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ot APJ PROMOTION EFFECTIVENESS

of Singapore A COLLABORATION BETWEEN HP AND NUS

PROBLEM DEFINITION AND OBJECTIVE

HP distributes products to end user through channel ~ HP measures promotion effectiveness by tracking Proportion of Low Payout Programs
partners and grants price adjustment and discount  the proportion of low payout programs (programs in All APJ Countries
to partners to encourage sell through/sell out  with payout lower than a certain value). In Asia-
motion, which is called back-end promotion. Pacific Japan region(APJ), there are a large
percentage of promotions that drive little rebates.
Therefore, the objectives of this project are to
Shipment ~Siock __Promofion fo > identify the critical factors that influence promotion
effectiveness and recommend preferred practices - ,
Cycle repeats for future promotion programs in HP. . o V1o

up- stimulate sales out

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
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ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
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RECOMMEDATIONS

Project Manager from HP
Initiate more promotions during peak period Wang Tse Tsean

Control the numbers of shortterm promotions, promote long term promotions

Setup different criteria for different product lines Department Supervisors
A/P Lee Loo Hay

Dr. Ng Tsan Sheng, Adam

Hold more information sharing session among program owners and encourage them to learn from

each other

Increase rebate amount for ineffective promotions Group Members

Revise promotion effectiveness measurement system, include other indicators like the reduction of Hu Pan, Li Wen Hui

inventory level and introduce normalization Wang Zhi, Zeng Ling Xi




