
4.   CHAPTER 3 
This chapter aims to present decision criteria that will define the guidelines to choose a solution 

to the problem. Viable alternatives are discussed and the best fit is selected. Finally a plan to 

implement the solution is provided.  

4.1.   Decision Criteria 

To choose among possible alternatives and identify the best course of action regarding 

this problem, a set of decision criteria have to be selected. Based on these, alternatives can be 

analyzed comparing the resources, time and degree of change that would accompany their 

implementation. These variables all have a different impact on the outcome. Trying to create a 

productive solution would involve creating a process that utilizes minimal resources to produce 

the most useful information with enough flexibility to be modified in accordance with the needs 

of all users. 

The consequential issues that arise are, first of all, the impact of change in a system. The 

more disruptive a change is, the harder it is to put it through and, thus, the more likely it is that 

the actual outcome of this change effort is skewed from the intended one. On the other hand, if 

the intentions to change have only a limited reach, it can become a redundant effort to undertake.  

Apart from change, there are other variables that have to be considered when valuing the 

alternatives that can be considered. For example, the needed time to implement this project, the 

resources that will be needed to do so, the people that will have to limit the time they have to 

take on other activities are among many others and can be quantified.  Outweighing however, are 

the outcomes of this project, and their capacity to fulfill the needs of its users, making sure that 

purposes the CL was originally created for are covered. These decision criteria will define which 

alternative is the best to purse, and will define how resources have to be allocated, to create an 

appropriate balance in the variables to support the right outcome.  



4.1.1.   Definition of the decision criteria  

4.1.1.1.   Credit Collection Efficiency: This decision criterion requires the alternative to 

create information that has the flexibility to serves the needs of its users. Specifically, to create a 

process to calculate DSOs on a national, regional, and sub-regional level from the same structure 

and inquire about the composition of the DSO according to each single debtor and the volume 

sold to them. It also requires the alternative to create complementary information to enhance the 

understanding of the advances in the collection efficiencies of the firm. This has the purpose to 

provide additional measurement tools to ample the perspective provided to the users in addition 

to the information provided by the DSO. 

4.1.1.2.   DSO alignment: This refers to the compliance of the alternative to HARP 

guidelines, not only in the way the measure is calculated, but if it takes the correct inputs to 

calculate the DSO. This is important as there are various reports that calculate the DSO with 

different inputs, creating skewed results not mattering if the correct procedure is followed or not. 

With one solid answer that can be relied on, the rest have a guideline to follow.  

4.1.1.3.    Internal report: As this report is going to be read by various persons that need 

different kinds of information, the information has to be easy to read and understand, clear and 

concise. 

Top Management needs a more generalized overview of the events that have had a major 

impact on the metrics of the company over a longer period of time. This reveals the evolution of 

trends in the market and their impact on Holcim (US)’s receivables. Credit managers will see 

more current information that informs them about their performance in the current month 

compared the one of the other credit managers. When the CL is published, special comments will 

highlight the outstanding collection successes that each of them achieved. 
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4.1.1.4.   Resources: This watches if the amount of time and energy that has to be 

invested in the creation and implementation of an alternative is permissible. Specifically, the 

estimated time it will take to fully implement an alternative if chosen, taken from the working 

time of an employee. The timeframe specified is of six weeks, if no other task comes in between 

that has priority over the development of this project. This criterion poses however one more 

condition. Whatever the alternative may be, it has to render a solution in which the information 

of the CL can be generated in no more than one day and having only one person working on the 

process. 

4.2.   Alternatives 

4.2.1.   Learning the current model 

In doing so, a designated member from the financial planning team will take 

responsibility for the process. This will include learning model by spending time with it, until he 

or she gets acquainted with it and can use it more effectively to create the usual outcomes. 

With the current state of the needed files, it is hard to set a timeframe in which the project 

could be finished. First, the file has to be studied to clarify what outputs are generated from 

which formulas and what is the data used to generate them. This is important to understand, 

because if loose data, that was just used one time for a special request, is still stored in the files, 

all this junk will hinder the understanding of the files. Loose calculations can be wrongfully 

linked into the process, tarnish the results, or simply take time away for the understanding of the 

model. When the internal processes of the files are clarified and well understood, the designated 

member of the finance team has to pass on this understanding to all the other stakeholders that 

also have to use these files to create information, namely the credit managers. This will, with 

some practice, ease the strains of having to work with an unreasonably complex file.  
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Although the results will inform about the credit collection efficiency of the company, 

this alternative does not improved in any way and, apart from cleaning loose data inside the files, 

no additional value is added to the model. This is a hindrance for the desired outcomes of the 

model, since all the stakeholders that had to create information with these files, had expressed 

discontent with the generated results. They were labeled as exceedingly complex to generate and 

understand, and did not provide information that clearly and concisely enlightened the current 

credit patterns and situations. In addition to this, the generated results would not satisfy the DSO 

requirement. Based on the current formulas in the files, even if the users master their use, the 

DSO information would still not be accurate. This strongly speaks against the viability of this 

alternative. 

The ‘Internal Report’ criterion is not fulfilled either. The information contained in the CL 

is not considering its audience. The information it gives away is far too technical to be 

understood quickly and easily by its audience. For example, the credit managers find the results 

difficult to understand and rely on other sources of information to assess the credit conditions of 

their regions. This is detrimental for the purpose of the CL, if this group of readers cannot use the 

information that the CL gives away, then it becomes useless. In addition to this, the CL presents 

a good opportunity to communicate credit results to other stakeholders in the firm, like top 

management. The information, however, is too specific and presents no long-term data that could 

have much more value for top management. It is important to highlight that it was the initiative 

of the controller to create this report as a mean to be on top of the credit collection progresses the 

company has made, that was outside of the reporting system. In this way, atypical situation 

should be isolated and solved before they got reported to the holding company. 
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The requirements that this criterion demands are covered if the main readers of the CL 

are taught how to use the files and interpret the results, but this would lead into a state of sub-

optimization; besides, the opportunity to increase the value of this report is considerable. 

4.2.2.   Create an improved model 

This alternative is more laborious than the previous one, however promises a better 

output. This alternative starts by understanding the basic model to know what information is 

provided by the report. This data is compared to the informational needs of the credit managers 

and coupled with their feedback on their satisfaction of the model. This comparison will help to 

decide which structures and processes in the original model can be recycled and which ones 

should not. Besides, this information will also provide insights on the weak spots the current 

metrics have. If the way the credit information is presented is proficient, clear and concise, then 

the provided information will be much more useful. On the other hand, based on the feedback 

from the credit managers, new ways could be developed to provide more constructive metrics. 

This process adds to the fulfillment of the ‘credit collection efficiency’ and the ‘internal report’ 

criteria.  

The needed resources to set this alternative up and fully implement it should also be 

considered. This alternative requires more than double the time of the first alternative, because it 

encloses many of the required action items of the first alternative, mainly in the understanding of 

the model. Adding to this is the time necessary to produce new ways of presenting the required 

information and produce new indicators. This is a severe downside for this alternative, because it 

presents no clear and measurable targets to work towards. Setting targets arbitrarily is far too 

subjective and it would need the constant collaboration from the credit managers and the 

controller. It could become difficult as the usual schedules of these stakeholders would not allow 

frequent meetings to provide their input, specially because, even though the credit managers are 
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among the main readers of the CL, they would not be part of a development team and, thus, 

don’t carry this responsibility.         

Countering this downside is the needed working time. Once the revamped files are in 

place, the needed time to create the CL will be reduced dramatically. Once the desired outcomes 

are clearly defined, the needed alterations in the formulas can be created, as well as the 

structuring of the processes to automate the process as much as possible. This is very important 

to the creation of the information, because the information provided is time sensitive. If the 

publication of the CL is delayed too much, it becomes obsolete for the current month.  

Since the underlying processes in the creation of the CL are heavily edited, the 

opportunity to create new indicators to measure the credit collection should be used. Finally, the 

files could be customized in a way that could later be easily converted into a query that runs 

independently and can be pulled directly from the system by all users as they need. However all 

these additions would require more resources than many be valuable to invest in. Specific 

guidelines should be established on what new features provide marginal value to the report and 

what would not. Again this should be established from the users feedback and don’t stem from 

the perspectives of the developer.  

4.2.3.   Create a new query 

 This solution would solve all the problems of the model, offer the abovementioned 

upgrades from both solutions and reduce the time needed to create the CL output to less than one 

hour, as this alternative proposes to create a new query from scratch. However, herein lays the 

problem. Creating the structure for the new query encloses all the needed activities from the 

previous alternative and requires a file structure that complies fully with the requirements of the 

SAP reporting system. While this would not limit the flexibility and potential of the CL, it would 

require further coaching from an SAP specialist to watch over the compliance of the files and the 
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correct integration inside the reporting system. Since input from many other queries is required 

to produce its results, one has to identify the place of the new CL query inside the reposting 

system. This not only includes proving that the CL query would not be redundant to already 

established processes inside the server, other elements around a query have to be defined as well, 

namely the metadata. This includes which persons have access to the query and what level of 

insight should be granted. This depends on the position of the user, depending on the needs of 

the job comes the level of access to the information. This is due to the sensitivity of the 

information. Relevant quantitative data has to be guarded tightly, so no leaking is can be done to 

the outside. Metadata has to solve other organizational issues, like the method it is retrieved, how 

input variables alter the information that is presented, what level of processing time is acceptable 

and how varying inputs from users have an influence on the formatting of the results. Once this 

information is in place, the next step is to create a file structure in Microsoft Excel that fulfills 

requirements, both in data manipulation and formatting. This is a complex topic, because it is in 

this action that the actual potential of the new query is formed. If the file structures are concise, 

flexible and fulfill every task demanded from them, then the new query will be an effective one. 

Since this can be considered as creating the core and fundamental essence of the new query, 

whatever goes wrong here, can hardly be changed later.  

After this alternative is created and fully implemented, each user group needs to be 

trained in how to use it, so the full potential of the query can be used. This has to go beyond a 

recipe-type description on what values to input for which variables. A fundamental 

understanding of the processes conducted by the query should be established. This will help in 

the understanding of the results, making them in turn more insightful for each user. In addition to 

this, time can be spent with each user group to relate these results to other efficiency metrics, 

placing the CL results inside a context in which they can support other credit related situations 
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the company is currently facing. This last step would really be a value adding step that is not 

required but could prove valuable for later credit development activities on the company.  

Finally, a thought comes on the resources needed. Clearly this alternative requires the 

vast amount of resources compared to the other alternatives, so are the results from 

implementing this alternative. The concern then revolves around two issues. First, the required 

time to full implementation of the alternative as increased drastically for this option, since not 

only the structure of the files is needed, but also the setting inside the reporting system in which 

the CL query is supposed to operate. The required time could take a couple of months, which is a 

lot for a monthly publication. On the other hand, this alternative should be challenged with the 

thought that it exceeding caters to the demand for a solution; in other words the solution is far 

too good for what is needed. In implementing this choice, a point would be surpassed where 

added value from the solution would not surpass the required resource input, like a diseconomy 

of scale.  

4.3.   Decision criteria matched against the alternatives 

Table 5:  Alternatives matched against the decision criteria, summary 

                Alternatives 

Decision Criteria 
Learn the current 

model 
Create an improved 

model Create a new query 

Credit Collection 
Efficiency 

   

DSO Alignment 
   

Internal Report 
   

Resources 
   

Source: Self-elaborated, 2008 
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Every alternative presented solves the need to inform the reader of the CL about the credit 

collection efficiency of the company in the current month. This is a basic requirement that has to 

be met by a viable solution. The second decision criterion is just covered by the second and third 

alternatives; since learning the current model does not include any effort to change the processes 

and formulas used to create the information, no clear guideline can be created to exemplify the 

correct DSO calculation and result. Thus, the first alternative does not fulfill the second criterion. 

The other two alternatives, on the other hand, do alter the formulas used by Excel to create the 

needed information. This entails modification of the formulas and also covers the need for the 

third criterion. Since the formulas change, so should the presentation of the information. Now 

that better quality information can be created, it should not be hampered by the presentation. The 

structuring of the information in tables and graphs should provide each reader group with the 

necessary information in an easy to understand, clear and concise manner. Understanding the 

original model only clarifies to its users how to better grasp the current information and so, while 

helping users to understand the way the information is presented, it seeks to teach the CL’s 

readers how to understand the conveyed information, instead of understanding the informational 

needs of its readers. This fact speaks against alternative one.  

 Last but not least is the ‘Resource’ criterion. Even if needed resources are easy to 

identify, precise quantifications for the structuring and implementation times are not available. 

Only estimations can help in setting approximate deadlines to establish a pace for the 

development of the project. Decisions can however be made based on the relative differences 

that can be deduced from the amount of resources required by each option.  

The amount of resources consumed by the alternatives if implemented should not only 

stay within reasonable limits, but should also be as efficient as possible, without limiting the 

yield from the chosen alternative. In this regard only alternatives one and two are considered as 
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viable. Alternative three is discarded because of the increased amounts of resources that are 

needed to structure the solution and implemented, especially because the system hurdles that 

have to be overcome and the needed time to create the new query.  

Obviously, the creation of an improved model stands out as an alternative, being the only 

one that successfully fulfills the requirements of all decision criteria. To be able to implement 

this step, the implementation itself must first be structured.  

 

4.4.   Structural changes and implementation 

4.4.1.   Outline 

 It is important to know what steps to undertake and how to coordinate them to create the 

desired result. To be able to do this, a Gantt chart was created, See Appendix E. This shows all 

steps necessary to fulfill the project on time, if no other overriding assignments present 

themselves.  

4.4.2.   Structural changes 

To start making changes in the files that create the CL information it is important that one 

first creates an understanding of these files. The old model has to be studied, for there are parts 

that can be used with slight changes in the new model. Many other loose parts of the file can be 

deleted without the loss of information. Doing this step will help to understand the original 

model much better, which in turn will result in better knowledge of its capabilities and 

weaknesses to build from this basic knowledge new tools and the new file. To create the 

necessary outcomes with the fewest changes possible, these would have to be made at core 

points in the process that help to create the desired state. That is why just three changes are 

necessary.  

 
 

10



The first one is the creation of a feedback loop in the process of the CL. This focuses 

around the needs of the users. The audience of the CL will focus on the performance of the 

outcome as well as the easiness of the model to be used. 

The second step is to trim the process to eliminate old or unnecessary processes. Because 

the steps for creating CLs is very austere, there is just one step to eliminate to make the process 

be smaller and faster to execute, that is, the updating of the formulas. The current structure 

requires that users manually update the formulas in a vast amount of cells to create the necessary 

tables, charts and links to the resource data. To be able to eliminate this cumbersome step, a new 

process has to be created inside the Excel template that creates the files automatically.  

The third and last item is the creation of new indicators and metrics to give away a better 

breakdown of the situation of the receivables, the impact that this has on other parts of the 

company and present the information is ways that support the fulfilling of responsibilities to each 

user. 

These three actions will create a robust and flexible model based on the needs of the 

users. By running the process with these enhancements, the system will become by experience, 

more optimized and will be able to automatically create updates as the need for these arise.  

 

 4.4.2.1.   The feedback loop: The first action item is to add a feedback loop at the end of 

the project. The following is a graphical representation of the additions and the points to attach 

these to: 
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Figure 5: Feedback Loop 

 

 

 

 

        Updated Model 

 

 

With this cycle, needed inputs can be considered for the enhancement of the process. 

After one, maximal two times the complete process is run, an optimized model should be 

created, unless further changes are asked for.  

4.4.2.1.1.   How does the feedback loop support the decision criteria: As information 

about the process is being collected each time it is conducted, the users will be seeing frequent 

updates and the overall user experience will improve. This point can be broken down into 

smaller and more detailed improvements, however. 

First is the usage of the model. As the updates come to be, the users will be able to use 

the model more easily and will have a moderate transition into using the newer versions. The 

main changes will happen most probably, based on received suggestions, along the creation of 

the first two CLs. Since this will alter the user interface every user will be interacting with, the 

changes undertaken here create more noise for the users that other proposed alterations. At this 

pace, changes will not be overwhelming, thus the noise and inconformity created by change will 

be reduced and users will have more time to adjust to the changes in the structure of the model. 

 As the users understand much better the situations of the receivables, the nature of their 

collection and have much more experience in managing these aspects of the working capital of 

Yes 
Ask main 
users for 
Feedback 

Create 
suggested 
changes 

Results 
tie out? Publishing

Build in changes Verify coherence

Source: Self-developed, 2008 
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the company, their input is greatly valuable. They can provide insights into the structure of the 

elements being measured and charted that other persons can’t. This results in the creation of 

graphs that show information in a simpler and more provoking way. By doing so, the impact on 

the products of the process created a more integrated perspective that was directly linked to other 

parts of the organization, like the impact of receivables on the value of the firm.     

Once this new and more compelling way of presenting the information is in place, other 

stakeholders of the project like top management will get a higher value form the same 

information. The feedback loop in particular, proves to be very helpful, as now stakeholders can 

convey their needs for information in an easier way and expect active changes made to it. Top 

management requires information that is based on and stimulates creative thinking. They are the 

users with the most critical need for information, but are the ones with the least amount of time 

to spend thinking on the development of new indicators and ways to present them. By 

formalizing the feedback process, a small amount of time is devoted to the collection of feedback 

and, especially the controller, is encouraged to create a small and simple list of ideas that he 

would like to see implemented, right when he is working on the comments for the CL.  

 4.4.2.2.   Structure and internal processes of the model: This step refers to the internal 

processes that will occur inside the excel files that create the output. As this process has to 

collect and summarize huge amounts of information and transform them into specific actions, the 

selected way to structure this process input output process is as illustrated in Figure 6: 

Figure 6: Internal process automation 

 

 

 

 

OLAP 
processes Input data Verify 

Send results 
to controller 
for review 

Source: Self-developed, 2008 
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As just little changes can be made to the structure of the inputs, enhancements have to be 

made in the first part of the model. With the power of OLAP processes, one can format the 

information into a large table to be drilled down and integrated back again quickly. The input 

areas in Excel have to be formatted to receive the information and through internal linking from 

the receiving cells to formulas, create self updating results. This seems a complex process to 

achieve, but taking these steps apart, one can see that it is not as complicated.  

Since the queries will provide a list of all the debtors and the related accounts receivable 

information in the form of database entries, the quickest and most accurate way to start the 

process is to create an input structure that collects the information after all necessary OLAP 

processes have happened in the reporting system. The resulting table is very similar to a data 

table that would be used to create a pivot table in Excel. Now that the information is in place, it 

has to be sorted according to the structure of sub-regional entities. As each of them will have a 

specific DSO and are the smallest entity form for which a separate set of metrics will be created, 

it makes sense to start consolidating results from this level on. Though this makes sense, it is 

important to maintain the possibility to drill down into a single debtor account for specific 

inquiries. From the sub-regional structures one can summarize the regional and national 

information as well. Regional data is integrated as the sum of all sub-regional data, as is the 

national data integrated from the sum of the regions. In other words, the table has to be 

subtotaled. With this, the totaled revenues of each sub-region are broken down by the accounts 

receivable and sales of the needed month.  

The next part in the model needs the inputs to be in the specific format they are currently 

in, to produce the needed outputs automatically. To achieve this, all the steps through which the 

data flows through, have to be linked to one another; beginning with the cells the inputs are 

pasted into, till the charts and graphs that will be used in the actual publishing.  
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To preserve the level of detail and still create nationwide information, each sub-regional 

unit needs to have the same set of formulas that link to their sales and accounts receivable 

information. These will create the metrics and inputs needed for the output graphs to update 

themselves.  

As the complete structure is linked through, the only manipulation of data necessary is 

the sorting and subtotaling of the data, once it comes out the reporting system and pasting the 

data into the model. Altogether, these simple tasks should take no more than 15 minutes.  

It is advisable, due to the complexity of the formulas and their programming, that a final 

check for correctness and accuracy is performed after pasting the subtotaled information into the 

model. If the model is built without mistakes and the pasting was done in the right cells, neither 

problems nor further actions are required by the users.  

To send the created output, the needed tables and graphs are pasted into a Word 

document and sent to the controller.  

4.4.2.2.1.   How does the structure and internal processes of the model support the 

decision criteria: The implementation of this new structure supports the objective of aligning the 

DSO of the company. The calculation of the DSO was in line with the HARP methodology. This 

was the biggest transferable asset from the old model into the new one. Little additional 

programming has to be done to the DSO formula. It should be structured more easily and be 

robust enough to account for special cases that might arise when sub-regions of the company 

have atypical input values. These could be for example, very little sales and comparatively huge 

receivables accounts. Such a case can present itself for sub-regional areas that serve a small 

customer pool.   

The main factor that gives full compliance to the calculation with the HARP guidelines is 

the input selection. As now a structured and official list of predefined information is available, 
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users that need DSO information are able to resort to this report to get a version that describes 

the current state of Holcim (US)’s collections. This version will be backed up by higher 

management and thus, other users will be inclined to use this result over others.  

Another big advantage that the new structure and internal procedure offers is the 

enhanced user experience. The time it takes for this process to be completed is much shorter than 

with the older model. The time the finance team spends in the development of the CLs will be 

shortened significantly. If the developer of the CL’s information so chooses, he/she can multitask 

while doing the CL.  

4.4.2.3.   Creation of new indicators and metrics: The creation of new metrics addresses 

the needs for more customized information. For instance, the impact any change in sales or 

receivables can have for any given month on the value of the company. For this reason a new 

metric was created, ARCO. ARCO stands for “Accounts Receivables Cost of Opportunity” and 

precisely measures the opportunity cost that Holcim (US) incurs for carrying its receivables. This 

does not attempt to value the company as a whole, more sophisticated and customized valuation 

methods are in place, it would make little sense to create a competing version, which could not 

cover the reach and level of detail that is needed when valuing a company. Holcim (US) has 

introduced Holcim Value Added (HVA) as a methodology to compute its value. HVA is a 

customization of the generalized EVA method. As this would measure the value of the company 

as a whole without focusing directly on the impact of receivables, a different approach that links 

the concepts of the company’s value and accounts receivables is better suited to this particular 

situation.  

This is why ARCO was created. ARCO measures the opportunity cost, by calculating the 

monetary amount that Holcim (US) could have had above its current earnings, if its amounts of 

accounts receivable would have been made in sales. This cost of opportunity is not between 
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different buyers; rather, the opportunity of adding more returns to the current month’s income 

from the value tied up in accounts receivable. It is unreal to suppose that Holcim (US) would 

turn away increased receivables; however, sales bring the benefit of immediate availability of 

these funds, receivables is not as liquid.  

The calculation of the monthly ARCO is as follows: 

ARCO = ((Accounts Receivable)*(1+(WACC/12))^(DSO-30))-(Accounts Receivable) 

The equation is compounding the value of accounts receivable at the cost of capital for 

the period of time of the DSO minus the mentioned thirty day period, and subtracting in the end 

the original Receivables amount. This quantifies the opportunity costs only. To make this 

concept more understandable, consider this next analogy:  

Person 1 sells product X to person 2 for a $1000 dollars. Person 2 receives product X but 

gives an IOU to person 1 as a promise to pay within a certain period of time. This period is 

measured by the DSO. If person 1 would have received the money at the same time as person 2 

received product X, person 1 could have deposited that money in the bank and enjoyed the 

interests of that deposit. The interests that person 1 could gain from having the money in the 

bank for DSO number of days is what ARCO is measuring. Holcim (US) represents person 1, the 

seller of the product, and receives a promise to pay from the buyer, person 2. The interests that 

Holcim (US) would generate in the bank are the returns that it can create by reinvesting the 

money in other projects Holcim (US) currently has. The WACC is taken as the reinvestment rate 

for these funds. Since projects should only be undertaken if the returns of investing in them are at 

least equal to the cost of the capital, it is a good assumption for the investment of the lost funds.  

 To marginally increase the value of the company, sales and receivables have to increase 

continuously. ARCO proves that, while Holcim (US) should increase continuously its sales and 

accounts receivable, it should focus on the creation of sales over the creation of accounts 
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receivable. This indicator follows a conservative approach, since usual practices across industries 

would suggest payment terms of about a month; measuring anything that is beyond a thirty day 

period makes this notion more realistic. This is why the formula for ARCO subtracts thirty days 

from the DSO. 

Using ARCO over a longer period of time creates a better way to analyze the trends in 

the creation of sales over receivables. The rationale is that during the times of the year in which 

increased spending on areas like consumer goods increase, cement customers tend to buy more 

on credit. During summer vacations and the winter break, consumption patterns place a higher 

interest in taking on a credit to than to pay upfront.   

 To identify changes in the different product lines, the option was developed to either see 

the outputs of the CL for the consolidated product portfolio or for each single product line. As 

the produced volume of Portland Cement outweighs the demand for any other product several 

times, this option proves to be a handy tool when focusing on a specific product. In the case of 

other products, individual product inquiries can be created to get a notion for the behaviors of the 

payers and debtors. On the other hand, taking just the results of the report for Portland Cement 

takes any minor alterations, that all the other products might create away and displays a result 

that is more precise.  

4.4.2.3.1.   How does the creation of new indicators and metrics support the decision 

criteria: The first criterion that is addressed is the credit collection efficiency. Having the 

possibility to create reports that disaggregate the DSO into the DSOs of each product gives more 

clarity and accuracy to the report. The impact on the structure however is minimal. The reason 

for this is that the OLAP processes can filter the information by all types of information that an 

entry has stored. That is to say, the OLAP process can filter the information by customer, 

product type, date when the receivables were created, the region and sub-region the sale was 
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made in and the amount to be collected, etc. as long as each data entry has an input in all fields. 

Table 6 shows a generic example of database entries where the first two are correct, the last one 

is not.  

Table 6: Example database entries 

Debtor’s 
name 

Debtor’s 
ID  

(5 digits) 

Product 
type  

(2 digits) 

Data entry 
date 

Region 
 (4 digits) 

Sub-
region  

(3 digits) 
Amount 

Trustworthy 

builder, Inc. 
33095 10 15/10/07 3000 330 $45’000.95 

Unreliable 

constructions 
49085 10 10/10/07 4000 490 $23’789.05 

Unreliable 

constructions 
49085  98/13/56 60 499 $4’986.00 

 Source: Self-developed, 2008 

In the case of the last entry, if the user is requesting information for all the regions to 

create an overall perspective of the credit collection activities, there would be a problem with the 

field “Region”. The region number for this entry should be 4000, like the example entry above. 

Since there is not a region that has the number 60 assigned and the code to identify a region must 

contain four digits, the information could have this entry included as a separate region, or could 

be excluded if the user was filtering data for regions other than the number 60. Even if the user is 

filtering information to get information about the 4000 region, the last data entry would not be 

selected, although it should. Mistakes like these ones create skewed subtotals and, consequently, 

wrong metrics.  

For the OLAP process to filter information by product, the column referring to the 

product type has to be filled with one of the products Holcim (US) actively sells. Leaving the cell 
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blank or putting a value in that does not match any of the products in the portfolio will generate 

faulty data when the system filters this record for a report in the same way that happened with 

the past error.  

The Internal report criterion is largely addressed by ARCO. Additional value created or 

destroyed is a good measure for the performance of the operating stakeholders. Other factors 

held constant, the more a cumulative version of ARCO increases, the worse the performance of 

the collections of Holcim (US)’ accounts receivable is. If, on the other hand, a cumulative ARCO 

decreases, the collection efficiency has recovered previously destroyed value; in other words, 

accounts receivable is being collected faster and the DSO is smaller. The performance of credit 

managers is now tangibly measurable in a way that is linked to the bottom line of the company. 

When presenting the ideal of maximizing the idea of the company, there are obviously value 

drivers that have a bigger impact on the firm’s value than others. Smaller pieces of the 

organization usually don’t have this notion of value so present to them; with ARCO, middle 

managers and credit collectors have a direct insight on how their actions alter the value of the 

company. This ensures a closer alignment from them as well as for senior management. 
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4.4.3.   Resources needed using the new model: 

 Now that the new structure is in place, the improved results can be created much faster. 

Figure 7 illustrates how the solution addresses the decision criterion of the consumed resources. 

Figure 7: New CL model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The time needed to perform these tasks is estimated as follows: 

1) Running all queries to obtain the information, estimated time: 3 hours 

2) Performing the necessary OLAP processes until all information is in the desired format, 

estimated time: 2 hours 

Customers buy cement 

No 

Outstanding 
Receivables 

Receivables 

Sales 
Queries to 

get data 
OLAP 

processes 
Input data 
into Excel 
template 

Generate 
output tables 
and graphs 

Send results 
to controller 
for review 

Yes 

No Audit the 
results 

Publishing Yes

No 

Yes Bought on 
Credit? 

Are corporate 
results correct? 

       Results  
       tie out? 

Source: Self-developed, 2008 
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3) Input data into the former Excel template, estimated time: 15 minutes 

4) Create the final tables and graphs for the CL, estimated time: 0 hours 

5) Rick is in charge of the publication of the CL.  

6) Collect feedback, create updates and incorporate them: relative to audiences’ availability  

These time estimations assume that the results of the process tie with other reports and 

accounting information Holcim (US) has. The time needed to create a new update for the process 

is relative. In the beginning, this last step will consume large amounts of time and other 

resources for updating purposes, in future periods no further improvements might be suggested.   

 With this new model, one person can crate the output of the CL in 5 hours and 

approximately 15 minutes, not counting the time needed to create the updates. This solution 

covers both conditions set by the ‘Resources’ criterion. It takes one person less than a day to 

create the outputs of the CL. The time needed for the creation of updates does not count towards 

achieving this target, as the publication of the CL is not dependant on any updates. These time 

estimates are based in 5 trials of the dynamic, iteration-type feedback loop system described in 

the proposed solution. 

 

4.4.4.   Future scalability of the solution 

 The last feature of this model is that it can be converted into a report that is processed 

completely inside the reporting system of the company. This means that the complete amount of 

time that a user has to invest working with the files that create the CL would completely 

disappear. The only time spent would be the delay of the system to gather the information and to 

conduct the OLAP processes, calculations and creation of the results. While all this will increase 

the time it takes for the query to create the result out of the BI system, the user requesting it can 

multitask, as no interaction from the user is needed while a query is processing.  
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Of course this would have been the ideal solution for the problem at hand, if the 

implementation wouldn’t have been so difficult. The new model represents an important 

milestone in the evolution of the CL. It is the link that connects the old model and the complete 

automation of a new query. Having developed a solid intermediate step creates the foundation 

for a better structured and much more evolved and matured version. The chosen version creates a 

relatively easy way of creating updates for the model that can be modified at any point in time. If 

a new query is created, this flexibility is almost completely lost. The reason for this is the stake 

that other users have in the queries, as explained above. With this intermediate step, the process 

can be completely streamlined on the go, and pose in time the blueprints for a much better query 

than the one that could be created right away. 
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