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[bookmark: _Toc243071886]1. Why I chose Microsoft Word
The scenario was open to Excel, Word or PowerPoint. I began by copying what Ms Carter actually requested, 'a simple summary of our bookings' to illustrate the number of bookings each service received and the most and least successful service. What I wanted was a way to bring together a number, a graphic and a description in one document, which is a short report I'm reading to the owner, not a set of data I need to work with.
Word was the most suitable because of 3 factors. First, it can contain three parts: a table with the exact numbers, a chart for the comparison, and short paragraphs in words that answer her questions. Secondly, Word's charts are not pictures but are created within an embedded Excel data sheet and can be edited and labelled in the same manner as an Excel chart (Microsoft Support, n.d.a; ITOnDemand, n.d.). Third, the ability to sum values on some cells using formulas like =SUM(LEFT) and =SUM(ABOVE) (Microsoft Support, n.d.c) was eliminated from tables in Word.
I did think about the other options. Excel would have been the quickest method to calculate the totals, but you can't write a short summary of a spreadsheet, it leaves the reader to make their own interpretation. PowerPoint would provide one good visual, and one slide is too small to contain the weekly breakdown and an explanation. Word was sandwiched between them. I also selected it due to the fact that I wished to enhance my abilities in utilizing its chart and table tools already, which I found I was using less than the basic text attributes.
[bookmark: _Toc243071887]2. What information I used
I have only used information given in Ms Carter's email: four types of services (Full Groom, Wash and Dry, Nail Trim and Puppy Groom) and the number of bookings for each of these services in Weeks 1 to 4. No extra data was added, so that all figures in the artefact could be traced back to her email and there is an email-source line for this purpose.
The principle difficulty with the data was the different spellings of the services, e.g. ‘Nail trin’, ‘nails’, ‘washes’, ‘wash + dry’ and ‘puppies’. I paired each version with one of the four official names listed at the top of the e-mail. I knew this must be right, since every week there are exactly 4 figures in the same order as in the official list. I have made this in a data note at the end of the artefact for Ms Carter to be able to see how her data has been treated.
To check accuracy, I added the figures in two directions: by service (57, 38, 26 and 16) and by week (32, 30, 38 and 37). When added together in both directions, the grand total was 137. which proved that there were no missing numbers or numbers that had been entered twice. Next, I calculated the proportion of the total for each service (for instance, 57/137 = 41.6%).
[bookmark: _Toc243071888]3. What changes I made
The artefact that I created was in three iterations. The changes are summarised in Table 1 with each version illustrated in Figures 1 to 3.
	Version
	What I changed
	Why

	1 (first draft)
	Copied email information into a table exactly as presented, typed totals by hand and added a default pie chart.
	To bring it all into Word so that they can see what a basic summary looked like prior to enhancing it.

	2
	Standardised the service names; rotated the table so that the services are listed across the rows; added a Total column; added a heading and a sentence answering both the questions; replaced a pie chart with a clustered column chart.
	Version 1: Labels were inconsistent, pie chart was not easy to compare and the least popular service was not mentioned.

	3 (final)
	Single bar chart of monthly totals, sorted, labelled and highlighted, key findings box, Word table formulas, share of total, headline and figure titles, alt text, memo header, points to consider, data note and source.
	Version 2 was a chart with 16 bars and a legend, and the answer was found in the weekly detail – and the totals would not update if a figure changed.


Table 1: Summary of changes between versions
[bookmark: _Toc243071889]Version 1: first draft
Version 1 (Figure 1) was the same as the original, but I added it to a table with the weeks down the left side and included the totals typed by hand, as well as the Word default pie chart. However, a few issues were identified by comparing with the brief. The words “Nail trin” and “Wash and dry” were unprofessional. Only one of the two questions was answered (one that mentioned Full Groom was most popular). The pie chart was not very easy to compare either: the reader was required to match four colors to a legend and estimate the size of angles. Cleveland and McGill (1984) showed that length and position scales are generated as a common scale, and that judgements of length and position are more accurate than judgements of angle; Government Analysis Function (2022) proposed that bar charts be used to rank data and label categories directly instead of using a key.
[image: ]
Figure 1: Version 1 – first draft
[bookmark: _Toc243071890]Version 2: cleaning and restructuring
In Version 2 (Figure 2) I normalised the service names and rotated the table around to have services as the Rows, since what Ms Carter wants to know is about the Services. I added a Total column, a heading and a sentence which answers both questions. I thought this pie chart would be more useful if I did a clustered column chart for all of the weeks for each of the services.
This version had a new problem that was discovered when it was reviewed. There are 16 bars and 4 colours, and a legend, and the totals per month are actually the answer, but they don't appear on the chart at all. The type of clutter described by Knaflic (2015) is clutter that increases the work for the audience, but provides no added understanding. Tufte (2001) states that every chart mark should depict data. The totals were also hand entered, making it easy to get the totals incorrect if something happened to the value.
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Figure 2: Version 2 – cleaned data, but a cluttered chart
[bookmark: _Toc243071891]Version 3: final artefact
In the final version (Figure 3) I reworked the document around Ms Carter's two questions:
1. Chart. I replaced it with a single horizontal bar chart of the totals per month, with the order of items reversed so the largest bar is at the top of the chart. I used data labels on each bar, turned off the legend, grid lines and value axis and made the gaps between the bars smaller than the bars as recommended by the Government Analysis Function (2022). The lengths of the bars are honest because the axis begins at zero.
1. Highlighting. I coloured Full Groom dark teal and Puppy Groom orange and left the other two services grey, to attract the eye to the two answers, as suggested by Knaflic (2015) to use colour sparingly to direct the eye.
1. Titles and description. Every figure is given a headline title that clearly conveys the message, and a Government Analysis Function “Figure 1:” title to indicate what, where and when, followed by a short written description below the graph (Government Analysis Function, 2022).
1. Table. Each total has been modified to use formula functions from Word to calculate (e.g., =SUM(LEFT) for each service, =SUM(ABOVE) for each week); totals will be recalculated when a total is corrected, using F9. (Microsoft Support, n.d.c) Created a column of the share of total, aligned it to the right, marked the row containing the header to repeat and labeled the row containing the most popular row with the word "Most" and the row containing the least popular row with the word "Least".
1. Structure. I included a header with the To and From names and a Subject line (in memo style) and put a shaded box at the top to highlight the key findings; I used Word's built-in Title and Heading styles to make this document easily scannable and navigable (Microsoft Support, n.d.d).
1. Accessibility. I used Arial, a sans serif font, added alt text to the chart and ran Word’s Accessibility Checker (Microsoft Support, n.d.b). The table is also WCAG 2.2 Success Criterion 1.4.1 (W3C, 2023) on the use of colour, as the “Most popular” and “Least popular” are also written. I checked the colours against white, they were approximately 7.3:1 for dark teal, 4.6:1 for orange and 3.4:1 for grey, all of which met the 3:1 ratio required for graphics in Success Criterion 1.4.11.
1. Business context. I included a brief “Points to consider” text section, a data note to describe the name changes and a source line.
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Figure 3: Version 3 – final artefact (page 1)
[bookmark: _Toc243071892]4. How I improved my work
The greatest enhancement is that the final version can immediately respond to Ms Carter's questions. In Version 1 she would have had to compute the answer to each problem on her own, and there was no answer for one of the problems. The key findings box provides both answers in the first two lines of the final version and the chart verifies this at a single glance.
The work is additionally accurate and reusable. The totals are verified twice, and formulas are used for totals—not typed in, so the document could be updated each month rather than rebuilt. The real risk of confusion was eliminated by standardisation of the service names, and this is made transparent in the data note.
Consistent styles made it easier to read and professional, a visual hierarchy and a no frills chart. The document incorporates headings, alt text, adequate contrast, text labels and colour, which means that many more people can access the document, including people who use screen reading software.
There are limitations. Just one month of data wouldn't necessarily allow me to make firm recommendations, that's why I said so in the artefact. Bookings do not necessarily equal income: For example, a Nail Trim will probably not bring in as much as a Full Groom will. It would be a sensible step to take another Excel workbook to feed this Word summary to track bookings every month if Ms Carter wished to do this. Word charts are also, to some extent, less flexible to edit than charts in Excel, but this didn't pose a problem in the case of a single, simple chart.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Overall the biggest take-away for me was that the best version did not have the most detail. All the improvements were focused on what the owner wanted to see and eliminating obstacles to this.
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bookings
Here are the bookings for the month.

Full Groom Washanddry | Nail trin Puppy groom

Week 1 14 8 6 4

Week 2 12 10 5 3

Week 3 16 9 8 5

Week 4 15 11 7 4

Total 57 38 26 16
Bookings

= Full Groom
= Wash and dry
= Nail trin

= Puppy groom

Full groom was the most popular.
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Happy Paws Booking Summary

This document summarises the bookings for the month for each service.

Service Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 Week 4 Total
Full Groom 14 12 16 15 57
Wash and Dry 8 10 9 11 38
Nail Trim 6 5 8 7 2
Puppy Groom 4 3 5 4 16

Bookings per week
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6
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Full Groom Washand Dry Nail Trim Puppy Groom

mWeek 1 MWeek?2 M\Week3 M Week 4

Full Groom was the most popular service (57 bookings) and Puppy Groom was the least popular (16
bookings).
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Monthly Booking Summary

Happy Paws Dog Grooming | Bookings by service, Weeks 1-4

S. Carter, Owner
Junior Assistant
Monthly booking summary

Key findings
Most popular: Full Groom, with 57 bookings (41.6% of all bookings).
Least popular: Puppy Groom, with 16 bookings (11.7%).

Al services: 137 bookings in total. Full Groom (57), Wash and Dry (38), Nail Trim (26), Puppy
Groom (16).

Busiest week: Week 3, with 38 bookings. The order of the four services was the same in every
week.

Full Groom is the most popular service; Puppy Groom is the least
Figure 1: Number of bookings by service, Happy Paws Dog Grooming, Weeks 1-4

Full Groom 57

Washand Dry

8

Nail Trim

]

Puppy Groom 16

Description of Figure 1: Full Groom received 57 bookings, more than three times as many as Puppy
Groom (16). Full Groom and Wash and Dry together made up 95 of the 137 bookings (69%).

Weekly breakdown
Table 1: Bookings by service and week, Happy Paws Dog Grooming, Weeks 1-4.

Service Week1 Week2| Week3 Week4 Total Share of total
Full Groom 14 12 16 15 57 41.6%
Most popular

Wash and Dry 8 10 9 11 38 21.7%
Nail Trim 6 5 8 7 2 19.0%
Puppy Groom 4 3 5 4 16 11.7%
Least popular

Total 32 30 38 37 137 100.0%

Totals in Table 1 are calculated with Word table formulas, o they can be refreshed (select the table and press F9) ifa
figure is changed. Share = service total = 137,




