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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The objective of this project was 070 assist the Asian Productivity Organisation (APO) and
National Productivity Organizations (NPOs) undertake a Needs Assessment to enable effective
productivity-related strategies and programs to be developed and implemented at a National

andAPCOwi de | evel o0.

The research was commissioned by the APO Secretariat and officially started on 18 February
2014 and concludes with the publication of this report on 5 June 2015.

This report had the input of 16 NPOs (Bangladesh, Cambodia Fiji, India, Indonesia, Iran, Lao,
Malaysia, Mongolia, Nepal, Pakistan, PhilippinesRepublic of China, Sri Lanka, Thailand and
Vietnam). A Chief Expert (supported by 7 researchers) and 16 National Expers coordinated the
research and analysed the data provided by 372 staff, 390 customers and 130 NPO partners.

Data was obtained on Country Trends, NPO Strategy, Systems and ServicesNPO Performance
Results NPO SWOT Analysiand APO Strategy and Assistance

The results reflect the diversity of APO membes. For example, the number of staff employed
by NPO membersvaried from 16 in Nepal and Mongolia to 670 people in Sri-Lanka. Malaysia
had the most training course attendees in 2013 with 130,517 people trained whilst some
countries recorded less than 20 people trained. Some NPOswere almost 100% government
funded whilst others received no government funding. Whilst the NPOs all had specific
challenges and opportunities there was agreement with t h e  AcBr@mit gision and mission,
and most indicated that fTraining courses, Technical expert services Development of
demonstration companies / organizations and In-country programso had the most impact.

The report provides many recommendations to assist the APO and NPOs such as encouraging
more best practice sharing on institutional strengthening and capability building (to share
strategies, organizational structure, infrastructure, funding models, staffing levels/ratios and
approaches to governance, leadership, human resources, customer focus, operations and
systems, and measurement, analysis and knowledge managemen) and on service delivery (to
share success stories on howproductivity-related services are being delivered). For both the
APO and NPOs more needs to be done to raise the profile of productivity including simple steps
such asthe improved use of social media and improving the design and content of NPO
websites.

The report endorsed the need for an APO Roadmapwhich has a clear strategy and targets.
Currently, 3 or more APO membersare in the top 20 countries for 10 of 18 reputable
international performance metrics but none were in the top 20 for Labour Productivity . Clear
stretch targets for key performance metrics can help the APOto develop appropriate strategies
and obtain alignment of NPOstrategies. Some NPOsrequire help in developing their own
National Plansand Roadmaps.

This report contains a wealth of information which can be used as a reference guide and for
benchmarking purposes for many years to come.
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1. Introduction

This report shares the research data obtained from a project to assist the APO and NPOs
undertake a needs assessment.

The official objective was:

To assist the Asian Productivity Organisation (APO) and National Productivity
Organizations (NPOs) undertake a Needs Assessment to enable effective
productivity  -related strategies a nd programs to be developed and implemented at a
National and APO -wide level o.

With a scope of:

a. To develop a methodology for a Needs Assessment taking into consideration the
mission, objectives, and mandates of NPOs and the purpose of the APO;

b. Review of APO programs for NPO capability building and institutional strengthening;

Cc. Review of the performance of each NPO including profiling of resources and
programs;

d. Identifying the core competencies of each NPO including strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities, and threats;

e. ldentifying the emerging roles and challenges of NPOs resulting from
sociopolitioeconomic changes; and

f. Identifying the organizational development, capacity building, and institutional
support needs of NPOs to lead productivity-related initiative s.

The research was commissioned by the APO Secretariatand officially started on 18 February
2014 with the appointment of the Chief Expert and concludes with the publication of this report
on 5 June 2015.

The body of this report describes the Research Methodology, Findings, Recommendations and
Conclusions. TheAppendices show the full set of research data obtained from NPO members
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2. Research Methodology

A chief expert and 15 national experts were appointed to undertake the research The
National Experts were from: Bangladesh, Cambodia Fiji, India, Indonesia, Iran, Lao,
Malaysia Mongolia, Nepal, Pakistan Philippines Sri Lanka Thailand and Vietham. The

Republic of China (ROC) joined the study at a later date, making a total of 16 countries.

The project commenced with the chief expert devising the research methodology with input

from the APO. This was followed by a coordination meeting on 28/29 May 2014 involving all
National Experts to finalise the methodology and the design of the research to ols. Each national
expert was responsible for carrying out the research in his/her country following the proposed

n addition to devising
provide technical support to the national experts, review current APO programs, and prepare a

final research report with specific recommendations for the APO and NPOs.

methodology. The chief expertd s r ol e,

To ensure consistency of data for comparison and aggregation purposes a National Expert
Survey and four Stakeholder Surveys were developed with clear guidelines on how the data
should be collected. These were accompanied by a mapping spreadsheet to show how the

guestions from the Stakeholder Surveys were linked to the National Expert Survey. The

Stakeholder Surveys were designed so thatthey could be sent by email or posted to
respondents for completion or used as a basis for a one to one structured interview .

The four Stakeholder Surveys and the number of surveys that were targeted for completion are

described in Figure 1.

Figure 1 1 Types of stakeholder surveys and survey completion guidelines

Stakeholder Surveys

Minimum number of surveys to be
completed

NPO CEO/Directors

At least 75% of CEO/Directors should

complete this survey.

NPO Staff (Professional & Technical only)

At least 20 surveys completed in total or at

least 50% of staff should complete this

survey

NPO Customers (Enterprises)

At least 20 surveys completed in total or at
least 50% of customers should complete

this survey

NPO Partners (Funders/ Training Providers/
Consultants/ Employer Groups/ Institutions of

At least 3 surveys completed or at least
50% of key partners should complete this

Higher Learning/Trade Union/ NPO Council survey
Members/Governing Board and the APO)
National Experts were also encouraged to review:
- The NPOOGs and APOOGs vision, mi ssi on

- Services provided by the NPO/APO described on websites/documents

- Policies and procedures

- Feedback received by clients (customer surveys, training assessment forms)
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- Employees engagement/satisfaction survey reports

- Project reports

- Audit reports

- Correspondence/agreements with Partners

- 2007 Needs Assessment Report

- Aslide set provided by the Chief Expert showing country performance on over 20
international performance metrics.

In addition, for Section 4 of the National Experts Survey the National Expert coordinated a
strengths, weaknesses,opportunities and threats (SWOT) analysis with senior executives from
the NPO. This meeting involved a review of the collected data and a discussionto identify the
N P Okey strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats in relation to the
government/partners, private sector and public sector .

Information gleaned from the Stakeholder Surveys and the above sources assisted the National
Experts to complete the National Expert Survey which was then sent to the Chief Expert for
analysis. Of prime importance was that the National Experts Survey was completed accurately,
bearing in mind potential translation issues, and represented the views of NPO stakeholders
ratherthan t he Nati onal E xTp eheck prdject pregress@md ahke aceuragy wfs .
survey completion there was regular reporting between the National Experts and the Chief
Expert. Figure 2 describes the research plan and level of reporting.

Figur e 2 T Research activities and timetable

Completion Activity Responsibility

date

10 March 2014 Outline of the role/ Chief Expert/APO
responsibilities of National
Experts and issue of the
preliminary SWOT Analysis
exercise for completion.

1 April 2014 National experts appointed and NPOs/APO
role/responsibilities are
assigned.

1 May 2014 Identification and review of National Experts

currently available
data/information relevant to
the SWOT Analysis and Needs
Assessment.

15 May 2014 Completion of a preliminary National Experts
SWOT Analysis by each
country. Completed SWOT
Tables sent to the APO in
preparation for the
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Coordination Meeting.

15 May 2014

Draft design/outline of Needs
Assessment Survey/Stakeholder
Surveys/Report Template to be
reviewed/improved at the
Coordination Meeting

Chief Expert

28/29 May
2014

Coordination Meeting, Tokyo,
Japan.

APO, Chief Expert,
National Experts

23 June 2014

Final version of Needs
Assessment Survey/Stakeholder
Surveys/Report Template
provided to National Experts

APO, Chief Expert

1 July 2014

Development of a strategy for
the collection of data relevant
to the Needs Assessment. This
to include who to
contact/survey and by when
and which Stakeholder
Survey(s) to use.

National Experts

8 August 2014

Preliminary completion of the
National Experts Survey based
on current data availability.
Submitted to the Chief Expert

National Experts

27-29 August
2014

APO Liaison Off
Tokyo, Japan. Initial
findings/data from the Needs
Assessment will be reviewed.

APO, APO Liaison
Officers, Chief Expert

1 December
2014
(extended until
26 December)

Final completion of the National
Experts Survey. Submitted to
the Chief Expert.

National Experts

5 January Review of survey data, Chief Expert
2015 checking for correct completion

20 January Resubmission of surveys National Experts.
2015

2 February Compilation of data in Chief Expert
2015 spreadsheets ready for

checking by National Experts

28 February
2015

Resubmission of data

National Experts
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9 March 2015

Compilation of information into Chief Expert
Appendices for review by APO

15 April 2015

Draft Version of APO Needs Chief Expert
Assessment Analysis Report
issued to the APO and National
Experts for review

5 June 2015

Final Version of APO Needs Chief Expert
Assessment Anaysis Report
issued to the APO and all APO
members.

Colour
Code

Meetings

Work completed by National Experts

Work completed by the APO/Chief Expert
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3. Findings

This section summarises the findings from the research. The full set of findings are shown in
the Appendices.

Within each Appendix the survey questions are shown, followed by the aggregated responses in
data and graphical format.

From the 16 NPOs that participated 372 CEO/Directors/Staff 390 customers and 130 partners
contributed their opinions.

A summarised selection of findings from each Appendix are presented below:
Appendix 1: Country Data and Trends

What does it show?

This Appendix shows:

a) the performance of each country with respect to 22 economic and societd metrics with data
provided by reputable independent sources:

Population

Population growth rate

Population aged 65 and above (% of total)
Labour productivity

Gross domestic product (GDP)

GDP per capita

Global Competitiveness,

Ease of doing business,

Information Technology i Networked Readiness Index
10. Education of 15 year old students

11. Human development index

12. Innovation

13. Perceived corruption in the public sector
14. Political stability and Absence of Violence
15. Government effectiveness

16. Wellbeing of older people

17. Happiness index

18. Homicide rates

19. Life expectancy

20. Environmental performance

21. Energy sustainability index

22. The Global Energy Architecture Performance Index

CoNoGO MWD

b) the megatrends that the CEOs/Directors of NPOsselected as likely to have the most impact
on productivity in their country over the next five years.

How should the data be used by NPOs?
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1 The data shared on the 22 economic and societal impacts should be reviewed by NPOs
to assist with their SWOT analysis and for setting of future targets. NPOs are
encouraged to contact countries with higher | evels of performance to learn from them.

1 NPOs should ensure that they have strategies in place to address or take advantage of
the 5 mega trends they have identified as having most impact on productivity over the
next 5 years. In addition, NPOs may wish to re-assess their 5 most important mega
trends based on the opinions provided by other countries.

How should the data be used by the APO?

1 The APO may wish to calculate the average performance of NPOs with respect tothe 22
economic and societal measures, and set future targets and strategies for those
measures it aims to have an impact on.

1 The APO shouldensure it has strategies in place to address or take advantage of the 5
mega trends that have been identified as having most impact on productivity over the
next 5 years.

Selected Findings (View the Appendix for full findings)

1 3 or more APO members were in the top 20 countries for 10 of 18 reputable
international performance metrics (the 18 metrics referred to were from the above list of
22 metrics, the 4 measures excluded were population, population growth rate,
population aged 65+ and GDP as these are not productivity based and/or were
encompassed inthe other measures).
1 No APO memberswere in the top 20 for Lab our Productivity, Happiness Index, Energy
Sustainability Index or the Global Energy Architecture Performance Index.
1 The mega-trends identified as having most impact on productivity over the next 5 years
were:
- Liberalisation of global trade and financial markets (indicated by 63% of NPOSs)
- Convergence of technologies and research fields (indicated by 63% of NPOSs)
- Increasing energy consumption (indicated by 50% of NPOSs)
- Green productivity: scarce resources and increasing commodity prices lead to
technigues that increase energy and resource productivity (indicated by 38% of
NPOs)
- Decreasing costs for communication and transportation (due to technical
innovations such as the internet) enabling more international trade (indicated by
38% of NPOs)
- Government accountability due to a more informed electorate (indicated by 38%
of NPOs)
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Appendix 2: NPO Strategy, Systems and Services
What does it show?

This Appendi x provides information on each NPOG6s
opinions of t/directord\ Bt&@¥ifd susto@défOand partners were sought on 32
guestions.

How should the data be used by NPOs?

I The data provides a good overall assessment of each NPG& strategy, systems and
services from the perspectives of stakeholders. Differences in opinion by stakeholder
groups should be investigated to find out why there is this difference as it could mean
the strategy, system or service or communication channels with the stakeholder group
should be improved.

1 The data will assist NPOs in benchmarkig their strategies, systems and services with
other NPOs. NPOs are encouraged to contact higher performing NPOs to learn from
them in areas such as the provision of high quality services and revenue generation.

How should the data be used by the APO?

9 The data will enable the APOt o have a cl earer understanding
systems and services This will enable the APO to provide a tailored approach to meet
each countryds needs.

1 The data will enable the APO to identify the comparative strengths and opportunities for
improvement for each NPO. This will enable the APO to facilitate the sharing of
knowledge between high and low performers.

Selected Findings (View the Appendix for full findings)

1 All NPOs have a stated vision and mission. ThreeNPOs (Nepal, Pakistan andVietnam)
do not have stated organisational values.

1 There is a large variation in the number of people employed by each NPO from 16 in
Nepal and Mongolia to 670 people in SriLanka.

1 There is a large variation in the ratio of sup port staff to professional/technical staff
between NPOs with SriLanka reporting it has 82.75 professional/technical staff to 1
support staff and Thailand reporting it has 0.48 professional/technical staff to 1 support
staff.

1 There is a large variation in the number of part-time staff used by NPOs with Fiji
employing 131 part-time staff and 9 countries employing no part-time staff.

1 The most popular training for professional/technical staff was Presentation Skills
Training (67%) followed by Business Excellence Training (50%) with the least popular
being Governance Training (33%).

1 Based on budget spend most NPO work was conducted in the Manufacturing Sector
(26%) and Information and Communications Sector (11%).

1 On average NPOs assisted the Private Sear 45% of the time followed by the Public
Sector 41% of the time.

9 Fiji has 65 training rooms that can accommodate up-to 1350 people while 4 NPOs have
no training rooms.

1 Fiji owns 9 buildings while 4 countries own none.
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7 NPOs (Fiji, Lao, Malaysia, Philipines, ROC, Thailand and Vietnam) are certified to
ISO9001 (Quality Management System)

2 NPOs (Nepal and Mongolia) do not have any Professional/Technical staff that have

been given a computer that is less than 5 years old for their individual use. 8 NPOs have
91-100% of their Professional/Technical staff using computers for their individual use of

less than 5 years old.

Customers of NPOs indicated that the most important Training, Workshop, and/or e-
learning Courses for raising the performance of organisations was on Customer focus
(understanding customers, building customer relationships, managing customer
complaints), with 43% indicating this.

The Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning Course provided by the most number of
NPOs (14) was on Productivity Tools (Problem solving, 5SInd. Housekeeping, Lean, Six
Sigma).

Customers of NPOs indicated that the most important Conference and/or Forum for
raising the performance of organisations was on Productivity, with 21% indicating this.

The Conference and/or Forum given by the most number of NPOs (11) was on
Productivity.

Customers of NPOs indicated that the most important Mentoring, Coaching and/or
Consultancy Services for raising the performance of organisations wasi Devel opi ng
organizational capabilityi SME s 0 oa fiHdman Resouceso, with 25% indicating this.

The Mentoring, Coaching and/or Consultancy Servicesprovided by the most number of
NPOs (11) was on fADevel opiinSgME® 0 g aamidz aft Meoansau r ec
analysis and knowledge managemen®d .

Customers of NPOs indicated that the most important Information Dissemination
Services for rai sing t he performance of or
Dat abase/ Websitebo, with 9% indicating this.
The Information Dissemination Service provided by the most number of NPOs (10) was
iStudy Missionsao.

Customers of NPOs indicated that the most important Toolkits/Assessment Tool for
raising the performance of organi sations was
14% indicating this.

The Toolkit/Assessment Tools provided by the most number of NPOs (8) were Business
Excellence Assessment Tools and Productivity Assessment Tosl

Customers of NPOs indicated that the most important Award/Standard for raising the
performance of o r gla 9081a@Quality Manageraest System)oik wi t h
12% indicating this.

The Award/Standard provided by the most number of NPOs (8) was a Business
Excellence Award.

Customers of NPOs indicated that the most important Research for raising the
performance of organisations wasfi P r o d u avithi14% ihdicaiing this.

The Researchprovided by the most number of NPOs (10) was on Productivity.

Customers of NPOs indicated that the most important Networking and Support Groups

for raising the performance of organisations wer e i Chaymoh uproductivity
practihebwer Bso and A Cowith 404 indigating this.et wor ks 0
The Networking and Support Groups provided by the most number of NPOs (5) was a
Business Excellence Award winners network

Customers of NPOs indicated that the most important Financial Assistancefor raising the
performance of o r Subsitized draining arel warkshopEd fiw i11%h
indicating this.

The Financial Assistance provided by the most number of NPOs (2) was Subsidized
Consultancy and Advice
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T The | evel of customer satisfaction across al/l
Workshopsandel earni ngo and | owest for fAResearcho
1 NPO customers rated the following as the top 10 most important NPO services (from a
list of 74) for raising the performance of organisations in their country:
1. Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning o n CuStomer focus (understanding
customers, building customer relationships, managing customer complaints)o
(43.4%)
2. Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning on flLeadership (vision, values, developing
leaders, ethics, governance) Training, Workshop, and/or e-learningd ( 4 1 %)
3. Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning o n Straitegic planning and deployment
(balanced scorecard, performance management)o (38.7%)
4. Training, Workshop, and/or e-l e a r n i Rrayluctivity Tdols (Problem solving, 5S7
Industrial Housekeeping, Lean, Six Sigma) (38.1%)
5. Mentoring, Coaching and/or Consultancy Services o n Defieloping organizational
capability I SME® (37.5%)
6. Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning o n uSirigss excellence assessments,
awards and modelso (36.2%)
7. Training, Workshop, and/or e-l e a r n i Quglity Manag&ment System/Standard
(31%)
8. Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning o n Pefsonnel development (facilitation skills,
presentation skills, communication skills)o (29%)
9. Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning o n Improvement Teams (including Quality
Circles) (24.8%)
10. Training, Workshop, and/or e-l ear ni ng on AStaff empower men
sati sf a0 ono (2
T NPOsd performancetameasseasehilghestasfor ANPO f

customer needsod and fAQuality of PasignoEMPO out pu
websited, fiContents in NPO websited, fiDesign of NPO newsletterd, and AUse of Social
Mediao.

Customer satisfaction with the NPOwas reported as highest in Bangladesh and Lao.

CEO/ Directors and Staff on average across all
strength as their Leadership and prime opportunity for improvement as Measurement,

Analysis and Knowledge Managemen . The statement AOur | eade
seeking new ways to sustain and grow the o
agreement and the statements fi We develop succession pl ans
management positions, and career progression plansf or empl oyees o6 and @ We
operations and overall organizational performance using a full range of information (e.g.

financial, customer satisfaction, employee satisfaction, environmental, suppliers, and key

p r o ¢ e shadehe Jowest levels of agreement.

1 On average 85% of NPO employees indicated employee satisfaction levels of satisfied or

very satisfied. Employee satisfaction levels were reported as highest in Iran.

=a =4

Appendix 3 : NPO Performance Results

What does it show?

This Appendix shows the performance of each NPO with respect to a balanced set of
performance measures see below. The measures were selected by the Chief Expert and

National Experts as the most important result/outcome measures for NPOsto use.

1. Product and Process Outcomes
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Training course attendees

Conference/exhibition attendees
Consultancy/research projects private sector
Consultancy/research projects government sector
Consultancy/research projects total

Publications sold

New publications published

QCC participation rates

BE award applications

BE award winners

2. Customer Focused Outcomes

1
1
1
1

Customer complaints

Customer satisfaction overall

Customer satisfaction with training courses
Customer satisfaction with conferences/exhibitions
Customer satisfaction with consultancy projects

3. Workforce Focused Outcomes

=4 =4 -a_-8_a_8_98_2

Educationi doctorates
Educationi MSc/MBA
Educationi Degree
Staff training

Staff experience
Employee satisfaction
Employee turnover
Employee absenteeism

4. Leadership and Governance Focused Outcomes

1
1
5. Financial

Leadership/governance training
Community projects/activities
and Market Outcomes (Indirect outcomes

NPOs contribute to but it is difficult to measure the
measures are repeated from Appendix 1)

)l
T
)l
)l
T

1
6. Financial

Labor productivity in 2010 and 2011
Labor productivity 2012 and 2013

Ease of Doing Business

Innovation

Perceived corruption in the public sector
Environmental performance

and Market Outcomes (Direct outcomes |

directly measure)

ERE W I

Total income

Total expenditure

Income from education

Income from training

Income from conferences
Income from consultancy
Income from books/publications
Income from other

Government funding

How should the data be used by NPOs?
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I These are measures that were considered to be important for NPOs to be using on a
regular basis to monitor their performance.

1 The data enables NPOsto benchmark their performance with other NPOs. NPOs are
encouraged to contact higher performing NPOs to understand how they are achieving
higher levels of performance.

How should the data be used by the APO?

1 The APO may wish to calculate the average performance of NPOs with respect toa
number of the measures provided, and set future targets and strategies for those
measures it aims to have an impact on.

1 The data will enable the APO to identify the comparative strengths and opportunities for
improvement for each NPO. This will enable the APO to facilitate the sharing of
knowledge between high and low performers.

Selected Findings (View the Appendix for full findings)

1 Malaysia had the most training course attendees in 2013 with 130,517 people trained
and the most attendees at its conferences/exhibitions with 9,435 attendees.

1 ROC has the highest number of consultancy/research projects for the private sector in

2013 with 369 and Sri-Lanka had the highest number for the government sector with

445,

ROC sold the highest number of publications in 2013 with 37,348 sold.

Sri Lanka had the highest number of BE Award Applications in 2013 with 1376 and the

highest number of BE Award Winners at the highest level with 500. (Note assessment

methods used for BE Awards in different countries do differ).

1 Malaysia, Mongolia and Vietham recorded 100% customer satisfaction levels (of satisfied

or very satisfied) from t heir clients that completed the Stakeholder Survey.

Iran had the highest % of professional/technical staff with a doctorate in 2013 at 30%.

100% of professional/technical staff working at the NPOs of Malaysia, Mongolia and

Vietnamin2013had at | east a balficaion.l or 6s degree (¢

1 Thailand had the highest % of professional/technical staff which had worked at its
organisation for 5 or more years, at 91%.

1 Malaysia and Mongolia recorded 100% employee satisfaction levels (of satisfied or very
satisfied) staff that complet ed the Stakeholder Survey.

1 Thailand recorded the lowest employee turnover rate of its professional/technical staff in
2013 of 2%.

1 100% of directors from the NPOs in Bangladesh, SriLanka and Vietnam have attended a
leadership or governance related training course in the last two years.

= =

=a =

9 Sri-Lanka has led or supported the most community projects in 2013 with 238 projects.
1 Singapore rated best overall for Productivity, Ease of Doing Business, Innovation, Least

level of Corruption and Environmental Performance in 2013 of all APO members
1 ROC had the highest revenue for 2013 at USD$39.9 million.
1 Paki standés proportion of revenue from training
T Philippinesds proportion of revie20lBat4fi%.om consu
1 Shi-L a n kpaopastion of revenue from government funding was the highest in 2013 at

98.5%.
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Appendix 4: NPO SWOT Analysis
What does it show?

This Appendi x s hnostsmpoetanic srengthP, Qvéaknesses, opportunities and
threats (SWOT) in relation to Government/Partners, Private Sector and Public Sector. The
SWOT analysis was undertaken by the senior executive team of each NPO.

In addition, nine countries (Sri Lanka, Indonesia, Fiji, Malaysia, Nepal, Lao, Thailand, India and
Bangladesh ranked their three most important strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and

threats with the most important strength , weakness, opportunity or threat r anked as fAl1l0,
second most i mpotrhteantthiarsd fAn2o0s ta kv pdatarists@mmariseal at i 3 0 .
the end of the Appendix.

How should the data be used by NPOs?

1 NPOs should review thar SWOT to consider how they can better serve their
stakeholders through improvements to their strategies, systems and services. NPOs
should consider how they can build on their strengths and take advantage of
opportunities, while minimising weaknesses and avoiding threats.

How should the data be used by the APO?

1 The SWOT analysis of each NPO should be reviewed by the APO to have a clearer
under st andi ng sterdgthe weaknesdeFaportunities and threats . This will

enablethe APOtopr ovi de a tail ored approach to meet ec
1 The APOshould analyse all the SWOTSs to see if there are common issues that can be
addressed.

Selected Findings (View the Ampendix for full findings)
Common strengths among NPOs were

A Strong connections with key government ministries and employer bodies.

A Reputable productivity specialist organization.

91 Ability to disseminate the latest information through strong networks of international
cooperation.

Common weaknesses among NPOs were:

1 Need to increase visibility of the NPO and the importance of productivity .

1 Lack of clear national productivity agenda and/or roadmap on how productivity gains will
be achieved.

9 Staff issues such as low employee motivation, wrong mix of technical to support staff ,
and the technical competence of staff need to be addressed.

1 Consultants are limited in number and often the required skills are lacking.

1 Budget is not enough to have a major impact.

Common opportunities among NPOs were:
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9 Opportunities for greater international sharing and learning through the APO (and other
institutions such as APEC and ASEAN) In particular, opportunities for sharing
international expertise/experts.

9 The public sector is open to productivity concepts and requires programs tailored to its
needs, for instance on governance.

1 With the opening of international trade there is a need to focus on export-orientated
SMEs

9 Possibilities for expanding services into national issues such as environment, energy,
water, transportation and sustainability and to new sectors

Common threats among NPOs were:

9 Lack of support from Government in terms of mandate and funding for productivity
planning and implementation.

1 Outdated or unnecessary regulations and bureaucratic procedures affecting productivity

improvements.

Lack of critical mass of subject experts.

Competition from foreign consultants and training and consultancy service providers

potentially replacing some of the work of N POs

= =

Appendix 5 : APO Strategy and Assistance
What does it show?

This Appendix shows how the AP OG6 s str asereigyyarendvi ewed by t he
CEO/directors and staff. 12 questions were asked.

How should the data be used by NPOs?

1 NPOs may use the data to provide feedback and ideas on how the APO can better meet
their needs.

How should the data be used by the APO?
1 The data will assist the APO in strategy development and in improving its services.
Selected Findings (View the Appendix for full findings)

T Al NPOs agreed with the APOOGs vision and miss

T Al most all NPOs agreed wit éndkehnreles./Sh&ll @hangest r at egi
to the wording for improved clarity were suggested.

T The APO6s performance for eaectedf aist fiGhokeéyti
Go o omaveragewi t h the APO6s roles as a TReeegverenal Ad
large variations in ratings between countries.

1 86% of NPO CEO/Drectors/Staff, on average, asses®d the impact of APO
events/projects a s i Goo lmetder.

1 75% of NPO CEODirectors/Staff, on average, assessed their level of understanding of
the APOO6s r ol e amhigdorvetybighpr ogr ams

1 There was a large variation in the % of NPO CEO/directors/staff that had visited the
APO website and/or read a newsletter in the last two months from 5% to 100% with the
median for both between 65 to 70%.
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NPO satisfaction ratings for the APO was highe
ACommunication skills of frBnOatstal aff4d)gelatngtohough
AOperations Focuso had the highest satisfactic
I ndustry Departmento and t he i WoTh& APOfrated he Agr
lowestforA APO6s work to attract meARPO and prdomotiosad, A Vi s
APO worldwided , APMIO6s use of soci al medi a channel s s
applicationso , Regorting on the overall impact of the APO across Asia aAssiktante

provided to develop the capabilities of APO Liaison Officers .

Of the 17 services provided by the APOthe following were considered by NPO members

to equally have the highest impact:

- Training courses

- Technical expert services

- Development of demonstration companies / organizations

- In-country programs/projects

Of the 17 services provided by the APOfi Pr oduct i vi t ycorRidesedlaysotmb 6 wa s
distance to have the lowest impact with it averaging as having slightly higher than a
Amoderate i mpact 0

14 of 16 APO membersrecorded a level of satisfaction of fAs affverfyi edat iogf i |
with being an APO member. 2 members indicated that they were neither satisfied or

dissatisfied.

Pagel8of 387



4. Recommendations

Data from this report can be used to assist NPOs and the APQOin:

strategy development

institutional capacity and capability development;

delivery of effective productivity related services to stakeholders;
visibility as leading productivity organizations.

attracting new members

E R N

Advice and recommendations on how to use the data from the report has been provided in the
section titled AFindingso

Further recommendations for the APO are provided below.

1.

The APO may wish to calculate the average performance of NPOs with respect to the
economic and societal measuresshown in Appendix 1 and the balanced set of performance
measures shown in Appendix 3, and set future targets and strategies for those measures it
is striving to have an impact on. In particular, targets for key performance measures such
as Productivity should be set.

3 or more APO members were the in the top 20 countries for 10 of 18 reputable
international performance metrics. However, no Asian countries were in the top 20 for
Labour Productivity, Happiness Index, Energy Sustainability Index or the Global Energy
Architecture Performance Index. This indicates these areas should be considered for
addressing by the APO.

The APO should ensure it has strategies in place to address or take advantage of the 5
mega trends that have been identified as having the most impact on productivity over the
next 5 years. These were:

1 Liberalisation of global trade and financial markets (indicated by 63% of
NPOs)

1 Convergence of technologies and research fields (indicated by 63% of NPOs)

1 Increasing energy consumption (indicated by 50% of NPOs)

1 Green productivity: scarce resources and ncreasing commodity prices lead to
techniques that increase energy and resource productivity (indicated by 38%
of NPOs)

1 Decreasing costs for communication and transportation (due to technical
innovations such as the internet) enabling more international tr ade (indicated
by 38% of NPOSs)

1 Government accountability due to a more informed electorate (indicated by
38% of NPOs)

Itis recommended that the APO develogs a program that provides advice and encourages
the sharing of best practices between NPOs on institutional strengthening and capability
building. This program could assist NPOson strategy, organizational structure,
infrastructure, funding models, staffing levels/ratios, governance, leadership, human
resources, customer focus, operations and systems, and measurement, analysis and
knowledge management.

It is evident that some NPOsare having tremendous success in the delivery of some
productivity related services whilst others are not. It is recommended that the APO
develops a program that provides advice and encouragesthe sharing of best practices on
the delivery of productivity services.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

From a list of 74 NPO services the 3 that NPOcustomers rated as the most important for
raising organizational performance were Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning on
fiCustomer focus (understanding customers, building customer relationships, managing
customer complaints)o (43.4%), filLeadership (vision, values, developing leaders, ethics,
governance)o (41%) and fiStrategic planning and deployment (balanced scorecard,
performance management)o ( 3 8 ltig fgommended that the APO reviews whether
these topics are adequately covered in its programs.
NPO customers assessed the NPOs on 18 characteristics related to Leadership, Customer
Focus, Measurement, Analysis and Kiowledge Management, Human Resources and
Operations Focus NPOs rated lowest for Customer Focus and in particular for iDesign of
NPO websited i Cont ent s i n DebiddofwWeDrewsteteed and flJse of Social
Mediao. It is recommended that the APO runs a program to assist NPOs with these issues
to enhance the image of NPOs the take-up of productivity programs and the ability of
NPOs to attract government funding.
NPO CEOAJirectors/staff on average rated their greatest opportunities for improvement in
the areas of fiSuccession plans for | eadership
progression plans for employeesd and for fdAPer
operations and overall organizational performance using a full range of information (e.g.
financial, customer satisfaction, employee satisfaction, environmental, suppliers, and key
processes) 0. It is recommended that the APO ru
The SWOT analysisrevealed that many NPOshave budgetary concerns with a need to do
more with less. The APO could run a program to assist NPOs in growing their revenue
stream and/or help them work effectively with partners that can deliver productivity
services. Advice can be given on securing government funding or increasing revenue
through, training, conferences or consultancy projects.
The SWOT analysisindicated that raising the visibility of productivity was of key
importance. The APO and NPOs should work together onvisibility programs to improve
APO/NPObranding and websites and undertake initiatives to foster stronger relationships
with governments and key institutions.
A number of APO members require assistance in developing or coordinating the
development of National Plans for Productivity and/or a Roadmap. A sharing of current
National Productivity Plans would be of value (itisthe c hi ef e x p ethat Husinesspi ni on
excellence frameworks could be used to generate national plans as they touch on all
aspects of importance related to productivity). There is the potential to develop an Asian-
wide Productivity Plan and/or Roadmap which all National Productivity Plans feed into. This
could be an opportunity to raise the profile of productivity across Asiaespecially if APO
member governments sign off on the plan.
The SWOT analysisindicated that consultants and/or subject matter experts are limited in
number and often lack the required skill set. Work should be undertaken by the APO to
identify this need more clearly and provide prog rams to address this shortfall. One
potential solution is greater sharing of consultant expertise between countries.
A number of common opportunities were identified through the SWOT analysis:

- the public sector is becoming more open to productivity concepts.

- with the opening of international trade there is a need to focus on export -orientated

SMEs.
- national issues such as environment, energy, water, transportation and sustainability
provide opportunities for NPOs to play a leadership role.
It is recommended that the APO considers if these opportunities are currently adequately
addressed.

f

APO members voiced many opinions and suggesti on

A snapshot of these is provided below:
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15.

16.

17.

18.

A Green Productivity should be considereidty®a whbcbadevessopet
environmental impact but also issues such as communicable diseases, road accidents, social security and work
life balance

A There needs to be more in-country projects to help with MCs needs on ground and this will lead to a better

customization of services to the members; thus a better allocation of resources to Category C projects is

required

APO should make efforts to generate revenue in order to be self i sustainable in long term

APO renewed its Vision and Mission in 2011 but trere is no roadmap to achieve them. In view of the same, it

should develop a detailed roadmap with clear indication of output and outcome besides resource requirement

A Itis submitted that APO and inter NPOs related linkages must be deepened beyond liaison dficers and other
top management officials serving essentially as gate keepers. Indeed little engagement has been seen between
NPOs / NPCs across countries beyond tokenism or some expert services being facilitated as per APO and liaison
officer and management wishes, which too happening occasionally. Accordingly, a seamless inter NPO linkage
at all levels is the need of the hour such that the APO / NPO system becomes dynamic with prospects of
knowledge creation and exchange and experience sharing and expetise identification and application (with ICT
support and on the ground action) and project execution across countries

It is recommended that all com ments shown in Appendix 5 are read and considered by

the APO.

There were large variations in response to a number of questions in Appendix 5. It is

recommended that the APO spends time with all countries over the coming year to discuss

the feedback and take action where necessary.

NPO satsfaction ratings for the APOwerel owest for AAPO6s work to at

o 2o

memberso, AVisibility of the APO and promoti on
media channels such as Facebook and Mobile appl
i mpact of the APO across Asi ao, and nMdABsi stance

APO Li ai s ohisrécbmnerdedrttatdhe APO addresses these issues.
Of the 17 services provided by the APO the following were considered by NPO members to
equally have the highest impact:
A Training courses
A Technical expert services
A Development of demonstration companies / organizations
A In-country programs/projects
The APO should considerproviding additional resource for these services.
The AP EProductivity Researchod was considered by
impact of 17 serviceswi t h it averaging as having slightly
The APO should investigate the level of resource invested in this activity and whether it
should be reduced and/or consider how APO memberscan obtain more value from this
service.
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5. Conclusion

This report has had the input of 16 NPOs with the participation of 372 staff, 390 customers and
130 NPO partners.

It is envisaged that this report will be great assistance to the APO and NPOs for planning
purposes and for assisting the APO community to understand how each NPO operates and the
challenges faced. This report contains a wealth of information which can be used as a reference
guide and for benchmarking purposes for many years to come.

Itis recommended that every 3 years the research is repeated so that the data remains
relevant to the APO/NPOs.

If the research is repeated it is strongly recommended that all countries participate so that the
data will be representative of the whole APO community.
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APPENDICES

The Appendices show the data collected from the National Expert Survey. There is an Appendix
for each section of the survey.

The Appendices are as follows:
Appendix 17 Country Data and Trends.

Shows the performance of each country with respect to 22 economic and societal metrics and
the perceived impact of megatrends within each country.

Appendix 27 NPO Strategy, Systems and Services

Provides data and opinions of NPO CEO/Directors, staff, customers and partners on 32
guestions relating to NPO strategy, systems and services.

Appendix 37 NPO Performance Results

Shows the performance of each NPO with respect to a balanced set of performance measures

covering:

Product and Process Outcomes

Customer Focused Outcomes

Workforce Focused Outcomes

Leadership and Governance Focused Outcomes

Financial and Market Outcomes (Indirect outcomes i national outcomes NPOs contribute

to but it is difficult to measure their impact on. Some measures are repeated from

Appendix 1)

6. Financial and Market Outcomes (Direct outcomes i outcomes NPOs can directly
measure)

arwdOE

Appendix 47 NPO SWOT Analysis

Shows each NPOs6 most important strengths, weakne
relation to Government/Partners, Private Sector and Public Sector. The SWOT analysis was
undertaken by the senior executive team of each NPO.

In addition, nine countries (Sri Lanka, Indonesia, Fiji, Malaysia, Nepal, Lao, Thailand, India and

Bangladesh) ranked their three most important strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and

threats withthemost | mportant strength, weakness, opportun
second most important as A20 and the third most i
the end of the Appendix.

Appendix 517 APO Strategy and Assistance

Shows how tshe aARQ§s and services are viewed by the
12 questions were asked.
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APPENDIX 1: COUNTRY DATA AND TRENDS

This Appendix shows the performance of each country with respect to 22 economic and societal
metrics and the perceived impact of megatrends within each country.

1.1 Names of Countries participating in the National Expert Survey:

Bangladesh
Cambodia
Fiji

India
Indonesia
Iran

Lao
Malaysia
Mongolia
10. Nepal

11. Pakistan
12. Philippines
13. Republic of China (ROC)
14. Sri Lanka
15. Thailand
16. Vietnam

©CoNoMWNE
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1.2 Country Profile Data

1.2.1 Population

Countr Population APO World
y Millions Ranking Ranking

India 1,267

Indonesia 252 2 4
Pakistan 186 3 6
Bangladesh 158 4 8
Japan 127 5 10
Philippines 100 6 12
Vietham 92.5 7 14
Iran 78.4 8 17
Thailand 67.2 9 20
Korea, Republic 49.2 10 27
Malaysia 30.1 11 43
Nepal 28.1 12 46
Republic of China 23.3 13 NA
Sri Lanka 21.4 14 57
Cambodia 15.4 15 68
Hong Kong 7.2 16 101
Lao PDR 6.8 17 105
Singapore 5.5 18 113
Mongolia 2.9 19 139
Fiji 0.88 20 158

Source: 2014 estimates, Countries in the world (ranked by 2014 population)
http://www.worldometers.info/world-population/population-by-country/
http://www.indexmundi.com/taiwan/demographics_profile.html
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1.2.2 Population growth rate

APO World

Singapore 1.96 1

Philippines 1.84 2 64
Nepal 1.81 3 66
Cambodia 1.67 4 73
Lao PDR 1.63 5 74
Bangladesh 1.59 6 76
Pakistan 1.52 7 77
Malaysia 1.51 8 80
Mongolia 1.44 9 85
India 1.28 10 92
Iran 1.24 11 95
Vietnam 1.03 12 113
Indonesia 0.99 13 117
Sri Lanka 0.89 14 126
Fiji 0.73 15 141
Thailand 0.52 16 150
Hong Kong 0.39 17 157
Republic of China 0.27 18 171
Korea Republic 0.18 19 179
Japan -0.10 20 205

Source: CIA World Factbook 2014
http://www.photius.com/rankings/population/population _growth rate 2014 0.html
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1.2.3 Population ages 65 and above (% of total)

1 2

Japan 24.8

Hong Kong 14.4 2 49
Korea Republic 12.3 3 63
Republic of China 11.6 4 68
Thailand 9.8 5 80
Sri Lanka 8.4 6 92
Singapore 8.1 7 98
Indonesia 6.4 8 122
India 5.7 9 ILEE
Fiji 5.6 10 134
Vietnam 5.6 11 136
Malaysia 5.8 12 139
Iran 51 13 144
Bangladesh 4.9 14 148
Nepal 4.5 15 155
Philippines 4.4 16 156
Pakistan 4.3 17 157
Mongolia 4.0 18 169
Cambodia 39 19 172
Lao PDR 3.7 20 182

Source: CIA World Factbook 2013
http://www.nationmaster.com/country-info/stats/People/Age-structure/65-years-and-over
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1.2.4 Labour productivity in 2012

World Rankin
IS g

Singapore 114.4 1 22

Hong Kong 96.9 2 No data
Republic of China 83.8. 3 No data
Iran 67.1 4 No data
Japan 66.9 5 No data
Korea, Republic 54.8 6 No data
Malaysia 46.6 7 No data
Sri Lanka 23.3 8 No data
Thailand 22.9 9 No data
Indonesia 20 10 No data
Mongolia 19 k] No data
Fiji 17.4 12 No data
Philippine 14.7 13 No data
Pakistan 13.9 14 No data
India 11.9 15 No data
Vietnam 7.9 16 No data
Lao PDR 7.9 17 No data
Bangladesh 6.0 18 No data
Nepal 4.6 19 No data
Cambodia 4.6 20 No data

Source: APO Productivity Databook 2014,Conference Board Org data of GDP per person employed
http://www.apo-tokyo.org/publications/files/APO_Productivity Databook 2014.pdf
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1.2.5 Gross domestic product (GDP)

Country Billion US$ RQ\T(%g R\z/avr?l:ilgg
India 1,277.2 1 <)
Japan 4,788.0 2 4
Indonesia 2,554.3 3 9
Korea, Republic 1,789.7 4 13
Iran 1,283.6 5 18
Republic of China 1,021.6 6 21
Thailand 990.0 7 22
Pakistan 884.2 8 26
Malaysia 746.8 9 28
Philippines 694.6 10 29
Bangladesh 535.6 11 35
Vietnam 509.4 12 36
Singapore 445.10 13 39
Hong Kong 400.60 14 44
Sri Lanka 217.0 15 62
Nepal 66.90 16 94
Cambodia 50.2 17 103
Lao PDR 34.48 18 109
Mongolia 29.71 19 121
Fiji 7.29 20 156

Source: International Monetary Fund,World Economic Outlook Database 2014
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/\weo/2014/02/weodata/weoselgr.aspx
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1.2.6 GDP per capita

Countr APO World
y Ranking Ranking

Singapore 78,763 1

Hong Kong 53,216 2 9

Japan 36,449 3 26
Korea, Republic 33,140 4 30
Malaysia 23,328 5 a7
Iran 15,590 6 71
Thailand 14,394 7 76
Sri Lanka 9,738 8 98
Indonesia 9,561 9 100
Mongolia 9,435 10 102
Fiji 7,750 11 110
Philippines 6,536 12 118
India 5,412 13 124
Vietnam 5,294 14 126
Lao PDR 4,822 15 129
Pakistan 4,602 16 132
Cambodia 3,041 17 144
Bangladesh 2,948 18 148
Nepal 2,245 19 154
Republic of China NA NA NA

Source T World bank 2013, based on actual data
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.PP.CD?order=wbapi_data_value_2013+wbapi_data_v
alue+wbapi_data_value-last&sort=desc
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1.2.7 Global Competitiveness

Singapore 1 2
Hong Kong 2 7
Japan 3 9
Republic of China4 12
Malaysia 5 24
Korea, Republic 6 25
Thailand 7 37
Indonesia 8 38
Philippine 9 59
India 10 60
Sri Lanka 11 65
Vietnam 12 70
Lao PDR 13 81
Iran 14 82
Cambodia 15 88
Mongolia 16 107
Bangladesh 17 110
Nepal 18 117
Pakistan 19 133
Fiji No Data

Source: The Global Competitiveness Report 2013 - 2014, World Economic Forum
Page 15, WEF_GlobalCompetitivenessReport_2013-14.pdf
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1.2.8 Ease of doing business

Country APQ Wor]d
Ranking Ranking

Singapore 1 1

Hong Kong 2 3

Korea Republic 3 5

Malaysia 4 18
Republic of China 5 19
Thailand 6 26
Japan 7 29
Mongolia 8 72
Vietnam 9 78
Fiji 10 81
Philippines 11 95
Sri Lanka 12 99
Nepal 13 108
Indonesia 14 114
Pakistan 15 128
Iran 16 130
India 17 142
Lao PDR 18 148
Bangladesh 19 173
Cambodia NA NA

Source: Doing Business 2015, World Bank
Page 5, DB15-Full-Report.pdf
http://www.doingbusiness.org/~/media/GIAWB/Doing%20Business/Documents/Annual-
Reports/English/DB15-Full-Report.pdf
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1.2.9 Information Technology i Networked Readiness Index

Singapore 1 2
Hong Kong 2 8
Korea, Republic 3 10
Republic of China4 14
Japan 5 16
Malaysia 6 30
Mongolia 7 61
Indonesia 8 64
Thailand 9 67
Sri Lanka 10 76
Philippine 11 78
India 12 83
Vietnam 13 84
Iran 14 104
Cambodia 15 108
Lao PDR 16 109
Pakistan 17 111
Bangladesh 18 119
Nepal 19 123
Fiji No Data

Source: The Global Information Technology Report 2014, World Economic Forum
Page xxi, WEF_GloballnformationTechnology Report_2014.pdf
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1.2.10 Education of 15 Year Old Student - Student Performance in Mathematics, Reading
and Science

542 551

Singapore 57/E

Hong Kong 561 545 555
Republic of China 560 523 528
Korea, Republic 554 536 538
Japan 536 538 547
Vietnam 511 508 528
Thailand 427 441 444
Malaysia 421 398 420
Indonesia 375 396 382

Source: PISA 2012 Results in Focus, OECD PISA
Page 5, pisa-2012-results-overview.pdf
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1.2.11 Human development index

Countr APO World
y Value Ranking Ranking

Singapore 0.901 1

Hong Kong 0.891 2 15
Korea, Republic 0.891 3 15
Japan 0.890 4 17
Malaysia 0.773 5 62
Sri Lanka 0.750 6 73
Iran 0.749 7 75
Fiji 0.724 8 88
Thailand 0.722 9 89
Indonesia 0.684 10 108
Philippines 0.660 11 117
Vietnam 0.638 12 121
India 0.586 13 135
Cambodia 0.584 14 136
Lao PDR 0.569 15 139
Bangladesh 0.558 16 142
Nepal 0.540 17 145
Pakistan 0.537 18 146
Mongolia NA NA NA
Republic of China NA NA NA

Source: Human Development Index 2013-2014 Human Development Report, released on 24 July
2014
http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/table-1-human-development-index-and-its-components
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1.2.12 Innovation

APO World
Country Ranking Ranking

Singapore 1 7
Hong Kong 2 10
Korea, Republic 3 16
Japan 4 21
Malaysia 5 33
Thailand 6 48
Mongolia 7 56
Vietnam 8 71
India 9 76
Indonesia 10 87
Fiji 11 95
Philippines 12 100
Sri Lanka 13 105
Cambodia 14 106
Iran 15 126
Bangladesh 16 129
Pakistan 17 134
Nepal 18 136
Lao PDR No Data
Republic of China No Data

Source: The Global Innovation Index Organisation 2014 results,
https://www.globalinnovationindex.org/content.aspx?page=data-analysis
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1.2.13 Perceived corruption in the public sector

Countr APO World
y Ranking | Ranking

Singapore 1 7
Japan 2 15
Hong Kong 3 17
Republic of China 4 35
Korea, Republic 5 43
Malaysia 6 50
Mongolia 7 80
India 8 85
Philippines 9 85
Sri Lanka 10 85
Thailand 11 85
Indonesia 12 107
Vietham 13 119
Nepal 14 126
Pakistan 15 126
Iran 16 136
Bangladesh 17 145
Lao PDR 18 145
Cambodia 19 156
Fiji No Data

Source: Corruption Perceptions Index 2014, Transparency International Org.
https://www.transparency.org/cpi2014/results#myAnchorl
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1.2.14 Political stability and Absence of Violence

Country Pelgcentile APQ Wor_ld
ank Ranking | Ranking
Singapore 95.7 1 10
Japan 81.5 2 40
Hong Kong 74.4 3 55
Republic of China 72 4 60
Mongolia 63.9 5 77
Korea Republic 56.8 6 92
Vietnam 55.9 7 94
Lao PDR 49.2 8 108
Malaysia 47.8 9 111
Fiji 45.9 10 115
Cambodia 40.2 11 127
Indonesia 28.9 12 151
Sri Lanka 26.0 13 157
Philippines 16.5 14 177
Nepal 14.2 15 182
India 12.3 16 186
Iran 10.4 17 190
Thailand 9.0 18 193
Bangladesh 7.5 19 198
Pakistan 0.95 20 210

Source: Political stability and Absence of violence 2013,Worldbank data
http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.aspx#home
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1.2.15 Government effectiveness

Country Percentile APO Wor_ld
Rank Ranking | Ranking

Singapore 99.52 1 2

Hong Kong 95.69 2 10
Japan 93.78 3 14
Republic of China 83.73 4 35
Korea Republic 82.30 5 38
Malaysia 81.82 6 39
Thailand 61.24 7 82
Philippines 55.94 8 91
India 47.37 9 111
Sri Lanka 45.93 10 114
Indonesia 44.45 11 115
Vietham 44.02 12 118
Mongolia 34.93 13 137
Iran 28.23 14 151
Lao PDR 24.88 15 158
Pakistan 23.44 16 161
Bangladesh 22.49 17 163
Cambodia 18.66 18 171
Nepal 18.18 19 172
Fiji 16.75 20 175

Source: World Bank 2013 data for Government effectiveness
http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.aspx#home
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1.2.16 Wellbeing of older people

Country APO Wor_ld

Ranking | Ranking
Japan 1 9
Thailand 2 36
Sri Lanka 3 43
Philippines 4 44
Vietham 5 45
Korea Republic 6 50
Bangladesh 7 59
India 8 69
Nepal 9 70
Indonesia 10 71
Mongolia 11 72
Cambodia 12 79
Lao PDR 13 84
Pakistan 14 90
Hong Kong No Data No Data
Republic of China No Data No Data
Malaysia No Data No Data
Singapore No Data No Data
Iran No Data No Data
Fiji No Data

Source: Global Age Watch Index 2014, Helpage International Report
http://www.helpage.org/global-agewatch/reports/global-agewatch-index-2014-insight-report-summary-
and-methodology
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1.2.17 Happiness index

Country Score APQ Wor_ld

Ranking Ranking
Singapore 6.546 1 30
Thailand 6.371 2 36
Korea Republic 6.267 3 41
Japan 6.064 4 43
Malaysia 5.76 5 56
Vietnam 5.533 6 63
Hong Kong 5.523 7 64
Indonesia 5.348 8 76
Pakistan 5.292 9 81
Philippines 4.985 10 92
Republic of China 4.978 11 93
Mongolia 4.834 12 102
Bangladesh 4.804 13 108
Lao PDR 4.787 14 109
India 4.772 15 111
Iran 4.643 16 115
Nepal 4.156 17 135
Sri Lanka 4.151 18 137
Cambodia 4.067 19 140
Fiji No Data

Source: World Happiness Report 2013
http://lunsdsn.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/WorldHappinessReport2013_online.pdf
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1.2.18 Homicide rates

APO World

Singapore 1

Hong Kong 0.4 2 4
Indonesia 0.6 3 6
Malaysia 2.3 4 43
Bangladesh 2.7 5 43
Vietnam 3.3 6 54
India 3.5 7 55
Fiji 4.0 8 60
Iran 4.1 9 61
Lao PDR 5.9 10 73
Cambodia 6.5 11 77
Pakistan 7.7 12 88
Philippine 8.8 13 99
Japan No Data

Republic of China No Data

Korea, Republic No Data

Thailand No Data

Sri Lanka No Data

Mongolia No Data

Nepal No Data

Source: Global Study on Homicide 2013, UNODC
GSH2013_Homicide_count_and_rate1.xIsx
http://www.unodc.org/gsh/
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1.2.19 Life expectancy

Country Years APQ Wor_ld
Ranking Ranking

Japan 84.5 1 3

Singapore 84.4 2 4

Hong Kong 82.8 3 6

Republic of China 79.8 4 38
Korea, Republic 79.8 5 39
Sri Lanka 76.4 6 84
Malaysia 74.5 7 111
Thailand 74.2 8 116
Vietnam 72.9 9 130
Philippines 72.5 10 135
Indonesia 72.2 11 138
Fiji 72.2 12 140
Iran 70.9 13 149
Bangladesh 70.7 14 150
Mongolia 69.0 15 158
India 67.8 16 164
Nepal 67.2 17 166
Pakistan 67.1 18 168
Cambodia 63.8 19 180
Lao PDR 63.5 20 183

Source: CIA.gov,The World Fact Book, 2014
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/rankorder/2102rank.html
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1.2.20 Environmental performance

Country Score AR bt
Ranking Ranking

Singapore 81.78 1

Japan 72.35 2 26
Korea Republic 63.79 3 43
Republic of China 62.18 4 46
Malaysia 59.31 5 51
Sri Lanka 53.88 6 69
Fiji 53.08 7 76
Thailand 52.83 8 78
Iran 51.08 9 83
Mongolia 44.67 10 111
Indonesia 44.36 11 112
Philippines 44.02 12 114
Lao PDR 40.37 13 127
Vietham 38.17 14 136
Nepal 37.00 15 139
Cambodia 35.44 16 145
Pakistan 34.58 17 148
India 31.23 18 155
Bangladesh 25.61 19 169
Hong Kong No Data

Source: Environmental Performance Index 2014
http://epi.yale.edu/epi/country-rankings
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1.2.21 Energy sustainability index

Country Score APQ Wor_ld
Ranking Ranking

Japan ABB 1 23
Malaysia ABC 2 26
Hong Kong ABD 3 27
Republic of China ACC 4 34
Singapore BBD 5 41
Korea, Republic BCD 6 S15)
Philippines BBC 7 58
Indonesia ACD 8 69
Sri Lanka BCC 9 80
Vietnam BDD 10 87
Iran BCD 11 89
Thailand CDD 12 90
Mongolia BDD 13 98
Nepal BDD 14 109
Cambodia CDD 15 117
Pakistan BDD 16 118
India CDD 17 122
Bangladesh CDD 18 125
Fiji No Data

Lao PDR No Data

Source: World Energy Council, Energy Sustainability Index 2014
http://www.worldenergy.org/data/trilemma-index
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1.2.22 The Global Energy Architecture Performance Index 2015

Countr Per. APO World
y Index Ranking Ranking

Japan 0.67 1

Singapore 0.65 2 44
Korea Republic 0.63 3 53
Philippines 0.60 4 59
Thailand 0.60 5 60
Sri Lanka 0.58 6 68
Indonesia 0.54 7 76
Vietnam 0.54 8 77
Malaysia 0.54 9 80
India 0.51 10 95
Pakistan 0.47 11 111
Bangladesh 0.45 12 116
Nepal 0.45 13 117
Iran 0.44 14 118
Cambodia 0.43 15 121
Mongolia 0.41 16 124
Republic of China NA NA NA
Hong Kong NA NA NA
Fiji NA NA NA
Lao PDR NA NA NA

Source: Global Energy Architecture Report 2015
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GlobalEnergyArchitecture_2015.pdf
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1.3

Select the 5 MegaTrends that you think will have the most impact on productivity
(good or bad) in your country in the next 5 years?

Megatrends

eiskele

oe

BIpoOqUIE)

elsauopu|

eljobuop

1]
wreuain
ysope|bueg

puUe|eyL

RIS

[edaN

eIpu|

seurddiiyd

200d

uelsped

uel|

baiq

%
abeiusdiad

uolesieqo|o

Liberalisation of global
trade and financial
markets

10

%€9

Decreasing costs for
communication and
transportation (due to
technical innovations
such as the internet)
enabling more
international trade

%8¢

Aydeibowsaq

Shrinking Society in the
West and High Birth
Rates in Developing
Countries

%ET

Ageing of World
Population

%ET

Growth in the Middle-
Class

%ET

Emerging talent pool
from developing
countries with growth
rates in university-
educated people.

%S¢

luswuolinug

Increasing energy
consumption

%08

Changes in energy mix
from fossil fuel to clean
technology

%9

Rising CO2 Emissions
and Temperatures

%9

Environmental
Problems in Emerging
and Developing
Countries a Risk Factor

%52

Green productivity:
scarce resources and
increasing commodity
prices lead to
techniques that
increase energy and
resource productivity

%8¢

yieaH

Rising Health Costs
especially in
industrialized countries
(financial deficits in
welfare system);
eldercare and chronic
diseases

%1€

Increasing personal
responsibility (e.g.
health prevention)

%0
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From Keeping Well to
Health Style i new
markets: nutrition
(novel food),
pharmaceuticals,
cosmetics

%0

ABojouyosal

Convergence of
technologies and
research fields

10

%€E9

Miniaturizing of
technologies
(nanotechnology)

%9

Biotechnology

%ET

Robotic and Bionics

%0

Ambient Intelligence

%0

Cloud Computing

%ET

JuswuIan0D

Government
accountability due to a
more informed
electorate

%8¢

Increased power and
influence of large
global corporates

%ET

Growth in the public
sector for ageing/rising
population

%0

Lack of governance on
global issues
(economic, climate,
energy, water,
security),

%67

Total Megatrends
(for each
country)

Notes: * 3 additional mega trends were included by Iran:

Environment i Large reduction in absolutely clean energy costs (Major change in the
concept of energy and hence energy productivity)

Health - Medical Genetics (no medicine, structural change in health care and labor

)l
1

productivity)

Government - Change in the structure of government to just an operator with

minimum mandate from population (people use computerized systems to announce their

preferences and do not refer to the governments to waste time and resources)
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MegaTrends that the NPOs think will have the most impact on productivity (good or bad)
on their country in the next 5 years?

Lack of governance on global issues (economic, climate, energy, water,
security),

L

Growth in the public sector for ageing/rising population

Government

Increased power and influence of large global corporates _ 2

Government accountability due to a more informed electorate

Cloud Computing _ 2

Ambient Intelligence | 0

!

Robctic and Bionics | 0

Biotechnology F 2

1

Technology

Miniaturizing of technologies (nanctechnology)

B

Convergence of technologies and research fields 10

From Keeping Well to Health Style — new markets: nutrition (novel food),
pharmaceuticals, cosmetics

1

Increasing personal responsibility (e.g. health prevention)

Health

Rising Health Costs especially in industrialized countries (financial
deficits in welfare system); eldercare and chronic diseases

Green productivity: scarce resources and increasing commodity prices
lead to techniques that increase energy and resource productivity

Il

Environmental Problems in Emerging and Developing Countries a Risk
Factor

|

Rising CO2 Emissions and Temperatures

Environment

Changes in energy mix from fossil fuel to clean technology

T

Increasing energy consumption

[

Emerging talent pool from developing countries with growth rates in
university-educated people.

|

Growth in the Middle-Class

Ageing of World Population

Demography

Shrinking Society in the West and High Birth Rates in Developing
Countries

o]

i

Decreasing costs for communication and transportation {(due to technical
innovations such as the internet) enabling more international trade

Liberalisation of global trade and financial markets 10

Globalisation

5 10
No of responses

o
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APPENDIX 2: NPO STRATEGY, SYSTEMS AND SERVICES

This Appendix provides data and opinions of NPO CEO/directors, staff, customers and partners

on 32 questions relating to NPOsO®6 strategy, syste

Within the Appendix the survey questions are shown, followed by the aggregated responses in

data and graphical format. I f a ANO responseo or
NPO has not responded to the questioncabNao fefer
the NPO.
2.1 Name of NPO
Malaysia Malaysia Productivity Corporation
Department of SMEG6s Promotion/ Lao Na
Lao (DOSMEP/LNPO)
Cambodia National Productivity Organization of Cambodia
Indonesia Directorate of Productivity and Entrepreneurship
Mongolia Mongolian Productivity Organization
Fiji National Training and Productivity Centre
Vietham Vietnam National Productivity Institute
Bangladesh | National Productivity Organisation
Thailand Thailand Productivity Institute
Sri Lanka National Productivity Secretariat
Nepal National Productivity and Economic Development Centre (NPEDC)
India National Productivity Council
Philippines | Development Academy of The Philippines
ROC China Productivity Center
Pakistan NPO Pakistan
Iran National Iranian Productivity Organization
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2.2 Year of establishment

Year of establishment

Number of years established

Malaysia 1962 52
Lao 2003 11
Cambodia 2006 8
Indonesia 1968 46
Mongolia 1992 22
Fiji 1973 41
Vietnam 1997 17
Bangladesh 1989 25
Thailand 1995 19
Sri Lanka 1994 20
Nepal 1994 20
India 1958 56
Philippines 1973 41
ROC 1955 59
Pakistan 2006 8
Iran 1992 22
Mean 29.19

Number of Years Established
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2.3 Type of institution

Statutory Body Government Department
Malaysia 1
Lao 1
Cambodia 1
Indonesia 1
Mongolia 1
Fiji 1
Vietnam 1
Bangladesh 1
Thailand 1
Sri Lanka 1
Nepal 1
Philippines 1
ROC 1
Pakistan 1
Iran 1
Total 9 6
NoteX L)[?Q § N\Bél_JE)I/FVQSIV? dyzyé 27T ijg@s,muni;msﬂtstnomﬁz$
LINB FAQ NBHFYAIlFTOGA2yZ2Z SaulofAaKSR 0é aAyAad
Number of NPOs by Type of Institution
10 3
9 -
8 -
7 -
6 -
5 -
4 -
3 -
2 -
1 -
0 - .
Statutory Body Government Department
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2.4  Year joined APO

Year joined APO

Number of years joined APO

Malaysia 1983 31
Lao 2002 12
Cambodia 2004 10
Indonesia 1968 46
Mongolia 1992 22
Fiji 1984 30
Vietnam 1996 18
Bangladesh 1982 32
Thailand 1961 53
Sri Lanka 1966 48
Nepal 1961 53
India 1961 53
Philippines 1961 53
ROC 1961 53
Pakistan 1961 53
Iran 1965 49
Mean 38.5

Number of Years Joined APO
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25 Organizational Chart

2.5.1 Malaysia: Malaysia Productivity Corporation

Regulatory
Review

National Business

License Review

“Manufacturing
Sector Regulatory

Regulatory
Review

International
Regulatory
Review

Enterprise
Innovation

Business Global
Excellence Competitiveness

Competitiveness
Monitoring

Culture Development

International
Collaboration
&

Sharing

Measurement

e ve——
Innovation

Capability Certification

State
Competitiveness
Study

Tnnovation
System

Northern Region Office
Southern Region Office
Sarawak Region Office

Sabah Region Office

Kelantan Office

East Coast Region Office

Terengganu Office
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252 Lao: Department of SMEOG6s Promotion/ Lao Nationa
(DOSMEP/LNPO)

Dept. of SME (DOSMEP)
Director General,

APO Director for Lao PDR
Lao National Productivity

Organization

Deputy Director Deputy Director Deputy Director

General of General of General of

DOSMEP DOSMEP DOSMEP

APOQO. Liaison

Division Division Division Division Division Division of
of of of SME of SME of SME Productivit
Administ External Policy Fund support y
ration & Relation

Finance

NS

Theseabove 2
divisions would
combine into Center
of SMEO®Ss

R Prodiictivity

SMEOGs at
provincial level
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2.5.3 Cambodia: National Productivity Organization of Cambodia

DIRECTOR of NPCC

DEPUTY DIRECTORS
of NPCC

Productivity Productivity Training Productivity
Research and and Consultancy Information and
Development Office Office Cooperation Office

Productivity Productivity
Coordination Office Promotion Office
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254

Indonesia: Directorate of Productivity and Entrepreneurship

(e rrzsom |

4
FROBUETIVTY BOAKD SECRETARY

| WORKING GROUP-| | | WORKING GROUP- 1 | | WORKING GROUP-II |

| ProdsietyPromation | | Prodetidy inpovemant | | Procidy Mamnance |

il

<
i WP - G OF FRODUCTIVTY AND
TRAMNG DEVELOPNERT
| DIRECTORATE OF PROCUCTIVITY AND ENTREFRENEURSHF |
[ [ I |
Promation & Systam Measurement & Emérepraneurahip
Cocperalion Sub- Duvelopmest 5 Bnakyais Sub- Dy edopmant
Direchorate Improvement Daresctorate Jub-Dinecloribe
. Bub-Direetarabe
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2.5.5 Mongolia: Mongolian Productivity Organization

B Membership & PR Team
Board of Directors Productivity Academy
/Representatives from,
Parliament, Government,
NGO's, industries and - International Cooperation
MPOY
! - Planning & Finance
Chairman of Board of
DﬂTcm || Certification & Awards
Executive Director Deputy Director | |
| L Project & programs
General L Congul -
M or onsultancy service
Training & Research
Consultants
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2.5.6 Fiji: National Training and Productivity Centre

Extarnal
I'rm'nrlrs;r

Consytants

* Vice Chancellor
Prod uctivity 110 Y S )
................................ Am DIIECII:II
- Pramation 1T y NTPL i BADE WITH & TRIAL COF
|
|
................. Deuty Directar Apprenticeship| | Duuty Director Lalalng Deputy ireetor
EAlHS Sehame i Scheme m
LR T | TRIN| AR ARy WARE WITH 0 TR
Heads of Training Heads of Training
Heatls of Training Heaels of Training Heaels of Training Departments
| WITH & TRAL CORY O MABE WitH L TR Y 01 wapld . |w 8 Teiag cosy ar
Training {fficers Training Gfficers
A Tralning Officors | — Tralning Officers | < Training Offleers | = Tralning Officors
Custamnar Sarylca Custaiar Sarvica f
Dfflcars Cflcars Custamar Sandca Customar Sarvlce Custamar Sarvic | Custamer Sarvice
Qffigers Offlcers Offlcors Offieers
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2.5.7 Vietnam: Vietnam National Productivity Institute

VNPI ORGANIZATION CHART

PCD: Productivity Consulting Div; TRD: Training Div; SDD: Service Development Div; RDS: Research & Developing Solution Div; OBE:
Office for Business Excellence ; EDO: Office for Environement Office; ICD: Internatiional Cooperation Div; ACD: Accounting &
Administration Div; PAD: Planning General Affair Div.
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2.5.8 Bangladesh: National Productivity Organisation

ORGANOGRAM
DIRECTOR (1)
JOINT DIRECTOR (1)
|
:
SENIOR RESEARCH OFFICER (6)
b
RESEARCH OFFICER (12) ASSISTANT PROGRAMER (ICT 1)

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER (1)

)

STATISTICAL INVESTIATOR (12)

Computer ADMINISTRATION & FINANCE

Division

LIBRARY

TOTALMANPOWER= 67

Page61 of 387



2.5.9 Thailand: Thailand Productivity Institute
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2.5.10 Sri Lanka: National Productivity Secretariat

Secretary

\ 4

Additional Secretary

Director General

Department of Manpower & Employment

'

Director
National Productivity Secretariat (RS)

Assistant Director
Training

Assistant Director
Administration

¢—;¢

v

Assistant Director
Planning

v

v

i
| v
1
Training & i Productivity Regional Admin.Finance Planning |! | Progress APO
Consultancy | 1| Promoion Offices & Media R &D ''| Monitoring (PDOs02)
(PDOs08) |[i| (PDOs07) (PDOs 606) (PDOs 08) (PDOs05) |1| (PDOs07)
' nt Officers !
: |
1 1
1 1
1
| Management !
e L ———p| Assistants (04) ([€-----=-=----- -
—>

No of Regional Offices

'

Office Assistants

(02)

'

Drivers (02)

Divisional Secretaria - 327
District Secretariats

25
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2.5.11 Nepal: National Productivity and Economic Development Centre (NPEDC)

NTPC Organisational Structure

Product_ivity APO Director
Promotions
| [Trade Testing Scheme|
Executive Assistant Executive Assistant
Office Admin Office Admin Apprenticeship
Scheme

1I10H
O%d 10H
VO 10H

Senior Training
Officer

Training Officers

Training Assistants

Training Instructors

CO(s)

Bdernal Bxaminers/
Consultants

BIT Technical Training

Page64 of 387



2.5.12 India: National Productivity Council

PRESIDENT
(Union Minister of Commerce
& Industry)

CHAIRMAN

(Secretary IPP)

DEPUTY DIRECTOR

GENERAL

= Bengaluru
Bhubaneshwar

= Chandigarh
Chennai
Gandhi Nagar

! Guwahati

“ Hyderabad
Jaipur

= Kanpur
Kolkata

« Mumbai

: Patna

Dr. Ambedkar
Institute of
Productivity
(AIF)

DEPUTY DIRECTOR
GENERAL

Employee
Development

GROUP
HEADS
L

“ Agri. Business

= Economic Services
¢ Finance
# Energy Management
i International
Environment Management Seryices
Productivity
Awareness

Human Resource
Management

I.T. & Knowledge
Management

Support
Services

Process Management

Technology Management

T e

i
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2.5.13 Philippines: Development Academy of The Philippines

Board of Trustees

|

Internal
Audit
| office of the President |
Corporate
IRISCIP e
I
| | 1
APOLO
CMCO BORGO COSMO
| 1
1 +
Graduate School | Program Operations | ] l Support Opgrations |
Operations ] I
1
1
1
[ ] | I T 1 1 [ |
Institute of Institute of Center for Centerfor Centerfor Asset
Productivity Public Gcenﬁ;:’;e Sustainable Knowledge Quality & Mgt é;"&pfg
& Quality Management Human Dev’ t Management | [Competitiveness Center
:
DAP H
Mindanao i DAPCC m
| progs m | p“’gsj] pregs pregs progs | progs m:
1
: COCF FAOQ
1 Logistics
| &
: i - . . . 1| MFO: Leamin Oversight
MEQ: Education MFO: Advisory and Consultancy Servicesto policy makers, program imp sand ! i ‘&gml - Functions
other spmentinstitutions on go and productivity, advocacy and institution 1| serices for capability- including
building, training, policy, action —oriented research i buldlng& e Re_poriorial
1| utilization requirements
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2.5.14 ROC: China Productivity Centre

Tainan Regional Office
Knohsiu‘\g Regional Office
| Cemnﬁie;ional Office,

Technology Service & Project Integration Business Division

{Innovation Business Division
Auditing Office : :
‘Service Business Division-
L

——l—-—~ Manufacturing Business Division

lenin’g and Tuining Division

APO:ROC Office

Knowledge Sharing & Customer Service Center

APO Affairs Team Legal A’ﬁnirs Office

Accounti ng Office
Human Resources Office

Administration and Safety- Health Magement Office
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2.5.15 Pakistan: NPO Pakistan

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

|
CEO
e — CEO Secretariat
Internal Audit [ ] IR Secretariat
e
CEEI\éI( E]e\.fr;:g:]:nnf:nrlefg‘i Special Initiatives Traning :

Management)

Department

PC
R&D
PMOA

HR/Admin Training Training
Accounts
MIS

Logistics

Consultancy Consultancy

Projects Projects
R&D R&D
Sub Offices Sub Offices

Benchmarking
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2.5.16 Iran: National Iranian Productivity Organization

Organization chart 1

Head of NIPO

Manager Office and Public

International and Scientific Relations Management

Cooperations Management S E—

/ Deputy for Research, ——

Training and
Deputy for Planning
— Supervision and
Assessment
Planning
Management
Standards and Rules
— Management
Research and
Training
. Management
Information
Technology and
Communication Productivity
Management Consultants and o
Promoters
Management
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Organization chart 2
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2.6 NPO main partners that assist in delivering strategy and/or services
Partners
Board of Directors Universities/ Government Agencies
Consultative Panels NGOs
Malaysia Working Groups/Task Force International Agencies
Training /System Development Service
Providers
Difference Lines Of Ministries Technical Schools
Lao National Chamber Of Commerce An( International Orgarzations Like GI1Z, ADB
Lao Industry JICA and BAF
Enterprises Local & International Ngo Organizations
Universities
Cambodia | Ministry of Industry and Handicraft
National Productivity Board Education and Training Providers
Indonesia Employers Association/Chamber of
Line Ministriesand Provin@al Government | Commerce
Mongolian University of Science and
. Ministry of Labor technology
Mongolia Ministry of Environment and Green
Government Office Development
NTPC Advisory Board (Board) University Senate/VicEhancelloer
FNU Council Fiji Commerce and Employers Federatio
Fiji Ministry of Employment, Productivity and
Industry Relations Industry Associations
Ministry of Education Fiji Trades Union Congress
Ministry of Science and Technology, Ministries such as Ministry of Industry an
Directoratefor Standards and Quality Trade, Ministry of Natural Resources ang
(STAMEQ) and Local Department of Environment, Ministry of Agriculture and
Science and Technology Rural Development
Vietnam APO, NPOs
Universities|nstitutions of research and | Productivity and quality service providerg
training (including Certification Bodies, companie
trainers, consultants and professional
network)
B Ministry of Industries National Productivity Executive Committe
angladesh : — . — . .
National Productivity Council Productivity Advisory Committee
Institute for small and medium Enterprise
. development ThatGerman institute
Thailand - -
National science and technology
National innovation agency development agency
All Government instiutions Freelance Trainers and NPS trainers
Sri Lanka Chambers Parallel Training institutes

Private sector institutions
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Government agencies particularly, sector
ministries and public corporations

United Nations Bodies and Agencies like
UNIDO, UNCTAR,O, WIPO etc

Enterprise established within Industrial
Estates (Estates established by
Government but enterprise are private

Academic institutions particularly
institutes for higher learning in
management and marketing and

Nepal owned) technological capabilituilding areas
Intergovernmental Organizations like Private Sector Organizations, industry
Technonet Asia, Int. Training Institute, associations and business/commerce
WTO and ICC associations
Asian Productivity Organization (APO)
India Organizamns with whom NPC has signed _ _ _
MOUs Dept of Industrial Policy & Promotion
Office of the President Asian Productivity Organization
National Economic Development Authorif Department of Agriculture
Department of Budget and Management | Departmert of Energy
o Commission on Higher Education Department of Trade and Industry
Philippines Productivity Improvement Circles
University of the Philippines Association of the Philippines
Philippine Productivity & Quality Department of Science and Technolog
Movement Consultants
ROC No data No data
Ministry of Industries & Production Development Sector Organizations
Pakistan All Federal Ministries Private Sector Organizations
Academia
Vice Presidency in Human Resource and Tean of Consultants
Iran Management Development
Group of Projecbased Employees
2.7 NPO6s main customers
Customers
Malaysia Public and government agencies Private sector
NGO
Ministry Of Education University
Lao Lao Chamber Of Commerce & Industry | Technical Institution
Various Enterprises Vocational School
Cambodian Micro, Small and Medium Public officers from concerned ministrié
Cambodia Enterprises from various associations ang of the Government of Cambodia
federations
Enterprises Communities
Indonesia Technical Sectoral Government
Education ad Training Providers Institutions and Provincial Government
Thermal power plants /Darkhan Shunkhlai LLC
Mongolia Erdenet mining industry Interactive LLC
Golomt Bank
Fiji Employers that pay us a Levy Franchise partners
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Government agencies

Internal customers

Private students

NTPC Advisory Board

Enterprises

Hospitals, Universities

Vietnam Public Administration Organizations and
Agencies
Public Industries, Bank, Hospital School. Collage
Bangladesh - -
Private Indufies SME, MSME
Thailand Government fagency Private enterprise
State enterprise
All government institutions Communities
Sri Lanka Schools and Universities Pre schools(Kindergarten)
Private sector
Government and its affiliates like public | Private sector enterprises particularly
corporations SMEs
Training institutes in areas of managemer| Potential entrepreneurs for business ai
Nepal marketing, technology information, SME setups, Technology s&ers
P standardization, quality control, WTO
Agreements
Enterprises in the services sector like
tourism, financial sector Engineering and Consultancy firms
Reputed organizations in Manufacturing it Reputed organizations in Services seci
Private Sector, Public Sector international viz Govt Depts, Enterprises, Internatior
organizations organizations
India Constitutional Bodies Legislature & Judiciary
Government Corporations International Organizations, funding
institutions, private firms including sma
and medium enterprises, rgovernment
organzations and academe
National Line Agencies (NLAS) Local Government Units (LGUS)
Constitutional Bodies Legislature & Judiciary
o Others (International Organizations,
Philippines funding institutions, private firms
including smalland medium enterprises
norrgovernment organizations and
Government Corporations academia)
ROC Government agencies Public
Private sector Related associations and organizationg
Private Sector Organizations Enterprises / Development Organizatio|
Pakistan Public Sector Orgamations Professionals / Individuals
Academia
Iran Public sector and governmental Industrial and Development

organizations through their productivity
offices

Organizations in the public sector
responsible for promotion of industrial
activities

Indudrial organizations, public or private

Service and Utility organizations in the
country

Any individual or Group Organization in th
private sector who may demand NIPO

services

Agricultural organizations responsible
for agricultural production units
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2.8

Does the NPO have a stated vision?

Yes

No

Malaysia

Lao

Cambodia

Indonesia

Mongolia

Fiji

Vietnam

Bangladesh

Thailand

Sri Lanka

Nepal

India

Philippines

ROC

Pakistan

Iran

RlRrRrRRPIRPRRIRPRRIRPR|RIR|RPIR|R|R

Total

=
(2]

O|O|0O|lO0O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O

18
16
14
12
10

o N B O W

Does the NPOs have a stated vision?

16

Yes

No
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2.8a) If yes, do your staff and CEO/directors agree with the vision:

Tend
Strongly Tendto | to Strongly| Weighted

n | Disagree| Disagree| Disagree| Agree| Agree| Agree Mean
Malaysia 20 0% 0% 0% 5% | 60% 35% 5.30
Lao 20 0% 0% 4% 9% | 30% 57% 5.40
Cambodia 15 0% 0% 0% 20% | 60% 20% 5.00
Indonesia 18 0% 0% 4% 34% | 34% 29% 4.88
Mongolia 15 0% 0% 0% 13% | 60% 27% 5.13
Fiji 22 0% 0% 0% 0% | 32% 68% 5.68
Vietham 27 0% 0% 0% 4% | 74% 22% 5.18
Bangladesh 21 0% 0% 0% 0% 10% 90% 5.90
Thailand 28 4% 4% 7% 29% | 43% 14% 4.47
Sri Lanka 30 0% 0% 0% 13% | 57% 30% 5.17
Nepal 6 0% 0% 20% 80% | 0% 0% 3.80
India 18 0% 0% 0% 22% | 28% 50% 5.28
Philippines 39 2% 5% 8% 36% | 33% 16% 4.41
ROC 70 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100% 0% 5.00
Pakistan 20 0% 10% 20% 60% | 10% 0% 3.70
Iran 30 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 6.00
Mean 24.9 0% 1% 4% 20% | 39% 35% 5.02
Total Respondent 399
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Weighted Mean on CEO/Directors and Staff Agreement with Vision
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Agree : 5.68
5.40
530 5.18 5.17 >-28
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Average Percentage of Staff and Ceo/Directors Agree with Respective NPO's Vision

39%

20%

A0
=70

0% 1%

Disagree

Strongly Disagree Tend to Disagree Tend to Agree Agree Strongly Agree

No of responses: 399

M Strongly Disagree M Disagree M Tend to Disagree M Tend to Agree M Agree M Strongly Agree

2.8 b) If yes, do your partners agree with the vision:

Tend

Strongly Tendto | to Strongly | Weighted
n Disagree | Disagree | Disagree | Agree | Agree | Agree Mean
Malaysia 7 0% 0% 0% 14% | 43% 43% 5.29
Lao 3 0% 0% 5% 15% | 28% 52% 5.27
Cambodia 3 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100% 0% 5.00
Indonesia 5 0% 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 5.60
Mongolia 3 0% 0% 0% 33% | 33% 33% 5.00
Fiji 4 0% 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 5.75
Vietham 5 0% 0% 0% 0% 20% 80% 5.80
Bangladesh 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 5.67
Thailand 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 5.33
Sri Lanka 20 0% 0% 0% 10% | 65% 25% 5.15
Nepal 5 0% 0% 0% 60% | 40% 0% 4.40
India 2 0% 0% 0% 50% | 50% 0% 4.50
Philippines 20 0% 5% 0% 20% | 55% 20% 4.85
ROC 30 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100% 0% 5.00
Pakistan 10 0% 10% 30% 50% | 10% 0% 3.60
Iran 10 0% 0% 0% 11% | 33% 56% 5.45
Mean 8.3 0% 1% 2% 16% | 46% 34% 5.10
Total Respondent 133
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Weighted Mean on Partners Agreement with Vision
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2.8 c) Suggested changes to the vision by staff and ceo/directors:

9 The NPCC Vision 2030 should be broken into contingencies that would be based on
reality of each stages (Cambodia).

1 Some respondents would like to see a stronger focus on business excellence and
productivity in the vision (Fiji).

9 Others would like a separate vision statement for the NPO (as the NPO now is located

within the Fiji National University) (Fiji).

Vision statement is not inspiring (Fiji).

Should be represented with a short word that is able to create inspiration to employee

mindset (Thailand).

Should specify how can use organization competency to obtain the vision (Thailand).

Should include corporate governance (Thailand).

Productive and Prosperous nation through Excellence (Sri Lanka).

Establish as an excellent nationally and internationally recognized national productivity

organization promoting productivity, quality and competitiveness of national products

and services and perform the role of national focal point for productivity improvement
campaign (Nepal).

1 Aninternationally recognized institution producing top notch managers in the public and
private sectors as well as innovative and strategic research in enhancing national
productivity overall, defined as public sector effectiveness and private sector efficiency
(Philippines).

9 Vision needs to be revised. Should be more precise and relevant reflecting a specific
long term vision (Pakistan).

1 The only change suggested was in the nature of NIPO. One person said he is not sure if
NIPO should be a government organization, or as suggested a state-based organization
independent of government (like a central bank) (Iran).

= =

= =4 =4 =9
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2.8d) Suggested changes to the vision by partners:

Partners agree that a shorter and crispier vision statement would be fitting, and one that
is measurable (Fiji).

Also that the university has the higher education agenda as well as TVET and
product i v ffidulyto ggve saine atientiordto all (Fiji).

Sri Lanka to become the centre
year 2020 (Sri Lanka).

Sri Lanka to become the hub of excellence for the productivity promotion in Asia by

empowering workforce (Sri Lanka)..

The Vision appears to be too broad based i could be more focused on improving

productivity in all sectors ( with focus of SMEs) without compromising on quality and in

l ine with national priorities i(n Ilirkdei ahdo wW icsaino nN
(India).

Simplify the vision. Please make it short, direct to the point and concise. Here is a bold

of excellence f

suggestoni AA gl obally recognized institution in pu

i nnov aPhilippines)o (

An internationally recognized institution which enhances national productivity by

producing top-notch public managers, generate innovative and strategic research in

public sector effectivity (Philippines).
2.9 Does the NPO have a stated mission?
29 a) If yes, do your staff and ceo/directors agree with the mission:

Tend
Strongly Tend to | to Strongly| Weighted
n Disagree| Disagree| Disagree| Agree | Agree | Agree Mean

Malaysia 20 0% 0% 0% 0% | 55% | 45% 5.45
Lao 20 0% 0% 4% 9% | 30% | 57% 5.40
Cambodia 15 0% 0% 0% 20% | 60% | 20% 5.00
Indonesia 18 0% 0% 1% 11% | 51% | 38% 5.25
Mongolia 15 0% 0% 0% 13% | 67% | 20% 5.07
Fiji 22 0% 0% 0% 0% | 40% | 60% 5.60
Vietham 27 0% 0% 0% 0% | 20% | 80% 5.80
Bangladesh 21 0% 0% 0% 0% | 15% | 85% 5.85
Thailand 28 0% 2% 6% 22% | 48% | 22% 4.82
Sri Lanka 30 0% 0% 0% 0% | 70% | 30% 5.30
Nepal 6 0% 0% 0% | 100%| 0% 0% 4.00
India 18 0% 0% 0% 12% | 28% | 60% 5.48
Philippines 39 1% 1% 4% 14% | 51% | 31% 5.04
ROC 70 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100%| 0% 5.00
Pakistan 20 0% 0% 10% | 10% | 80% 0% 4.70
Iran 30 0% 0% 0% 3% | 3% 93% 5.90
Mean 249 0% 0% 2% 13% | 45% | 40% 5.23
Total Repondent 399
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Weighted Mean on CEOQ/Directors and Staff Agreement with Mission
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Average Percentage of Staff and Ceo/Directors Agree with Respective NPQ's
Mission

100%
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No of responses: 399

M Strongly Disagree M Disagree M Tend to Disagree M Tend to Agree M Agree M Strongly Agree

2.9b) If yes, do your partners agree with the mission:

Strongly | . Tend to Tend Strongly| Weighted
: Disagree Disagree Disagree to | Agree Agree Mean
Agree

Malaysia 7 0% 0% 0% 0% | 43% | 57% 5.57
Lao 3 0% 0% 5% 15% | 28% | 52% 5.27
Camboda 3 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100%| 0% 5.00
Indonesia 5 0% 0% 0% 0% | 40% | 60% 5.60
Mongolia 3 0% 0% 0% 0% | 33% | 67% 5.67
Fiji 4 0% 0% 0% 0% | 25% | 75% 5.75
Vietham 5 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 6.00
Bangladesh 3 0% 0% 0% 0% | 33% | 67% 5.67
Thailand 3 0% 0% 0% 17% | 50% | 33% 5.17
Sri lanka 20 0% 0% 0% 0% | 65% | 35% 5.35
Nepal 5 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100%| 0% 5.00
India 2 0% 0% 0% 0% | 50% | 50% 5.50
Philippines 20 0% 0% 0% 6% | 53% | 41% 5.35
ROC 30 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100%| 0% 5.00
Pakistan 10 0% 0% 0% 20% | 80% 0% 4.80
Iran 10 0% 0% 0% 0% | 44% | 56% 5.56
Mean 8.3 0% 0% 0% 4% | 53% | 43% 5.39
Total Respondent 133
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Weighted Mean on Partners Agreement with Mision
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2.9 c) Suggested changes to the mission by staff and ceo/directors

9 Strong effort should be put by NPCC to be attaining the above mission (Cambodia).
1 Productivity (and quality) needs to be highlighted in the mission statement of the NPO
(Fiji).
1 Since the main business of the university is providing higher education, training,
research and creation of knowledge, the ANPOO

lesser function) is not highlighted in the mission (Fiji).

9 After the merger with higher education institutions under the Fiji National University, it
has lost its autonomy in the sense that all its processes come under the University
policies and procedures, and these tend to slow the speed of the business and define
the character of NPO, and all its visions and directions are expressed within and under
the university umbrella (Fiji).

1 Some respondents feel a greater autonomy and expression for the NPO is more
desirable (Fiji).

1 To ensure career advancement and welfare of all personnel should not put in mission
(Thailand).

1 No 8 mission: To promote a productivity-based work culture is covered in mission No 2
(Thailand).

1 No.1 mission: To collaborate with the public sector to propel target organizations forward
and to introduce productivity concept on a broader scale: shall not only cover public
sector but also private sector (Thailand).

1 To enable Sri Lanka to face the International Competitiveness through the promotion of
Productivity and contribute to the National Development and enhancing standard of life
(Sri Lanka).

1 To contribute to productivity improvement and economic development in the country by
launching productivity campaign at national level and offering training and consultancy
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2.9d)

1
T
1

2.10

and services as per the needs of the clients and its own institutional competency
(Nepal).

May be revised and updated according to new initiatives taken by NPO Pakistan over
recent years (Pakistan).

Suggested changes to the mission by partners:

There is no mention of quality or productivity in the mission statement. This dilutes the
NPO agenda of productivity promotion a bit (Fiji).

By energizing all stakeholders to overcome international competition and to uplift the
quality and the living standard of our people through national development (Sri Lanka).
Enhance Sri Lankan productivity by energizing the sector to face international
competition and to uplift living standard of our people through national development and
contribute more to GDP (Sri Lanka).

Does the NPO have a stated strategic direction/goals?

Z
(e}
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Does the NPO have a stated stategic directions/goals?

16

14

10 -

15

Yes

No

2.10 a)If yes, do your staffs agree with the strategic direction/goals:

Tend

" | Disagree| DiSR9re8| pidogce 1o | Agree| Syl HEET
Agree

Malaysia 20 0% 0% 0% 0% | 55% | 45% 5.45
Lao 3 0% 0% 6% 12% | 23% | 59% 5.35
Cambodia 15 0% 0% 0% 5% | 85% | 10% 5.05
Indonesia 18 0% 0% 0% 6% | 64% | 30% 5.23
Mongolia 15 0% 0% 0% 11% | 65% | 24% 5.13
Fiji 22 0% 0% 0% 0% | 8% 93% 5.93
Vietnam 27 0% 0% 0% 0% | 53% | 47% 5.47
Bangladesh 21 0% 0% 0% 0% | 70% | 30% 5.30
Thailand 28 3% 8% 21% | 36% | 24% | 8% 3.93
Sri Lanka 30 0% 0% 0% 3% | 63% | 33% 5.30
Nepal 0 0% 0% 0% 0% | 0% 0% 0.00
India 18 0% 0% 7% 19% | 63% | 11% 4.78
Philippines 39 0% 0% 0% 22% | 38% | 40% 5.18
ROC 70 0% 0% 0% 6% | 79% | 15% 5.09
Pakistan 20 0% 0% 0% 0% | 0% | 100% 6.00
Iran 30 0% 0% 0% 4% | 7% 89% 5.84
Mean 235 0% 1% 2% 8% | 43% | 40% 4.80
Total Respondent 376
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Weighted Mean on CEOQ/Directors and Staff Agreement with Strategic
Direction/Goals
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Do your staff and ceo/directors agree with the stated strategic directions?
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NPOQO's Strategic Directions

Average Percentage of Staff and Ceo/Directors Agree with Respective
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40%
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No of responses: 376

2.10 b)If yes, do your partners agree with the strategic direction/goals:

Strongly | . Tend to Tend Strongly| Weighted
n . Disagree| . to Agree

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Mean
Malaysia 7 0% 0% 0% 0% | 72% 28% 5.28
Lao 20 0% 0% 5% 14% | 27% 54% 5.30
Cambodia 3 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100%| 0% 5.00
Indonesia 5 0% 0% 0% 0% | 53% 47% 5.47
Mongolia 3 0% 0% 0% 22% | 44% 33% 5.11
Fiji 4 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 6.00
Vietham 5 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 6.00
Banghdesh 3 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100%| 0% 5.00
Thailand 3 0% 0% 3% 67% | 27% 3% 4.30
Sri Lanka 20 0% 0% 4% 4% | 36% 56% 5.45
Nepal 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.00
India 2 0% 0% 0% 0% | 33% 67% 5.67
Philippines 20 0% 0% 3% 7% | 52% 38% 5.25
ROC 30 0% 0% 0% 10% | 69% 21% 5.11
Pakigan 10 0% 0% 0% 10% | 80% 10% 5.00
Iran 10 0% 0% 0% 7% 7% 85% 5.78
Mean 9.1 0% 0% 1% 9% | 44% 40% 4.92
Total Respondent 145
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Weighted Mean on Partners Agreement with Strategic Directions/Goals
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2.10 ¢) Suggested changes to the strategic direction /goals by staff and ceo/directors:

To add SMEOG6s dev e Kumpledgerbtilding msitutions @viordyolia).

In todays context, TVET is of strategic importance to the development of the country and

the government has also emphasized this significant role (Fiji).

1 TVET (and technical training in the trades areas) need to be separately emphasized. We
are doing this though our activities, but it may not be expressed in the strategic
directions as such (Fiji).

9 Develop new products /services/improve professional /lknowledge of
consultants/technical officers (Thailand).

1 Undertake research, trainings and consultancy in priority areas for manufacturing,
agriculture services for productivity improvements and quality assurance (Nepal).

1 Assist in building technological capability for SMEs through information sharing,
negotiation and technological adaptations and diffusions (Nepal).

1 Provide technical and managerial services for promotion of rural agro-based enterprises
and value-chain creation through efficient resource utilization and networking (Nepal).

1 Strengthen NPEDC capacity for technical, managerial and market enhancing services

for export oriented rural enterprises (Nepal).

= =4

2.10 d)Suggested changes to the strategic direction /goals by partners:

1 The NPO has too many functions and activities and they cannot be expressed in the
strategic directions (Fiji).

1 The directions of the university and the directions of the NTPC side may not be same as
they serve different clients and purposes (Fiji).
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New goals as per latest industrial needs and initiatives of NPO can be added. Previous
goals may be modified accordingly (Pakistan).

Does the NPO have stated values?
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14

Does the NPOs have stated values?

12 -

10

13

Yes

No

2.11 a)If yes, do your staff and ceo/directors agree with the values of the NPO:

n S.trongly Disagree Tgnd to Tend to Agree Strongly | Weighted

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Mean
Malaysia 20 0% 0% 0% 2% 22% 75% 5.68
Lao 3 0% 0% 2% 12% 30% 56% 5.40
Cambodia 15 0% 0% 0% 12% 55% 33% 5.19
Indonesia 18 0% 0% 0% 13% 63% 25% 5.13
Mongolia 11 0% 0% 0% 0% 75% 25% 5.25
Fiji 22 0% 0% 0% 0% 11% 89% 5.89
Vietnam 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.00
Bangladesh 21 0% 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 5.77
Thailand 28 2% 4% 7% 29% 45% 13% 4.50
Sri Lanka 30 0% 0% 0% 0% 27% 73% 5.73
Nepal 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.00
India 18 0% 0% 8% 11% 70% 11% 4.83
Philippines 39 0% 0% 1% 13% 44% 43% 5.29
ROC 70 0% 0% 0% 5% 87% 9% 5.04
Pakistan 20 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.00
Iran 30 0% 0% 0% 3% 3% 93% 5.90
Mean 21.6 0% 0% 1% 6% 35% 39% 4.35
-I;zt:gondent 345
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Weightage Mean on CEO/Directors and Staff Agreement with Stated Values
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2.11 b)Suggested changes to the values by staff and ceo/directors:

1 There were suggestions for 1) Innovation, 2) Respect and Trust, and 3)
Entrepreneurship (Fiji).

1 Should consider the definition that support strategic objective rather than use FTPI
without unigue with vision (Thailand).

1 Competitiveness through quality and fair business practices: Open and fair playing fields
(Nepal).

1 High technical and professional standards of Staffs. Competency and reward on merit

based system (Nepal).

Efficient and good working conditions at NPEDC (Nepal).

New enhancements could include work ethics and work culture (India).

Values can only be met if work comes from varied fields, but as for now it is only into

industrial sector (India).

=A =4 =
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2.12 Total number of staff (employed and paid by the NPO):

— o9) T
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201|{43|10(20|10|60|39|33|43(662| 6 |{111|217|443| 50 | 30 |1978| 124

Professional/technical (futime)

36|2|0|0|4(83|0|0|0O|O0O|O|O|O|1|O0]| O |126] 8
Professional/technical (paitime)

] 137| 2 |13(10| 0 |33(12|34|87| 8 |10|156/72|87| 20| 7 |688| 43
Support (full time)

17|/0|0|4|2|48|/0|0|5|0|0|0|0O|8)| 0| 0 |156| 10
Support (part time)

391|47|23|34|16|224| 51|67 [135/670|16(267|289|611| 70 | 37 (2948 184
Total number of staff

Total full time staff (Professional + 338|45|23(30(10|93|51|67|130/670|16(267|289|530 70 | 37 |2666| 167
Support)

Total number of professional/technical 219 @44 10 20 12 [102{39 33 43 662 |6 (11121744450 30 [2041[128
staff assuming pa#time staff are 0.5FTEs

Total number of support staff assuming 146 2 (13 12 1 57 (12 34 PO 8 [10 156[72 12720 [ [766 48
part-time staff are 0.5FTEs

Ratio of Professional/Technical staff to [1.51 [22.000.771.6712.01.783.250.970.4882.7/0.6(0.713.013.492.50 4.29 [2.66 [2.66
Support staff (assuming support are 0 0 5 P
0.5FTEs)
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Number of Professional/technical (full-time) by NPOs
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Number of Professional/technical (part-time) by NPOs
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180

Number of Support Staff (full time) by NPOs

160

156

140

120

100

80

60

40

20

Number of Support Staff (part time) by NPOs

90

80

70

60

48

50

40

30

20 17

Paged4 of 387




700

Number of full time staff (Professional + Support) by NPOs

670

800

Total staff (full time + part time) by NPOs

700

670

Page9d5 of 387




Number of Staffs at NPOs

3500

2948

3000

2500

2000

1500

1000

500

Professional/technical Professional/technical Support (full time) Support (part time) Total number of staff
(part-time)

(full-time)

Average Number of Staffs at each NPOs

200 184
180
160
140
120 A
100
80 A
60 1 43
40 -
20 8 10
0 - T T
Professional/technical ~ Professional/technical Support (full time) Support (part time) Total number of staff
(full-time) (part-time)
2.13 Total number of seconded or sponsored staff (therefore their salaries are
paid by another organization):
_ w -
= O |5 = < |9 |4 |» > o
> -5 B S hPRELEFEIZEREE|FIEE
22 g2 e =S z||bhcli2RBO0lg |2 |2 |3
o © 1o |2 |2 [T |2 |2 |8 |5 (2 [ [ & |lg [ |& |5
128 o [} = 3 ) > = = > Q
Y] 55 o Q 0 o o 8 =}
>
Professional/technical (futime) | 1 | O | O (O |0 |2 |1 0|0 |0 0| 0|0 O0|2]|0|6|0
I?rofessmnal/technlcal (part ololololalalololololololololololsla
time)
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Total number of seconded or 110 olslel1lolololo ololo2 16
sponsored staff

Total full time staff (Professional 110 olol2l1lo0lo0lolo ololo2 6
+ Support)

Number of Seconded/Sponsored Professional/technical (full-time)
by NPOs
3
2 2
2
2
1 1
1 -
1 -
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 = T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
D 0 W R R QSN R 2o Lo
& VS & & T & ¥ & S E L & F
vé‘?} SO & & L & &
(.:b & @ QJ%{\ Q\\\
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Number of Seconded/Sponsored Professional/technical (part-time)

by NPOs
5
4 4

4
4
3
3
2
2
1
1

0 0 0 o0 O 0 0 0O 0O O 0O 0 O
0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T

I« T X A - S B S SN S S S RPN GRS
,e\‘??{’ N ~o°b o‘i‘é’ o(}\ « & \'bbeﬁ’ '?@Q.\?& & Ny Qé\‘“\ ® \iﬁ;:b N
N & & ¥ T P & <@

Number of Seconded/Sponsored Support Staff (part
3 time) by NPOs
2

2

2

1

1

0 0 0 o0 0O 0 0O O OO 0O 0O 0 0 O
0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
I S S X S S P SR, I S S S S SN R S
%’S\a N ‘Oob oé, (\& « ‘e}'& \'abé’ '?,bo.\@(\{- \XQ’Q \(\b\. & ® \if;? N
\s\ (;0‘6\ \Qb @0 = (\% < 50 Q"i\%\Q Q,b
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Number off full-time Seconded/Sponsored staff
(Professional/technical + Support) by NPOs

Total Seconded/Sponsored staff (full time + part time) by NPOs

O @ P W D NS« SR S Y Y o L oo 0
N ob\ Q\Q""\ Qg?\\ S (\"b@ bef’ .\\’bQ ,b(\\l- R \(\b\ \(\e Q-O . \c}‘b ¢
& ¢ & \g\é’ F & < \\QQ Q%"

@ & & & ) N
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Number of Seconded/Sponsored Staffs at NPOs
16
14
12
10 g
8 3
6 -
4 1 7
2 -
0
o __ .
Professional/technical Professional/technical  Support (full time) Support (part time) Total number of
(full-time) (part-time) seconded or sponsored
staff
Average Number of Seconded/Sponsored Staffs at NPOs
1
1
1
1
1 s
0
0
0 - 0
0
o , s I ,
Professional/technical Professional/technical  Support (full time) Support (part time) Total number of
(full-time) (part-time) seconded or sponsored
staff
2.14 What percentage (%) of your professional/technical staff have received at
|l east half a dayodos training on the foll owi
— o3} T
= QIF|= < |2 |4 |» = -
) Q | o = |5 | |3 |z |= |= Y |- |=Z
shl2 32 2SIERgIB2E102]E |3
- A - N N CIE e -
Q > o) [ % ;? 8 >
Governance
15%65% 20%38% 43%|60%12%85%|12%433% 0% 6%|10% 2%| 5%|85%33%
Leadership
60%(76% 60%46% 43%|40%16%490% 3%|67% 0%|11% 3% |17%10%80%39%
Project Management
A5%87% 47%23% 43%|40%20%80%16%423%75% 6%|19%30%(30%50%(40%
Communication / Public Relation
Skills 15%58% 40%(31% 57%|40%24%75%| 4% |47%80% 0% |19%15%45%60%(40%
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Presentation Skills

A0%78%

67%(38%

43%

95%

36%

85%

15%

S7T%

75%

0%

14%

18%

50%

90%

50%

Productivity Toolsuch as TQM, Si]
Sigma, Lean & 5S

7SUBTH

73%|92%

100%

85%

96%

90%

27%

TT%

80%

11%

27%

25%

70%

S50%

67%

Business Excellence

75% 0%| 53%(31% 29%|70%32%90%569417% 0%|11% 1%

13%

20%

50%

34%

100%

Percentage of professional/technical Staff have Governance Training

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

10%
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Percentage of professional/technical Staff have Leadership Training

100%

90%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%
e‘\“’\‘b \?’0 06@ o‘.’Q N S &S &

Y ) & .
2 )
V‘\ C ’b'r@ \(\b é\o 2)

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Percentage of professional/technical Staff have Project Management Training

87%

30% 30%
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Percentage of professional/technical Staff have Communication/PR
Training

100%

90%

80%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Percentage of professional/technical Staff have Presentation Skills
Training

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%
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Percentage of professional/technical Staff have Productivity Tools Training

100%

100%

90%

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

0%

27% 5cop
£ 370

Percentage of professional/technical Staff have Business Excellence
Training

100%

90%

90%

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

0%
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100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Average percentage of professional / technical staff attending training on the
following topics in the last 3 years

67%
S0%
39% 40% 40%
220, 34%
P s )
- v Ll -~
8 2 £ £ 8 2 2 g
c ] e =
] iy = £ 1] ] E 3
c @ an 1] = c
= - — = oo a [=] a o
@ o c E Q = @
> o S > = = E
[=] e} = c b ] S mw
1G] = £ ] w - o =
8 9 £ Vi c = v
2 .= ] Y x 2
C s c £=c
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] 1] 5] — = .
£ = = S o 5=
£ 2 @ =]
s I s T
o BE
= W
o @

Pagel05of 387




215 What

total = 100%)

percentage

( %)rk (basedymhudgetidped) was spent
at improving the following sectors in the last year? (Please ensure the overall

— w o
e) )

Z = < < 2 - = 3. 0

Q — % 3 S n o} a > - % s = Py 2 ==

2 ® T |5 |@ |= |S ) = | |o o 3 O | |2 |3

o1 e 8| |58 (Els 2" |3 [°lE [

] o @ Q g o Qi- 8 =]
Real estate activities 0% [ 5% | 0% [ 0% | 0% | 1% | 0% 0% 1% | 0% | 0% dNa(t)a d’;(t)a 0% | 0% |3%| 1%
Mining and quarrying 0% | 5% | 0% | 0% | 5% | 3% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% dNa‘t’a dg‘t’a 0% | 0% |3%]| 1%
Arts, entertainment and 0% | 5% | 0% | 0% | 4% | 1% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | NO | NO | 500 | 0o |30 19
recreation data | data
Activities of extrateritorial | 4o, | 505 | 0o | 096 | 206 | 1% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 2% | 0% | NO | NO | 506 | 09 |39 1%
organizations and bodies data | data
Construction 0% | 5% | 0% | 0% | 4% | 3% | 2% | 0% | 1% | 2% | 0% No No 2% | 0% |3%| 2%

data | data

Transportation and storage | 0% | 5% | 0% | 0% | 2% | 2% | 1% 0% 5% | 2% | 0% d,i(t)a dl:?a 0% | 5% (3%| 2%
Wholesale and retail trade; No No
repair of motor vehicles 0% | 5% [ 0% | 0% | 5% [12%| 1% | 0% | 3% | 0% | 0% data | data 1% | 0% |3%)| 2%
and motorcycles
Water supply; sewerage, No No
waste management and 10% | 5% | 0% | 0% | 1% | 4% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 5% | 0% data | data 0% | 5% |3%| 2%
remediation activities
Electricity, gas, steam and | o, | 50 | 096 | 0% [10% | 4% | 5% | 0% | 7% | 5% | 0% | NO | NO | 004 | 0o |306| 3%
air conditioning supply data | data
Human health and social | 50, | 504 | 006 | 0% | 5% | 1% | 0% | 0% | 4% |15%| 0% | NO | NO | 505 | 506 [39%] 3%
work activities data | data
Activities of households as
employers; undifferentiated No No
goods- and services- 0% | 5% | 0% |30% | 2% | 1% | 1% | 0% | 0% | 5% | 0% data | data 0% | 0% [3%]| 3%
producing activities of
households for own use
Financial and insurance |0 | 50 | 096 | 0% | 3% | 6% | 5% | 10% | 5% |10%| 0% | NO | NO | 104 | 0o |306| 4%
activities data | data
Accommodation and food | o, | 505 | 096 | 0% |10% |16% | 1% | 0% | 0% | 5% | 0% | NO | NO 12006 | 0% [3%| 4%
service activities data | data
Administrative and support | o, | 505 | 006 1506 | 206 | 206 | 0% | 0% | 0% [10%| 0% | NO | NO | 006 | 109 8%| 4%
service activities data | data
Professional, scientific and o | =0 o o o o o o o o o No No o O B g
technical activities 10% | 5% | 0% [ 0% | 7% | 2% | 0% | 5% | 9% | 2% | 0% data | data 0% [10% % 5%
Other service activities 0% | 5% [ 0% | 5% | 5% | 5% [32% | 10% | 0% | 5% | 0% dNa(t)a dg?a 5% | 0% |3%| 5%
Public administration and No No
defense; compulsory social [20% | 5% | 0% | 0% | 3% | 1% |10% | 0% |17% |16% | 0% d d 0% | 5% |3%| 6%
security ata ata
Agriculture, forestry and | 500 | 505 | 2506 | 0% | 3% | 29 | 0% | 10% | 0% | 5% [30%| NO | NO 1 594 | 1006 6% 7%
fishing data | data
Education 0% | 5% | 0% |20% |15% | 3% | 5% 5% 8% [17% | 0% dNa(t)a d’:l?a 17% | 10% |3%| 8%
Information and o o o o o o o o o o o No No o o |17 1110
communication 10% | 5% | 0% [10% | 7% |12% | 2% | 0% | 1% | 2% |70% data | data 7% |10% % 11%
Manufacturing 30% | 5% |75% |20% | 5% |18% |35% | 60% |37% | 9% | 0% dNa?a d’:l?a 30% | 30% |8%|26%
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Average Percentage of NPO's work based on Sectors

Manufacturing

Information and communication

Education

Agriculture, forestry and fishing

Public administration and defense; compulsory social security
Other service activities

Professional, scientific and technical activities

Administrative and support service activities
Accommodation and food service activities

Financial and insurance activities

Activities of households as employers; undifferentiated goods- and services-
producing activities of households for own use

Human health and social work activities

Electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply

Water supply; sewerage, waste management and remediation activities
Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles and motorcycles
Transportation and storage

Construction

Activities of extraterritorial organizations and bodies

Arts, entertainment and recreation
Mining and quarrying

Real estate activities

26%

0%

10%

20%

30%

Wh at ( %)

2.16 percentage

(0]

f

your

NP OO s spardr k
at improving the following sectors? (Please ensure the overall total = 100%):

—_ w T
=z m() 5 | Z < |2 (4|9 _ | = T >
SIS 2 lzn|RBIE|CEIZIF|BIE 5|8
< 18151328 (=3 |B |58 |2 |8 |F |2 @ |5 |
@, a o |= S (212 |2 |2 |® |7 |0 |8 Q
o ERE 2 12 |3 o 5 )
No
. 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Public Sector 50% 44%) 20%| 20%| 30%| 19% 10/070%154/040/040/0data90/0 15%|20%90% 41%
No
. 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Private Sector 40% 56%) 80% 60%| 40% 80% 35% 20% 45% 15% GO/Odata 10%)65%| 70%| 1% |45%
No
. . 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Not for Profit or Communltylo/“ 0% | 0% |20%|30% 0% | 5% |10% 1% |15% 0% data 0% [20%] 10%| 0% | 8%
No
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Others 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 1% |50% 0% | 0% [30%| 0% data 0% | 0% | 0% | 9% | 6%
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Percentage of NPO's Work Spent based on Sectors
100%

90%
90%

90%

80%
80%

80%

70%

60%

60%

50% - A

40% -

=S

(=]

<
30% - =
20% -

o

-

2 g 2 >
2 ‘\é v ‘906\ o&é 0%6}
X @@ \(\b Q°

M Public Sector ~ m Private Sector  m Not for Profit or Community  ® Others

Average Percentage of NPO's Work Spent based on Sectors

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%

50% ZT% 45%

40% -
30% -
20% -
10% -
0% -

8% 6%

Public Sector Private Sector Not for Profit or Others
Community
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2.17 Does the NPO own any training facilities?

Yes No

Malaysia
Lao

Cambodia

Indonesia

Mongolia
Fiji
Vietham
Bangladesh
Thailand
Sri Lanka
Nepal
India
Philippines
ROC
Pakistan

RPlRr|lRr|R|FR|lO|lRP|R|P|R|FP|O|FR|O|FR|F

Iran
Total

w|o|o|0o|0O|O(P,P|O|O|O|O|O|P,|O|F,|O|O

=
w

Does the NPO own any training facilities?

14 13

12 -

10 -

Yes No
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2.17 a)How many training rooms do you have?

No
Lao 0
Cambodia 0
Mongolia 0
Nepal 0
Bangladesh 1
Thailand 1
Iran 1
Vietnam 2
Sri Lanka 2
Pakistan 3
Indonesia 4
India 7
Malaysia 18
Philippines 23
ROC 50
Fiji 65
Total 112

Fiji

ROC
Philippines
Malaysia
India
Indonesia
Pakistan
Sri Lanka
Viethnam
Iran
Thailand
Bangladesh
Nepal
Mongolia
Cambodia
Lao

Number of Training Rooms at NPOs
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2.17 b)What is the total number of people that can be trained if all training rooms are

used?

No
Cambodia 0
Mongolia 0
Nepal 0
Lao 25
Thailand 30
Vietnam 60
Bangladesh 60
Pakistan 100
Indonesia 120
Sri Lanka 140
India 190
Iran 300
Malaysia 550
Fiji 1350
Philippines 1466
ROC 1500
Total 5891

ROC
Philippines
Fiji
Malaysia
Iran

India

Sri Lanka
Indonesia
Pakistan
Bangladesh
Viethnam
Thailand
Lao

Nepal
Mongolia
Cambodia

Capacity of Training Rooms at NPOs

1500
1466

200

400

600 800

1000

1200

1400

1600
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2.18 NPO buildings and outreach/presence in the country

2.18 a) How many separate offices/sites does the NPO work from in your country? These
may be owned or rented

Number

Nepal

Lao

Sri Lanka
Cambodia
Mongolia
Bangladesh
Thailand
Iran
Vietnam
Philippines
ROC
Pakistan
Malaysia
India

Fiji
Indonesia
Total

olot|lwlw|kr|kR|R|FR[FR|F|F|O

[N
N

=
(e2]

N
w

(0]
=

Number of Separate Offices/Sites of NPOs

Indone...
Fiji

India
Malaysia
Pakistan
ROC
Philippi...
Viethnam
Iran
Thailand
Bangla...

Mongo...
Note - The role of NPO in Indonesia is a productivity strategist and funder rather
than a direct productivity services provider. NPO implements the programs by
supporting and facilitating (including budget) a number of 23 provincial
productivity services providers through out Indonesia. Those institutions are

Cambo...
Sri Lanka

e e e

Lao
independent institutions owned by Provincial government

Nepal

0 5 10 15 20 25
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2.18 b)How many buildings does the NPO own?

Mongolia

Thailand

Nepal

Pakistan

Sri Lanka

Lao

Cambodia

Vietnam

Bangladesh

Iran

Malaysia

Philippines

Indonesia

India

ROC

Fiji

OO |WIW|IN|IN|F|FP|FP|FP PP O|O|O|O

Total

N
[y

Fiji

ROC

India
Indonesia
Philippines
Malaysia
Iran
Bangladesh
Viethnam
Cambodia
Lao

Sri Lanka
Pakistan
Nepal
Thailand
Mongolia

Number of Buildings Owned by NPOs

10 12

14

16

18
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218c)How much

are the NPOO0s buarsP di
uUsD
(Million)
ROC No data
Indonesia No data
Mongolia No data
Bangladesh No data
Thailand No data
Pakistan No data
Cambodia No data
India No data
Nepal 0
Sri Lanka 0.022
Lao 0.3
Vietnam 1
Philippines 3.63
Iran 10
Malaysia 20
Fiji 35
Total 69.952

ngs

worth

Fiji
Malaysia
Iran
Philippines
Viethnam
Lao

Sri Lanka
Nepal
India
Cambodia
Pakistan
Thailand
Bangladesh
Mongolia
Indonesia
ROC

1 0.3
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

NPO's Building Worth in USD (Million)

35.0

10 15 20

25

30

35

40
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2.19 What standards are the NPO certified to?

5 B T —
= S EIES <o 2| = T o
s EESxceB i EzERE s IR
Qv lel=|SlglE|lblc|28 |05 |2
g lBIECT BB ZI2®E0B
ISO 9001 (Quality Management System) | 1 | 1 1|1 1 11 7
ISO 14001 (Environmental Management
System) 1 1
ISO 26000 (Social Responsibility) 0
Investors in People Standard 1 1
Others (5S / National Quality Award 1 1 1 3
Others (OHS / QCC/ TTQS) 1 1 2
Number of NPOs Certified To Various Standards
8
7
7
6
5
a4
3
3
2
2
1 1
1
= :
0 T T T
_ _ _ = —_
z S £z g% L g
= % o E 8= c l:
g £ & = 2 & ~
(S S & 8 2 < o
= £ 28 = = el
g o w2 o2 b & ‘.:'
¥ = g < Z g
B = S - £ (=}
= 8 c a »
— @ Q [T}
Q= 2 £
wn > o
1=

£
=
S
a
=
c
=]
2
o
=
T
v
gl
v
S
o
=
e
o
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2.20

Did the NPO enter any awards in 20137

Innovation

Service
Excellence

People
Development

Governance

Environmental

Business
Excellence|

Others 1
(For the
good of
Mongolia,
QCC)

Others
2

Malaysia

Lao

Cambodia

Indonesia

Mongolia

Fiji

Vietnam

Bangladesh

Thailand

Sri Lanka

Nepal

India

Philippines

ROC

Pakistan

Iran

Total
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Number of NPOs Entering Awards in 2013
3
2 2
2
2
1 1 1 1
1
1
0 0
0 T T T T T T T 1
Innovation Service People Governance Environmental Business Others 1 (For Others 2
Excellence  Development Excellence the good of
Mongolia, QCC)

2.20 a) Did the NPO received awards recognition in 2013?

5 my | O © | &m Mm@ 359 | Q9
S| 53| 28| ¢| 2| 38383523
< e = © T ) 3 LR g o B m e
E)'_ D o o D 3 5 o @ T (7] > n
= S ° [ b R Z N
518 | 3 2| 3| 8"RS |y
2 8 3 2 2
- w

Malaysia 1 1 1 1 1

Lao

Cambodia

Indonesia

Mongolia

Fiji

Vietham

Bangladesh

Thailand

Sri Lanka

Nepal

India

Philippines

ROC

Pakistan

Iran

Total 1 1 1 1 1 0 2
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Number of NPOs Receiving Awards in 2013
3
2
2
2
1 1 1 1 1 1
1
1
0
0
R - -9 2 > & Y N
& 5 &@é\ & <<\°°@ e,\\“& @9@ ‘\@“’”’
o 9 @ o ($ S
« &&@‘“ i’ ¢ ((93\“0 QJ:,%“* (}e}& &
) S & Vv
& Q@o& Q)c} {_’0\ &
&
R
©
$
221 What is the percentage (%) of Professional/Technical staff that has been
given a computer for their individual use and it is less than 5 years old?
0% | 1-10% | 11-20% | 21-30% | 31-40% | 41-50% | 51-60% | 61-70% | 71-80% | 81-90% | 91-100%
Malaysia 1
Lao 1
Cambodia 1
Indonesia 1
Mongolia 1
Fiji 1
Vietnam 1
Bangladesh
Thailand
Sri Lanka 1
Nepal 1
India
Philippines
ROC 1
Pakistan 1
Iran 1
Total 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 1 7
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year and which ones are most important?

Number of NPOs by Percentage of Professional/Technical Staffs Provided
with Computer Less Than Five Years Old
8
7
7
6
5
4
3
2 2
2 -
1 1 1
1 -
TR BOE B W
0 = T T T T T T T T T T
X ¥ X X X X X X X ® R
e = & & g 2 3 [ & & 3
=3 & 2 ¥ 2 3 & & 3
[=2]
2.22 What productivity improvement services has your NPO provided in the last

Productivity serviceg

A. What
productivity|
improvemer

t services

has your

NPO
provided in
the last
year3Data
source:
Obtained fron
CEO/director
and/or
relevant
personnel)

B. For those that y
have placed an X

against: what was t

level of interest in

these services? Ld

(L)i used by less
than 20
organizations,
Medium (M)used
by 21 to 100
organizations, or Hi
(Hiused by
organizations
(Data source: obtain
from CEO/directors
and/or relevant
personnel)

C. For eaotf the
services below|
record the % of
customers that|

indicated the
service as one (
their top 10
choicegData
source: from
customer survey
data show the top
services)

D. For each of the
services below recq
the % of partners th
indicated the sewi
as one of their top ]
choicegData source

from partner surveys|

E.. From the whole
of services which 1
services did your
CEO/directors thin
are the most import
for the future for yo
country?Data source
obtain the consensu
view of GB/directors a

a meeting or use
CEO/director survey
data)

Training, Workshop,

and/or e-learning

Developing Orga

nisational Capability

Business excellence % %
assessments, U
awards and models

Leadership Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning
Leadership (vision, ] % %

values, developing
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leaders, ethics,
governance)

Risk management/
disaster recovery

%

%

Social and
environmental
responsibility
(surpassing
regulatory
requirements/
engaging with the
local community)

%

%

Strategy Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning

Strategic planning
and deployment
(balanced
scorecard,
performance
management)

O

%

%

Customer and Market Focus Training, Workshop,

and/or e-learning

Customer focus
(understanding
customers, building
customer
relationships,
managing customer
complaints)

O

%

%

Marketing

O

%

%

Measurement, Analysis

and Knowledge Man

agement Training

, Workshop, and/or e-learning

Performance
measurement
(selecting
measures, analysis,
reporting, triple
bottom-line)

O

%

%

Benchmarking
(performance and
best practice
benchmarking)

%

%

Knowledge
management

O

%

%

Information
technology

O

%

%

Human Resource Focus Train

ing, Workshop, and/or e-learning

Personnel
development
(facilitation skills,
presentation skills,
communication
skills)

O

%

%

Training needs
analysis

%

%

Health and safety

g

%

%

Staff empowerment,
motivation, and
satisfaction

O

%

%

Process Management Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning

Project
Management

O

%

%

Productivity Tools
(Problem solving,
5S 71 Industrial
Housekeeping,

O

%

%
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Lean, Six Sigma)

Improvement Teams % %
(including Quiality O

Circles)

Quality % %
Management O

System/Standards

Supply chain ] % %
management

Green Productivity O 9% %
Other (specify): [ % %
Conference and/or Forum

Productivity O 9% %
Business Excellence O % %
Best Practice [ % %
Sharing

Other (specify): [ % %
Mentoring, Coaching and/or Consultancy Services

Developing % %
organizational |

capability i SMEs

Developing % %
organizational n

capability 1 public

sector

Business excellence O % %
Leadership O % %
Strategic planning O % %
Customer and [ % %
market focus

Measurement, % %
analysis and ]

knowledge

management

Human resources O % %
Process 0 % %
management

Other (specify): ] % %
Information Dissemination

Benchmarking ] % %
Database/Website

Blogs or case % %
studies of best ]

practices on your

website

Study Missions (In- % %
Country and O

International)

Productivity or Best % %
Practice Sharing |

Newsletter

Publications on % %
Productivity/Best O

Practices

Best Practice % %
Sharing ]

Seminars/roadshow

s

Other (specify): n % %
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Other (specify): ] % 0%

Other (specify): ] % %

Toolkits/assessment tools

Business Excellence ] % %

assessment tool

People developer ] 0% 0%

assessment tool

Innovation [ % %

assessment tool

Service excellence ] % %

assessment tool

Governance ] % %

assessment tool

Marketing [ % %

assessment tool

Productivity ] % %

assessment tool

Financial % %

management |

assessment tool

SME start up ] % %

assessment tool

SME growth ] % %

assessment tool

Other (specify): 0 % %

Other (specify): [ 0% %

Other (specify): n % %

Awards and standards

Business Excellence [ % %

Awards

Business Excellence n % %

certification

People Developer ] % %

Award

Innovation Awards O % %

Service Excellence ] % %

Awards

5S Awards % %
U

Quality Control . % %

Circle Awards

ISO 9001 (Quality 0% %

Management |

System)

ISO 14001 % %

(Environmental ]

Management

System)

ISO 26000 (Social 0 0% %

Responsibility)

Investors in People % %

Standard O

Other (specify): ] % 0%

Research

Productivity O % %

Business excellence | % %
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SME development O % 0%
Public sector ] % %
development

Other (specify): ] % %
Networking and support groups

Community of % %
productivity ]

practitioners

network

Training provider [ 9% 0%
network

Consultant network O % %
Business Excellence % %
Award winners |

network

Business Excellence ] % %
Assessors network

CEO roundtable O % 0%
Other (specify): n % %
Financial assistance to encourage organisations to participate in NPO programs

Tax incentives O % %
Grants O % %
Loans O % %
Subsidized training n % %
and workshop

Subsidized % %
consultancy and O

advice

Other (specify): [ 0% %

2.22.1 Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning

The number of NPOs that

provided the service and S S % s
indicated the level of interes B g 5 g 3 g o)
asLow (L) used by less thal = = =€
CZ> 20 orgs, Medium (MJ used by g % g a ,8, 8 % E
o | 21to100orgs, or High () | =. & | = = 35 ﬁ o
- dz2a SR o0& mnn|33|32|85 |23
z 8588|2258
O < 5E|BZ(23|a
— ) I |38 |532 74 =
o 9_ o - Q |~ Q o =
< = > | 8] | 8| 3
Elements 3 5| 8| ©
Business excellence assessments, awards and
models 11 0 6 3 [36.19/45.54 9 |1.31
Leadership (vision, values, developing leaders,
ethics, governance) 11 0 8 40.98/41.48 12 |1.19
Risk management/disasteecovery 6 0 |16.20/15.21 4 |0.38
Social and environmental responsibility (surpassi
regulatory requirements/ engaging with the local
community) 6 1 3 0 [12.75(16.08 4 |0.44
Strategic planning and deployment (balanced
scorecard, performance managemént 13 1 7 3 |38.6943.63 11 |1.50
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Customer focus (understanding customers, build
customer relationships, managing customer

complaints) 11 43.43|41.21 10 |1.19
Marketing 2 18.07|17.54 2 |0.25
Performance measurement (selecting measures,

analyss, reporting, triple bottordine) 7 2 1 2 |13.58/22.12 5 |0.63
Benchmarking (performance and best practice

benchmarking) 8 20.51/20.64 3 |0.81
Knowledge management 12 0 7 3 |31.33)26.79 14 |1.44
Information technology 6 1 1 1 [21.75(19.460 3 |0.38
Peronnel development (facilitation skills,

presentation skills, communication skills) 9 0 4 3 |28.95/26.37 4 |1.06
Training needs analysis 7 1 4 1 (16.28/11.19 1 |0.75
Health and safety 7 2 2 1 |14.37/8.50| 0 |0.56
Staff empowerment, motivation, and satisfaction | 8 1 3 1 |23.02/25.83] 5 |0.63
Project Management 8 1 3 2 |20.05/19.64 4 |0.81
Productivity Tools (Problem solving, &Bdustrial

Housekeeping, Lean, Six Sigma) 14 0 2 10 |38.11)43.81] 9 |2.13
Improvement Teams (including Quality Circles) |10 0 2 7 |24.7921.89 1 |156
Quality Management System/Standards 11 0 4 5 |30.97|26.58 5 |1.44
Supply chain management 5 2 2 0 |9.52|6.46] 3 |0.38
Green Productivity 13 2 6 2 |19.71|32.29 4 |1.25
Other (specify): 1 0 0 1 /0.00/0.00] 1 |0.19
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Business excellence
assessments, amwls and

Leadership (vision, values
developing leaders, ethics

Risk management/disaste

Social and environmental
responsibility (surpassing
regulatory requirements/

models governance) recovery engaging with the local
community)

ol | 2 ol £| 2 ol £| 2 ol ®| 2
oS ozl 8lx|S ozl 8l2|S |2lgldl=|S |o]zls
sle g3/ Q/g ]2 [g|3]Q/g ]2 [L2|3]Qlg]2 L2338
1% B3BskR2|2 |8 B3kskE2(® |8 BERsEZ|E | B BEEsk?
5 |32 Bs|2[2|s |9 B[22l |9 Bs[2[2(a |8 Bs2[2
g | = Sl 2|28 |2 a| 2|82 |2 g 2|88 | 2 g 2|8
1% || 8| 2|2 |3 |8/2|2(F | |s|&|c(2 |3 |8/2|¢

comy 5 |8 [E)8]5|8 ¢ |Zi8|5| |g |E|&|alf|g B8y
Malaysia 1 M 35| 71 1 1 M 42 | 28 1 0 na 32| 0 1 0 na 10| O 0
Lao 0 na 0 0 0 0 na 0 0 0 0 na 0 0 0 1 M 30 | 52 1
Cambodia| 0 na 62 | 100| 1 0 na 85 | 100| 1 0 na 0 0 0 0 na 0 0 0
Indonesia | O na |38.8| 40 1 0 na |61.1 60 1 0 na 55| 20 0 0 na |33.3] 20 0
Mongolia 1 M [31.2§33.3| 1 1 M 62.5/33.3| 1 0 na (18.79 O 0 0 na [18.79333| 1
Fiji 1 M 58 | 75 1 1 M 0 50 1 1 L 0 0 0 1 L 0 0 0
Vietham | 0 | na [ 11|60 0 | 1 | M |[11[ 0|0 |0 | na [21]|20| 1 |1 |2 [ 0]60| 0
Eang'ades 1 80|67 1| 1| M |75]67| 1| 1| M |20]|100] 0| 1| M |10]|67]| 0
Thailand 1 H 50 |333| O 1 M 351333 1 1 M 551333 0 1 M 15| 0 1
SriLanka | 1 H 0 40 1 1 H 52 | 75 1 0 na 0 0 0 0 na 0 0 0
Nepal 0 na 0 0 0 0 na 0 0 0 0 na 0 0 0 0 na 0 0 0
India 1 res’\r‘)(())nse 10 0 O l :\(‘e(;ponse 30 O 1 1 [\(‘e?sponse 10 O 0 l res'\pl)?)nse 40 0 0
Philippines| 1 | 2o 153|585 | 1 | 1 J° 47|60 | 1| 12 47|30 0| 0| na |47|25] 0
ROC 1 H 80| 94| 0 1 M 85| 97| 0 0 na 0 0 1 0 na 0 0 1
Pakistan 1 M 70| 60 | 1 1 M 70| 60 | 1 1 L 50| 40| O 0 na 0 0 0
Iran 1 M 0 0 0 0 na 0 0 1 0 na 0 0 1 0 na 0 0 0
Total 11 9 11 12 6 4 6 4
Mean 36.1445.5¢4 40.9¢41.4¢ 16.2(15.2] 12.7516.0¢
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Project Management

NPO CEO indicated as top|

0

1

0
0

% Partner indicated as top

22

20
96

% Customer indicated as f|
10

10 | 43

32

16.6| O

6.25/33.3| 0

38

35

10 | 50

7

91

70 | 50

20.0919.64

Organizations interest

H

na

na
na

na

na

na
na

No
response

No
response

M

na

Provide the service

No
response

0
0

0

Staff empowerment, motivat
and satisfaction

NPO CEO indicated as top|

o

1
0

1

1

% Partner indiedtas top 10

o

100

20

50

30

60

P

% Customer indicated as ]
10

(2]
N

0

33.3| 20

25 (333 0

21

70 | 100| O

20

20

70

23.0425.84

Organizations interest

na

na

na
L

na

na

response

INo
INo

response

M

Provide the service

—

1

1

Health and safety

NPO CEO indicated as top|

o

0
0

0

0

0

% Partner indicated as top

o

21

0

50

50

% Customer indicated as f]
10

37

111 O

20

15

60

14.37 8.50

Organizations interest

na

na

na |18.74

na

response

No

na
M

Training needs analysis

Provide the service

0

1

1

NPO CEO indicated as top|

o

0

0
0

% Partner indicated @s1t0

14

20

0

10

% Customer indicated as t|
10

35

125| 0

15

27

90 | 95
60 | 40

16.2¢11.1¢

Organizations interest

na

na
na

na

na

na
na
na

No
response

na
M
L

Provide the service

1

0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
1

0

1

7

Malaysia
Lao

Cambodia

Indonesia
Mongolia

Fiji

Vietnam

Banglades

Thailand

Sri Lanka
Nepal

India

Philippine

S

ROC

Pakistan
Iran

Total

Mean
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2.22.1 A) What Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning services has your NPO provided in

the last year?

Training, Workshop, and/or-earning services No. of NPO

Productivity Tools(Problem solving,-Bfl. Housekeeping, Lean, Six Sigma) 14
Strategic planning and deployment (balanced scorecard, performance manageme 13
Green Productivity 13
Knowledge management 12
Business excellence assessments, awards and models 11
Leadership (vision, values, developing leaders, ethics, governance) 11
Customer focus (understanding customers, building customer relationships, mang

customer complaints) 11
Quality Management System/Standards 11
Improvement Teams (including Quality Circles) 10
Personnel development (facilitation skills, presentation skills, communication skill 9
Benchmarking (performance and best practice benchmarking) 8
Staff empaverment, motivation, and satisfaction 8
Project Management 8
Performance measurement (selecting measures, analysis, reporting, triple bbttejn 7
Training needs analysis 7
Health and safety 7
Risk management/disaster recovery 6
Social and environamtal responsibility (surpassing regulatory requirements/ engag

with the local community) 6
Information technology 6
Supply chain management 5
Marketing 2
Other (specify): 1
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Number of NPO Providing Productivity Improvement Services (Training,
Workshop, and/or e-learning)

Productivity Tools (Prob. solving, 55-Ind. Housekeeping, Lean, Six
Sigma)

Green Productivity
Strategic planning and deployment
Knowledge management
Quality Management System/Standards
Customer focus
Leadership (vision, values, developing leaders, ethics, governance)
Business excellence assessments, awards and models

Improvement Teams (including Quality Circles)

Personnel development (facilitation skills, presentation skills,
communication skills)

Project Management

Staff empowerment, motivation, and satisfaction
Benchmarking (performance and best practice benchmarking)
Health and safety

Training needs analysis

Performance measurement (analysis, reporting, triple bottom-line)
Information technology

Social and environmental responsibility

Risk management/distaster recovery

Supply chain management

Marketing

Cther (specify):

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

Number of NPO

2.22.1 B) For those that you have placed an X against: what was the level of interest in
these services? Low (L) i used by less than 20 organizations, Medium (M) i used by 21
to 100 organizations, or High(H)iused by 1006s of organizations

59
2% 5
L@
axe
— g
(‘D _—
S =
Training, Workshop, and/or-kearning services Z
Productivity Tools (Problem solving, &Bidustrial Housekeeping, Lean, Six Sigma) 2.13
Improvement Teams (including Quality Circles) 1.56
Strategic planning and deployment (balanced scorecard, performance management) 1.50
Knowledge management 1.44
Quality Management System/Standards 1.44
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Business excellence assessments, awards and models 1.31
Green Productivity 1.25
Leadership (vision, values, developing leaders, ethics, governance) 1.19
Customer focus (understanding customers, building @ustr relationships, managing customer
complaints) 1.19
Personnel development (facilitation skills, presentation skills, communication skills) 1.06
Benchmarking (performance and best practice benchmarking) 0.81
Project Management 0.81
Training needs alysis 0.75
Performance measurement (selecting measures, analysis, reporting, triple béittejn 0.63
Staff empowerment, motivation, and satisfaction 0.63
Health and safety 0.56
Social and environmental responsibility (surpassing regulatory requireshengaging with the local
community) 0.44
Risk management/disaster recovery 0.38
Information technology 0.38
Supply chain management 0.38
Marketing 0.25
Other (specify): 0.19
Weighted Organizations Interest Level On The Productivity Improvement
Services (Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning)
Productivity Tools (Problem solving, 5S — Industrial Housekeeping, Lean, Six Sigma) 2.13
Improvement Teams (including Quality Circles)
Strategic planning and deployment (balanced scorecard, performance management)
Quality Management System/Standards
Knowledge management
Business excellence assessments, awards and models
Green Productivity
Customer focus (understanding customers, building customer relationships, managing
customer complaints)
Leadership (vision, values, developing leaders, ethics, governance)
Personnel development (facilitation skills, presentation skills, communication skills)
Project Management
Benchmarking ( parformance and best practice benchmarking)
Traning needs analysis
Staff empowerment, motivation, and satisfaction
Performance measurement (selecting measures, analysis, reporting, triple bottom-line)
Health and safety
Social and environmental responsibility (surpassing regulatory requirements/ engaging
with the local community)
Supply chain management
Information technology
Risk management/distaster recovery
Marketing
Other (specify):
0.00 1.00 2.00 3.00
Low Medium High

Weighted Organizations Interest Level
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2.22.1 C) For each of the services below record the % of customers that indicated the
service as one of their top 10 choices

% Customer
indicated as

Training, Workshop, and/or-iearning services top 10
Customer focus (understanding customers, building customer relationships, managing custg
complaints) 43.43
Leadershp (vision, values, developing leaders, ethics, governance) 40.98
Strategic planning and deployment (balanced scorecard, performance management) 38.69
Productivity Tools (Problem solving, &Bidustrial Housekeeping, Lean, Six Sigma) 38.11
Business exdlence assessments, awards and models 36.19
Knowledge management 31.33
Quality Management System/Standards 30.97
Personnel development (facilitation skills, presentation skills, communication skills) 28.95
Improvement Teams (including Quality Cirgles 24.79
Staff empowerment, motivation, and satisfaction 23.02
Information technology 21.75
Benchmarking (performance and best practice benchmarking) 20.51
Project Management 20.05
Green Productivity 19.71
Marketing 18.07
Training needs analysis 16.28
Risk management/disaster recovery 16.20
Health and safety 14.37
Performance measurement (selecting measures, analysis, reporting, triple bdittejn 13.58
Social and environmental responsibility (surpassing regulatory requirements/ engagingp&vith
local community) 12.75
Supply chain management 9.52
Other (specify): 0.00

Pagel33of 387



(Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning)

Customer focus (understanding customers, building customer relationships,
managing customer complaints)

Leadership (vision, values, developing leaders, ethics, governance)

Strategic planning and deployment (balanced scorecard, performance management)
Productivity Tools (Problem solving, 5S — Industrial Housekeeping, Lean, Six Sigma)
Business excellence assessments, awards and models

Knowledge management

Quality Management System/Standards

Personnel development (facilitation skills, presentation skills, communication skills)
Improvement Teams (including Quality Circles)

Staff empowerment, motivation, and satisfaction

Information technology

Benchmarking ( parformance and best practice benchmarking)

Project Management

Green Productivity

Marketing

Traning needs analysis
Risk management/distaster recovery

Health and safety

Performance measurement (selecting measures, analysis, reporting, triple bottom-
ling)
Social and environmental responsibility (surpassing regulatory requirements/
engaging with the local community)

Supply chain management

Other (specify):

Percentage of Customers Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices

43.43
40.98
38.69
38.11
6.19

20.00

40.

Percentage o

00 60.00

f Customers (%)

80.00 100.00

2.22.1 D) For each of the services below record the % of partners that indicated the

service as one of their top 10 choices.

% Partner
indicated as top

Training, Workshop, and/or-earning services 10

Business excellence assessments, awards and models 45.54
Productivity Tools (Problem solving, &Bidustrial Housekeeping, Lean, Six Sigma) 43.81
Strategic planning and deployment (balanced scorecard, performance manatemen 43.63
Leadership (vision, values, developing leaders, ethics, governance) 41.48
Customer focus (understanding customers, building customer relationships, managing

customer complaints) 41.21
Green Productivity 32.29
Knowledge management 26.79
Qualty Management System/Standards 26.58
Personnel development (facilitation skills, presentation skills, communication skills) 26.37
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Staff empowerment, motivation, and satisfaction 25.83
Performance measurement (selecting measures, analysis, repomipig, bottom-line) 22.12
Improvement Teams (including Quality Circles) 21.89
Benchmarking (performance and best practice benchmarking) 20.64
Project Management 19.64
Information technology 19.46
Marketing 17.54
Social and environmental responsibyilisurpassing regulatory requirements/ engaging with

the local community) 16.08
Risk management/disaster recovery 15.21
Training needs analysis 11.19
Health and safety 8.50
Supply chain management 6.46
Other (specify): 0.00

Percentage of Partners Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices
(Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning)

Business excellence assessments, awards and models .54
3.81
3.63
A8

.21

Productivity Tools (Problem solving, 5S — Industrial Housekeeping, Lean, Six Sigma)
Strategic planning and deployment (balanced scorecard, performance management)

Leadership (vision, values, developing leaders, ethics, governance)

Customer focus (understanding customers, building customer relationships,
managing customer complaints)

Green Productivity

Knowledge management

Quality Management System/Standards

Personnel development (facilitation skills, presentation skills, communication skills)

Staff empowerment, motivation, and satisfaction

Performance measurement (selecting measures, analysis, reporting, triple bottom-
ling)

Improvement Teams (including Quality Circles)
Benchmarking ( parformance and best practice benchmarking)
Project Management

Information technology

Marketing

Social and environmental responsibility (surpassing regulatory requirements/
engaging with the local community)

Risk management/distaster recovery
Traning needs analysis

Health and safety

Supply chain management

Other (specify):

o
<

] 2

.00
00
00

T
]
(=]
(=]

10.00 A
20.00
50.00
80.00
90.00

=] o
[ ~

Percentage of Partners (%)

100.00
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2.22.1 E) From the whole list of services which 10 services did your CEO/directors think

are the most important for the future for your country?

Training, Workshop, and/or-kearning services

NPO CEO
indicated as top
10

Knowledge management

14

Leadership (vision, values,\ddoping leaders, ethics, governance)

12

Strategic planning and deployment (balanced scorecard, performance management)

11

Customer focus (understanding customers, building customer relationships, managing
customer complaints)

[Eny
o

Business excellence assments, awards and models

Productivity Tools (Problem solving, &Bidustrial Housekeeping, Lean, Six Sigma)

Performance measurement (selecting measures, analysis, reporting, triple béittejn

Staff empowerment, motivation, and satisfaction

Quality Management System/Standards

Risk management/disaster recovery

Ao (o1 |01 |© |©

Social and environmental responsibility (surpassing regulatory requirements/ engaging w
the local community)

Personnel development (facilitation skills, presentation skilbmmunication skills)

Project Management

Green Productivity

Benchmarking (performance and best practice benchmarking)

Information technology

Supply chain management

Marketing

Training needs analysis

Improvement Teams (includir@uality Circles)

Other (specify):

Health and safety

O R, |FPIFPINIWIWWI[A~ |||
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Knowledge management

Leadership (vision, values, developing leaders, ethics, governance)

Strategic planning and deployment (balanced scorecard, performance
management)

Customer focus (understanding customers, building customer
relationships, managing customer complaints)

Productivity Tools (Problem solving, 55 — Industrial Housekeeping,
Lean, Six Sigma)

Business excellence assessments, awards and models

Quality Management System/Standards

Staff empowerment, motivation, and satisfaction

Performance measurement (selecting measures, analysis, reporting,
triple bottom-line)

Green Productivity

Project Management

Personnel development (facilitation skills, presentation skills,
communication skills)

Social and environmental responsibility (surpassing regulatory
requirements/ engaging with the local community)

Risk management/distaster recovery

Supply chain management

Information technology

Benchmarking (performance and best practice benchmarking)
Marketing

Cther (specify):

Improvement Teams (including Quality Circles)

Traning needs analysis

Health and safety

Number of NPO Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Services for the
future of your country (Training, Workshop, and/or e-learning)

0 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
Number of NPO
2.22.2 Conference and/or Forum
The number of NPOs that
provided the service and
indicated the level of
interest as Low (L9 used
by less than 20 orgs,
Medium (M)q used by 21
to 100 orgs, or High (H) %
d&SR 08 MMM stomer | % Partner| NPO CEQ  Weighted
indicated | indicated | indicated | Organizationg
Elements No. of NPO Low | Medium | High| astop 10 | astop 10 | as top 10| Interest Level
Productivity 11 0 6 21.38 25.27 2 1.50
Business Exdehce 8 0 2 4 12.51 10.56 1 1.00
Best Practice Sharin 7 1 0 5 10.47 22.92 2 1.00
Other (specify): 1 0 0 1 0.00 0.00 0 0.19
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Productivity Business Excellence Best Practice Sharing Other (specify):
X ° X ° c\° o X o
|8 | ol 3| Zl2|& |o|l3lBlz|8 |23l 3lz|8|ol33
c ] S o O |g ] S © O | g ] @ o O |c ] b ® (e}
< = a = < S a = < S = = < 5 23 =
I N 8 L3 |lLO|Z N |8 |30 |2 § S ksklg |§ k8kL3LQ
5] ] ©c 3 oM | o ] ©c 3 o [©@M| @ @ <] oo M| o ] ©c 3 oo @em
= g. DC_D_U:_UOS: g. tsc_lzts:_tsos_. g. UQU:_UOS_. g.cgu:'uo
@ S =35 23 kB3 o S P = R o S 2 s B3 RBS @ S e = R
Pt @ ©ca 2 3 |, @ ©c5 2 P3|, @ ©c2 2 P3|, » P32 03
@ 5 I I 5 | @ 5 3 I S5 | @ s 5 S 5| @ 5 3 3 <
< 3 3| | 8|2 3 2| 3| & |2 B 21 3| 8|2 |8 2| 7| &
8 | g sl 2 818 | 3 gl 21 8|8 | g 8|l =21 2|8 |g | 8| 2|28
2 |els|s 2 | o] 8|8 2 1 g 8|8 el BB
Malaysia 1 H 26 | 14 0 1 H 10 0 1 1 H 26 0 0 0 na| O 0 0
Lao 1 M 10 | 12 1 0 na 0 0 0 0 na 0 0 0 0 na| O 0 0
Cambodia 0 na 0 0 0 0 na 0 0 0 0 na 0 |100| 1 0 na| O 0 0
Indonesia 1 M 1111 20| O 1 M 2221 0 0 0 na |38.8| 20 1 0 na| O 0 0
Mongolia 1 H 0 |333] 0 0 na 0 0 0 1 H 1(18.79 O 0 0 na| O 0 0
Fiji 1 H 0 0 0 1 H 0 0 0 1 L 0 75 0 0 na| O 0 0
Vietham 1 H 47 | 20 0 0 na 0 0 0 1 11 | 40 0 1 H 0 0 0
Bangladesh 0 na 40 | 33 0 0 na 50 | 67 0 0 na 40 0 0 0 na| O 0 0
Thailand 1 H 10| O 0 1 H 10| O 0 1 H 20 |66.7| O 0 na| O 0 0
Sri Lanka 0 na 0 35| 0 1 H 0 0 0 1 H 0 0 0 0 na| O 0 0
Nepal 0 na 0|0 |0 |O na 0| 0|O0|O na 0O 0|O0O|O|na|0|O0|O
India 1 [Norespon| O | 50 | O 1 [Norespon @ 0 0 1 Norespon| O | 50 | O 0 |na| O 0 0
Philippines | 0 na 13 (10| O 1 [Norespon 13 | 5 0 0 na 13 | 15 0 0 na| O 0 0
ROC 1 M 95 |97 | O 1 M 95 | 97 0 0 na 0 0 0 0 na| O 0 0
Pakistan 1 H 90 | 80 1 0 na 0 0 0 0 na 0 0 0 0 na| O 0 0
Iran 1 [Norespon| O 0 0 0 na 0 0 0 0 na 0 0 0 0 [na| O 0 0
Total 11 2 8 1 7 2 1 0
Mean 21.3§25.27 12.5710.5¢€ 10.4722.92 0.00(0.00

2.22.2 A) What Conference and/or Forums has your NPO provided in the last year?

Conference
and/or Forum No. of NPO
Productivity 11
Business Excellence 8
Best Practice Sharin 7
Other (specify): 1

and/or Forum)

Number of NPO Providing Productivity Improvement Services (Conference

Productivity 11
Business Excellence 8
Best Practice Sharing 7
Other (specify): 1
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
Number of NPO
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2.22.2 B) For those that you have placed an X against: what was the level of interest in
these services? Low (L) T used by less than 20 organizations, Medium (M) i used by 21
to 100 organizations,or High(H)iused by 1006s of organizations

Weighted
Conference and/or | Organizations
Forum Interest Level
Productvity 1.50
Business Excellence 1.00
Best Practice Sharin 1.00
Other (specify): 0.19
Weighted Organizations Interest Level On The Productivity Improvement
Services (Conference and/or Forum)
Productivity 1.50
Best Practice Sharing 1.00
Business Excellence 1.00
Other (specify): 0.19
0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00
Low Medium High
Weighted Organizations Interest Level

2.22.2 C) For each of the services below record the % of customers that indicated the
service as one of their top 10 choices

% Customer
Conference and/or | indicated as top
Forum 10
Productivity 21.38
Business Excellence 12.51
Best Practice Sharin 10.47
Other (specify): 0.00
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Percentage of Customers Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices
(Conference and/or Forum)

Productivity 21.38
Business Excellence 12.5
Best Practice Sharing 10.47

Other (specify): | 0.00

0.00 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00

100.00

Percentage of Customers (%)

2.22.2 D) For each of the services below record the % of partners that indicated the

service as one of their top 10 choices.

% Partner

Conferenceand/or | indicated as top
Forum 10
Productivity 25.27
Best Practice Sharin 22.92
Business Excellence 10.56
Other (specify): 0.00

Percentage of Partners Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices

(Conference and/ Forum)

Productivity 25.27
Best Practice Sharing 22.92
Business Excellence 10.56
Other (specify):
0.00 20.00 40.00 60.00

Percentage of Partners (%)

2.22.2 E) From the whole list of services which 10 services did your CEO/directors think
are the most important for the future for your country?

NPO CEO
Conference and/or | indicated as top|
Forum 10
Productivity 2
Best Practice Sharin 2
Business Excellence 1
Other (specify): 0
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Number of NPO Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices for
Country Future (Conference and/or Forum)

Best Practice Sharing 2
Productivity 2
Business Excellence 1

Other (specify): | 0

Number of NPO

2.22.3 Mentoring, Coaching and/or Consultancy Services

The number of NPOs that °
provided the service and indicate X % % s
the level of interest as Low (&) o o O 2
— | used by less than 20 orgs, Mediy| @ g QO 13z
. . o (M) ¢ used by 21 to 100 orgs, or| = S = o |28
Mentoring, Coaching and/or | o | \yon iy da SR 62 wmn|o g: 22 |25 |20
Corsultancy Services > = 5 2 | =g
o — @ T 5] oy 3 |3
o Q & = Q | T
3 Q — [72) g
i S 8 o
Developing organizational 1| 3 2 4 | 2468|3748 5 | 1.19
capability¢ SMEs
Developing organizational 9 2 5 1 19.14 | 16.38| 3 | 0.94
capability¢ public sector
Business excellence 6 1 3 1 1355 12.71 1 0.63
Leadership 7 2 3 1 1751 | 9.69 1 0.69
Strategic planning 7 0 4 2 17.11 | 12.88 0 0.88
Customer and market focus 5 0 3 2 13.38 | 10.50 0 0.75
Measurement, analysis and 11 5 2 4 13.69 | 16.50 1 113
knowledge management
Human resources 7 3 1 2 24.67 | 15.13 1 0.69
Process management 8 1 4 2 14.75 | 16.25 0 0.94
Other (specify): 2 0 0 1 0.00 | 0.00 1 0.19
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Leadership

NPO CEO indicated a
ton 10

o

0

0

% Partne indicated as
ton 10

o

0

10

96
40

% Customer indicated
as ton 10

111 O

25

11

10

13

91

60

17.519.69

Organizations interest

na

na
na

na

No
response

na

Provide the service

o

0
0

1

Business excellence

NPO CEO indicated a|
ton 10

o

0

% Partner indicated ag
ton 10

0

15

96
30

% Customer indicated
as ton 10

©

16.6| O

6.25|33.3| O

15

13

90
50

13.5512.71

Organizations interest

na

na
na

No
response

na

Provide the service

o

0

1

capabilityq public sector

NPO CEO indicated a
ton 10

o

0

% Partner indiced as
ton 10

o

30

67

20

95
30

% Customer indicated
as ton 10

©

20

22.2| 20

80

0

40

93
40

19.1416.38

Organizations interest

na

na

No
response

na

Provide the service

o

1

0

1

1

1

0

Developing organizationa Developing organizationa

capabilityg SMEs

NPO CEO indicated a|
ton 10

o

0

0

1

1

1

0

1

% Partner indicated ag
ton 10

57

48

40

33

36.7| O

95
70

% Customer indicated
as ton 10

18

38.8| 40

47

60

0

20 | 100

20 | 45

98

80

24.6€37.48

Organizations interest

na
na

na

H

na

response

No
No

response

H
na

Provide the service

1

0
1

1

0

1
1

1

1

1

11

Malaysia
Lao

Cambodia| 0
Indonesia
Mongolia

Fiji

Vietnam

Banglades

Thailand

Sri Lanka
Nepal
India

Philippine

S

ROC

Pakistan
Iran

Total

Mean
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NPO CEO indicated a

NPO CEO
indicated as
top 10

Human resources

o o|o o
ton 10 -
% Partner indicated as o Qlo < 9 5| M
ton 10 =
% Customer indicated| o 3 H % g 2 o 010 M
aston 10 N . N
12}
c
slg|e|e e g 28 o

Organizations interest

% Partner
indicated as
top 10

Provide the service

o

0
1

NPO CEO indicated a

% Customer
indicated as
top 10

improvement tools)

o o o

ton 10 =

0 indi q< o o o ™~ |0 0
% Partner indicated ag &, =] S 3 518 <
ton 10 =

. . —

% Cstomer indicated | © 5 ol ~ [88lo] |3
as ton 10 s P

and knowledge
management

Organizations interest

T

na
na

Organizations
interest

No

response
Other (specify):(Vietnam,Productivity and Quality

response
response

No

Measurement, analysis

Provide the service

—

1
1
1

11

Provide the
service

NPO CEO indicated a

NPO CEO
indicated as
top 10

focus

Customer and market

o
ton 10 =
9 indi S 0 |0 0
% Partner indicated a9 o Q|8 2
ton 10 M.
9 indi )} — ™ |o|o «
% Customer indicated| o) = ol @ 18|e p
aston 10 = —
2
« « © 28 ®
c c c z3 c
[

Organizations interest

% Partner
indicated as
top 10

Provide the service

o

0
1

NPO CEO indicated a
ton 10

o

0
0
0

% Customer
indicated as
top 10

% Partner indicated as
ton 10

o

Process rmnagement

0
10
97
70

% Customemidicated
as ton 10

38.8| 20
20
0
13
80

93
17.1112.8¢§

Strategic planning

Organizations interest

na

Organizations
interest

na
na
na
na
na
na
No
responsg

na
M

na

Provide the service

0

0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
1
0
1
7

Provide the
service

Malaysia
Lao

Cambodia
Indonesia
Mongolia

Fiji

Sri Lanka
Nepal

India
Philippine

Vietnam
Banglades
Thailand

5

ROC
Pakistan
Iran

Total
Mean

0.00

0.00

na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
No response
na
na
na
na
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29
10
50
20
15
96

40
16.25

5.5
37.5
11
30
97
50
14.75

na
na
na
na
na
na
No response
na
na

1
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
1

Bangladesh

Thailand
Philippines

Malaysia
Cambodia
Indonesia
Mongolia
Fiji

Sri Lanka
Nepal
India
ROC

Lao
Pakistan

Vietnam
Iran
Total
Mean




2.22.3 A) What Mentoring, Coaching and/or Consultancy Services has your NPO provided in
the last year?

Mentoring, Coaching and/or Consultancy Servig  No. of NPO

Developing organizational capabilfySMEs 11
Measurement, analysis and knowledge
management 11

Developing organizational capabiligypublic sector
Process management

Lealership

Strategic planning

Human resources

Business excellence

Customer and market focus

Other (specify):

N|O1O |N [N [N |00 |[©

Number of NPO Providing Productivity Improvement Services (Mentoring,
Coaching and/or Consultancy Services)

Measurement, analaysis and knowledge management
Developing organizational capability — SMEs
Developing organizational capability — public sector
Process management

Human resources

Strategic planning

Leadership

Business excellence

Customer and market focus

Other (specify):

14

Number of NPO
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2.22.3 B) For those that you have placed an X against: what was the level of interest in
these services? Low (L) T used by less than 20 organizations, Medium (M) i used by 21
to 100 organizations,orHigh(H)iused by 10006s of organizations

Weighted

Organizations

Mentoring, Coaching and/or Consultancy Services| Interest Level
Developing organizational capabilfySMEs 1.19
Measurement, analysis and knowledge management 1.13
Developing organizational capabiligypublic sector 0.94
Process management 0.94
Strategic planning 0.88
Customer and market focus 0.75
Leadership 0.69
Human resources 0.69
Business excellence 0.63
Other (specify): 0.19

Weighted Organizations Interest Level On The Productivity Improvement
Services (Mentoring, Coaching and/or Consultancy Services)

1.19
1.13

Process management 0.94

Developing organizational capability — SMEs

Measurement, analaysis and knowledge management

Developing organizational capability — public sector 0.94
Strategic planning

Customer and market focus

Human resources

Leadership

Business excellence

Cther (specify):

0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00

Low Medium High
Weighted OrganizationsInterest Level
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2.22.3 C) For each of the services below record the % of customers that indicated the
service as one of their top 10 choices

%
Customer
indicated

Mentoring, Coaching and/or Consultancy Services| as top 10

Developing oganizational capabilitg public sector 19.14

Leadership 17.51

Strategic planning 17.11

Business excellence 13.55

Customer and market focus 13.38

Other (specify): 0.00

Measurement, analysis and knowledge management| 13.69

Process management 14.75

Human resources 24.67

Developing organizational capabilgySMEs 24.68

Percentage of Customers Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices
(Mentoring, Coaching and/or Consultancy Services)

Developing organizational capability — SMEs 24.68

Human resources 24.67
Developing organizational capability — public sector 19.14
Leadership 17.51
Strategic planning 17.11
Process management A.75
Measurement, analaysis and knowledge management

Business excellence

Customer and market focus

Other (specify):

0.00 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00 100.00
Percentage of Customers (%)
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2.22.3 D) For each of the services below record the % of partners that indicated the

service as one of their top 10 choices.

%
Patner
indicated
Mentoring, Coaching and/or Consultancy Services| as top 10
Developing organizational capabiltySMEs 37.48
Measurement, analysis and knowledge management| 16.50
Developing organizational capabilitypublic sector 16.38
Process management 16.25
Human resources 15.13
Strategic pdnning 12.88
Business excellence 12.71
Customer and market focus 10.50
Leadership 9.69
Other (specify): 0.00

(Mentoring, Coaching and/or Consultancy Serv

Developing organizational capability — SMEs 37.48
Measurement, analaysis and knowledge management
Developing organizational capability — public sector
Process management

Human resources

Strategic planning

Business excellence

Customer and market focus

Leadership
Other (specify):

ices)

Percentage of Partners Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices

0.00 20.00 40.00

60.00

Percentage of Partners (%)

80.00

100.00
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2.22.3 E) From the whole list of services which 10 services did your CEO/directors think

are the most important for the future for your country?

NPO CEC

indicated

Mentoring, Coaching and/or Consultancy Services| as top 10
Developing organizational capabilySMEs 5
Developing organizational capabilitypublic sector 3
Business excellence 1
Leadership 1
Measurement, analysis arldhowledge management 1
Human resources 1
Other (specify): 1
Strategic planning 0
Customer and market focus 0
Process management 0

Developing organizational capability — SMEs
Developing organizational capability — public sector
Other (specify):

Human resources

Measurement, analaysis and knowledge management
Leadership

Business excellence

Process management

Customer and market focus

Strategic planning

Number of NPO Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices for
Country Future (Mentoring, Coaching and/or Consultancy Services)

5
1
1
1
1
1
0
0
0
0 6 8 10 12 14
Number of NPO

16
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2.22.4 Information Dissemination

The number of NPOs that -
provided the service and | > X = %
indicated the level of |O o 8 g
interest as Low (Igused |2 8 s =
- by less than 20 orgs, |3 a m Qo
8 Medium (M)g used by 21 |®@ _ o o
o to 100 orgs, or High (K) |5 5. 3 5 S
= dza SR 068 wmnjs 8 o 3=
T 2 T = 2
o 5 o & 5
< Q )
— @ I g; n & %
Q 9‘ () n = — 8
= c = g S 5 a
3 S = © 2
Information Dissemination B o = -
Benchmarking Database/Website 5 3 2 0 9.95 6.44 1 0.44
Blogs or case studies of best practices on your
website 4 1 1 0 1.03 5.08 0 0.19
Study Missions (KCountry and International) 10 1 4 1 5.30 7.63 0 0.75
Produdivity or Best Practice Sharing Newsletter 7 3 2 2 5.63 6.81 1 0.81
Publications on Productivity/Best Practices 7 1 3 2 2.16 1.25 1 0.81
Best Practice Sharing Seminars/roadshows 6 1 2 2 3.20 3.89 1 0.69
Others 3 1 0 1 0.00 0.00 0 0.25
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Productivity or Best

Practice Sharing

Newsletter

NPO CEO indicated g
top 10

o

% Partner indicated
as top 10

20

50

20

6.81

% Customer indicated
as top 10

™

37

10

40

5.6

Organizations interest

na

No
resp
onse

Provide the service

1

and International)

NPO CEO indicated g
top 10

o

% Painer indicated
as top 10

14

20

20

50

10

7.6

% Customer indicated
as top 10

38.
8

11

10

7

0

0

5.3

Organizations interest

na

No

respon
se

No

respon
se

No
respon

se

No
respon

se

Provide the service

1

1

1

Blogs or case studies of bey Study Missions (KCountry

practices on your website

NPO CEO indicated g
top 10

o

% Partner indicated
as top 10

43

33.3

5.08

% Customer indicated
as top 10

©

55

0

1.0

Organizations interest

na

na

na

No

resp
onse

Provide the service

1

Benchmarking
Database/Website

NPO CEO indicated g
top 10

o

% Partner ingtated
as top 10

o

20

33

10

40

6.44

% Customer indicated
as top 10

46

22.
2

20

0

50

Organizations interest

-

na

na

na
na
na
na

na
No

resp
ons
e

na

na

na

Provide the service

1

0
0
0

0

1
1
0

1

0

1

5

Malaysia
Lao

Cambodia

Indonesia

Mongolia

Fiji

Vietnam

Bangladesh| 0
Thailand

Sri Lanka
Nepal

India

Philippines

ROC

Pakistan

Iran

Total

Mean
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others(SriLanka, social media)

NPO CEO indicatet
as top 10

o

% Partner indicated
as top 10

o

% Customer
indicated as top 10

o

0

0.00 | 0.00

Organizations
interest

na
na
na
na
na
na

na
na

na

No response|

na
na
na
na

Provide the service

o

1

Best Practice Sharing
Seminars/roadshows

NPO CEO indicate(
as top 10

o

% Partner indicated
as top 10

29

33.3

0

%Customer
indicated as top 10

™

22.2

16

10

3.20 | 3.89

Organizations
interest

na
na
na

na

na

na

No response

na
na
na
na

Provide the service

—

1

Publications on Productivity/Best

Practces

NPO CEO indicatet
as top 10

o

% Partner indicated
as top 10

o

20

% Customer
indicated as top 10

™

16.6

10

0
0

2.16 | 1.25

Organizations
interest

=

na
na

na

na

na

No response|

No response|

na
na
na

Provide the service

0
0
1

1

1
1
0
1
1

0

Malaysia
Lao

Cambodia
Indonesia
Mongolia

Fiji

Vietnam

Bangladesh| 0
Thailand

Sri Lanka
Nepal
India

Philippines
ROC

Pakistan
Iran

Total

Mean
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2.22.4 A) What Information Dissemination services has your NPO provided in the last

year?

Elements No. of NPO

Study Missions (KCountry and International)

10

Productivity or Best Practice Sharing Newsletter

Publications on Productivity/Best Practices

Best Practice Sharing Seminars/road shows

Benchmarking Database/Website

Blogs or case studies of best practices on your websit

others

[CS RN IE S 62 B Ko p B N N

Number of NPO Providing Productivity Improvement Services

(Information Dissemination)

Study Missions (In-Country and International)
Publications on Productivity/Best Practices
Productivity or Best Practice Sharing Newsletter

Best Practice Sharing Seminars/roadshows
Benchmarking Database/Wehsite

Blogs or case studies of best practices on your website

others

Number of NPO

12

14

16
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2.4 B) For those that you have placed an X against: what was the level of interest in these
services? Low (L) T used by less than 20 organizations, Medium (M) i used by 21 to 100
organizations,or High(H)iused by 1006s of organizations

Weighted
Organizationg
Elements Interest Level
Productivity or Best Practice Sharing Newsletter 0.81
Publicaions on Productivity/Best Practices 0.81
Study Missions (KCountry and International) 0.75
Best Practice Sharing Seminars/road shows 0.69
Benchmarking Database/Website 0.44
others 0.25
Blogs or case studies of best practices on your websit 0.19
Weighted Organizations Interest Level On The Productivity Improvement
Services (Information Dissemination)
Publications on Productivity/Best Practices 0/81
Productivity or Best Practice Sharing Newsletter 0|81
Study Missions (In-Country and International) 0.75
Best Practice Sharing Seminars/roadshows 0.69
Benchmarking Database/\Website 0.44
others 0.25
Blogs or case studies of best practices on your website 0.19
0.00 1.00 2.00 3.00
Low Medium High
Weighted Organizations Interest Level
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%

Customer

indicated

Information Dissemination as top 10
Benchmarking Database/Website 9.95
Productivity or Best Practicgharing Newsletter 5.63
Study Missions (KCountry and International) 5.30
Best Practice Sharing Seminars/road shows 3.20
Publications on Productivity/Best Practices 2.16
Blogs or case studies of best practices on your websit  1.03
others 0.00

2.22.4 C) For each of the services below record the % of customers that indicated the
service as one of their top 10 choices

Percentage of Customers Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices
(Information Dissemination)

Benchmarking Database/Wehsite 9.95
Productivity or Best Practice Sharing
5.62
Newsletter
Study Missions (In-Country and
. 5.30
International)
Best Practice Sharing Seminars/roadshows 3.20
Publications on Productivity/Best Practices 2.16
Blogs or case studies of best practices on |
. | 1.03
your website i
others | 0.00
0.00 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00

Percentage of Customers (%)

100.00
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%
Partner
indicated
Information Dissemination as top 10
Study Missions (KCountry and International) 7.63
Productivity or BesPractice Sharing Newsletter 6.81
Benchmarking Database/Website 6.44
Blogs or case studies of best practices on your websit  5.08
Best Practice Sharing Seminars/road shows 3.89
Publications on Productivity/Best Practices 1.25
others 0.00

2.22.4 D) For each of the services below record the % of partners that indicated the
service as one of their top 10 choices.

Percentage of Partners Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices

(Information Dissemination)

Study Missions (In-Country and International) 7.62
Productivity or Best Practice Sharing Newsletter 6.81
Benchmarking Database/\Website 6.44
Blogs or case studies of best practices on your website 5.08
Best Practice Sharing Seminars/roadshows 3.89

Publications on Productivity/Best Practices 1.25

others | 0.00

0.00 20.00 40.00

60.00

Percentage of Partners (%)

80.00

100.00
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2.22.4 E) From the whole list of services which 10 services did your CEO/directors think
are the most important for the future for your country?

NPO CEC

indicated

Information Dissemination as top 10
Benchmarking Database/Website 1
Productivity or Best Préice Sharing Newsletter 1
Publications on Productivity/Best Practices 1
Best Practice Sharing Seminars/road shows 1
Blogs or case studies of best practices on your websit| 0
Study Missions (KCountry and International) 0
others 0

Number of NPO Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices for
Country Future (Information Dissemination)

Best Practice Sharing Seminars/roadshows 1
Publications on Productivity/Best Practices 1
Productivity or Best Practice Sharing Newsletter 1
Benchmarking Database/Website 1

others | 0

Study Missions (In-Country and International) | 0

Blogs or case studies of best practices onyour...| 0

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

Number of NPO
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2.22.5 Toolkits/assessment tools

The number of NPOs that
provided the service and

x X z (%

indicated the level of interes| O T 9 =}

7] ) O =

as Low (Lg used by less |z = o T

= than 20 orgs, Medium (My |3 ® m

o} = O @]

e used by 21 to 100 orgs, or 3 5 = -a

= High (Hgdza SR o6& |5 s 2 2 8

Z 2 0 8 e N

T orgs 3 = 2 N

O o o o o

= b i 8 ?

5 g I 5 |z 5 5

= £ N O S o)

. B = @

Toolkits/assessment tools © © o 0
Business Excellence assessment too| g 2 3 2 902 | 14.77 1 0.88
People developer assessment tool 2 0 1 0 802 | 6.56 0 0.13
Innovation assessment tool 4 1 1 1 11.72 7.31 1 0.38
Service excellence assessment tool | 3 1 1 0 535 | 0.31 0 0.19
Governance assessment tool 3 1 1 0 3.05 0.31 0 0.19
Marketing assessment tool 3 0 2 0 6.96 | 4.06 0 0.25
Productivity assessment tool 8 0 3 2 13.26 | 21.71 3 0.75
Financial management assessment t( 0 1 0 131 | 031 1 0.13
SME start up assessment tool 3 0 2 1 13.72 | 12.56 1 0.44
SME grOWth assessment tool 4 0 2 1 5.66 7.71 0 0.44
Other (specify): 0 0 0 0 000 | 088 | 0 0.00
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Service excellence

assessment tool

NPO CEO indicated as|
ton 10

o

0
0

% Partner indicated as
ton 10

o

% Customer indicated aj
ton 10

6

33.3| 0

6.25| O

0

20

5.35/0.31

Organizations interest

No
response

na
na

No
response

na

Provide the service

1

0

1

Innovation assessment

tool

NPO CEO indied as
ton 10

0
0

% Partner indicated as
ton 10

o

20

0

97

% Customer indicated aj
ton 10

23

222| 0

6.25| O

10

13

97

11.727.31

Organizations interest

na

na
na

na

na

No
response

Provide the service

0

1

People developer

assessment tool

NPO CEO indicated as|
ton 10

% Partner indicated as
ton 10

0

40

65

% Customer indicated aj
ton 10

15

0

70

8.02|6.56

Organizations interest

na

na [31.25

na

na

No
response

Provide the service

0

1

Bushess Excellence

assessment tool

NPO CEO indicated as|
ton 10

0

0

% Partner indicated as
ton 10

29

33

10

30

% Customer indicated a
ton 10

16

111 O

6.25|33.3| O

16

15

13

60

9.02(14.77

Organizations interest

na
M

na

na

na

na
na

na

No
response

L
na

Provide the service

1

0
1
0

0

0

0

0

1

1

8

Malaysia
Lao

Cambodia
Indonesia
Mongolia

Fiji

Vietnam

Banglades

Thailand

Sri Lanka
Nepal
India

Philippine

ROC

Pakistan
Iran

Total

Mean
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NPO CEO indicated ag

NPO CEO indicate
as top 10

o

o o
ton 10
. . —
% Patner indicated as | o o ™
ton 10 ©
% Customer indicated | o, % % o ﬂ
as ton 10 - -

% Pamer
indicated as top 10

14

assessment tool

Organizations interest

na

na
na
No
responsg|
na

% Customer
indicated as top 10

o

Fnancial management

Provide the service

o

0
1
0

NPO CEO indicated aq

Organizations
interest

na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na

Others (SME Diagnostic tool)

Provide the service

o

tool

o — (O — o
ton 10 —
% Partner indicated as| o o % by 0 2 0 .H.
ton 10 ® N

. [(oQRTe]

% Customer indicated | ¢ Sl Q ol o 8lo N
| © A — ™
aston 10 —

NPO CEO indicate
as top 10

o

Organizations interest

T

M

na

na

na

H

No
response

% Partner
indicated as top 10

o

response
response

No

Productivity assessment|

Provide the service

—

0
1
1
1

NPO CEO indicated aq
ton 10

o

% Customer
indicated as top 10

o

0
0

% Partner intated as
ton 10

o

65

tool

% Customer indicated
as ton 10

™

Organizations
interest

na

SME growth assessment tool

11.1] O
6.25| 0
10

6.96|4.06

0
70

Organizations interest

na

Provide the service

o

na
na
na
No
responsg

Marketing assessment

Provide the service

o

NPO CEO indicate
as top 10

o

0
1

NPO CEO indicated aq
ton 10

o

0
0
0

% Partner
indicated as top 10

o

% Partner indicated as
ton 10

o

0

tool

% Customer indicated
as ton 10

o

% Customer
indicated as top 10

™

2771 0
125| 0
10
13
3.95/0.31

Organizations interest

na

na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
No
responsg
na
na
na

na
SME start up assessment tool

Organizations
interest

na

Governance assessmen|

Provide the service

1

0
0
0
0
0
1
0
1
0
0
3

Provide the service

Malaysia
Lao

Cambodia
Indonesia
Mongolia

Fiji

Sri Lanka

Nepal

India
Philippine

Vietnam
Banglades
Thailand

5

ROC
Pakistan
Iran

Total
Mean

Malaysia
Lao

0.00 | 0.88

33.3
10
75

5.5
0
85
5.66| 7.71

na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
No responsg
na
na
na
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20
94
80

6.25
98
90

22.2
13.72 | 12.56

na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1

Bangladesh| 0

Thailand
Philippines

Cambodia
Indonesia
Mongolia
Fiji
Vietnam
Sri Lanka
Nepal
India
ROC
Pakistan
Iran

Total
Mean




2.22.5 A) What Toolkits/assessment tools has your NPO provided in the last year?

Elements No. of NPO
Business Excellence assessment tool 8

Productivity assessment tool

Innovationassessment tool
SME growth assessment tool
Service excellence assessment tool

Governance assessment tool

Marketing assessment tool
SME start up assessment tool
People developer assessment tool

Financial management assessment tog
Other (specify):

OININWIWIWWw|~|b~|©

Number of NPO Providing Productivity Improvement Services
(Toolkits/assessment tools)

Productivity assessment tool
Business Excellence assessment...
SME growth assessment tool
Innovation assessment tool
SME start up assessment tool
Marketing assessment tool
Governance assessment tool
Service excellence assessment...
Financial management...

People developer assessment...

Other (specify):

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
Number of NPO
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2.22.5 B) For those that you have placed an X against: what was the level of interest in
these services? Low (L) T used by less than 20 organizations, Medium (M) I used by 21
to 100 organizations, or High (H)7 us e d b y of brgahi@asions

Weighted

Organizations

Toolkits/assessment tools Interest Level
Business Excellence assessment tool 0.88
Productivity assessment tool 0.75
SME start up assessment tool 0.44
SME growth assessment tool 0.44
Innovation assessment tool 0.38
Marketing assessment tool 0.25
Service excellence assessment tool 0.19
Governance assessment tool 0.19
People developer assessment tool 0.13
Financial management assessment to( 0.13
Other (specify): 0.00

Weighted Organizations Interest Level On The Productivity Improvement
Services (Toolkits/assessment tools)

Business Excellence assessment tool
Productivity assessment tool

SME growth assessment tool

SME start up assessment tool
Innovation assessment tool

Marketing assessment tool
Governance assessment tool

Service excellence assessment tool
Financial management assessment tool
People developer assessment tool

Other (specify):

0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00

Low Medium High
Weighted OrganizationsInterest Level
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2.22.5 C) For each of the services below record the % of customers that indicated the

service as one of their top 10 choices

%

Customer

indicated

Toolkits/assessment tools as top 10
SME start up assessment tool 13.72
Productivity assessment tool 13.26
Innovation assessment tool 11.72
Business Excellence assessment tool 9.02
People developer assessment tool 8.02
Marketing assessment tool 6.96
SME growth assessment tool 5.66
Service excellence assessment tool 5.35
Governance assessment tool 3.95
Financial management assesamh tool 1.31
Other (specify): 0.00

SME start up assessment tool
Productivity assessment tool
Innovation assessment tool

Business Excellence assessment tool
People developer assessment tool
Marketing assessment tool

SME growth assessment tool

Service excellence assessment tool
Governance assessment tool

Financial management assessment tool

Other (specify):

13(72

13(26
11.72
9.02

8.02

6.96
5.66
5.35

Percentage of Customers Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices
(Toolkits/assessment tools)

0.00

20.00

40.00 60.00 80.00

Percentage of Customers (%)

100.00

Pagel62of 387




2.22.5 D) For each of the services below record the % of partners that indicated the
service as one of their top 10 choices.

%
Partner
indicated
Toolkits/assessment tools as top 10
Productivity assessment tool 21.71
Business Excellence assessment tool | 14.77
SME start up assessment tool 12.56
SME growth assessment tool 7.71
Innovation assessment tool 7.31
People developer assessment tool 6.56
Marketing assessment tool 4.06
Other (specify): 0.88
Sevwice excellence assessment tool 0.31
Governance assessment tool 0.31
Financial management assessmentto¢ 0.31

Percentage of Partners Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices
(Toolkits/assessment tools)

Productivity assessment tool

Business Excellence assessment tool

SME start up assessment tool

SME growth assessment tool

Innovation assessment tool

People developer assessment tool

Marketing assessment tool

Other (specify): | 0.88
Financial management assessmenttool | 0.31
Governance assessment tool 0.31

Service excellence assessment tool 0.31

0.00 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00 100.00

Percentage of Partners (%)
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2.22.5 E) From the whole list of services which 10 services did your CEO/directors think
are the most important for the future for your country?

NPO CE(
indicated
Toolkits/assessment tools as top 10

Productivity assessment tool 3

Business Excellence assessment tool

Innovation assessment tool

Financial management assessment toc

SME start up assessment tool

People developer agssment tool

Service excellence assessment tool

Governance assessment tool

Marketing assessment tool

SME growth assessment tool
Other (specify):

O|O|O|O|O|O|(FR|[FP|F|F

Number of NPO Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices for Country
Future (Toolkits/assessment tools)

Productivity assessment tool 3
SME start up assessment tool
Financial management assessment tool

Innovation assessment tool

e

Business Excellence assessment tool
Other (specify):

SME growth assessment tool

Marketing assessment tool

Govemance assessment tool

Service excellence assessment tool

o O o o O O

People developer assessment tool

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Number of NPO
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2.22.6 Awards and standards

The number of NPOs tha
provided the service and

indicated the level of §

interest as Low (lgused | N z | €

0O o) =

by less than 20 orgs, |& R o g

Medium (M)cusedby 2118 (2 |0 | o

= to 100 orgs, or High (1) |3 @ g |

° dzZa SR o6& wmnij_ = 5 s

=} 2 =3 o N

5 S 5 | &

P 2 2 Y o

@] o o o »

< o o g | 3

— D T 7] = o

Q =3 o — o = =

s % > _8 E\ o 8

5 |° 1° |5

3

Awards and standards -
Business Excellence Awards 8 0 5 3 10.66| 17.44| 0 | 1.19
Business Excellence certification 3 0 2 1 885 | 6.06 | 0 | 0.44
People Developer Award 1 0 1 0 6.58 | 5.88 | 0 |0.13
Innovation Awards 2 0 1 0 8.16 | 856 | 1 |0.13
Service Excellence Awards 3 0 2 1 894 | 6.06 | 0 | 0.44
5S Awards 5 1 2 1 10.26| 7.25 | 0 | 0.50
Quality Control Circle Awards 4 0 3 3 7.17 | 1225 1 | 0.94
ISO 9001 (Quality Management System) 3 1 3 1 11.95| 11.38| 0 | 0.63
ISO 14001 (Environmental Magement System] o 1 2 0 1.70| 0.00 | O |0.31
ISO 26000 (Social Responsibility) 1 0 1 0 1.08| 031 | 0 |0.13
Investors in People Standard 0 0 0 0 0.00 | 0.00 | O | 0.00
Other (specify): 2 0 0 0 0.00 | 0.00 | 2 | 0.00
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NPO CEO indicated
aston 10

o

0

% Partner indicated
as ton 10

o

NPO CEO indicated as|
top 10

o

40
0
97

Innovation Awards

% Customer
|_indicaed as ton 10

™

% Partner indicated as
fop 10

o

10

96
8.16|8.56

16.6| O

Organizations
interest

na

% Customer indicated a
ton 10

10

ISO 9001 (Quality

na
na
na
No
response

Organizations interest

Management System)

Provide the service

o

1

Provide the service

o

NPO CEO indicated
aston 10

o

0

NPO CEO indicated as|
ton 10

o

% Partner indicated
as ton 10

o

94

%Partner indicated as
ton 10

o

% Customer
indicated as ton 10

o

94
6.58/5.88

Awards

% Customer indicated a
ton 10

o

Organizations
interest

na

na |6.25| 0

na

Organizations interest

T

People Developer Awar

Provide the service

o

Quality Control Circle

0

Provide the service

o

NPO CEO indicated
aston 10

o

0

NPO CEO indicated as|
fop 10

o

% Partner indicated
as ton 10

o

97

% Customer
indicated asan 10

10

% Partner indicated as
top 10

o

16.6| 0
0

20

95

8.85|6.06

Business Excellence
certification

Organizations
interest

T

% Customer indicated a
ton 10

10

5S Awards

na

No
response;

na

Provide the service

-

Organizations interest

0
1

NPO CEO indicated
aston 10

o

Provide the service

—

0
0

% Partner indicated
as ton 10

NPO CEO indicated as|
fon 10

o

50
20
97

% Customer
indicated as ton 10

©

% Partneindicated as
ton 10

o

55| 20
0

16

15

13

95
10.6€/17.44

Awards

Organizations
interest

% Customer indicated a
ton 10

10

Awards

na
M

na
na
na
No

response

na
na

na
Service Excellence

Organizations interest

na

Business Excellence

Provide the service

0
1
0
0
1
1
1
0
1
0
0
8

Provide the service

0

Malaysia
Lao

Cambodia
Indonesia
Mongolia
Fiji
Banglades
Sri Lanka

Nepal
Philippine

S
Pakistan

Vietnam
Thailand
India
ROC
Iran
Total
Mean

Malaysia
Lao

0

na |22.2| 0
25
20
50
35
92 | 97
11.9511.38

100
na |11.5| O 0 0
0 na
na
na
na

H

96

97
7.17]12.25

na
6.25| 0

0
1

0
96

0
Pagel66 of 387

22.2| 20
95
10.26/ 7.25

na
na
na
na
na
No
response|
na

0
1

0

97

na |11.1( O
10
10
97
8.94|6.06

na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na

0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0

Cambodia
Indonesia
Mongolia
Fiji
Vietnam
Banglades
Thailand
Sri Lanka
Nepal
India
Philippines
ROC
Pakistan
Iran

Total
Mean




Other (specify):
Malaysia,Lean Recognition

Vietnam,Productivity and
Quality improvement tools

Awards: India, Productivity

awards

NPO CEO indicated as|
top 10

o

% Partner indicated as
ton 10

o

% Customer indicated as
ton 10

0

0

0.00|0.00

Organizations interest

No
response|

na
na
na
na
na

na
na
na

No
response|

na
na
na
na

Provide the service

1

1

Investors in Pedp

Standard

NPO CEO indicated as|
ton 10

% Partner indicated as
top 10

% Customer indicated as
top 10

0.00|0.00

Organizations interest

na
na

Provide the service

ISO 26000 (Social
Responsibility)

NPO CEO indicated as|
ton 10

0
0

% Partner indicated as
ton 10

% Customer indicated as
ton 10

1.08|0.31

Organizations interest

na |11.1| O
na |6.25| 0

Provide the service

0
0

1ISO 14001
(Environmental
Management System)

NPO CE@dicated as
top 10

0

% Partner indicated as
top 10

o

% Customer indicated a
ton 10

™

13

1.70{0.00

Organizations interest

na

na
na

na |6.25( 0

na

na

na
na

na

na
na
na
na

Provide the service

0
0
0

0

0

1
0
0

0

0

Malaysia
Lao

Cambodia
Indonesia
Mongolia

Fiji

Vietnam

Banglades

Thailand

Sri Lanka
Nepal

India

Philippines
ROC

Pakistan
Iran

Total

Mean
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2.22.6 A) What Awards and standards has your NPO provided in the last year?

Awards and standards

No. of NPO

Business Excellea®wards

8

5S Awards

Quality Control Circle Awards

Business Excellence certification

Service Excellence Awards

ISO 9001 (Quality Management System)

Innovation Awards

ISO 14001 (Environmental Management System

Other (specify):

Peope Developer Award

ISO 26000 (Social Responsibility)

Investors in People Standard

OIFRP[FPINININWW(W|h~|O

Business Excellence Awards
5S Awards
Quality Control Circle Awards
ISO 9001 (Quality Management System)
Service Excellence Awards
Business Excellence certification
Other (specify):
ISO 14001 (Environmental Management System)
Innovation Awards
ISO 26000 (Social Responsibility)
People Developer Award

Investors in People Standard

Number of NPO Providing Productivity Improvement Services (Awards
and standards)

8
5
4

2
2
2

1

1

0
0 2 6 8 10 12 14
Number of NPO

16
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2.22.6 B) For those that you have placed an X against: what was the level of interest in
these services? Low (L) T used by less than 20 organizations, Medium (M) T used by 21
to 100 organizations,orHigh(H)iused by 10006s of organizations

Weighted

Organizations

Awards and standards Interest Level
Business Excellence Awards 1.19
Quality Control Circle Awards 0.94
ISO 9001 (Quality Management System) 0.63
5S Awards 0.50
Business Excellence certification 0.44
Service Excellence Awards 0.44
ISO 14001 (Environmental Management Systerm 0.31
People Developer Award 0.13
Innovation Awards 0.13
ISO 26000 (Social Responsibility) 0.13
Investors in Peoplet&dard 0.00
Other (specify): 0.00

Weighted Organizations Interest Level On The Productivity Improvement
Services (Awards and standards)

Business Excellence Awards 1.19
Quality Control Circle Awards
IS0 9001 (Quality Management System)
5S Awards
Service Excellence Awards
Business Excellence certification
IS0 14001 (Environmental Management System)
IS0 26000 (Social Responsibility)
Innovation Awards
People Developer Award
Other (specify):

Investors in People Standard

0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00

Low Medium High
Weighted OrganizationsInterest Level

Pagel69of 387



2.22.6 C) For each of the services below record the % of customers that indicated the

service as one of their top 10 choices

%
Customer
indicated
Awards and standards as top 10
ISO 9001 (Quality Managemesystem) 11.95
Business Excellence Awards 10.66
5S Awards 10.26
Service Excellence Awards 8.94
Business Excellence certification 8.85
Innovation Awards 8.16
Quality Control Circle Awards 7.17
People Developer Award 6.58
ISO 14001 (Environmental Magement System) 1.70
ISO 26000 (Social Responsibility) 1.08
Investors in People Standard 0.00
Other (specify): 0.00
Percentage of Customers Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices
(Awards and standards)
IS0 9001 (Quality Management System) 11195
Business Excellence Awards 10.66
55 Awards 10.26
Service Excellence Awards 8.94
Business Excellence certification 8.85
Innovation Awards 8.16
Quality Control Circle Awards 717
People Developer Award 6.58
IS0 14001 (Environmental Management System)
IS0 26000 (Social Responsibility)
Other (specify):
Investors in People Standard
0.00 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00
Percentage of Customers (%)

100.00
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2.22.6 D) For each of the services below record the % of partners that indicated the
service as one of their top 10 choices.

%
Partner

indicated

Awards and standards as top 10
Business Excellence Awards 17.44
Quality Control Circle Awards 12.25
ISO 9001 (Quality Management System) 11.38
Innovation Awards 8.56
5S Awards 7.25
Business Excellence certification 6.06
ServiceExcellence Awards 6.06
People Developer Award 5.88
ISO 26000 (Social Responsibility) 0.31
ISO 14001 (Environmental Management Systen]  0.00
Investors in People Standard 0.00
Other (specify): 0.00

Percentage of Partners Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices
(Awards and standards)

Business Excellence Awards 17.44
Quality Control Circle Awards 12125
ISO 9001 (Quality Management System) 11.28
Innovation Awards 8.56
58 Awards 7.25
Service Excellence Awards 6.06
Business Excellence certification 6.06
People Developer Award 5.88
IS0 26000 (Social Responsibility) ] 0.31
Other (specify): 1 0.00
Investors in People Standard ] 0.00
ISO 14001 (Environmental Management System) 1 0.00
0.00 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00 100.00

Percentage of Partners (%)
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2.22.6 E) From the whole list of services which 10 services did your CEO/directors think
are the most important for the future for your country?

NPO CE(
indicated
Awards and standards as top 10

Other (specify):
Innovation Awards

Quality Control Circle Awards

Business Excellence Awards

Business Excellence certification

People Developer Award

Service Excellence Awards

5S Awards

ISO 9001 (Quality Management System)

ISO 14001 (Environmental Management Systemn
ISO 26000 (Social Responsibility)

Investors in People &bdard

O|O|O|O|O|O|OC|OCQ|O|F,|FLP|DN

Number of NPO Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices for
Country Future (Awards and standards)

Other (specify):
Quality Control Circle Awards
Innovation Awards
Investors in People Standard
IS0 26000 (Social Responsibility)
ISO 14001 (Environmental Management System)
ISO 9001 (Quality Management System)
5S Awards
Service Excellence Awards
People Developer Award
Business Excellence certification
Business Excellence Awards

1
»—1-»—~|
)

(=R e il oo I oo I oo B oo B e B oo [ o

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Number of NPO

16
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2.22.7 Research

The number of NPOg
that provided the

<

© @,

service and indicated & X z Eq

the level of interest |& S o 3

as Low (L§ used by (8 s Q o

z less than 20 orgs, cgp_ 2 o) S

o Medium (M)¢ used g_ 3 3 2

> by 21 to 100 orgs, or|Q S 5 2

. — — QD o

8 High (Hx used by |2 e @ S

~ o (72}

MnnQa 2 ¥o ® ° hid

%] (2] n =4

= g g g 7

5 |2 % = = ° 2

= c > o © 8 [y

Research 3 2
Productivity 10 0 4 1 14.16 22.83 4 0.69
Business excellence 4 1 0 1 3.97 4.38 0 0.25
SME development 3 0 2 0 727 17.08 0 0.25
Public sector developmen 6 0 3 0 6.29 5.00 0 0.38
Other (specify): 3 1 1 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.19
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SME development

NPO CEO indicate(

as ton 10

o

%Partner indicated
as top 10

o

20

20

33.3

100

35

65

17.0

% Customer
indicated as top 10

0

70

7.2

Organizations
interest

na

na

na
na
na

na

na
na
na
No
response

na

na

na

Provide the service

o

Business excellence

NPO CEO indicate(

aston 10

o

% Partner indicated
as top 10

o

50

20

% Customer
indicated as top 10

(90]

5.5

10

0
0

40

39| 43

Other (specify:SriLanka,KnowledgeManageme

NPO CEO
indicated as top
10

o

% Partner
indicated as top
10

o

% Customer
indicated as top
10

o

Organizations
interest

na
na
na
na
na
na

na
na

na

No response

na
na

Provide the
service

o

Organizations
interest

na
na

na

na
na
na

na

na
na
na

response

No
No

response

na

na

Provide the service

—

0

1

1

Productivity

NPO CEO indicate(

aston 10

o

1

0

% Partneindicated
as top 10

29

40

20
33

40

100

10

60

% Customer
indicated as top 10

33.3

6.25 | 33.3

63
30

13

70
0

141 | 22.8

Organizations
interest

na

na

No
response

na

M

response

No

na
na

response

No
No

response

na

No
response

Provide the service

1

0
1

1
1

1
0
0
1

1

1

1
10

Public sector development

NPO CEO
indicated as top
10

o

% Partner
indicated as top
10

o

10

% Customer
indicated as top
10

™

27.7

Organizations
interest

na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na

No response

No response

na

Provide the
service

0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

1

Malaysia
Lao

Cambodia| 0

Indonesia
Mongolia

Fiji

Vietham

Banglades

Thailand

Sri Lanka
Nepal
India

Philippine

S

ROC

Pakistan
Iran

Total

Mean

Malaysia
Lao

Cambodia
Indonesia
Mongolia

Fiji

Vietnam

Bangladesh

Thailand

Sri Lanka
Nepal
India

Philippines
ROC
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Pakistan 1 M 70 65 0 0 na 0 0 0
Iran 1 No response 0 0 0 na 0 0 0
Total 6 0 3 0
Mean 6.29 5.00 0.00 0.00

2.22.7 A) What Research services has your NPO provided in the last year?

Research

No. of NPO

Productivity

10

Public sector
development

Business excellence

SME development

Other (specify):

Wwlh o

Productivity

Public sector
development

Business excellence

Other (specify):

SME development

Number of NPO Providing Productivity Improvement Services (Research)

8 10 12 14 16

Number of NPO
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2.22.7 B) For those that you have placed an X against: what was the level of interest in
these services? Low (L) T used by less than 20 organizations, Medium (M) I used by 21
to 100 organizations, or High (H)7T us e d b g of brgahigations

Weighted
Organizations
Research Interest Level
Productivity 0.69
Public sector 0.38
development
Business excellence 0.25
SME development 0.25
Other (specify): 0.19

Weighted Organizations Interest Level On The Productivity Improvement
Services (Research)

Productivity 0.69
Public sector development
SME development
Business excellence
Other (specify):
0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00
Low Medium High

Weighted Organizations Interest Level
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2.22.7 C) For each of the services below record the % of customers that indicated the
service as one of their top 10 choices

% Customer
indicated as
Research top 10

Productivity 14.16
SME development 7.27
Public sector 6.29
development
Business excellence 3.97
Other (specify): 0.00

Percentage of Customers Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices
(Research)

Productivity h 14,16

SME development - 7.27
Public sector development - 6.29
Business excellence . 3.97

Other (specify): 0.00

0.00 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00 100.00

Percentage of Customers (%)
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2.22.7 D) For each of the services below record the % of partners that indicated the
service as one of their top 10 choices.

% Partner
indicated as

Research top 10
Productivity 22.83
SME development 17.08
Public sector 5 00
development
Business exceller 4.38
Other (specify): 0.00

Percentage of Partners Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices
(Research)

Productivity H 22.83

SME development - 17.08

Public sector development . 5.00
Business excellence . 438

Other (specify): 0.00

0.00 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00 100.00

Percentage of Partners (%)
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2.22.7 E) From the whole list of services which 10 services did your CEO/directors think
are the most important for the future for your country?

NPO CEO
indicated as
Research top 10
Productivity 4
Business xcellence 0
SME development 0
Public sector
0
development
Other (specify): 0

Other (specify):

Public sector development

SME development

Business excellence

Number of NPO Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices for
Country Future (Research)

poductvity I -

10 12 14 16

Number of NPO
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2.22.8 Networking and support groups

The number of NPOsg
that provided the

service and indicated s

the level of interest | X © - 8-

aslow (Lyusedby | O | 5 |T | Z

lessthar20 orgs, | & | & 8 oy

> Medium (M)c used | S 3 | m g

S by21to1000rgs,off & | = |2 | &

e, High (Hxusedby |3 | & |2 | §

Z MAnQa 278 |8 |8 5

=4 @ @ =

(@) ® Q. o "

5 |8 | |3

= A 3 |g @

5 & |2 |8 (2 |28

= % = B © |o o

é

Elements

Community of productity practitioners network 4 1 1 0 |4.09(921| 0 | 0.19
Training provider network 3 1 1 0 29413.69| 1 | 0.19
Consultant network 4 2 1 0 |448|125| 0 | 0.25
Business Excellence Award winners network 5 2 3 0 0.97]2.13| 0 | 0.50
Business Excellence Assessors network 4 0 3 1 0.31/031| 0 | 0.56
CEO roundtable 3 1 2 0 [159|556| 1 | 0.31
Other (specify): 1 0 0 0 |0.69/000| 0 | 0.00
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Business Excellence
Award winners network

NPO CEO indie as
ton 10

% Partner indicated as
ton 10

14

20

% Customer indicated
as ton 10

0.97|2.13

Organizations interest

na

Provide the service

Consultant network

NPO CEO indicated ag
ton 10

0

% Partner indicated as
ton 10

20

0

% Customer indicated
as ton 10

16.6| O

37

10

4.48|1.25

Organizations interest

na

No
response

Provide the service

0

1

Training provider network

NPO CEO indicated ag
ton 10

0
0

% Partner indicated as
ton 10

29

10

% Customer indicated
as ton 10

55| 20

125| 0O

16

0

2.94|3.69

Organizations interest

na

na
na

na

No
response

na

Provide the service

1

0

1

Community of
productivity practitioners

network

NPO CEO indicated ag
ton 10

0

0
0

0

% Partner indicated as
ton 10

29

40

% Customer indicated
as ton 10

19

22.2| 40

6.25| 0

11

0 |333| 0

0

4.09]9.21

Organizations interest

No
response

na
na
na

na

na

na
na
na

No
response

na

na
na
na

Provide the service

1

0
0
0

0

0

0
0

1

0

0

4

Malaysia
Lao

Cambodia
Indonesia
Mongolia

Fiji

Vietham

Banglades

Thailand

Sri Lanka
Nepal
India

Philippine

S

ROC

Pakistan
Iran

Total

Mean

Pagel81of 387



Other (specify):

NPO CEO indicated
as top 10

o

% Partner indicated
as top 10

o

0.00

% Customer
indicated as top 10

o

111

0

0.69

Organizations
interest

na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
No response|

na
na
na
na

Provide the service

o

1

CEO roundtable

NPO CEO indicated
as top 10

o

% Partner indicated
as top 10

75

0

5.56

% Customer
indicated as top 10

o

55

10

1.59

Organizations
interest

na
na
na

na
na
na
na
na
No responsq

na
na
na
na

Provide the service

o

1

Business Excellence Assessors

network

NPO CEO indicated
as top 10

o

% Partner indicated
as top 10

o

0.31

% Customer
indicated as top 10

o

0

0.31

Organizations
interest

na
na
na

na
na

na
na
na
No response|

na
na
na

Provide the service

0

0
0
0

0

1
0
0

1

0

Malaysia
Lao

Cambodia
Indonesia
Mongolia

Fiji

Vietnam

Bangladesh| 0
Thailand

Sri Lanka
Nepal
India

Philippines
ROC

Pakistan
Iran

Total

Mean
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2.22.8 A) What Networking and support groups has your NPO provided in the last year?

Networking and support groups No. of NPO

Business Excellence Award winners networl 5

network

Community of productivity practitioners

Consultant network

Business Exdehce Assessors network

Training provider network

CEO roundtable

Other (specify):

RPlWWw|h |~

Business Excellence Assessors network

Community of productivity practitioners network

Training provider network

Consultant network _ 4

CEO roundtable _
I

Number of NPO Providing Productivity Improvement Services
(Networking and support groups)

Business Excellence Award winners network H 5

Other (specify): F
0

~

6 8 10

Number of NPO

12

14

16
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2.22.8 B) For those that you have placed an X against: what was the level of interest in
these services? Low (L) T used by less than 20 organizations, Medium (M) T used by 21
to 100 organizations,orHigh(H)iused by 10006s of organizations

Weighted
Organizations
Networking and support groups Interest Level
Business Excellence Assessors network 0.56
Business Excellence Award winners networl 050
CEO roundtable 0.31
Consultant network 0.25
Community of productivity practitioners
network 0.19
Training provider network 0.19
Other (specify): 0.00
Weighted Organizations Interest Level On The Productivity Improvement
Services (Networking and support groups)
Business Excellence Assessors network 0.56
Business Excellence Award winners 0.50
network )
CEO roundtable 31
Consultant network
Training provider network
Community of productivity practitioners
network - 0.19
Other (specify): 0.00
0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00
Low Medium High
Weighted OrganizationsInterest Level
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2.22.8 C) For each of the services below record the % of customers that indicated the
service as one of their top 10 choices

%
Customer
indicated
Networking and support groups as top 10
Consultant network 4.48
Community of productivity practitioners
network 4.09
Training provider network 2.94
CEO roundtable 1.59
Business Excellea Award winners network 0.97
Other (specify): 0.69
Business Excellence Assessors network 0.31

Percentage of Customers Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices
(Networking and support groups)

Consultant network —h 4.48

Community of productivity practitioners
network . 4.09

Training provider network l 2.94

CEO roundtable ] 1.59

Business Excellence Award winners

network I 0.97

Other (specify): 0.69

Business Excellence Assessors network 0.31

0.00 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00 100.00

Percentage of Customers (%)
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2.22.8 D) For each of the services below record the % of partners that indicated the

service as one of their top 10 choices.

%
Partner
indicated
Networking and suppomrgroups as top 10

Community of productivity practitioners
network 9.21
CEO roundtable 5.56
Training provider network 3.69
Business Excellence Award winners networf 2.13
Consultant network 1.25
Business Excellence Assessors netw 0.31
Other (specify): 0.00

Percentage of Partners Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices
(Networking and support groups)

Community of productivity practitioners h 991

network

CEO roundtable [l 5.56

Training provider network . 3.69

Business Excellence Award winners

network I 213

Consultant network I 1.25

Business Excellence Assessors network 0.31

Other (specify): 0.00

0.00 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00

Percentage of Partners (%)

100.00
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2.22.8 E) From the whole list of services which 10 services did your CEO/directors think
are the most important for the future for your country?

NPO CE(
indicated
Networking and support groups as top 10
Traning provider network 1
CEO roundtable 1
Community of productivity practitioners
network 0
Consultant network 0
Business Excellence Award winners networl 0
Business Excellence Assessors network 0
Other (specify): 0

Number of NPO Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices for
Country Future (Networking and support groups)

CEO roundtable h 1

Training provider network - 1
Other (specify): 0
Business Excellence Assessors network | 0
Business Excellence Award winners network | 0
Consultant network | 0

Community of productivity practitioners network | 0

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

Number of NPO
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2.22.9 Financial assistance to encourage organisations to participate in NPO

programs

The number of NPOS
that provided the
service and indicated

s
s z
[=) o\o prd

the level of interest | O T 3 3

asLow (Lyused by | 2 2 =

o = O @)

> less than 20 orgs, 3 I} m a

X o) = ®) o

e Medium (M)¢ used = 5 5 =

S by 21 to 100 orgs, or] 3 3 (=3 N

Z : o Q Q =,

S High (H ¢ used by 3] = % S

o MnnQa 2% 8 e a %

b m =

Q %2 w —

5 s | € |8 | 3

o 5 g 3 — o 4]

I s s 7B s

Financial assistance S
Tax incentives 5 1 1 1 1.47 5.14 0 0.38
Grants 4 0 0 1 5.40 0.00 0 0.19
Loars 1 0 0 0 1.44 0.00 0 0.00
Subsidized training and worksho 5 0 2 2 11.46 10.77 1 0.63
Subsidized consultancy and advi 5 0 1 3 10.29 5.88 2 0.69
Other (specify): 0 0 0 0 | 019 0.00 0 0.00
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Loans

NPO CEO indicate
as top 10

o

% Partner
indicated as top 10

o

% Customer
indicated as top 10

o

11.1

0

1.44 | 0.00

Organizations
interest

na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na

No response

na
na
na
na

Provide tte service

o

1

Other (specify):

NPO CEO indicate
as tan 10

o

% Partner
indicated as top 10

o

0.00

% Customer
indicated as top 10

™

0.19

Organizations
interest

na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na

Provide the serviceg

o

Grants

NPO CEO indicate
astop 10

o

% Partner
indicated as top 10

o

0

% Customer
indicated as top 10

6

44.4

16

0
20

5.40 | 0.00

Organizations
interest

No responseq

na
na
na
na

na
na
na
na
na
No response

No responsq

na
na
na

Provide the service

1
1

Subsidized consultancy and
advice

NPO C@ indicated
as tan 10

o

% Partner
indicated as top 10

14

10

70

5.88

% Customer
indicated as top 10

[op]

111

12.5

21

10

27

80

10.29

Organizations
interest

na

na
na
na
na

na

na
na
na

No responsg

na

na

Provide the serviceg

o

Tax incentives

NPO CEO indicate
astop 10

o

% Partner
indicated as top 10

14

20

33.3

15

5.14

% Customer
indicated as top 10

6

5.5

7

1.47

Organizations
interest

No responsg

na
na
na

na
na

na
na
na

No response

na
na
na

Provide the servie

1

0
0
0

0
1
0
0

1

0

Subsidized training and worksho

NPO CEO indicate
as ton 10

o

% Partner
indicated as top 10

14

20

20

33.3

10

75

10.77

% Customer
indicated as top 10

13

111

6.25

16
20
10

0
27

80

11.46

Organizations
interest

na

na
na
na

na
na
na
na
No responsg

na
na

na

Provide the serviceg

0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0

1

Malaysia
Lao

Cambodia
Indonesia
Mongolia

Fiji

Vietham

Bangladesh
Thailand

Sri Lanka
Nepal
India

Philippines
ROC

Pakistan
Iran

Total

Mean

Malaysia
Lao

Canbodia

Indonesia
Mongolia

Fiji

Vietnam

Bangladesh
Thailand

Sri Lanka
Nepal
India

Philippines
ROC

Pakistan
Iran

Total

Mean
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2.22.9 A) What Financial assistance has your NPO provided in the last year?

Financial assistance No. of NPO
Tax incentives 5
Subsidized training and workshop 5
Subsidized consultancy and advice 5
Grants 4
Loans 1
Other (specify): 0

Number of NPO Providing Productivity Improvement Services (Financial
assistance to encourage organisations to participate in NPO programs)

Subsidized consultancy and s
advice

ubsidized training and workshop 5
Tax incentives 5

Grants 4

Loans 1
Other (specify): 0
o 2 4 6

8 10 12 14

Number of NPO

16
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2.22.9 B) For those that you have placed an X against: what was the level of interest in
these services? Low (L) T used by less than 20 organizations, Medium (M) I used by 21
to 100 organizations, or High(H)iused by 1006s of organizations

Weighted

Organizations

Financial assistance Interest Level
Subsidied consultancy and advice 0.69
Subsidized training and workshop 0.63
Tax incentives 0.38
Grants 0.19
Loans 0.00
Other (specify): 0.00

Weighted Organizations Interest Level On The Productivity Improvement
Services (Financial assistance to encourage organisations to participate in
NPO programs)

Subsidized consultancy and advice H 0.69

Subsidized training and workshop _ 0.63

Tax incentives - 0L38

Grants - 0.19

Other (specify): 0.00
Loans | 0.00
0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00

Low Medium High
Weighted OrganizationsInterest Level
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2.22.9 C) For each of the services below record the % of customers that indicated the

service as one of their top 10 choices

%
Customer
indicated

Financial assistance as top 10
Subsidized training and workshop 11.46

Subsidized consultancy and advicg 10.29

Grants 5.40
Tax incentives 1.47
Loans 1.44
Other (specify): 0.19

Percentage of Customers Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices
(Financial assistance to encourage organisations to participate in NPO
programs)

Subsidized training and workshop —_ 11.46

Subsidized consultancy and advice - 10.29
Grants [l 5.40

Tax incentives I 1.47

Loans I 1.44

Other (specify): 0.19

0.00 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00

Percentage of Customers (%)

100.00
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2.22.9 D) For each of the services below record the % of partners that indicated the

service as one of their top 10 choices.

%
Partner
indicated
Financial assistance as top 10

Subsidized training and workshop 10.77

Subsidized consultancy and &by 5.88

Tax incentives 5.14

Grants 0.00

Loans 0.00

Other (specify): 0.00

Percentage of Partners Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices
(Financial assistance to encourage organisations to participate in NPO
programs)
Subsidized training and workshop h 10.77
Subsidized consultancy and advice - 5.88
Tax incentives . 5.14
Other (specify): 0.00
Loans | 0.00
Grants 0.00
0.00 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00
Percentage of Partners (%)

100.00
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2.22.9 E) From the whole list of services which 10 services did your CEO/directors think
are the most important for the future for your country?

NPO CEC(

indicated

Financial asistance as top 10
Subsidized consultancy and advice 2
Subsidized training and workshop 1
Tax incentives 0
Grants 0
Loans 0
Other (specify): 0

Number of NPO Indicating The Services as Their Top 10 Choices for
Country Future (Financial assistance to encourage organisations to
participate in NPO programs)

Subsidized consultancy and H N
advice

Subsidized traini d
ubsidized training an - 1

workshop
Other (specify): 0
Loans | 0
Grants | 0

Tax incentives 0

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

Number of NPO
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2.22.10 Number of Respondents for Productivity Improvement Services Questions

Staff and
Customers Partners | CEO/Directors

Malaysia 31 7 20
Lao 36 5 46
Cambodia 26 3 15
Indonesia 18 5 18
Mongolia 16 3 14
Fiji 26 4 22
Vietham 19 5 2
Bangladesh 20 3 21
Thailand 20 3 7
Sri Lanka 21 20 30
Nepal 0 0 0
India 10 2 18
Philippines 30 20 39
ROC 60 30 70
Pakistan 20 10 20
Iran 37 10 30
Mean 24.4 8.1 23.3
Total 390 130 372

Number of Customers Responding to Productivity
Improvement Services Questions

70
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Number of Partners Responding to Productivity Improvement
Services Questions

35

Number of Staff and CEO/Directors Responding to Productivity
Improvement Services Questions
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223 Level of customer satisfaction with the NPOO6s
223a)Level of customer sati sf amyiworkshops andk-learirg NP OO6 s
related to productivity
Very Very Weighted
n Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied | Satisfied | Mean
Malaysia 24 0% 4% 0% 58% 38% 4.30
Lao 15 0% 0% 5% 57% 38% 4.33
Cambodia 21 0% 0% 14% 67% 19% 4.05
Indonesia 16 6% 0% 0% 31% 63% 4.44
Mongolia 16 0% 0% 13% 63% 25% 4.13
Fiji 26 0% 0% 19% 46% 35% 4.16
Vietnam 19 0% 0% 0% 32% 68% 4.68
Bangladesh 20 0% 0% 0% 60% 40% 4.40
Thailand 12 0% 0% 25% 50% 25% 4.00
Sri Lanka 19 0% 5% 5% 53% 37% 4.21
Nepal 0 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 4.00
India 7 0% 0% 0% 60% 40% 4.40
Philippines 22 0% 0% 4% 91% 4% 3.96
ROC 60 0% 0% 5% 83% 12% 4.07
Pakistan 20 0% 10% 0% 80% 10% 3.90
Iran No data No data No data No data No data | No data | No data
Mean 20 4.20
Weighted Mean of Customer's satisfaction with the NPO’s
training, workshops and e-learning related to productivity
Very 5.00
Satisfied 4.68
430433 444 4.40 4.40
4.00
Satisfied
3.00
Neither
2.00
Dissatisfied
1.00
Dissatisfied & PS8 F S
issatisfie é"b " \Qbo ‘S\O ¢ {\Q} N ) & d
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2.23b)Levelofcust omer satisfaction with the NPOOb6s
Very Very Weighted
n Dissatisfied| Dissatisfied| Neither | Satisfied | Satisfied | Mean
Malaysia 27 0% 0% 4% 63% 33% 4.29
Lao 20 0% 0% 10% 60% 30% 4.20
Cambodia 21 0% 0% 7% 86% 7% 4.00
Indonesia 9 0% 0% 11% 78% 11% 4.00
Mongolia 16 0% 0% 19% 69% 12% 3.92
Fiji 26 0% 0% 8% 50% 42% 4.34
Vietham 17 0% 0% 6% 82% 12% 4.06
Bangladesh 20 0% 0% 0% 70% 30% 4.30
Thailand 10 0% 0% 60% 40% 0% 3.40
Sri Lanka 16 0% 6% 38% 44% 13% 3.63
Nepal No data No data | Nodata | No data| No data| No data| No data
India 4 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4.25
Philippines 19 0% 0% 0% 89% 11% 4.11
ROC 60 0% 0% 5% 92% 3% 3.98
Pakistan 20 0% 70% 20% 10% 0% 2.40
Iran No data No data | No data | No data| No data| No data| No data
Mean 20.36 3.92
Weighted Mean of Customer 's satisfaction with the NPO’s Conferences
and Forums

Very

Satisfied 500

Satisfied

Neither

Dissatisfied

Very

Dissatisfied
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223c)Level of customer satisfaction with the
consultancy services in productivity
Very Very Weighted
n Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied | Satisfied | Mean
Malaysia 23 0% 0% 8% 57% 35% 4.27
Lao 25 0% 0% 13% 68% 22% 4.21
Cambodia 14 0% 0% 14% 64% 21% 4.03
Indonesia 9 0% 0% 22% 67% 11% 3.89
Mongolia 16 0% 6% 13% 56% 25% 4.00
Fiji 26 0% 0% 19% 50% 31% 412
Vietham 15 0% 0% 7% 93% 0% 3.93
Bangladesh 20 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 4.60
Thailand 13 0% 0% 23% 46% 31% 4.08
Sri Lanka 15 0% 7% 20% 53% 20% 3.87
Nepal No data No data No data No data | No data| No data| No data
India 5 0% 0% 0% 20% 80% 4.80
Philippines 20 0% 0% 10% 80% 10% 4.00
ROC 60 0% 0% 3% 80% 17% 413
Pakistan 20 0% 15% 5% 70% 10% 3.75
Iran No data No data No data No data No data| No data| No data
Mean 20.07 4.12
Weighted Mean of Customer 's satisfaction with the NPO’s mentoring,
coaching and consultancy services in productivity
Very 5.00 4.80
Satisfied 4.60
Satisfied e 403 40012 4.08 a.00 +13 4.12
4.00
Neither 3.00
Dissatisfied
2.00
Very
Dissatisfied 1.00
3
)
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223d)Level of customer satisfaction with the
productivity through publications and websites
Very Weighted
n Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Very Satisfied | Mean
Malaysia 20 0% 0% 5% 70% 25% 4.20
Lao 23 0% 0% 13% 47% 40% 4.27
Cambodia 14 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 3.50
Indonesia 8 0% 0% 25% 50% 25% 4.00
Mongolia 16 0% 13% 19% 63% 6% 3.63
Fiji 26 0% 0% 19% 54% 27% 4.08
Vietnam 15 0% 0% 7% 86% 7% 4.00
Bangladesh 20 0% 0% 0% 80% 20% 4.20
Thailand 12 0% 0% 25% 50% 25% 4.00
Sri Lanka 14 0% 14% 21% 64% 0% 3.50
Nepal No data No data No data No data No data No data No data
India 6 0% 0% 17% 33% 50% 4.33
Philippines 8 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 3.50
ROC 60 0% 0% 5% 87% 8% 4.03
Pakistan 20 5% 10% 10% 70% 5% 3.60
Iran No data No data No data No data No data No data No data
Mean 18.71 3.92
Weighted Mean of Customer 's satisfaction with the NPO’s information
dissemination on productivity through publications and websites

Very 5.00

Satisfied

Satisfied

Neither

Dissatisfied

Very

Dissatisfied
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223e)Level of customer satisfaction with the NPO®&6s
Very Very Weighted
n Dissatisfied| Dissatisfied| Neither | Satisfied | Satisfied | Mean
Malaysia 22 0% 0% 4% 64% 32% 4.28
Lao 15 0% 1% 3% 68% 28% 4.23
Cambodia 13 0% 15% 23% 62% 0% 3.47
Indonesia 10 0% 0% 10% 80% 10% 4.00
Mongolia 16 0% 13% 44% 38% 6% 3.38
Fiji 26 0% 0% 35% 57% 8% 3.73
Vietnam 14 0% 0% 7% 93% 0% 3.93
Bangladesh 20 0% 0% 0% 70% 30% 4.30
Thailand 9 0% 0% 44% 44% 11% 3.66
Sri Lanka 12 0% 0% 17% 75% 8% 3.92
Nepal No data| Nodata | Nodata | No data| No data| No data| No data
India 3 0% 0% 0% 66% 33% 4.29
Philippines 8 0% 0% 25% 75% 0% 3.75
ROC 60 0% 0% 7% 7% 17% 4.10
Pakistan 20 0% 10% 10% 70% 10% 3.80
Iran No data| Nodata | Nodata | No data| No data| No data| No data
Mean 17.71 3.92

Page201of 387



