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No. of firms

Industry No.
Food 15
Textiles 12
o |Chemicals 42
S |Steel/Non-ferrous metal 39
LE General machinery 19
§ Electrical/Electronic Machinery 53
Transportation Machinery 66
Others 41
Manufacturing sector total 287
o | Trading 91
g Retail 14
§ Finance/Insurance/Securities 17
% Construction/Civil Engineering 41
E Transportation/Communications 41
2 |others 66
Non-M anufacturing sector total 270
Total 557




1. BUSINESS SENTIMENT
(1) Summary

The business sentiment in the second half of 2017, compared to the first half of 2017, improved
significantly (14) — (34), due to the strong recovery of both domestic and foreign demand, while that in
the first half of 2018 also improved (34) — (36). As for the second half of 2018, improvement is expected
to expand largely (36) — (40). (Table 1-1)

(Table 1-1) Business Sentiment

Unit: %

Past Surveys Previous Survey This Survey

Results Results Forecast Results Forecast
13 14 15 16 17 18 17 18
1H 2H 1H 2H 1H 2H 1H 2H 1H 2H 1H 2H 1H 2H

Improving 46 35 30 32 28 30 38 38 39 47 48 50 49 49
No change 28 28 20 35 35 36 33 39 37 35 42 34 38 41
Deteriorating 25 37 50 33 37 34 29 23 25 18 11] 16 13 9
(Ref) DI 21 A2l A2 Al A9 A4 9 15 14 29 37 34 36 40

*(Note) 1. DI = “Improving” minus “Deteriorating”
2. As a fraction of a percentage is rounded-off, the total may not equal 100 percent. This also applies to the tables below.

*(Note) To determine whether business performance is “Improving” or “Deteriorating”, business performance is compared between the
six-month term and the corresponding previous term. If DI, the deduction balance of “Improving” answers and ‘“Deteriorating”
answers, is positive, it signifies that the business performance of many respondent firms is improving; if negative, it is deteriorating.

(2) The second half of 2017 (July - December)

The percentage of firms reporting that business sentiment was “Improving” increased by 11 points to 50%
from the previous term (39%), and those reporting “Deteriorating” decreased by 9 points from the previous
term (25%) to 16%. As a result, the Diffusion Index (DI), the deduction balance of “Improving” and
“Deteriorating”, was +34, 20 points higher than the previous term (+14) (Table 1-1).

In the manufacturing sector, the DI decreased in Food and remained flat in Textiles, whereas it increased
in other industries, and as a result the overall DI in the Manufacturing Sector increased by 20 points to +31
(+11). In the Non-Manufacturing Sector, the DI increased in all industries, as well as a significant
improvement in the Transportation/Communications sector. As a result, the overall DI in the
Non-Manufacturing Sector increased by 20 points from the previous term (+18) to +38 (Table 1-2).

(3) The first half of 2018 (January - June) - Forecast

The percentage of firms reporting that business sentiment is “Improving” decreased by 1 point from the
previous term (50%) to 49%, whereas those reporting “Deteriorating” decreased by 3 points from the
previous term (16%) to 13%. As a result, the overall DI is forecast to increase by 2 points from the
previous term (+34) to +36 (Table 1-1).

In the Manufacturing Sector, the DI decreased in Textiles, whereas it increased in other industries. As a
result, the overall DI in the Manufacturing Sector is forecast to increase by 1 point from the previous term
(+31) to +32. For the Non-Manufacturing Sector, the DI continues to be positive in all industries, and the
overall DI is forecast to increase by 3 points from the previous term (+38) to +41 (Table 1-2).



(4)

The second half of 2018 (July - December) - Forecast

The percentage of firms forecasting “Improving” business sentiment remained unchanged at 49%, and the
percentage of firms reporting “Deteriorating” decreased by 4 points from the previous term (13%) to 9%.
As a result, the overall DI is forecast to increase by 4 points from the previous term (+36) to +40 (Table
1-1).

In the Manufacturing Sector, the DI turned positive in Textiles, and increased significantly in all industries.
As a result, the overall DI increased by 4 points from the previous term (+32) to +36. In the
Non-Manufacturing Sector, the DI is forecast to decrease in Construction/ Civil Engineering, whereas it
will increase significantly in all other industries, resulting in an increase by 4 points overall (+41) to (+45)
(Table 1-2).

(Table 1-2) Business Sentiment by Sector (“Improving

CLINTS

Deteriorating”)

Past Surveys

Survey this time

Industry Result Forecast | Result Forecast
142H]151H[(152H| 16 1H |16 2H | 171H]|172H |18 1H| 172H | 18 1H [ 18 2H
Food A 50 38 23 57 70 0 11 33] A 14 54 54
o Textiles 16 A 40 41 I 0| A24 11 25 0 A 8 42
.E [Chemicals 13 2 15 37 7 0 41 33 43 50 36
2 [Steel/Non-ferrous metal A25| A9 A5 10 20 26 6 28 25 28 31
qg General machinery 33| A31| A37 22 11 9 21 34 10 21 37
c |Electrical/Electronic Machinery 23 4 11] A6 24 11 25 31 30 34 29
= | Transportation Machinery A23] A18 A6 7 4 29 43 34 50 31 37
Others A5 A12 11 10 9 A 4 23 32 24 26 36
Manufacturing sector total All A10 1 12 16 11 27 32 31 32 36
£ |Trading 2l A8 6 19 27 22| 46 2 R 50 57
g Retail 11 25| A1l 10 0 7 15 25 29 50 64
"E Finance/Insurance/Securities | A 20| A 6] A 25| A 22 21 26 25 35 35 41 35
< [Construction/Civil Engineering | A 15| A 54| A 50| A 39 0 7 26 42 34 34 17
€ |Transportation/Communications | A 10| A 18] A 22 18 A4 24 25 36 51 39 41
S |Others 7 19 11 9 9 14 27 43 27 32 44
Z |Non-Manufacturing sector total A2l A7 A1 5 13 18 32 44 38 41 45
Total Al A 9 A 4 9 15 14 29 37 34 36 40
(Figure 1) Historical change of the DI in the business sentiment survey of Japanese corporations
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*(Note) Diffusion Index (DI) = Improving — Deteriorating (Compared with the previous term)




2.

SALES

Regarding the total sales result for 2017, the percentage of firms reporting an “Increase” rose by 11 points

from the previous year (54%) to 65%. The percentage of firms reporting “more than 20% increase” in their

total sales decreased by 1 point from the previous year (15%) to 14% (Tables 2-1, 2-2).

Regarding the total sales forecast for 2018, the number of firms anticipating an “Increase” increased by 5

points from the previous year (65%) to 70%, and the percentage of firms anticipating “More than 20%

increase” decreased by 3 points to 11%, from the previous year’s 14% (Tables 2-1, 2-3).

(Table 2-1) Change in total sales

Unit: %
Past result Previous survey| This survey
Result Result|Forecast] Forecast
Fiscal years 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 17 18
Sales increase 54 73 52 50 45 54 71 68 65 70
"More than 20% increase" 13 34 17 13 13 15 13 7 14 11
*(Note) Years are based on the fiscal year of each corporation
(Table 2-2) Sales forecast for 2017
Unit: No. of firms and (%)
Industry Increase No change Decrease
More than 20% 10-20% Less than 10% Less than 10% 10-20% More than 20%
Food 8 (57 0 © 0 © 8  (57) 3 @y 3@ 2 (14 1O 0 (0
Textiles 7 (58) 2 @) 1 @® 4 B 3 @) 2@ 2 @ 0 (0 0 ()
2 |Chemicals 27 (69) 7 (19 5 (13 15 (3 6 @) 7 @9 5 (13 20 0 ()
:é Steel/Non-ferrous metal 28 (72 3 ®) 11 (28) 14 (36) 6 (15) 5 (13) 2 5) 2 (5) 1 ©)
§ General machinery 10 (53 2 (12) 3 (16 5 (26 4 () 5 (26) 3 (16) 0 0) 2 1)
S |Electrical/Electronic Machinery 33 (63) 8 (15) 9 (1) 16 (3) 7 (3] 12 B 8 (15 3 ) 1 )
= Transportation Machinery 47 (1) 3 5) 8 (1) 36 (56) 7 (11| 10 (16) 7 (W 3 ®) 0 (0)
Others 24 (59) 2 ©) 8 () “ G 12 () 51 3 1 0© 1 e
Manufacturing sector total 184 (65) 27 (10) 45 (16| 112 @0 48 @an| 49 1) 2 1) 12 4 5 ¢
2 [Trading 63 (69) 19 (@ 20 (@ 24 (26 13 (14 15 (16) 8 (9 2 Q 5 (5
5 [Retail 8 (57 1@ 3@ 4 @) 3 @ 3@ 1 2 (19 )
§ Finance/Insurance/Securities 11 (79 3 (1) 4 (29 4 (29 2 W 1O 1 U 0 0) 0 (0)
§ Construction/Civil Engineering 15 (39) 10 (25) 2 (5) 3 ®) 8 (20| 17 (@3) 7 (18) 2 (5) 8 (20)
€ |Transportation/Communications| 28 (70) 3 ®) 9 () 16 (40) 8 (20 4 (10 2 ®) 1 ® 1 (©)]
é Others 31 (67) 1 (24 15 () 5 @y 15 @) 0 () ()} ()} 0
Non-Manufacturing sector total | 156  (64) 47 (19) 5 (22 5 (23)] 49 (20)] 40 (16) 19 8) 7 3 14 (6)
Total 340 (65) 74 (14) 8 (9 168 @) 9 @y 89 1) 51 (10) 19 4 19 (4
(Table 2-3) Sales forecast for 2018
Unit: No. of firms and (%)
Industry Increase No change Decrease
More than 20% | 10-20% | Less than 10% Less than 10% 10-20% | More than 20%
Food 12 (86) 1 o 4 @) 7 6 1 @ 10 0 © 1 @ 0 0)
Textiles 1n 9 0 O 5 @ 6 Gl o © 1 @© 1 ® o © 0 )
2 |Chemicals 2 (79 4 ) 9 @ 19 @) 4 @| 5 12 4 @) 1 @ 0 )
,;5: Steel/Non-ferrous metal 26 (67) 1 3 6 (15 19 49| 6 (@) 7 (18 4 W 3 @ 0 )
g General machinery 12 (83 2 | 2 @ 8 @) 4 @y 3 (16) 1 G 1 © 1 5)
S |Electrical/Electronic Machinery 34 (67) 4 ) 12 (9 18 (35) 9 (18) 8 (16) 7 (14) 1 0 0)
2 Transportation Machinery 39 (63) 1 @ 6 (0) 2 (G 13 @yl 10 (16 8 B 1 @ 1 2
Others 24 (60) 3 ® 7 @8 4 @) 7 @ 9@ 7 @ 2 0 ()
Manufacturing sector total 190  (68) 16 (6)] 51 (18) 123 (@4 4 (16| 4 (1) 2 (1) 10 @4 2 (1)
2 [Trading 68  (76) 16 (18 22 (24 0 @ 1 1w 6 @ 4 @ o (0 2 ©
5 Retail 6 (43 0 o o © 6 @) 4 @) 4 (29 3@ 1o 0 )
;_‘é Finance/Insurance/Securities 9 (84 2 Wl 2 @ 5 @) 3 @y 2 (4 2 @l o © 0 )
§ Construction/Civil Engineering| 25 (63) 13 (33 5 (13) 7 (18) 9 () 6 (15 3 ®) 2 (5 1 (©)]
€ |Transportation/Communications | 28 (70) 1 ) 9 () 18 (45)| 10 (25) 2 (5 0 0) 0 (0 2 5)
é Others 21 (W) 9 @Y 15 (2 3wl 2 @ o © 0 © o (© 0 ()
Non-Manufacturing sector total | 163  (72) 41 (18) 53 () 69 [0) 4 (19 20 (9 12 (5) 3@ 5 )
Total 353 (70 57 (A1 104 (1) 192 (33 8 | 64 (13 4 © 13 7 (1)




3.

PRE-TAX PROFIT/LOSS

Regarding the 2017 pre-tax profit/loss, the ratio of firms reporting “Profit” reached 78%. Firms reporting

an “Increase” in their pre-tax profit (including cases that the loss will diminish, vanish, or balance

achieved) accounted for 48%, while 31% reported a “Decrease” (Table 3-1).

Regarding 2018, a high ratio of 84% anticipate a “Profit”. Firms anticipating an “Increase” in their pre-tax
profit are 41%, while 26% anticipate a “Decrease” (Table 3-2).

(Table 3-1) Pre-tax profit/loss in 2017 (Year-to-year comparison)

Unit: No. of firms and (%)

Industry Profit Balance Loss Total Increase No change Decrease
Food 1 @ 1 @ 2 @ 14 6 (43) 2 (19 6  (43)
Textiles 8 (67) 1 (8 3 (%) 12 3 (29 4 () 5 (42
2 |Chemicals 35 @) 2 @ 4 @) 41| 18 (39 8 (0 17 ()
% Steel/Non-ferrous metal 33 (8 2 (5 4 (10) 39 25  (64) 4 (10) 10 (26)
J_g General machinery 12 (67) 2 (1) 4 18 6 (33 4 (22 8 (49
S |Electrical/Electronic Machinery 47 (90) 0 (0 5 (10) 52 23 (44) 13 (25 16 (31
= Transportation Machinery 56 (89) 0 () 7 (1) 63 32 (51 13 (21) 18 (29)
Others 2 @@ 2 @ 7an 4| 1.8 @) 11 @) 14 (39
Manufacturing sector total | 234  (84)] 10 (4)| 36 (13)] 280 127 (45) 59  (21) 94 (34)
@ |Trading 65 7 3 @ 2 @ 9o 4 @G 20 @) 21 @)
5 |Retail 1 @ o © 3 @ 14 10 (71) 2 (19 2 (19
§ Finance/Insurance/Securities 10 (71) 1 (21) 14 8 (57) 4 (29 2 (1
% Construction/Civil Engineering 24 (60) 4 (10)] 12 (30) 40 17 43 6 (15 17 43
€ | Transportation/Communications 33 (85) 1 @3 5 (13) 39 23 (59) 6 (15 10 (26)
S |others 2 670 6 @) 15 @9 63 24 @ 19 @) 20 (32
< Non-Manufacturingsector total | 185  (71)| 15 (6)| 60 (23)] 260 131  (50) 57 (22 72 (28)
Total 49 ()| 25 (5| 9% (8| 540 258 (48)| 116 (21)| 166 (31)

*(Note) 1. Profit increase indicates either expanding profit, turning to the black, diminishing loss, or moving to the break-even point.
2. No change indicates either remaining at the same level as before, regardless if in the black, at the break-even point, or in the red.
3. Profit decrease indicates either a diminishing profit, falling into the red, expanding loss, or moving down to the break-even point.

(Table 3-2) Forecast of pre-tax profit/loss for 2018 (Year-to-year comparison)

Unit: No. of firms and (%)

Industry Profit Balance Loss Total Increase No change Decrease
Food 13 (99 0 O 1 14 6 (43 5 (36) 3 (2
Textiles 10 @) 2 @an| o © 12 5 (42 3 (25 4 (33
2 |Chemicals s @) 2 @ 4 @w| 4 1B @) 1B @G 1B (B
% Steel/Non-ferrous metal 35 (90) 2 (B 2 (5 39 10 (26) 12 (31 17 (44)
g General machinery 15 (83 3 1) 0 (0) 18 10 (56) 5 (28) 3 (17
S |Electrical/Electronic Machinery 49  (94) 1 2 2 4 52 19 (37) 16 (31) 17 (33)
= Transportation Machinery 58 (92 1 @ 4 (6) 63 22 (3 25 (40 16 (25)
Others 33 @) 4 @) 4 @) 4 17 @ 1B @ 9 (2
Manufacturing sector total | 248 (89| 15 (5| 17 (6)] 280] 104 (37) 94 (34 82 (29
@ |Trading 60 (| 11 @] 10 @ 9| 3@ @) 32 @l 19 (@
5 [Retail 10 @ 2 @ 2 aw| 14| 5 @ 5 (36) 4 (29
§ Finance/Insurance/Securities 12 (86) 0 (0 2 (19 14 6 4 6 (43 2 (19
§ Construction/Civil Engineering 27  (68) 9 () 4 (10) 40 20 (50) 14 (35) 6 (15
$ Transportation/Communications 37 (95) 1 3 1 @3 39 17 (44) 9 @ 13 ()
S |others 8 @ 3 @) 11 @) 62 30 @) 18 @9 14 (@
= Non-Manufacturing sector total | 203  (78)] 26 (10)] 30 (12)] 259 117 (45) 84 (32 58 (22
Total 451 84 41 @®) 47 (9 539 221 (41) 178 (33) 140 (26)

*(Note) Same as Table 3-1




4. CAPITAL INVESTMENT (MANUFACTURING SECTOR)

The amount of planned capital investment (in the Manufacturing Sector) in 2018 is forecast to increase by

4.3% from 2017 (The total number of firms responding was 269). The ratio of firms anticipating an

“Increase” in their capital investment in 2018 is 42%, and those anticipating a “Decrease” 17% (Table 4-1).

“Replacement” is the predominant reason for capital investment in both 2017 and 2018. (Tables 4-2 and 4-3)

(Table 4-1) Planned capital investment for 2017 and 2018 (Manufacturing Sector)

Unit: No. of firms and (%), Million Baht and (%)

2017 2018 No. of firms
Industry Amount | Amount [ Increase | Increase | Nochange | Decrease | Undecided | Total
Food 900 1,211 34.6 5 (36) 5 G 4 (29| 0 (0 14
Textiles 1,064 1,108 4.1 6 (50) 1 @ 4 (3B 1 (8 12
Chemicals 6,062 5,527 AB8l 17 (43 18 (45 4 ()| 1 @ 40
Steel/Non-ferrous Metal 7,254 4,295 A408 17 (@46) 11 @O 8 (22 1 () 37
Ceneral Machinery 589 838 42.2 6 (35 6 (35 0 (0] 5 (29 17
Electrical/Electronic M achinery 17,387 27,823 600] 21 (42 15 (30)] 10 (20 4 (8 50
Transportation Machinery 33,640 29,069 A136] 3 (G5 19 (3 6 1O 2 @3 60
Others 3,844 3,938 2.4 9 (23| 17 (449 10 (26)] 3 (8 39
M anufacturing Sector Total 70,739 73,808 431 114 (42)] 92 (34| 46 (A7 17 () 269

(Note)The figures in the above table show just totaling the data from corporations responding the questionnaire. The capital-
investment amount in the above does not equal that by the Japanese corporations as a whole.

(Table 4-2) Details of the actual capital investment in 2017 (Check all that apply)

Unit: No. of firms and (%)

Industry New Bxpansion |Replacement| Streamlining Other Total | No. offirms
Food 5 (36) 5 (36) 9 (64) 3 (@) 1 W) 23 14
Textiles 2 (18) 5 (45 7 (64) 5 (45) 1 (©)] 20 1
Chemicals 11 (29) 6 (16)) 25 (66)] 15 (39) 6 (16) 63 38
Steel/Non-ferrous Metal 10 (29 3 9 22 63| 10 (29 5 (19 50 35
General Machinery 3 (19 4 (25) 5 (31 6 (38) 4 (25 22 16
Electrical/Electronic Machinery 15 (30| 14 (28) 25 (B0 19 (39) 6 (12 79 50
Transportation Machinery 27 47| 14 (24 40 (69| 23 (40| 10 (@17 114 58
Others 11 (29 10 (26)] 22 (58) 8 (21) 5 (13 56 38
Manufacturing Sector Total 84 (32)] 61 (23)] 155 (60)] 89 (34| 38 (15 427 260
(Table 4-3) Details of actual capital investment in 2018 (Check all that apply)
Unit: No. of firms and (%)
Industry New Bxpansion |Replacement| Streamlining Other Total | No. offirms
Food 5 (42 4 (33 9 (75) 5 (42 3 (29 26 12
Textiles 1 ©) 4 @36 7 (64) 8 (73) 2 (18 22 1
Chemicals 9 (@ 12 (3] 24 (63)| 10 (26) 7 (18 62 38
Steel/Non-ferrous Metal 11 (3 4 (11| 21 60)] 11  (31) 5 (19 52 35
General Machinery 4 (29 5 (29 6 (35) 7 (41 3 (18) 25 17
Electrical/Electronic Machinery 16 (32)] 18 (36)| 25 GO 17 (34 7 (1% 83 50
Transportation Machinery | 36  (60)] 19 (32)| 40 67 32 (53) 9 (15 136 60
Others 11 (29 11 (29)] 20 (53)] 10 (26) 6 (16 58 38
Manufacturing Sector Total 93 (36) 77 (30)| 152 (58)] 100 (38)] 42 (16) 464 261




5. EXPORT TREND

The percentage of firms reporting an “Increase” in exports in the first half of 2018 is 32%, and that in the
second half of 2018 is 36%, and both significantly exceed “Decrease” during the term. As for the 2018
full-year exports, the number firms anticipating an “Increase” account for 39%, exceeding “Decrease”
(14%) by 25 points (Tables 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3).

(Table 5-1) Exports in 2018 (First half)
Unit: No. of firms and (%)

Increase Decrease No.of

Industry o than 204]_10.20% Lo ran 103 0 C1anGE Less than 10% _10-20% | Morethan20%| firm

Food 8 &7 2 | 3| 3 @| 4 @@ 2w 1 @ 1 () 0 (0 14
Textiles 5 4| o0 (0 1 @ 4@ 4| 3@ 2an] 1 @® 0 (0 12
Chemicals 13 3 2 6| 4@ 7 @] 18BeEn| 7a| 3 © 3 (® 1 @ 38
Steel/Non-ferrous metal 8 (29 1 ©d 4 (12 3 9| 20 (59 6 (18| 4 1| 1 @ 1 (3 34
General machinery 4 2 0 (0 3 (1) 1 (6) | 14 (79) 0 (0) 0 (0 0 (0 0 (0) 18
Electrical/Electronic M achinery 20 42 2 @ 4 (8) 14 29| 20 (42 8 (17) 6 (13) 0 (0 2 4 48
Transportation Machinery 17 @yl 0o (0 7 (13)| 10 18| 27 (49| 11 20| 3 (5 3 (5 5 (9) 55
Others 15 39 2 (5 3 © | 10 )] 17 45| 6 @] 5 @wy|] o © 1 (3 38
Manufacturing sector total 90 35 9 @] 29 (11| 52 (20) | 124 (48) |43 (1N] 24 (9 9 (4 10 (4 257|
Trading 2 26| 6 (@ 6 0| 10 @] 5 @] 90| 2 @ 3 4 (5 86
Retail 1 @) o © 1| o 5 @[ o©|] o @] o 0 (0 6
Construction/Civil Engineering 1 33 0 (0 0 (0 1 (3) 1 (33) 133 0 (0 1 (33 0 (0 3
Others 3 (30)] 0 (0 220 1 @w| 7 @] o @] o ] o © 0 (0 10
Non-M anufacturing sector total 27 (26| 6 (6) 9 (9] 12 (11)| 68 (65| 10 O] 2 (@ 4 (4 4 (4 105
Total 17 32)] 15 @ | 38 (10)| 64 (18) |192 53)] 83 @5)] 26 @ | 13 @ | 14 (@ 362

(Table 5-2) Exports in 2018 (Second half)
Unit: No. of firms and (%)

Industry Increase No change Decrease N_o,of

Morethan 20%|  10-20% |Less than 10% Less than 10%| 10-20% | Morethan 20% | firm

Food 9 B3 1 (7 2 14| 6 @3)| 4 (29 1l 10 0 (0) 0 (0) 14
Textiles 4 @3 o0 (© 1 @® 3 (25| 5 @ 3 @) 3 @] o © 0 (0) 12
Chemicals 14 @37 3 (8 2 (5 9 (24| 17 (45) 7@ 5 @] 1 1 38
Steel/Non-ferrous metal 9 (26| 2 () 3 9 4 (12) | 19 (56) 6 18] 4 1 1 1 3 34
General machinery 6 33 0 (0 4 (22) 2 (1) | 12 (67) 0 (0 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0 18
Electrical/Electronic Machinery 22 (46) 3 (6) 5 (10)| 14 (29| 17 (35) 9 (19 7 (15) 1 1 48
Transportation Machinery 20 3 2 @ 6 )| 12 22| 24 (44| 11 (20 5 (9 4 (7) 2 @ 55
Others 17 (45 3 (® 4 11| 10 @6) | 17 (@5) 4 1] 3 ©® 1 (3 0 (0) 38
Manufacturing sector total 101 (39)] 14 (5 27 (11) ] 60 (23) | 115 (45) |41 (16)] 28 (11) 8 (3) 5 (2) 257|
Trading 23 @2n| 4 (5 7 8| 12 14| 51 61| 10 12| 4 (5 3 @ 3 4 84
Retalil 3 GOl 1 (17) 1 (17) 1 (17) 3 (50) 0 (0) 0 (0 0 (0 0 O 6
Construction/Civil Engineering 0 @O 0 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (33) 2 (67) 0 (0 2 (67) 0 (0) 3|
Others 3 (30 0 (0 2 (20 1 (10) 7 (70 0 (0) 0 (0 0 (0 0 (0 10|
Non-Manufacturingsectortotal | 29 (28)) 5 (5) | 10 0)| 14 9] 62 60| 12 1] 4 (¥ 5 (5 3 (9 103
Total 130 36)] 19 (5) ] 37 (10)] 74 (@) f177 (49| 53 (15] 32 (9 | 13 4 8 (2 360)

Note: Compared to the same period last year

(Table 5-3) Exports in 2018 (Full year)
Unit: No. of firms and (%)

Industry Increase No change Decrease No.of

More than 20%| 10-20% |Less than 10% Less than 10%| 10-20% [Morethan 20%| firm

Food 10 (7] 2 (14) 3 (21) 5 (36) 3 (21) 1 1@ 0 (0 0 (0 14
Textile 4 (3B3)) 0 (0 1 (8 3 (29 5 (42) 3 (25)] 3 (25 0 (0 0 (0 12|
Chemical 15 (4] 2 (9 5 (14 8 (22| 16 (43 6 (16)| 4 (11) 1 (3 1 (3 37|
Steel/Non-ferrous metal 10 (29 2 (6) 4 (12) 4 (12) | 18 (53) 6 (18)] 5 (15 0 (0 1 3 34
General machinery 5 (28] 0 (0 4 (22 1 (6) | 13 (72 0 (0 0 (0 0 (0 0 (0 18,
Electric/Electronics machinery| 22 (46)] 1 (2) 8 (17| 13 (27) | 19 (40) 7 (15) 6 (13) 0 O 1 48
Transportation machinery 2 @ 1 @ 7 13| 14 25| 19 (35) | 14 (25 6 (11) 6 (11) 2 4 55
Others 19 (53] 3 (8 3 8 | 13 36 ] 14 (39) 3 (8 2 (6) 1 (3 0 (0) 36
Manufacturing sector total 107 (42)] 11 (4) 35 (14) | 61 (24) ] 107 (42) |40 (16)] 27 (11) 8 (3) 5 (2 254]
Trading 27 32 5 (6) ]| 11 (13)| 11 (13)| 49 (58) 8 (10 4 (5 2 2 84
Retalil 3 GOl 1 (17) 1 (17) 1 (17) 3 (50) 0 (0 0 0 0 O 0 (0 6
Construction/Civil Engineering 0 @O 0 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (50) 1 (50) 0 (0) 1 (50) 0 (0) 2]
Others 3 (30 0 (0 2 (20 1 (10) 7 (70) 0 (0) 0 (0 0 (0 0 (0 10|
Non-Manufacturing sector total 33 (32 6 (6 14 (14| 13 (13)] 60 (59) 9 (9 4 4 3 (9 2 (2 102
Total 140 39 17 (5 ] 49 (14 ] 74 (@) f167 (40| 49 (1H] 31 O | 11 (3 7 (2 356)




6. Potential Export Market in the Future

The most potential export market is “India” (51%) followed by “Vietnam” (44%), “Indonesia” (31%),
“Myanmar” (24%) and “Japan” (19%). "Vietnam" was ranked first for the past five consecutive periods

(since the second half of 2015), but this time "India" became the first place (Table 6).

(Table 6) Prospective future markets (check-all-that-apply question)
Unit: No. of firms and (%)

Manufacturing Non-manufacturing
e 3 5|z 3 j 5
HHE H | 2 2 = g
21=(= 2 z £ g g 3 £
HEIE sl 2| g | ¢ : 5 E
s 2 3 2 g £ B & -
- @ E é g %’I § » g 2 g o« é g
8 | ¢ | |8 | 2| E|E | 2|38 |3 |EZ |2 || B
s s 5 & 3 w = 5 = = & 3 5 23 5
3| 1 |india 5 (38)| 4 (33)| 22 (58)| 18 (62)| 8 (47)| 20 (43)| 38 (66)| 19 (54)| 134 (54)| 39 (46)| 1 (20)| 1 (33)| 3 (27)| 44 (42)| 178 (51)
1] 1] 2 [Vietnam 8 (62)| 4 (33)| 17 (45)| 15 (52)| 7 (a1)| 15 (33)| 21 (36)| 16 (46)| 103 (42)] 43 (51)| 4 (80)] O (0)| 6 (55) 53 (51)| 156 (44)
2| 2| 3 |indonesia 5(38) 1 (8)| 10 (26)| 11 (38)| 5 (29)| 10 (22)| 31 (53)| 14 (40)| 87 (35) 20 (24)| 0 (O 0 (O 1 (9 21 (20) 108 (31)
4| 4| 4 |Myanmar 2 (15)| 2 (7| 12 (32)| 10 (33)| 5 (29) 10 (22| 4 (7)| 8 (23)| 53 (21)] 28 (33)| 2 (40)| 1 (33)| 2 (18) 33 (32)] 86 (24)
5| 5] 5 |Japan 3(3) 5@ 3 (8| 4| 48| 9 o) 11 (19| 4 @y| 3@ 2125 0 (| 0 (0 3@ 24 (23| 67 (19
7| 7] 6 |cambodia 4@ 1 @ 6@l 3@yl 1 ©) 9@ 3 )| 4@n| 31 @3yl 20 @] 2@ o © o © 22 @yl 53 15)
8 |10 7 |Malaysia 53) 1 ©® 8@ 2 (M 4@y 3 @ 9we| eun| 85| 111 o © o © 2@s| 3@ 51 (14)
9| 8| 7 |china 1 ) 4@ 6@ 1 3 1 () 1226 7@ 9@ a1 @an| 9@y o © o © 1 @ 10 51 (14)
6| 6| 9 |Philippines 1@ o0 @ 7@ 1 @) 4@ 5@ 12 @) 8(@23) 38@s)| 9@yl 0 (© o0 (O 1 (9 120 0) 48 (14)
10| 9 |10|us.A 3@3) 3@ 3 @ 0 O 2@ 9@yl 9ue| 4@y 333l 4 G o © o @ 1 @ 5 | 38 (1)
1212 11 |Laos 3@3) o0 © 4@yl 3@yl o @ 2 @ 3 G| 3 @ 18 @ 8 @ o O 267 1 (9 111y 29 (@
16| 17 12 |Pakistan 0 O 1@ 5@ 1@ 16 2@l 5 @ 2@® 7@ 6@ 0@ 1@ o0 © 7@ 24 @
15| 16 | 13 | Bangladesh 1@ 3@ 0 @ 1@ 16 3@ 2@ 2 ® 136 sunl o @ o ©@ o © 9 @ 22
10| 11| 14 |Europe 4@ 3@ 3@ 1@ 1@ 6@ 3 E o ©@ 22 @ 1 @ o ©@ o ©@ o ©@ 1 @ 22 @)
14| 14 15 |Latin Ametica 0@ o0 ©@ 2@ 2® 16 4@ 8w 2 @® 19 © 2@ o © o ©@ o ©@ 2@ 2 (6
18| 15| 16 | Africa 1@ 0o O 4anl 2 @ o @ 4 @ 4 @ 1 @ 16 6 4 G o © o @ o © 4 @ 20 (6
17| 17| 17 |singapore 4@ 1@ 2@ o @ 202 1 @ 2 @ 2 @© 14 © 2 ©® o @ o ©@ 1 @ 5 G 19 )
13 13| 17 |Middle East 205 1 @ 2 6 1@ 16 4 @ 1@ 2 @6 14 6 1 @ 2@ o @ o © 3 @ 17 G
18 19 19 |Oceania 1@ o 1@ o @ o @ 2@ 1@ 2@® 7@ o @ o @ o ©@ o @ o () 7@
20| 20| 20 |sri Lanka o @ 1@ o @ o @ o @ o @ o @ o @ 1@ o © o ©@ 1@y o © 1 @ 2 @
2120 20 |Russia o @ o @ o @ o @ o @ 1@ 1@ o@ 2w o @ o @ o ©@ o @ o () 2 @
—| | — [other o @ o @ o @ 1@ o @ o @ 1@ o@ 2w 1w o @ o @ 1@ 2 @ 4 (1)
Total 53 35 117 7 48 131 176 108 745 240 11 6 23 280 1,025
No. of firms 13 12 38 29 17 46 58 35 248 85 5 3 11 104 352 (100)




7. EXCHANGE RATES USED FOR BUSINESS PLANS

@)

Regarding the exchange rate used for business plans (Thai Baht/US Dollar), the predominant response is
“A range between not less than 32.0 but less than 32.5” (27.8%), followed by “Not less than 32.5 but less
than 33.0” (19.0%). The median rate is 32.30 overall. (Table 7-1)

Thai Baht/ US dollar

(Table 7-1) Exchange rate used for business plans (Thai Baht/UD Dollar)
Unit: Thai Baht/ US Dollar, No. of firms (%)

Manufacturing Non-Manufacturing
O
Industry “ 2| 5 g K
e |2 |2 |s 2 2 e
2 8 w b= c 5 &3 IS
K] < s =g 2 28 23 <
8 S |e = S2 |oc2 3+ o S+ o
Baht/US dollar 2 = | £ 2 © == | 2= o € o c — o S o
3 z E |3S 2 56 |25 < 28 =] 'z < L2
S % 2 iR S 233 |38 ® < S 9 s = < S5
(] ) = 3 <] —_ o = D = |5 = o @
L [ (@) H S ) us |3 o ] = o o Zon
Not less than 29 but less than 29.5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 2 0.8)
Not less than 29.5  but less than 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.0)
Not less than 30 but less than 30.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 3 11)
Not less than 30.5  but less than 31 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 4 0 0 1 1 5 1.9)
Not less than 31 but less than 31.5 0 2 1 0 0 7 4 3 17 3 0 1 4 21 (8.0)
Not less than 31.5  but less than 32 2 4 7 3 2 5 5 1 29 9 0 1 10 39  (14.8)
Not less than 32 but less than 32.5 0 2 8 7 3 13 12 7 52 19 2 0 21 73 (27.8)
Not less than 325  but less than 33 3 0 7 3 0 5 9 7 34 12 1 3 16 50  (19.0
Not less than 33 but less than 33.5 3 4 1 2 1 8 3 5 27 7 0 2 9 36 (137
Not less than 33.5  but less than 34 0 0 1 3 0 0 2 1 7 2 0 0 2 9 (34)
Not less than 34 but less than 34.5 1 0 2 0 3 1 0 1 8 4 1 2 7 15 (5.7)
Not less than 345  but less than 35 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 11)
Not less than 35 but less than 35.5 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 3 11)
Not less than 355  but less than 36 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 (1.1)
Not less than 36 but less than 36.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0)
Not less than 36.5  but less than 37 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0.4)
Not less than 37 but less than 37.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.0)
Not less than 37.5  but less than 38 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.0)
Not less than 38 but less than 38.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.0)
No. of firms 9 12 28 20 10 42 41 26 188 60 4 11 75 263
Average 32.70 | 32.14 | 32.38 | 3245 | 3252 | 3171 | 3244 | 3233 | 32.25 | 32.42 | 3265 | 29.75 | 32.04 | 3219
Median 32.50 | 31.95 | 32.05 | 32.10 | 32.00 | 32.25 | 3210 | 32.50 | 32.25 | 32.25 | 32.30 | 3250 | 32.30 | 32.30
Mode 3250 | 31.50 | 32.50 | 32.00 | 34.00 | 32.00 | 32.00 | 32.50 | 32.00 | 32.00 | 32.50 | 33.00 | 32.00 | 32.00
*(Note) The median indicates the value located at the center of the distribution, excluding any deviation due to the number of respondents or the lowest/
highest value as much as possible. #N/A (not applicable) indicates all the respondents’ values differ.
At the time of the last survey
Manufacturing Non-Manufacturing
=]
Industry ” g § g g
2 =
HEEENE g g =
& < w = =] =T c
2 | & s =2 (g2 23 28 s
8 S |e = S2 |oc2 3+ o S - o
US dollar/Baht 2 = Z _ © 2 £ |ac& » e c — o S o
2 | £ |5 |3S| e |56|2c| e |2l 5 | & | |c¢g
S 3 2 |g=| & 2 |gs| 5 (28] = 3 £ S 3
L [ (@) Hh S ) M o S n = o o Z w0
Average 33.60 |33.35 |33.50 |33.79 [(31.91 | 33.92 |34.95 |33.72 [33.48 |32.25 |34.73 |34.44 | 32.58 |33.96
Median 34.00 (33.10 |33.00 |33.70 [34.00 | 34.00 |35.00 |33.60 [33.50 |33.25 |33.67 |34.00 | 33.30 |33.30
Mode 34.00 (33.00 |33.00 |34.00 [34.00 | 33.00 |35.00 |33.00 (33.00 |33.00 |32.00 |34.00 | 33.00 |33.00

*(Note) The median indicates the value located at the center of the distribution, excluding any deviation due to the number of respondents or the lowest/

/highest value as much as possible. #N/A (not applicable) indicates that all the respondents’ values differ.
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)

Regarding the exchange rate used for the business plans (Japanese Yen/ Thai Baht), the predominant
response is “Not less than 3.4 but less than 3.5” (42.7%), followed by “Not less than 3.3 but less than 3.4”
(23.2%), and “Not less than 3.5 but less than 3.6 (16.2%). The median rate is 3.40 overall (Table 7-2).

Japanese Yen/ Thai Baht

(Table 7-2) Exchange rate used in business plans (Japanese Yen/Thai Baht)
Unit: Thai Baht/ Yen, No. of firms (%)

Manufacturing Non-Manufacturing
Industry 2 % g g =
212 | 2|38 28 28| &
Yen/Baht 3 S |12_| s |E€2|28E| » |E€S] 2| 2 o | ST
3| % | B |3E| 2 |s5|58|2|58|8 |8 |2 |58
g e S g1 & |ms|EsS| 8 [=8] & & 3 |23
Not less than 2.6  but less than 2.7 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0.3)
Not less than 2.7  but less than 2.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0.3)
Not less than 2.8 but less than 2.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 2 (0.6)
Not less than 2.9 but less than 3 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 (0.6)
Not less than 3 but less than 3.1 0 0 1 0 1 2 1 2 7 2 0 2 4 11 34
Not less than 3.1 but less than 3.2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 4 5 (15)
Not less than 3.2 but less than 3.3 2 0 3 3 3 5 6 5 27 4 1 1 6 33 (10)
Not less than 3.3 but less than 3.4 0 4 8 10 5 7 15 7 56 15 1 4 20 76 (232)
Not less than 3.4  but less than 3.5 6 6 14 11 6 18 23 11 95 35 5 5 45 140  (42.7)
Not less than 35  but less than 3.6 1 2 7 3 1 7 7 8 36 15 0 2 17 53 (162
Not less than 3.6  but less than 3.7 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0.3)
Not less than 3.7 but less than 3.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0)
Not less than 3.8 but less than 3.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.0
Not less than 3.9 but less than 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Not less than4  but less than 4.1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 3 (0.9)
No. of firms 9 12 35 27 18 42 53 33 229 76 7 16 99 328
Average 3.37 3.38 3.35 3.35 3.18 3.36 3.34 3.35 3.34 3.75 3.36 3.29 3.65 3.43
Median 340 | 340 [ 340 | 340 | 330 340 340 | 340 | 340 | 340 | 340 | 330 340 340
Mode 340 | 340 | 340 | 340 | 340 3.40 340 | 340 | 340 | 340 | 340 | 340 340 340
*(Note) The median indicates the value located at the center of the distribution, excluding any deviation due to the number of respondents or the lowest/
highest value as much as possible. #N/A (not applicable) indicates all the respondents’ values differ.
At the time of the last survey
Manufacturing Non-Manufacturing
Industry " > g g =
3 £ S - . El 2
.| | 25,2 ts £s| %
Bl §| & |g5| 2 |sg|s8| 2 |88| 8|8 |2 |58
e |2 |5 |85 8 |luws|Es| 8 |S8| & | & |8 |28
Average 3.33 3.25 3.25 3.22 2.60 3.23 325 | 431 3.30 3.83 3.20 3.16 3.55 3.42
Median 330 | 330 [ 330 | 326 | 320 3.27 324 | 330 | 324 | 330 | 330 | 320 3.30 3.30
Mode 330 | 340 [ 330 | 330 | 320 3.30 330 | 330 [ 330 | 330 | 300 | 330 3.30 3.30

*(Note) The median indicates the value located at the center of the distribution, excluding any deviation due to the number of respondents or the lowest/
/highest value as much as possible. #N/A (not applicable) indicates that all the respondents’ values differ.
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8. PROCUREMENT SOURCES FOR PARTS/ MATERIALS

Regarding the procurement sources in 2017 (simple average of the respondents), “ASEAN” accounts for
55.4%, of which 46.3% is “Thailand” (Table 8-1).

As for the planned procurement sources in 2018, “ASEAN” accounts for 56.7%, of which 47.1% is
“Thailand”, a 0.8-point increase from the previous term (Table 8-2).

(Table 8-1) Suppliers of parts and materials in 2017

Unit: %
ASEAN
Thailand  |ASEAN No. of
Industry (Other Japan China | Others | Total -
than firms
Thailand)
Food 74.6 715 32 17.7 32 4.5 100.0, 13
o | Textiles 61.2 50.1 111 19.8 8.8 10.1 100.0 11
.= |Chemicals 51.9 39.0 12.9 38.7 3.0 6.4 100.0, 37
% Steel/Non-ferrous Metal 479 42.1 5.8 442 3.2 48 100.0 33
g General Machinery 64.1 56.0 8.1 30.5 33 21 100.0 17
= Electrical/Electronics Machinery 51.8 411 10.7] 313 14.1 2.8 100.0 45
= |Transportation Machinery 59.7 53.6 6.2) 325 2.6 5.2 100.0 52
Others 53.5 46.8 6.7 29.9 4.4 12.1 100.0] 35)
Manufacturing Sector Total 58.1 50.0 8.1 30.6 5.3 6.0) 100.0 243
S |Trading 479 385 9.4 335 13.0 5.6 100.0, 83
& |Retail 57.8 40.0 17.8 411 0.0 1.1 100.0 9
§ Construction/Civil Engineering 50.0 50.0 0.0 233 20.0 6.7 100.0 3|
2;': Others 55.0 417 13.3 43.8 1.2 0.0 100.0] 6
2 Non-Manufacturing Sector Total 52.7 42.5 10.1 35.4 8.5 3.4 100.0 101
Total 55.4 46.3 9.1 33.0 6.9 4.7 100.0] 344
*(Note) The ratio indicates the simple average of the respondents.
(Table 8-2) Suppliers of parts and materials in 2018
Unit: %
ASEAN
Thailand  [ASEAN No. of
Industry (Other Japan China Others | Total -
than firms
Thailand)
Food 745 71.3 32 17.7 32 47 100.0, 13
o | Textiles 57.9 46.5 114 18.9 125 10.8 100.0, 1
.= |Chemicals 539 39.0 14.9 37.0 2.8 6.3 100.0 38
g Steel/Non-ferrous metal 43.8 433 5.5 424 35 5.3 100.0 33
& |General Machinery 63.2 543 8.9 311 35 2.2 100.0 16|
§ Electrical/Electronic Machinery 53.0 419 111 30.5 13.9 2.7 100.0 45
S |Transportation Machinery 58.9 52.6 6.3 315 2.6 7.0 100.0 52
Others 53.3 46.5 6.8 30.9 4.1 11.7 100.0] 35)
Manufacturing Sector Total 57.9 49.4 8.5 30.0 5.8 6.3 100.0 243
S |Trading 484 388 9.7 322 12.8 6.6 100.0, 83
& |Retail 57.8 389 18.9 39.4 0.6 2.2 100.0 9
£ |construction/Civil Engineering 56.7 56.7 0.0 26.7 10.0 6.7 100.0 3|
E‘-: Others 59.2 45.0 14.2 39.7 1.2 0.0 100.0] 6
2 Non-Manufacturing Sector Total 55.5 44.8 10.7] 34.5 6.1 3.9 100.0 101
Total 56.7 47.1 9.6 32.2 5.9 5.1 100.0] 344

*(Note) The ratio indicates the simple average of the respondents.
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9. CHALLENGES FOR CORPORATE MANAGEMENT
Regarding the challenges for corporate management (check all that apply), the predominant response is
“Severe competition by competitors” (72%), followed by “Increase in total labor cost” (46%), and “Surge

in material prices” (34%).

By industry, the other major response by the Manufacturing Sector is Lack of engineers” (41%) “Foreign
exchange fluctuation” (36%) and “Quality management” (35%). Those in the Non-Manufacturing Sector
are “Job hopping by employees” (26%), “Lack of human resources at manager level” (25%), and “Changes
in products? users’ needs” (24%) (Table 9).

(Table 9) Challenges for corporate management (check all that apply)
Unit: No. of firms and (%)

Manufacturing Non-Manufacturing
2 E]
- H =
- z £ 2 5
gle g 2 = 2 4
= |= 2 2 = s u o
5|2 Y > s g g 3 3 £
L= g g g = g H 3 | o8 H
g £ 3 < © g [ =5 2
2 ] o 2 £ 2 5 28 & =
" -] 5 = g 2 N | gE 2 g
- 2 2 z E g o £ 2 = 8 g 32 0 s =
2 H 2 g 5 & £ § 2 g 2 g g5 £ 5 g
2 = (3} 5 4] = 3 b = 4 i o [=Xe) o] Z o]
1|1 zf::;';zr?mpe"m”by 9 60| 9 (5 2 () 24 62| 14 @) 3 3 52 @) 2 63 200 @) & @ 1 (9 1 ©9) 34 @) 32 @] w0 ) 902 @B @ @
2 | 2 |increase in the total labor cost 6 )| 5 @ 18 (40) 17 @) 5 @8] 20 68| 42 61 2 GV W3 G| 20 @ 4 @] 9 G 19 @ 2 63| 27 @) 109 @] 22 @
5 | 3 |Hike in material prices 5 @) 768 26 @67 18 46| 5 @8] 28 (4| B G| 15 @ 139 60| 28 @ 2 @ o O o @] 5@ 2 @ 4 wf 15 @

Lack of human resources at
engineer-level

w
IS
~

@) 5 42| 12 @ 14 @) 11 6| 28 (54| 25 (40)| 18 @ 115 @ 5 G| 3@ 1 © 18 @ 3 © 13 @ 4 @ 15 ()

7 | 5 |Foreign exchange fluctuation 56 860 10 9@ 58 25 @ 25 @l 13 @) w00 @ 2 4| o O 3 ® 2 6 5 © % an| v @
4 | 6 |Quality management 5 @) 6 60| 9 @) 17 @ 7 @) 17 @) 19 @) 18 @) 98 @) 1 1@ 4 @) 2 @) 6 @ 1 @) 10 @) 4 @) 142 ()
8|7 :f";:::’;‘:‘ resources at 2@ 4 @) 8@y 10 e 3an 15 @) 17 e 12 e 1 oes| 19 e 4o s @ 6 )| 15 @ 15 @ 65 @5 136 ()
9 | 8 |30b hopping by employees 1 @ 6 G0 1 8 1 8 2 @y 138 @) 10 @) 7 @) 61 @ 28 @) 2 @ 5 @ 10 @) 9 @) 20 @) 69 @) 130 (2
5 | 9 |Changes in products/ users’ needs 7 (47) 3 (25)] 11 (29)] 7 (18) 4 (22)] 9 (17)| 15 (24) 6 (15 62 (22 27 (30) 7 (50)] 4 (25) 4 (10), 7 (18)| 15 (24) 64 (24) 126 (23)|
12| 10 '::;:ZVZ'I‘""” resources atworker/ | o ool 5wl 7 am| 4 a0l 2 ay| 6 @] 3 © s @ 7w & @ 3 ew 2w ues| 7am o sl 3 ay B
10 | 11 [Sluggish domestic demand 1 @ 3@ 4@ 5 @) 6 @) s5a) 8@ 2 © 3 @w| 16 5@ 1 6 0@ 2 6 5 © 29 @) B @
11| 12 [Excessive employment 2@ o o 2 ® 3 @® o O sw| swl 2 © 2 @ 4« @ 1 @ o O 4w 206 3 6| v 6 B O

Difficulty in collecting money from

13( 13 ciomers o @©@ o @ 1 1 e 1e 2 @ 2 3@ 0 @ 7eE 10 2@ 7@ 1 @ 3 6| 2 © 3 @
16 | 14 |Rent hike 1@ o ©@ o © o @ o @ o @ o @ o © 1 6 @ o ©O 3w 2 G 4@ 2 @ 7 @ 1B E)
14| 15 |increase in energy cost 1 M o © 4@ 5@ o @ o ©@ 5 ©@ o0 O B E 1@ o © o O 1 @ 1@ o O 3 @ 1B E

Employment conditions in relation

16 | 16 |with in obtaining Visas and Work 0o @ o ©@ o ©@ o @ o @ o © o ©@ o © o © 8 @ o © o © 2 o © 5 E B E B E
permits
20 16 |Waste disposal o o O 9@ 1t E o © 1@ 1@ 206 v 1o o© o© 0@ o © o 1O 1B @

22 | 18 [stable supply of electricity o @ 1 ©® 4@ 1 16 2 @ 2 26 86 0o o © o © o o 1 1 ¥ E

IS

18| 19 |Environmental protection measures 0 0 1 (8) (10) 1 @ 0 (0 1 @ 3 0 1 @ 1 @ 2 0 (0 0 0 0 0 0 2 (1) 13 )]

21 2 Difficulty in obtaining financial

3

support

Infringement of intellectual property
921G o @ o © 2@ o © 16 2 @ o 1 6@ 1@ o © o ©@ o © o © o O 1 © 7 )
15 | 22 [Excessive capital investment o ©@ o © o ©@ 1t @ o © o o ©E o 1@ o © o © o ©@ o ©@ o © o ©E o © 10
- | - [others 1M 1@ 3 @ 2 © 16 2 @ 2 @ o0 O 12 @ 3 © o0 O 2w 2 @6 1 @ 4 O 12 ©) 24 (@)

Total 53 64 174 151 68 229 278 155 172 205 51 49 149 124 180 848 2,020

No. of firms 15 12 39 39 18 52 63 a1 279 91 1 16 20 40 63 264 543 (100)
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10. REQUESTS TO THE THAI GOVERNMENT

(1) Requests to the Thai government

Regarding requests to the Thai Government (check all that apply), the most major response is

“Customs-related systems and their implementation” (48%), followed by, “Promotion of economic

measures (Development of public infrastructure)” (46%) and “Development of infrastructure in the

Bangkok metropolitan area” (43%) etc.

By industry, the other major responses by the Manufacturing Sector are “Stability in foreign exchange

rates” (40%), “Improvement of education/human resource development” (37%). In the Non-Manufacturing

Sector, “Relaxation of the Foreign Business Act” (38%) is also major (Table 10-1).

(Table 10-1) Requests to the Thai government (check all that apply)

Unit: No. of firms (%)

Manufacturing Non-manufacturing
_ 2 g 5
g £ E 3
: : | £ 3 3 s | 3 . >
g £ |z E E g |8 5 2
] s 2 & £ 2 = SE -
2 E : |z8| B E 2 | g2 | £8 £ ]
g 2 2 = SE g & 2 8 8 gz o s g
= £ = g = 2 2 ] £ = g g2 22 2 > _ 5
g H 2 g g ] g 2 g 2 g Z g2 | 5 2 £E 5
2 2 S 3 3 i3 I 3 = I & i S & =R} 3 28 <)
1)1 sﬂ“;;’"“jn"’::?;e"“Sys‘em“"“‘“e" 6 (ao)| 5 (2| 18 @) 26 (70| 11 61| 26 G0)| 36 7| 15 @) 143 6| B G4 8 GH| 0 © 1 @ 2 65 19 Eo| 117 @) 260 (@9)
Promotion of economic measures
2 | 2 |(public infrastructure development 4 @en| 4 @) 2 Gy 17 @ 6 @) 20 @y 4 @) 17 @ w80 @n| B @] 1 @Y 7 @ 19 @y 18 @) 23 @| 16 @ 206 (o)
etc)
3 | 3 [Development of transport infrastructurd 8 (53)| 5 (42| 13 @3 17 @e)| o 0| 18 @5 23 31| 16 @9 100 @) B @) 7 GO 8 GO 20 G0 19 G| B G| 122 @] 2 @)
Implementation of tax-related systems
5 | 4 | Comorate Tax ste) 2@ 46 o @) 1E) 3an| 15 @) 5 @)l 138 @) 82 @) B @) 3 e 4@ 18 @) 12 @ 17 e o e m @)
7 | 5 [stability in foreign exchange rates 7@ 9 @) 14 @) 138@)| 5 e B Ey 17 e 2| 1w @l n e 4@l 1 @ 3 © 2 G 1 a| 2 | 1.2 (@)
13 | 6 |Stability in foreign exchange rates 3 @) 660 12 @) 8@ o) 2 @l 2 @l 17 @ 2 @ 12 @) s e 1 © 8 @) 6@ 12 )| 2 q 1w @)
6 | 7 |Relwation of the Foreign Business Act | 4 27| 2 an| 6 @5 4 av| 4 @)| 7 @) 6 @) 6 @) ® @y B @ 1 @ 7 @ 20 60| s v 24 @ % @ 13
4e E'Tc':“’é:f/: Z‘f:w”omic ties, e.g. 6 @)l 4@ 7a8 3 © 6@ 1) 2eEy 1 @ 4@ 27e) 3e 1 © 7y 8@ 7| B e w @@
9 | 9 [Work permitwvisa-related issues 2w 1 @ 5| 2 © san| s 6| 7an| w a| 2 @ 1 @ 6 @y 1 @) 9 @ 25 @l s @y 12 ()
10 | 10 |Public security and safety 4@ 2an 5@ 10 e 3an| 1B @) 1@ 138E)| & @] 150y 6 @ 3y 6 ) 6 e 1 an| 7 @ w ()
8 |u :“";:liT:s”‘a""" of flood prevention 4@ 2an| 8 (| 1 @) 5 @) 17 @) 17 ey o @| 3@ 15al 2@ 1 © 3 © 3 © 9 @l 33w 106 ()
11 | 12 |continuity of govemmentpolicies [ 1 @[ 2 an| 3 ® 9 @9 5 @8 10 @) 1 e 3 @ % an| 7 © 2 @ s e 7 eyl 6 g 10 | 7 | s @s)
Togistical infrastructure
development linking Thailand with
12 | 13 | ing contrios oLy, | 1 @) 4 @9 e sasl 1@ 9an 4 ©f 3 @ Bay 2wy 1 O 20 3 @ 1B 1@ B B
India, etc.)
Development of the
14| ¥ communications infrastructure 1 3@ 5@ 3 @ 2ay 12 @) 6 @) 3 (M B @Y 0@ 1 @ 1 © 619 3 @ 16 (5 37 @4 72 @3
15 | 15 |Prevention of labor disputes s@ 1@ 5| 4@ 2a| 7@ 2 s Bl 3 @ 2@ 1 © 2 © 4w s © 17 © © W)
Promotion of employment of
16| 16 [ o 2@ 1 @ 4| 2 ® o O esan 3 © 5@ % @O 5 ® o O o O 9@ 4 a| o @l 27 | s= @)
Promotion of regional operating
18 | 17 |headquarters functions eg.1HQ, [ o @ 2 an| o © o © 2an 2 @ 2 @ o © 8 @ 3 @ o O @ 1 @ 1 @ 4 6 B 6| 2 @
ITo)
19|18 mfg::taﬁ"" ofdroughteontrol [ 1 gl 4 an| 2 © o © 4 ® 1 @ 2 6 15 6 2 @ o @ o @ o @ 1 @ o o 3 o B o
Protection of intellectual property
17 | 19 ights 0O © o @ o @ o0 (© o @ o0 @ o0 © o @ o ©@ o © o © o0 O 1 @ o0 O o0 © 1 (O 1 (©
- Others o @ o © 3 ® o ©@ 2a| 3 ©® 3 E 1 E 12 @ 2@ oo 4@ 26 1 6 2 6| 1 e m @
Total 61 58 153 147 ) 28 284 151 [1180 378 55 56 157 148 28 |w0:2 |20
No. of firms 15 2 40 a7 18 52 63 a 2718 oL 14 16 r 38 63 262 540 (100)
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(2) Recent improvements in the policies concerning the corporate investment environment (Policy
evaluation)

Regarding recent improvements in the Government's policies, the predominant responses are “Promotion
of economic measures (public infrastructure development etc.)” (34%), followed by “Maintenance of
social security and safety” (23%), “Development of transport infrastructure in the Bangkok metropolitan
area” (16%) and “Development of the communication infrastructure” (15%) (Table 10-2).

(Table 10-2) Recent improvements of the Government's policies (check all that apply)
Unit : No. of firms and (%

Manufacturing Non-manufacturing
H T
g H
H 5 H -
_ 5 » g £ g
2|3 2 » £ 5 2 = 'a
H g : s £ 2 H 2 5
3 5 H 3 £ 2 S g £: 2 g
8 5 3 s 5 &
3 g 2 g | H ]
H g 5 # 3 i £ 8 H £ E £ 3 £8 s i 5
Promotion of economic measures
1 1 |(public infrastructure 0 o 3 @) 12 G4 14 @) 2 an s (1) 20 ©9[ 1 B4 (8] 28 (3] 3 G 7 (0] 17 (49) 12 (o) 16 (3] & (38) 150 (34
(development etc.)
2 ) m:xﬁe;ynceorsoualsecumy 2 )| 3 @l o )| 9 @) 2 | 1 @ 1 @) 6 (19) 54 8] 16 @| 3 @0 4 (@0 1 29| 5 (| 10 (19) 48 @) 102 (23)
Development of transport
8 3 |infrastructure in the Bangkok 1 @ 6 (59) 4 @l 6 (18 1 @7 (1) 4 @ 5 (16) 34 5] i 1 3 @ 0 o u @y o3 ) 9 ) 31 (18) n (16)]
imetropolitan area
Development of the
T4 | oaton ifestucue @) 2 )| 4 wl & 8 1 ®| 2 @)| 4 @ 3 o ® ()] 10 | 1 (w0) 3 @ 3 o 7 @) 8 (1) 2 s e (1)
(Customs-relted systerms and
S5 et inglrentaion 1 o 1 @ ¢ )| 4 | 2 a| 7 (16)] 11 @) 4 3 » () 9 @ 1 1) o o 2 ©| 8 @) 4 ® 2 wl s ()
0 | 5 |Workpemmitivisa-related issues | 1 o 1 o 7 @) 3 o 2 | 7 (1) 7 ) 6 (9| » () 9 @) 2 @) 2 @)| 1 @ 3 (w0) 7 ) 2 wl s ()
5 | 7 |continuity of govemmentpolicies| 2 (18)] 1 o 2 © ¢ @ 2 @5 mn @ ¢ @ @s @2 @1 @f:2 ®| 2 m 2 oz w s o
5 | 8 |Stabityin foreign exchange rates | 0 o o o ¢ | 4 )| 4 @) 4 o 8 () 2 OES | 10 | 2 @| 2 @) 6 | 2 m s (o) 2 @ =)
Promotion of regional operating
4 9 [headquarters function (e.g. IHQ, | 0 o 2 (18) 3 o 1 (/] ®f 7 8 5 o) 3 O 2 (10)] 14 9 0 o 1t )] 3 @ 2 ml 10 (19| 0 (14) 52 (12)

Im0)

Promotion of economic ties, e.g. 4 @) 2 | ¢ w| 2 ®f 1 ® 4 o 9 (1) 4 ) 13) 8 @l 1 W) o o 1 @ 8 @ 3 ©) 2 (10) 51 (12)

FTA,EPA etc.
implemenation of flood
o prevention measures ! o s @) 1 @ s ) 1 @ 6 (4 s (o 2 ©f 4 (o) 1 o o 1 of 1 @ 2 mt [ @ » v
\mplementation of taxelated
| oot Tty 1 o o o ¢« o of o o s ) 3 ®) 2 ®f 1 ol 2 ® o of o of 1 @3 ms fun o 7
Logistical infrastructure
development nking Thailnd
1B i nighboing counties(CLM w3 o2 6o oo oz @ eu 6+« ©2 @3 @3 Oz 0O s 0O 5 0
[and India etc.)
Improvenent of education/human
o e © o 0 2 ® o of o o 2 © ¢ ® ¢« s ®f o o o of o of 1 @ 1 o ¢ ® s of 1
5| 5 [peerionotordspues | 0 @ 0 o 2 et @1 ®t1 @3 63 eu o oo oo oo o: ot s o u o
Relaxation of the Foreign
5115 g iness Act 0 o o o 1 QL @) o of o of 3 ®f t @ 6 @ 2 ol o o o o 1 @ 1 ol 3 © 7 @ B g
bromotion of employmentof
B35 fregn bour 0 o o opo oo oo o 2 @ 3 o 2 ©) 7 @ 2 @l o o o o 3 o o0 of 1 @ 6 @ B 0
5| 1 :;”;:”""“""‘e””‘“a"”“”E"y @o oo oo oo ot eo oo o2 oo oo oo oc ot o2 @3 o s o
v | o :""e';':u"":;““"”"°""”“g"‘c”""°‘ @o o2 oo oo oo o: eo o+ @o oo oo ot 6o o ot o s o
Others 1 o o o 1 o 1 @l o o 2 © 1 o o of s o 2 ® o ol 1 ) 2 ® 1 o ¢ ®| 1 o 1
Total B 5 69 ] 20 3 14 [ 40 139 2 5 69 5 % 416 886
No. of firms 1 1 3 B 12 4“ 51 R 29 4 10 10 3% 30 52 a “ (100)
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11. EASTERN ECONOMIC CORRIDOR (EEC)

(1) Investments in EEC (Targeted industries)
Regarding existence of business falling within the 10 targeted industries for “EEC”, 26% of the

respondents responded “Yes” and 74% responded “No”. (Table 11-1).

(Table 11-1) BExistence of business falling within the target industries
Unit: No. of firms (%)

Industry Yes No Nﬁc;nc;f

Food 4 (27) 11 (1) 15
Textiles 1 9) 10 (91 11

2 |Chemicals 9 (23) 31 (78) 40
5 Steel/Non-ferrous Metal 10 (26) 28 (74) 38
& |General Machinery 6 (32) 13 (68) 19
§ Electrical/Electronic Machinery 18 (35) 34 (65) 52
= |Transportation Machinery 18 (29) 45 (71) 63
Others 10 (25) 30 (75) 40
Manufacturing Sector Total 76 (27) 202 (73) 278

2 Trading 25 (28) 65 (72) 90
£ |Retail 2 (19 12 (86) 14
S [Finance/Insurance/Securities 0 0) 16 (100) 16
S [Construction/Civil Engineering 4 (10 37 (90) 41
§ Transportation/Communications 21 (54) 18 (46) 39
< [Others 11 (17 54 (83 65
Z |Non-M anufacturing Sector Total 63 (24) 202 (76) 265
Total 139 (26) 404 (74) 543

Among the companies that their businesses fall under the targeted industries in the EEC policy, the
percentage of companies with specific plan or interest in investment to the EEC region was 62%. On the
other hand, 14% has "No Interest" (Table 11-2).

(Table 11-2) Investment in the EEC (Target industries)
Unit: No. of firms (%)

Havi ific ol Hav'lng a gdrzz'itt' mtelrest Having a certain degree H interest
aving a specific plan in an additional of interest in an Haveno interest [\ ¢
Industry (to make an additional investment etc. additional investment Not sure in an additional firms
investment etc.) (although there is no etc investment etc.
specific plan to do so) '

Food 0 0) 0 0) 3 (75) 0 ©0) 1 (25) 4
Textiles 0 0) 0 0) 0 0) 1 (100 0 (0) 1]

2| Chemicals 1 (11) 0 0) 4 (44) 2 22 2 (22) 9
3 | Steel/Non-ferrous Metal 0 ©0) 3 (30) 4 (40) 1 (10) 2 (20) 10|
é Ceneral Machinery 0 ©0) 0 ©0) 4 67) 2 (33) 0 ©0) 6]
£ | Electrical/Electronic Machinery 2 (11) 4 (22) 1 (6) 10 (56) 1 (6) 18
= |Transportation Machinery 2 (11) 5 (28) 4 (22) 5 (28) 2 (11) 18]
Others 0 (0) 4 (40) 2 (20) 2 (20) 2 (20) 10
Manufacturing Sector Total 5 (7) 16 (21) 22 (29) 23 (30) 10 (13) 76
2|Trading 3 (12) 8 (32 6 (24) 4 (16) 4 (16) 25|
g Retail 0 0) 0 0) 2 (100) 0 0) 0 (0) 2
£ [Construction/Civil Engineering 0 ©0) 2 (50) 1 (25) 0 ) 1 (25) 4
§ Transportation/Communications 1 ®) 8 (38) 8 (38) 3 (14) 1 (5) 21]
< |Others 0 (0) 3 (27) 2 (18) 2 (18) 4 (36) 11
Z |Non-Manufacturing Sector Total 4 (6) 21 (33) 19 (30) 9 (14) 10 (16) 63
Total 9 (6) 37 (27) 41 (29) 32 (23) 20 (14) 139
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Regarding existence of a business base within the EEC, 28% of the firms responded “Yes” and 72%
responded “No” (Table 11-3).

(Table 11-3) Business Base in the EEC

Unit: No. of firms (%)

No. of

Industry Yes No firms
Food 2 (13) 13 (87) 15
Textiles 3 (2 9 (75 12
2 |Chemicals 17 (43) 23 (59 40
S |steel/Non-ferrous Metal 14 (39) 2 (6D 36
& |General Machinery 6 (M 2 6 18
% Electrical/Electronic Machinery 12 (23) 40 77) 52
= Transportation Machinery 34 (54) 29 (46) 63
Others 10 (25) 30 (75) 40
Manufacturing Sector Total 98 (36) 178 (64) 276
2| Trading 19 (21) 71 (79) 90,
g Retail () 13 (93) 14]
& |Finance/Insurance/Securities (19) 13 (8)) 16
% Construction/Civil Engineering 1 27) 30 (73) 41
E. Transportation/Communications 16 (42) 22 (58) 38
S |Others 5 ®) 59  (92) 64
= Non-Manufacturing Sector Total 55 (21) 208 (79) 263
Total 153 (28) 386 (72) 539

Among the companies with their offices located in the EEC region, the percentage of companies with

specific plan or interest in investment to the EEC region was 58%. Meanwhile, it was 13% for "No
Interest”. (Table 11-4).

(Table 11-4) Investment in the EEC (Have a business base in the EEC)

Unit: No. of firms (%)

Havi ific ol Hav_ing a gdr(ejz_att_ intelrest Having a certain degree H interest
aving a specific plan in an additiona of interest in an favenointerest| -
Industry (to make an additional investment etc. additional investment Not sure in an additional firms
investment etc.) (although there is no etc investment etc.
specific plan to do so) '
Food 1 (50) 0 [0} 0 © 1 (50 0 (0) 2
Textiles 2 (67) 0 (0) 0 ) 1 (33) 0 0) 3
2 [Chemicals 2 12) 3 (18) 4 (24) 7@ 1 ® 17
5 [Steel/Non-ferrous Metal 0 © 2 (14) 3 1) 4 (9 5 (36) 14
o N
qg General Machinery 0 0) 3 (50) 1 (i) 2 (33) 0 (0) 6,
S |Electrical/Electronic Machinery 2 17) 1 8) 0 0) 7 (58) 2 17) 12|
= Transportation Machinery 5 (15) 6 (18) 10 (29) 8 (24) 5 (15) 34
Others 0 ) 4 (40) 2 (20) 3 (30) 1 (0 10
Manufacturing Sector Total 12 (12) 19 (19) 20 (20) 33 (34) 14 (14) 93
2 [Trading 1 (6) 3 an 8 (44) 4 (22 2 (1) 18
5 [Retail 0 ) 0 © 1 (100) 0 ©) 0 (0) 1
& |Finance/Insurance/Securities 0 0 1 (33) 0 0) 1 (33) 1 (33) 3
8
§ Construction/Civil Engineering 0 ) 1 ©] 5 (45) 3 27 2 (18) 11
E. Transportation/Communications 0 0) 6 (38) 9 (56) 1 (6) 0 0) 16|
é Others 0 ) 2 (40) 0 ©) 2 (40) 1 (0 5
Non-Manufacturing Sector Total 1 ) 13 (24) 23 (43) 11 (20) 6 (11) 54
Total 13 (9) 32 (21) 43 (28) 4 (29 20 (13 152
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(2) Requests to the Thai Government concerning the EEC's policy

Regarding the issues concerning the EEC policy, the most major response is “Optimistic forecasts by the
Thai government about the future demand” (36%), followed by “Unclear timeline concerning the EEC
development project” (35%), “Insufficient information provided by the Thai government on the policy (e.g.
uncertainties about how the announced policies will be implemented)” (28%) and “More financial burden
and risks to be taken by the Thai government concerning infrastructure projects” (28%) (Table 11-5).

(Table 11-5) Requests to the Thai government concerning the EEC policy (Check all that apply)
Unit: No. of firms (%)

Non-Manufacturing

_ z s
=
é © £ 5 3
=) = S g = =
z Requests to the Thai 3 GE; g s 3 3 .2 E
5 Government concerning the s g 2 8 g To | 8 g g _
EEC's policy o < s =2 & 2 % = g 2 g
8 g 2 z |82 g . | € 2 28| 22 m g [
- = £ = S =] 2 4 = £ = g £ 2 2 2
Overly optimistic forecasts by
1 |the Thai Government about 3@)| o © 1@yl 8 @) 1067 13 @) 16 @) 6 @) 67 )| 31 @) 3 @) 17 @) 16 @) 28 @3 95 @3] 162 (30)
the future demand
Unclear timeline concerning
2 |the EEC's development 1 @ 1 @ 10 @) 14 @] 8 (3| 17 @) 14 9 11 @) 76 @) 22 9 2 (25| 19 3)| 16 @) 21 (32| 80 @36) 156 (35)|
project
[ [Mmsufficient information
provided by the Thai

Government on the policy
(e.g. uncertainties about
implementing the published
naolicies)

More financial responsibility
to be taken by the Thai
Government concerning
infrastructure projects

w

6 50| 5 @) 6@n| 1@ 7 @0 14 9 15 @y 11 @) 75 @ 11 @) 2 @) 10 @) 10 (9] 19 @) 52 (4 127 (8)

5 @[ 3 @) 5@ 8@ 8 @3 10 @) 7@ 8 @ 71 @) 125 (28)

54 3)| 26 34 2 (29 6 7| 1 G| 26 (@O

Limited scope of eligible
activities

©

3 @) 768 16 @) 9 @) 8 (3| 13 @) 15 @Y 8 @ )| 34 @5 113 (25

79 @) 150) o @ 7@ 3 ©

Taxprivileges availably but

6 |no public subsidy for 1@ 1@ 4ay sas 5@) 9@yl 8 an| 59l B @ 9 @@ 3@ 4@ 4@ 1B f B 71 @)
investment projects

- |others o o© 1@ 1@ oo 3@ 4@ oo 9@ 6@ 1@ 1@ 16 5 @ v e 2 0o

Total 19 7 53 56 46 7 79 49 398 120 13 64 61 121 379 777

No. of firms 12 12 S 3 15 48 48 27 230 7 8 36 35 65 221 451 (100)

(3) Infrastructure Projects in the EEC

Regarding infrastructure projects in the EEC in which the firms are most interest in participating (Check
all that apply), the predominant response is “Not interested” (47%), followed by “Phase 3 of the Laem
Chabang Port expansion” (25%) and “High-speed railway linking Don Muang Airport with U-Tapao
Airport” (24%) (Table 11-6).

(Table 11-6) Infrastructure projects in the EEC in which you are most interested in participating (Check all that apply)
Unit: No. of firms (%)

Manufacturing | Non-Manufacturing
g
2 -
= f > | £ g = 2
£ 3 5 g 3 = 2 £
= £ £ g < = o z5 2
< 5 g g s g = 52 8-
o T 8 k=1 = S22 | =8 £3 =
a 5 = s> | €2 F] 5= £z 25 s
8 g z = |82 |82 . £ 4 S8 82| st g
3 El g 3 e | g5 |88 = 23 g T |25 |2 2 <8 g
£ £ & & 8 |[wS |FS | 8 e £ ¢ |88 [£8 3 23 o]
1 |Not interested 6 (60)| 5(50)| 17 (47)| 14 (47)| 10 (63)| 27 (61)| 26 (52)| 14 (52)[ 119 (53)| 31 (41| 4(50) 11(3L)| 7(23)| 33 50)| 86 (4O)| 205  (47)
2 ;::fz:p:;:gi"“m chabang |5 o) 4 a0)| 1233 9G] o © sas)| 13ee| say| sz el 15y 36| 0 ey 1 ey s e w8 @
High-speed railway linking
3 |Don Muang Airport with U- 3(30) 30| 61| 60 319 90) 1122 59 46 (| 1925 13| 925 11(35)| 18 21| 58 @1 104 (29
Tapao Airport
Development and expansion of
4 [U-Tapao Airport (including 10 10 2 ©)] 4@ o O 6@ 5@l 3@y 22 @ 1wy 1@ 1wEY TEY| 14 E)| 4 | e (@5)

MRO facilities)

Double track railway from
5 |Laem Chabang to Ladkrabang | 0 (0)| 0 () 2 )] 4@3)| 0 @ 1 @] 50| 5019 17 @ 1105| 10@3)| 514 11@35)| 4 )| 32 @5 49 (@)
IDC

6 Motorway to the Map Ta Phut

Port sayl 17 @ 6 @ 1(13)] 10@8)| 69 5 @ 28 @Y 45 (o)

1(10] 10| 2 (8

3(10| 2(3) 3

3
~
S

Development of the aviation

b (around U Tapzo Airport) 1 @) 9 @ 4 | 1@ 8@ 4w 7@y 24 @y B ®)

0 (0)f 0 (0 0 (@ 3(0) 1 (6) 2 (5 2 (4

Phase 3 of the Map Ta Phut

Ports expansion @ o@ 1@ oo 1@ & @ @ a3 s syl s @ 1 @ =5 @

0 (@ 0 (O 2 (6

- |others o o©@ 1@ 3129 1 26 3@ 1@ 1 G 46| 1@ 36 1@ s@)| 17 @ 228 (6
Total 13 14 44 48 17 59 67 38 300 104 14 71 66 109 364 664
No. of firms 10 10 36 30 16 44 50 27 223 75 8 36 31 66 216 439 (100)
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(4) Problems using Laem Chabang Port

Regarding problems using Laem Chabang Port (Check all that apply), the predominant response is

“Nothing in particular” (51%), followed by “Heavy traffic on the access roads to Laem Chabang Port”
(19%), and “Lengthy Customs clearance procedures at Laem Chabang Port” (17%) (Table 11-7).

(Table 11-7) Problems using the Laem Chabang Port (Check all that apply)

Unit: No. of firms (%)

Manufacturing Non-Manufacturing
> £ g = =
2 2 g S 3 2 " £
3 S £ | B 5 g >_ |58 g
€ . |2 | f: %2 5 52 | £8 £z | =
3 5 2 TE | €6 3 85 | £ 52 °
8 g z ] S £ 2 & 2 28 S 2 S =
s |2 | 8§ |5 | £ |55 |85 | 8 |2=| 5 |35 |25 |2E| &8 |23 2
8 8 £ = £ s 2 3 &
g & 6 |85 | 8 |ws |[Es | 8 [se| £ ¢ |Sa|E8| 8 | 28§ 5
1 [Nothing in particular 4 (36)| 5 @)| 17 @5)| 15 @4)| 10 59| 23 (@7)| 22 (40)| 15 (48)| 111 (45)| 44 (54)| 4 (44)| 26 (72| 7 (19)| 5L (7)| 132 (88)| 243  (51)
Heavy traffic on the access
2 {10ads to Laem Chabang Port 466 3@)| 126 9@) 3as 1B3E) 8@ 5@ 57 @) 6 @ 0 © 5 @4 18 @) 6 @ I/ @s| w2 @9
Lengthy Customs clearance
3 procedures at Laem Chabang Port 0 O 3@) 7 @8 6 @8 2 @12 7 (14| 14 (25| 10 (32)] 49 (20 14 (A 3 (W) 3 B 7 (19 3 (5] 30 (13) 79 (17)
4 |Waiting time to enter the port 1 9 1 ©® 6@)| 8@ 2@ 9@l s@)l 5@ 0@y 7 @ 2@ 1 @ 123 4 6 26 (1) 6 (14)
Unreasonable decision/requests
5 |by Laem Chabang Custors 0o O 4@ 3 © s5a) 3asl 3 @ 9@ 4@y 3@y 1@y 1@y 3 @ 5@ 2 E| 2 w| 53 @AY
Inconvenience and high
transport cost to use the railway
6 |etmeen Lo krzbang IDC and 3y 2@yl o ©f 1 @ 1 6 6@ 4 @ 4@)| 212 @ sl o © 1 @ 1643 o © 25 @y 4 (@0
Laem Chabang Port
7 L'::rg'c'em terminals and/or 209 1 @ 5@ 2 © o © sl 2 @ 2 @ 19 © 3 @ 1ay o o 7wy 3 © @ 6 B O
8 [High cargo handling charges 0O 1 ® 3 ® 5 0 O 4 G 5 @ 3@ 21 9 3 @ o © 2 | 3 @O 4 () 12 (5) 33 @)
- |others o o o o o © o © 1@ 1E 2@ 46 1ay o ©E 1 @ 2 @ 8 E 1w @
Total 14 20 53 51 21 70 73 49 351 100 12 41 76 5 304 655
No. of firms 11 12 38 34 17 49 55 31 247 81 9 36 37 66 229 476 (100))

12. BAHT APPRECIATION
(1) Effects of the Thai Baht’s appreciation

Regarding the effect of the Thai Baht’s appreciation (against the US dollar), 19% of the firms responded

“Yes, we have a positive impact”, “Yes, we have a negative impact” (42%) and ‘“No, we have no particular

impact” (38%) (Table 12-1).

(Table 12-1) Effect of the Thai Baht’s appreciation

Unit: No. of firms (%)

. . No Particular No. of

Industry Positive Impact | Negative Impact Impact firms
Food 3 @ 10 (71 1 @ 14
Textiles 0 (0) 10 (®) 2 @) 12
2 |Chemicals 9 (@ 18 (44) 14 (34) 4]
5 |Steel/Non-ferrous Metal 14 (38) 12 (32 11 (30) 37
:_fé General Machinery 2 (11) 9 (47) 8 (42) 19
% Electrical/Electronic Machinery 2 4) 38 (75) 1 (22), 51
= [Transportation Machinery 16 (25) 0 (49 17 @) 63
Others 4 (10 23 (58) 13 (33) 40
Manufacturing Sector Total 50 (18) 150 (54) 77 (28) 277
2 |Trading 35 (39) 28 (31 26 (29) 89
:é Retail 5 (36) 3 (21) 6 (43), 14§
§ Finance/Insurance/Securities 0 0) 5 (31) 1 (69) 16
g Construction/Civil Engineering 3 ®) 13 (33) 23 (59), 39
E' Transportation/Communications 0 ©) 10 (25) 30 (75) 40
S |Others 1 (1) 20 (3 3 (52 64]
z Non-Manufacturing Sector Total 54 (21) 79 (30) 129 (49), 262]
Total 104 (19) 29 (42 206 (38) 539
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(2) Impact of the Thai Baht's appreciation (against the US dollar) on you

Regarding the positive impact of the Thai Baht’s appreciation (Check all that apply), the predominant
response is “Decrease in procurement costs” (35%), followed by “Exchange gain” (18%), and regarding
the negative impact, the predominant response is “Exchange loss” (37%), followed by “Decrease in
order/export volume due to lower price competitiveness of your products/services” (23%) (Table 12-2).

(Table 12-2) Impact of the Thai Baht’s appreciation (Check all that apply)
Unit: No. of firms (%)

Manufacturing Non-Manufacturing
z s
T 2 3
B 2 £ s &
2 P > S g ] H 2
£ 2 = = = <« o - g E
g 5 |3 5 g 2 5 s N
s 2 =1
@ " 'z g [ E s2 | £8 £ E
K S = 35 £ 3 g £ 2 S
8 e z = g = 2 - 8 = 28 32 - s [
- = £ = @ 85 2 5 2 5 E B . 2 3 ol 2
g 3 2 2 5 | 23 s & ss| B g 52 | 55 £ 5 g g
2 [ o 5 (o] o> = [s] SE = @ O 1 = e] 3 z 2 [O)

Positive Impact

Decrease in procurement

costs 5 @) 16 ws| 16 43)| 13 35| 5 (33)| 16 35)| 26 @) 6 @] 92 @) 4 6y 4G 6@ 1 © 10 9 6 @ 113 @)

~
=3

Exchange gain 0 () G5 6 ()| 10 @) 2@)| 2 @ 1220 6@n| 8@ 20 @) 1@ 5@ 3@ 1 @) 4 @ 7B (@9

Increase in order/export
volume due to higher price
competitiveness of your
nroducts/service

0@ 2@ 2@ 1@ o © o o 1@ 5@ 6@ 1@ 1@ ow© o O s @ 1B @

Less pressure from customers

o eut prices o o @ o @ o © o © o ©

o

O o @ o @ o ©@ o @O 1 @ 2dy o O 3 @ 3O

Total

3

(33)| 24 1| 24 (65)| 24 65) 7 (a7)| 18 (39)| 38 (63)| 13 (30)| 135 (53| 66 B4)| 6 (75)| 13 @6)| 6 (33)| 21 (o| 112 (60)| 247  (56)

Negative Impact

5 |Exchange loss 6 (40 6 (5| 13 @5)| 9 (4) 6 (40)| 6 (13)| 18 (30)| 16 @4 99 @9 22 @8)| 1 (13)| 13 @6)| 8 (44| 22 @) 66 (35| 165 (37)
Decrease in order/export
volume due to lower price
compeitiveness of your 7@n 665 123 9@ 4@ 4 @ 7@ 11EY B5EY 2@ 0 © 2 @O 4@ 1 @ 19 @) 104 (23
products/services
7 |Increase in procurement costs 2 (13 2 (18| 5 @14 3 (8 2 13 2 @ 11 (18| 7 (19| 41 (16| 15 (19) 1 (13)] 5 (18)| 5 (29 4 (8] 30 (16) 71 (16)
More pressure from
8 | Customers to reduce prices 300 4@) 4@ 6@ 2@ 2 @ wan 4@ P s@wl o © 2 @ 3@ 4 @ 7 O 5 (@)
- |others 10 2@ 2 @ 2 6 0o @ 1@ 2@ 10 9 @ 4 6 13 1 @ 1 6 1 @ 18| 27 ©
Total 18 (20| 18 ()| 34 (92)| 27 (73)| 14 (©3)| 14 (30) 56 (93)| 38 e 264 o3| 57 (72)| 2 (25| 22 (79| 20 aw| 31 (58)| 132 (7] 3%  (89)
No. of firms 15 1 37 37 15 46 60 36 257 79 8 28 18 53 186 443 (100)

13. US PROTECTIONISM

(1) Impact of the US Protectionism

Regarding the impact of the US protectionist trade policy, the predominant response is “No impact” (35%),
followed by “Don’t know” (30%), and “Indirect negative impact” (28%) (Table 13-1).

(Table 13-1) Impact of the US protectionist trade policy
Unit: No. of firms (%)

Industry Dire_ct positive Dire;t negative Indirgct positive Indire_ct negative No impact Don’t know N_o. of

impact impact impact impact firms
Food 0 ) 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (B 7 @) 6 (40) 15
Textiles 0 0) 0 0) 1 ) 5 (42) 4 (33) 2 17) 12)
2 |Chemicals 0 ) 3 @ 0 (0) 13 (3 14 (34 1 (27 4]
§ Steel/Non-ferrous Metal 0 0) 2 ) 2 (5) 17 (46) 7 (19) 9 (24) 37|
& |General Machinery 0 ©) 1 (®) 0 ) 2 1) 5  (26) 1 (58) 19
% Electrical/Electronic Machinery 0 0) 2 4) 0 ()] 20 (40) 13 (26) 15 (30) 50
= [Transportation Machinery 0 ©) 4 (6) 6 (10 16 (25 19 (30 18 (29 63
Others 0 ) 2 (5) 1 ©) 13 () 13 (33) 1 (29 40
Manufacturing Sector Total o, (0 14 (5) 10 (4) 88 (32) 82 (30) 83 (30) 277
© [Trading 0 ) 2 © 1 ) 26 (29 R (3) 30 () 91
5 |Retail 0 ) 0 () 0 () 3 () 5  (36) 6 (4d) 14
§ Finance/Insurance/Securities 0 (O] 0 (©) 1 ©) 5 (31) 6 (38) 4 (25) 16)
g Construction/Civil Engineering 0 ©0) 0 ©0) 2 (5) 9 (24) 12 32) 15 (39) 38
E. Transportation/Communications 0 0) 1 ©)] 0 ©0) 11 (31) 14 (39) 10 (28) 36
S |Others 0 ) 4 (6) 1 @ 10 (15 37 (57) 13 (20) 65
z Non-Manufacturing Sector Total 0 0) 7 3) 5 ) 64 (25) 106 (41) 78 (30) 260
Total 0 (0) 21 (4) 15 (3) 152 (28) 188 (35) 161 (30) 537
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(2) Expected impact of the US protectionist trade policy

Regarding the expected impact of the US protectionist trade policy, the predominant response is
“Decrease in sales” (54%), followed by “Downturn in industry due to the sluggish global economy” (53%)
(Table 13-2).

(Table 13-2) Impact of the US protectionist trade policy

Unit: No. of firms (%)

Manufacturing Non-Manufacturing
_ z s
= & 5
: e | % 5 - 4
g 7 § | s z & 2 £ e
< 2 £ 2 = = Q =5 2
g ] 5 = S c = S = S
. £ & w = = 5 o =R 8 =
2 5 = =2 £ 2 2 £ g ] =
” < S = T @ g S5 = < 5]
8 e z s g £ 2 " & 2 — 28 | 82 A s 2
3 E 5 3 @ 55 2 H 23 5 E 25 | 28 H Is 2
& & 5 & 8§ |a&s | & 8 |=se | £ g |88 [E8 | &8 |28 &
1 | Decrease in sales 160 4 (67)] 14 78)| 13 (59| 2 (67)| 13 59| 14 @8)| 14 ()| 5 ©3)| 17 (53| 1 ()| 2 @8 7 @] 8 B B @) 10 (59)
Downturn in industry due to
2 the sluggish global economy 1 (50) 3 (50)( 10 (56)| 12 (85)( 2 (67)| 12 (55)| 16 (55)| 11 (BL)| 67 (56)| 14 (44)| 1 (25| 5 (45) 11 (73) 10 (48)| 41 (49) 108  (S3),
3 gf;f:;'/‘y toreviewglobalbusiness| 4 el 1 | 2@yl 1 @) 1 @) sl 7| 3an was| 4@ o @ 2a9 203 3 a9l 1wy n a
4 |Increase in procurement costs 0O 0 O 3@an] 1 G 1@ 3@ 2 M 2@y 12 W] 6 @) 15 3 @) 2 (13) 3 (14) 15 (18)| 27 (13)|
Necessity to change the
5 [production plan (e.g.product | 0 © 0 © 1 6 3@ o ©f 2 © 4@l 1 6| 1 @ 1 @ o © o @ 2@ 1 E 4 6 1 @
lineup, production volume)
6 |Increase in sales o @ 1an] o @ 2 @ o © o @ o © o ©@ 3 E o0 © 1@ o © 1@ o © 2 E 5 ()
7 cDoifsrzezase in procurement 0o © o ©@ o © o© o @ o © 1@ o 1@ o©@ o © ow© o © o @ o © 1 (0)
- |others o @ o © o @ o © o ©@ o @ 1@ o 1w 1 oo 1@ 1 ® o © 3 @ 4@
Total 3 9 30 32 6 33 45 31 189 43 4 13 26 25 m 300
No. of firms 2 6 18 22 3 22 29 18 120 32 4 11 15 21 83 203

(1) Thailand’s participation in the CPTTP
Regarding Thailand’s participation in the CPTTP, the predominant response is “Yes” (65%) against

minimal “No” (1%), and 34% responded “Don’t know” (Table 14-1).

(Table 14-1) Thailand’s Participation in The TPP

Unit: No. of firms (%)

Industry Yes No Don't know N.O' of

firms
Food 1 (73) 0 () 4 Q1) 15
Textiles 9 (75) 0 0) 3 (25) 12
2| Chemicals 29 (71 1 © 1 @7 4
5 |steel/Non-ferrous Metal 23 (62 0 ©) 14 (38) 37
E General Machinery 9 (47) 0 0) 10 (53) 19
% Electrical/Electronic Machinery 32 (65) 1 ) 16 (33) 49
= |Transportation Machinery 47 (76) 0 ()] 15 (24) 62
Others 25 (64) 0 ©) 14 (36) 39
Manufacturing Sector Total 185 (68) 2 (@) 87 (32) 274
2 |Trading 63 (71) 0 ©) 26 (29) 89
5 Retail 6 (46) 0 ©) (54) 13
& |Finance/Insurance/Securities 13 (76) 0 ©) (24) 17
g Construction/Civil Engineering 21 (54) 0 ©0) 18 (46) 39
E. Transportation/Communications 29 (74) 0 0) 10 (26) 39
S |Others 2 (49 1 o) 32 (49) 65
= Non-Manufacturing Sector Total 164 (63) 1 ©) 97 (37) 262
Total 349 (65) 3 ()] 184 (34) 536
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(2) The Benefits from Thailand’s Participation in CPTPP

Regarding the Benefits from Thailand’s Participation in CPTPP, the predominant response is “Cost

reduction after tariff reductions by Thailand” (44%), “Better access to the member markets after the tariff

reductions” (32%) and “Simplified and transparent procedures for trade/investment” (32%) (Table 14-2).

(Table 14-2) Expected advantage of Thailand’s participation in the CPTPP (check all that apply)

Unit: No. of firms (%)

Manufacturin:

Non-Manufacturing

- z ]
N ) 3
: e | £ 5 - s

2 2 2 s s ] = £

= 3 2 = = @ S = & ]

5 5 Z 2 s 2 = s < g

o« £ & w = = S o 28 8 =

2 s | £ |33 | E 2 5% | £ H 2

8 2 z B 2 2 £ 2 28 22 < L

5 £ £ 3 § |55 | 2 § |z | £ s | EE | Z2E s | 23 2
> & < < s 5 < b s < = S

£ & 5 3 3 o= = 5 e = & 8o | £8 3 2 [

1 |Costreductions aftertariff ) o) g eyl 1 m)| 11 (32) 10 69| 24 @o)| 3 @9 18 @n| 134 2| 48 @) 4 @) 1 EA| 7| 1B | & = w
reductions by Thailand (83) (75) (45) (32 (59) (49) (59) (7) (52) (56) () (38) (20) (18) (36) (44)
Better access to the member

2 markets after tariff reductions 9 (75) 5 (42)| 10 (25)| 11 (32) 8 (47)] 24 (49) 26 (45)| 13 (34)| 106 (41)| 35 (41) 2 (17) 5 (13) 9 (26) 7 (10)| 58 (24)] 164 (32)
Simplified and transparent

3 |procedures for 6 50)| 5 42 12 30) 11 32)| 3 (8)| 18 (37)| 21 36)| 11 (29) 87 (33) 28 (33) 4 ()| 9 (23)| 14 (@o)| 18 (25| 73 BO)| 160 (32)
trade/investment

4 |Nothing in particular 0 O 2an| 9 @) 5 @5 4 @) 9 @ 10 a7)| 10 26| 49 19| 11 (13)] 4 33)| 10 @26) 5 (149 35 @) 65 @) 114 (23)
More business opportunities
in Thailand owing to the

5 regulatory relasation in 3(25)| 5@| 2 6| 8 @) 3@ 9@ 1 @) 8 @y 49 @l 22 @) 0 O 14 36)| 1L @Y 15 @y 62 @) UL (22
services/investments
Better access to the member

6 |oerkete atter auiffreductions | L ©] 1 ®] 3 @ 7@ 1 © 2 @ swl 2 ©f 3 @ v 2af 1 @ 4@ 9 @[ sa)| s @)
Regulatory relaxation (e.g.

7 |labor laws, fair competition 1 @® 1 @ 1 @ 3 O 2@ 8@) 5 @ 1 @ 22 @ 6 M 1 @ 7 @18 3 (9 12 (16| 29 (12) 51 (10
laws) by Thailand
Fairer protection of

8 |inellectual property 2an| o © 4@y o © o © 4 ©® 1 @ 2 @G 13 6 3 @ 1 G 2 G o0 © 9 12 15 () 28 (6)

- |others o @ o © o @ o © o ©@ o © o w© o @ o © o ©@ o © o © 3 © o © 3 O 3 Q)

Total 32 28 59 56 31 98 114 65 483 165 18 63 56 118 420 903

No. of firms 12 12 40 34 17 49 58 38 260 86 12 39 35 73 245 505  (100)|
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