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About the Report 
Capgemini has completed the ninth annual study of current technology and operations 
trends in the Equipment Finance market. The study serves as the industry benchmark for 
information technology (IT) and operations direction and spending, and represents a 
summary of survey responses and an analysis of key findings. Capgemini also presents 
some of their insight into the continuing evolution of technology in the Equipment Finance 
marketplace. 

The 2011 Business Technology Performance Index (BTPI) was written and compiled 
during the period from July to October 2011. It is based on industry research and responses 
from 26 participants representing bank, captive and independent finance companies across 
a large spectrum of ticket sizes, market approaches and geographies. The respondent 
companies are largely members of Equipment Leasing and Finance Association (ELFA). 

Participation in the BTPI is voluntary and free of charge. All Equipment Finance companies 
were welcome and invited to provide survey responses through Excel-based forms. All 
those who participated received a free advance copy of the report before the formal 
introduction of the report at the 2011 ELFA Annual Conference. 

The 2011 BTPI is the latest report in a series of publications on business trends, systems 
and technology available through the ELFA, the Equipment Leasing and Finance 
Foundation (ELFF) and Capgemini. The BTPI report focuses specifically on trends in 
technology and operations, and their adoption. Other ELFA resources were used to support 
the research, analysis and conclusions found in this report. 

About the Authors 
The authors of the 2011 BTPI are part of Capgemini’s Asset Finance practice. This group 
focuses on the Equipment Leasing and Finance market and works daily with Equipment 
Finance companies to help them create more efficient and profitable operations. This group 
is part of the 115,000 person Capgemini consulting business which operates in 40 
countries around the world with 2010 revenues of approximately $11.5B. The authors and 
contributors to this report include: Josh Bridge, Steve Byrnes, Michael Donnary, Ken 
Kelliher, Lawrence Latvala, Bryan Parfitt and Christine Williams. 

The authors would like to thank all the participating companies, respondent interviewees 
and Capgemini associates who assisted with this report. They would also like to 
acknowledge and thank Ralph Petta and Bill Choi of the ELFA for their continued support 
for the BTPI. Ralph and Bill were instrumental in ensuring this effort receives appropriate 
coverage, exposure and industry participation. 
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Preface 
We are proud to present the 2011 Business Technology Performance Index report in 
collaboration with the ELFA. 

Now in its ninth year, the BTPI report provides insight into the trends and forward looking 
initiatives Equipment Finance companies have started, are anticipating or have recently 
completed in efforts to drive their companies into new markets, new opportunities, and 
improved and more efficient operations. 

The main objective of this report is to help you understand the current thinking of market 
leading Equipment Finance firms relative to decision processes associated with operations 
and technology initiatives. This report will give you insight into operations and technology 
trends, and the state of technology in the industry. The findings of this report can help 
inform the construction of business plans and the creation of new technology strategies to 
support those plans. The BTPI can assist in efficiently benchmarking your spending and 
performance against the market and help refine your IT strategic direction. 

As a service provider to the industry, Capgemini provides solutions in the areas of 
technology strategy, system selection and implementation, and business transformation—
both onshore and offshore—as well as applications development, maintenance and support 
through over 30 global delivery centers in 40 countries on six continents. 

These offerings are supported by: 

 A broad spectrum of global services and experience with all phases of the Equipment 
Finance lifecycle – from marketing and origination through to asset termination 

 Unsurpassed knowledge of the software packages available in the market, supported by 
an international package-based solutions database with information on every major, 
relevant package and technology 

 Vendor neutrality and a focus on the customer 
 An exceptional track record and reference client list that includes 14 of the top 20 

Equipment Finance companies as listed in the 2011 Monitor 100 
 Leading-edge capabilities closely attuned to industry trends and leading practices 
 Strategic and comprehensive services tailored to the individualized needs of each client 
 Global services and resources combined with excellent local delivery capabilities 

Should you require any further information or assistance regarding our solutions, please 
contact Capgemini. We welcome feedback and suggestions on how to improve this report. 

Cordially, 
 

  
Steven E. Byrnes   

steven.byrnes@capgemini.com 
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Executive Summary 
The most telling question asked in the survey each year is “What IT / Operations issues are 
keeping you up at night?” For the past few years, the answers were fairly intuitive (given 
the challenges that the industry was facing) – cut costs and manage the risks in the 
portfolio. 

This time around, however, the results appear to be different. To perform an analysis on 
the responses, we loaded the survey data to the “…up at night” question into an interesting 
tool – TagCrowd (www.TagCrowd.com). TagCrowd is a web application for visualizing 
word frequencies in any text by creating what is popularly known as a word cloud, text 
cloud or tag cloud. The output arranges the words according to frequency dimensions. The 

more times a word is 
included in the survey 
responses, the larger it 
appears – in our 
responses “business” 
and “systems” were 
discussed most often. 

Based on the image 
(see left) and our 
analysis of the detailed 
question responses, a 
few things have 
become clear. First, the 
industry has moved 

past cost cutting as a sole focus of the operations side of the business. Second, as the 
industry is moving forward (however gradually) there is a broad range of transformational 
topics to which companies must pay attention. A representative sampling of the diverse 
range of “…up at night” responses are as follows: 

 “Agility in moving with the market place” 
 “…providing adequate support of the business unit strategies” 
 “…unsupported systems and home grown databases and spreadsheets” 
 “Credit risk” 
 “…support a global business” 

Challenges – yes, but further analysis points out a focus that is increasingly optimistic. 
Companies are closely tying spending and initiatives to business needs. Legacy systems are 
back on the table again, and are being addressed and updated. Customers, service offerings 
and global 

While these are not the best of times for the industry, this year’s responses indicate 
improvement and optimism, and a more forward-looking approach taken by businesses. 

expansion are headline areas of attention. 

All good signs in an evolving and improving industry story. 
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1. Technology Trends 

As we approach the ten year anniversary of this study, we thought it would be interesting 
to look over the last five years and see if any trends appear.  In this section, we will explore 
a few highlights of our findings. 

1.1. Trend 1 – Core Front / Back-end System Preferences 

Over the last five years, responses have indicated a downward trend pertaining to building 
a custom front or back-end solution catered to a company’s needs. Responses have shown 
that over a five-year span the interest in approaching core front and back-end systems in 
this manner has been cut in half from just over 1 in 4 in 2007 to approximately 1 in 8 in 
2011. 
 

Exhibit 1. Preference on core front and back end system 

 

The industry is littered with well-publicized failed attempts at building large-scale, custom 
enterprise solutions. It would seem that these failures have taken their toll, scaring most 
companies away from building a custom solution. 

Trending exactly the opposite direction would be the preference to purchase an enterprise 
wide (including application entry through asset termination functionality) packaged 
solution from a single vendor. While this option has consistently been the favored solution 
among all respondents in recent years, the preference has peaked to over half of all 
respondents leaning in this direction this year.  One reason for this may be the fact that 
vendors are now offering enterprise wide solutions with mature functionality built on 
current technology platforms. This allows companies to address critical IT issues including 
integration complexity, data management and support for automating global business 
processes. 
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“The industry is littered 
with well-publicized 
failed attempts at 
building large-scale, 
custom enterprise 
solutions. It would seem 
that these failures have 
taken their toll…” 
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While there is a perceived safety concern with a single vendor solution, the importance of 
considering vendor risk seems to be waning. Years ago, it was uncommon to see a vendor 
who could offer an end-to-end solution. Today you not only can choose from multiple 
vendors, but their product offerings now have a track record which can be taken into 
consideration during a system selection. 

It’s quite possible we haven’t heard the last from the ‘builders’. It’s been noted that you buy 
and automate for your commodity processes, and build for your company’s key 
differentiators. As time passes, and past failures are forgotten, this option may once again 
become a popular. 

1.2. Trend 2 – Web Service Capabilities 

Nearly all web service capabilities which the survey has called out over the last five years 
have indicated a long term upward trend. As customer demand for online portals assisting 
in their self service has increased, these capabilities have noticeably spiked. 
 

Exhibit 2. Web capability trends 

 

It has become crucial in today’s environment for a customer to be able to quickly and easily 
gather and request information on their contract or make payments, among other things. 
From a lessor perspective, the acceptance and faith in evolving financial technology and, 
more importantly, the security around it continues to grow. Gone are the days when a 
company was leery of adopting something as frightening as an e-signature. 

As an example of this continued investment into customer self-service, it was recently 
announced1

The one item trending downwards, and sharply, is not providing any web capabilities to 
customers. Clearly, if you are not offering these capabilities, you’re being left behind by 
those who can and do. 

 by one lessor that they have released a mobile lease originations app. 

                                                             
1 http://www.elfaonline.org/pub/news/IndNews/news_report.cfm?id=14095 
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“Clearly, if you are not 
offering these 
capabilities, you’re 
being left behind by 
those who can and do.” 
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1.3. Trend 3 – IT Initiatives to Undertake in Next 18 
Months 

When looking at IT initiatives an organization would look to undertake in the next year 
and a half, a few particular initiatives jumped out. It seems that while approximately a third 
of respondents considered back-end servicing system replacement in 2007 that number 
dropped to nearly half of that in the years 2008 to 2010. Then, in the most recent survey, 
the number was back closer to a third. 
 

Exhibit 3. IT initiatives in next 18 months 

 

In contrast, front-end system replacement has remained relatively constant at 1 in 4 over 
the same time period. Therefore, while the downturn in the economy and the plethora of 
vendors in the market space trying to vie for attention seemed to dampen any sentiment 
around back end system replacement, the same cannot be said regarding front-end 
replacement, which appears to be more of an inelastic service. 

To see consistent numbers for a front-end replacement initiative is not all that surprising. 
Front-end systems have historically been more advanced than their back end counterparts. 
As advances in automation and workflow continue so does the desire to stay competitive 
and the need to ensure front-end systems are state of the art. For many lessors, the slightest 
upgrade on the front-end can mean significant advantages, especially for those in the micro 
and small ticket arena. 

Another initiative, focus on process efficiency improvement, dropped from close to a third 
of respondents from 2007 to 2010 to about half of that in 2011. It seems that process 
efficiency was a major focus leading into and during the downturn. This statistic dropped 
off as the economy began to rebound at the beginning of this year. The drop off may be due 
to actual initiatives being undertaken, or possibly a sense of security as the landscape began 
to improve. One thing is certain, those who continue to put process efficiency at the 
forefront will certainly be in a better position if another recession were to hit. 
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“One thing is certain, 
those who continue to 
put process efficiency 
at the forefront will 
certainly be in a better 
position if another 
recession were to hit.” 



Asset Finance   |   the way we see it 

ELFA Business Technology Performance Index 2011  7 

Copyright © 2011 Capgemini Financial Services. All rights reserved.  

2. Behind the Numbers – 
Participant Interviews 

We modified our approach to analyzing survey results this year by facilitating deep dive 
interviews with a small number of respondents. We sought interviewees with implied 
success stories whose lessons, both positive and negative, could benefit all respondents. As 
with the rest of the BTPI report, the interviewees and specific systems deployed remain 
confidential. Two such interviews have been summarized below. As always, prior year BTPI 
responses were leveraged to identify trends which have evolved over the past five years. 

2.1. Interview #1: Bank with a Best of Breed CRM 

Interview #1 was held with the sole bank respondent who reported a best of breed CRM 
system. We expected banks to score well in the CRM arena particularly with recent global 
regulations to “know your customer” (KYC), but this bank is the only respondent who has 
a best of breed solution. Below is an excerpt from the interview: 

Question 1:  The IT operating budget was substantially increased this year, 
from $5 to $6.5MM. Which projects/initiatives required an increased 
budget? 

Answer:  Two elements: 1) upgrade of our current CRM platform to the latest release 
and 2) workflow enhancements which will be made transparent to our customers. Our 
workflow engine is housed outside of our CRM system. 

Question 2:  Is your CRM solution deployed in all four countries in which 
you operate?  How do you handle the challenge of multiple language 
customers? 

Answer:  Yes, it is deployed throughout the organization. The application is displayed 
in English for internal employees and all verbal / written customer communications 
are in the local languages. 

Question 3:  Is your CRM solution deployed throughout the bank, or just in 
the equipment finance division?  

Answer:  No, the bank is not integrated with our activities. However, a data 
interchange takes place to exchange customer data. The bank has multiple, home-
grown CRM systems. Eventually, the organization will migrate to one or two CRM 
systems. This is a complex, multi-year initiative. 

“…it is deployed 
throughout the 
organization… the bank 
is not integrated with 
our activities. However, 
a data interchange takes 
place to exchange 
customer data.” 
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Question 4:  How do you support your CRM solution for items such as system 
administration, configuration and development? 

Answer:  Daily support is handled in-house; the workload is very light and is limited 
to configuration changes only. Development work is managed by a well-known global 
external systems integration partner. 

Question 5:  Please describe your origination channel mix. 

Answer:  Direct (leasing sales force) 30%, bank 60%, vendor 10% 

Question 6:  Please describe the process for each channel inputting 
applications into the origination system. 

Answer:  Bank: The lease request is entered with automatic credit decisioning up to a 
USD $350K. A lease is issued upon approval. After the customer signs the contract, an 
audit takes place and KYC controls are implemented. Then the contract commences in 
the lease accounting system and equipment suppliers are funded. Requests that require 
manual approval are routed to the dedicated relationship manager who works with the 
customer directly. The leasing company enters the prospect in the CRM system, begins 
KYC and is notified of the credit decision. 

Direct: The lead generator can be a telemarketing call, the leasing sales force or the 
customer itself. Otherwise, the process is the same as the bank channel. 

Vendor: The transaction is typically a rental contract which is purchased by us. Some 
vendors can credit score the application using our tools. We perform some extra 
checks on the customer, and then the process is the same as the bank channel. 

Question 7:  Please describe any lessons learned from your CRM 
implementation. 

Answer:  We have very complex reporting, credit authorities and compliance 
requirements. All issues were eliminated with a single customer database and very 
strict operational processes. We can see the profitability of customers on a day-to-day 
basis. The CRM implementation did not go smoothly; significant change management 
activities were required as the staff adapted to a new way of working. The reporting 
tool did not deliver on its perceived capabilities; there have been four rebuild cycles to 
date to synchronize data triggers and re-pinpoint report timings. The software 
implementation partner did a good job throughout the process. 

Question 8:  How are you addressing the lack of a data quality monitor in 
your CRM solution today?  

Answer:  We have specific owners of elements of data in the database. The controller 
department creates monthly data quality overview reports. For example, email 
addresses are verified on a regular basis. The email address owner is tasked with 
making improvements within 14 days – customer service reps make the actual updates. 

“We have very complex 
reporting, credit 
authorities and 
compliance 
requirements. All issues 
were eliminated with a 
single customer 
database and very strict 
operational processes.” 
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An email flyer newsletter received a 50% response rate – which was somewhat of a fun 
gimmick; we saw very few bounced addresses coming back. 

Question 9:  Looking forward, electronic signatures are another key 
initiative for your company. Please discuss your current and future 
capabilities in this area. 

Answer:  We cannot make use of the banking solution and internet banking tools. We 
are currently viewing demos with outside vendors and would like to implement an e-
signature solution for contracts with all of our leasing customers. 

2.2. Interview #2: New Business Processing and BI 
Reporting Leader 

New Business Processing scored as the highest IT initiative by survey respondents. As such, 
interview #2 was held with the BTPI respondent with the highest ranking of both New 
Business Processing and BI reporting. The company is a captive. Below is an excerpt from 
the interview: 

Question 1:  Which factors contributed to you rating New Business 
Processing Maturity Model as “Optimizing”, the highest possible ranking? 

Answer:  About five years ago, an initiative for business process mapping and a gap 
analysis took place… and a strategic IT roadmap was established. The results came 
back with a need to automate front-end business processing. Our software vendor 
relationship has been rocky in the past due to an acquisition which has taken the 
product in a different direction. This challenge has been mitigated by strong internal 
users and our software implementation partner. We were able to accelerate our 
implementation by leveraging many tools deployed from prior installations of our 
product. Configurability was the key – all the way from inquiry to the delivery of the 
asset to the borrower or third-party buyer. Business Analyst resources did the work, 
not programmers. We are now seeking to refresh our strategic IT roadmap for the next 
five years. 

Question 2:  Strong front end ratings were received despite the fact your 
CRM system scored low. Please describe your future plans for improving 
your CRM capabilities. 

Answer:  We have some rudimentary call reporting for the sales force, but there is no 
integration to our front-end system. Any future state CRM improvement must include 
an interface to our front end system. However, we have not received the necessary 
executive support for funding. The general consensus surrounding CRM is the view 
from the mountain is not worth the climb. Less than half of our 25-person sales force 
would be onboard with an automated CRM solution. 

“The general consensus 
surrounding CRM is the 
view from the mountain 
is not worth the climb.” 
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Question 3:  Customer service is ranked as your highest IT initiative; what 
are your future plans in that arena? 

Answer:  We used a strategy around portals related to servicing of the asset, and we’re 
using this today. All of our customers, employees and repair shops are online. Our 
customer service weaknesses revolve around invoicing types of issues where the 
customer has a question on billing or due dates. 

Question 4:  It appears the captive is leveraging the parent for many 
corporate shared service functions, yet maintains a possible competitive edge 
by performing custom application work in-house. Please confirm. 

Answer:  We have a long time back end accounting system, which is now web-based 
and fully integrated into our front-end origination system. Our accounting system’s 
users are strong and, typically, there is simple configuration rather than customization 
required on our front-end system. 

Question 5:  Reporting was included as a top feature missing from your 
front-end system, yet your BI rating was Optimizing. How did you close that 
gap from your front-end system? For example, is data extracted into a 
datamart? If so, how do you match customer / contract records from 
disparate systems? 

Answer:  We started this process five years ago with our IT strategy. We built from the 
back first in the following order: 1) created a back end warehouse; 2) added our lease 
accounting system data; and then 3) added our origination system date. There were no 
online analytics on the front-end systems, so data extracts were required and were sent 
four times a day to the warehouse. We followed the typical process of extract  
transform  load into the warehouse. 

Question 6:  Which tools / applications are used for BI?  

Answer:  Regardless of the applications selected, knowing the toolset helps the users 
understand the reporting capabilities. Our tools include SQL Analysis Services and 
Excel Services. We protect our data with complete security control. No reports or 
extracts can be saved locally. It is always saved to the server using SharePoint. A 
business analyst can run reports from their “mysite” page. A workflow process runs to 
approve new reporting requests prior to moving to production. Users can publish their 
reports, similar to a Wiki page as well. 

Both interviews stressed the importance of strong planning and strong implementation 
partners. The ability to service applications with non-IT resources is required to ensure 
ongoing successes and to maintain a return on investment. Reinvestment and refreshing of 
prior successful ventures, such as software upgrades or strategic IT roadmaps, is required 
for continued success. 

“Both interviews 
stressed the importance 
of strong planning and 
strong implementation 
partners… 

…reinvestment and 
refreshing of prior 
successful ventures… 
is required for 
continued success.” 
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3. Technology Support for the 
Business Development 
Function – Is the Industry 
Evolving? 

For many years, the rolodex and an application form were the key tools at the disposal of 
the Business Development representative. Technology enablement came in the form of an 
HP 12c calculator. Contact management software came along some time later, featuring an 
electronic rolodex and a handy place to keep notes on interactions with customers and 
prospects. 

These types of solutions, initially, lived solely on the PC of the business development 
representative – with neither central collection of contact information nor integration with 
platforms that originated and serviced loans / leases. 

In the late 1990’s, contact management tools further evolved to include central databases, 
which was a critical step in enabling management of the business development team. 
However, the centralized contact management platform still existed as an island usually 
with no connectivity to the core loan/leasing systems. 

Fast forward to today. The evolution of options has continued both on the technology and 
business fronts. Customer Relationship Management (CRM) software now goes well 
beyond customer name and address details. It can include a broad view of the entire 
relationship history and forward looking plan with the customer. The tool is also now 
focused on collaboration and integration. An internal team can use the tool to deliver a 
range of services and can capture information from initial prospecting and proposals, 
through to back end customer service and asset management interactions. 

Companies that have deployed CRM solutions have also integrated them with their core 
originations and servicing platforms, and often use them as the “source of truth” for 
customer relationship data. The technology capabilities of some of the leading CRM 
platforms even extend to mobile devices – enabling the business development function for 
remote and “on the road” work. 

As companies have focused heavily on cost containment over the past five plus years and 
sales growth has recently come back into the picture as an important focus, CRM would 
seem to be a logical choice of technology initiatives – manage business development costs 
through a combination of;  

 making the sales team more efficient 
 increasing penetration with existing customers 
 providing better visibility for sales management into the entire process 

“Customer Relationship 
Management (CRM) 
software now goes well 
beyond customer name 
and address details 
…focused on 
collaboration and 
integration.” 
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Yet, a look at the survey data reveals surprisingly poor capabilities in this area and 
capabilities that are, by and large, not evolving. 
 

Exhibit 4. CRM capability maturity ratings 

 

As the chart above indicates, CRM capabilities are rated by more than half of the survey 
respondents as “initial” or “repeatable”, the most basic level of maturity. In addition, CRM 
is the lowest rated of all of the capability areas tracked in the survey – and it has been 
lowest for four of the past five years! 

Looking at the supporting technology, 52% of respondents do not have a centralized CRM 
or contact management system for their business development function and only 4% of 
respondents were taking on initiatives addressing the CRM technology question. 

Is the business development function worth the investment? Some organizations have said 
yes. They made the investment in the technology and supporting processes to deliver 
enhanced capabilities for managing the sales function and the overall relationship with the 
customer. The anecdotal results from a few firms have confirmed the efficiency and “more 
time focused on selling” mantra that the CRM vendors espouse in their sales pitches. 

Perhaps in the next round of budgeting, when both sales growth and cost cutting are being 
discussed in tandem, it might be interesting to explore supporting the business 
development function in a meaningful, technology-enabled way. 
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“CRM capabilities are 
rated by more than half 
of respondents as 
“initial” or “repeatable”, 
the most basic level of 
maturity.” 
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4. Accounting Convergence 
Impact 

In August 2010, the Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) and the International 
Accounting Standards Board (IASB) delivered on a key milestone in the convergence 
program of the two organizations with the issuance of the exposure draft for the proposed 
changes to SFAS13, Accounting for Leases. The proposed new accounting standards were 
issued in response to criticisms that current lease accounting is too permissive of off-
balance sheet accounting by lessees, lacked transparency and was dominated by complex 
rules. 

As the second step in the process, the boards received feedback to the proposal in late 2010 
and early 2011. The good news is that the voices within the industry were heard and the 
boards realized they needed to go back and rework the exposure draft. Early this summer 
the joint boards indicated that they would release a Revised Exposure Draft (RED). 

Although, we had hoped that by this publication we would know more about the RED, its 
timeframe and follow-on steps – that is not the case. The FASB website informs us that now 
the RED should be released by fourth quarter of 2011. Final standards will not be issued 
until later in 2012, and effective dates—although yet to be determined—likely will be 
pushed back too. Despite these delays, most observers seem to agree that re-exposure is the 
right path given the significant changes that have been made to the original proposals. 

As KPMG summarized in a recent article2

 For lessees, all leased assets will appear on the balance sheet of companies as a right-of-
use asset. The corresponding liability represents the obligation to make lease payments 
to the lessor. 

, the key proposed changes to lease accounting 
standards by the IASB/FASB are: 

 For lessors, a residual asset is recognized, which represents the right to the asset at the 
end of the lease term. The lessor also recognizes a receivable for the payments from the 
lessee. 

The objective of the proposed changes is to provide consistency in accounting for lease 
transactions and remove the distinction between operating and capital leases. This will 
remove off-balance sheet financing of assets and address differences in accounting ratios 
and promote a “level playing field” for all company balance sheet reporting. 

Not surprisingly, the responses to the below BTPI question reflect the appropriate level of 
readiness given what is known both from a vendor and internal operations perspective. 

                                                             
2 KPMG Leasing Survey Results, September 2011 

“Final standards now 
won’t be issued until 
later in 2012, and 
effective dates—
although yet to be 
determined—likely will 
be pushed back too.” 
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Exhibit 5. FASB and IFRS are in the process of developing new accounting 
standards which will likely replace FASB 13, in whole, or in part. As this has the 
potential to have a major impact on both lessors and lessees, please respond to the 
following: 

 Highly 
prepared 

Somewhat 
prepared 

Starting to get 
prepared 

Not started 
preparation 

Our front-end system vendor's 
readiness is… 9.1% 45.5% 22.7% 22.7% 

Our back-end system vendor's 
readiness is… 8.7% 47.8% 26.1% 17.4% 

The state of our operational 
processes to support the 
changes is… 

4.4% 39.1% 56.5% 0.00% 

Our company's overall 
understanding and readiness 
would be rated as… 

8.7% 52.2% 39.1% 0.00% 

Our readiness to deliver a 
seamless customer experience 
in helping customers transition 
to the new rules is…. 

13.0% 34.8% 34.8% 17.4% 

In certain areas, the boards appear to have settled on an accounting approach for lessors. 
Under the proposed approach, lessors would de-recognize the leased asset, and record both 
a lease receivable and a residual asset for the portion retained by the lessor. It may sound 
straightforward, but the debit and credits may not be so simple and some detail still needs 
to be worked out. Fortunately the survey results indicate that many respondents are already 
taking the right type of action to stay up to date on the project and its impact on the 
industry (Exhibit 6). 
 

Exhibit 6. The ELFA and member companies have been very active in tracking and participating in the new accounting 
standards discussions.  Which actions will your company take in the next 12 months? 
 % of Company's Choosing... 

 
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Take no specific actions, maintain a 'wait and see' approach 

Investigate potential replacement lease accounting systems 

If re-exposure occurs, provide comments and concert to FASB & IASB 

Lobby force exposure of a new Exposure Draft prior to the scheduled 
insurance date of year end 2011 

Proactively work with your lessees to educate and inform them of the potential 
impacts of their balance sheet 

Proactively work with your lease accounting system vendor to review system 
impacts 

Attend accounting standards topics webinars, conference sessions or read 
whitepapers 

Monitor the Lease Accounting Project page on the ELFA website 

Review the existing 2010 Exposure Draft & comments 
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5. Making Your Business 
Information Count 

If you have survived the “great recession” then undoubtedly you will have cut some costs. 
Still, the pressure is always on to cut more. The post-recession enterprise needs to be lean 
to compete in the new economy. The question is, where and how do you cut without 
harming customer service, operational effectiveness and financial performance? 

At the same time, the post-recession market offers great opportunities for an agile 
equipment finance organization that can make quick decisions and move easily into new 
markets. These appear to be conflicting priorities, but we have seen that some equipment 
finance organizations can do both. 

Leading organizations have business information as a core asset, with common and 
consistent access, and clear ownership and processes for information management. 

There is no doubt that exploiting information has become a critical driver for world-class 
performance, especially in light of the rate at which information volumes are increasing. 
Many organizations have in place data warehouse programs and business performance 
measurement initiatives. Nevertheless they are failing to see the benefits. In a recent 
Capgemini survey3

The solution looks appealingly simple. We are now able to manage much of the core 
business data with accounting systems and information from point solutions consolidated 
in a reporting database. Technology improves all the time with increasing scalability and 
performance, and senior executives see the importance of Business Intelligence. It looks 
like we have the perfect conditions to exploit the data, but often it is a case of ‘too much 
data and not enough information’. 

, over 80% of senior executives acknowledged this. They also 
understood that successful exploitation of information should provide competitive 
advantage. 

The explosion in the volume of data often results in inconsistencies between sources, 
duplications of master records and time spent reconciling one source to another. 

The pervasiveness of computerized processes, and the fact that data storage is relatively 
cheap and easy, means most organizations are facing massively large volumes of digital 
data. The task facing today’s business leaders is to find a way in which the organization can 
cope with this unrelenting growth in data and exploit the information, thereby managing 
the business more effectively. 

                                                             
3 Capgemini: Enabling the Intelligent Enterprise 

“More than one quarter 
of survey respondents 
rank Business 
Intelligence 
improvements in their 
top 3 initiatives.” 

“… often it is a case of 
too much data and not 
enough information.” 
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5.1. The Failure of Existing Business Information 
Management Programs 

Many equipment finance organizations have spent significant amounts on Business 
Information Management (BIM) in one form or another. There are the obvious programs: 
the data warehouse, the business KPIs, scorecards, content process management initiatives, 
and reporting tool deployments. Then, there are all the hidden costs, such as the armies of 
spreadsheet specialists who spend their days downloading, rationalizing and reformatting 
data. 
 

Exhibit 7. What are the greatest barriers to effective data management in your 
organization?4

 

 

Business intelligence vendor roadmaps are also complicated and contribute to business 
challenges. Many cannot explicitly confirm which products are planned to be retired and 
many promise integration between products that will not be available for some years to 
come. There are frequent trade-offs between functionality and integration with core 
business applications. Understanding the relative merits of each is important. There are 
many different types of reporting tools on the market from simple formatted reporting to 
data exploration tools, each meeting different needs. The technology strategy must identify 
which tools to use for each user community. The wrong tool will badly affect user 
adoption. Steering the way through this minefield is not an easy task, but is an essential 
part of effective Business Information Management. 

5.2. Enterprise Risk 

The recent recession has forced businesses to place more focus on the management of risks 
relating to all aspects of their businesses. Such management is broadly defined as 
“Enterprise Risk Management (ERM)”. ERM describes the set of activities that businesses 
undertake to deal with all the diverse risks, e.g. financial, strategic, operational, and 
compliance risks, that businesses face in their strategic landscapes. Many of such risks have 
significant impact on the profitability, effectiveness and reputation of business enterprises. 

                                                             
4 Capgemini: Enabling the Intelligent Enterprise 

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 

Information sharing standards 
Information security 

Roles and responsibilities 
Leadership 

Information systems 
Information quality 

Business processes 
Policies and procedures 

Lack of trust 
User culture 

Staff skills and training 
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According to the survey results, firms have focused largely on credit and operational risks, 
with residual value, reputation and market risks as secondary areas of focus. 

The survey results also indicate that 96% of respondents have risk policies that are well 
documented, operational and have board or senior executive level exposure. Additionally, 
68% of reporting is based on a comprehensive framework, which allows decision makers to 
look at the risk versus return tradeoff. This is a great first start at using data to exploit 
information. Unfortunately, as with all data, risk management still isn’t where it could be. 
Some 72% of respondents indicate that while their data quality is good, they must still do 
some manual massaging to allow usability. Furthermore, lack of risk infrastructure like 
models, data and resources is a key challenge to getting an ERM program up and running 
efficiently. According to the survey results, only 20% of companies responded that data 
quality to support ERM was strong. In addition, risk model management is an important 
deficiency for many of the respondents (Exhibit 8). 
 

Exhibit 8. Validation of risk models 

 

A sound ERM System has evolved to become an integral part of good management practice. 
It is an essential element in achieving business goals and delivering benefits through the 
use of technology. Implementation of sound ERM practices enables a firm to have a proper 
link between business strategy, risk management and corporate governance. 

5.3. Conclusion 

To be effective and competitive today and ready to take advantage of the post-recession 
economy, organizations must leverage their business information. Many equipment finance 
organizations will attempt to address these opportunities through the traditional approach 
of applying tactical fixes to processes and organizational structures, often implementing 
additional IT solutions. This approach has only delivered limited benefits in the past and 
there is no reason to believe that it will be any more successful now and in the future. 

We believe that an effective and integrated Business Information Management program is 
vital to achieving the priorities of today’s organization: improving performance, reducing 
cost and enhancing business agility. 

29% 

42% 

13% 

17% 

Models qualitative, analytical or predictive are 
validated on a periodic basis by an 
independent model validation group 
Models are validated on a periodic basis by the 
model builders themselves 

Models are validated on an ad hoc basis only 
when the need arises 

Models are not validated 

“A sound ERM system 
has evolved to become 
an integral part of good 
management practice.” 



Asset Finance   |   the way we see it 

ELFA Business Technology Performance Index 2011  18 

Copyright © 2011 Capgemini Financial Services. All rights reserved.  

Since our original survey nine years ago, the pressures have only intensified. Mastery of the 
business information challenge is a necessity to succeed. Organizations need clear insight. 
Rapid and informed decision-making is imperative to success, and the absence of 
meaningful and reliable business intelligence creates the potential for failure. Only by 
taking a holistic approach to the management of information in the business can the prize 
of improved effectiveness be achieved. The agile, lean organization for the post-recession 
era has a tight grip on its business information and is able to use it as a competitive weapon 
to allow it to thrive and grow in turbulent times. 

 

“Mastery of the 
business information 
challenge is a necessity 
to succeed.” 
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6. Survey Responses 

Technology is, as always, a vital factor in the search for a competitive edge. The BTPI 
survey highlighted many interesting technology findings. The following highlights some of 
the key findings in this year’s responses. 

6.1. Statistics Summary 

IT budgets are remaining steady or increasing across all market segments as has been the 
trend in recent years (Exhibit 9). On top of IT spending, overall operating budgets are 
starting to see an upswing (Exhibit 10), which may indicate a return to more stable times 
for the industry. 
 

Exhibit 9. Total IT budget increase 
 

 

Exhibit 10. Total operating budget 
increase 

 

Core competencies are defined and dependable (Exhibit 11 ratings of Defined, Managed or 
Optimizing). 
 

Exhibit 11. How would you rate your company’s … 

 

12% 

67% 

11% 
10% 

Micro ticket 
Small ticket 
Middle ticket 
Large ticket 

34% 

24% 
14% 

28% Micro ticket 
Small ticket 
Middle ticket 
Large ticket 

0% 
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30% 

40% 

50% 

60% 

CRM New Business 
Processing 

Back-end 
Portfolio 
Servicing 

Collections & 
Customer 
Service 

Core 
Accounting 

BI & Reporting Compliance  
& Controls 

Customer 
Self-service 
Capabilities 

Project Mgmt 
Capabilities 

Initial Repeatable Defined Managed Optimizing 

“Technology is a vital 
factor in the search for a 
competitive edge.” 
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Companies looking to improve are taking on new technology including customer service 
solutions and customer focused initiatives. Over the past year, 50% of respondents indicate 
that end user customers use of their web self service capabilities has been increasing or 
increasing slightly with no respondents indicating a decrease. 

The past initiative of finding ways to cut costs has resulted in fewer systems being required 
to get through pre-booking (3.4, down 4.44% from 2009) and post-booking (2.8, down 
28.4% from 2009). Another way of being able to do more with less is by implementing BPM 
(Business Process Management). Although not yet embraced by the industry as a whole, 
where it has been implemented it is now part of the core applications being used. 

IT improvements still do not mean that everything is rosy. Although most front-end 
applications are web-enabled (76%) that is not the case with back-end solutions, as only 
24% indicated the presence of a web-enabled application. Additionally, respondents were 
13.5% less likely to have a strong successful partnership with their core front-end solution 
provider, with hit or miss being used to describe the relationship in most cases for both 
core front-end and back-end solution providers. The one positive is that 25% of 
respondents believe their relationship with solution providers for both front- and back-end 
is a collaboration that works and is growing. This gives hope as applications must step up 
to meet the future needs of the industry. 

6.2. Statistics 

The following section of the report provides a summary of the responses to the survey. 
Since respondents did not always provide information for each question, each table in the 
survey may have a different number of respondents. 

 

1. Profile of respondents by type of 
Equipment Finance provider 

Bank 9 

Captive 8 

Independent  9 

Total respondents 26 
 

2. Profile of respondents by market 
segment 

Micro-ticket 3 

Small-ticket 10 

Middle-ticket 10 

Large-ticket 3 

Total respondents 26 
 

 

3. Respondents’ Headquarters 
Location 

Type Percentage 

Australia 4% 

Norway 4% 

The Netherlands 4% 

USA 88% 
 

4. International Coverage 

Percentage of respondents 
operating in more than one 
country 

61.5% 

Average number of countries 12.6 
 

 

“The ways of the web 
are starting to take over 
the equipment finance 
industry.” 
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5.  Percentage of new-equipment leasing and lending business volume booked in 
the most recent fiscal year by Region 

North America 91% 

Asia Pacific 4% 

EMEA 3% 

South America 2% 

 

6. Average operating and IT budgets for all respondents (in thousands) 

 2011 fiscal year 2010 fiscal year % increase (decrease) 

Operating budget $65,652 $62,638 4.6% 

IT budget $6,740 $5,250 22.1% 

IT budget as a % of operating 
budget 10.3% 8.4% 22.6% 

 

7. Company headcount data (average for all respondents) 

 Current year Full time employees Prior year full time employees 

Total company 390 426 

IT department 27 28 

IT as a % of total company 7.0% 6.5% 

 

8. Methods of service delivery for various IT related activities (by percentage of 
overall respondents) 

Activity Outsourced (third 
party) service delivery 

Corporate shared 
service delivery 

In-house service 
delivery 

Desktop support 16% 48% 36% 

Application help desk 20% 32% 48% 

Application custom 
development 

24% 20% 56% 

Data center support 16% 52% 32% 

Offsite / co-located data 
center 

32% 56% 12% 

 

The following nine (9) questions focus on the respondents rating of internal capabilities in 
terms of IT and Operations abilities. The respondents were asked to rate each area based on 
the following table of maturity definitions: 
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Initial  Ad-hoc processes. Systems not industry standard and do not cover the entire leasing 
lifecycle. Widespread use of Excel and standalone, non-integrated systems and 
tools. 

Repeatable Core processes established, although inefficient. Duplication of data entry prevalent. 
Core systems integration with supporting systems is non-existent or poorly executed. 
Front-end and back-end platforms have limited interface. Reporting is manual and 
ad-hoc. Organization is dependent on good people, not good processes and 
systems. 

Defined Processes are documented, standardized and well integrated with core systems. 
Some consideration of processes and systems is given prior to new market entry or 
new program development. Workflow drives processes. Two-way integration 
between front-end and back-end platforms. Partners are linked in through the web 
for new business origination. 

Managed KPIs and metrics established for processes. Systems and processes drive financial 
offerings. Web presence extends to partners and customers and covers a wide range 
of front-end and back-end capabilities. Manual data entry is minimized or outsourced, 
focusing internal resources on analysis and customer serving activities. 

Optimizing Continuous processes improvement. Processes and systems have become a 
competitive advantage for business. Financial products are highly integrated with 
processes and systems and some aspects of them are difficult to duplicate by 
competitors. Customers and markets drive system investments. 

 

9. How would you rate your 
company’s customer relationship 
management (CRM) capabilities? 

Rating Percentage of 
Respondents 

Initial 12% 

Repeatable 44% 

Defined 28% 

Managed 8% 

Optimizing 8% 
 

10. How would you rate your 
company’s new business 
processing capabilities? 

Rating Percentage of 
Respondents 

Initial 4% 

Repeatable 31% 

Defined 35% 

Managed 15% 

Optimizing 15% 
 

 

11. How would you rate your 
company’s back end portfolio 
servicing capabilities? 

Rating Percentage of 
Respondents 

Initial 4% 

Repeatable 15% 

Defined 42% 

Managed 24% 

Optimizing 15% 
 

12. How would you rate your 
company’s collections and 
customer service capabilities? 

Rating Percentage of 
Respondents 

Initial 4% 

Repeatable 15% 

Defined 31% 

Managed 35% 

Optimizing 15% 
 

 



Asset Finance   |   the way we see it 

ELFA Business Technology Performance Index 2011  23 

Copyright © 2011 Capgemini Financial Services. All rights reserved.  

13. How would you rate your 
company’s core accounting 
(general ledger, accounts payable, 
payroll) capabilities? 

Rating Percentage of 
Respondents 

Initial 0% 

Repeatable 15% 

Defined 54% 

Managed 27% 

Optimizing 4% 
 

14. How would you rate your 
company’s business intelligence / 
reporting capabilities? 
 

Rating Percentage of 
Respondents 

Initial 8% 

Repeatable 23% 

Defined 38% 

Managed 27% 

Optimizing 4% 
 

 

15. How would you rate your 
company’s compliance and 
controls capabilities? 

Rating Percentage of 
Respondents 

Initial 0% 

Repeatable 4% 

Defined 54% 

Managed 42% 

Optimizing 0% 
 

16.  How would you rate your 
company’s customer self service 
capabilities? 

Rating Percentage of 
Respondents 

Initial 42% 

Repeatable 17% 

Defined 24% 

Managed 13% 

Optimizing 4% 
 

 

17. How would you rate your company’s project management capabilities? 

Rating Percentage of Respondents 

Initial 4% 

Repeatable 19% 

Defined 42% 

Managed 23% 

Optimizing 12% 
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18. Average respondent ranking of IT initiatives from 1 (most important) to 7 (least 
important): 

Initiative Current Year Avg. Ranking 

Improvements focused on new business generation 3.8 

Improvements focused on controls and compliance 4.2 

Improvements focused on product innovation 4.2 

Improvements on customer service / self service 4.4 

Improvements focused on partner service / self service 4.5 

Improvements focused on lowering servicing costs 4.6 

Improvements focused on risk management 4.9 

Improvements focused on business intelligence / reporting 5.0 

 

19. Respondent identification of top 3 IT related initiatives to be undertaken with the 
next 18 months: 

Initiative Number of Responses 

Build or improve systems integrations 8 

Front end (originations) system replacement 7 

Back end (servicing) system replacement 7 

Business intelligence improvements 7 

Portal for partners 7 

Consolidate multiple front end platforms 5 

Customer self service (including web, mobile, phone, etc.) 5 

360 degree view of customer / CRM 4 

Consolidate multiple back end platforms 4 

Process efficiency improvement initiative 4 

Invoicing / payment processing initiative 4 

Business Process Management (automation of workflow) 4 

Buy or build business specific applications 3 

Expand financial product offerings 3 

Compliance improvement initiatives 2 

Electronic signature solutions 2 

Risk Management initiatives focused on credit, residual value, liquidity or 
interest rate risk 

1 
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20. In which of following areas are you using automated workflow: 

Area Percentage 

Credit 69% 

Documentation 58% 

Funding/Booking 54% 

Customer Service 19% 

Collections 50% 

Portfolio Management 35% 

Asset Management 38% 

 

21. Respondent internal focus on KPIs and measurements:  

Highly committed to developing measurements and measuring activities 
throughout the organization 33% 

Used widely throughout the organization, but focus varies 33% 

Focus on KPIs and measurements is more department specific with 
implementation on an ad-hoc basis 30% 

None / Limited focus on KPIs and measurements 4% 

 

22. Respondent information on 
Business Process 
Management (BPM): 

Percentage of 
respondents that are 
using BPM 

35% 

 

23. If using BPM are the workflows and 
business rules: 

 Percentage 

Built in to your core front end system 46% 

Built in to your core back end system 33% 

An off the shelf BPM package 7% 

A custom application built for BPM 7% 

None of the above 7% 
 

 
 

24. Number of front-end systems 
(system applications) included in 
respondents pre-booking 
processes*: 

Average 3.3 

Low 1 

High 10 
 

25. Respondent information on front-
end system applications: 

Percentage of respondents 
with web-enabled front-end 

77% 

 

*includes CRM, application submittal/tracking, pricing, credit, documentation, funding, etc. 
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26. Number of years using front-end system: 

Average 6.5 

 

27. Your relationship with your core front-end solution provider can best be 
described as: 

Description Percentage of Responses 

A strong, successful partnership 20% 

A collaboration that works and is growing 28% 

A relationship with some hits and misses 36% 

A relationship in definite need of improvement 12% 

An arrangement that we would prefer not to be a part of 4% 

 

28. Customer Relationship Management (CRM) application information: 

Question Number of Affirmative 
Responses 

Does the company have a single, centralized CRM application? 12 

If CRM is not centralized, does the sales force use decentralized 
contact management applications to track customers and leads? 10 

 

29. CRM Application Vendors: 

SalesForce.com 4 

ACT 2 

In House System 2 

Max Finance / InfoLease 1 

Goldmine 1 

LeaseTeam/ Aspire 1 

Siebel 1 

Outlook Business Contact manager 1 

Saturn 1 

SAP 1 

Wired Contact 1 

SFDC 1 
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30. Please specify your level of agreement or disagreement with the following 
statements as they pertain to your front-end software vendor and application 
(Somewhat Agree, Agree, Strongly Agree, Somewhat Disagree, Disagree, 
Strongly Disagree): 
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Enhancements to the core application 
are delivered regularly and they 
provide meaningful product 
improvements. 

4% 34% 30% 12% 12% 8% 0% 

Custom Enhancements are delivered 
timely. 4% 24% 16% 32% 20% 4% 0% 

Technical support is high quality and 
responsive. 20% 42% 15% 15% 4% 4% 0% 

Outsourcing of application 
management is available. 12% 23% 23% 4% 23% 15% 0% 

 

31. Number of back-end systems 
(system applications) included in 
respondents post-booking 
processes*: 

Average  2.8 

Low 1 

High 9 
 

32. Respondent information on back-
end system applications: 

Percentage of respondents with 
web-enabled back-end 

23% 

 

*includes lease/loan accounting, general ledger, asset management, remarketing, collections 
management, etc. 

 

33. Number of years using back-end system: 

Average 10.5 

 

34. Your relationship with your core back-end solution provider can best be 
described as: 

Description Number of Affirmative Responses 

A strong, successful partnership 24% 

A collaboration that works and is growing 28% 

A relationship with some hits and misses 28% 

A relationship in definite need of improvement 12% 

An arrangement that we would prefer not to be a part of 8% 
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35. Please specify your level of agreement or disagreement with the following 
statements as they pertain to your back end software vendor and application 
(Somewhat Agree, Agree, Strongly Agree, Somewhat Disagree, Disagree, 
Strongly Disagree): 
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Enhancements to the core application 
are delivered regularly and they 
provide meaningful product 
improvements. 

8% 19% 35% 26% 12% 0% 0% 

Custom Enhancements are delivered 
timely. 4% 43% 12% 19% 12% 12% 0% 

Technical support is high quality and 
responsive. 15% 35% 31% 15% 0% 4% 0% 

Outsourcing of application 
management is available. 8% 30% 19% 12% 12% 19% 0% 

 

36. Please describe your risk data availability: 

Data is readily available in an electronic form and is available 
in a centralized location for use 

54% 

Data is readily available but it has to be manually collated 42% 

Data is not readily available and has to be manually collated 4% 

Data is not available 0% 

 

37. Please describe your risk data quality and standardization: 

Excellent data quality 19% 

Good data quality with some manual data massaging to allow 
usability 

73% 

 Average data quality with major manual data massaging to 
allow usability 

8% 

Poor data quality which cannot be fixed 0% 

 

38. Please describe your risk policy definitions and applicability: 

Risk policies are well documented, operational and have 
board or senior executive level exposure 

96% 

Risk policies and processes are adequate but do not have 
senior level exposure 

0% 

Risk policies exist but are not operational 4% 

Risk policies do not exist 0% 
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39. Please describe your risk appetite and limit structure: 

A comprehensive risk appetite and limit structure is defined 
and approved at a board or senior executive level 

80% 

A limit structure is in place but needs to be upgraded to meet 
current risk environment 

12% 

A comprehensive risk appetite and limit structure is being 
contemplated 

4% 

No risk appetite or limit structure is in place or is being 
contemplated 

4% 

 

40. Please describe your risk measurement models: 

Predictive models are being used to estimate risk at a 
granular level 

28% 

Qualitative or analytical models are used to estimate risk 60% 

Risk models are not used 12% 

 

41. Please describe the validation of your risk models: 

Models qualitative, analytical or predictive are validated on a 
periodic basis by a independent model validation group 

28% 

Models are validated on a periodic basis by the model builders 
themselves 

40% 

Models are validated on an ad-hoc basis only when the need 
arises 

12% 

Models are not validated 20% 

 

42. Please describe your risk reporting framework: 

Reporting is based on a comprehensive framework which 
allows decision makers look at the risk return tradeoff 

65% 

Reporting for risk is based on regulatory guidance 12% 

Reporting is done on an ad-hoc basis when the need arises 23% 

 

43. Please describe your risk reporting delivery: 

Reporting is automated with effective usage of dynamic (dashboard) and 
static (standard) delivery technology 

12% 

Reporting is done via static reports only and delivery is via emails or portals 88% 

Reporting is done in printed form only 0% 
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44. Respondent preference towards core, front-end origination 
and back-end servicing system applications: 

Percentage of 
Responses 

Purchasing an enterprise wide, package based solution from a single vendor 62% 

Purchasing best of breed package based solutions from multiple solution 
providers 26% 

Building a custom application(s) tailored to your company needs 12% 

 

45. Please specify your level of agreement or disagreement with the following 
statements as they pertain to your organization (Somewhat Agree, Agree, 
Strongly Agree, Somewhat Disagree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree): 
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Core back-end system(s) meet current 
needs 12% 50% 18% 12% 4% 4% 0% 

Back-end system(s) meet future needs 4% 19% 27% 27% 15% 8% 0% 

Core front-end system(s) meet current 
needs 8% 42% 23% 8% 15% 4% 0% 

Front-end system(s) meet future needs 8% 23% 27% 15% 12% 15% 0% 

 

46. Respondent company reporting and business intelligence activities are 
supported by the following approaches (note: respondents have selected all 
approaches that apply): 

 Number of Responses 

Use built-in reports and tools included in each application and manually 
combine data where needed 4 

Use business intelligence tools to mine and report data from each core 
application 11 

Currently aggregate and report data from a repository (data warehouse / 
mart) of all core applications 13 

None / Manually construct reports from output of each application 7 
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47. Over the past year, has your end user customers use of your web self service 
capabilities been: 

Activity Percentage 

Increasing dramatically 0% 

Increasing slightly 19% 

Increasing 31% 

Decreasing 0% 

Remained the same 15% 

Do not have self service capabilities 35% 

 

48. Respondent company web based offerings for customers (note: respondents 
have selected all that apply): 

 Number of Responses 

Request changes to contract / asset information (e.g. address change) 14 

View all contract / asset information 13 

Request support (e.g. customer service, sales) 13 

View payment history information 11 

Make payments 10 

View balance and payoff quote information 9 

Electronic bill presentment 8 

None 6 

Execute documents electronically 4 

Electronic presentment of documents 3 

Request a funding under a line of credit or master agreement 0 

View cross sell product offerings 0 
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49. Please specify your level of agreement or disagreement with the following 
statements as they pertain to your software vendors and internal preparedness 
to address the anticipated FAS/IASB changes to FAS 13 

 
Highly 
prepared 

Somewhat 
prepared 

Starting 
to get 
prepared 

Not started 
preparations 

Our front end system vendor's readiness 
is… 9 % 43% 26% 22% 

Our back end system vendor's readiness 
is… 8% 46% 29% 17% 

The state of our operational processes to 
support the changes is… 4% 38% 58% 0% 

Our company's overall understanding and 
readiness would be rated as… 8% 50% 42% 0% 

Our readiness to deliver a seamless 
customer experience in helping 
customers transition to the new rules is…. 

13% 32% 38% 17% 

 

50. Respondent participation in next 12 months in new accounting discussions and 
actions (note: respondents have selected all that apply): 

 Number of Responses 

Review the existing 2010 Exposure Draft & comments 22 

Monitor the Lease Accounting Project page on the ELFA website 16 

Attend accounting standards topics webinars, conference sessions or 
read whitepapers  

16 

Proactively work with your lease accounting system vendor to review 
system impacts 

14 

Proactively work with your lessees to educate and inform them of the 
potential impacts to their balance sheet 

12 

If re-exposure occurs, provide comments and concerns to FASB & IASB 9 

Lobby for re-exposure of a new Exposure Draft prior to the scheduled 
issuance date of year end 2011 

7 

Investigate potential replacement lease accounting systems 6 

Take no specific actions, maintain a "wait and see" approach 2 
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