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The omnipresent digitalization has also optimized or automated 
many procedures. These certainly include treasury reportings and, 
apart from changing the way things are being presented, also 
change functionalities and analysis possibilities. In other functions 
(controlling comes to mind) reporting increasingly takes place 
through so-called management dashboards based on modern 
business intelligence (BI) solutions. Contrary to a static hard copy 
report, these dashboards can be used interactively also at 
Management level. This article discusses what this means 
specifically for Treasury. 

Background 
Most Treasury departments currently send their management reports as a hard copy or by e-mail as a 
PDF. Such a reporting makes the interaction between author of the report and addressee harder. If 
there are questions, the reader usually has to ask the author of the report. In general, this causes 
much effort and takes longer to answer. This is not only time-consuming but can cause measurable 
costs in critical situations. Correct and timely decisions regarding market and internal developments 
can only be taken if the relevant reporting can be interpreted quickly and without errors. 
 
Hence, Treasury departments everywhere regularly deal with questions such as: 
 
• What is the reason for the change in liquidity in comparison to last month’s? 
• Why is our company experiencing an increase in its US dollar exposure this year? 
• On what basis did we book this interest income? 
 
In order to clarify these and other questions, a dialog between Management and the author of the report 
(for instance, the middle office) and an ensuing analysis of the source system becomes necessary. In 
doing so, it is easy to waste half a day to answer even the easiest of questions. 
 
This is understandable if you remember that in the past, the technical environment just did not offer 
more potential or that it would not have made any sense to spend the money to optimize these 
processes. Luckily, there’s a new wind blowing. 
 
So what possibilities do BI-based dashboard solutions offer? 
A Management dashboard enables Management to get information from the standard reporting but also 
answers follow-up questions interactively, and the most important data is made available at a glance. 
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The user can drill down with the click of a mouse. For instance, a net finance line item aggregated across 
many different units can be broken down by regions or entities, to name just one example. As a result, 
many questions can already be answered much quicker and more intuitively at Management level. At 
least, open questions can be tackled more to the point and in a more qualified way, making their follow 
up easier to handle. 
 
The underlying BI systems can, for instance, automatically connect data extracted from the Treasury 
management system with ERP data in order to determine certain key figures. Data extraction and 
validation is largely taken over by the software, which leaves considerably more time for qualitative 
interpretation of the data. 
 
Using a Treasury dashboard makes sense in areas where the calculated and aggregated key figures and 
key performance indicators are part of the reporting, i.e. mostly in the middle office. Having said that, it 
should also be understood that such a dashboard is less interesting in Compliance for instance, where 
the focus is less on multi-dimensional analysis of interconnections across several data levels but where 
the spotlight is more on the assurance of completeness and correctness of all necessary data sets 
and/or performed controls and these have to be reported in a format prescribed by (external/internal) 
third parties, such as the FMIA reporting. 
 
Where key figures and KPIs are reported, the numerous graphical and dynamic display options of 
modern reporting tools are often helpful. These become especially meaningful if they are set in 
relation to other variables or can even be looked at in flexible scenarios. For example, planned available 
liquidity could be regarded in different scenarios, such as a higher cash inflow from turnover and 
simultaneously higher outflows from supplier payments and input tax. Depending on how 
comprehensive the underlying data model is, Management can even perform sensitivity analyses in 
areas of risk. However, the underlying data model is also the limiting factor, which will be explained in 
the next section. 
 
A dashboard is only as good as the quality of its data model 
Traditional reporting usually foresees one or several data validation steps in the course of the 
preparation. However, the added value of a dashboard is that it can use data at any given point in time. 
This has quite some ramifications for the necessary quality of the overall data model, including the 
connected data sources. Also, this makes quite high demands of the robustness of master data 
processes and the transactional Treasury management system’s hygiene. 
 
Trust in the data of a dashboard is an important survival factor for this tool. For instance, if the liquidity 
balance is incorrect due to messy master data, a Treasury department will run the risk that 
Management will quickly go back to the manual system they knew of yore. 
 
So what are the limitations of a BI-based dashboard solution? 
Initially, a Management dashboard seems very convincing due to its sleek modern design and its 
dynamic possibilities. However, over time, questions in the Treasury department do crop up. Very often, 
Management happens to be interested in the flavor of the month (liquidity? interest rate risk? 
counterparty risk?) but a dashboard solution will only allow a drill-down along certain pre-defined paths. 
Reconfiguring a dashboard with available key figures and dimensions is easy. However, implementing 
new key figures or dimensions in the data environment is usually quite costly. Because of this, a solution 
may be of limited use if the underlying data model is not flexible enough and therefore the front-end 
reporting can only be adjusted to new questions with much effort and possibly even an in-depth 
understanding of IT. 
 
BI solutions can considerably reduce the required manual efforts for data extraction, data validation and 
data preparation. Dashboards offer the user the possibility to use available data quickly and intuitively. 
Of course, the interpretation of this data is up to the user. Highly complex questions, for example, “what 
does Brexit mean for our foreign currency exposure” cannot be simply answered by the dashboard. A 
qualitative interpretation of the data should remain with the experts of a department. But the automated 
processes of the management reporting also free up more time for such things. 
 
The fact that the potentials are not yet used everywhere is often due to the fact that reporting cycles 
and decision paths change drastically due to the use of interactive reporting tools such as a 
management dashboard. Breaking with traditional processes and going new ways is not always easy. 
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The reason for this is that information is no longer transferred to the operational level but the 
Management level, because Management now has direct access to data through the dashboard. 
 
Conclusion 
A Management dashboard in Treasury has many uses: It allows a direct and dynamic reporting without 
time-consuming input, producing a basis for timely and well-founded decisions and this at fairly low 
costs. It also is an indispensable prerequisite in a world of increased automation. It goes without saying 
that Management must be prepared to embrace this paradigm shift – after all it is also Management 
that is driving digitalization. 
 
Click here to get a better idea what a Treasury dashboard can do. 
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No worries, the term Treasury robotics does not denote the rise 

of monstrous machines with huge grippers who are replacing the 

human work in the Treasury departments of this world to decide 

everything from the liquidity planning to accounting. These days, 

a robot can simply be a software that works in an automated form 

within existing or between systems. Indeed, it is like a normal 

worker, except that it is much faster – at least theoretically. 

Robotics Process Automation – new wine in old skins? 

Indeed, at the very base, Treasury robotics means the system-based automation of Treasury 

processes. As it is, RPA (Robotics Process Automation) is not that new in finance or treasury 

processes. Which CFO would not want to continuously optimize his/her department by implementing 

system-based processes to reach maximum efficiency and effectiveness? The establishment of 

system-based workflows with the objective to map end-to-end process chains has an even further 

dimension in the course of digitalization – on the one hand, that of having to actually automate 

individual process steps or even entire processes, and on the other hand, having to automate 

repetitive activities of employees with the help of bots. In Treasury, automation potential exists 

wherever systems have not yet been fully integrated (e.g. the predetermined break between the 

Treasury Management System and the general ledger) or where data is consolidated and processed 

manually (e.g. the gathering of forecast values or the preparation of comprehensive treasury reports). 

In this connection, what is important to remember is that in order to use software robots, the system 

environment does not have to be reorganized from scratch as these systems can usually be integrated 

into existing systems. Of course there are also disadvantages in this – for instance, topics such as 

system availability and performance. So if you have a very slow TMS, the bot will also have to wait 

until the reports are finished in order to process the data it would otherwise have processed very 

quickly. This is why an ideal system environment is characterized by the integration of all systems and 

processes – bots that transfer data from one system to another then become redundant, having been 

no more than an intermediate step.  

 

The first generation of bots is already at work 

Having said that, the highest level of technological evolution in system landscapes – i.e. the fully 

automated, systemic mapping of end-to-end processes – is still far off for most companies. Therefore, 

it is important to examine the current technological possibilities in regard to automation and which 

user applications would make sense for Treasury. 

 

Basic principle for the initial use of robotics and the corresponding bots are rules-based decision 

algorithms. As such, these processes can be fully automated already today by implementing clear 

rules for routine tasks. This first step to automation strives to increase the speed of repetitive activities 

– in Treasury, this could be the distribution of master data in different systems or the automation of 
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reports and the related plausibility checks. The same is true of other rules-based activities, such as 

manual cash pooling or the identification and preparation of FX exposures based on different data 

sources. What all of these activities have in common at this first level is the handling of structured 

data. Therefore, one of the conditions for being able to use robotics in Treasury would naturally be the 

existence of digitalized data because even the smartest bot will not be able to fetch a physical folder 

from the filing cabinet. For everything else, there are relevant solutions available in the market which 

can be designed, tested and introduced quickly with a relative low investment. Process accelerations 

of 80 - 90% are quite realistic. 

 

It becomes even more interesting when tasks are taken to the next level, where an enhanced process 

automation is realized and they allow the company to successively develop more technical-cognizant 

abilities and thus can assist humans in their decision-making. The second generation of software 

robots can thus take care of complex tasks and, by aggregating more and more unstructured data, 

self-learn. It is precisely in this area that there are many ways to deploy these tools: for example, in 

cash management when a company has to match and clear (unknown) bank statement items or the 

potential it has in the area of recognizing fraud in payment operations, where bots can help identify 

suspicious transactions. The two topics allow the bots to learn from patterns recognized – in the one 

example, allocating the cash flow to a certain account statement and in the other one, recognizing 

fraudulent payments. Such pilot systems are being introduced into the market, which means that the 

scenarios described above are no longer futuristic dreams. 

 

Of course, on top of the heap is the third level, i.e. intelligent cognitive automation. In this scenario, 

bots not only do, they also think. This means that artificial intelligence procedures and methods are 

being integrated in order to map complex decision-making situations or to make sophisticated 

forecasts (e.g. automated liquidity planning, FX exposure planning). On the basis of various 

unstructured data sources (news, twitter, ERP, TMS, market data, etc.) the bot generates forecasts in 

exposures which can then be used recurrently in order to improve the quality of the forecast. Once 

again, what is decisive in this regard is the question regarding the full architecture, i.e. where the 

information to be used comes from, how can it be made analyzable (e.g. big data or data lake) and 

how the various technologies interact with each other in an environment that is highly analytical. At 

this point, we are no longer talking about increasing the speed of processes but rather about the 

automation of complex decisions with the advantage of a robot deployment. 

 

So what will the Treasurer do once everything is automated? 

The more intense the development of the robotics usage in Treasury described above becomes, the 

more you have to wonder about the human factor in all of this. Few Treasurers will complain about 

eliminating standard processes by having technological pixies do them. But is this also true of more 

complex tasks? Will financial department jobs become redundant? Will the actual Treasurer eventually 

be replaced by a bot? 

  

Here’s a quick question for you: would you fly on a plane that is fully automated? It’s a similar situation 

with the automation of the Treasury department. The central question in the future will not be whether 

and with which technological means the robotics scenarios will be implemented. There will be 

technological solutions for everything, from the lowliest standard process up to the most complex 

analytical decision-making scenario. This is guaranteed to come. And if it’s not happening tomorrow, it 

may be a few years down the road. The strategic questions that all CFOs and Treasurers will have to 

answer is whether their company has the right level of automation and its management in the form of 

controlled interventions by human actors. The conceptual starting point is the management principle 

“management by exception”, i.e. each software robot used has to be in a position to recognize the 

defined exceptions or trespassed tolerance limits within the process managed by it. Whether it is with 

payment operations, cash management or complex hedging processes – the decision when a specific 

situation is an exception is the bot’s job. However, feeding the bot with pre-defined exceptions, which 

enables the machine to recognize under which conditions the process has to be stopped, will (and will 

also have to be that in the future) still be a human action.  
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Just like computers are becoming ever more potent and in some 
ways also more intelligent, they have become increasingly 
indispensable in many economic processes as well. Computer 
models have a unique position in this. 

They allow the simulation – and forecasting – of practically anything, even the world. Just think of the 
ever more detailed climate models. The example of energy sector models are excellent showpieces of 
how forecasting models have become an integral and indispensable part of planning and implementing 
economic processes. But they also show their weak spots and where this journey could still lead us. 
This ad-hoc newsletter will throw a light on models in use by the energy sector but which could also 
be of use to other industries. So here goes! To begin with, we would like to put a spotlight on the 
long-term fundamental models of the electricity market – these are the most elementary and 
comprehensive models. 
 
Why do we even need long-term forecasting models? There are many answers to this question. Policy 
representatives require long-term forecasts in order to create reliable framework conditions. Industry 
associations use these forecasts in order to help design these frameworks – you could even say, 
influence them. 
 
However, the purpose examined here in more detail is another one: such a model is meant to plan and 
value future streams of income at companies. Most industries have planning horizons of three to five 
years. This period is quite well covered by the futures market for most areas. This means that not too 
much thought has to go into the development of prices – it is easier to rely on the wisdom of many. 
The energy sector is different. Here, the planning cycles are significantly longer. With its large utility 
stations, planning cycles of 30 to 40 years used to be quite common. But even a modern-day windmill 
park has a technical life of about 20 years. For both the investment decision as well as the valuation in 
the course of a year-end closing, or at purchase or sale, the earning power has to be determined for 
the residual life. For this, future prices are decisive. As there is no futures market for the sale of 
electricity for 20 years ahead, the next best alternative is a forecasting model. 
But what actually happens within such a long-term forecasting model before it churns out a series of 
electricity prices at various points in the distant future? In fact, the functionality can be quickly 
summarized – the complexity is mainly due to the manifold input parameters and the extreme data 
loads. In the end, the entire European integrated grid is usually modeled on an hourly basis for a time 
horizon of 10 years. At heart, the models work like this: in a two-step optimization, the first step 
calculates whether the forecast electricity needs can be covered by the existing power generators and 
storage facilities. If this is not the case (e.g. because a power-generating unit has been closed down 
due to it age), the model assumes the most cost-efficient power-generating technology to be built. In 
many cases, there are limitations, so that, for example, no more coal-fired power plants may be built. 
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In a second step, the hourly requirements are covered with the use of cost-optimized power plants. 
The most expensive power-generating unit to cover current demand thereby defines the price of 
electricity. Some models also have other features, such as surcharges due to an artificial shortage of 
production resources. The reason for this is that flexible power plants need to generate their long-term 
marginal costs in possibly very few operating hours. Of course, models are usually quite a bit more 
complex than we just described, e.g. interconnectors are being considered, as well as flexible 
consumers, technical restrictions of power plants, etc. The models also look at different scenarios to 
account for uncertainties regarding legal assumptions. However, the basic assumption is simply the 
most cost-efficient coverage of the power usage for every hour and herein lies the weak spot of these 
models. 
 
On the one hand, the system generates hourly electricity price curves, just as is required for the 
valuation of a flexible power plant. On the other hand, these are not comparable to the real price 
curves on the spot market. Even so, they are still often used for valuations. If you look at the logic of 
the model, it becomes evident in what the real and the forecast price curves differ: the model does 
not factor in unforeseen events or sub-optimal or irrational actions, which is why the volatility in the 
modeled price curves is much lower than in real life. For a power plant that continuously produces 
electricity without much adjustment to its performance capacity, volatility is not so important. 
However, for a highly flexible gas turbine, which only has very few hours of use and where its 
marketing potential is significantly influenced by its flexibility, a precisely forecast volatility is of 
advantage. Therefore, it is better not to use fundamentally modeled price curves for the valuation of 
such a gas turbine and for most other modern productive plants and storage facilities. The 
underestimated volatility can significantly distort valuations downwards. 
 
So, what is to be done? For a high-level estimate, a linear extrapolation of futures market data is often 
sufficient. When looking at the bandwidths of the fundamental model scenarios, already after ten 
years, one often sees a divergence of more than 100 percent between high and low electricity prices. 
The extrapolation of the futures market price is usually within this corridor. An exact valuation should 
include a combination of fundamentally modeled average prices over a year with volatility added that 
has been derived from historical data. Of course, this ignores the increasing flexibility of electricity 
consumers and other potential developments that impact volatility. Nonetheless, the results are still 
significantly more realistic than a valuation using just the hourly electricity price curves of a 
fundamental model. 
 
If fundamentally modeled electricity prices are insufficient for valuation purposes, are the fundamental 
models even worth their salt? This question should be answered with a resounding yes! As already 
mentioned at the beginning, the purpose is not only the generation of long-term electricity price curves 
but is much more comprehensive. After all, the whole system consisting of productive and storage 
facilities as well as consumers is continued into the future. Therefore, its added value consists of 
making the future more tangible and understanding the impact of today’s decisions on the future. 
Naturally, long-term models are highly uncertain, something that even future computers with a much 
higher performance will not change. However, if we already knew now what the world will look like in 
50 years, life would be pretty boring.  
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