Source: Field Survey, 2013
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According to the findings of the study, majority thfe respondents (31.4%) disagreed
that their respective organizations had a supp#yrchisk management leadership team in
place, with most of them (31.4%) agreeing thatrtbeganizations had risk management
processes in place. Most respondents (37.1%) dyraggeed that emerging risks formed
part of the risk agenda item in the monthly risk naigement meetings of their

organizations, while majority (51.5%) disagreeimgttthere was a computerized risk

management system updated on regular basis withindrganizations.

With regard to review of old risks, most responde34.3%) strongly agreed that their
organizations proactively reviewed old risks andigaied the same. However, majority
of the respondents (30.3%) strongly disagreed tiair organizations’ risk log were

updated, with majority (37.1%) disagreeing thatre¢heere key performance indicators
(KPIs) on supply chain risk mitigation in their argzations. As for risk ownership, most
respondents (25.7%) were neutral on whether egoartheental manager in supply chain
was accountable for all risks in their organizasiowith a similar percentage disagreeing
that each departmental manager in supply chainagasuntable for all risks in their

organizations.

Majority of the respondents (25.7%) disagreed ftiskt owners presented their own
situation target proposal (STPs) on how they witigate supply chain risk, with most of
them (33.3%) agreeing that supply chain risks weitegated when they fell due. Most of
the respondents (28.6%) strongly agreed that theganizations had risk escalation

processes in place, while most of them (31.4%)nglsodisagreeing that supply chain
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risk-based audits were carried out in their orgatmins. Generally, majority of
respondents (42.9%) rated the supply chain risk ag@ment processes in their

organizations as bad.
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Table 4.11: Correlations on supply chain risk manament process

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Qn8m] 1.000| .728| .887| .942| .868| .870| .903| .909| .919| .845| .788| .948( .938
Qn8a .728| 1.000( .657| .674| .701| .601| .626| .781] .580| .480( .578| .679| .802
Qn8b .887| .657(1.000] .844| .742| .763| .771| .771| .853| .761| .889| .821| .771
Qn8c .942| .674( .844| 1.000| .807| .937| .780| .809| .911| .783( .718| .869| .831
Qn8d .868| .701| .742] .807|1.000f .827| .872 .851| .733| .739| .630| .777| .853
Qn8e .870| .601| .763| .937| .827| 1.000| .801| .762| .804| .660( .615( .790( .793
Qn8f .903| .626| .771] .780| .872| .801|1.000( .884| .741| .734| .647| .896( .930
Qn8g .909| .781| .771| .809| .851| .762| .884| 1.000] .732| .698| .700( .907( .894
Qn8h .919| .580( .853] .911| .733| .804| .741| .732|1.000| .914| .745| .838| .787
Qna8i .845| .480( .761| .783| .739| .660| .734| .698]| .914(1.000( .722| .730| .729
Qngj .788| .578| .889| .718| .630| .615| .647( .700| .745| .722|1.000| .679| .685
Qn8k .948| .679( .821| .869| .777| .790| .896| .907| .838| .730| .679( 1.000( .908
Qnsl .938| .802( .771] .831| .853| .793| .930| .894| .787| .729] .685 .908 1.0(())

Source: Field Survey, 2013
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The study establishes that risk escalation prohassthe highest positive impact (.948)
on the general supply chain risk management proéagsved by the culture of making
emerging risks part of the risk agenda item inrttenthly risk management meetings of
an organization (at .942). According to the finding the study, having a supply chain
risk management leadership team in place has thst Ipositive impact on an
organization’s general supply chain risk managenpeatess at .728 (see table 4.11).
These findings corroborate Chakravarty’s (2013) foalthe need for top organization’s
management to deploy risk management processesyabteims that make visible risks

and propose remediation of the same.

4.4 Safety Management

Under this section, the study sought to assesss#éifiety management status of the
pharmaceutical organizations under study. The ffigsli were as presented in the

subsequent sub-sections. Table 4.13 presents then, nmeedian, mode, standard

deviations, and percentiles for the questions tihatrespondents were asked under this

section
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Table 4.12: Mean, Median, Standard Deviations, anBercentilesStatistic
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Table 4.13 shows that majority of the respondebiis4@o) strongly agreed that their
respective organizations had defined and documetited Occupational Health and
Safety (OHS) policy, with most of them (the respemd) (59.5%) agreeing that there
was evidence that safety management policy had beemunicated and implemented
throughout their organizations. Similarly, majority them (40.5%) agreed that their
organizations had a procedure to identify the gppate OHS hazards and risks resulting
from its activities, with majority (42.9%) furthexgreeing that supply chain safety risk
assessments in their organizations addressed:egues, facilities, contractors, and off-
site working.

With regard to regulatory operational requirememisjority of respondents (37.8%)
agreed that all risks having legal and/or reguiatogperational requirements had been
identified by their respective organizations. Mokthe respondent (54.1%) also agreed
that there was a mechanism for communicating retesafety information on legal and
regulatory requirements to employees and interegiadies. In addition, majority
(56.8%) agreed that OHS objectives had been estadliat each relevant function and
level in their organizations. On roles and respafises, majority of respondents
(40.5%) agreed that responsibilities and levelawthority for all personnel managing
OHS management system had been defined and doconenttheir organizations.
Majority (40.5%) also agreed that core elementshefsafety management system and
their interaction, had been described in electrdoien, with most of them (45.9%)
agreeing further that systems were in place to comecate relevant procedures and/or
requirements, regarding OHS hazards associated puitbhased: products, equipment

and services.
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As for procedures, most of the respondents (54.48t¢ed that procedures had been
implemented to identify the potential for and resg® to incidents, accidents, and
emergencies within their organizations, while migyo{54.1%) agreeing that there were
procedures in place to prevent and mitigate theaotgp of incidents, accidents and
emergencies in their organizations. Majority (48)6%so agreed that emergency
preparedness and response procedures were revaaweagvised as appropriate through
the risk assessment route, while most of them @45.&greeing that emergency

procedures were tested where practicable. Moshefréspondents (64.9%) agreed that
procedures in their organizations ensured thattdtepersonnel were adequately trained
for foreseeable situations including use of emergeaquipment where appropriate.

Moreover, most of them (43.2%) strongly agreed ihi@rnal safety audit procedures had
been developed, while majority (48.6) strongly agrg that there was periodic

management reviews on safety management in thganaations. Overally, majority of

the respondents (56.8%) rated the safety managemérgir respective organizations as

good.

As shown in table 4.14, the findings of the studgicate that the independent variables
have significant impact on the general safety mamant in an organization. Reviewing
and revising emergency preparedness and responsedpires appropriately through the
risk assessment route has the highest positivedimf@d .875) on the overall safety
management in an organization (see table 4.1hé&cadrrelations between the variables).
This finding therefore confirms Vikram’s (2013) asson that information about safety

management practices that pose high risk of prasluatterruption need to be reviewed
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and documented, often by third parties. Accordimg/ikram (2013), reviewing safety
management practices may provide critical insighte the risk of interruption from
doing business with an external supplier or frosksithat exist internally within a
vertically integrated company. Therefore, to assegply chain risk exposures, Norrman
and Jansson (2004) maintain that the company rdestify not only direct risks to its
operations, but also the potential causes or sewft#ose risks at every significant link

along the supply chain.
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Table 4.14: Correlation on safety management

Qnor Qn9%a | Qn%b Qn9c | Qnad | Qn9e | Qnof | Qn9g | QnSh | Qn9i | QnYj | Qn

Qnor 1.000 .788 .758 .859 .585 531 .813 .753 797 791 .856
QnY9a .788] 1.000 911 .790 722 497 725 574 .648| .656 .693
Qnob .758 911 1.000 752 .651 .366 725 .526 A71|  .485 .674
Qn9c .859 .790 .752] 1.000 .806 .647 912 .621 .681| .755 .869
Qnad .585 722 .651 .806| 1.000 .715 .765 424 .593| .575 .648
QnYe 531 497 .366 .647 .715] 1.000 .642 311 513 .469 496
Qnof .813 725 725 912 .765 .642| 1.000 .686 .692| .669 .882
Qn9g .753 574 .526 .621 424 311 .686| 1.000 .848| .616 .728
Pearson Correlation Qnoh 797 .648 471 .681 .593 .513 .692 .848| 1.000f .795 .676
Qnai 791 .656 485 .755 .575 469 .669 .616 .795] 1.00 .702
QnyYj .856 .693 .674 .869 .648 496 .882 .728 .676| .702] 1.000

Qn9k .865 .698 .601 .739 478 .528 .703 .617 .710| .736 .653| 1.
Qnol .831 .801 .698 775 .570 481 .784 .621 .681| .750 .718
Qn9m .875 .807 .798 751 .513 .235 .700 .627 .633| .785 .765
Qnon 729 .856 .707 754 .604 434 .639 .396 574 .781 .647
Qn9o .829 .839 .733 .647 419 .343 .617 .524 657 .721 .625
Qn9p .868 .760 671 .799 527 .313 .693 .638 .697| .760 .782
Qn9q .813 .613 .518 .587 .400 .199 511 .681 .803| .696 .628

Source: Field Survey, 2013.
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4.5: People Capability

Under this section, the study sought to explore pe®ple capability within the
pharmaceutical organizations under study. The ffigsli were as presented in the
subsequent sub-sections. Table 4.15 presents then, nmeedian, mode, standard
deviations, and percentiles for the questions tihatrespondents were asked under this
section

Table 4.15: Mean, Median, and Standard Deviations

Qnl0al Qnl10bl Qnil0c Qn10d | Qnl0Oe| Qniof| QnlOg [ QnlOh [ Qn1O0i
. 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
N Valid
Missing 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mean 277 2.46 2.51 3.17| 2.43| 2.66 3.09 3.11 2.80
. 3.00] 2.00 2.00 4.00( 2.00f 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Median
Mode 3 2 2 4 3 2 2 2 3
. 877 .780 919 1.071f .778| 1.056 1.067 1.255 797
Std. Deviation

Source: Field Survey, 2013.

Table 4.16 shows that most of the respondents ¥oh8ere neutral as to whether all
supply chain employees in their organizations waened on supply chain risk
management, with most of them (54.3%) agreeing thading partners kept the
organization fully informed about issues thateaféd the organization business.
Similarly, majority of the respondents (42.9%) agfethat trading partners were
informed of changing needs in advance, while migjqd8.6%) disagreeing that current
skill level of supply chain employees in their joinsthe organization was adequate. In
addition, most of the respondents (42.9%) were rabwin whether managers within

supply chain were accountable for supply chain,riskh most of them (37.1%),
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agreeing that people in supply chain demonstrateiglalevel of performance behavior.
Moreover, most of the respondent (40.0%) agreet gshpply chain risk management
formed part of all personnel job description, witlajority (34.3) agreeing further that all
training records were available for people conaggrsupply chain risk. Overally most of
the respondents rated the people capability of tlesipective organizations as average
(see figure 4.11 for graphical presentation ofgheve findings).

According to the findings in table 4.17, the indegent variables have significant impact
on an organization’s people capability, with infengntrading partners of changing needs
in advance having the most significant positive aetp(at .867) on an organization’s
people capability, followed by training of suppligazn employees on supply chain risk
management at .816 (see table 4.17 for the rekdtipa between the variables). The
findings are in keeping with Vikram’s (2013) cadirfthe need for organizations to equip
their employees with adequate skills and knowletipde able to understand supply

chain risks, while revealing and discouraging pcastthe increase supply chain risks.

Table 4.16: Percentages of Responses per QuestiQuéstion 10a-9i)

Response Qnl0a Qn10b Qnl0c Qniod Qnl0e Qniof Qn10g Qnl0h Qn10i
Strongly 11.4 5.7 11.4 - 11.4 11.4 - 5.7 5.7
Agree

Agree 171 54.3 42.9 42.9 40.0 37.1 40.0 343 25.7
Neutral 54.3 28.6 28.6 2.9 42.9 31.4 229 229 51.4
Disagree 17.1 11.4 171 | 486 5.7 143 257 171 171
Strongly 57 ; 57 11.4 20.0

Disagree

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Field Survey, 2013
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Table 4.17: Correlation

Correlations

Qn10i Qnl0a Qnl0b Qn10c Qnlod inOé

Qn10i 1.000 816 577 867 765 €

Qnl0a .816 1.000 .243 .733 .700 A

Qn10b 577 243 1.000 647 291 4

Qn10c .867 733 647 1.000 .685 €

Pearson Correlation Qniod 765 .700 291 .685 1.000 Ny
Qnl0e .806 751 443 834 792 1.

Qn1of .650 643 .303 551 574 £

Qn10g 678 587 446 433 450 .

Qn10h 494 452 246 151 204 .

Source: Field Survey, 2013

40



4.6: Production tradeoffs

Under this section, the study sought to examine gregluction tradeoffs within the

pharmaceutical organizations under study. The rigsli were as presented in the

subsequent sub-sections. Tables 4.18 present then, nmaedian, mode, standard

deviations, and percentiles for the questions tihatrespondents were asked under this

section.

Table 4.18: Mean, Median, Mode, and Standard Ddiga

Statistics
Qnlla Qnllb Qnlic Qniid Qnlle Qnlif Qnllg Qnlih

35 35 33 35 35 35 35 35

N
2 2 4 2 2 2 2 2
Mean 4.29 3.34 291 2.49 1.80 2.17 3.06 2.77
Median 5.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 3.00
Mode 5 2 2 2 2 2 3? 3
Std. Deviation 1.126 1.259 .843 .951 797 .785 1.027 547

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Source: Field Survey, 2013

As shown in table 4.19, most of the respondentsl{sy strongly disagreed on whether

product availability was always a considerationnthguality in their organizations.

However, majority (37.1%) agreed that economy @flesavas a main consideration in

production; with most of them (39.4%), agreeingthar that tradeoff was key

consideration in making or buying decision withirogiuction. Similarly, most of those

who respondent (57.1%) agreed that the producBovite process was automated, with

most of them (51.4%) agreeing that significant staeents were being made in

enterprise-wide information systems than manualkwdYith regard to informational
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integration, most of the respondents (54.3%) agtbat information applications were
integrated within the firm, while majority (31.4%¢maining neutral on whether their
organizations were flexible in terms of accommauatcustomers’ special IT-based
information system requests and others (31.4% thsealg Overally, most of the

respondents (65.7%) ranked the production tradexdftheir respective organizations as
average.

Table 4.20 shows that prioritizing product availiépiover quality (at -.368) has a

negative impact on an organization’s productiordecdfs. Nevertheless, the study
established that integrating information applicatwithin the firm (.642) had the highest
positive impact on an organization’s productiordé&affs, followed by making significant

investments in enterprise-wide information systéimas manual work (at .634).

Table 4.19: Percentages of Responses per (Quedtiani)

Response Qnlla Qnllb Qnllic Qnlid Qnlle Qnlif Qnllg| Qnllh
Strongly Agree 5.7 - - 8.6 37.1 17.1 5.7

Agree 5.7 371 394 57.1 514 54.3 25.7 28.6
Neutral - 20.0 30.3 11.4 5.7 22.9 314 65.7
Disagree 314 14.3 30.3 229 5.7 5.7 314 5.7
Strongly Disagree 57.1 28.6 - - - - 5.7

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Field Survey
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Table 4.20: Correlation on production tradeoffs

Correlations

Qnlilh Qnlla Qnlilb Qnllc Qniid
Qnilh 1.000 -.368 416 227 .559
Qnlla -.368 1.000 .095 -.296 -.463
Qnillb 416 .095 1.000 -.083 .029
Qnllc 227 -.296 -.083 1.000 .550
Pearson Correlation
Qniid .559 -.463 .029 .550 1.000
Qnlle .634 -.655 217 -.074 .287
Qnlif .642 -.456 415 -.250 .358
Qnllg 495 -.319 .189 -.261 -.059

a. Dependent Variable: Qnl1lh

b. Predictors: (Constant), Qnllg, Qnlid, Qnllb, Qnlle, Qnllc, Qnlla, Qnllf
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4.7: Supply chain risk mitigation challenges

This section purposed to explore the supply chiakanmitigation challenges faced by the

organizations under study. The findings were aseed in the subsequent sub-sections.

Table 4.21: Mean, Median, Mode, and Standard Deigat

Statistics
Qnl2a| Qni2b| Qni2c| Qnl2d| Qni2e| Qnl2f| Qni2g| Qnl2h| Qnl2i | Qnl12j | Qni2k| Qni2l | Qni12 | Qni2n| Qnl20| Qnl2p| Qnl2q
m

2.89 2.97 3.03 3.23 2.69 3.63 3.60 3.63 3.23 3.20 291 2.79 3.51 3.46 2.63 3.26 3.26
Mean

3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 4.00 3.00
Median
Mode 3 4 4 22 2 4 4 4 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 4 2

.718| 1.043 .954| 1.031| 1.051 .808 .946 .910| 1.003] 1.052| 1.259 .820| 1.011| 1.146| 1.190| 1.120 1.094
Std. Dev.

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is ghow
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Majority of the respondents responded to differgoestions under this section as
follows: 48.6% were neutral on whether their orgations lacked supply chain

management knowledge; 40.0% disagreed that theanarations lacked adequate
resources to implement supply chain initiativedisigintly; with 45.7% disagreeing that

their organizations were experiencing poor sale$ @perations planning process. On
ethics, 31.4% of respondents agreed that there @thieal responsibility problems in the
supply chain within their organizations, with a 8an percentage disagreeing; 31.4%
agreed that their organizations had inadequatelgupgin performance measures; with
48.6% of the respondents disagreeing that therelagksof trust among supply chain

members in their organizations.

40.0% of the respondents disagreed that there ags df corporation among supply
chain members their organizations, while 57.1%gisaing that there was always stock
availability to meet all customer full demand, ame, and 48.6% remaining neutral on
whether their organizations lacked motivation amsngply chain members. 34.3% of
the respondents agreed that customers’ geographllisthnce were high in their

organizations, with 45.5% agreeing that suppligsbgraphical distance was equally
high, and 45.5% agreeing that there were inadedgoftenation systems linkages within

the supply chain of their organizations.

42.9% of the respondents were neutral on whetlege tivas conflict among supply chain
members in their organizations, with 37.1% remameutral on whether there was lack
of top management support in their organizationsl, 48.6% agreeing that government
customs regulations were impacting on their orgation’'s supply chain. 42.9%

disagreed that there was poor visibility of demamdheir organizations, with 31.4%
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agreeing that terrorism was a key factor in sugblgin buying and supply decision, and
31.4% disagreeing that there were complexitiebénsupply chain in their organizations.
With regard to quality, 42.9% of the respondentagdieed that there were inconsistent
guality supplies in their organizations, while 4%.Femaining neutral on whether there
was lack of leverage within their organization’pgly chain, and 45.5% disagreeing that
their organizations experienced short productdifeles. 42.2% of the respondents were
neutral on whether dealing with counterfeit goodsiully aligned in their organization,
with 39.4% agreeing that their organizations ex@wed supply chain disruptions, and
57.5% disagreeing that product recall incidenceseweore often in their organizations.
With regard to order delivery, most of the resparid@4.2%) strongly agreed that poor
road infrastructure resulted in delay in order \d&ly. However, 24.4% of the
respondents strongly disagreed that poor roadstmireture resulted in delay in order
deliver in their organizations. Overally, most dfetrespondents (60.0%) rated the
mechanisms put in place by their organizations itigate supply chain challenges as

average (see table 4.22 on these findings).
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Table 4.22: Response on supply chain risk mitigatiochallenges

QUESTION RESPONSE (%)
S/IA A N D S/D | Total
a) Lack of supply chain management knowledge 31.486 | 200 | - 100
b) Lack of adequate resources to implement Igupgpain| 11.4 | 20.0 | 28.6 | 40.0| - 100
initiatives sufficiently
C) Poor sales and operations planning process 421K.4 | 457 | - 100
d) Ethical responsibility problems in the supplairh - 314 | 25.7| 31.4| 11.4] 100
e) Inadequate supply chain performance measures 43 1314 | 257 | 286 - 100
f) There is lack of trust among supply chain mermaber 8.6 314 | 48.6| 11.4| 100
9) There is lack of cooperation among supply clnaémbers | - 143| 28.6| 400 17.1 100
h) There is always stock availability to meet aisomer full 171 143 | 571 | 11.4| 100
demand, on time.
i) Lack of motivation among supply chain members 75,0114 | 486 | 229| 11.4| 100
J) Customers’ geographical distance is high 343292 314 | 114 | 100
k) Suppliers’ geographical distance is high 6.1 545. 18.2 121 18.2| 100
) Inadequate information systems linkages witthie supply| - 455 | 303 | 242 | - 100
chain
m) | Conflicts among supply chain members 5.7 29 942314 | 17.1 | 100
n) Lack of top management support 5.7 1114 374.1 922.229 | 100
0) Government customs regulations impacting on the 114 | 486 | 17.1| 11.4| 11.4 100
organization supply chain
p) Poor visibility of demand 40.0f 5.7 429 114100
q) Terrorism is a key factor in supply chain buyiagd 314 | 28,6 | 229 | 17.1| 100
supply decision
r Complexities in the supply chain 286 28/ 314114 | 100
S) Inconsistent quality supplies 34.3 114 429 .411 100
t) Lack of leverage within the organization’s supphain 5.7 8.6 45.7| 28.6 11.4 100
u) Short product life cycles 333 91 455  12{1100
V) Dealing with counterfeit goods is fully aligned 6.1 182 | 424 | 15.2| 18.2] 100
w) | Supply chain disruptions - 394 364 182 6.1 100
X) Product recall incidences more often 6.1 - 3.0 7.65| 33.3
y) Poor road Infrastructure resulting to delay idey delivery| 24.2 18.2 12.1] 21.2 24.2 100
z What is your general comment on your organizatien - 60.0 | 28.6 11.4| 100
Supply chain risk mitigation challenges using descd 1-
5 whereby 1 very good, 2 good, 3 average, 4 badkr$
bad

Source: Field Survey, 2013
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a summary of the findingsg tkonclusion and the
recommendations of the study which sought to detexitihe supply chain risk mitigation
by pharmaceutical firms in Kenya and further essabthe challenges faced in adopting

the Supply chain risk mitigations and how to oveneahem.

5.2 Summary of Findings

This section presents a summary of the findingthefstudy in relation to its objectives.
The general objective of the study was to deterntieesupply chain risk mitigation in
pharmaceutical firms in Kenya. In so doing, thedgtsought to specifically determine
the supply chain risk mitigation by the pharmaamltifirms in Kenya, identify
challenges faced in adoption of this Supply ch&k mitigations, and determine how
pharmaceutical companies in Kenya overcome chaemngimplementing supply chain

risk mitigation.

On supply chain risk management process, majofitthe respondents disagreed that
their respective organizations had a supply chesk management leadership team in
place; majority agreed that their organizations haki management processes in place,
while most of them strongly agreed that emergisgggiformed part of the risk agenda

item in the monthly risk management meetings ofrtbeganizations. Majority of the
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respondents disagreed that there was a computerskethanagement system updated on
regular basis within their organizations, with mo$tthem strongly agreeing that their
organizations proactively reviewed old risks andigaied the same. However, majority
strongly disagreed that their organizations’ risg Wwere updated, with most of them
disagreeing that there were key performance inolisa(KPIs) on supply chain risk

mitigation in their organizations. Generally, madtthe respondents rated the supply

chain risk management processes in their organizafs bad.

On safety management, majority of the respondeniagly agreed that their respective
organizations had defined and documented their gatmnal Health and Safety (OHS)
policy, with most of them agreeing that there waglence that safety management
policy had been communicated and implemented thowigtheir organizations. Most
respondents agreed that their organizations ha@egure to identify the appropriate
OHS hazards and risks resulting from its activjtiwhile majority agreeing that supply
chain safety risk assessments in their organizatiadressed: processes, facilities,
contractors, and off-site working. Overally, mostspondents rated the safety

management in their respective organizations ad.goo

With regard to people capability, most of the resjents were neutral as to whether all
supply chain employees in their organizations weaged on supply chain risk, with
majority agreed that trading partners kept the mzgdion fully informed about issues
that affected the organization business. Most nedpots agreed that trading partners

were informed of changing needs in advance, witforitg disagreeing that current skill
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level of supply chain employees in their jobs ie thrganization was adequate. Overall
most of the respondents rated the people capabilitheir respective organizations as

average

On production tradeoffs, the study found that nrespondents strongly disagreed that
product availability was always a consideratiomtlgaality in their organizations, with
majority agreeing that economy of scale was a n@@nsideration in production.
Majority agreeing further that tradeoff was key soleration in making or buying
decision within production.  Majority agreed thatfarmation applications were
integrated within the firm, while most of them ramag neutral on whether their
organizations were flexible in terms of accommauatcustomers’ special IT-based
information system requests. Overally, majoritykesh the production tradeoffs of their

respective organizations as average.

As for supply chain risk mitigation challenges, n@spondents were neutral on whether
their organizations lacked supply chain managenkeotvledge; many disagreed that
their organizations lacked adequate resources f@emrent supply chain initiatives

sufficiently; with majority disagreeing that theawrganizations were experiencing poor
sales and operations planning process, while majagreeing that there were ethical
responsibility problems in the supply chain withimeir organizations. Most of them

agreed that their organizations had inadequatelypap@in performance measures, with
majority disagreeing that there was lack of trusioag supply chain members in their

organizations. Majority remained neutral on whetheir organizations lacked
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motivation among supply chain members, while mosspondents agreeing that
customers’ geographical distance were high in tbaganizations. Majority agreed that
suppliers’ geographical distance was equally higth most of the respondents agreeing
that there were inadequate information systemsagek within the supply chain of their
organizations. Most of them agreed that governrmastoms regulations were impacting
on their organization’s supply chain, while majprdisagreeing that there was poor
visibility of demand in their organizations. Majiyriagreed that terrorism was a key
factor in supply chain buying and supply decisiafith most of them disagreeing that
there were complexities in the supply chain inrtleeganizations. Most of them strongly
agreed that poor road infrastructure resulted iliayden order delivery, while majority

strongly disagreeing that poor road infrastructtgsulted in delay in order deliver in

their organizations. Overall, majority rated the cm@nisms put in place by their

organizations to mitigate supply chain challengeaverage.

5.3 Conclusion

In view of the findings of this study, this studyncludes that the supply chain
management processes in most pharmaceutical firidienya are bad because of lack of
supply chain risk management leadership teams agepllack of computerized risk

management system, which updated on a regular,bas lack of an updated

organization risk log. The bad state of supply ochagk management process in most
pharmaceutical companies in Kenya is also attribtadack of KPIs on supply chain risk

mitigation, lack of presentation of STPs by risknass, and supply chain risk-based

audits. Even though this is the case in most comepan the pharmaceutical industry in
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Kenya, most firms incorporate emerging risks inirthmonthly meetings, proactively
reviews old risks, and mitigate the same, whil® aifstigating supply chain risks when

they fall due.

The safety management processes in most pharmaalecdimpanies in Kenya is good
according to the findings of the study. This igiktited to a number of factors, including
inter alia: availability of defined and document®tiS policies, implementation of the
same, availability of mechanisms for communicatgagety information on legal and
regulatory requirements to employees and otherebtakers, as well as well-defined
responsibilities for the OHS personnel. Most conmgmnalso have systems to
communicate relevant procedures /requirements oi$ @bizards vis-a-vis purchased
products, equipment, and services. The internatgafudit procedures in most of the
companies have also been developed, with periodicagement reviews on safety

management being undertaken.

Even though most pharmaceutical organizations inyeget informed about issues that
affect their businesses, inform their trading pamrsnon changing needs in advance, and
include supply chain risk management in their pengb job descriptions; the people
capability in most pharmaceutical companies in Keny average. This is mainly
attributed to inadequate supply chain managemeilis skmong employees of most

organizations in the industry.
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Even though most pharmaceutical organizations inyeconsider tradeoff as key in
making production-related decisions, have an autednproduction/service process, and
have integrated information application systems;gtoduction tradeoffs in most of these
organizations remain average. This is due to lakcklexibility on the part of most
organizations to accommodate the special IT-basddrmation requests of their

customers.

Finally, the mitigation mechanisms developed by ingfsarmaceutical organizations in
Kenya to address supply chain risks are averagardiog to the findings of the study.
Most organizations face ethical responsibility peofis in their supply chains, high
customer/supplier-geographical distances, and oaate information systems linkages
within the supply chain. Furthermore, the governnerstoms regulations impact on the
supply chain of most organizations, with acts afaesm being major concerns in

making supply chain decisions. Most organizatides auffer supply chain disruptions.

5.4 Recommendations

Based on the findings of the study, this study matkee following recommendations:
there is need for pharmaceutical organizations emy@ assemble and have in place a
supply chain risk management leadership team, p@eutical organizations also need
to computerize their risk management systems ardhtepthem on a regular basis,
organizations should also develop their risk loggl aipdate them regularly, key
performance indicators (KPIs) should also form mdrsupply chain mitigation systems

of pharmaceutical organizations in the industngamizations should carry out supply
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chain risk-based audits on a regular basis, pharuat@al organizations should provide
their supply chain employees with adequate skitid knowledge to be able to perform
their jobs in a more effective and efficient manradk supply chain employees need to be
trained on modern approaches to managing supplynchiaks, pharmaceutical
organizations need to be flexible in terms of actmdating special IT-based
information system requests of their customerggetieneed for organizations to provide
adequate resources for implementing supply chatratives efficiently, organizations
should address ethical responsibility problems heirt supply chains effectively,
pharmaceutical companies should also provide adegsapply chain performance

measures.

There is need to adopt processes/approaches thdttelp in reducing the geographical
distances between the customers and suppliersanimatceutical organizations within the
industry i.e. sourcing closer to the market. Adeguaformation systems linkages within
the supply chains of pharmaceutical companies inylealso need to be provided. On
Government customs regulations that impact on thlgarozations within the

pharmaceutical industry in Kenya, there is needetoeviewed with a view to eliminating

those that impact negatively on the organizatiegply chains or have a strategy on
managing this risk. Finally, causes of supply chdisruptions among pharmaceutical
organizations in Kenya need to be identified anigotive mechanism developed to

address/eliminate/prevent them.
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5.5 Limitation of the study

The research work was mainly focused on managenslling supply chain roles.
Pharmaceutical companies have several other furadtiepartments hence the response
obtained from only supply chain related managerg nt be representative of an entire
organization. Moreover, staffs that are involvedha day to day supply chain activities
and are not managers were not considered for tliy,shnd hence the findings can only
be used as a guide and can also provide a basfattoe research. The research work

was also accomplished with a lot of time constgint

5.6 Areas for Further Study

Future researchers should investigate the folloyiedinent areas: The impact of supply
chain risks on the financial performance of phamugical organizations in Kenya, The
impact of supply chain risks on product quality amgharmaceutical organizations in
Kenya and Supply chain risk mitigation on othert fasoving consumer industry in

Kenya
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APPENDIX 1

COMPLIMENTARY LETTER TO THE RESPONDENTS

Dear Sir/Madam,

To Whom It May Concern

The bearer of this letter. ...
Registration Number........................ Telephone.........ccoooviinnnn.

Is a Master of Business Administration (MBA) stutiaththe University of Nairobi.

The student is required to submit, as part of therse work assessment, a research
project report on a given management problem. Weldvbke the students to do their
projects on real life problems affecting firms iret§a today. We would therefore
appreciate if you assist the student collect datgaur organization to this end. The
results of the report will be used solely for pwpmf the research and in no way will
your organization be implicated in the researcldifigs. A copy of the report can be

availed to the interviewed organizations on request

Yours respectfully,

The Coordinator,

MBA Programme
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APPENDIX 2: LIST OF REGISTERED PHARMACEUTICAL COMPA NIES IN KENYA

1. Abbott laboratories

2. Assia

3. Astra Zeneca

4, Bayer Healthcare AC

5. Boehringer Ingelheim Gmbh
6. Bristol-Myers Squibb

7. C. Mehta & Co

8. Cadilla Pharmaceuticals

9. Cosmos limited

10. Dawa Limited

11. Eli Lilly & Co Chemicals

12. Framin Kenya

13. Galaxy

14. GlaxoSmithKline Limited
15. Globe

16. Goodman Agencies

17. Harley’s Limited

18. Laborex

19. Laboratory and Allied Kenya Limited
20. Joshansen & Soehne

21. Johnson & Johnson

22. Lords Healthcare

23. Menarini S.A

24. Merc & Co Ltd

25. Metro Pharmaceuticals

26. Norbrook Kenya Limited

27. Norvatis Pharma Services
28. Pan Pharmaceuticals

29. Pharmaceuticals Manufacturing Company
30. Phillips

31. Population Services International
32. Regal

33. Sai

34. Sanofi Aventis

35. Schering Plough corp

36. Servier

37. Synermed Pharmaceuticals
38. Unicorn Pharma

39. Unisupplies Limited

40. Universal Corporation

41. Wessex Pharmaceuticals
42, Wockaine International Limited
43. Wockhardt Limited

44, Wyeth

45, Pfizer Labs Limited

46. Roche

Source: Pharmacy and Poisons board (2012)
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APPENDIX 3: QUESTIONNAIRE
Instructions: Please answer questions by putting tick [V] in the appropriate box or

by writing in the space provided.
SECTION A: GENERAL INFORMATION

1) Name of company

2) Title of respondent

3) Division/Department

4) Gender of respondent
a) Male ()
b) Female ()
5) Age in years

a) 20-25 ()
b) 26 — 35 ()
c) 36-45 ()
d) 46 -55 ()
e) Above 55 ()
6) Indicate ownership of your company
a) Local ()
b) Foreign ()

c) Government ( )
d) Others (Specify)
7) How many years have you worked in your organiz&tion

a) Lessthan 3 years ()
b) 3 -5years ()
c) 6—7years ()
d) Above 8years ()
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SECTION B: SUPPLY CHAIN RISK MANAGEMENT PROCESS
8) Using a scale of 1 — 5 where 1 is strongly agrez— agree, 3 — Neutral, 4-
Disagree and 5 — strongly disagree, respond the following statements that

describe supply chain risk management process iroyr organization.

112|345

a) | The organization has a supply chain risk manageheadership

team in place

b) | There is risk management process in the orghoiza

c) | Emerging risks form part of the risk agendaniie the monthly

risk management meeting

d) | Organization has computerized risk managemerdtesy
updated on regular basis.

e) | There is proactive review of old risks and gation of the

same

f) | Organization risk log is updated.

g) | There are key performance indicators (KPIs)ugp$y chain

risk mitigation.

h) | Each departmental manager in supply chain dewatable for
all risks (risk owners)

i) | Risk owners present their own situation tangetposal (STPs

on how they will mitigate supply chain risk

1) | Supply chain risks are mitigated when they thié.

K) | There is risk escalation process in place

l) | Supply chain risk based audits are carried gaaization.

m) Please rate the overall Supply chain risk mamagé process of your company using

a scale of 1-5 whereby 1 very good, 2 good, 3 @esré bad, 5 very bad
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SECTION C: SAFETY MANAGEMENT
9) To what extent do you agree with the following st@ments on Safety
Management in your organization? Use a scale of -3 where 1 — Strongly

agree, 2 — Agree, 3 — Neutral, 4 — Disagree, Strongly disagree

1(2(3|4]5

a) | The organisation has defined and documente@dtsipationa
Health and Safety (OHS) policy.

b) | There is evidence that safety management pbhsybeen

communicated and implemented throughout the orgtars

c) | The organisation has a procedure to identify dppropriate

OHS hazards and risks resulting from its activities

d) | Supply chain safety risk assessments in thentargton
address: processes, facilities, contractors afasitef working.

e) | All risks having legal and/or regulatory opesatl

requirements have been identified.

f) | There is a mechanism for communicating relesaféty
information on legal and regulatory requirementsrployees

and interested parties

g) | OHS objectives have been established at eachargléunction anc

level in the organization

Responsibilities and levels of authority for alfpennel
h) | managing OHS management system have been defided an

documented

i) | Core elements of the safety management systed their

interaction, have been described in electronic form

j) | Systems are in place to communicate relevantqmores and/or
requirements, regarding OHS hazards associated |with

purchased: products, equipment and services.

k) | Procedures have been implemented to identifyptitential for

and response to incidents, accidents and emergencie
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[) | Procedures in place to prevent and mitigate ithpacts of

incidents, accidents and emergencies

m) | Emergency preparedness and response proceduregeevand

revised as appropriate through the risk assessmeta

n) | Emergency procedures are tested where pradaicabl

0) | Procedures ensure that affected personnel aguately trained
for foreseeable situations including use of emecgen

equipment where appropriate

p) | Internal safety audit procedures have been dpeel

g) | There is periodic management reviews on safetyagement

r) What is your general comment on your organiraticafety management using a scale
of 1-5 whereby 1 very good, 2 good, 3 average,d4 bavery bad

SECTION D: PEOPLE CAPABILITY

10)Using a scale of 1- 5 where is 1 — Strongly agre@ — Agree, 3 — Neutral, 4 —
Disagree, 5 — Strongly disagree, respond to the Folving statements that

describe People capability in your organization.

a) | All supply chain employees are trained on sugplgin risk

management

b) | Trading partners keep the organization fulformed
about issues that affect the organization busines

c) | Trading partners are informed in advance of ghrapneeds

d) | Current skill level of supply chain employeesheir jobs in

the organization is adequate

e) | Managers within supply chain are accountabletigply

chain risk
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f) | People in supply chain demonstrate a high lebel

performance behaviour.

g) | Supply chain risk management form part of atspanel job

description

h) | All training records are available for peoplencerning

supply chain risk

I) What is your general comment on your organizaldSupply chain People capability

using a scale of 1-5 whereby 1 very good, 2 goalje8age, 4 bad, 5 very bad

SECTION E: PRODUCTION TRADEOFFS
11)In a scale of 1- 5 where is 1 — Strongly agree2 — Agree, 3 — Neutral, 4 —
Disagree, 5 — Strongly disagree, respond to the koling statements that

describe your production tradeoffs in organizatiors supply chain.

a) | Product availability is always a consideratioart quality

b) | Economy of scale is main consideration in proiduac

c) | Trade off is key consideration in make or bugisien within

production

d) | The production/service process is automated

e) | Significant investments are being made in ensFpwide

information systems than manual work

f) | Information applications are integrated withimetfirm

g) | The organization is flexible in terms of accondating

customers’ special IT — based information systequests

h) What is your general comment on your Supplyrciabduction trade off using a scale

of 1-5 whereby 1 very good, 2 good, 3 average,} baery bad
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SECTION F: SUPPLY CHAIN RISK MITIGATION CHALLENGES

12)Using a scale of 1- 5 where is 1 — Strongly agre@ — Agree, 3 — Neutral, 4 —

Disagree, 5 — Strongly disagree, respond to the folving statements on the

challenges facing your organization in adoptiolof effective supply chain risk

mitigation
1123 4

a) | Lack of supply chain management knowledge

b) | Lack of adequa resources to implement supply chain inies
sufficiently

c) | Poor sales and operations planning process

d) | Ethical responsibility problems in the supplhaich

e) | Inadequate supply chain performance measures

f) | There is lack of trust among supply chain member

g) | There is lack of cooperation among supply cinaégmbers

h) | There is always stock availability to meet alstomer full demand,
on time.

i) | Lack of motivation among supply chain members

J) | Customers’ geographical distance is high

K) | Suppliers’ geographical distance is high

l) | Inadequate information systems linkages withi@ supply chain

m) | Conflicts among supply chain members

n) | Lack of top management support

0) | Government customs regulations impacting orotiganization
supply chain

p) | Poor visibility of demand

g) | Terrorism is a key factor in supply chain buyarg supply decision

r) | Complexities in the supply chain

s) | Inconsistent quality supplies

Lack of leverage within the organization’s supphain
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u) | Short product life cycles

v) | Dealing with counterfeit goods is fully aligned

w) | Supply chain disruptions

X) | Product recall incidences more often

y) | Poor road Infrastructure resulting to delay idey delivery

z) What is your general comment on your organizaBupply chain risk mitigation

challenges using a scale of 1-5 whereby 1 very gdagbod, 3 average, 4 bad, 5 very bad

13)Has your organization faced other challenges imgryo enhance effective supply
chain risk mitigation other than the ones mentioaledve in question 12?
Yes ()
No ()
If yes, what are these challenges?

B W N e

How does your company overcome supply chain risk rmigation challenges in one

above?

BN e

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION
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