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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A Data Quality Management (DQM) survey was conducted in May
2010, following a similar survey conducted in 2008.

The findings reveal a mixed picture of data quality management in
the organisations surveyed. There has been little progress on the
most important aspects of data quality. Most organisations surveyed
see data quality management as primarily the responsibility of those
involved in Information Technology (IT) and Marketing, and of
sufficient importance to merit the attention of senior management.
They also agreed that data quality within an organisation is something
of real importance and value to a business.

Though many organisations recognise the importance of data quality
management to a business, its penetration amongst all organisations
as a strategic agenda is still not very high. Furthermore, it appears
that few have the necessary processes, tools or strategic will to do
something about it. Data is still not measured or financially valued
enough at a strategic level and contact information collected by
organisations in many cases is still not checked or validated, despite
its value and importance. However, some of the more forward
thinking organisations surveyed have invested in various appropriate
data management technologies. The most popular technologies
used amongst surveyed organisations include address validation,
identity management solutions, de-duplication and banking validation
software. In contrast, the penetration, use and awareness of data
screening services amongst those surveyed were still fairly low. The
results show many organisations still face huge challenges in terms
of managing data. Practical operational problems like keeping data
up-to-date and accurate and making sure it is secure and well
managed remain the primary concerns for these businesses.

When we compare this year’s results to those of 2008, we find that
many aspects of data quality and management have not shown any
improvement, and in some cases the situation for data quality has
worsened. The recent financial crisis may have affected spending
on IT initiatives, leading to more conservative investment patterns.
Even if we factor in the impact of recent events into the equation, we
can see that organisations do not truly understand the benefits of
data quality management and its ability to help organisations achieve
a single customer view and better strategic marketing. For most
organisations DQM is about operational improvement rather than
strategic development. The gap between the organisations stating
that they have a data quality management strategy and those putting
that strategy into practice is still fairly large. Reality still lags behind
the rhetoric.
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INTRODUCTION

In 2008, Capscan commissioned a survey* to measure the
perceptions that companies have about data quality and the actions
that they are taking to achieve improvement. It found that, whilst
people are increasingly aware of data quality, a gulf remains between
perception and action. Few companies had the policies, tools or
processes in place to tackle poor data quality effectively, and
companies hugely overestimated the quality of their in-house data.

Has there been improvement since that survey? Has the changing
economic and regulatory environment given impulse to changes
within organisations’ data quality regimes? Is action catching up with
intention? To answer these, and other, questions, Capscan
commissioned MCC International Ltd to repeat its data quality
management research from 2008 amongst the readers of CBR
Online. 220 completed questionnaires were received. The readers

Fig 1: Respondents’ Breakdown

A OR 008 010
Advertising/PR/Marketing/Sales 42.0% 30.5%
Government/Local Government 5.3% 9.1%
Education/Training 6.9% 7.7%
Computing/IT 4.8% 7.7%
Telecommunications 10.1% 6.8%
Charity 3.2% 5.5%
R Social Services/Welfare 0.5% 3.2%
= O Health 1.1% 2.7%
S S Housing/Property 3.2% 2.3%
Arts/Entertainment 5.3% 1.8%
Printing/Publishing 2.1% 1.8%
Banking/Insurance 0.5% 1.8%
Retail 2.1% 1.8%
Manufacturing/Production 1.1% 0.5%
Other M.7% 16.9%
Less than 26 12.2% 22.7%
26 to 100 9.6% 13.6%
S9-1 | 10110 250 4.3% 6.8%
O PLO 251to0 750 8.0% 11.8%
75110 1500 7.4% 5.9%
Above 1500 58.0% 37.3%
Don't know 0.5% 1.8%
O RY O UK 79.3% 89.5%
e Rest of the world 20.7% | 10.5%
TN
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are skewed towards higher management, particularly in information
technology, within large organisations and mostly within the United
Kingdom.

Though the profile of the respondents is slightly different to those of
2008, in many cases similar results were produced. Some of the
minor differences in results may be put down to these profile
differences. The results showed a great deal of similarity with the
2008 results, suggesting that change and improvement is not
happening as quickly as necessary.

KEY FINDINGS
Responsibility

Defining data ownership, stewardship and responsibility are perennial
problems within most companies, with departments claiming data for
themselves and few companies having an enterprise-wide view of the
issues involved. Often, companies see data quality as a technical
issue with technical solutions and they place responsibility squarely
with their IT departments. This survey supports this continued trend.
30.4% of respondents name members of the IT department as
responsible for data quality (as against 26.6% in 2008); 10.5% name
upper management (11.2% in 2008), 17.7% name leaders within the
marketing department (22.3%) and 5.9% name leaders within sales
departments (5.9%).

Fig 2: Who is responsible for data quality within an organisation

Sales Manager

CRM Manager

Marketing Manager

Head of Sales/Sales Director

Customer Administration Manager

41%
4.5%

IT Manager 5.0%

Managing Director/CEO 10.5%
Head of Marketing/Marketing Director 14.1%
Head of IT/IT Director/CTO ™ 16.8%

0% 2%

4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18%
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Many data quality issues will not be identified or resolved, however,
whilst responsibility is placed within a single department or with a
single individual. Almost every person within an organisation, and
certainly all of those who contribute to, and consume from, data
resources, must understand the importance of maintaining data
quality to the future of their company, and their part in that process.
Business structures that name a single person, role or department
as being responsible for data quality allows other staff to point at
them when problems arise - an “it's their problem” attitude - which
will always lead to a lower level of data quality than when all staff are
part of the data quality process. In 2008 only one respondent
recognised this reality. Encouragingly, the 2010 survey showed 4
respondents recognising that everybody has responsibility for data
quality, it being a collective responsibility.

The preponderance of higher managerial positions named as
responsible does, however suggest that data quality is being viewed
as something of sufficient importance to merit the attention of senior
management.

The contrast noted in 2008 between words and actions in many
organisations remains an issue in 2010. There seems to have been a
slight reduction in the number of respondents with an enterprise-
wide data quality management policy in place - 38.8% (against 41%
in 2008), with 46.6% stating that no strategy was in place (40.4% in
2008). The discrepancy remains that 87.3% of respondents named a
staff position as responsible for data quality and 88.6% stated that
data quality within the organisation was fairly or very important,
suggesting that whilst data quality is viewed as important by many
respondents, the integration of data quality practices into the daily life
of those companies is not common and there is a great deal of room
for improvement at a strategic level.

Though it may be the case that a person has that responsibility
named within their job description, without a data quality management
policy in place, little effective data quality process improvement is
likely to take place. Furthermore, the use of software and processes
to actually improve and protect data quality is relatively low.
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Some processes, such as de-duplication, especially during times of
economic stress, are seen as a quick win for improving data quality
and decreasing costs, and this is borne out by the survey. An
increased 36.2% of companies (32.4% in 2008) use de-duplication
software. It remains a concern, however, that this leaves 64% of
companies with duplicate-ridden database, a massive burden and
cost-base for the organisations and their customers alike.

Address validation for United Kingdom data is also seeing a healthy
increase, being used by 41.6% of respondents as against only 28.7%
of those who responded in 2008. International address validation,

Some processes, such however, fares less well, being used by 12.8% of companies (17% in
as de-duplication, 2008). This may be explained by the decreased number of

respondents from outside the United Kingdom in 2010, and suggests
especially during times that companies within the UK either only have customers from their
of economic stress, are domestic market, or are largely not giving the same attention to the

. . quality of data from their international customers as they are to their
seen as a quick win for national customers.
improving data quality
Apart from international address management software, penetration
of other quality products showed an improvement across the board

from 2008.

and decreasing costs.

Fig 3: The software products/services used by the organisation 2008 vs 2010

Other, please specify 27.7%

Store Locator Software

Address Management Software (International)

M 2010

) f . ; 14.8%

Online Data Cleansing/Suppression Services ﬁg% B 2008

Master Data Management (MDM) Software 12,29 16:8%
. OI L
Bureau Cleansing/Suppression Services ﬁ 7.4% | 18'1|/°

|
Data Quality Management (DQM) Software ﬁ 5102'1[) t
) 18.1%
ot St . 15,1
Bank Account Validation Software 16.5% 24-2%
. - 31.5%
Identy et cation Software. | 51,47
- 36.2%
De-duplication Software 32. 40/?

41.6%
o
1
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Almost 85% of the respondents collect name and address
information, but only about 40% of those state that they validate this
information using software, significantly down from 2008 and
The gap between illustrating a major source of poor data quality and a large potential
market remaining for data improving software and procedures. It is
difficult to square these results with the apparent increased
remains disappointingly penetration of data quality products into the organisations which
wide. responded to the survey. There is also a clear and significant gulf
between the appreciation of the importance of data quality and steps
having been taken to put into practice processes to ensure that high
data quality is achieved. This may in some part be due to the
continuing necessity for those working with the data to persuade
upper management of the need to take steps to assure data quality.

recognition and action

The discrepancy between collected versus validated data is shown in
the graph above, and it illustrates that although businesses purport to
recognise the importance of data quality, they have yet to implement
the systems and processes to ensure its reality. The gap between
recognition and action remains disappointingly wide.

Fig 4: The information collected vs validated by the organisation

|
84.5%

Customer Name s —— 35 0% --
- o
Address and postal code 0 0% -- 83.2%
Business telephone NUMbDer [ — R --- 74.5%
o
Business name — 34.1% - 73.6%
- o
BuSINEss email 25 3% --- 70.9%
Mobile number 66.8%
5%
Fax number [F— - 48.6%
=05
Personal email —— - 38.2%

- 35.S|1% M Info Collected

Home telephone number - o Valdatod

Size of business in (no. of employees or turnover) 31.4%
Date of birth — 24.5%
Business SIC code 8.6% 22.7%
Time at current address 5.5% 14.5%
Previous address and postal code 5.5% 14.5%
Time at previous address 2 30 1.4%
None of these 2.3% 23,99
Don’'t know ;M!_ 25.?%

0% 10% 20%  30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%
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The politics of data

The continuing necessity to persuade management of the
requirement to improve data quality, and to prove return on investment
Getting organisations to on something that is intrinsically obviously advantageous to any
company, is shown in the survey’s results. 25% (27.7% in 2008) of

understand the impact . o : X
respondents stated that “establishing a link between data and ROI”,

of poor data is seen as 30.5% (31.4% in 2008) “Getting senior management buy-in for a data
one of the biggest data strategy” and a massive 36.8% (39.4% in 2008) “Getting

organisations to understand the impact of poor data” were seen as
challenges today by the some of the biggest data challenges today by the respondents.
respondents. However, encouragingly, focus is increasingly being put onto the

data itself. 68.6% of respondents are being challenged to ensure
that data is up-to-date and accurate, and 52.3% to ensure that data
is secure and well-managed. Accurate data is the basis for any
successful use of the data for information purposes, and any work
put into these aspects of data management will never be wasted.

Fig 5: The biggest challenges facing businesses today

Other, please specify 2.3% |
Centralising multi-national contact databases 14.5%
Measuring the financial value of data I 21.8%
Establishing a link between data and ROI = 25.0%
Getting senior management buy-in for a data quality strategy I 30.5%
Linking data with business strategy ﬁ 35.9%
Getting organisations to understand the impact of poor data 36 .|8%
Making data compliant with regulations and standards ﬁ 37I.3%
Getting single customer view from multiple data sources I 40.9%
Ensuring data is secure and well managed ﬁ 52.3%

Ensuring data is up-to-date and accurate |
[

68.6%
|

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Optimism

A major barrier to better data quality is an eternal optimism that many
companies and their staff have about their data and its quality.
Companies will be unable to overcome inertia in improving data
quality if they cannot recognise that their data has quality issues, nor
gain the advantages that they will accrue from improving that quality.

Without recognising the problems and issues causing poor data
quality, organisations will not tackle these issues and other data

‘ © Capscan Ltd ‘\ ' )  /
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quality issues which affect the health of that organisation will remain
extant. Staff members are eternally optimistic about the quality of the
data being held and managed within their organisations.

This has been well illustrated in this study. 57.7% of respondents (up
from 52% in 2008) viewed their organisation’'s data as being of
excellent/good quality, and a further 34.5% (40% in 2008)
considered their data to be “alright - but could be better’, leaving
only 7.7% (8% in 2008) to admit that their data was poor. Given the
relatively low number of respondents utilising validation and cleansing
software such as de-duplication and address validation, it is clear that
the quality of data is being grossly overestimated. This may partially
be due to the data being hidden behind complex programs and
interfaces, reducing the ability of the users to actually view the data
outside reports where data is coalesced into a set of figures; and
also due to most data professionals not being able to recognise
problems in their data even when they are able to browse through it.
Data needs to be collected in as clean a way as possible, with
validation at source, and it will often start to decay even before it
enters the database. Many of the 92.2% of respondents assuming
that their data is “alright” or better are usually oblivious to the reality of
data quality issues.

Fig 6: The quality of data within the organisation

50%
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15% [~
10%

45.9%

5%
0%

Excellent Good Alright Poor
- accurate, valid - sufficient for - could be - needs
and relevant the task better improving now
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As in 2008, respondents are better able to see the positive effects of
good data quality than the negative effects of poor data quality, with
each respondent naming on average one more positive point than
negative point. Respondents see negative aspects largely in terms of
the direct internal effect on their business and on themselves. Factors
such as operational inefficiency, loss of revenue opportunities,
increased costs and the extra workload to check and correct data
score highly. The effect of poor data quality on the real owners of that
data, their customers, is less obvious, with fewer than half of respondents
identifying increased customer dissatisfaction as a negative impact, and
only a quarter identifying loss of trust in the company.

Interestingly, “Making data compliant with regulations and standards”
received a lower score in 2010 (37.3%) than in 2008 (47.9%), despite
the increasing importance of regulation within data quality and the
financial stresses that many organisations currently find themselves in.
Many companies are behind in the curve in making themselves
compliant to the increasing store of data and privacy regulations.

As was the case in 2008, a general optimism about data quality affects
the answers to questions about data quality's affect on the business.
One would expect the same number of respondents recognising that
good data quality will increase operational efficiency to recognise that
poor data quality will decrease operational efficiency. In fact, more
positive effects were noted that negative effects, with the difference
reaching as much as 15%.

Fig 7: The business benefits of good data management 2008 vs 2010

Other

Effective data analysis & a single customer view

Marketing brand values/good perception of brand

Better business decision making

S 5.
" . : -9’70
Compliance with regulations and standards 45.2% B 2010

Less or no time spent checking & correcting data

Improved operational efficiency

0%
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In 2008 it was clear that organisations were keen to shift any
perceived blame about data quality to the front-end, to their customers
and to their own staff.

Fig 8: The negative impact of bad data quality on the organisation 2008 vs 2010

1.4%
Other 16%

o : . 29.5%
Mis-informed business decisions 30.9%
Loss of trust in company and/or data 25 %%‘/f"/" H 2010
2008
Inadequate data analysis & an unclear view of customers 32':7;{,‘; %
37.3%

Loss of credibility in data and systems

Failing to meet compliance regulations 40.5%

Damage to brand values/poor perception of brand 36.7% 43.6%

Increased costs nourted, &.g. duplctes, exra maiings |IEEE———————— %
o 58
. . . 48.6%
Decrease in customer satisfaction 41.5%

Extra time to check and correct data 50.5% 511%

1
. 54.5%
Lost revenue opportunties NS,

61.4%
66.5%
L I | | | | | |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Operational inefficiency

It is therefore encouraging that this perception is less marked in the
2010 survey. 24.5% of respondents (as against 33.3% in 2008)
blamed “inadequate data entry by customers” as one of the main
sources of their data quality problems. Far more, 58.2% (but down
fromthe 65.4%in 2008) blamed inadequate data entry by employees.
In both cases, the organisation has the power to improve results
through technological implementation (through, for example,
validation software) and procedural business process improvement
and training. A great deal of control can be placed on data entry
systems through the use of dynamic forms, validation, dialogue with
the customer and a better analysis of data being gathered. These are
problems which companies could begin to address today and which
could have major positive effects on data quality.

Taking over as the greatest source of data quality problems has been
“data decay over time”. Data needs to be collected correctly, and
some data, such as data of birth, does not decay. Other data, such
as personal names and addresses, decays because the real-life

© Capscan Ltd
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Fig 9: The main source of data problems 2008 vs 2010

Other

System errors

W 2010
W 2008

24.5%
22.3% |

Inadequate data entry by customers L
|
|
) , 25.9%
Errors from external data sources/third party suppliers L
| 31.9%
Inadequate data entry by employees I
|

61.4%
59.0%

Data migration or conversion projects

33.0%

65.4%

Data decay over time

|

[ I I I I I I
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

entity to which the data refers changes in some way - a person
changes their name upon marriage, for example; people move, new
houses are built, others are demolished. In all of these cases work is
required to ensure that data is kept valid - through validation software
and also through effective dialogue with the customers to allow their
data to be managed and maintained to the highest possible level.

Spending is flat

Overall spending on IT initiatives has been largely flat, with just over a
third (35.5%) of respondents reporting no change in their spending,
about a fifth (20%) reporting a rise and a similar number (22.7%)
reporting a fall in spending. Spending on data quality IT initiatives
(Customer Relationship Management, Master Data Management
and Data Quality Management) are generally not outstripping general
IT spending, and a similar pattern is expected for spending in 2011.

Although data quality initiatives are not (and should not be) always
IT-based, as a great deal of data quality improvement can be achieved
through, for example, better business processes; given the major
gap that this survey has exposed between actual and perceived data
quality within organisations, the lack of data quality initiatives in place
and a general failure to address both data quality issues and
regulatory requirements related to data quality, spending on effective
data quality improvement clearly must increase. Cutting back on data
quality is not an option.

) o
© Capscan Ltd \ / ‘/
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Fig 10: How has your spending for the following IT initiatives changed from 2009 to 2010

25.0%
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1.82%

Decrease

45.0%

Remain the same

l 38.18%
35.5%

35.9%
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Fig 11: How will your budget for the following IT initiatives change over the next year (for 2011)

Increase

Decrease
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A comparison of the 2008 and 2010 survey results suggest that
there have been no great strides forward in the management of data
quality within many companies. The 2010 findings reveal a mixed
picture. Whilst many organisations recognise the importance of data
quality management to a business, its penetration amongst all
organisations as a strategic agenda is still not high. Furthermore, too
few have the necessary processes, tools or strategic will to do
something about it. Contact information collected by organisations
is, in many cases, still not checked or validated, and data is not
measured or financially valued enough at a strategic level. When we
compare this year's results to those of 2008, we find that generally
the environment for improving data quality has not improved. The
financial crisis may have affected spending on IT initiatives, leading to
more conservative investment patterns. Organisations do not truly
understand the benefits of data quality management (DQM) and its
ability to help organisations achieve a single customer view and
better strategic marketing. For most organisations DQM is about
operational improvement and not something of true strategic
relevance. The gap between the organisations stating that they had a
data quality management strategy and realising it is still fairly large.

Reality still lags behind the rhetoric

© Capscan Ltd
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Graham Rhind is an acknowledged expert in the field of data quality.
He runs his own consultancy company, GRC Database Information,
based in The Netherlands, where he researches postal code and
addressing systems, collates international data, runs a busy postal
link website and writes data management software. Graham speaks
regularly on the subject and is the author four books on the topic of
international data management.

Web: www.grcdi.nl
Email: graham@grcdi.nl
Twitter: www.twitter.com/grahamrhind

Capscan is a leading supplier of international address management
solutions and data quality services. The company’s flagship product,
Matchcode, is a fully functional address management system,
available as a stand-alone programme for data capture, a web-based
tool for online data capture and as a tool for batch cleansing of
commercial databases. Capscan now supports addressing
functionality for 240 countries or territories worldwide. In addition,
Matchcode UK address data can be integrated with Ordnance
Survey data sets to allow mapping and logistics rationalisation.
Capscan is also expert in the integration of lifestyle and business
data sets into address databases to support and rationalise
canvassing or marketing activities throughout Europe.
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