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These examples illustrate the structure, depth, and type of output produced during a Phase 1 diagnostic. They are anonymised
and provided to support decision-making — not as case studies or endorsements.

Cold Chain Logistics: Data Governance & Operational
Intelligence Assessment

Independent Assessment for Regional Temperature-Controlled Logistics
Networks

Background Context

The organisation operates one of the most extensive temperature-controlled logistics networks in Southern Africa. The
industry — cold chain logistics — demands strict temperature control, traceability, and coordination across
warehousing, transport, and distribution. The operational size reflects significant scale:

« 1 Integrated Service Centre Control Tower

4 bulk storage hubs across major metro areas

¢ 8 plant-based cold stores

« 18 distribution sites

e 380 vehicles in the fleet

e 4,800 employees

e 5,200 drop points

e 98,000 pallet positions locally, plus 11,500 across export sites and joint ventures
e 265,000 cases delivered daily (approximately 78 million annually)

The business also maintains shareholding relationships in regional partners across neighbouring countries, further
extending cross-border operational complexity.

The governance condition was the central issue. Food safety systems were mature and compliant. Operational
capability was strong. The Control Tower coordinated multi-temperature flows across facilities. Yet executive leadership
recognised a gap:

"We operate at scale. But we do not always operate with clarity."

Despite significant data across transport, warehousing, merchandising, and sales, inefficiencies were suspected but not
precisely quantified.

An independent data strategy and governance advisor was appointed to identify structural inefficiencies and strengthen
decision integrity.

Executive Summary

This document summarises an independent assessment of data governance and operational intelligence in a regional
cold chain logistics leader. The organisation operated at scale — hundreds of vehicles, thousands of employees,
millions of cases annually — but leadership lacked integrated visibility into route-level margin, temperature excursion
risk, warehouse efficiency, and labour productivity.



Initial executive concerns:

¢ Inconsistent reporting between distribution sites

« Difficulty isolating margin leakage at route level

o Limited visibility of temperature excursions across the network
« Rising fuel and labour costs without clear attribution

o Duplicate reporting from regional partners

« Inconsistent pallet and case reconciliation
Five critical domains addressed:

1. Cold chain integrity and temperature data governance
. Route-level margin and fuel efficiency visibility
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3. Warehouse and pallet position management

4. Labour allocation and productivity measurement
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. Control Tower authority vs. visibility

The advisor did not recommend replacing systems. The focus was on standardising master data, clarifying metric
definitions, assigning data ownership, reducing manual reconciliation, and improving Control Tower decision authority.
Leadership gained clear route-level profitability insights, improved spoilage and temperature risk detection, enhanced
warehouse capacity planning, better labour-to-volume alignment, and reduced cross-border reporting friction.

Executive-Level Assessment Dimensions

The assessment is framed around five key dimensions:
« Executive level pattern — Clarity on which metrics, if ungoverned, prevent leadership from quantifying margin
leakage, temperature risk, and operational efficiency

« The organisation — Regional cold chain leader; Control Tower, bulk storage, plant cold stores, distribution sites,
fleet, employees

« The industry — Temperature-controlled logistics; food safety, traceability, multi-temperature flows

« The operational size — Hundreds of vehicles, thousands of employees, tens of thousands of pallet positions,
hundreds of thousands of cases daily

« The governance condition — Fragmented definitions, weak master data, manual reconciliation, inconsistent
cross-site and cross-border reporting

1. Governance Vision & Stakeholder Definition

Target State Vision

The governance programme enables cold chain leadership to transform fragmented, site-specific data practices into an
enterprise-wide governance framework that delivers consistent visibility into route profitability, temperature risk,
warehouse efficiency, and labour productivity—enabling confident decision-making based on accurate, comparable
operational and financial intelligence.

Stakeholder Types

1. Executive / Board - Strategic decision-makers requiring visibility into network performance, margin, and risk - Need
consolidated, comparable reporting across sites and joint ventures

2. Control Tower Staff - Network coordinators managing daily flows, exceptions, and escalation - Require
standardised KPlIs, single source of truth, and escalation authority



3. Site Managers (Distribution, Warehouse, Plant) - Operational leaders accountable for local performance - Need
clear metric definitions, master data ownership, and fair benchmarking

4. Finance & Commercial - Cost allocation, pricing, and contract negotiation - Require route-level cost visibility,
consistent overhead allocation, and margin reporting

5. Quality & Compliance - Food safety, temperature integrity, audit defensibility - Need harmonised temperature
definitions, excursion taxonomy, and retention policies

Selected Stakeholder Profile: Control Tower Staff
Primary Goal

Coordinate multi-temperature flows across the network, detect and escalate exceptions, and provide leadership with
consolidated performance visibility —using standardised metrics and a single source of truth.

Main Frustrations and Risks

Frustrations:

e Cannot compare performance across sites because definitions differ (route cost, utilisation, spoilage)

Escalation protocols inconsistent; unclear who resolves data discrepancies

Regional partner feeds arrive in different formats; manual reconciliation required

High-level dashboards exist but underlying data not trusted for decision-making

Temperature excursion reporting aggregated; root-cause analysis difficult
Risks:

« Margin Blind Spots: Route-level profitability unknown; unprofitable routes continue; repricing decisions lack data
support

« Temperature Risk: Excursion thresholds vary by site; potential audit or compliance gaps; spoilage not optimally
prevented

« Capacity Misallocation: Pallet and case reconciliation inconsistent; warehouse capacity planning directionally
correct but not decision-grade

« Labour Inefficiency: Cost per case not reportable; overtime and peak staffing not correlated with throughput

« Executive Mistrust: Board receives conflicting numbers; cross-border consolidation delayed by reconciliation

2. Strategy & Success Metrics

Core Strategy
Strategic Approach: Governance Before Integration
1. Definition Before Data

Establish enterprise-wide definitions for critical metrics (route cost, temperature excursion, pallet classification,
utilisation) before investing in system consolidation or advanced analytics. Comparability is the immediate goal.

2. Master Data as Foundation

Assign ownership for temperature, route, pallet, and employee master data. Eliminate manual overrides and site-
specific logic. Create single source of truth for facilities, vehicles, and locations.

3. Stewardship and Escalation

Define data stewardship roles per site. Establish escalation pathways when definitions are breached or data quality
fails. Give Control Tower authority to enforce standards.

4. Cross-Border Comparability



Prioritise harmonised metric definitions and reporting format across joint ventures. Accept that systems may remain
separate initially. Focus on reconciliation controls and ownership clarity.

Implementation Philosophy:

« Engage site managers in definition workshops—ownership through participation
« Pilot governance in one region before group rollout
* No system replacement; governance layered onto existing systems

« Quick wins: temperature taxonomy, route cost model, KPI dictionary

Success Metrics
Primary Objective (6—12 Months):

Transform the organisation from fragmented, site-specific reporting to enterprise governance with comparable metrics,
clear ownership, and trusted consolidated reporting.

Measurable Outcomes:
1. Route-Level Margin Visibility

« Current State: No single definition of route cost; profitability not reportable at route level; manual spreadsheets
o Target: Single route cost model; route-level margin reportable monthly; reconciliation to ERP

« Measurement: Finance and Control Tower can identify top 5 profitable and top 5 unprofitable routes
2. Temperature Excursion Governance

o Current State: Thresholds vary by site; reporting aggregated; root-cause analysis ad hoc

« Target: Enterprise excursion taxonomy; standard thresholds; facility-level ownership; incident-to-root-cause
traceability

 Measurement: 100% of facilities use standard taxonomy; excursion reports include root-cause classification
3. Pallet Position Consistency

« Current State: Different classification logic by site; cross-dock handled inconsistently; joint venture reconciliation
manual

« Target: Unified pallet master data; harmonised SKU-location mapping; cross-border reconciliation controls

« Measurement: Capacity reporting decision-grade; cross-border pallet movements reconciled weekly
4. Labour Productivity Alignment

« Current State: Cost per case not reportable; cross-site comparisons unreliable; timesheet lag

o Target: Cost per case reportable; labour aligned to case volume; digitised time capture

+ Measurement: HR and Operations can compare productivity across sites; overtime correlated with throughput
5. Control Tower Authority

o Current State: Access to data but no authority to enforce standards; escalation ad hoc

o Target: Board-approved KPI dictionary; data stewardship roles defined; escalation pathways documented

« Measurement: Control Tower leads monthly data quality review; discrepancies escalated and resolved within 5
working days

The Scenario

Operational Complexity as a Risk Multiplier
At this scale, small inefficiencies compound quickly.

With 265,000 cases delivered daily, 5,200 drop points, and 380 vehicles in circulation, even a 0.5% inefficiency in
routing, fuel usage, or spoilage could materially affect margin and service levels.



The data existed — but comparability and governance were uneven.

The advisor focused on five critical domains.

3. End-to-End Data Governance Journey

Integrated Governance Flow: Data Capture to Executive Decision

Step 1: Data Capture at Source

Process: Temperature sensors, telematics, warehouse systems, and HR systems capture operational data
continuously across sites and vehicles.

Data Capture: Warehouse cold rooms, vehicle refrigeration units, onboard telematics, delivery confirmation logs, time
and attendance, pallet movements.

Governance Requirement: Master data definitions (temperature range, excursion threshold, pallet type, employee
identifier) must exist before capture so systems record consistently. Calibration standards and retention policies applied
uniformly.

Human Oversight: Site managers own local data quality; stewards validate completeness and accuracy.

Output: Raw data flows into site systems with consistent tagging and classification.
Step 2: Local Aggregation and Validation
Process: Site-level systems aggregate data into operational reports (utilisation, fuel consumption, pallet occupancy,

labour hours).

Governance Requirement: Same aggregation logic across sites—defined in enterprise KPI dictionary. No manual
overrides without documented exception. Reconciliation controls between telematics and ERP at site level.

Human Oversight: Site stewards review anomalies; flag discrepancies for escalation.

Output: Site reports comparable to other sites; exceptions logged.
Step 3: Cost Allocation and Route Attribution

Process: Fuel, driver, vehicle, and overhead costs allocated to routes and jobs using enterprise route cost model.

Governance Requirement: Single definition of route cost. Data source hierarchy (telematics primary for fuel).
Reconciliation to ERP. No spreadsheet-based adjustment without audit trail.

Human Oversight: Finance validates allocation logic; Control Tower reviews route-level margins.

Output: Route profitability reportable; cost per case calculable.
Step 4: Cross-Border Reconciliation

Process: Joint venture and export volumes reconciled against local pallet and case movements. Cross-border flows
traceable.

Governance Requirement: Defined ownership for export volumes. Weekly reconciliation controls. Harmonised metric
definitions before system integration.

Human Oversight: Joint venture leads reconcile; discrepancies escalated to Control Tower.

Output: Consolidated view of network volumes; cross-border variances explained.
Step 5: Consolidated Reporting and Control Tower Visibility

Process: Control Tower receives consolidated feeds from all sites and partners. Single source of truth for KPlIs.
Dashboards updated with governed data.



Governance Requirement: Enterprise KPI dictionary approved. Data stewardship accountable. Escalation pathways
active.

Human Oversight: Control Tower leads monthly data quality review; executive receives exception-summarised
reporting.

Output: Leadership has trusted, comparable consolidated view; escalation for repeated inefficiencies.

Step 6: Executive Decision and Board Reporting

Process: Board and executive review performance using standardised metrics. Decisions on repricing, capacity, and
investment informed by route-level profitability, temperature risk, and labour efficiency.

Governance Requirement: Reporting format consistent; definitions documented; audit trail from source to report.
Human Oversight: Executive questions anomalies; governance committee reviews compliance quarterly.

Output: Data-driven decisions replace intuition; margin leakage and risk quantified and acted upon.

4. Cold Chain Integrity and Temperature Data Governance

Temperature data was captured at multiple points:

« Warehouse cold rooms
« Vehicle refrigeration units
¢ Onboard telematics sensors

« Delivery confirmation logs
However:

e Sensor calibration standards varied by site
« Data retention policies were inconsistent
« Excursion thresholds differed between facilities

« Reporting was aggregated, not root-cause driven

Without harmonised definitions of acceptable deviation and standardised escalation protocols, temperature risk was
monitored but not optimally governed.

Recommended Actions

N L S

Enterprise-wide temperature master data definitions Single standard for acceptable range, excursion, critical excursion
Centralised excursion taxonomy Consistent classification across all facilities

Standardised reporting thresholds Same escalation triggers group-wide

Ownership assignment per facility Accountability for sensor calibration, data quality, incident response

This strengthened defensibility under food safety audits and reduced spoilage risk.

5. Route-Level Margin and Fuel Efficiency Visibility

Fuel and vehicle operating data were captured via telematics.
Cost attribution challenges included:

¢ Inconsistent overhead allocation by region
o Different treatment of subcontracted transport

« Manual adjustment of route cost in spreadsheets



« Limited linkage between drop density and cost per case
The Control Tower could see operational movement. It could not see consistent profitability at granular route level.
Governance gaps:

« No single authoritative definition of "route cost"
o Multiple fuel data sources without hierarchy (telematics vs. fuel cards vs. ERP)

e Lack of reconciliation controls between telematics and ERP

Standardising route cost attribution improved pricing defensibility and contract negotiation confidence.

Recommended Actions

o Define enterprise route cost model (fuel, driver, vehicle, allocated overhead)
o Establish data source hierarchy (telematics as primary for fuel consumption)
« Implement reconciliation controls (telematics vs. ERP; variance thresholds)

o Link drop density to cost per case for route optimisation insights

6. Warehouse and Pallet Position Management

With over 98,000 pallet positions locally and export-linked capacity, storage optimisation was critical.

The diagnostic revealed:

Slightly different pallet classification logic between sites

Manual overrides in space allocation

Inconsistent handling of cross-dock inventory

« Limited visibility into aging stock across facilities

Pallet movement between joint ventures introduced additional complexity.

Recommended Actions

N

Unified pallet master data framework Single classification logic; consistent across sites
Harmonised SKU-location mapping Consistent slot allocation rules

Cross-border reconciliation governance Joint venture pallet movements reconciled; ownership defined
Defined accountability for stock aging metrics Aging by facility; thresholds; escalation

Without master data discipline, capacity reporting was directionally accurate but not decision-grade.

7. Labour Allocation and Productivity Measurement

With 4,800 employees, labour was a major cost driver.
Data sources included:

e HR systems
o Time and attendance logs
e Warehouse scanning systems

o Delivery confirmation timestamps
However:

o Labour productivity was not consistently aligned to case volume

o Shift overtime was not correlated with peak throughput



o Cross-site productivity comparisons were unreliable

e Manual reconciliation of timesheets introduced data lag
Digitisation and structured master employee identifiers were required to:

« Model cost per case
o |dentify shift inefficiencies

« Align staffing to seasonal demand

8. Integrated Service Centre Control Tower: Authority vs. Visibility

The Control Tower had access to high-level network data but lacked:

¢ Standardised performance definitions across all facilities
e Structured escalation protocols for repeated inefficiencies

« Single source of truth for consolidated reporting

Regional partners operated under slightly different reporting conventions, creating misalignment at executive review
level.

Governance Intervention

I L S

Enterprise KPI dictionary approval at board level Single definitions for utilisation, margin, spoilage, etc.
Defined data stewardship roles per site Site-level accountability for data quality

Escalation pathways for data discrepancies Who resolves; when; how

Central oversight of joint venture data feeds Consistency; reconciliation controls

Cross-Border Data Alignment Challenges

Joint ventures in neighbouring countries introduced:

« Different regulatory frameworks
« Different system configurations
e Variations in financial coding

¢ Inconsistent temperature compliance documentation
The advisor prioritised:

+ Harmonised metric definitions before system consolidation — Agree on what is being measured before
investing in integration
« Cross-border data ownership clarity — Who owns export volumes; who reconciles; who reports

+ Reconciliation controls for export volumes — Pallet and case flow between entities traceable

Comparability was more urgent than integration.

9. Data & Technical Considerations

Key Data Sources & Integrations
1. Warehouse Temperature Monitoring Systems

o Data: Cold room temperatures, sensor calibration records, alarm logs, retention periods

« Integration: Site-level systems; varying vendors; API or file export where available



« Use Cases: Excursion classification, root-cause analysis, audit defensibility, spoilage risk quantification
2. Vehicle Telematics and Refrigeration Units

o Data: In-transit temperatures, fuel consumption, route history, engine diagnostics, GPS
« Integration: Telematics provider APIs (e.g. Geotab, Samsara); refrigeration unit controllers

o Use Cases: Route cost attribution, temperature excursion detection, delivery verification, cost per case
3. ERP and Finance Systems

« Data: Customer master, invoices, fuel card transactions, overhead allocation, labour costs
« Integration: ERP as system of record for financial data; reconciliation to telematics

¢ Use Cases: Route cost model, margin reporting, cost allocation validation
4. Warehouse Management Systems (WMS)

o Data: Pallet movements, SKU-location mapping, cross-dock flows, aging stock, capacity
« Integration: Site-level WMS; may differ by facility; export for consolidation

« Use Cases: Pallet master data, capacity planning, stock aging metrics, cross-border reconciliation
5. HR and Time & Attendance

o Data: Employee master, shift schedules, overtime, scanning events
« Integration: HR system; time clocks; warehouse scanning systems

o Use Cases: Labour cost per case, productivity comparison, staffing-to-volume alignment
6. Joint Venture and Partner Systems

« Data: Export volumes, pallet movements, financial coding, temperature compliance
« Integration: Varies by partner; file-based or manual initially; comparability focus

« Use Cases: Cross-border consolidation, reconciliation controls, regulatory reporting
Advanced Insight Use Case: Temperature Excursion Root-Cause Analysis
Objective

Transform aggregated temperature excursion reporting into root-cause-driven insights that reduce spoilage risk and
strengthen audit defensibility.

Business Impact

Identify systemic issues (calibration drift, door seals, loading practices) before they compound

Target corrective investment by facility, vehicle, or route

« Demonstrate proactive governance to auditors and customers

Quantify spoilage risk reduction in financial terms
Data Requirements

Temperature Data: Sensor readings, excursion events, threshold definitions, calibration records
Context Data: Facility, vehicle, route, product type, loading time, ambient conditions

Outcome Data: Spoilage incidents, customer claims, audit findings
Analytical Process

Step 1: Excursion Classification

Apply enterprise taxonomy: Minor deviation | Excursion | Critical excursion. Classify by cause: Loading delay |
Equipment failure | Calibration | Route delay | Other.



Step 2: Pattern Analysis

Aggregate by facility, vehicle, route, time of day, product category. Identify hotspots—repeated excursions in same
location or vehicle.

Step 3: Root-Cause Attribution

Link excursions to loading practices, maintenance records, calibration schedules. Assign ownership for corrective
action.

Step 4: Trend and Predictive Insight

Track excursion rates over time. Correlate with seasonal demand, new routes, equipment age. Flag facilities or vehicles
above threshold for intervention.

Example Insight

Facility: Plant Cold Store A

Excursion rate: 12 per month (above threshold of 8)

Primary cause: Loading delay (door open >15 min) — 60% of incidents

Root cause: Insufficient dock scheduling; peaks overload staging

Actionable Insight: Implement dock scheduling; reduce door-open time; reallocate staging capacity. Target:
Reduce to 6/month within one quarter.

Enhancement Opportunities

o Predictive alerts when excursion rate trends upward
o Correlation with spoilage claims for financial impact quantification

« Integration with maintenance system for equipment-failure-driven excursions

Outcome

The engagement did not focus on replacing systems.
It focused on:

o Standardising master data (temperature, route cost, pallet, employee)

« Clarifying metric definitions (enterprise KPI dictionary)

« Assigning data ownership (stewards per site, Control Tower oversight)
* Reducing manual reconciliation (digitisation, automation where feasible)

« Improving Control Tower decision authority (single source of truth; escalation protocols)
Leadership gained:

o Clear route-level profitability insights

Improved spoilage and temperature risk detection

Enhanced warehouse capacity planning

Better labour-to-volume alignment

« Reduced cross-border reporting friction

Success Metrics (Post-Governance)



I S S

Temperature excursion

governance Enterprise taxonomy; standard thresholds; facility ownership Operations + Quality

Single definition; reconciliation to ERP; route-level margin

Route cost visibility Finance + Control Tower

reportable
Pallet master data Unified classification; cross-border reconciliation \éVsSrehouse +Joint Venture
Labour productivity Cost per case reportable; aligned to case volume HR + Operations
Control Tower authority Enterprise KPI dictionary approved; escalation pathways defined = Executive + Data Stewards

Risks & Mitigation

Risk 1: Site Resistance to Standardisation

Description: Individual sites have evolved local practices over years. Standardisation may be perceived as head-office
imposition, loss of autonomy, or extra administrative burden. Site managers may defend current approaches.

Impact: Governance rollout stalls; sites continue reporting in legacy format; consolidated view remains unreliable;
executive mistrust persists; investment in governance yields limited value.
Mitigation:
1. Involve Site Managers in Definition Workshops: Co-design rather than impose; site input shapes enterprise
definitions; ownership through participation

2. Demonstrate Fair Comparison: Show that standardisation enables fair benchmarking and resource allocation;
high performers gain recognition; low performers receive targeted support

3. Pilot in One Region: Prove value before group rollout; use pilot as reference for "how we do it"; champions
advocate to peers

4. Quick Wins First: Deliver immediate value (e.g. temperature taxonomy, route cost model) before asking for
broader change; build trust

5. Executive Sponsorship: Board and CEO communicate governance as strategic priority; data quality linked to
performance appraisal

6. Avoid Blame: Frame as "improving our ability to see what we do well" rather than "fixing broken sites"

Risk 2: Cross-Border Partner Misalignment

Description: Joint venture partners operate under different regulatory frameworks, system configurations, and financial
coding. Each entity has evolved independently. Harmonisation requires negotiation, not mandate.

Impact: Cross-border consolidation delayed; reconciliation remains manual; executive reporting incomplete; export
volume and margin visibility partial; governance programme perceived as "local only."
Mitigation:
1. Prioritise Comparability Over Integration: Agree on metric definitions and reporting format before investing in
system integration; accept that systems may remain separate initially

2. Reconciliation Controls First: Establish weekly reconciliation of pallet and case flows; define ownership for
export volumes; document discrepancies and resolution

3. Staged Harmonisation: Start with financial and volume metrics; defer temperature and operational harmonisation
to Phase 2

4. Partner Engagement: Involve joint venture leads in governance design; align incentives (e.g. shared audit benefit)
5. Clear Ownership: Document who owns export data, who reconciles, who reports; avoid ambiguity

6. Realistic Timeline: Set 12—18 month horizon for full cross-border comparability; celebrate incremental progress

Risk 3: Control Tower Lacks Authority to Enforce



Description: Control Tower has visibility into network data but lacks formal authority to enforce data standards. Sites
may deprioritise governance when operational pressure increases. Escalation pathways may be unclear or unused.

Impact: Data quality degrades; standards ignored under pressure; consolidation reports remain unreliable; governance
becomes optional; Control Tower credibility undermined.

Mitigation:
1. Board-Approved KPI Dictionary: Enterprise definitions formally approved; compliance is policy, not suggestion

2. Data Quality as Performance Metric: Site manager KPIs include data quality score; reviewed in performance
appraisal

3. Escalation Pathway Documented: Who escalates, when, to whom; resolution SLA (e.g. within 5 working days);
Control Tower chairs monthly data quality review

4. Steward Accountability: Data stewards assigned per site; role clarity; stewards report to Control Tower on
governance

5. Executive Visibility: Board receives exception summary; repeated non-compliance escalated to executive

6. Resource Allocation: Control Tower given dedicated governance time; not purely operational

10. Implementation & Governance Plan

Organisational Structure and Responsibilities
Executive Sponsor (COO or equivalent):

« Strategic oversight; board communication; exception approval; decision authority

e Time: 2-3 hours per month
Control Tower Lead (Governance):

« Day-to-day governance coordination; data quality review; escalation management; steward coordination

e Time: 50% dedicated to governance during rollout; 20% ongoing
Site Data Stewards (one per major site):

o Local data quality; calibration compliance; master data updates; discrepancy resolution

e Time: 5-10 hours per month
Finance Representative:

« Route cost model ownership; ERP reconciliation; margin reporting validation

e Time: 10—15 hours during definition phase; 5 hours per month ongoing
Quality / Compliance Representative:

o Temperature taxonomy ownership; audit alignment; retention policy

e Time: 10—15 hours during definition phase; 5 hours per month ongoing
External Advisor:

o Definition workshops; governance design; training; phased handover

e Time: Intensive during Phases 1-2 (20—40 hours/week); 5-10 hours/month during stabilisation

Controls for Data Accuracy, Traceability, and Auditability
Data Accuracy:

o Automated validation where possible (excursion threshold checks, cost allocation logic)
e Exception review for manual overrides; approval required; audit trail
o Monthly reconciliation: telematics vs. ERP; pallet movements vs. capacity

o Periodic spot checks by stewards; Control Tower samples



Traceability:

o Audit trail for metric definition changes; version control on KPI dictionary
e Documented data lineage: source system — aggregation — report

« Retention policies aligned to food safety and financial audit requirements (typically 7 years)
Auditability:
e Governance committee reviews compliance quarterly

« Board receives exception summary; high-value discrepancies escalated

o External audit can trace consolidated numbers to source
Phased Delivery Plan

Phase 1: Definition and Design (Weeks 1-8)

Objective: Establish enterprise definitions and governance structure

Activities:

Stakeholder workshops (temperature, route cost, pallet, KPI dictionary)

Data steward assignment; escalation pathway design

Pilot site selection (one distribution region, one plant)

Current-state data assessment; gap identification

Deliverables:

Enterprise KPI dictionary (draft)

Route cost model (draft)

Temperature excursion taxonomy (draft)
e Governance committee established

Pilot site confirmed

Success Criteria:

o All stakeholders have reviewed and provided input to definitions
« Board has endorsed governance approach

¢ Pilot site committed to adoption

Phase 2: Pilot Implementation (Weeks 9-16)

Objective: Implement governance in pilot region; validate definitions; demonstrate value
Activities:

« Finalise and publish KPI dictionary, route cost model, temperature taxonomy

« Deploy stewardship; implement reconciliation controls in pilot

« Train pilot site staff; begin daily/weekly governance routines

e Control Tower leads pilot data quality review
Deliverables:

« Pilot site reporting using standard definitions
« Route-level margin visible for pilot routes
o Temperature excursion reporting with root-cause classification

e Lessons learned; refinement for group rollout
Success Criteria:

« Pilot site data quality score meets target



« Route profitability reportable for pilot
« No material operational disruption

¢ Site manager feedback positive
Phase 3: Group Rollout (Weeks 17—28)

Objective: Extend governance to all sites; establish Control Tower authority
Activities:
¢ Roll out definitions and stewardship to all distribution sites, plants, bulk hubs
¢ Implement cross-border reconciliation with joint ventures
e Control Tower monthly data quality review operational
o Escalation pathway active; first discrepancies resolved
Deliverables:
« All sites using enterprise definitions
o Consolidated reporting trusted
o Cross-border reconciliation weekly

« Governance committee operating
Success Criteria:

e 90% of sites meeting data quality target
« Executive uses consolidated reports for decision-making
o Cross-border variances explained and reconciled

o Escalation pathway used and effective
Phase 4: Stabilisation and Optimisation (Weeks 29-40)

Objective: Embed governance; reduce advisor dependency; continuous improvement
Activities:

« Refine definitions based on operational feedback

e Enhance reporting (e.g. predictive excursion alerts)

e Transition advisor to advisory role; internal capability self-sufficient

e Governance as business-as-usual
Deliverables:

« Governance handbook and runbooks
¢ Internal training materials
¢ Quarterly governance review cycle
e Advisor exit; handover complete
Success Criteria:
e Governance committee operates without advisor
« Data quality targets maintained
o Leadership reports improved decision confidence

¢ ROI on governance demonstrated (margin visibility, risk reduction)

Considerations for Multi-Site, Cross-Border Environment
Varying System Maturity:

e Some sites may have legacy systems; accept phased adoption



« File-based or manual reconciliation where API integration not feasible

o Prioritise consistency of definition over consistency of system
Resource Constraints:

« Governance competes with operational priorities; executive sponsorship critical
o Stewards have operational roles; governance time protected and visible

o External advisor provides capacity during intensive phases
Change Fatigue:

e Frame governance as enabling clarity, not adding bureaucracy
¢ Quick wins build momentum; avoid big-bang

« Celebrate pilot success before group rollout

Conclusion

This governance approach represents a structured path for a regional cold chain leader to move from fragmented, site-
specific reporting to enterprise-grade visibility and decision integrity.

Key Benefits:
« Route-level profitability visibility — Identify and act on margin leakage; support repricing and contract
negotiation

« Temperature risk reduction — Root-cause-driven excursion management; stronger audit defensibility; spoilage
prevention

« Warehouse capacity planning — Decision-grade pallet and case data; cross-border reconciliation
« Labour efficiency — Cost per case reportable; staffing aligned to volume; cross-site productivity comparison

« Executive confidence — Consolidated reporting trusted; board receives single source of truth; cross-border
friction reduced

Success Factors:
« Definition before integration; comparability over consolidation
« Site engagement through co-design; ownership through participation
o Executive sponsorship; data quality as performance metric
« Phased delivery with pilot validation; quick wins before scale

Implementation Summary:

o Timeline: 9—10 months from kickoff to stabilisation

« Advisor Intensity: Heavy during definition and pilot (Weeks 1-16); decreasing during rollout; advisory only by
Week 29

« Expected Outcome: Leadership operates with clarity—the same precision in analytics that the organisation
already demonstrates in physical logistics execution

« Long-Term Vision: Governance becomes business-as-usual; scalable to further regional expansion and new joint
ventures

Takeaway

At enterprise logistics scale, inefficiency rarely stems from lack of systems.
It stems from:

« Fragmented definitions — Route cost, temperature excursion, pallet classification defined differently by site

 Weak master data governance — No single source of truth for facilities, vehicles, employees, pallets



« Manual reconciliation dependencies — Spreadsheets, adjustments, lag

« Inconsistent cross-site reporting standards — Cannot compare like-for-like across distribution sites or joint
ventures

Operational strength was already present.

What the data strategy governance advisory delivered was clarity — enabling the organisation to operate with the same
precision in analytics that it already demonstrated in physical logistics execution.



