
CHAPTER 5 
Conclusions & Recommendations 

Unlike in the past, tock-iy we are living in a world where brand loyalty is fast 

diminishing, therefore easiest way to loose a customer is to provide him with a poor 

quality product (ref 6). The effectiveness of a QA system could easily be determined 

by linking it with customer satisfaction, as the customer gives the final ruling on the 

product quality. Therefore the heart beat of customer satisfaction lies in customer 

complains returns and perception (ref 7). 

Final AQL performed in the other systems are done at a stage when about 80 percent 

of the purchase order is finished. Therefore there is wide spread doubt about the 20 

percent that was not offered for final inspection. The investigation into the customer 

complaints, customer returns in the previous systems do not show any consistent 

improvement all the way along despite the continuation of customer inspection on the 

factory sites. The customer complaints and the customer returns show an upward 

trend and in some cases show a very erratic behavior. The system 1, system2, system3 

and system 4 are not very effective from a retailer's perspective. 

The data generated by this various QA models are hardly used to reward, recognize 

and penalize the good quality manufactures and bad quality manufacturers as the case 

may be. The previous systems do not drive very much improvement and there is no 

motivation for the suppliers to drive improvement in their businesses. Furthermore 
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the deciding factor in giving business to a particular supplier was not the quality 

performance. 

The new system has the least number of inspection points over all the other systems 

discussed. As it has the least number of inspection points it is the least bureaucratic of 

all and it brings an element of trust between the supplier/ factory and the retailer. The 

whole philosophy behind the ownership for quality of merchandise is unique. It 

assumes that the quality can not be inspected into the garment instead it has to be 

produced. Therefore at no stage does it withdraw the responsibility of the supplier by 

way of having a positive release system by the retailer. The audit performed by the 

retailer is a verification of factory quality and not a release system. Furthermore the 

verification audit performed is purely a random selection of style therefore there is no 

room for quick fixes and it keeps the suppliers always on their toes. 

The system believes the capturing of pass rates /performance of suppliers periodically 

and be transparent about it and communicate them effectively. The periodical supplier 

league brings some: name & shame and drives some improvement in the supplier 

base. If one is to look at the economics of the operation as per the figure 3.1 it is 

evident that it is the: most cost effective. 

In most of the previous systems the QA inspectors are stationed in the factories and 

that leads to lot of complacency breeding. However in the proposed system the 

auditors are going to different factories every single day and there is no issue of 

stationing thus it keeps them on the toes as well. Moreover as they are visiting a 

different factory each day they are bringing a fresh pair of eyes every time. 

The system is very simple straight forward and easy to understand. As the system is 

the least bureaucratic of all the systems it is fairly easy to buy the suppliers into it. 

In conclusion in terms of quality improvement in the supplier front as a result of the 

new system is much better than any other system. In terms of cost incurred for the 
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operation by the retailer it is the lowest of all the systems. It is one of the easy to set 

up operations with lot of supplier friendliness and less bureaucracy therefore it is 

ideal for retailer who wants to set up direct sourcing without compromising the 

product quality. 
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