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n Planning and Budgeting in European Companies

Background

Planning and budgetingare indispensable The style and scope of planning and budgeting
tools for managing companies and pave a varies from company to companwhile some
solid bundation for driving business perfo companies only conduct highvel financial

mance By regularly comparing their budgets planning, others concentrate on detailed sales
to actuals, companies can effectively monitor  budgets without taking integrated financial
the progress and effects of planned measures plaming into account Another difference is

and adjust their objectives accordingly. the overall planning approact for example,
top-down, bottomup or a combination of the

The following empirical study explores the WO

various ways that companies approachpla

ning and budgeting in realorld business Planning and budgeting solutions can also

scenarios Although employees, proprietors help fulfill regulatory requirements as well.

and even external investors are highly inte Since they account for possiblésks at an

ested in the outcome of these processes, the early stage, planningcan help companies

various stakeholders often hold differeopi- comply with SarbanegDxleyas well as other

nions regarding the overall handling and leen corporate governance norms and standards

fits. The objective of this study, therefore, is to
investigate the characteristics of various pla
ning approaches as well as identify potential
opportunities

Specialized planning software offers additional
support through a common planning model
and other features to streamme the overall
process. Today, these solutions even have
A common point of criticism is that planning their own segment in th&usiness Intelligence
processes are too rigid and tire@nsuming (Bl) market referred to as Performance Ma

In order to create budgets, companies needto  agement In addition to the major global BI
devote considerable time and resources to  players, who have used acquisitions to add

collecting and processing plan datlthough planning tools to heir portfolios, there are
O2YLI yASa ySSR (2 0S8 o&sN@varigty B spacimlizedl vehdgrs t eheoked Q &
dynamic business world, rigid pregses often from.

make this difficult This especially applies to
companies that have subsidiaries and must
merge the data into a single master budgiet
addition to planning in departments and lsu
sidiaries, companies must also consolidate this
information to dan on an enterprise level

In light of these complex developments and
challenges, the following study will examine
how companies throughout Europe approach
planning and budgetingThis report will sp-
plemert the general survey results with stati
tical analyses and assessments
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Executive summary

e Excel is the most commonly used planning @& percent of the companies use Excel
for planning purposes)Companies, however, rarely use just a pure Elasédsolu-
tion or a specialized planning tool. Most rely on a combination of several diffecent s
lutions.

e Companies need an average of 42 wdalys to conduct planning on each singleasrg
nizational level (i.e. operative, corporate ahdr group). This mediarate increases to
55 days in corporations with subsidiaries and drops to a mere 25 days for single co
panies. This shows that planning and budgeting involve a tremendous amount of time
and effort.

e Companies that use a specialized, central planning toahdpess time on planning
(25 percent less than with Exebhsed systems)mal have higher satisfaction levels

e The average number of planning tools used per company is just under. three

e Companies who use four or more planning tools need twice as long genizational
level (60day average) than companies that use one or two planning tGosldy av-

erage.

o Despite the increasing requirements on corporate governance, process documentation
and risk assessment still play a relatively small role for companiesg the planning
process

e 75percent of the companies usmixed planning, a&ombination ofa top-down and
bottom-up approach.

e 44LISNDSyYyl 2F GKS O2YLI yASA T2mdsty,dowéverSe 2y R 0 dzR
in combination with traditional planning ntieods.
e Most companies base their planning on historical trends (78 percent) and rollieg for

casts (60 percent)l8percent of the companies intend to use rolling forecasts in the
future.

e With regards to content, cash flow planning clearly dominates wBhpercent Al-
though companies are least likely to use a balanced scorecard, 30 percent ofitespo
dents stated that they want to deploy a balanced scorecard at some.point

e Few companies plan more than five years in advak¢kile companies without du
sidiaries plan for a period of one to two years (67 percentrporate groups predoin
nantly plan three to five years in advan@&?2 perceny.

e Planning processes are highly dynaniiépercent of the companies modify their plans
at least once a year ar®b percentdo so every six months

e 66 percent of the companies make forecasts every one to three months

e Data analysis comprises a third of the overall planning ef@otlecting and processing
data make up the bulk of the time
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Framework of the empirical study

The data used in this empirical study stem
from a survey conducted throughout Europe
in April and May 2008. This survey wa®-pr
moted in more than 13,500 personalized
e-mails as well as relevant Web sites, various
newslettersas well as conferences in fahnd
Spain The questionnaire was published in
English, German, Spanish and Italian

The objective was to survey people who are
stakeholders in the planning process of &ur
pean companiesKey points of the methode
ogy weremixedmode data collectiorand a
multi-language surveyThe questionnaire was
promoted to business profesonalsby email

in 30 European countries as well @sEuio-
pean media. The target group wageneral
management, finance and management-a
counting podions.

A total of 503 completé questionnaires were
received. 53 of these were eliminated because
they were incomplete or dubious in nature. As
a result the detailecgnalysisvas based on the
responses of 450 participants.

BARG; Business Application Research Center

There are no signs that any of these respo
dents completed thesurvey in an unusually
hasty manner. The lower time limit for an
wering the 22 questions was threand-a-half
minutes and the median was nine.

Close attention was paid to the wording of the
survey to ensure that difficult questions and
special topics werexplained adequately. To
ensure a high level of data quality, theaan
lysts also omitted clearly incorrect entries to
individual questions from the final analysis. In
addition, respondents also had the option to
skip a question entirely without placing an
answer.

This data was then evaluated using frequency,
crosstable and correlation analyses as well as
statistical hypotheses tests. In addition, all
Fyrteasa Ay (GKS
conducted using medians, which are less likely
to be influenced i outliers. The analysts were
also committed to keeping a high sample-le
el. The smallest samples, with a lower limit of
27, were used in industrgpecific analyses.
The actual sample number, however, is stated
in each analysis either behind the answet-ca
egory or directly in the title of the illustration.

GCAYSGl of
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Demographics

The participants in this survey were spread across Europe. Most responses came from Germany
(43percent), Austria (1f¢ercent), Italy (1bercent), Spain (1percent) and Hungary (10 perdgn

The remaining questionnaires originated from Andorra, Belgium, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark,
Finland, France, Ireland, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland and the
United Kingdom. A few participants also work in Australidi@bia and Singapore.

The distribution among industries is fairly even. Manufacturingp@2ent) and IT (1fercent) are
more strongly represented than other industries. Financial services / insurance (nine percemt), co
merce (nine percent) and health@i(eight percent) round out the top five industries in terms of
response rates. The industgpecific analyses in the survey will concentrate on these five sectors.

Lowerranking industries include services (seyemcent), energy (sigercent), public setor
(five percent), chemical biological (foupercent) as well as real estate / construction, logistice-tel
communications and consumer goods (each with thpeecent). Consultants were not grouped as a
separde sector for this reason thegre not inclided in industryspecific analyses.

Due to the nature of the subject matter, this survey also differentiates between companies with and
without subsidiaries in certain analyses. Of the 4&€pondents, almost three quarters (pércent)
come from corporatins with subsidiaries (median: $0bsidiaries) and a quarter (p@rcent) from
single companies.

Participants had the option to enter their department as well as their role in the company. &he m
jority work in finance and accounting; many respondents htsld Clevel positions.

BARG; Business Application Research Cent
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Planning from a content point of view

Companies use many different approaches to organize planning processes and manage budget va
ues. These planning methods can be categorized by the hierarchy of the approval process, by the

bags for creating a budget and by the content of the planning process.

Planning methods

Due to the divergent goals of the stk
holders, there are many different reqeir
ments for coordinating the planning
process. These approaches depend on
authority of the respective interest groups
A top-down approach, which uses centr
targets, is the exact opposite of a botten
up approach in which planners on lowe
hierarchal levels create budgets that a
then consolidated at the group level. Mixe
planning, on the other hand, is an attemy
to combire the advantages of the two. Th
joint approach is used by three quarters
the survey participants. In other words

Planning hierarchies

Mixed planning:Bottom-up and topdown planning
are combined in a joint approach

Bottom-up: The transfer and consolidation of bgd
et data flows fromthe lowest to the highest hiera
chal levels

Top-down: A central budget target is broken dow
from the highest to the lowest hierarchal levels

Spreading:Base values are automatically distribut
from aggregate values

Beyond budgeting:Planning is decentrialed to &-
count for dynamic business environments

most companies combine the strateg
direction of topdown planning with the practical experience of a bottam approach. An additional
nine percent intend to use a mixed planning strategy in the future. To improve communication
among the various interest groups, companies can also allocate budget valugsrcnt of the
respondents already use this functionality and an additional tercgx@ intend to do so in theut

ture.

Analyst opinion:

Since it unites the distinct advantages of 4dpwn and bottomup planning, it is not surprisin
that mixed planning dominates in Europe. Coordinating budgets with the individual stakehc
however,is often more timeconsuming in mixed planning scenarios. Specialized software ve
offer specific features that can support the approval process, manage the various planning
as well as automatically allocate and aggregate budget values.

Nexi NEYSfte ReylIYAO FAStRa 2F odzaAySaasz Yipye O02VYl
proaches to decentralize their planning and budgeting processes for added flexibility. 44 percent of

the participating companies used beyond budgeting approaches andreefuen percent intend to

someday.
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Analyst opinion:

planning methods.

The fact that 44 percent of the companies apply beyond budgeting principles is rather aston
The responses primarily came from corporate groups, because small and midsize compan
erally usemore traditional approaches to planning. Although this concept is often marketed
next-generation solution that replaces traditional methods, the companies in this study we
lowed to check all fields that apply. This shows that although beyondédumdgconcepts have
become established in corporate environments, they are primarily used in combination with

Basis for planning

Historical trends: Creating budgets
using data from past years

Rolling forecasts:Making profit and
loss simulations on a continual basis

Zerobased budgeting: Compiling
budgets from scratch every period

Companies can use different numbers as the basis for
planning. Budget values, for example, can be calculated
on the basis of historical data and sHiital develp-
ments. Rolling forecasts can also be used to update
budgets, for example, every month or quarter. Since the
overall planning period remains constant, companies can
modify their budgets based on current data and deve
opments. Zerebased budgehg, which is the opposite of

a historical approach, always starts from scratch without
referencing trends or actual data.

The survey results show that most companies use established approaches such as historical trends
(78 percent) and rolling forecasf80 percent). Another 18ercent plan to use rolling forecasts in the
future. 51 percent of the companies practice zdrased budgeting; only six percent, however, i

tend to use this approach in the future.

Two thirds (68 percent) of the corap
nies surveyed conduct cash flow planni
while another 13 percenintend to at

some point. This shows that understin
ing the state of corporate finances is ve
important for the planning process. |
the long term, more than three quarter
of the companies could use cash flg
planning. Drivebased budgeting, which
takes individuainfluences into account
is less common. Only 4&rcent of the
companies currently use this plannin
approach;another 20 percent, however,
will in the future.

Planning content

Cash flow planning:The budgetcovers all expectec
cash inflows and outflows for the set period

Driver-based budget: The financial budget alsoda
dresses key operational drivers

Unified concept:Business unit budgets are automatic
ly connected with the financial budgets of the legalier
ty and overall group

Balanced scorecardAll business activities are cod¢
nated from multiple aspects in alignment with the astr
tegic plan

More than a third of the companies (3@rcent) use a unified planning approach, which lirdksous
sub-budgets in a common model. Since anothemp&8cent want to unify their planning process, this
number could increase to over 50 percent in the near future.

Companies are least likely to create their budgets as part of a balanced scorecarelc@).

30percent of the participants, however,

want to add this functionality in the future. The balanced

scorecard ranked highest out of all the planning methods that companies intend to deploy in the

future.
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Analyst opinion:

Although balanced scoreads have been around for some time, they remain the top plannimg
cept that companies intend to deploy. This statistic, however, should be viewed with ca
Companies have stated for years that they want to implement a balanced scorecard in th
future. The actual number of initiatives in place, however, is still very low.

In addition, general perception varies greatly as to what a balanced scorecard entails. To
can be a basic dashboard containing budaetual comparisons of key performanindicators-
and not a concept for aligning business strategy and operations.

Planning periods

Companies generally set different periods for strategic, tactical and operative planning. In fact, there
is no commonly defined time frame for individual mféng periods. Strategic planning, whicht-ou
lines the corporate vision and guidelines without detailed objectives, is usually set five to ten years in
advance. Tactical planning, which defines +teidn goals, is generally made for a three to five year
period. All shoriterm objectives and, therefore, detailed targets are summarized in operativg-bud
ets, which are often set for a one to three year time frame.

Regardless oivhether they have subsidiaries or not, most companies rarely plan more than five
yearsin advance (see figure 1).

There is, however, a significant difference between ¢henpanygroups in the under five year time
frame. Single companies (54 percent) are more likely to plan a single year in advance thao-a corp
rate group. In contrast, a cogpation with subsidiaries (52 percent) is more likely to plan three to five
years in advance than a single company (31 percent).

|
Single company (114 54% 13% 31%

-w

Corporation with subsidiaries (332 36% 8% 2% /

M 1year W2years u3-5years HMorethan5 years

Figurel: How long do you plan in the future?

Analyst opinion:

Companies with subsidiaries deeomore time to building longerm corporate strategies. A
companies get larger, they also are more likely to create a separate strategic planning- ¢
ment. With regards to planning over a five year time frame, however, there are no appafe
ferencesbetween companies with or without subsidiaries.

BARG; Business Application Research Center
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Intra -year forecasts

Unlike planning periods, corporate structures have less influence on how often companies make
forecasts in the course of a year (see figure 2). Over halpgE&nt) of the single copanies make
forecasts every one to three months. This value is approximately ten percent lower than aorpor
tions with subsidiaries, where more than two thirds make forecasts in this frequency. The situation,
however, is different for forecasts that takdape every ten to twelve months. The rate for single
companies (13 percent) is twice as high as for corporate groups.

Single company (108 58% 28%  1%13%

Corporation with subsidiaries (321 68% 26% 196%

H every 1 to 3 months Hevery 4 to 6 months

i every 7 to 9 months Hevery 10 to 12 months

Figure2: How often does your company run intrgear forecasts?

Analyst opinion:

Companies are most liketg make forecasts every one to two months (66 percent total) whic
consistent with the fact that many conduct monthly or quarterly forecasts. Planning systems
offer support for regular forecasting. To minimize the amount of work involved, compsiniedd
look for forecasting solutions that integrate with the annual budget and support effic
processes.

Changes in the planning process

According to the survey results, shaerm changes in the planning process ($égure3) are can-
monplace. More than every third company revises its planning process every six months or sooner.
41 percent modify it in a period from seven to twelve months. In other words, more than three qua
ters of the companies revise thighlanning process at least once a year. In comparison, companies
rarely make revisions more than a year in advance; only 15 percent of those surveyed fall it this ca
egory. The percentage of companies who make changes even less frequently is marginiaast.c

41%
36%

15%
4% 3%
[ =1

every 1to 6 every 7to 12every 1to 2 every 2 to 3longer than 3
months months years years years

Figure3: How often do you change your planning process?=#06)
BARG; Business Application Research Cent
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Analyst opinion:

The planning process is subject to constant changes and rarely remains stable for longer
& S NDa pérdent & the respodents back this statement. Companies need the flexibility
adapt to changing guidelines in dynamic business environments. This opinion is further bac
the high number of companies that use rolling forecasts and y#a forecasts.

As a result othese constant changes, planning timetables are frequently placed in question.
a median time of more than 40 woRklF @ & LISNJ 2NBF yAT FGA2yFf f S
many companies are not equipped to deal with frequent changes. Spedigliaening software
can help companies adapt content more effectively and reduce the time needed for the g
process. By using a unified system with a centralized administration, for example, compan
quickly implement changes and distribute themm all stakeholders in the process. Compan
therefore, should prioritize flexible process and model adjustments when selecting a solution

Processing budget data

The integration of strategic planning and budgeting other words, longerm and shoriterm plan-
ning ¢ is widespread among companies (@&rcent). Since a further 30 percent intends to connect
their strategic planning and budgeting processes, one egrectthat this approach will be even
more prevalent in the years to come (see figdje

56%

30%

14%

.

Not in use or Currently  Currently in use
planned planned

Figure4: Do you link strategic planning and budgeting?<£d14)

Analyst opinion:

Other studies have shown that companies with and without subsidiaries have similar be
when it comes to the integration of strategic plang and budgeting. If this percentage weregka
er for corporations with subsidiaries, one would assume that these companies have sepaaal
tegic planning departments. Regardless of their type or size, companies profit from the use
cialized planmig software, because it can unify the processes of strategic planning and bud
in a single model.

Regulatory requirements

The relevance of corporate governance within the planning process is widely distributed. Companies

are most likely to incorpota functionality such as plausibility checks or validations and traceability

for users (see figure 5). These requirements, for example, were listed by 72 percent of those su
GSe@SRd® G¢NI OSFoAtAGE F2NJ I dzRA (2 NA asideFablé dag, 6r8 R g A U |
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must also consider that not every company needs an auditor to check its budget data. This depends

2y NB3IAdzA I G2NBE NBIldZANBYSydGa a ¢Sttt a GKS O2YLJN
ties. Experience shows, however, that tssen companies of all sizes and structures benefit from the

ability to justify and validate budget data.

Large corporations are those most likely to perform audits internally. Accordingly, only 40 percent of
companies support traceability for internal atgl Aspects such as process documentation and risk
assessment, in comparison, were only considered relevant for planning in approximately a third of all
companies.

|
Plausibility checks / Validatior | 72%

Traceability for users 72%
Traceability for auditors 41%
Traceability for internal audit 39%
Process documentatior 34%
Risk assessmen 34%

Others 1%

Figure5: Which of the following compliance topics are addised in your planning process? (n = 401)

Analyst opinion:

The survey results show that a relatively small percentage of companies incorporate proeg
cumentation and risk assessment in their planning processes. In light of the mounting cor
governarte requirements, one would have expected a higher response. Particularly in the plé
process, it makes sense for companies to factor in future risks.

Unified software can help companies fulfill each of these requirements. These solutions car
ment and trace all activities in theourse of the planning processipporting companies igairing
control over the consistency and reliability of their data

BARG; Business Application Research Cent
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Planning from a technical point of view

I O2YLIl yeQa (GSOKy2f23A O tompleX planhirg indtitzds|iawiidmed K 2 dzf R
pliance with regulatory requirements and streamline the overall process. In addition to specialized
planning solutions, many companies also use Microsoft Excel, ERP systems or even statutdry consol
dation software to spport the process.

Planning and budgeting software

Excel is the most widespread tool for planning and budgetinged@ent of the people surveyed use
aAONRa2FGQa AaLINBIFIRaKSSG G222t Ay GKS pelfcdntyafd y 3 LINE
ERPsystems (43®ercent) follow at the number two and three ranking3nly 17 percent of respio-

dents also use statutory consolidation tools for planning and budgeting.

|
Excel | 52%

Specialized planning toc 44%

ERP 43%

Legal consolidation too | 17%

Others i 12%

Figure6: Which system(s) do you use for planning and budggfn(n = 449)

It is notable, however, that only 18 percent of those surveyed solely rely on Excel and only eight pe
centusespecialized planning tooknd nothing elseThe majority (74¢ercent) use a combination of
the systems depicted in figure 6.

Analyst option

The widespread use of Microsoft Excel in planning issngbrising because it belongs to a grou
of standardized office tools. The key finding, however, is that a mere 18 percent of the com
only use Excel for planning and that gdrcentalready have deployed specialized planningis
GA2yad {AYAf Il N &dz2NDS e avws.ibidd®)Feidd Sigdfficully |FmMedl
ues in the past. Even without a detailed examination of the subject groupcamelearly see tha
specializecherformance managemergoftware for planning is becoming more prevalent inmec
panies.

One of the reasons thatucha small percentage of companies use specialized planning soft
exclusivelyis that a single toalisuallycannot fully meet- £ £ | Qéqiiredhepts M3 resul
it is common for several solutions to coexist where detailed calculations, for example, are d
Excel. Although statutory consolidation software also offers very limited planning functyorital
apparently enough to support the planning processsame companies. The main focus of th
planning, however, is to draft budgets of consolidated balance sheets and profit and loss
ments.
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On average, 4gercent of those surveyed work wigpecialized tools. This value is only slightiyhhig
er in corporations with subsidiaries in comparison to single companies.

Analyst opinion:

Corporations with subsidiariesnost likely use different types of planning softwatean single
companies doSmdler companies, in particular, tend to look for a standardized, relatively sir
tool that can be deployed quickly. Corporate groups, in contrast, generally prefer plannthg
ware that offers a certain degree of flexibility to adapt the system to iddadi situations ande-
guirements.

Planning tools between industries

The studyfound significant differences in planning todistweenindusties Healthcare companies,
for example, were most likely to deploy specialized planning toolpebséent of therespondents in

this industry used specific planning tools in comparison to less than a third in financial sermices / i
surance (see figure 7).

I
Healthcare (27) 56%

IT (47) 51%

Manufacturing (77) 45%

Commerce (32) 38%
Finance / Insurance (32— 31%

Figure7: Use of specialized planning tools by industry

Analyst opinion:

There ae many reasons whthe use ofspecialized planning toolaries from industry to industry
Many companies alreadyeal with these issues using todisat are not specifically for plannintn

particular, financial service and insurance providers use soéwo assess future risks based

statistical methods. This, however, can also incorporate certain planning activities.

The organization of reporting

Half of the single companies surveyed also use their planning systems for enterprise reporting (see
figure 8). Corporations with subsidiaries, in contrast, are more likely to use a specialized reporting
system (42ercent).

When it comes to reporting actual and budget data in separate syst#rastwo company types

have similar behavioral patterns. Theséet, however, from country to country. Austria, where only

six percent of companies reported this data separately, ranked lowest. Italy, whexerddnt of the
companies report budget and actual data in different systems, ranked highest. Companiesnin Sp
(49 percent) were also most likely to have integrated enterprise reporting functions in their planning
systems. This combination, however, was least likely in Hungary (31 percent). On the other hand,

BARG; Business Application Research Cent
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companies in Hungary (48 percent) and Austria (5@¢m&t) were more likely to export their budget
data into an enterprise reporting system.

There aremanydifferences in thisarea between industriesExporting budget data to an enterprise
reporting system is common practice among banks and insurance coespgb3 percent). This value
was also twice as high as for healthcare providers. Respondents in the healthcare industny; in co
parison, had the highest rate for integrating enterprise reporting functionality in their planngg sy
tems, while those in bankg and insurance ranked lowest at 22 percent.

Generally speaking, relatively few companies report budget and actual data separately. This practice
is extremely rare in the manufacturing industry (twelve percent). Integrating enterprise reporting in
the planning system and exporting budget data to reporting systems, in contrast, are relatively even
at 45 and 43 percent respectively. In the commerce industry, however, all three approaches are split
almost equally.

Company type€
Single company (111 0% %

Corporation with subsidiaries (32¢ 0 o
Country
Spain (45) 9% %
Germany (187) 229 80
Austria (62) A% % 509
Italy (48) 0 A0

__L_ﬂﬁ_l

Hungary (42) r‘[_ womed  48% |
Industryr

Healthcare (27) __W—Wﬁ—l

IT (46)

Manufacturing (75) __m_m_J

Commerce (31) F_a_ﬂﬁ—l
Finance / Insurance (32 M—Eﬂﬁ—l

H The enterprise reporting system is part of the planning syst
H Actuals and plan data are reported separate
i The plan data is exported to the enterprise reporting syst

Figure8: How is your reporting process organized?

Analyst opinion:
The resultssuggestthat corporations with subsidiaries generathansfer budget data int@ cen-
tralizeddata warehouse foenterprise reporting.

This case only applies for 29 percent of single camgs. 50 percent of these, however, base
terprise reporting on their planning systems, which is also an integrated solution for budge
actual data. Generally speaking, around 20 percent of the companies do not have an inte
solution. There arehowever, regional and industry differences. This percentage is higher in
and Spain as well as the commerce dimdnce/ insurance industriesAdditionally fnancial insit
tutions have complex reporting requirements which make it difficult to combamorting and
budgeting in a single solutioffhis explainshe finding thatonly 22 percentusea combined sy-
tem. Another explanation could be that financial institutions are locked in to-kiagding repot-
ing systems.
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Timetables

Although comprehense and coordinated planning is beneficial, there is no doubt that the process
itself is often very complex. Companies invest significant time and effort in order to forecast their
future performance.

For this reason the survegsked .
Phases of the planning process
how many workdays the respo-

dents spend annually on planning Data entry and deliveryTo account for all relevant inforan
for their own entity. The distinction| tion during the planning process, companies need to f
was made because the variou collect data from different operational and corporate lev
stakeholders can usually only asse SO that they can build a central view of the entire busine
the time involved fortheir part of | This step includes gathering actualsass| as entering budge

the process not that of the entie | data.

company. The following char pata processingThis comprises a wide range of activities
shows the median time thatah | orger to consolida the collected data into a single data pc

organizational  level  annuall} 3nqg generate budget figures through automated methods.
spends on planning as a whole ar

broken down by the processes ¢
data entry/ delivery, processing
and analysis.

Data analysis:In this step, stakeholders amine the dal
vered or generated budget data. As part of the set planr
methods, companies can use statistical or basic analyse
better measure current and future performance.

Company influences

Each organizational level needs an average of 42 dayk to complete its contributioto the plan-

ning cycle. The results in figure 9 show that the work is split rather evenly among the three planning
phases. Preparing data takes 15 days on average. The same time frame also applies for data analysis.
Data processing requires slightly lessdj averaging in at twelve days.

The complexity drivers in the planning process, in contrast, vary greatly. A further analysis illustrates
these influences more clearly. Depending on the company type, for example, companies must follow
a certain frameworkOther factors such as the software selection, however, are flexible.

Since the influencing factors listed in figure 9 are primarily external ones, companies can do little to
change them. The time that companies spend on planning, for example, varidly drng@ompany

type. Companies without subsidiaries need significantly less time per level (25 days) than companies
with multiple entities (55 days). When one factamshe time for each individual organizational level
(operational, corporate and groupthe work involved quickly becomes apparent. In contrast, single
companies not only need less time per organizational level, they also have less work in general b
cause they have no subsidiaries in the first place.
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All (389) | R VI 15
Company typee
Single company (103 w
Corporation with subsidiaries (28¢ |- Sl 200

Organizational leve2!
Group level (204) 0

Corporate level (51) 0 0

Operational level (134] 6

Industry

Others (276) Fl—_dﬁ—l
Finance / Insurance (29 |l il 20

H Data entry and deliviery H Data processing i Data analysis

Figure9: Median planning timetables per entity by company influencéa days)

In contrast, the time needed to conduct planning on each of the organizational levels only differs
slightly. Corporations with subsidiaries plan on all three levels, while single cagspzlan on opea-

tional and corporate levels. In general, companies spend more time on operational planning than
group planninggeven though group planninalso includes the tasks of data consolidation and @nal

sis.

The financial service / insurance sectdso stands out for its long planning timetables. Thega-co
panies need more time for every level of the planning process than companies of other industries. In
particular, data entry and delivery takes significantly longer. As previously discussedimatigis of
figure 7, banks often have a different technological framework than other branches of industry. The
following section illustrates these effects more clearly.

Analyst opinion:

The results of this study show that planning is a very tomesumimg process. This, howeve
complicates the need for fast, flexible changes. Companies devote most of the allotted ti
data entry, delivery and processigprocesses which could be automated. Little time is left
taken) for data analysis. A unifiedgmning system could save companies time by reducing
necessary transfer and administration tasks.

As corporate structures grow in complexity, the timetables per organizational level increg
well. Within the company, departments spend the most time the planning process, becau
they deliver process and analyze budget dakorregulatory reasons, banks have to follow mu
stricter guidelines than companies in other industries. Since the planning process is no exc
they naturally spend mordrhe on each single step of the process at every organizational leve
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Technical influences

In addition to compamgpecific influences, technical requirements also play a role in the planning
process. IT management, for example, can help improve eftigiby providing a solid infrastructure.
Figurel0 shows significant differences in planning timetables based on the type and numbes-of sy
tems in use.

One key finding is that when companies use specialized software, the platmiagds relatively
short. As soon as Excel comes into play, however, the entire process takes 25 percent longer
(40instead of 30 days per entity on average).

A similar trend also applies to the transfer of budget datasurprisingly companies that switt
between different tools have longer planning cycles than thed® process their data in a single
enterprise system.

The number of tools in use has an even stronger effect on plarspiegd The more tools a company
uses, the longer the cycles takes. Ewmder the consideration that large companies generally use
more types of tools, this trend isnmistakable.

Planning systemn
Specialized planning software (6! Juiojlio 0
Mixed (253) huioniaiond 10
Only Excel (68 0

Transfer of plan date!

No data transfer (without Excel) (47

Data transfer between different systems (19

Number of tools in ust

H Data entry and deliviery ® Data processing & Data analysis

Figurel0: Median planning timetables per entity by technology (in days)

Analyst opinion:

With regards to techmial influences on planning, the closing message is cléaalysoftware
should bestandardizd. The data clearlghow thathomogeneous IT structures can positivefy
fect business processes. Companies thatarse or two planning tools neeldalf of the time that
companies that use four or more need. Companies can save the most time with specialize
ware tools, for example, which require 25 percent less time than Excel. Data collection take
in a single, centralized tool, mappings are no longereseary andhe consistent approacheduc-
eshuman errorto a minimum.
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Satisfaction levels with current tools

In order to justify the time invested in the planning process and increase awareness for itg-signifi
ance, companies need to address the concenng interests of all planning stakeholders. Highssati
faction levels indicate a certain level of acceptance for the overall planning approach and quality. As
a result, this survey also examined user satisfaction with the respective planning tools.

The oveall response of all respondents without any further restrictions shows that satisfaction levels

NS RAAGNAOdz SR NI} GKSNJ K2Y23SyS2dzafteée 64SS TAIdzNZ
GOSNE al GAaTAa SpekceniNgspedtively, WwhiBmMi KERYBRSNI GS 2ySasz af
GNF GKSNJ al A aTan84Rpekents Bhd Adte inteyestimg (findings, however, become

apparent when the data is filtered.

Usingmore than onegool for the same process increases complexity and leadsib@cessary errors.

This, in turn, lowers the data quality, prolongs the cycle and frustrates the various stakeholders. The
analysis shows that the planning process is no exception. When companies transfer budget-data b
tween different systems, the plammj stakeholders are less likely to be happy with the process as a
whole. Respondents in companies that use a unified planning system tend to be more content than
those in companies that transfer data among various systems.

All (445) 40%

Transfer of plan dat¢a

No data transfer (without Excel) (5¢ 46%

Data tranfer between different systems (23! 38%

Planning systerm

Specialized planning software (without Excel) (¢ 42%
Mixed (specialized planning software and Excel) (2 41%
Only Excel (80 38%

not satisfied less satisfied  rather satisfied  very satisfied

Figurell: Satisfaction and technical influences

Satisfaction rates also vary significantly when broken down by the type of planning system. Generally
speaking, people who only use Microsoft Excel are the least content. When companies use Excel in
combinaton with specialized planning systems, the satisfaction rate rises slightly closer to the total
average. Companies that only rely on specialized systems have the highest satisfaction rates. Almost
OKANL & LISNOSyid Y2NB I NPercdanhih dofdipariédn toxddpani@sIiaionhya | G A & 1
dzaS 9EOStd ¢KS NIGS 2F ayz2d aliArafFAaASRE NBaLRyas.
especially visible in the answers in figure 12. This list only contains respondents that are highly
pleased wih their tool. Only five percent of pure Excel users and nine percent of mixed solion u

ers are very satisfied. There is, however, a strong difference among people that only use specialized
planning. Over a third of all respondents in this group are fiappy with their systems.
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