Méﬁégement (Dlsc1p11ne) Regulat1ons (2015) e Supplies

3. upplies Management, filed a
Complaint with the Secretary dated 7t February 2025 contending that
the Respondent, Joshua Parut was practicing without a license
contrary to Section 20 (1) of the Supplies Practitioners Management Act
2007 at County Government of Taita Taveta, engaged as

Procurement officer 11




4. The Institute entered this complaint into the complaints register as
CAUSE NO. DC/10/03/2025 -JOSHUA PARUT. A preliminary
enquiry by the committee determined that the complaint presented a
prima facie case for practicing without a license and an investigation

was ordered.

o. On 13th March 2025, iscipli upommittee sat to determine
whether the ¢ :

ent, based on the evidence

in the year 2024, which amotnted to professional

9 (2 (b) T

Q. The matter was set for heari

COMPLAINANT’S CASE

10. Ms. Doris Matu appeared on behalf of the Complainant



11, The allegations were that Joshua Parut was practicing without a
license in the year 2024, contrary to Section 20(1) of the Supplies
Practitioners Management Act.

12.  Ms. Matu alleged that the Respondent is a registered member of the
Institute under Registration Number 73648

13. That the Respondent is engaged by the County Government of Taita

14.

license for the

15.

RESPONDENT

16. The respondent appeared 18 e;ring on 29t July 2025
whereupon he testified under oath.

17. The Respondent confirmed that he worked for the County Government
of Taita Taveta where he is engaged as Procurement Officer II

18. He admitted that he was practicing in 2024 without a license

because his employer did not make payment for the license.




19.

20.

21.
22.

24,

That his duties in the County include making requisitions, and
invoice verification. He also prepares procurement plans and

undertakes other activities in procurement as and when assigned.

That he is duly qualified to work as a procurement professional. His
qualifications are a Diploma in Business Management and BBM

Purchasing & Supplies

He testified that
| v:-the Institute

or such infraction o

IATION . oo

ER THE COMMITTEE HAS JURISDICTION T
ER BEFORE IT oo

ment Act (SPMA

Committee the reé:p | nd adjudicate allegations
of misconduct committed by registered members and practitioners in

the supply chain sector.

Section 20{1) of the SPMA explicitly provides that:



23.

26,

27.

28.

“No person shall engage in the business of a supplies practitioner unless
he has been duly issued with a registration certificate and a practising

license by the Institute in accordance with this Act.”

This ensures that supply chain functions are handled by individuals
who are demonstrably qualified, ethically accountable, and

administratively compliant with national standards of practice. The

licensure proc ise, but a regulatory

ethical and efficient procurement pr
stability which avohid_' e

agement or corruption andij countability of adm ive

pectively. Both of these obligatjoﬁs éfe_ enforce

The Institute through the Standards and Compliance Directorate have
conducted investigations of the instant complaint with the primary
objective of ascertaining the compliance status of the SCM staff within

County Government of Taita Taveta in line with the allegations of the

subject matter,

22 of the Act with the mz

against practitioners in accordance with the Act.

Section 23 of the Act delineates the jurisdiction of the Disciplinary
Committee and stipulates the powers and reach of the Disciplinary
Committee It clothes the Disciplinary Committee with powers for the

removal from the register, suspension of registration or revocation of the




29.

3l

32.

practicing license or the imposition of fines on supplies practitioners for
professional misconduct and/ or acts and omissions in violation of the

set standards and ethical guidelines.

The law however limits exercise of authority and jurisdiction of the
Disciplinary Committee to disciplinary action against supplies
practitioners only. Sectic of fines a “supplies practitioner”

gier section 16 of the

at the Respondent-herein being a Sup

operly with the purvmwand;urlsdlctional

ndent did confirm that he is a registered mem

-of Supplies Management uﬁdéf’fﬁémbership no

the “Disciplinary.

_in the business:of.a supplies practitioner wit

n and practice license for the relevant period o1

The Respondent, Mr. J;)shua Parut, violated Section 20(1) of the
Supplies Practitioners Management Act, 2007, by engaging in
professional practice in the year 2024 without holding a valid license
issued by the Institute. His absence of license was not caused by
administrative delay, nor was it accompanied by any form of disclosure

or exemption request to the Institute.




33. In consideration thereof, it is a dictate of the law that the Respondent,
being a registered supplies practitioner by the Kenya Institute of Supplies

Management, was unequivocally bound by the laws governing the

profession as well as the Code of Ethics and Standards of Professional
Conduct, No. 1 of 2020.

34. The Practitioner's

35

36. -

37. The Committee as a ian. of th uct and enforcement

of Standards of practi.c“é as stip ed under the law, notes with grave
concern the inaction by the employer in enforcing an obligation strictly
provided for under law. Section 32 of SPMA prohibits employers from
retaining in their employment unregistered supplies practitioners and
imposes Criminal sanctions against the Chief Executive Officer of the

employer for violations of such a nature.




38. Section 32 on its part states as follows: -

“(1) Any employer who employs an unregistered or unlicensed
person as a supplies practitioner shall be guilty of an offence
and is liable upon conviction to a fine not exceeding five

hundred thousand shillings or to imprisonment for a term not

exceeding three year

39_‘_...'5 ___gfe find the employer, unt
ta at fault for employing and retaining an un;

ed procurement staff, in clear violation of Sect

40, Ir : ase of T.J.F. ﬁaj\'ﬁﬁhg" v Law Society of | Kenya
t found that whlle an advocate may be duly admitt
_ not pract1ce wﬂ;hout a valid practicing ¢

the distinction between ‘academic qualificat

41.

Nyokabi Mugo [2018] eK R, ere the High Court affirmed the
Institute’s right to regulate membership and take disciplinary action
against those who failed to uphold statutory obligations. In that case,
even a minor administrative lapse was treated with gravity because of its

implications for public trust.



42. The Committee concludes that the Respondent’s unlicensed practice,
was a breach of law. Even if the breach did not lead to financial
impropriety or client harm, it undermined the legitimacy of the
profession and placed the employing institution, the County
Government of Taita Taveta, in a position of inadvertent

noncompliance.

43. inary Regulations,
he powers of

urisdiction

the complairﬁﬁt“be d;ismlssed';.

étitute be reprimanded;

nstitute be suspended fron ra

d period notexc edingtwo years;

limited to't

mitigating measuri disposal; or

(f}. make such order as the Committee considers fit.”

44. In imposing its sanctions, the Committee must be guided by rules of
fairness and the principle of proportionality and the fact that sanctions

are an important aspect of the administration of justice.




45.

In determining the appropriate course of disciplinary action, the

Committee is obligated to weigh both mitigating and aggravating factors;

AGGRAVATING FACTORS

ii.

iv.

The Respondent’s lack of licensure spanned the full calendar

year 2024, representing a sustained breach rather than a short-

term oversight

tit ator’s outreach and
ittee’s ability to

clevant to

compliant member of the Institute in earlier years. His professional

background suggests overall competence within his field.
No evidence that the Respondent’s unlicensed practice resulted in
direct financial loss, fraudulent procurement, or procurement

violations to his employer or the public.
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46. Based on the above mentioned, the Committee finds that the

Respondent’s actions constituted a breach of:

i. Section 20(1) of the Supplies Practitioners Management Act,
2007; and

ii. Clause 4.1.1 of the KISM Code of Ethics and Professional
Conduct, which mandates. members to observe lawful practice,

accountability,

s taken by the

cannot be

48

ondent without

tisite licensure

e decision of this-committee is ‘en

Pursuant to the au _ _ r Section 23(7) of the
Supplies Practitioner:s Management Act, 2007, the parties are hereby
informed of their right to appeal this decision to the High Court. Any
party aggrieved by this decision may exercise this right within the

statutory period prescribed by law.}
DATED AND DELIVERED AT NAIROBI
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