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Background  

Planning and budgeting are indispensable 

tools for managing companies and pave a 

solid foundation for driving business perfor-

mance. By regularly comparing their budgets 

to actuals, companies can effectively monitor 

the progress and effects of planned measures 

and adjust their objectives accordingly. 

The following empirical study explores the 

various ways that companies approach plan-

ning and budgeting in real-world business 

scenarios. Although employees, proprietors 

and even external investors are highly inter-

ested in the outcome of these processes, the 

various stakeholders often hold different opi-

nions regarding the overall handling and bene-

fits. The objective of this study, therefore, is to 

investigate the characteristics of various plan-

ning approaches as well as identify potential 

opportunities. 

A common point of criticism is that planning 

processes are too rigid and time-consuming. 

In order to create budgets, companies need to 

devote considerable time and resources to 

collecting and processing plan data. Although 

ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǾŜǊȅ ŦƭŜȄƛōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ 

dynamic business world, rigid processes often 

make this difficult. This especially applies to 

companies that have subsidiaries and must 

merge the data into a single master budget. In 

addition to planning in departments and sub-

sidiaries, companies must also consolidate this 

information to plan on an enterprise level. 

The style and scope of planning and budgeting 

varies from company to company. While some 

companies only conduct high-level financial 

planning, others concentrate on detailed sales 

budgets without taking integrated financial 

planning into account. Another difference is 

the overall planning approach ς for example, 

top-down, bottom-up or a combination of the 

two. 

Planning and budgeting solutions can also 

help fulfill regulatory requirements as well. 

Since they account for possible risks at an 

early stage, planning can help companies 

comply with Sarbanes-Oxley as well as other 

corporate governance norms and standards. 

Specialized planning software offers additional 

support through a common planning model 

and other features to streamline the overall 

process. Today, these solutions even have 

their own segment in the Business Intelligence 

(BI) market referred to as Performance Man-

agement. In addition to the major global BI 

players, who have used acquisitions to add 

planning tools to their portfolios, there are 

also a variety of specialized vendors to choose 

from. 

In light of these complex developments and 

challenges, the following study will examine 

how companies throughout Europe approach 

planning and budgeting. This report will sup-

plement the general survey results with statis-

tical analyses and assessments. 
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Executive summary  

 Excel is the most commonly used planning tool (82 percent of the companies use Excel 

for planning purposes). Companies, however, rarely use just a pure Excel-based solu-

tion or a specialized planning tool. Most rely on a combination of several different so-

lutions. 

 Companies need an average of 42 work days to conduct planning on each single orga-

nizational level (i.e. operative, corporate and /  or group). This median rate increases to 

55 days in corporations with subsidiaries and drops to a mere 25 days for single com-

panies. This shows that planning and budgeting involve a tremendous amount of time 

and effort.  

 Companies that use a specialized, central planning tool spend less time on planning 

(25 percent less than with Excel-based systems) and have higher satisfaction levels. 

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

 Companies who use four or more planning tools need twice as long per organizational 

level (60-day average) than companies that use one or two planning tools (30-day av-

erage). 

 Despite the increasing requirements on corporate governance, process documentation 

and risk assessment still play a relatively small role for companies during the planning 

process. 

 75 percent of the companies use mixed planning, a combination of a top-down and 

bottom-up approach. 

 44 ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ άōŜȅƻƴŘ ōǳŘƎŜǘƛƴƎέ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ - mostly, however, 

in combination with traditional planning methods. 

 Most companies base their planning on historical trends (78 percent) and rolling fore-

casts (60 percent). 18 percent of the companies intend to use rolling forecasts in the 

future. 

 With regards to content, cash flow planning clearly dominates with 68 percent. Al-

though companies are least likely to use a balanced scorecard, 30 percent of respon-

dents stated that they want to deploy a balanced scorecard at some point. 

 Few companies plan more than five years in advance. While companies without sub-

sidiaries plan for a period of one to two years (67 percent), corporate groups predomi-

nantly plan three to five years in advance (52 percent). 

 Planning processes are highly dynamic. 77 percent of the companies modify their plans 

at least once a year and 36 percent do so every six months. 

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

 Data analysis comprises a third of the overall planning effort. Collecting 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 was pro-

moted in more than 13,500 personalized 

e-mails as well as relevant Web sites, various 

newsletters as well as conferences in Italy and 

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 Euro-

pean companies. Key points of the methodol-

ogy were mixed-mode data collection and a 

multi-language survey. The questionnaire was 

promoted to business professionals by e-mail 

in 30 European countries as well as in Euro-

pean media.  The target group was general 

management, finance and management ac-

counting positions. 

A total of 503 completed questionnaires were 

received. 53 of these were eliminated because 

they were incomplete or dubious in nature. As 

a result the detailed analysis was based on the 

responses of 450 participants. 

 

There are no signs that any of these respon-

dents completed the survey in an unusually 

hasty manner. The lower time limit for ans-

wering the 22 questions was three-and-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 were explained adequately. To 

ensure a high level of data quality, the ana-

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, 

cross-table and correlation analyses as well as 

statistical hypotheses tests. In addition, all 

ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ά¢ƛƳŜǘŀōƭŜǎέ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿŜǊŜ 

conducted using medians, which are less likely 

to be influenced by outliers. The analysts were 

also committed to keeping a high sample lev-

el. The smallest samples, with a lower limit of 

27, were used in industry-specific analyses. 

The actual sample number, however, is stated 

in each analysis either behind the answer cat-

egory or directly in the title of the illustration. 
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Demographics  

The participants in this survey were spread across Europe. Most responses came from Germany 

(43 percent), Austria (14 percent), Italy (11 percent), Spain (10 percent) and Hungary (10 percent). 

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 Australia, Columbia and Singapore. 

The distribution among industries is fairly even. Manufacturing (22 percent) and IT (14 percent) are 

more strongly represented than other industries. Financial services / insurance (nine percent), com-

merce (nine percent) and healthcare (eight percent) round out the top five industries in terms of 

response rates. The industry-specific analyses in the survey will concentrate on these five sectors.  

Lower-ranking industries include services (seven percent), energy (six percent), public sector 

(five percent), chemical /  biological (four percent) as well as real estate / construction, logistics, tele-

communications and consumer goods (each with three percent). Consultants were not grouped as a 

separate sector for this reason they are not included in industry-specific analyses. 

Due to the nature of the subject matter, this survey also differentiates between companies with and 

without subsidiaries in certain analyses. Of the 450 respondents, almost three quarters (74 percent) 

come from corporations with subsidiaries (median: 10 subsidiaries) and a quarter (26 percent) from 

single companies. 

Participants had the option to enter their department as well as their role in the company. The ma-

jority work in finance and accounting; many respondents also hold C-level positions. 
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Planning from a content point of view  

Companies use many different approaches to organize planning processes and manage budget val-

ues. These planning methods can be categorized by the hierarchy of the approval process, by the 

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

Planning methods  

Due to the divergent goals of the stake-

holders, there are many different require-

ments for coordinating the planning 

process. These approaches depend on the 

authority of the respective interest groups. 

A top-down approach, which uses central 

targets, is the exact opposite of a bottom-

up approach in which planners on lower 

hierarchal levels create budgets that are 

then consolidated at the group level. Mixed 

planning, on the other hand, is an attempt 

to combine the advantages of the two. This 

joint approach is used by three quarters of 

the survey participants. In other words, 

most companies combine the strategic 

direction of top-down planning with the practical experience of a bottom-up 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 values. 57 percent of the 

respondents already use this functionality and an additional ten percent intend to do so in the fu-

ture. 

 

Analyst opinion: 
Since it unites the distinct advantages of top-down and bottom-up planning, it is not surprising 
that mixed planning dominates in Europe. Coordinating budgets with the individual stakeholders, 
however, is often more time-consuming in mixed planning scenarios. Specialized software vendors 
offer specific features that can support the approval process, manage the various planning steps, 
as well as automatically allocate and aggregate budget values. 
 

In exǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎ ŦƛŜƭŘǎ ƻŦ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀŘŀǇǘŜŘ άōŜȅƻƴŘ ōǳŘƎŜǘƛƴƎέ ŀp-

proaches to decentralize their planning and budgeting processes for added flexibility. 44 percent of 

the participating companies used beyond budgeting approaches and a further ten percent intend to 

someday. 

  

Planning hierarchies 

Mixed planning: Bottom-up and top-down planning 

are combined in a joint approach 

Bottom-up: The transfer and consolidation of budg-

et data flows from the lowest to the highest hierar-

chal levels 

Top-down: A central budget target is broken down 

from the highest to the lowest hierarchal levels 

Spreading: Base values are automatically distributed 

from aggregate values 

Beyond budgeting: Planning is decentralized to ac-

count for dynamic business environments 
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Analyst opinion: 
The fact that 44 percent of the companies apply beyond budgeting principles is rather astonishing. 
The responses primarily came from corporate groups, because small and midsize companies gen-
erally use more traditional approaches to planning. Although this concept is often marketed as a 
next-generation solution that replaces traditional methods, the companies in this study were al-
lowed to check all fields that apply. This shows that although beyond budgeting concepts have 
become established in corporate environments, they are primarily used in combination with other 
planning methods. 
 

 
 Companies can use different numbers as the basis for 

planning. Budget values, for example, can be calculated 

on the basis of historical data and statistical develop-

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 devel-

opments. Zero-based budgeting, 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 forecasts (60 percent). Another 18 percent plan to use rolling forecasts in the 

future. 51 percent of the companies practice zero-based budgeting; only six percent, however, in-

tend to use this approach in the future.  

 Two thirds (68 percent) of the compa-

nies surveyed conduct cash flow planning 

while another 13 percent intend to at 

some point. This shows that understand-

ing the state of corporate finances is very 

important for the planning process. In 

the long term, more than three quarters 

of the companies could use cash flow 

planning. Driver-based budgeting, which 

takes individual influences into account, 

is less common. Only 45 percent of the 

companies currently use this planning 

approach; another 20 percent, however, 

will in the future. 

More than a third of the companies (36 percent) use a unified planning approach, which links various 

sub-budgets in a common model. Since another 18 percent 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 scorecard (26 percent). 

30 percent 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. 

Basis for planning 

Historical trends: Creating budgets 

using data from past years 

Rolling forecasts: Making profit and 

loss simulations on a continual basis 

Zero-based budgeting: Compiling 

budgets from scratch every period 

Planning content 

Cash flow planning: The budget covers all expected 

cash inflows and outflows for the set period 

Driver-based budget: The financial budget also ad-

dresses key operational drivers 

Unified concept: Business unit budgets are automatical-

ly connected with the financial budgets of the legal enti-

ty and overall group 

Balanced scorecard: All business activities are coordi-

nated from multiple aspects in alignment with the stra-

tegic plan 
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Analyst opinion: 
Although balanced scorecards have been around for some time, they remain the top planning con-
cept that companies intend to deploy. This statistic, however, should be viewed with caution. 
Companies have stated for years that they want to implement a balanced scorecard in the near 
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 some, it 
can be a basic dashboard containing budget-actual comparisons of key performance indicators - 
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 planning periods. Strategic planning, which out-

lines the corporate vision and guidelines without detailed objectives, is usually set five to ten years in 

advance. Tactical planning, which defines mid-term goals, is generally made for a three to five year 

period. All short-term objectives and, therefore, detailed targets are summarized in operative budg-

ets, which are often set for a one to three year time frame. 

Regardless of whether they have subsidiaries or not, most companies rarely plan more than five 

years in advance (see figure 1). 

There is, however, a significant difference between the company groups in the under five year time 

frame. Single companies (54 percent) are more likely to plan a single year in advance than a corpo-

rate group. In contrast, a corporation with subsidiaries (52 percent) is more likely to plan three to five 

years in advance than a single company (31 percent). 

 
Figure 1: How long do you plan in the future? 

  

36%

54%

8%

13%

52%

31%

4%

3%

Corporation with subsidiaries (332)

Single company (114)

1 year 2 years 3-5 years More than 5 years

 

Analyst opinion: 
Companies with subsidiaries devote more time to building long-term corporate strategies. As 
companies get larger, they also are more likely to create a separate strategic planning depart-
ment. With regards to planning over a five year time frame, however, there are no apparent dif-
ferences between companies with or without subsidiaries. 
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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 half (58 percent) of the single companies make 

forecasts every one to three months. This value is approximately ten percent lower than corpora-

tions with subsidiaries, where more than two thirds make forecasts in this frequency. The situation, 

however, is different for forecasts that take place every ten to twelve months. The rate for single 

companies (13 percent) is twice as high as for corporate groups. 

 

Figure 2: How often does your company run intra-year forecasts? 

 

Analyst opinion: 
Companies are most likely to make forecasts every one to two months (66 percent total) which is 
consistent with the fact that many conduct monthly or quarterly forecasts. Planning systems must 
offer support for regular forecasting. To minimize the amount of work involved, companies should 
look for forecasting solutions that integrate with the annual budget and support efficient 
processes. 
 

Changes in the planning process 

According to the survey results, short-term changes in the planning process (see Figure 3) are com-

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 quar-

ters of the companies revise their planning 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 in this cat-

egory. The percentage of companies who make changes even less frequently is marginal in contrast. 

 

Figure 3: How often do you change your planning process? (n = 406) 

68%

58%

26%

28%

1%

1%

6%

13%

Corporation with subsidiaries (321)

Single company (108)

every 1 to 3 months every 4 to 6 months

every 7 to 9 months every 10 to 12 months

36%

41%

15%

4% 3%

every 1 to 6 
months

every 7 to 12 
months

every 1 to 2 
years

every 2 to 3 
years

longer than 3 
years
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Analyst opinion: 
The planning process is subject to constant changes and rarely remains stable for longer than a 
ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǘƛƳŜΦ тт percent of the respondents back this statement. Companies need the flexibility to 
adapt to changing guidelines in dynamic business environments. This opinion is further backed by 
the high number of companies that use rolling forecasts and intra-year forecasts. 

As a result of these constant changes, planning timetables are frequently placed in question. With 
a median time of more than 40 work Řŀȅǎ ǇŜǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ όǎŜŜ έ¢ƛƳŜǘŀōƭŜǎέύΣ ƛǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
many companies are not equipped to deal with frequent changes. Specialized planning software 
can help companies adapt content more effectively and reduce the time needed for the overall 
process. By using a unified system with a centralized administration, for example, companies can 
quickly implement changes and distribute them to all stakeholders in the process. Companies, 
therefore, should prioritize flexible process and model adjustments when selecting a solution. 
 

Processing budget data 

The integration of strategic planning and budgeting - in other words, long-term and short-term plan-

ning ς is widespread among companies (56 percent). Since a further 30 percent intends to connect 

their strategic planning and budgeting processes, one can expect that this approach will be even 

more prevalent in the years to come (see figure 4). 

 

Figure 4: Do you link strategic planning and budgeting? (n = 414) 

 

Analyst opinion: 
Other studies have shown that companies with and without subsidiaries have similar behavior 
when it comes to the integration of strategic planning and budgeting. If this percentage were larg-
er for corporations with subsidiaries, one would assume that these companies have separate stra-
tegic planning departments. Regardless of their type or size, companies profit from the use of spe-
cialized planning software, because it can unify the processes of strategic planning and budgeting 
in a single model. 
 

Regulatory requirements  

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

are most likely to incorporate 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 sur-

ǾŜȅŜŘΦ ά¢ǊŀŎŜŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ŀǳŘƛǘƻǊǎέ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ пм ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ Ŏƻnsiderable gap, one 

56%

30%

14%

Currently in useCurrently 
planned

Not in use or 
planned
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must also consider that not every company needs an auditor to check its budget data. This depends 

ƻƴ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǊŘ Ǉŀr-

ties. Experience shows, however, that users in 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 audits. Aspects such as process documentation and risk 

assessment, in comparison, were only considered relevant for planning in approximately a third of all 

companies. 

 

Figure 5: Which of the following compliance topics are addressed in your planning process? (n = 401) 

 

Analyst opinion: 
The survey results show that a relatively small percentage of companies incorporate process do-
cumentation and risk assessment in their planning processes. In light of the mounting corporate 
governance requirements, one would have expected a higher response. Particularly in the planning 
process, it makes sense for companies to factor in future risks. 

Unified software can help companies fulfill each of these requirements. These solutions can docu-
ment and trace all activities in the course of the planning process supporting companies in gaining 
control over the consistency and reliability of their data. 
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72%

41%

39%

34%

34%

1%

Plausibility checks / Validation

Traceability for users

Traceability for auditors

Traceability for internal audit
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Others
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Planning from a technical point of view  

! ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ complex planning methods, ensure com-

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 statutory consoli-

dation software to support the process. 

Planning and budgeting software  

Excel is the most widespread tool for planning and budgeting. 82 percent of the people surveyed use 

aƛŎǊƻǎƻŦǘΩǎ ǎǇǊŜŀŘǎƘŜŜǘ ǘƻƻƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦ {ǇŜŎƛŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎƻŦǘǿŀǊŜ όрп percent) and 

ERP systems (43 percent) follow at the number two and three rankings. Only 17 percent of respon-

dents also use statutory consolidation tools for planning and budgeting. 

 

Figure 6: Which system(s) do you use for planning and budgeting? (n = 449) 

It is notable, however, that only 18 percent of those surveyed solely rely on Excel and only eight per-

cent use specialized planning tools and nothing else. The majority (74 percent) use a combination of 

the systems depicted in figure 6. 

 

Analyst option 
The widespread use of Microsoft Excel in planning is not surprising, because it belongs to a group 
of standardized office tools. The key finding, however, is that a mere 18 percent of the companies 
only use Excel for planning and that 44 percent already have deployed specialized planning solu-
ǘƛƻƴǎΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǎǳǊǾŜȅǎ όŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŦǊƻƳ DŜǊƳŀƴȅΩǎ www.i-bi.de) recorded significantly lower val-
ues in the past. Even without a detailed examination of the subject group, one can clearly see that 
specialized performance management software for planning is becoming more prevalent in com-
panies. 

One of the reasons that such a small percentage of companies use specialized planning software 
exclusively is that a single tool usually cannot fully meet ŀƭƭ ŀ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ requirements. As a result, 
it is common for several solutions to coexist where detailed calculations, for example, are done in 
Excel. Although statutory consolidation software also offers very limited planning functionality, it is 
apparently enough to support the planning process in some companies. The main focus of this 
planning, however, is to draft budgets of consolidated balance sheets and profit and loss state-
ments. 
 

82%

44%

43%

17%

12%

Excel

Specialized planning tool

ERP

Legal consolidation tool

Others

http://www.i-bi.de/
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On average, 44 percent of those surveyed work with specialized tools. This value is only slightly high-

er in corporations with subsidiaries in comparison to single companies.  

 

Analyst opinion: 
Corporations with subsidiaries most likely use different types of planning software than single 
companies do. Smaller companies, in particular, tend to look for a standardized, relatively simple 
tool that can be deployed quickly. Corporate groups, in contrast, generally prefer planning soft-
ware that offers a certain degree of flexibility to adapt the system to individual situations and re-
quirements.  
 

Planning tools between industries  

The study found significant differences in planning tools between industries. Healthcare companies, 

for example, were most likely to deploy specialized planning tools. 56 percent of the respondents in 

this industry used specific planning tools in comparison to less than a third in financial services / in-

surance (see figure 7). 

 

 Figure 7: Use of specialized planning tools by industry 

 

Analyst opinion: 
There are many reasons why the use of specialized planning tools varies from industry to industry. 
Many companies already deal with these issues using tools that are not specifically for planning. In 
particular, financial service and insurance providers use software to assess future risks based on 
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 (42 percent). 

When it comes to reporting actual and budget data in separate systems, the two company types 

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

six percent of companies reported this data separately, ranked lowest. Italy, where 44 percent of the 

companies report budget and actual data in different systems, ranked highest. Companies in Spain 

(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, 
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companies in Hungary (48 percent) and Austria (50 percent) were more likely to export their budget 

data into an enterprise reporting system.  

There are many differences in this area between industries. Exporting budget data to an enterprise 

reporting system is common practice among banks and insurance companies (53 percent). This value 

was also twice as high as for healthcare providers. Respondents in the healthcare industry, in com-

parison, had the highest rate for integrating enterprise reporting functionality in their planning sys-

tems, while those in banking 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. 

 

Figure 8: How is your reporting process organized? 

 

Analyst opinion: 
The results suggest that corporations with subsidiaries generally transfer budget data into a cen-
tralized data warehouse for enterprise reporting. 

This case only applies for 29 percent of single companies. 50 percent of these, however, base en-
terprise reporting on their planning systems, which is also an integrated solution for budget and 
actual data. Generally speaking, around 20 percent of the companies do not have an integrated 
solution. There are, however, regional and industry differences. This percentage is higher in Italy 
and Spain as well as the commerce and finance /  insurance industries. Additionally financial insti-
tutions have complex reporting requirements which make it difficult to combine reporting and 
budgeting in a single solution. This explains the finding that only 22 percent use a combined sys-
tem. Another explanation could be that financial institutions are locked in to long-standing report-
ing systems. 
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Timetables  

Although comprehensive 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 survey asked 

how many work days the respon-

dents spend annually on planning 

for their own entity. The distinction 

was made because the various 

stakeholders can usually only assess 

the time involved for their part of 

the process - not that of the entire 

company. The following chart 

shows the median time that each 

organizational level annually 

spends on planning as a whole and 

broken down by the processes of 

data entry /  delivery, processing 

and analysis. 

Company influences  

Each organizational level needs an average of 42 work days to complete its contribution to 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 less time, 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 framework. Other 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, varies greatly by company 

type. Companies without subsidiaries need significantly less time per level (25 days) than companies 

with multiple entities (55 days). When one factors in the time for each individual organizational level 

(operational, corporate and group), the work involved quickly becomes apparent. In contrast, single 

companies not only need less time per organizational level, they also have less work in general be-

cause they have no subsidiaries in the first place. 

Phases of the planning process 

Data entry and delivery: To account for all relevant informa-

tion during the planning process, companies need to first 

collect data from different operational and corporate levels 

so that they can build a central view of the entire business. 

This step includes gathering actuals as well as entering budget 

data.  

Data processing: This comprises a wide range of activities in 

order to consolidate the collected data into a single data pool 

and generate budget figures through automated methods. 

Data analysis: In this step, stakeholders examine the deli-

vered or generated budget data. As part of the set planning 

methods, companies can use statistical or basic analyses to 

better measure current and future performance. 
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Figure 9: Median planning timetables per entity by company influences (in 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 companies plan on opera-

tional and corporate levels. In general, companies spend more time on operational planning than 

group planning, even though group planning also includes the tasks of data consolidation and analy-

sis. 

The financial service / insurance sector also stands out for its long planning timetables. These com-

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 discussed in the analysis 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 time-consuming process. This, however, 
complicates the need for fast, flexible changes. Companies devote most of the allotted time to 
data entry, delivery and processing ς processes which could be automated. Little time is left (or 
taken) for data analysis. A unified planning system could save companies time by reducing the 
necessary transfer and administration tasks. 

As corporate structures grow in complexity, the timetables per organizational level increase as 
well. Within the company, departments spend the most time on the planning process, because 
they deliver process and analyze budget data. For regulatory reasons, banks have to follow much 
stricter guidelines than companies in other industries. Since the planning process is no exception, 
they naturally spend more time on each single step of the process at every organizational level. 
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Technical influences 

In addition to company-specific influences, technical requirements also play a role in the planning 

process. IT management, for example, can help improve efficiency by providing a solid infrastructure. 

Figure 10 shows significant differences in planning timetables based on the type and number of sys-

tems in use. 

One key finding is that when companies use specialized software, the planning time is relatively 

short. As soon as Excel comes into play, however, the entire process takes 25 percent longer 

(40 instead of 30 days per entity on average). 

A similar trend also applies to the transfer of budget data. Unsurprisingly, companies that switch 

between different tools have longer planning cycles than those who process their data in a single 

enterprise system. 

The number of tools in use has an even stronger effect on planning speed. The more tools a company 

uses, the longer the cycles takes. Even under the consideration that large companies generally use 

more types of tools, this trend is unmistakable. 

 
Figure 10: Median planning timetables per entity by technology (in days) 

 

Analyst opinion: 
With regards to technical influences on planning, the closing message is clearly that software 
should be standardized. The data clearly show that homogeneous IT structures can positively af-
fect business processes. Companies that use one or two planning tools need half of the time that 
companies that use four or more need. Companies can save the most time with specialized soft-
ware tools, for example, which require 25 percent less time than Excel. Data collection takes place 
in a single, centralized tool, mappings are no longer necessary and the consistent approach reduc-
es human error to 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 its signific-

ance, companies need to address the concerns and interests of all planning stakeholders. High satis-

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

ŀǊŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƘƻƳƻƎŜƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ όǎŜŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ммύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ƻŦ άƴƻǘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘέ ŀƴŘ 

άǾŜǊȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘέ Ǌŀƴƪ ŀǘ мм ŀƴŘ мн percent respectively, whiƭŜ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ƻƴŜǎΣ άƭŜǎǎ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘέ ŀƴŘ 

άǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘέΣ ǿŜƛƎƘ ƛƴ ŀǘ ос and 40 percent. The more interesting findings, however, become 

apparent when the data is filtered. 

Using more than one tool for the same process increases complexity and leads to unnecessary 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 be-

tween different systems, the planning 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. 

 

Figure 11: 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 

combination 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 

ǘƘƛǊǘȅ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǊŜ άǊŀǘƘŜǊέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘέ ол percent in comparison to companies that only 

ǳǎŜ 9ȄŎŜƭΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ άƴƻǘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ōŀŎƪǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƻƛƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ 

especially visible in the answers in figure 12. This list only contains respondents that are highly 

pleased with their tool. Only five percent of pure Excel users and nine percent of mixed solution us-

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 very happy with their systems. 
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