Summary of responses to the user requirements questionnaire

1. Introduction

This document is a brief summary of the responses to a questionnaire issued to companies, reporters and auditors on the current information capture systems we use to collect data, the format of the reporting requirements and Aquarius 3. 

2. Respondents

We received responses from 20 companies, 3 reporters and 1 auditor.

3. Company overview

3.1. The information capture system (ICS)

· At 85% of companies one person enters all of the data into an ICS. Multiple entry is seen to be unworkable due to real or perceived limitations of networking the ICS.

· Each company collates the data either by hard copy or through Microsoft Excel. Many companies rebuild the ICS tables in Excel so that they can be distributed to staff responsible for the data. One of the main themes to come out of the questionnaires is companies’ frustration at not being able to import from or export to Excel copies of the ICS tables. On account of this only 45% of the respondents felt the ICS had a flexible approach to data entry. It is worth noting here that the ICS does have functions to import and export to and from Excel. These functions do not use replicas of the ICS tables but a simple column/row format. It seems that companies do not use this function.  

· There was clear consensus on which functions are useful and which are not. Those noted as helpful or useful were:

· 60% felt that the commentary launching was very useful;

· 70% thought that the validation messages and checks were helpful;

· 65% noted that the ICS status window was helpful;

· 60% that the toolbar was very useful; and,

· 75% commented that the automatic link to line definitions from within the ICS was very helpful.

· 60% of companies have experienced problems with commentary creation and nearly all mentioned (in different questions) the lack of functionality within the print options, specifically those to do with formatting (fit to page etc). 

Conclusion

In summary, by providing better integration with Excel for importing and exporting tables, enhancing the print functionality, providing clearer help, providing a system that can be networked far more easily and building on some of the helpful functions many of the companies’ comments can be addressed.

3.2. The reporting requirements

The reporting requirements are obviously used by all. There were no negative comments regarding the content or the format of the requirements.

All companies put in place a system that can share the MS Word files that make up the requirement. 20% use an intranet, but the majority, 65%, use a shared network drive. 75% do access the line definitions from the ICS and many would like to see this functionality increased to include the full guidance.

Current provision for printing and searching the guidance was not seen in a negative light but when asked specifically about required functionality the overwhelming theme was ‘flexibility’. Each company may have its own specific requirement in this area. We will need to provide flexible printing and searching functions in the future.

45% of companies (across many questions) mentioned the need for an accessible, chronological list of changes made to the requirement at each version. Currently, each chapter has its own list; a single compiled list would probably suffice here. One company even went as far as requesting a revision date and number against each line definition.

Finally, a few companies mentioned the need for company specific guidance. This can be read two ways. Firstly, specific guidance for a single company, or secondly, a reporting requirements document for all companies stripped of the specific auditor and reporter guidance. It is unclear which of these meanings prevails; however, we have had comment before on the need for specific individual company guidance. We are probably able to deal with the second meaning by providing more flexible searching and printing options.

Conclusion

We received a positive response to the document and its uses. Enhancing the functionality for printing and searching should address the majority of comments. 

3.3. Aquarius 3

In comparison to the ICS and reporting requirements sections, Aquarius 3 received less comments.

65% of companies believed that the role Aquarius 3 played in the periodic review of price limits was sufficient. Those who believed it wasn’t (20%) did so because they were unhappy with the timing of the release of the model or thought the model was too complex.

In general companies were happy with the functionality offered:

· 90% thought the export functions were adequate;

· 85% thought the import functions were adequate; and,

· 75% thought the business plan data transfer processes adequate.

When asked about the K solving functions, what they required as modelling functions, or how they’d see existing functions improved there was very little comment (five responses). Of those that did two required simplification, one a single click K solving function, one gearing improvement and one requiring more flexible NPV profiling options.

When asked about the tariff basket only half responded. Half of those thought it could be simplified because it was cumbersome. A couple of others believed it should be integrated into Aquarius, and one believed a closer link with the Principal Statement was necessary.

The main consensus from the whole of the section was that the model should be networked so that it can be made more accessible.

Conclusion

Companies are generally comfortable with using the model and have a good understanding of how it works. The changes made to the current WIFL model  has addressed some of the functionality issues raised.

3.4. Demographics

60% of companies put the ICS on a network for multi-read access, but only allow one person to enter data. Having said that 45% of companies only have one or two people accessing the ICS in total.

A greater user access is made for the reporting requirements. 35% of companies have more than five users accessing the requirements.

For Aquarius 45% of companies just have one person accessing the system, with a further 25% of companies loading Aquarius to a single machine with several people accessing it. The issue of networking Aquarius is obviously hindering the accessibility of the system within companies.

65% of companies are using XP/Windows 2003 Server, with 45% using Microsoft Office 2003.

4. Reporter overview

Each of the three reporters who responded deal with companies using hard copy versions of the ICS tables, they do not (until the end of the process) trade electronic ICS when dealing with returns.

When they do use the ICS they do not use the majority of the functions available (because they are reporters). They do have some experience of generating the commentary templates required for them to complete. Like the companies, they have experienced some problems in using the function to generate all commentaries. 

In all cases it is one reporter using the ICS.
Two reporters accessed the line definitions from within the ICS and found it helpful. All seemed in favour of extending the scope of this functionality to the whole of the guidance.

Two reporters basically work alone with the reporting requirements on their laptop whilst one shared the reporting requirements more widely using the network.

Greater facilities for searching the document would be beneficial.

On Aquarius 3 only two of the reporters completed the section. Both felt that Aquarius 3 played a sufficient role in the periodic review.  However, neither respondent commented any further on using or their experience with Aquarius 3.

5. Auditor overview

Only one auditor responded confirming that they only use hard copies of the documents (tables, requirements etc) and do not use the electronic systems provided.

