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Background & 
Methodology



The Ask: 
Help document 
pre-engagement 
process

1 GAPS IN KNOWLEDGE OF TOOL USAGE 
In TTD’s business development phase of a project, it is unknown 
what apps are used and how they are being used. 

2
PAIN POINTS ARE NOT IDENTIFIED  
It is unclear what the challenges are in the business development 
phase and how the apps may be contributing to these challenges. 3
OPPORTUNITIES FOR COMPREHENSIVE UX 
IMPROVEMENT ARE UNKNOWN   
Opportunities to improve the user experience of the apps to 
improve the business development process need to be identified.4

PROCESS FLOW IS NOT WELL DOCUMENTED 
Currently there is no clear mapping of all the steps normally taken 
during client prospecting and sales.

PWC asked for insights into current  
pre-engagement processes



Solution:  
Current Process Blueprint & Research Report

Process Blueprints visualize how the various PwC applications, 
systems, and team members interact with each other and with clients 
during Pre-Engagement Activities. 

• The Current State Process Blueprint documents the current 
system and is used to identifies opportunities for improvement. 

• A Research Report will provide additional detail and background 
around each step of  the process.



Process 
Blueprints 
guide 
development 
efforts by…

1
2

DEMYSTIFYING THE CLIENT PROSPECTING AND SALES PROCESS 
PwC and Effective will have a shared, holistic understanding of pre-
engagement activities process and how apps are integrated into this.

3

IDENTIFYING OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENTS 
Where and how the user experience of app usage within the business 
development process will be obviated so the Effective/PwC teams can 
more strategically identify and prioritize where to focus their energies. 

SURFACING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ONGOING DATA TRACKING 
Understanding which tools are being used will provide a foundation for 
which metrics should be tracked in order to measure the impact of 
improvements.



Objectives  
and scope

MAP OUT PRE-ENGAGEMENT PROCESS 
Understand all the steps in the pre-engagement process 
prior to when billable work begins.

UNDERSTAND WHO AND WHAT IS INVOLVED 
Map engagement process to the role and system/software 
used to complete each step.

DOCUMENT COMMONALITIES AND DIFFERENCES 
Identify the points the different points over variation 
across the teams and engagement types.

IDENTIFY PAIN POINTS IN PROCESS 
Understand what points in the process are especially 
frustrating for users.



Research 
Activities

10 INITIAL INTERVIEWS

DOCUMENT AND WORKFLOW ANALYSIS

DRAFTED CURRENT PROCESS BP

8 FOLLOW-UP DEEP DIVE INTERVIEWS

DEVELOPED 2 NEW CURRENT PROCESS BP  
(NEW AND EXISTING CLIENT)
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Daniel Steinberg Senior Associate
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Director Global Delivery Model

Jenni Miller Director State and Local Tax

Jack Lu Manager State and Local Tax

Debra Roche Manager Tax Finance

Cecilia Garcia Director Tax Reporting and 
Strategy

Ashley Dowell Senior Associate Advanced Technology 
Analytics & Innovation

Asset Management

PCS & PFS
Nolan Ogden Partner

Haley Moore Manager

Maria Campanile Senior Associate
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Other Groups



High-level themes



At PWC you spend so much time doing administrative 
work that you don’t have time to learn how to use the 
tax and accounting tools in order to hone your craft. 

“
”



High-level themes

NON-LINEAR PARALLEL WORKFLOWS 
Once the initial budget is set, the team will 
simultaneously work across a number of PwC 
internal applications to accomplish tasks as 
efficiently as possible

CONFUSION ABOUT STATUS OF STEPS 
Interviewees mentioned that they don’t have a 
quick and easy way of understanding the status of 
pre-engagement steps and documents.

RIGID TOOLS LEAD TO WORK AROUNDS 
Slow and inflexible tools lead most teams to work 
in software like Excel until the very last minute 
when the workflow forces them onto the platform.

NEW VS YEAR-OVER-YEAR CLIENT 
While all engagement teams must go through pre-
engagement, the greatest variation in process steps  
depend on whether the client is new or existing.

FLUID ROLES DEPENDING ON TEAMS 
While the goal is to always have work done in the 
most cost effective way, depending on the make-
up of a team which role does what varies greatly.

BUSINESS STRATEGY INFLUENCES PROCESS 
A partner’s long term business strategy for a client 
is as, if not more, important as operational goals in 
shaping the pre-engagement process. This leads to 
“backing into” results across the different tools.



New vs  
YOY Clients
Based on our interviews, the 
largest factor influencing what 
steps take place during pre-
engagement is whether or not this 
is a new client or a year-over-year 
(YOY) engagement.

1

2
3

NEW CLIENTS: LOTS OF RISK CHECKS & EXCEL SCOPING 
For all new clients, teams must undergo many different background 
and risk checks. The timing and flow of these checks also vary from 
pre-engagement to pre-engagement based on a team’s initial 
assessment of overall client risk and the project turn around time. 

Additionally new client pre-engagements are more likely to use 
Excel for initial scoping and project planning.

“SALY” - SAME AS LAST YEAR 
For most YOY clients, unless scope or budget has changed, much of 
the previous year’s information is rolled over to the next year’s 
engagement. While some adjustments are always made, this usually 
means that the team can do most of their budget work in TPT 
instead of Excel.

YOY ROLLOVERS CANNOT ALWAYS BE AUTOMATIC 
For many YOY engagements, rolling over information is not done 
automatically. Especially in cases where the length and timing of 
the engagement changes, associates and team members will have 
to manually input and review all the hours. 

Some teams still maintain Excel versions of YOY project plans and 
budgets to assist with scope changes and for YOY comparisons.



Two primary 
approaches to 
scoping
The other major variation 
between pre-engagement 
processes can be tied to how 
teams focus on scoping  
an engagement.

1 “BACKING INTO THE NUMBERS IN TPT” 
In cases where the Partner has a broader strategy in place for an 
engagement (i.e. doing the current work at a lower cost in order to 
win future work) the team is expected to use the tools to “back 
into” the project’s numbers. Often these are the teams that 
expressed the most frustration with the TPT, seeing it as a tool that 
has to be gamed in order to get to the result their partner needs.

2 DELIVERABLES BASED 
In some situations, particularly compliance engagements, where 
there are a significant number of deliverables, teams were more 
likely to begin with scoping work within Excel Document. The 
rational was that Excel is easier to use to think through the 
individual tasks, as well as see the entirety of a project at a glance. 

In addition to flexibility staying in Excel has other benefits, 
including the fast generation of exhibits for the Engagement Letter.



Rigid tools 
and processes 
lead to 
workarounds
Slow and inflexible tools lead 
most teams to work with external 
software like Excel rather than 
TPT or people submitting in-
process work for review in order 
to get the overall audit  
process started.

1 EXCEL FOR SCOPING AND PLANNING, TPT FOR MARGIN 
Multiple interviewees stated that when they were faced with complex 
engagements, it was far easier to begin by developing work in Excel 
versus TPT. Interviewees stated Excel was used because it allowed 
them more flexibility in planning, in particular providing space to list 
out specific deliverables and itemize any related project fees.  

Additionally some had customized their Excel files to also produce 
supporting exhibit content for Engagement Letters. Because of this, 
the only value TPT brought was being able to adjust numbers in order 
to manipulate PwC’s margin on the engagement.

2 LONG APPROVAL PROCESSES LEAD TO SUBMISSION OF 
WORK-IN-PROGRESS ASSETS 
Due to long approval times for things like AFS and A&C, teams often 
submit in-process and draft documents knowing that they will have to 
return to them later in the process when Engagement Letters are 
updated. When probed on why they did this, interviewees shared that 
this was the only way to ensure that their AFS and A&C requests 
would be processed in a timely fashion for the project.



Non-linear 
flow
Associates, Sr. Associates, 
Managers/Directors, and 
Partners often involved in many 
non-linear processes to  
complete work.

1 DOUBLING AND TRIPLING BACK 
Part of the reason for the non-linear flow is that documents often 
have to be revisited multiple times throughout the process. The gap 
in time between reviews creates down-time that teams fill by 
beginning to draft future documents.

2 NON-INTEGRATED SYSTEMS 
When a project’s scope or budget changes throughout the project, 
the same content needs to be updated across multiple applications 
and forms. However, the systems are not integrated, so all changes 
must be made manually. This leads to the potential for documents to 
go out of sync. Associates often have multiple application interfaces 
open at the same time to assist with cross-checking.



Confusion 
over status  
of  steps
For all team members, it is very 
difficult to know the status of 
different steps in the process. 
This is exacerbated in cases 
where multiple teams are 
collaborating on a pursuit. 

1 LACK OF TRANSPARENCY 
For partners, managers, and directors, there is no place where they 
can view the overall status of the pre-engagement process. As such 
they need to use standard communication channels to check 
whether documents are in draft format, ready for review,  
or approved.

2 STATUS IS IMPORTANT AT ALL LEVELS 
Because many steps in the process are dependent on each other, 
it’s important for individuals at all levels (from Partner down to 
Associate) to be able to tell what stage a document is in and which 
version to use.

3
INCREASED INEFFICIENCY AND WAIT TIME 
The lack of insight into the status of steps creates more 
inefficiencies, as well as delaying the overall process as team 
members wait for approvals. This is exacerbated when pre-
engagement documents are dependent on content created across 
multiple teams (i.e. Federal AND SALT).



Key pain points

ALL UPDATES MUST BE DONE BY HAND 
Because of the lack of connection between 
applications, when a significant change occurs, the 
team must be sure that all applications are  
updated accordingly.

USE OF DIFFERENT BROWSERS 
Interviewees expressed frustration that certain 
applications ran in one browser versus another. This 
meant they had to keep multiple different browsers 
open at once to ensure continuity of changes.

REPEATED INPUT OF SAME INFORMATION 
When standing up a project similar information 
about the client and engagement type is 
requested by multiple applications.

LACK OF TRANSPARENCY 
There is no way of seeing, at a glance, the status of 
all of the sub-components of a project. This leads to 
a lot of unnecessary leg work checking on status.

INCONSISTENT TRAINING 
The immediate level above a given position is 
typically responsible for their training. As a result, 
this can lead to incorrect understandings (i.e. TPT 
requires that a project be broken down by week).

DID WE MISS SOMETHING? 
Particularly with complex projects, there is always 
an ongoing concern that someone is going to miss 
updating a key common detail in one or  
more applications.



Current state 
blueprints



New client pre-engagement process



Year-over-year engagements



Specific findings 
by process step



Major  
pre-engagement 
process steps

OPPORTUNITY TRACKING

RELATIONSHIP CHECK

PROJECT SCOPING AND PROPOSAL

BUDGETING

ENGAGEMENT LETTER

RISK MANAGEMENT

STAFFING (INTERNAL AND GDM)

CLIENT REVIEW AND APPROVAL

WBS AND ENGAGEMENT SET-UP



Opportunity Tracking 
Platforms: IRIS 

YEAR-OVER-YEAR WORK PREDICTIVELY TRACKED 
Partners and Directors are more likely to proactively enter 
expected work from year-over-year clients than 
necessarily new work. This gets done early because it’s 
seen as a far easier task to copy a previous year’s 
engagement forward than fill out an entirely new 
opportunity form.

WHAT HAPPENS

NEW CLIENTS: RETROACTIVELY TRACKED 
Teams tend to enter new client opportunities in IRIS 
when work has been won rather than during the 
cultivation process.  

In other cases they wait until an internal trigger, like an 
email about their lack of projected revenue, “forces” 
them to make the time.

TIMING AND ENTRY RESPONSIBILITIES  
ARE VARIABLE 
Directors and partners typically enter this information, 
though sometimes it falls on Admins.



Opportunity Tracking 
Platforms: IRIS 

EASE OF USE 
Partners we interviewed noted that one of the barriers 
to using IRIS is that, depending on the opportunity, the 
level of detail that it requires makes it arduous to fill out 
an entry. This is particularly a problem for those using 
mobile devices:  

“If I can’t easily fill it out on my smartphone, then what’s 
the use of it? I want to be able to update things in the 
field between appointments. If I have to wait to get back 
into the office then I’ll never get around to it.”

KEY PAIN POINTS

PERCEIVED LACK OF VALUE RELATIVE TO EFFORT 
Tracking in IRIS does not have any meaningful data for 
teams. Partners do not see IRIS as a tool for looking 
forward towards new strategic opportunities or work. 
Most primarily see it as a record of work that was won. 
Many team members only see it as a check in the box on 
their list of things to do for pre-engagement. 
“I know I should be entering things on time. But IRIS isn’t 
really helpful to me so I don’t get the point of using it to 
track anything.” 



Opportunity Tracking 
Platforms: IRIS 

IMPROVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

SIMPLIFY DATA COLLECTION & FOCUS ON MOBILE 
Partners emphasized that as the amount required 
information about an opportunity increased in IRIS, the 
likelihood that they would fill it out in a timely fashion 
decreased. Finding a proper balance, or spacing out data 
entry could improve timely participation. 

Additionally, multiple interviewees stated that the 
experience should be optimized for on-the-go entry from 
mobile devices.

INTEGRATE IRIS INFORMATION INTO PRE-
ENGAGEMENT PROCESS 
Theoretically much of the information necessary to 
initiate many of the pre-engagement applications could 
be pulled directly from IRIS.



Client Acceptance 
Platforms: Relationship Check

WHAT HAPPENS

OCCURS AT DIFFERENT POINTS DEPENDING ON 
POTENTIAL CLIENT AND PROJECT TIMING 
Interviewees stated that there were two key times that 
Client Acceptance Assessment typically started, either:  
(a) during the initial pursuit process, prior to a 

formalized RFP or proposal presentation, or  
(b) as the first step during the risk management 

process. 

Two things primarily determine when a team begins 
the process: 
1. How complex the evaluation is expected to be 

In cases where the Partner believes that the client 
review will go smoothly and quickly, it may be 
delayed until later in the process. The longer that 
they expect the process to take, the sooner they 
begin. 

2. Proposal turnaround 
In some cases the opportunity is moving so fast that 
there is not time to do the work upfront.



Client Acceptance 
Platforms: Relationship Check

KEY PAIN POINTS

KNOWING WHAT THE STATUS OF THE REVIEW IS 
One key challenge is that teams are often unsure of 
where a client is in the assessment process and how 
long the process will take. Interviewee’s mentioned that 
this often leads to team members having to call around 
to see where things are in the review process. There is a 
sense that more often than not, the “squeakiest” wheel 
will get priority.

IMPROVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

DATA RE-USE 
Interviewees noted that some of the client information 
needed for the relationship check mirrors information 
later needed for the A&C and AFS. This is an example of 
where being able to, at a minimum, copy key fields 
forward could be a time saver.



CLIENT KICKOFF OR MEETING WITH PARTNER 
Based on a physical or verbal RFP, the teams will either 
meet to define deliverables and budget OR a partner will 
define the high-level approach of the work and meet 
with the team to discuss next steps.

PARTNERS SET THE DIRECTION AND OFTEN THE 
GENERAL SCOPE 
Partners are the ones who hold the strategic 
relationship, as well as have the experience to know how 
much deliverables and engagements should cost.  

However, this can create proposals that are made top-
down, instead of using real-time metrics from TPT or 
other tools within pre-engagement.

WHAT HAPPENS

Project Scoping and Proposal  
Platforms: Spreadsheets, TPT

TEAM REFINES FROM TOP-DOWN INSTRUCTION 
After the client kickoff or meeting with partner, a Sr 
Associate will refine the proposal, scope, and project 
plan for the project. Then they will pass it up to the 
Manager/Director and Partner for approval of the high-
level scope and project plan.



WHAT HAPPENS

Project Scoping and Proposal  
Platforms: Spreadsheets, TPT

CHECK- IN WITH CLIENT 
In addition to sales meetings with clients, once most 
teams have finished their high level scope and rough 
budget estimates, the Partner will often (formally or 
informally) communicate the direction back to the client 
to confirm that there is general agreement on the overall 
approach and potential cost range.

SCOPING WITH TPT AND SPREADSHEETS 
Depending on the complexity of work and whether or 
not its a new client, scoping may be done solely with 
TPT or started in a spreadsheet. However, by the end of 
this step, a rough version of the project will be input into 
TPT to check realization and leverage rates.



Project Scoping and Proposal  
Platforms: Spreadsheets, TPT

THE MORE COMPLEX THE ENGAGEMENT THE 
MORE LIKELY EXCEL IS USED 
Interviewees stated that they saw Excel (and Google 
Sheets) as critical tools for understanding more complex 
engagements with significant numbers of deliverables. 
As one interviewee put it: 

“TPT is a good tool for budgeting and keeping us 
honest. But it doesn’t provide a good enough view into 
what needs to be done. Spreadsheets allow us far more 
flexibility to plan out what an engagement could look 
like. In particular they provide us with the opportunity to 
inventory all the expected deliverables. That’s critical 
both from a planning perspective and for pulling 
together exhibits for the engagement letter.” 

One complaint about TPT is that you need to have all the 
data entered into it before you can begin to experiment 
with different models. Interviewees liked the fact that 
they see updates to a project in real time as they are 
assembling the spreadsheet.

ON SPREADSHEETS AND TPT



Project Scoping and Proposal  
Platforms: Spreadsheets, TPT

COORDINATION BETWEEN MULTIPLE TEAMS 
The more complex the project, the more groups that 
need to be involved. And in many cases, certain groups 
cannot begin their work until they have content from 
other groups (ex: Interviewees from SALT mentioned 
that they would need to get information from the 
Federal team about timing and deliverables in order to 
be able to complete their scoping). 

Interviewees complained that this can lead to delays in 
the production and review of project plans and scopes.

PAIN POINTS

LIMITS OF TPT 
Because TPT’s focus is on the amount of time staff will 
spend on an engagement versus the specific 
deliverables, the tool has limited application in scoping 
the actual work that is being delivered. This leads teams 
to create spreadsheets to first plan the work and come 
up with the initial roll-up of hours.



Project Scoping and Proposal  
Platforms: Spreadsheets, TPT

BUILD PROJECT PLANNING INTO THE  
PRE-ENGAGEMENT PLATFORM 
A number of outputs from the scoping process are required 
(and cascade across) in other stages of pre-engagement. 
For example an exhibit listing of all deliverables is required 
for the Engagement Letter. That also means that content 
will be required for AFS and A&C forms. Likewise that 
breakout of deliverables is necessary to help determine the 
hours that will be plugged into the TPT. 

Building an application that helps teams quickly build their 
project plans and a list of deliverables could significantly 
reduce the overall amount of redundant work within the 
process, especially if the outputs could be connected with 
other applications like TPT and Engagement Letter. 

“It would be great to have an application to help with 
scoping and project plans. I can imagine being able to 
select different documents and automatically build the 
project plan. I’d love it if that application even had the 
average number of hours associated with different roles for 
each document to help jump start TPT calculations.”

OPPORTUNITY



USE OF EXCEL FOR FIRST DRAFTS 
Most teams with new clients will use and iterate off of 
project plans and budgets made in Excel, instead of TPT.

INPUT INFORMATION MANUALLY 
Associates will have to manually input data from Excel 
spreadsheets into TPT so that other documents and 
forms created for pre-engagement will have the most up 
to date and correct budget metrics.

WHAT HAPPENS

Tax Pricing Tool and Budgeting 
Platforms: TPT 

TEAMS WILL ANALYZE THE MARGIN & RATES 
The size and makeup of the team analyzing TPT will 
depend on the size of the client and project.

TPT IS UPDATED MULTIPLE TIMES  
BEFORE FINALIZATION 
As budget or scope change for the project, TPT is 
manually updated to reflect those changes.



TOO MANY COOKS IN THE KITCHEN 
For large clients, many different team members are 
pulled into the TPT approval process, which can 
complicate things and delay the approval.

UPDATES DONE IN EXCEL FIRST, THEN TPT 
Even just for updating the TPT, teams will input new 
values into an Excel document first, THEN update the 
TPT, resulting in lots of circuitous updating.

PAIN POINTS

Tax Pricing Tool and Budgeting 
Platforms: TPT 

TPT IS HARD TO USE, SLOW TO INPUT 
Things that take seconds to input and update in Excel 
will take minutes to do in TPT. Teams prefer to iterate 
offline prior to plugging things into the system.

REDUNDANT INFORMATION INPUT 
Because TPT is not integrated with Excel or any other 
application in pre-engagement, Associates must 
manually input information, every time the info is 
updated anywhere else (Excel, EL, A&C, AFS, etc).



PAIN POINTS

Tax Pricing Tool and Budgeting 
Platforms: TPT 

SOME USERS MISTAKENLY BELIEVE THAT YOU 
MUST BREAK OUT TIME ESTIMATES BY WEEK 
Some interviewees complained that in order to submit 
material on TPT they needed to break out team hours on 
a week-by-week basis. Their complaint was that they 
knew that those estimates would be wrong and would 
lead to issues further down the line. 

“When I enter things into TPT, I have to put the hour 
estimates in on a week-by-week basis. I know they will 
be off - its a best guess. When the TPT is rolled over into 
FlexForecast, and we don’t meet those numbers, the 
project team gets automatic emails about our numbers 
being off and we have to go correct things. It’s an 
administrative pain.”

TPT DOESN’T HANDLE FEES IN A HELPFUL WAY 
TPT’s focus on rolled up tallies means that there’s no 
easy way to include an itemization of fees. This is a 
challenge for things like International fees where a 
project team would like to keep an easily accessible 
breakout of the fees that must be paid on a country-by-
country basis.



EARLY DRAFTING, MULTIPLE ROUNDS OF REVISION 
The drafting of EL begins right after high-level scope and 
budget are defined, but is continually updated throughout 
pre-engagement as more definite numbers, metrics, and 
forms (AFS, A&C) are approved.

TEAMS HAVE DIFFERENT STARTING PLACES 
Some teams have templates for their EL, while others 
pull from previous years or previous clients. Because 
some clients can have complicated terms, EL’s always 
have to be customized to that client.

FINDING THE CORRECT T&C TEMPLATE 
Interviewees always noted concern that they were 
grabbing the most recent Terms and Conditions.

WHAT HAPPENS

PAIN POINTS

Engagement Letter 
Platforms: Word 

DRAFT T&C ARE OFTEN SENT FOR CLIENT REVIEW 
The Terms and Conditions section of the EL is often shared 
with the client in order to have their legal teams review it. 
The goal is to get any potential changes made before AFS 
and A&C are completed so work does not have to be redone.



DIRECTOR/MANAGER PLACES REQUESTS FOR 
LOCAL TEAM MEMBERS IN TALENTLINK 
Using TalentLink, Directors and Managers can see who is 
available to be resourced. In addition, they take into 
account what an employee’s goals or desired areas of 
experience are to try to make the resourcing be a good fit. 

INCREASE REALIZATION VIA GDM 
Increasingly teams are working to improve realization 
via use of GDM resources. Based on the TPT, requests 
are made as early as possible in Envoy to ensure that 
reservations get into the system. Additionally, the way a 
team uses GDM can impact the Terms and Conditions 
that go into the Engagement Letter.

WHAT HAPPENS

Staffing 
Platforms: TalentLink and Envoy 



UPDATING REQUESTS WHEN THINGS CHANGE 
If changes happen to the scope and proposal for a project, 
teams must be sure to return to both Envoy and TalentLink 
and update the requests accordingly. This does not always 
happen in a timely fashion. 

ENSURING THE CORRECT T&C ARE IN THE EL 
The Terms and Conditions within an Engagement Letter 
need to reflect that GDM is being used within a project. 
Depending on when the decision to use GDM is made, it is 
possible that a draft EL has already been begun. The team 
must be sure that draft EL has been updated by hand to 
reflect the use of GDM. If this is missed then the project 
may need to restart the Risk Management process.

PAINPOINTS

Staffing 
Platforms: TalentLink and Envoy 



AFS AND A&C FORMS ARE TYPICALLY  
STARTED TOGETHER 
Both documents require similar types of information, so 
teams will get started on both forms at the same time. 

DRAFT ENGAGEMENT LETTERS ARE USED 
At this point in the process, the EL has not been 
approved, but some sort of Engagement Letter 
document must be attached to the A&C and AFS in 
order to start the review process. Teams will attach a 
working version of the EL knowing that they will have to 
update it before the end of the review process. 

WHAT HAPPENS

Risk Management Process  
Platforms: AFS and A&C 



LACK OF TRANSPARENCY IN THE REVIEW 
PROCESS 
Once the AFS and A&C forms have been submitted, 
teams do not have any insight into the form’s status.  

“You can never tell when something is approved or not. 
Or if your audit partner actually even saw your submitted 
form. Finding the status is impossible.”

PAIN POINTS

Risk Management Process  
Platforms: AFS and A&C 

FEARS OVER HAVING TO RE-DO EVERYTHING 
Teams are keenly aware that any significant change to 
scope or the terms and conditions can trigger a restart 
of the entire risk management process. To combat this 
parters will often share draft exhibits and terms and 
conditions with clients to confirm that there will be no 
major changes.

PLATFORM ISSUES 
Interviewees complained that the current AFS and 
A&C platforms are optimized for Internet Explorer 
rather than Chrome.



AFTER TPT IS APPROVED, EL IS UPDATED 
Once TPT has ben approved, an Associate will re-update 
EL. Then the EL is passed up for approval through team.

TEAM SENDS EL TO CLIENT 
BST sends the EL to the client with USPS.

EL AND TPT ARE NOT INTEGRATED 
Because the system is not integrated, data points have 
to be updated manually at multiple points throughout.

WHAT HAPPENS

PAIN POINTS

CLIENT EXECUTES EL AND RETURNS TO PWC 
Client will review EL and either approve, request 
changes, or reject. If they approve, then they will sign 
and execute EL and return the documents by mail.

EXECUTED EL’S OFTEN DELAYED 
Clients can take up to weeks to sign and return to PWC, 
which can seriously delay work. There is no way for the 
client to easily electronically sign the documents.

Engagement Letter 
Platforms: Word 



EL IS NOT AUTOMATICALLY UPDATED AS THINGS 
CHANGE IN OTHER APPLICATIONS 
Because the system is not integrated, data points have 
to be updated manually at multiple points throughout.

PAIN POINTS

EXECUTED EL’S OFTEN DELAYED 
Clients can take up to weeks to sign and return to PWC, 
which can seriously delay work. There is no way for the 
client to easily electronically sign the documents.

Engagement Letter 
Platforms: Word 

CHANGES TO EL CAN RESTART THE RISK 
MANAGEMENT PROCESS 
Any significant change to the EL can force a restart of 
the Risk Management process. This in turn leads to the 
Partner pushing for expedited review, which in turn can 
delay the review of other potential engagements. To 
prevent this sort of fire drill, Partners often informally 
allow clients to review key parts of the EL ahead of the 
completion of Risk Management review in order to 
minimize any potential changes.


