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Additional Tools: Gap Analysis, System Requirements,
Internal / External Benchmarking
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Executives Cite Six Common Issues Across Fund Accounting Process and Performance Improvements are Linked to Five Solution Categories
Teams remain in individual silos The amount of time required to Improvement Area Immediate Action Improvements
due to data variance and lack of onboard new and existing funds is
communication between corporate, not consistently tracked or easily Identify and d dundancies i B s
compliance, financial reporting, predicted, extending NAV and entity and document reaunaaricies In package anaiysis |
and accounting teams additional core process cycle times — Quantify and source redundancies when preparing the package analysis
NAV Package Determine root cause of duplication of efforts
Ana/ysis — Catalogue and organize data fields by the requiring documents
Document future-state impact on workflow
. . T — FTE and cycle time reduction with elimination of errors and inconsistent data
Investor accounting system With no customer categorization in
data doesn’t match a portfolio’s place, it increases the difficulty of
accounting data’, and fin anci al p/an ning key operational and . Evaluate current NAV checklist for effectiveness and completeness
statements don’t match investor financial elements such as planning e N . + timel p nbound
or portfolio accounting records, workload, account pricing, and . — Efrorcapiure /e U,C Sl U P LIS '_ness’,an aita acellES RN
creating manual rework service achievement Post NAV Checklist Enable NAV team input for checklist milestones
Effectiveness — Risk mitigation, redundancy, optimized workflow
Integrate key controls within the checklist functionality
) ) ) ) ) ) — Ability to track ad-hoc items, report creation/validation, and task accountability
Middle office and fund accounting No mechanism exists to match inbound
are not in alignment causing workload to available resources and
elr;tr/e? /Z lfhe systet;n to be Zhe aglllty tcl)_ mteasure Iwo_;k .reqwtrements Establish current volume of data maps in backlog
Zielelise Rlneeiey 2 .on C’e.n co_mp 2418/ ’.S e . — Document inbound issues, source frequency, correction method
formalized, hindering capacity Fund Account/ng Determine potential root cause of inbound quality issues
modeling and resource plannin
g 2 g /IZ bound Data — Internal vs external segmentation
ccuracy Document impact on cycle time and workload related to rework
— Integrate best practices
The Industry Average to Identify a NAV Incident is 4.7 Days and Each Day
Undetected Leads to 3.8 Additional Errors Identify data field commonalities across business units
’ during onboarding
Number of Days to Identify Incident . Total Errors Generated . - Cross.-cheok obboardlnglj data requirements between business units
(Average) 20 Onboar ding Establish solutions for issues
— Data Entry — Create single template to capture all data fields and be disseminated
\ w 2 Pilot use of template/new data collection infrastructure, migrate
» S ol to all new funds
”>J — Simultaneous loading of data into legacy and new systems/templates
Minimum Median Maximum <ZE 15 4
® Average: 4.7 ; 10 -
g Document the frequency and characteristics of high risk escalations
o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 . — Nature (obtaining proof of residence, citizenship, income sources, etc.)
Number of Days — A High Risk Confirm segmentation issues by new and existing clients
o J 5 3 4 5 6 7 Escalations — Document overall impact in time and cost
Days Delay Select small area to test new high risk procedures

For each day undetected, the incident leads to 3.8 additional errors, on average ~ Troubleshoot and roll out
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