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9.  KEY PERFORMANCE RESULTS 
9a shows results of EUSKALIT strategic indicators related to our 
Mission, Vision and strategic factors, as described in 2c. For 
obvious reasons, the Strategic Factor of People is dealt with in 
crit. 7. 9b presents data on performance indicators of key 
processes, and other indicators related to the enabler criteria and 
not previously covered in crit. 6, 7 & 8. As a not-for-profit 
organisation, we manage financial indicators of a different nature 
to the typical indicators of financial profitability managed by 
organisations in the business market. EUSKALIT indicators are 
more related to the directives issued by our GB, and to 
compliance with legislation applicable to Foundations. 
 
9a. KEY PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES 
MISSION &  VISION INDICATORS 
In 1997, EUSKALIT and the Basque Government jointly 
developed the scheme for the Basque Quality Award to recognise 
leading-edge organisations in the Basque Country, and for these 
organisations to act as role-models for others. The scheme itself 
was aligned to the EQA of the EFQM so that the Basque Country 
Awards could act as a step towards recognition through a 
European Award. In this respect, three strategic indicators have 
been used in successive strategic reflection and business plans to 
measure the delivery of our Mission and Vision:  
·  The number of organisations which have obtained the Silver 

Q for Quality Award (401-500 points through external 
assessment against the EFQM Excellence model), 

·  The number of organisations which have obtained the Gold 
Q for Quality Award (500+ points through external 
assessment against the EFQM Excellence model), and 

·  The number of organisations which have obtained 
recognition through the EQA (Finalists, Prize Winners or 
Award Winners). 

 
Figure 9a.1: Pyramid of Recognition Awards for Excellence 
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Figure 9a.2: Silver Q Awards (year-on-year) 
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The results trend in the number of organisations receiving Basque 
Country Silver Q recognition is clearly superior to that of the 
national “Silver Level Excellence Stamp”  run by the CGC (for 
the whole of Spain), and close to that of the “Recognised for 
Excellence”  initiative of the EFQM (for the whole of Europe). 
Comparison (in red) is made here with the finalists in the British 
Quality Foundation recognition scheme. 

 
Figure 9a.3: Gold Q Awards (year-on-year) 
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The results trend in the number of organisations receiving Basque 
Country Gold Q recognition has seen sustained growth, with 
values exceeding those of the number of Award Winners in the 
British Quality Foundation recognition scheme and, on an 
accumulative basis, of the “Gold Level Excellence Stamp”  run by 
the CGC for the whole of Spain. To encourage these 
organisations scoring 401-500 points against the Model to 
continue along the path towards Excellence, the 400 Club 
process, a meeting point for shared learning and networking of 
these leading-edge organisations, was developed in 1998. 
 
We also organise every year sessions in which those 
organisations which have participated in the EQA that year 
explain and discuss their experience with fellow 400 Club 
members to encourage them to do the same.  
 
Figure 9a.4: Progression in Recognition 
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Figure 9a.5: Basque Country organisations which have been 
EQA Finalists or Prize Winners. 
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Target figures for this indicator began in 2002, when we 
considered that a sufficiently high degree of maturity had been 
reached by Basque Country organisations to warrant this. 
Specific support actions were developed for 400 Club members. 
Fig. 9a.5 shows comparative data of Basque Country results with 
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the 3 countries with most EQA distinctions; Germany (yellow), 
United Kingdom (red) and Turkey (blue). Year-on-year sustained 
performance of this kind is not easily achieved in an international 
award such as the EQA. Fig. 9a.6 shows accumulative EQA 
recognition figures for the period 2000-2004. 
Figure 9a.6: EQA Finalists & Prize Winners 2000-2004. 
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Results in the Basque Country take on a different dimension 
when comparison is made of the number of inhabitants in each of 
these countries (Fig. 9a.7). 
Figure 9a.7: EQA recognition (by country) per million 
inhabitants. 

  

EQA  2000-
2004 

FINALIST, 
PRIZE, 

AWARD 

MILLIONS OF 
INHABITANTS 

RATIO 
RECOGNITION 
/ MILLIONS OF 
INHABITANTS 

GERMANY 12 82.5 0.15 

BASQUE  COUNTRY 9 2.1 4.29 

UK 9 59.3 0.15 

TURKEY 9 70 0.13 

HUNGARY 6 10.1 0.59 

SWITZERLAND 5 7.3 0.68 

FRANCE 4 59.6 0.07 
SPAIN (Basque 
Country excluded) 

3 39.4 0.08 

Furthermore, we believe these results provide conclusive proof of 
the validity and sound nature of our own external assessment 
process, and of the calibre of our assessors. 
 
INDICATORS OF STRATEGIC FACTORS  
The number of agreements signed with Basque Country public 
administration authorities, and the financial value of these 
agreements, are considered strategic indicators since the 
promotion work EUSKALIT does requires stable financial 
support, and also because the presence and support of these high 
level authorities endorses our activity.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 9a.8: No of agreements signed with the Basque Public 
Administration 
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Since 1993, we have received financial aid for our collaboration 
in the PPQIS through collaboration agreements with the Dept. 
of Industry of the Basque Government. As our activities have 
increased and the business sectors in which our customers 
conduct their activity have diversified (tourism, public 
administration, not-for-profit organisations, etc.), we have signed 
more agreements and obtained more subsidies with other public 
administration bodies that provide financial support for the 
activities we develop in these sectors.  
 
Figure 9a.9: Subsidies received from the Basque Public 
Administration (millions of � ). 

CONFIDENTIAL 
 

Fig. 9a.9 shows comparison with results of the GEC and Novia 
Salcedo Fundación, as these organisations are similar to 
EUSKALIT in terms of size, as legal entities and in their relations 
with their respective Public Administration Authorities. 
 
OPINIONS EXPRESSED ABOUT EUSKALIT 
In the sense that our Vision is “To be recognised in Europe as a 
reference organisation in the field of Excellence promotion…”,  we 
consider the following opinions expressed by EFQM dignitaries 
about EUSKALIT to be of significance: 
·   “ I am very much impressed by the achievements of 

EUSKALIT in the promotion of business Excellence across 
the Basque Country” . Letter received from Alain de 
Dommartin, CEO of the EFQM (February, 2004). 

·  “The results achieved by EUSKALIT are truly impressive” . 
Extract from speech by José Ignacio Wert, CEO of the 
EFQM (July, 2004). 

·  “Paul Gemoets commented on the impressive number of 
organisations on the path towards business Excellence in the 
Basque Country (...) praised the initiative and efforts made 
by the Basque Government in support of Quality, and 
highlighted the work of the Basque Foundation for Quality, 
EUSKALIT, as a driver of a Quality Culture in the Basque 
Country, describing their position in terms of Excellence 
promotion in Europe as “ the lighthouse that shines the 
brightest.”   EFQM News (February, 2005). 
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9b. KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS  
ECONOMIC &  FINANCIAL 
Figure 9b.1: No. of sources of funding 
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Sources of funding include subsidies, agreements with financial 
entities, revenue from the provision of services, sales and 
enrolments, member fees, etc. In line with the objective related to 
the GB directive to diversify sources of funding to minimise risk, 
considerable effort is made every year to retain these existing 
sources and to find new ones. 
 
Figure 9b.2: Breakdown of sources of funding (targets in 
brackets) 
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Figure 9b.3: % deficit/ operating costs 

 
Our target is for our annual operating deficit to be close to 0, 
applying 100% of subsidies granted and with no negative results 
which may lead to a reduction in our Endowment Funds (4b). 
The indicator managed in this respect measures deficit in terms 
of operating results in relation to operating costs, to thus measure 
the extent to which we deliver the target figure of 0 deficit. This 
indicator shows a highly positive and sustained trend over time.  
These results are attributable to the continuous monitoring of the 
budget of each process throughout the year, and to the planning 
of potential expenses such as the publication of documents at the 
end of one financial year or at the beginning of the next. 
Depending on the degree to which process budgets have been 
delivered, the decision is taken to undertake these expenses in 
December or January. 
Equity. Our equity is our “Endowment Fund” , consisting of the 
481,000 Euros contributed by GB member organisations when 
EUSKALIT was constituted, and the reserves which have been 
generated over the years through interest and extraordinary 

results. As has been explained in 4b, the preservation of this fund 
is a GB directive, and this in itself is the indicator target. In this 
way, a solid pool of financial resources is available to us in 
relation to our annual budget, thus enabling us to counter any 
potential financial difficulties we may face in the future. Such 
equity gives us a high degree of liquidity to cover the time lag 
between paying our suppliers and receiving the funds due 
through collaboration agreements with public administration 
authorities: although payment of these funds is assured, the time 
frame involved may be long. EUSKALIT has always enjoyed a 
sound financial situation due to the existence of this Endowment 
Fund. 
 
Figure 9b.4: Equity (in thousands of euros) 
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Figures 9b.5– Operating Account: EUSKALIT- CONFIDENTIAL 
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The target figure for each entry item is based on forecast figures 
set out in the annual BP and monitored through regular budget 
review. However, our actions are geared towards achieving a 0 
deficit, reassigning budget resources in the course of the year to 
those processes considered as the most important. 
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Moderate but sustained budget growth can be observed over the 
years. 2004 saw a fall in operational income, attributable to less 
income from the training programmes, which in turn was due to 
the problems experienced at the beginning of the year with the 
on-line enrolment system for the Course in Quality Management 
(some of the modules were cancelled due to lack of demand), and 
to the annual uncertainty surrounding the time when income from 
the Postgraduate Course will be received (some groups start one 
year but finish the course and are invoiced for it the next). In any 
case, the development of the sources of funding has enabled us to 
continue our growth in terms of volume of activity. 
 
Figures 9b.6– Operating Account: Comparisons 
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If comparison is made in this area with the Navarre Quality 
Foundation and the Andalucia Centre for Excellence, the two 
most dynamic private organisations within the GEC, EUSKALIT 
operating income is better balanced, and we also have a solid 
volume of income through the provision of services which 
consolidates our future as an Excellence Promotion Organisation. 
 
In addition to the data shown here, other data is also obtained and 
shared with the Economy Club of ASLE (for networking and 
exchange of financial data), and included in the set of indicators 
managed by the NfPO Networking Group for comparative 
purposes. These data are economic-financial ratios (related to 
fixed assets, working capital, financial autonomy, liquidity, 
results trends, cash flow, productivity and turnover, amongst 
others) which, although we do not manage these ratios 
continuously (due to the fact that differences between the 
member organisations of the Group in terms of goals and balance 
sheet equilibrium make it impossible to extract learning for 
improvement), do serve EUSKALIT as reference values.  
 
NON FINANCIAL INDICATORS 
 
Process Indicators 
We manage over 150 process indicators, the most important of 
which have already been included in the other results criteria. 
However, other key process indicators directly related to the 
strategic indicators of delivery of the EUSKALIT Mission and 
Vision are included here. 
 
The Commitment to Excellence Diploma service was created in 
2001, as a result of our participation in the C2E EFQM working 
group which developed the “Levels of Excellence”  initiative, 

geared towards establishing intermediate levels of recognition. 
This Diploma involves a complementary requirement to that of 
the C2E of the EFQM, namely the commitment of the 
organisation in question to subject itself to external assessment 
within a 3-year maximum time frame. This is the reason why the 
number of diplomas given in 2001 was considerably below the 
launch target figure, as many organisations explained to us they 
were cautious of publicly taking on a commitment of this nature. 
Results in this area have risen gradually since then, though the 
number of Diplomas in force in 2004 fell due to: 

- the number of organisations who requested external 
assessment, thus complying with their commitment, and  

- 22 organisations rescinding their commitment. The main 
reasons given for not requesting external assessment 
included changes in top management, restructuring of the 
organisation, mergers, recession, etc. 

 
Figure 9b.7. Commitment to Excellence Diplomas in force 
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The real significance of these figures comes through when 
comparison is made with the results of the “Bronze Level 
Excellence Stamp”  initiative, run by the CGC in collaboration 
with 8 regional Excellence Promotion Centres and the 5 main 
Certification Bodies in Spain, and with the C2E initiative of the 
EFQM (Fig. 9b.7). Around 15 organisations with the 
Commitment Diploma request the EUSKALIT external 
assessment service every year, thus partially contributing to our 
recognition scheme. 
 
Figure 9b.8: No. of external assessments per year 
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In 2002, we deliberately put a brake on the growth of the 
number  of organisations externally assessed. The pre-
requisites for assessment were made more stringent, due to the 
fact that the previous year, a high % of organisations did not 
receive the recognition they aspired to (6b). The EUSKALIT 
external assessment service has earned considerable prestige, 
best-in-class in the GEC and even rated higher than that of the 
EFQM in 2004. 
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Figure 9b.9: % assessments conducted within the agreed time 
frame 
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Another indicator which enables us to monitor the efficiency of 
the external assessment process is the % of assessments 
conducted within the agreed time frame. In this respect, we 
seek to find a balance between the different stakeholder interests: 
the candidate organisations who request a not unduly long period 
of time between handing in their submission document and 
receiving the feedback report, and the assessor team, who need 
sufficient time to complete all the stages of the process. Prior to 
2001, this time frame was three months, but the assessors pointed 
out to us through the satisfaction survey that this involved an 
excessively heavy workload. Two changes were then made: 
firstly, to extend the time frame to four months, and secondly, to 
increase the number of work sessions. Through the direct 
participation of a number of EUSKALIT people in the EQA, we 
have learnt through our own experience that the perception of the 
heavy workload expressed by the assessors was not attributable 
to the number of days’  work involved, but rather to the stress 
generated by concentrating their efforts into 10-12 hour long 
days. The changes introduced led to an improvement in assessor 
satisfaction with the process (6a). To date, all external 
assessments have been completed within the agreed 4-month 
time frame. The target figure has been maintained at 100% due to 
the importance of this indicator as a measure of the efficiency of 
the process, especially when taking into account the increase in 
the number of assessors. 
 
Indicators on Par tners and Suppliers 
Figure 9b.10: Total number of assessors 
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The first group of 12 assessors in 1995 included 4 senior 
managers from Basque Country organisations, who cascaded 
down the process of training and assessment they had learnt as 
senior assessors in the EQA. By means of comparison, we can 
now say that EUSKALIT has as many assessors in the Assessors 
Club as there are assessors in the rest of Spain. 
 

Figure 9b.11.:Breakdown of assessors by activity sector 
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Our assessors are drawn from many activity sectors. This not 
only enables us to deliver our Mission of spreading the principles 
of Total Quality to all areas of Society, but also to form assessor 
teams of wide-ranging experience and management know-how.  
In 2004, 270 Assessors Club members participated in the 
assessment process, in teams of 5 or 6. In the 2004 EQA, the 
EFQM formed assessor teams using around 250 assessors.  
Figure 9b.12: Degree of satisfaction of Suppliers 

 
Though supplier management is the direct responsibility of each 
R, this satisfaction survey is conducted by the GM as a tool with 
which to monitor the relationship developed and maintained with 
our most prominent suppliers, and to identify possible situations 
requiring improvement actions. The first survey of this type was 
conducted in 2001, and responded to by our 14 most prominent 
suppliers. For example, the organisation which audits our 
accounts expressed difficulty in doing their job due to “ the 
limited space available” . As a consequence, since then, we hire 
meeting rooms for them in which they can do their work 
comfortably. In the 2003 survey, this was no longer considered a 
problem, and their overall degree of satisfaction with EUSKALIT 
rose from 8 to 9. In view of the results achieved, and bearing in 
mind that this is a complementary mechanism to the management 
of supplier relations handled directly by each R, we decided to 
conduct this survey on a 2-yearly basis.  
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Indicators on the GB 
 
Fig. 9b.13: % attendance at GB meetings  
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Figure 9b.14: Degree of satisfaction of the GB 

 
 
Degree of satisfaction of the GB. The GB members are 
surveyed on their degree of satisfaction in the last GB meeting of 
the year. The questionnaire has 5 items:  
 
Items of the GB satisfaction survey 2004 
The manner in which GB meetings are conducted. 7.8 
The regularity and the content of the information you 
receive to do your work as a member of the EUSKALIT 
GB. 

8.5 

The use made by EUSKALIT of the time and resources 
you dedicate to the organisation. 

8.8 

The work done by EUSKALIT employees. 8.8 
The work EUSKALIT is doing in the Basque Country. 8.8 
 
The target here is to maintain the same satisfaction rating as the 
year before, on the basis that the form and regularity of the 
meetings has not changed in recent years, that those who attend 
the meeting are, excepting changes of personnel in the member 
companies, always the same people, and that the ODS is high 
(8.5). As with other results, in addition to the importance given to 
the average satisfaction rating, improvement actions are 
identified through detailed analysis of each individual survey 
response. For example, the reason behind the fall in the ODS in 
2001 was due to the lower degree of satisfaction expressed in 
relation to item 2, and more specifically the comments made 
regarding the delay in receiving the report sent out by the GB 
Chairman prior to holding the quarterly meeting. This has now 
been standardised: all GB members must now receive the pre-
meeting report at least one week before the date of the meeting. 
 
 
 

5S 
Prior to 2003, we audited our facilities, workstations and IT 
system on the basis of recording all detected defects together.  
Through learning in the 5S Facilitators Club in 2003 and 2004, 
our 5S system was overhauled. In 2004, each individual began to 
record the defects detected at his/her own workstation, in the IT 
files of the process he/she is involved in as R and the general area 
and stores. In that same year, a transition period between the old 
auditing system and the new one, an “ idyllic”  target was set of 0 
defects. In view of the results achieved in 2004, ambitious but 
realistic targets have been set for 2005. To deliver them, greater 
emphasis will be put on this subject area in monthly meetings. 
Additionally, a panel is on display in the office in a prominent 
place showing the defects detected by each person. 
 
 2000 01 02 03 

No. of audits conducted 2 4 2 2 
Target (defects detected per audit) - 28 25 23 
Defects detected per audit 43 43 20 11 

 

2004 
JAN-
FEB 

MAR
-APR 

AUG-
SEP 

OCT-
NOV 

AVG. 
2004 

TAR. 
2005 

General 
Area 25 4 8 4 

10.2 7+-2 

Stores 14 4 3 4 6.2 3+-2 

Workstation
s 40 18 11 16 

19 10+-5 

IT System 1,828 748 381 335 
823 400+-

100 
 
In January, 2004, 1,828 IT-related defects were identified (files 
which were incorrectly identified, or obsolete, or incorrectly 
placed, etc.). Changes were made to the Documents and 
Materials Control Process, and the areas for improvement were 
pointed out and discussed in the monthly meetings. The number 
of defects has progressively deceased.  
 
In the 5S Facilitators Club, we compare our facilities to those of 
our fellow members. 3 EUSKALIT people have visited the 
company Neco, considered to be leading-edge in this field 
(Winner of the I Meeting of Best Practice 5S Organisations, 
2003). In 2004, all EUSKALIT people visited the premises of 
Microdeco, best-in-class in the Club and role-model in this area.  
 
Other indicators on incidents (anomalies and complaints) are 
shown in 6b. Data on technology, intellectual property, royalties 
and intellectual capital can be seen in 4c, 4d & 4e. We do not 
consider it necessary to manage these areas using specific 
indicators. 
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