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SUMMARY: This paper evaluates the perception of an automatvmpany assembling
commercial transport vehicles and its suppliersiatie effectiveness of a tool implemented for
the assessment of logistical performance (MMOG/IXER preliminary stage of the research, the
perception of suppliers had been captured througimaey in which 28 companies participated.
Unstructured interviews were conducted with twofggsionals from the automotive company’s
logistics area, after they became aware of thdtsesiithe research with the suppliers, to getdhes
professionals’ opinion about the implementationMWMOG/LE at the company’s main direct
suppliers. The automotive company also gave adwegsternal documentation tracking the
suppliers’ performance, when these suppliers peavidbjective evidence that the logistical
performance has been constantly improving, whicittidbuted, at least in part, to the utilization
of the assessment tool by the company and bypisists.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Changes in the business environment in recent ded¢ave demanded the replacement of
finance-based business management based on pwigluetith a new model based on
competitiveness, which is summarized in the orgdiaia's ability to differentiate itself from
competitors and to operate at a low ¢BEWERSOXet al, 2006). According to Ballou (2006),
the traditional ways to improve productivity, gixaiind costs were no longer seen as effective. In
this scenario, logistics appears as a new opptyttsmmake gains. This explains why it has been
called the "last competitive frontier.” (TABOADA0R2) “Logistics has been showing a steady
evolution and is now a key element in the compamiesipetitive strategy ", states (COURA,
2002, p. 12). In the past, it was closely relatethe areas of transportation and product storage.
But today, “it is a fundamental factor in the intgd supply chain, working in close harmony
with the modern supply chain management." (COUR®22p. 12). The reason for the attention
paid to logistics processes having increased isceded with the fact that companies have
realized that they no longer held their positiost joy reducing their internal costs. Part of the
effort to increase efficiency involves the coordiora of activities with suppliers and customers
(HARRINGTON, 2005), which makes companies in défarindustries look to better manage
these inter-business relationships.

Li and Kumar (2005) argue that the business enmemt today is characterized by two
main factors: (1) intense global competition thatcés companies to seek continuous cost
reductions and new opportunities; (2) managemetiteofupply chain, which has become a way

to add value to the product and increase the coyfgpanmpetitive advantage.

According to Parret al. (2006), the group of suppliers to companies has B&eamlined
and now a few "chosen ones" are part of this sglectp, being in direct contact with customers
that demand more attention and great responsibllitg development of closer relationships and

the exchange of proprietary information have becarmgority with these companies.

Logistics and supply chain management are gaimoggnition in companies throughout
the world, conclude Mollenkopf and Dapiran (200baistudy that brings together a large number
of companies in Australia and New Zealand. The mapae of this work stems from the
geographical location of these countries, whichuireg special logistics competence. When it
comes to interacting with global markets it is rsegy to use techniques that allow logistics to
create some kind of competitive advantage.
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After analyzing several papers on the issue, sscth@se written by Guisi and Silva
(2006), Marujo (2006) and Figueire@b al. (2007), for example, one realizes that the race fo
differentiation in the logistical arrangements @cent years has increased the level of detalil to
which logistical issues have been submitted, wiielins to demand the creation of shared
metrics for evaluating the actual effectivenesaabions taken by companies to ensure delivery of
their product to the customer at the right timethim amount requested, with the expected quality

and without hindrance.

Although logistics has assumed a prominent posiiomong the business activities in
recent years, due to efforts allowing relativelyafier efforts to yield more significant resultsnha
those promised by changes in other areas, assddsiisrihat help measure the effectiveness of
logistics performance (BALLOU, 2006).

The research reported in this paper intended toi@esthe perception of the effectiveness
of an assessment tool of logistical processes agsembler of commercial transport vehicles and
its major suppliers. It is about the MMOG/LE recoemdation Katerials Management
Operations Guideline/Logistics Evaluatjprwhich is further discussed in this paper. More
specifically, we sought to identify the actual eimition of MMOG/LE to improve performance
with respect to the following aspects, which repneghe intentions of its proponents: business
strategy, organization of work, capacity and pr¢idacplanning, improvement of the interface
with customers, product and production control iamgiovement of the interface with suppliers.

The development of the research was justified, feoractical point of view, by the
possibility of disclosure of this tool's potenttal other industrial organizations if its effectiess
became apparent. In the case of a readily availabldel (accessible from the Websites of the
proponent organizations and of low cost implem@ntatconsisting of an evaluation form in an
Excel file, the MMOG/LE can be useful, if its effeeness can be proven to provide the
standardization of expectations about the logigtedormance along the supply chains of the
entire industrial sector. The fact that the reseaesult might not be favorable to the MMOG/LE
tool also would also represent an important findimganing that it needs to be improved and

made more useful to its users or replaced by anotbee appropriate tool.

From a theoretical perspective, the research adseasily justified by the observation
that, although the logistics and management oflgughyains were in evidence, both in academics
and in business practice, as already mentionegk #re few studies dealing with the assessment
of its performance, something essential to enabf@avements. After all, you cannot manage

what you cannot measure
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It is noteworthy that this study did not intend évaluate the quality of logistic
management practiced by the participating orgaoizsit It was only intended to identify their
perceptions about the suitability and effectiverasthe MMOG/LE recommendation as a tool

for (self-) evaluation and improvement.

In the following sections, after this brief intradion, the need to measure the
performance of logistics procedures will be disedssvith the presentation of the MMOG/LE
tool as the next step. Then the methodology usedllacting and analyzing data is discussed,
followed by its presentation and discussion. Theclar ends with conclusions and final
considerations, including possible referral to fetstudies and the discussion of limitations of the

present one.
2. THE NEED TO MEASURE PERFORMANCE OF LOGISTICAL PR OCEDURES

Through the current awareness of the importandegistics processes in organizations,
forms and systems dedicated to the measuremenéatdation of logistics performance are
becoming topics of discussion. Hijjar, Gervasio &mglieiredo (2005) analyze thgorld Class
Logistics model, pointing out that a good system of perforeamonitoring is critical to
managing logistical activities. They further arghat performance measurement is essential to
verify that the objectives set by the company &iedmet, assisting in the effective application
of resources allocated to logistics. To these asithioe monitoring of logistics processes "is even
more important in the current scenario in which #utivities related to logistics are being
recognized worldwide as highly important for getiagacustomer value” (HIJJAR, GERVASIO
and FIGUEIREDO, 2005, p. 1).

New tools for assessing logistics are being createtlalso applied for the providers of
contract logistics services (3PL). Yanal.(2003) present an assessment methodology ofitsgist
performance geared specifically to measure thaetgwdlservices provided by these companies,
which is perfectly justified due to the growing demd for outsourced services. The methodology
was called CBR (case-based reasoning). Accordintg froponents, CBR is a type of decision
model for solving problems in the choice of sernjitevider by the contracting company. The
method uses adaptations of lessons learned frontasiexperiences in the past to assist in
proposing the best alternative at the present.mé@surement system for the decision of choice

for logistics operators is set up based on fouofac
1. information from the environment in which themgmany operates;
2. information about the services provided in tastpy the company;
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3. technical and financial information and admmaigte conditions of the company being
evaluated;

4. relative importance of each type of informatiéccording to empirical research

conducted by Yaet al.(2003), the method proved to be applicable intm@c

Martins and Goncgalves (2004) discuss the effeatiserof a system of performance
indicators consisting of technical and commercgpeats, aiming at better understanding the
relationship between automakers and the supplychiaius, they anticipate that the discussion
has intensified in the years that followed, leads®yeral automakers in Europe and North
America to merge their standards and assessmemtai@gnts of logistics performance, based on
initiatives of groups of companies in the autonm®®ector on both continents (Odette and AIAG,
respectively), who developed the MMOG/LE recomménda as explained below, in "The
MMOG/LE Recommendation”.

Jawab and Bouami (2007) argue that to properly gerthe company’s logistics
performance, audits and diagnoses are needed\vimyoh discussion on how these two
procedures complement each other and noting thaaddit is an operation designed to verify
compliance in relation to a standard, while thguiasis is intended to verify the value, relevance
and coherence of what is done. The diagnosis threréfas a strategic dimension, being able to
determine or be accompanied by a change in the axoyigppriorities, structures and culture. The
ISO 10011 standard defines logistics auditing asethodical and independent examination to
determine whether the activities and results releddogistics meet pre-established rules, whether

those provisions are properly followed and if t#gw meeting the defined objectives.

According to Zoller (2006) the performance of aafaility (in- stock performance) is a
leading indicator of industrial competitiveness.wéwer, it is necessary that the investment in
inventories be rational. For example, a suppliestneonsider the considerable impact of a lack
inventory to determine the value of safety stookeded. The focus is on serving the customer

well with the lowest possible inventory.

Ha, Li and NG (2003), based on a study involvingesal companies in Hong Kong, said
that when two suppliers compete for the same custgonice and delivery frequency are the key
decision factors. According to the authors, itas @nough to provide the lowest cost; frequency,
speed and accuracy of deliveries are essentiaburses of competitive advantage. Delivery
precision is calculated as the rate: number ofecomeliveries / total number of deliveries in a

specific period of time. Correct deliveries arestithat happened at the correct date and consisted
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on the correct amount, according to the custonpershase order. As the cost structure rarely
changes significantly from one supplier to anottiex,checking and the control of the accuracy of
delivery have become common practice at the custpreenises. Handfield and Pannesi (1992)
also highlight that the competitive advantage didey involves two decision criteria: speed and
reliability. Improving the speed of delivery is s®ked by improving production processes, which
may be internal or external to the company. Orother hand the improvement of reliability (or
accuracy of delivery) depends almost exclusivelyttma organization of activities within the

company.
3. THE MMOG/LE RECOMMENDATION

MMOG/LE involves a set of practices and proceduetgted to materials management
and logistics created by members of the industd/RRINGTON, 2005), which can be used in

various industrial sectors.

The MMOG/LE document consists of an Excel file eamihg questions about business
practices and logistics management procedures.réiogpto the document itself, its use provides
three important outputs (AIAG, 2006):

» self —assessmemMIMOG/LE guides and allows the conduction of aerinal audit of
the internal management of logistics proceduredpimeed by the company itself, without the

intervention of other parties;

* measurementhe self -assessment conducted by MMOG/LE allseesing on a scale
of zero to one hundred points to the logistics qyemance of the organization, whose

standardization provides an important tool for ienarking; and

» plan for improvementshe self-assessment promotes the identificatidheoareas that
need improvement, called gaps, which can be useguite the deployment of plans for
continuous improvement within the company, or tohfor development of suppliers.

Companies that provide components to several akEnnat the same time struggled to
prove the quality of its logistical arrangement&cduse each manufacturer had different
requirements, although with the same purpose, démgron the different norms utilizéd
Therefore, AIAG and Odette, the two organizatiohat tbring together companies in the
automotive sector in North America and Europe, eetpely, worked together to create a
logistics assessment document that could be usdshllyl in the sector (AIAG, 2006). The
importance of the unification of the various logistassessment procedures for the automotive

industry is highlighted by Witt (2005, p. 20), whistates that "all global supply chains have
BBR, Vitoria, v. 8, n. 3, Art. 1, p. 1-19, JulepS2011 www.bbronline.com.br
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essentially the same activities: receiving, storsigpping and transporting”. The problem is that,
prior to MMOG/LE, "these supply chains spoke defarlanguages.”

Thus, the MMOG/LE recommendation can serve two mapb specific demands of the
automotive industry: (1) the need to define a Bdtefor assessment of logistics performance and
(2) the need to unify the many different standamdd recommendations of all types, required
from the suppliers of the large automakers (GUST&BN and PERSSON, 2007,
HARRINGTON, 2005; INTERNET AUTOGUIDE, 2004). Its inapurpose is therefore to
provide a common assessment guide of material iplgramd logistics, which can be used both

by suppliers and by the automakers.

Witt (2005) considers that the logistics assessnmovided by the MMOG/LE
recommendation translates the terminology of nmasemanagement and outlines its processes so
that everyone can understand its meaning. Thusrettemmendation serves as a referential,
providing an evaluation system consists of questibiat need to be examined for a possible
diagnosis of the organization’s logistics competenc

According to Jawab and Bouami (2007), references ar indispensable basis for
comparison indispensable to the evaluation’s coiipsThese authors highlight the importance
of the MMOG/LE recommendation, among the many mgstframeworks for evaluating
logistics, because it is a world standard, to whielmy automakers have joined.

According to Quality Progress (2004) magazine, MdOG/LE recommendation was
developed with the aim of reducing the time andreffequired from suppliers and from
customers to assess their logistics processeshwhact on the cost, on turnaround and on the

physical inventory of materials and products.

One of the main indicators of logistics performaisqarecision of deliveryin this regard,
Gustafsson and Persson (2007) consider that the G recommendation brought significant
progress to the area of materials management, pirggrihe balance between production and
demand. They note that the major suppliers of thenaakers argue that tipeecision of delivery
indicator should be perfect and impose penaltiggroviders who are unable to achieve it.

Some surveys conducted by members of the automiabilstry itself with suppliers of
the automotive industry who have recently adopgtedMMOG/LE recommendation describe the
methodology as more user-friendly and emphasizesattoption of better logistics practices,
directing the performance to what is expected feomorld-class provider (ONICA, 2006). This
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is what was this study intended to demonstrateretdyethe methodological procedures described
below were adopted.

4. METHODOLOGICAL PROCEDURES

As already mentioned, the general objective ofrésgarch was to evaluate the perceived
effectiveness of an assessment tool of logisticgases of supply chain by an automotive
company assembling commercial transportation vehiahd its main suppliers.

To assist in achieving this primary objective, s@eeondary goals were established:

» to understand the perceptions of suppliers on thdribution of MMOG/LE to
improve their own logistics process;

» to understand the perception of the automaker aheutontribution of MMOG/LE in
the improvement of its suppliers’ performance;

» to assess whether there is an alignment betweepeticeptions of suppliers and the
automaker’s on the contribution of MMOG/LE for tineprovement of the logistics performance

of the supply chain.
The methodological procedures to achieve the fatigwbjectives were the following:

» use of a questionnaire to collect information oa gerceived effectiveness of the
MMOG/LE recommendation to improve the automaketppliers’ own logistics performance
(that had already been accomplished in a previmpsd the research project, whose results are
reported here by way of allowing its discussionetbgr with the results of interviews with
professionals from the automaker);

» analysis of documentation provided by the automakethe logistics performance of
its suppliers;

* interviews with those responsible for the materatgstics area of the automaker to
get their perception of the effectiveness of the ™MBILE recommendation to improve logistics
performance of its suppliers;

» comparison of the main issues highlighted by thepkers and by the automaker on
the effectiveness of the MMOG/LE recommendationaas evaluation tool and indicating

potential improvements in the business’s logistics.

The study on the perceptions of suppliers was imefeebruary 2008, with collection of
data through a structured questionnaire contaiguegtions on a Likert scale. Twenty statements

were laid down in the questionnaire, about whiak shippliers should indicate their level or
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agreement which could be one of the following: I$fEgree”, “agree”, “no opinion”, “disagree”,
“totally disagree”. All the statements handled ithportance of the MMOG/LE recommendation
to improve logistics performance in some activibysidered key for thaccuracy of deliverga
factor deemed as essential by the automaker taugfiearthe supply chain’s effectiveness. These
statements will not be individually presented amtuksed here, since the intention is to only
identify the respondents’ perception about the 'soaontribution to improve logistics

performance in a general way.

The survey was sent through email to executivehange of, or very experienced in, the
logistics area, who had participated in a trainprggram about the implantation of the
MMOG/LE recommendation, totaling 108 direct supslief the truck assembiler.

Approximately 25 of the e-mails sent were wrongiolwhreduced the possible answerers
to 83. Of those, 28 answered the request, resutirggreturn rate of approximately 30%. The
existence of a certain link between participants r@searchers, since the former had been trained
by the latter in the MMOG/LE recommendation mayehbelped to a higher return rate than the
usual one in electronic surveys. Vieira, Viana Bolleveste (1998), Scornavacca Jr., Becker and
Andraschko (2001), Cohen (2003), Graeml and Cs{R8§6), just to mention some researchers
who adopted this instrument of data collection, kedrwith return rates considerably lower in
their research, in spite of having used e-surveyfiee on, when people were still not so
"bombarded" by surveys over the web.

The fact that the achieved sample is not random{ essulted from the participants
decision to fill in the survey, and consideringttbther more reliable sample representativeness
tests were not feasible, could be considered &liiom of the study, as no inferences are possible
to the population, without incurring in a risk ofsmepresentation. However, the sample did not
differ much from the population with respect to themographic characteristics that could be
assessed (size and location). Further analyseasssigte differences among respondents and non-
respondents were not carried out because, asgpendents did not identify themselves in the
survey, it was not possible to isolate a groupnaivin non-respondents to check their reasons for
not participating. In spite of that, the authorseéhao reasons to believe that there are relevant
differences among respondents and non respondéhtsespect to their perception about the
MMOG/LE recommendation.

The questionnaire items were designed to allovickbetification of the perceived level of
contribution of MMOG/LE for the improvement of thHegistics processes. To this end, the

questions were about some of the critical procastated to logistics operations, according to the
BBR, Vitoria, v. 8, n. 3, Art. 1, p. 1-19, JulepS2011 www.bbronline.com.br
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MMOGI/LE recommendation itself, called F8rocesses, i.e., those which, if not treated phppe
cause a high risk of disruption to customer opanati with the possibility of additional costs in
the short term (ODETTE and AIAG, 2006).

The documents accompanying the logistics performaficsuppliers made available by
the automaker were analyzed during the month oEM2008, which was followed by interviews
with business professionals held in April, thatryea

There was an intention to extract from the intevgiéndications on whether the company
as a supporter of the adoption of the self -assa#sof logistics processes by its providers,
believes that the MMOG/LE is delivering the planneskults. The discussion with its
professionals also covered the improvements ofupeliers’ logistics performance, observed by
the analysis of the documentation, trying to verifgw strongly this is related to the

implementation of logistics assessment througtusieeof the MMOG/LE tool.
5. RESULTS

Data collected from the questionnaire ended upesemting a rich source of information
on which a second round of interviews with profasals from the automaker could be based.
Because of space limitations, this paper will atipw the most relevant results obtained from the
tabulation of the questionnaires, which were camdial or which conflicted with the perceptions
and documentary evidence presented by the automaker

Out of the 28 participants who answered the quasdiioe (automaker’s supplier), 4 stated
that they had yet implemented the MMOG/LE recomragéaod in their companies, although they
intended to do so briefly. Among the other 24 congs the implementation took place 15.9
months, on average, prior to the survey, with gremtance: the one who adopted the
recommendation most recently did so 2 months befande the one who has been using the

recommendation the longest, started its implemient&6 months before.

By tallying the answers and assigning a rankingestcoa 5-point scale varying from one
point to the “fully agree” answer up to five to tfetally disagree” answer, it was possible to
arrive at an average by all respondents relatezh¢h one of the statements. Chart 1 shows the
results. Chart 1 shows the obtained results. Niaiethe questions for which the average is above
3 show that the respondents tend to agree witstdtement, while those with averages below 3
reflect a disagreement trend. Although there isxaonal distribution for the responses (which
would be impossible, considering that a Likert scahs used), the size of the sample was large
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enough fort statistics to be used in order to find a confideimterval for the average of the

responses for the population, based on the sarafde d

Question 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Average 1.9 1.9 20 1.7 21 1.9 2.1 2.0 2.1 1/9
S.D. 0.5 0.7 1.0 05 0.9 0.4 1.0 1.0 0.6 0.8
Question 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Average 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.2 2.1 2.6 2.1 2.0 20
S.D. 1.0 11 11 1.0 0.9 12 1.6 0.6 0.7 0.y

Chart 1 — Answers

Source: the authors

Note 1: the confidence interval was calculated:fdd,05.

Note 2: note that only for question 17 the centethe scale (3.0) is inside the confidence intervadking it
impossible for inferences to be made about theeaggat or disagreement of the respondents with cegpi.

The analysis of the average and standard deviafidhe results presented in Chart 1
points to the fact that most respondents "agre# thie various statements contained in the 20
questions. The average for all questions was viesedo 2.0 and the standard deviation was
generally low. Only three participants answeredsddiee” to any question. In no case did
anybody point the alternative "strongly disagreeat. dhis result shows that the participants
consider that the MMOG/LE recommendation helpstprove the logistics performance.

Another important finding obtained from the quastiaire was that MMOG/LE is more
useful in helping companies improve their perforogaim ways that were not directly demanded

by quality standards, widely deployed in the auttivecsector.

The importance of MMOG/LE in making companies msalthe need to integrate
electronically with suppliersvas particularly evident, something not contemglatethe quality
systems implemented by the companies. None ofdlgondents marked the alternative, the
company was already very efficient in this itemdoefMMOG/LE" to the questions that dealt
with electronic integration among supply chain pars, something that happened on average in
20% of the cases, for most other issues. The rdspts (automaker professionals confirmed the
fact that the electronic integration, or rather thek of it, is in fact a noise factor in

communications between supplier and customer.

In the countless training sessions performed iziBoa the MMOG/LE recommendation,
all of them conducted or at least managed by thearehers involved in this study, the question
of electronic integration with suppliers and clgemtas always considered the “Achilles heel” of

the logistics systems implemented by the compasfidise automotive sector. Even considering

BBR, Vitoria, v. 8, n. 3, Art. 1, p. 1-19, JulepS2011 www.bbronline.com.br



12 Graeml, Peinado, Kurrle e Schaicosky

that this sector is technologically advanced, aat@mn in the exchange of information is still a
problem, mainly when the issue is the connectiothefautomakers’ direct suppliers with their
own suppliers and to the suppliers of their supglids we travel upstream in the chain of
supplies, the size of the companies becomes ghadumaller, hand in hand with resources for
investment, or the automotive sector becomes hapsriant as a client, and consequently its
bargaining power in asking for efficiency in in@mpany integration. If resources or interest are
lacking, it becomes difficult to convince the suerd to make heavy investments in IT, which

oftentimes are necessary in this type of integnatio

It should be noted that for the integration witlemds, differently from integration with
suppliers, there were participants stating thatcthrapany that “the company was already very
efficient in this item before MMOG/LE”". This appaie distortion (more worried about
integration with the client than with the supplier)that, in the case of the research participants,
the client is an automaker, which certainly hastededue pressure on a strong client to ensure
the level of integration that would improve its kiedge about the capacity of its clients to meet

its orders.

The analysis of documentary sources provided bydit@maker on the performance of its
logistics providers also appeared to be an impopsaumrce of information. The documents show
the records of indices @fccuracy of deliverpf over one hundred first-tier suppliers. Table 1
presents the status of these providers in relatmnthe adoption of the MMOG/LE
recommendation, their classification (A, B or Cdkewepending on the quality assessment of the
logistics processes in place) and to the way tlegravas evaluated: self -assessment or audit by

the automaker.

Suppliers classified as "self -assessment" in Talpeovide the results of the evaluation
that they themselves carried out, and have not &egited by the automaker. The suppliers in the
"audit" column provided their results and were sgpently audited by the client. According to
the respondents, the company promotes the audit ivHetects a possibility that the supplier has
committed a mistake in self-assessment submittgdcdmparing the declared performance
(measured from the MMOG/LE ) and the performancegieed by the automaker (obtained
from historical records of delivery by the supplidihis demonstrates that the automaker believes
that there is a strong correlation between pos#ele-evaluation, as long as carefully conducted,
and performance in deliveries, which denotes ti tompany believes in the tools’

effectiveness.
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Table 1 — Ranking of suppliers according to the lagtics performance criteria of MMOG/LE

Rank Audit Self-evaluation Total
Level A 4.4% 17.8% 22.2%
Level B 4.4% 8.1% 12.6%
Level C 3.7% 23.0% 26.7%
Do not use MMOG/LE - - 38.5%
100.0%

Source: documentation from the automaker

Although the MMOG/LE recommendation is geared talsaself-assessment and not to
an audit by third parties, it "is objective in itpestions, with littte room for different
interpretations by different people. Furthermore,lvelieve that our suppliers are mature enough
to get the same rank, regardless of whether it selbassessment or an audit by the client,”

explained one respondent

The automaker calculates the rate of accuracy lnfedes by the ratio of the number of
accurate deliveries runs by the total number aeleés in a given period. Deemed to be correct
are the deliveries which were carried out in se@tordance with the date and amount requested

in the purchase order.

The data collected in the document analysis madeodsible to execute stratified
narratives. Graphic 1 shows the comparative rdtesauracy of delivery among suppliers that
adopted the MMOG/LE recommendation and those tidahat. The data represent initially the
accuracy of delivery for the period April to Septen 2006, followed by the simple moving
averages of the last six months, for the periovée November 2006 and August 2007. The
time gap between the first period presented ande¢hend one was justified by the professional

who set up the spreadsheet as a result of the cyramperating practices.

It can be seen that the precision of delivery bypbars who adopted the MMOG/LE
recommendation gets better with each period, whads not happen with companies not using
the tool. This may suggest that the adoption oMMOG/LE recommendation is contributing to
the improvement of logistics performance, althoirgpart this is also influenced by the fact that
suppliers who adopted the recommendation, presytnabt also those most aware of the
importance of good logistics performance, considethat the automaker did not require, but

only recommended its suppliers to use the tool.
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As one might observe, the half-year moving averagethe indicators oflelivery of
accuracyof suppliers raked in level A, in accordance wviite MMOG/LE recommendation, are
the highest, followed by medium-sized supplierdeskl B and level C, which also expected.
Based on this analysis, the company understandstiteasupplier's rank provides a good

indication of what to expect of its logistics penf@nce.

100%

90% A ] ] ]

80% -

70% A

60% A

50% -

90,5Y
90,9¥
90,7Y
93,2%
91,59
91,0
90,8%
90,3Y
91,4Y

40% -

Accuracy of delivery

30% A

20% -

10% ~

0%’ T T T T T
Apr06/Set06  Nov06/Abr0%7  Dec06/May077  Jan07/Jun0%07 Feb07/Jul07  Mar07/Aug077

B Do not use MMOGI/LE = B MMOGI/LE level C OMMOGI/LE level B OMMOGI/LE level A

Graphic 1 — Comparative indicesaxfcuracy of delivergccording to the adoption (or not) dMOG/LE
Source: documentation from the automaker

With respect to the continuous improvement prodess,observed that the averages of
suppliers in levels A and B remained almost constaer time, while the C-level suppliers
showed considerable improvement. This can be atidh in the view of respondents, to three
factors: 1 - Class C suppliers have more featinasrieed improvement, 2 - these vendors feel
compelled (own determination) to present betteicexland 3 — they requested by the automaker

to improve their indices and, consequently, therfggmance.

The interviews with the professionals responsilide the automaker’'s logistics of
receiving (inbound logistics) corroborate the dasected through the questionnaire applied to
the suppliers and the documentary analysis aboet dffectiveness of the MMOG/LE
recommendation. The professionals said that tHesopite comprehensive and assesses the key
logistics processes of the companies making ugstpely chain. One said: "The MMOG/LE
works like a check list of all logistics activiti¢sat may have some impact on the company's

ability to meet its orders in the quantities amdets agreed with the customer. Whoever cares to
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meet all its requirements, eliminates or at leedtices logistical risks. 'Murphy ' can attack the
company, so it would better be prepared to reakiyuand offer a solution to the problem.

“MMOG/LE also contributes to the continuous impnmant of logistics processes. For another
respondent, "the proper use (seriously) the tooksearily leads to improvements in logistics

performance, namely the provision of better seratce lower cost.”

The interview with the automaker’'s professionalsoafound the adoption of the
MMOG/LE recommendation internally by the compaisglit "Before we ask for the adoption by
suppliers, we held our own self -assessment. Aftewe are a part of the supply chain that also
needs to be efficient in logistics processes, éabeconsidering that represent a link of great
added value and cost," said one respondent. Indigebeing closer to the end customer and
having control of the chain makes the automakegoresible for a good part not only of the value,
but also of the cost, which is transferred to camens. Moreover, the example is very important,
especially considering that MMOG/LE is a recomméioda not a rule or determination. The
voluntary nature of membership requires that th®raaker assume a role of leadership and

example, and not of imposition.

The respondents were unanimous in stating thagrégter knowledge of the MMOG/LE
recommendation improves the view of the overaliskiigs of the supply chain, (2) it is important
that all logistics professionals be aware of tle@memendation, (3) there must be an alignment of
the recommendation’s requirements with the compagquality system, which helps to ensure its
correct implementation, and (4) the recommendatonributed to make its users realize the need

to electronically integrate with their suppliersoirder to improve the quality of the logistics flow

The respondents confirm the perception of theipkens about the effective contribution
of the MMOG/LE recommendation as a tool for the iayement of logistics performance, but
made an important caveat: the automaker also udes tools to improve the logistics
performance of its suppliers, parallel to MMOG/LEhus, the improvement of logistics
performance, evidenced in the analysis of documeidlata, is the product of a set of actions,
which has the MMOG/LE recommendation as focal pdint not isolated. Other factors also

contribute to the advancement of accuracy of delive
6. CONCLUSIONS

Overall, the results of the survey applied to lacgsprofessionals who were trained in the
implementation of the tool were quite in line witie perception on the effectiveness of the

automaker's MMOG/LE. Most of them agree that the GIGILE is a useful tool to measure the
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performance of logistics activities and thus foe tHetection of possible opportunities for
improvement. Even those who have not yet implendeittat their companies say they will do

soon.

Complementing the conducted survey with interviesith the automaker's professionals,
it was possible to understand how they all redhedogistics assessment and the benefits that can
be extracted from it.

The number of companies that have implemented maloiinitiative of logistical
evaluation, as allowed by MMOG/LE, is still smallBrazil, but the experience of the automotive
industry can be spread to other industries, sineg &are all very dependent on the efficiency of
their logistics processes to ensure their competigss in the market.

A limitation of this study is that, having been gmated to the MMOG/LE
recommendation by the researchers who had therssalgaducted the training on its
implementation in the companies, some survey [jaatits may have felt inclined to respond not
based on their perception, but on the answers ithagined researchers would like to see.
Although the fact that two automaker employeesabolfated in authoring this article is
considered a key factor for the success of tharelsdor having allowed a more comprehensive
analysis of the company's internal and strategmuchents without the need of having these
documents handled directly the other two authoosy facademia, this may also have contributed
to some bias. After all, the company is a majorpsugr of the spread of MMOG/LE

recommendation in the industry.

Further studies may address the understanding gfdbsibility of using this tool that was
originally conceived to improve the reliability thfe logistics processes in the automotive industry
in other industrial environments, which can berfefin the achievements of this specific sector.
In addition to that, as the adoption of MMOG/LE esgmis in the automotive industry itself, it
becomes possible to carry out studies involvingeatgr number of companies, increasing the

statistical rigor and allowing for new levels ofdanstanding of the phenomena being researched.

Finally, it is considered that the discussion iis thaper about MMOG/LE has been
important not only for the results obtained, busstimulate debate about the need to measure
logistics performance. The area has assumed a ragmitide of importance in organizational
competitiveness and must therefore be measuredvahgated in order to be better managed and

improved.
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Notes

! This expression is sometimes attributed to FRtecker (Nelson, 2007; Gebler, 2006), sometimethéoquality
gurus BURKHALTER, 1994), or to countless other atgh Some attribute it to the most remote origirsd
Kelvin in the nineteenth century would have usedphrase ERICSSO®t al, 2007), warning that "when you can
measure what you're talking about and expressnitiimbers, you know something about it, but whengannot
measure it, when you cannot express the argumenunnbers, the existing knowledge is of a poor and
unsatisfactory kind " (ALDER, 2007; NUGENT, 200@glileo Galilei would have been a source of ingjgireto
the phrase, as he recommend, still in the foutteeentury: "tell me what is countable, measure what
measurable. What is not measurable, make measufisblSENT, 2007).

2 The U.S. automaker Ford had adopted the Q1 iicgjistrtification system, the French Renault us@®E which
was also the case at Sweden's Volvo. All of theue ladready migrated or are migrating to MMOG/LE rGan
carmaker Volkswagen has used the VBA (Odette Liodistaluation) system to assess their logisticplens.
Peugeot and Citroen in France, continue with th€@EA&ertification , as explained by one of the pssfenals
interviewed by the authors of this paper.

In addition to the critical processes (F3), MMQE/ncludes other processes less impacting ontihancin case
they present some deficiency, but still they havbe controlled in order to increase the qualityogfstic flow.
Those processes are named F2 (meanly impacting)lafidss important).
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