DoD Government Charge Card Guidebook
Comment Traceability Matrix
Note: Paragraph and page numbers reference Coordination Draft dated 1/6/14.
	#
	Paragraph #
	Page #
	Issue, Comment, or Concern

	POC Org.
	Adjudication Comments

	1
	Table of contents
	Iii
	Issue:  2.3.1 Roles and Responsibilities page reference in table of contents
Comment:  change page reference from 2-10 to 2-4
Rationale: TOC references page 2-10.  Roles and responsibilities actually starts on page 2-4.
	DECA
	Change made.

	2
	1-1, Purpose
	1-1
	Issue:  Third paragraph:  “Purchase cards, travel charge cards with centrally billed accounts (CBAs) transportation accounts, and fuel cards involve Government liability (i.e., the Government is responsible for payment).”

Comment:  Transportation accounts are not specifically mentioned in any part of this document. If transportation accounts are meant to be included in the provisions for centrally billed accounts, that fact should be included here.  If treated differently than centrally billed accounts a section should be provided in the body of this document to covers roles, responsibilities and guidelines for transportation accounts that are reimbursed to banks in the same manner as CBA(s), purchase cards and fuel cards.

Rationale:  Clarification for the end user.
	DFAS, 
Enterprise Solutions and Standards (ESS) Accounts Payable
	Change made. 

	3
	General -
Title and
Purpose of
Guide
2.2
	n/a
	Issue: Per title and coverage, this guide appears intended to cover business rules for all DoD card programs, e.g., purchase card, travel card, fuel card, fleet card, etc.
Comment: Consider including a requirement or encourage DoD
Components that execute Smart Card programs with the Treasury (known as Stored Value Card programs) to ensure their programs follow the minimum management controls in this guide.
Rationale: There is no known DoD guidance to guide DoD
Components who manage a Smart Card/SVC program; rather, outside of the Treasury FMS and DoDFMR, which both provide high-level policy, Components would benefit by understanding minimum management controls inherent in a card program and those controls required for similar cash equivalents, such as convenience checks and GPCs (when used to pay contracts).
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Deny. Political issue.   We would have to request the other card programs to provide us with their management controls and permission to include in the Guidebook.  Will take under consideration for next update but would require coordination with DFAS. Smartcards are issued for personal entitlements and are not used for DoD acquisitions. 

	4
	2.1.1
	2-1
	Issue: Include OMB Circular A-123 and other relevant OMB issuances
as a regulation/policy reference.
Comment: OMB regulations/guidance to reduce risk of fraud, waste
and error in card programs.
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Already referenced in Regulatory/Policy Resources Appendix

	5
	2.2.1
	2-2
	Issue: Revise (a) to read that card business adds value - - versus
“should be conducted so as to”.
Comment: Administrative
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Change made.

	6
	2.2.1
	2-2
	Issue: Revise (b) to state “Authorization controls are appropriate
versus “Authorization controls should be appropriate.”
Comment: Administrative
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Change made.

	7
	2.2.1
	2-2
	Issue: For c – f, eliminate “should.”
Comment: For example, in (e), would read, “guidance, training, and remedies are consistent, versus “should be” consistent.
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Change made. Changed to “shall”

	8
	2.2.2
	2-3
	Issue: Training should be more specified
Comment: add the following….Training both program specific and Ethics 
Rationale: ensure program officials and participants have the training required to perform their responsibilities
	700 CONS/LGCP USAF
	Change made.

	9
	2.2.2 (c) 
	2-3
	Issue: Audits/Reviews
Comment: The Public Law 112-194 uses the term “periodic reviews” rather than audits, on an annual basis.
Rationale: The DoDIG has been hesitant to use the term “annual”.
	DTMO
	Change made

	10
	2.2.2.1.4
	2-3
	Issue: Suggest deleting “where appropriate…”
Comment: Consider substituting with “absent extenuating
circumstances, which must be documented and retained, every
personnel/base…” must require out-processing include the
requirement to ensure cards are turned in upon employee departure.
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Change made.

	11
	2.2.2.1.4
	2-3, 2-4
	Issue: Cards upon departure
Comment: Add “This does not apply for individually billed travel cards, except in those cases when the cardholder is separating from the DoD”.
Rationale: Travel cardholders who depart an organization PCS are not required to turn in their card; instead the card may be used for PCS-related expenses and is transferred to the gaining hierarchy.
	DTMO
	Deny.  We already include language that states “where appropriate.”

	11a
	2.3.1.1
	
	Delete language requiring HA to appoint personnel to manage the card program.
Rationale: The appropriate procurement office, not the HA, appoints the level 4/5 A/OPC. This change needs to be made unless the local A/OPC carries two appointments, one from the HA to manage the local card program and one from the procurement office to confer CHS with delegated procurement authority.
	SH for PCPO
	Change made.

	11b
	2.3.1.3
	
	Delete subparagraph (b).
Rationale: Component program managers do not select/appoint A/OPCs.
	SH for PCPO
	Change made.

	12
	2.3.1.4
	2-6
	Issue:  Eliminated “Use the issuing bank’s electronic access system (EAS) or other approved EAS to monitor activity.”
Comment:  Why was this removed?  Supports Transaction Review by CH Internal Management Control #12.
Rationale:  Good practice to prevent short paying an invoice
	NAVSUP N85
	Deny.  We already address this thought in the responsibility that requires A/OPCs to monitor transactions for questionable activity using automated tools.

	13
	2.3.1.4 (s)
	2-6
	Issue: Conference attendance
Comment: Change to read: “As resources allow, and management approves, attend yearly conference as well as any other meetings and conferences pertaining to the program.”
Rationale: Conference travel now typically requires high-level approval.
	DTMO
	Change made.

	14
	2.3.1.5 (e)
and A.1.8,
	2-7
	Issue: Section A.1.8, states that the A/BO or Certifying Officer is
responsible for maintaining all supporting documentation related to invoice. The A/BO or Certifying Officer is responsible for reviewing, not maintaining supporting documentation, which is a CH responsibility (2.3.1.6). If/when CH supporting documentation isn’t available or adequate, processes are in place for A/BO or Certifying Officer to take appropriate action.
Comment: Nonconcur. Recommend revising A.1.8a to remove the word, “all;” the revised sentence would read, “The A/BO or Certifying Officer is responsible for… maintaining supporting documentation related to invoice.”
Rationale: Requiring both the A/BO and the CH to retain all
supporting documentation is duplicative, time consuming, and not cost effective.
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Deny.  The DoDFMR requires that the CO maintain all documentation supporting payment.  Guidebook states that cardholders are to forward all supporting documentation to the CO.

	15
	2.3.1.5-h
	2-8

	Issue: Ethics Training not addresses
Comment: recommend adding Ethics training in addition to refresher training
Rationale: Ensure program officials and participants have the training required to perform their responsibilities
	700 CONS/LGCP USAF
	Denied above.

	16
	2.3.1.6 (d)
	2-8
	Issue: Disputes
Comment: Add reference to the DoDFMR, Volume 9, Chapter 3)
Rationale:
	DTMO
	Change made.

	17
	2.3.1.6(f)
	2-8
	Issue: States “not keeping the card with the account holder at all times” 
Comment: Add “does not apply to the IBA travel card”
Rationale: Cardholders should maintain their IBA at all times
	Marine Corps P&R (RFF)
	Change made.

	18
	2.3.1.7 a) and d)
	
2-9
	Issue: Responsibility for entry of LOA and limit information should not be the sole responsibility of the F/RM.  The A/OPC should have ability to do so in coordination with the F/RM
Rationale:  Flexibility, especially during update of LOAs at FY changeover.
	NAVSUP N85
	Deny.  A/OPCs are already busy enough.  They should not be responsible entering LOA data.

	19
	2.3.3
	2-10
	Issue: A/OPC is to “ensure appropriate training is established….”
Would be more appropriately listed under A/OPC roles and
responsibilities in 2.3.1.4. In 2.3.1.4, A/OPC responsibility should be strengthened to reflect more than just overseeing and tracking the training.
Comment: Recommend 2.3.1.4f be revised to reflect what currently is stated in 2.3.3, which is, “A/OPCs are required to ensure appropriate training is established, maintained, and tracked. “
Rationale: A/OPC major duties and responsibilities should be captured in 2.3.1.4.
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Change made.

	20
	2.3.4
	2-11
	Issue: Consider removing “Deputy Secretary of Defense” and simply state that the Department’s policy is to not tolerate misuse of charge cards.
Rationale: Suggests that the policy carries more weight because
DEPSECDEF commented/is mentioned. Department Issuances, guides, etc., ultimately are issued by OSD, which sets policy for the Secretary of Defense.
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Change made.

	21
	2.3.4 (g)
	2-11
	Issue: Suspicious activity (IBA versus CBA)
Comment: Change to read: “Presentation of a personal claim for reimbursement of expenses that were charged to a CBA travel card rather than his/her IBA travel card.”
Rationale: More than just airline tickets may be charged to a CBA; especially for unit card CBAs.
	DTMO
	Change made.

	22
	2.3.4
	2-11
	Issue: “All card program officials have a shared responsibility to
investigate and take appropriate action with respect to any potential program-related fraud, waste, and abuse.”
Comment: Suggest dropping “investigate,” revised sentence would read “all card program officials have a shared responsibility to take appropriate action . . .”
Rationale: Suggests that CH, A/BO, etc., should investigate when they suspect potential fraud. Could be misinterpreted to indicate A/BO is responsible for investigating, when investigations typically are performed by specific entities/POCs (e.g., DCIS).
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Change made.

	23
	2.3.4 
	2-11 and 2-12
	Issue:  Footnote #7 
Comment: move #7 footnote to bottom of page 2-11
Rationale: Footnote # 7 is on page 2-12 when the actual text it relates to (2.3.4 Mandatory paragraph page 2-11) is on page 2-11. 

	DECA
	Deny – Unable to move footnotes in MS Word.

	24
	A.1 
#5.
	A-1
	Issue: Delete #5 to use the GPC for Document & Automation Services 

Comment: 31 Dec 2013 – Email from Michael Lewis, DLA Document Services to Derek Webster, DLA who sent the e-mail to PCPO to remove DLA Document Service payments with the GPC from DAU CLG 0001. DLA’s current means of payment is MIPRs.  

Rationale: Excerpt from Mr. Lewis’ e-mail:  “ Also, there is mention of us preferring customers to pay via GPC, when in reality we prefer to be paid via MIPR.  Considering CLG001 is focused on GPC training, and our current means of payment is the MIPR, I would ask that mention of DLA Document Services be removed from the CLG001 course.  In my view, it simply isn't applicable.”

Note:  Current e-mails and telecons indicate MIPRs are to be used to pay for inter/intra-governmental payments in lieu of the GPC.

Additionally, the Inter-Government Payment and Collections (IPAC) system primary purpose is to provide a standardized interagency fund transfer mechanism for Federal Program Agencies (FPAs). IPAC facilitates the intra-governmental transfer of funds, with descriptive data from one FPA to another.
The IPAC System contains multiple components:
· the IPAC application;
· the Retirement and Insurance Transfer System (RITS);
· the Treasury Receivable Accounting and Collection System (TRACS)interface
	PCPO
	Duplicate with #25.

	25
	A.1     5.
	A-1
	DLA Document Services prefers a customer pay via a MIPR.

Documentation and Automation Production Services (DAPS) printing has changed nomenclature and is now called “DLA Document Services.”

Delete GPC as a payment method for printing. 

Rationale: Updated business process to be current payment method vis MIPR.
	DLA J-73
	Change made. Removed DAPS from Guide. 



	26
	A.1, 5
	A-1
	There has been recent GPC policy discussions that DAPS (all inter and Intra Governmental purchases) may be deleted from the listing of p-card uses.  Additionally, if it is decided that DAPS should remain in the guidebook “DAPS” should be changed to “DLA Document Services”

Rationale:  DoD Instruction 5330.03, Certified current as of May 18, 2011 incorporates the name change referenced above.  
	WHS
	Same as #25.

	27
	A.1.1
	A-2
	Issue: FIRST paragraph on page
Comment: Last sentence of paragraph beginning with  “Only organizations with procurement authority…”  seems out of place in this paragraph.  Suggest the sentence be separated from the ‘contractor’ paragraph and moved to the first place as the ‘first mandatory’ in this section.
Rationale:  This is a key requirement for program establishment that does not relate to the issue of whether contractors can have credit cards.
	DECA
	Change made.

	28
	A.1.1
	A-2
	Issue:  The contractor cards and Foreign nationals paragraphs relate to the issuance of card accounts and are not really appropriate in this ‘program establishment’ section.
Comment: suggest moving elsewhere in the guide, for instance, A.1.1.3.2
Rationale:  Information on foreign nationals is more appropriately addressed in A.1.1.3.2 Departmental Accountable Officials.
	DECA
	Change made. 

	29
	A.1.1
5th para
2nd sentence
	A-2
 
	Issue:  PCOLS waiver

Comment: Recommend  adding the word written to “granted a waiver” to read “granted a written waiver”

Rationale:  Clarifies ambiguity that verbal waivers are not acceptable.
	PCPO
	Change made.

	30
	A.1.1.1
	A-2
	Issue: 1st paragraph, sentence 2: There is an extra space after
“agency for” in the sentence: “…willing and authorized to act as the servicing agency for provision of GPC services…”
Comment: Remove the extra space after “agency for” in the sentence: “…willing and authorized to act as the servicing agency for provision of GPC services…”
Rationale: Correctness.
	OUSD(C) BIO
	Change made.

	31
	A.1.1.1
	A-2
	Issue: Clarification for organizations without procurement authority to have cards issued by an organization with procurement authority and they are under the authority of the issuing organization.

Comment: Recommend the following language replace sentences 3 and 4 of the paragraph being with “In that case,” to read:  Organizations without such authority (Requesting Agencies) must request support from a DFARS-designated Contracting Activity willing and authorized to act as their Servicing Agency for the provision of GPC card services.  The organizations must execute an Inter-Service/Agency Support Agreement, detailing the responsibilities of each party.  

(1) All Servicing Agency instructions, policies and guidance are applicable to their Requesting Agencies.  

(2) The service provider shall perform the required program oversight of all GPC accounts under its cognizance.

Rationale: Recommended language is from Draft DFARS language by PCPO.  Organizations issuing cards to organizations with no authority are having issues with the non-authority organization to comply with the issuing organization’s oversight, guidance, etc.
	PCPO
	Change made.



	31a
	A.1.1.1
	
	Updates to requirements for delegation of procurement authority.
	PCPO
	Added language specifically stating that A/OPCs appoint A/BOs following their nomination by the applicable supervisor.

	32
	A 1.1.2.1
	A-3
	Issue: Delegation of Procurement Authority is an HCA function and should be accomplished following HCA procedures.  Some HCA allow use of a SF-1402 to delegate authority to perform contracting officer duties and GCPC holder duties.       
Comment:   Suggest stating, Follow HCA procedures for Delegation of Procurement Authority
Rationale:  HCA flexibility, reduction of paperwork
	NAVSUP N85
	Deny.  Addressed by adding new first paragraph “Contracting authority flows from the Head of the Agency to the Head of Contracting Activity (HCA). The HCA may re-delegate contracting authority to local procurement offices in accordance with Component procedures (e.g., Chief of Contracting appoints local [Level 4/5] A/OPCs, who have the authority to re-delegate their contracting authority to CHs and convenience check account holders).” The final language does not prohibit the suggested approach as it is intended to address delegations to requesting agencies.

	33
	A.1.1.2.1
1st para
	A-3
	Issue: Delegation in lieu of Appointment for CHs

Comment:  Cardholders are Delegated procurement authority to process purchases.  A/BO’s are Appointed.  Change the word “appointed”  when referenced to CHs to read “delegated”   

Rationale: FAR 1.603.3 (b) Agency heads are encouraged to delegate micro-purchase authority to individuals who are employees of an executive agency or members of the Armed Forces of the United States who will be using the supplies or services being purchased.
	PCPO
	Change made.

	34
	A.1.1.2.1
1st para
2nd sentence
	A-3
	Issue:  Change the words “appointment” to read “delegation”

Comment: A/OPC signing delegation letters for CHs and Appointment letters for A/BOs are delegated the authority to sign the letters.

Rationale: DFARS 202.101 “…the Director of Defense Procurement and Acquisition Policy, the directors of the defense agencies have been delegated authority to act as head of the agency...”
	PCPO
	Change made

	35
	A.1.1.2.1
	A-4
	Issue: Retention of documents for 10 years
Comment:  Change to 6 years 3 months
Rationale: Retention of documentation should be governed by statute or regulation.  There is no statutory or regulatory requirement to retain documents beyond 6 years 3 months for other than foreign military sales.  There is no benefit received for this retention period, however there are direct and indirect costs to this increased retention period.  If adopted, the NARA must be coordinated to change the retention period at NARA. Finally, this puts a burden on the certifying officer who is required to retain these documents for that period.  If the driving force behind this change is capturing 
	DECA
	Change made.

	36
	Throughout
guide
Examples:
A.1.1.2.1
A.1.1.2.2
A.1.8
A.1.11
	various
	Issue: Retention periods, e.g., 10 years after employee has left
position, appear excessive.
Comment: Ensure retention periods are in compliance with NARA
General Records Schedules and/or are approved for deviation by
cognizant DoD Federal Records Officer (DoD has 23).
Rationale: NARA has sole authority within the Federal government to establish and approve changes to document retention periods. DoD Records Management policy and responsibilities are outlined in DoD Directive 5015.2.
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Change made.

	37
	A.1.1.2.1
	A-3
	Issue: Documents must be retained for 10 years after the “appointee has been terminated.”
Comment: Instead of “appointee has been terminated,” suggest using the language from A.1.13, i.e., when an appointee “separates, retires, or is otherwise no longer in need of …”
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Change made.

	38
	A 1.1.2.1
	A-3
	Issue:   Requirement to maintain delegations of authority for 1o years.   
Comment:   What is the policy for this requirement?
Rationale:   Alignment of guidance with policy
	NAVSUP N85
	Change made.

	39
	A.1.1.2.1
	A-4
	Recommend removing requirement for "wet" ink signature and
recommend authorizing digital signature.
Rationale: What is the significance of the "wet" ink signature? A "wet" signature is easily forged. A digital signature (utilizing an employee's CAC card) seems more secure. Digital signatures are now authorized on a variety of official documents, to include Contracting Officer signature on a contract. Why do these applications require a "wet" signature?
	DoDEA
	Same as #40.

	40
	A.1.1.2.1
	A-4
	Issue:  Wet signature required, no digital signatures

Comment: Change to:  “The appointing official shall retain the original appointment letter with signatures.”  And delete “No digital signatures are authorized.”

Rationale: Every document signed with a digital signature is an original document with a unique, identifying certificate more secure than a ‘wet’ signature.  DoD is currently using digital certificates throughout the PCOLS, the DFAS, DTS, and multiple other applications via our CAC card identifying certificates; allowing digital signatures is consistent and current with the existing policies utilizing certificates in these other forums.  In addition, digital signatures are a significant aid to the paperwork reduction act, the elimination of unnecessary printing and toner, aids in  greening the Government and reducing costs through less paper, toner, labor, and eliminates mailing costs of documents, reduces lead time for account requests and changes.  Furthermore, when the ‘wet signature’ documents are sent to DFAS, they are scanned or faxed to these destinations, effectively becoming a ‘copy’ at that point.  Digital signatures are active certificates-an original, not a static copy, that records any changes made to a document after the signature is placed.  Documents signed with a wet signature and faxed or emailed do not record or identify changes that may have occurred to the document after signature-changes that may be made by ‘copying’ or ‘faxing’ the document with changes.  If language cannot be deleted that allows digital signatures, then consider adding language to allow local policy to address whether digital signatures are allowable.  If neither of those options can be done, recommend not addressing the nature of the signature at all and just addressing where the original will be retained. 
	DECA
	Change made. Removed wet signature language and added language that spells out when electronic or manual DD577s are required. 


	41
	A.1.1.2.1
A.1.1.2.2

	
A-4

A-4
	Issue: Requirement for original “wet” signed delegation and appointment letters to be retained; no digital signatures allowed.  
Comment: Recommend this requirement be revised to allow either digital signatures or scanned copies of ‘wet’ signed documents be electronically retained.
Rationale: Requiring original “wet” signed documents conflicts with the option and preference to retain electronic documents/files. 
	
MDA-DAR
	Same as #40.



	42
	A.1.1.2.2
	A-4
	Issue: This paragraph uses the terminology “appointment letters” and can be confusing with other language is which appointments for certifying officers are made using a DD 577.
Comment: Suggest language be added to the paragraph that states the appointment letters are in addition to those applicable appointments made using a DD 577. The language could state after the first sentence “In addition to the requirement in Volume 5, Chapter 33 to appoint certifying officials using DD Form 577, certifying officials that certified purchase card invoices must be appointed in writing via
an Appointment Letter. Appointment Letters shall state any limitations on the scope of authority to be exercised, other than limitations contained applicable law or regulation; and be counter-signed by the appointed individual to acknowledge they have reviewed, understand, and concur with their GPC program responsibilities. Appointing officials shall maintain files containing copies of all appointments for a period of not less than six years and three months after the appointee has
been terminated. FMS requires not less than 10 years.“
Rationale: Clarifies that they (appointment letters and appointments via a DD 577) are not one in the same.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Added appointment definition to glossary.


	43
	A.1.1.2.2
A.1.8 (a)
	A-4

A-12
	Appointment officials shall maintain files containing copies of all appointments for a period of not less than 10 years after the appointee has been terminated. Rationale: Standard financial records are retained for 6 years and 3 months (Foreign Military Sales retain 10 years).
	DLA J-73
	Change made.

	44
	A.1.1.2.2
	A-4
	Issue: retaining appointment letters 10 years after termination of appointment
Comment:  Change to 6 years 3 months.  
Rationale: What is the statutory or regulatory authority for requiring the retention of this document 10 years after termination? All other documentation is currently required to be retained for 6 years 3 months after payment or termination.
	DECA
	Change made.

	45
	A1.1.2.1.
	A-4
	Issue:  Files containing copies of all appointments should be kept for a period not less than years after the appointments have been terminated.
Comment:  The current AF rule is retention of 3 years.
Rationale: Clarify retention period
	700 CONS/LGCP USAF
	Change made.

	46
	A 1.1.2.1
	A-4
	Issue: Retention of Appointment letters
Comment:  What is the source for maintaining procurement authority documentation for 10 years?
Rationale:   Alignment of guidance with policy
	NAVSUP N85
	Change made.

	47
	A.1.1.2.1 Para 2
	A-3 – A-4
	Issue:  “The original appointment letter that is retained by the appointing official shall be signed using a “wet” (ink) signature. No digital signatures are authorized.”
Comment:  If the appointment letter is to be signed using ‘wet’ signature, then should be stated in paragraph 1 or beginning of paragraph 2.  Also, with all signatures now digitized, why limit these delegation letters to ‘wet’ signatures.
Rationale:  Rather than first addressing the requirement for ‘wet’ signature on the delegation letter when talking about Appointing Official file retention period, address it up front when first talking about the delegation letter.   
	DMEA
	Change made.

	48
	A.1.1.2.1
	A-4   
	Issue:  delete retain for ten years,  is an error  
Comment: Under Chapter 21, keep certified vouchers and associated papers, information, data, or services used to support them for 6 years and 3 months (10 years for FMS transactions; see Volume 15).
Rationale: DODFMR vol 5 chap 33 330706 records retention
	SOCOM
	Change made.

	49
	A.1.1.2.1.2 Para 1
	A-4
	Issue: “The original appointment letter that is retained by the appointing official shall be signed using a “wet” (ink) signature. No digital signatures are authorized.”
Comment: Same comment as above
Rationale: Same as above for ‘wet’ signature.  COR delegation letter in CORT contains a digitized signature so why limit this to just ‘wet’ signature.
	DMEA
	Change made.

	50
	A.1.1.3
	A-4
	Issue: 1st paragraph, sentence 1: A space is needed after “Paragraph 330601,” in the sentence: “…DoD FMR Volume 5, Chapter 33, Paragraph 330601,all…”
Comment: Add a space after “Paragraph 330601,” in the sentence: “…DoD FMR Volume 5, Chapter 33, Paragraph 330601,all…”
Rationale: Correctness.
	OUSD(C) BIO
	Change made.

	51
	A.1.1.3
	A-4
	Issue: wet signature on 577
Comment: Change 2nd sentence to “Certifying Officers are required to sign their Acknowledgment of appointment.”   Remove requirement for wet signature.  
 Rationale: Justification for this requirement is ‘in the event a manual payment must be processed for DFAS to compare the signature on the DD Form 577 with the signature on the manual payment.’  This is an invalid justification.  The need to be able to compare a ‘signature’ on a 577 to a ‘signature’ on a payment certification is necessary.  But when that comparison is needed the comparison should be a ‘like to like’ comparison, i.e., if the 577 is wet signature, the manual cert should be wet signature, if the 577 is digital signature, then the manual cert should be signed with a digital signature.  The language should be that if the 577 is digitally signed, then a payment must also be digitally signed.  
  If the 577 is signed digitally, then a manual payment must be signed digitally in order to compare the documents.  It is a false premise to assume the only way to verify the signature on the 577 is to have it be a wet signature.  The manual payment can be digitally signed, and the digital signature on the manual payment be compared with the digital signature on the DD 577.  These digital signatures contain CAC certificates and are arguably more secure than a copy of the wet signature that would otherwise be used.  Furthermore, if the document has been changed at all since the digital signature, the signature verification process will reveal that and keeps a record of any changes made. A wet signature does not provide that level of security, because in essence what DFAS receives is a digital copy via fax or email.  DFAS does not get an original of the 577 now, so they are getting copies of wet signatures on documents that may have been altered after signature but before being scanned or faxed, making any change unidentifiable.  Digital signatures are a significant upgrade to the copy of ‘wet’ signature process still being used in some places.  When the GPC accounts are certified via EDI, there is no ‘wet signature.’  How is DFAS verifying the identity of the certifier now when they have a ‘wet’ signature on the 577?  They are using the digital signature (certificate) from EDI. Requiring only wet signatures is inconsistent with the current EDI certification process, illogical and indefensible.

	DECA
	Change made.

	52
	A.1.1.3
	A-4
	Issue:  “The wet signature is required…”
Comment: Delete the sentence entirely. OR change sentence to read:  “In the event an account customarily certified via EDI requires manual certification, the manual certification must contain the same type of signature (wet or digital) as provided on the DD 577.” 
Rationale:  See comment above for rationale.
	DECA
	Change made.

	53
	A.1.1.3
	A-4
	Issue: Certifying Officers and Departmental Accountable Officials (DAOs) are appointed by their Chain of Command on a DD Form 577.  

Comment: Need clarification on who is responsible for appointing Certifying Officers and DAOs; and the A/OPC is required to have a copy of the appointment PRIOR to A/BO Appointment and CH Delegation of GPC roles/responsibilities.

Recommend the following language for the paragraph.

Add the following to the second sentence:
..via the DD Form 577 process through their appropriate Chain of Command.

And

Add to the end of the last sentence:  
A copy of the DD Form 577 for Certifying Officers and CH DAOs shall be provided to their assigned A/OPC PRIOR to A/BO Appointment and CH Delegation of GPC roles/responsibilities.

Rationale:  Clarifies the requirement on who is responsible to appoint the Certifying Officer and DAO; and the requirement of the DD 577 for GPC roles/responsibilities.
	PCPO
	Change made.

	54
	A.1.1.3
	
A-4
	
Issue:  DD Form 577 - this section does not align with DoDFMR Volume 5 Chapter 33 Paragraph 3306 DD Form 577.  Specifically, this document states the certifying officer must sign with a "wet" ink signature on the 577 card.  FMR guidance allows for electronic signature on 577 cards.  DoD FMR, section 3306 dictates that the signature on the DD577 should match whatever format (electronic or manual) the individual is going to use to sign and certify documents.  This way DFAS can match and verify the signature on the certified document with the signature on the 577 card.   

Comment:  Clarification is needed.  Is the intent of the GPC Guidebook to require that all certified documents are to be done manually with a wet signature?

Rationale:  Consistency between the DoD FMR and the GPC Guidebook.
	
DFAS, 
Enterprise Solutions and Standards (ESS)
	Change made.

	55
	A1.1.3.
	A-4
	Issue:  All DAOs shall be appointed and terminated via the DD Form 577 process.  
Comment:  Is this necessary in addition to the appointment letter?
Rationale:  Creates a lot of additional paperwork
	700 CONS/LGCP USAF
	Deny.  Appointments and delegations are required for CHs.  One in their capacity as DAOs and the other as delegated procurement officials.

	57
	A.1.1.3
	A-4
	Is this a mandatory requirement that the CH complete a DD Form 577 even when they are not authorizing payments? 
	DIA
	Deny.  CHs are DAOs.

	58
	A.1.1.3
	A-4
	Issue:  DD Form 577 - this section does not align with DoDFMR Volume 5, Chapter 33 Paragraph 3306 DD Form 577.  This document states to forward the completed DD 577 to your assigned DFAS paying office.

Comment:  DoDFMR guidance in Vol 5, Chapter 33, section 330602 is to forward the completed DD 577 card for payments being certified to DFAS Disbursing Officers (DO) to the central repository in DFAS Indianapolis.  For payments by a non-DFAS DO, send a copy of the DD Form 577 to that DO following its guidance.

Rationale: Consistency between the DoD FMR and the GPC Guidebook.
	DFAS, 
Enterprise Solutions and Standards (ESS
	Change made.

	59
	A.1.1.3.1
	A-4
	Issue: There is no regulatory or statutory position in the certifying officer legislation as a “Super Certifier”. Thus reference to it should be deleted.
Comment: Certifying officials have a distinct definition in statute and regulation. An OSD document should not create one that does not exist.
Rationale: If the Air Force wants to use their own titles for internal consumption they can do so in their internal procedures, but it should be created and sanctioned in an OSD publication.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Deny.  We need to acknowledge and distinguish the AF Super Certifier position in the certification process.

	60
	A.1.1.3.2  
	All 
	Is this spelled correctly? “pecuniarily”  or “pecuniary”.
	DIA
	No change. Pecuniarily

	61
	A.1.1.3.2
	A-5
	Issue: 2nd paragraph, between sentence 3 and 4. A space is needed after “DAO.” In the sentence” “…Officer shall be appointed as a DAO. The DD Form…”
Comment: Add a space after “DAO.” In the sentence” “ Officer shall be appointed as a DAO. The DD Form…”
Rationale: Correctness.
	OUSD(C) BIO
	Change made.

	62
	A.1.1.3.2
	A-5
	Issue:  Non-concur with the statement that “all CHs are DAOs” and that any A/BO who is not a Certifying Officer is to be appointed as a DAO.  Recommend a more appropriate remedy to recovering losses from other than a Certifying Officer can be found in 10 USC 2784b.13.  This statute requires “that the Department of Defense takes steps to recover the cost of any illegal, improper, or erroneous purchase made with a purchase card or convenience check by an employee or member of the armed forces, including, as necessary, through salary offsets.”
Note:  Previous discussion of the above subject referred to 41 USC 1909 (PL 112-194).  The provisions of 41 USC 1909 states that this code does not apply to the Department of Defense and refers to 10 USC 2784.

Comment:  Two avenues exist for the collection of payments resulting from misuse/abuse by a GPC cardholder:  1) collection under the current authorization provided by 10 USC 2784, or 2) appointing CHs as DAOs via the DD Form 577 under 10 USC 2773a.  Our recommendation is to eliminate the requirement in the Guidebook for all CHs to be appointed as DAOs and utilize the existing statutes that allow for the collection of these transactions in a more expeditious and inexpensive method.  

Rationale:  The extensive cost and administrative burden resulting from the required Loss of Funds investigations under the DAO method can be accomplished more quickly and less costly to the DoD utilizing existing authorizations provided by 10 USC 2784.  In the case of a card holder appointed as a DAO, a trained and appointed investigation officer must perform a full investigation as directed by the DODFMR Vol. 5, Chapter 6.  Those cases and recommendations must then be adjudicated by a DFAS appointed organization (Policy), be reviewed and approved by OGC, and then be signed off and approved by the Director of DFAS, Strategy, Policy and Requirements (the designated office for final approval/disapproval authority for DOD).  
	DFAS, Disbursing Policy and Treasury Initiatives
	Deny.  The CO relies on the information that CHs provide in supporting certification and payment.  This justifies their designation as DAOs.  In addition, until DFAS establishes new regulatory policy where reimbursement may occur without DAO appointment, the current language needs to stand.

	63
	A.1.1.3.2
	A-5
	Issue:   Provision of 577 to CO
Comment:  Why is this a requirement?  Suggest a copy to provide to the CO when requested.  Change to read, “Appointing authorities keep the signed original DD Form 577 and upon request provide copies to the officers that certify vouchers.  
Rationale:   Flexibility
	NAVSUP N85
	FMR requires that the 577 be sent to the central electronic repository at DFAS(IN).

	63a
	A.1.2
	A-5
	Add a sentence: If you are physically located within the U.S., the purchase meets the definition of being made within the United States.
	1-4-14 IPT Meeting
	Change made.

	64
	A.1.2 

	A-5
	Issue:  Item 2 under ‘Purchasing ‘
Comment:    Suggest expanding on whether purchases over the micro purchase threshold but under $25,000 must comply with SAP 
Rationale:  Question is always asked
	NAVSUP N85
	Change made.

	65
	A.1.2 

	A-5
	Issue:   Item 3 under ‘Purchasing’
Comment:  Add:  ‘at or below the micro purchase threshold’ so wording reads  “May be the procurement instrument for delivery orders at or below the micro purchase threshold against indefinite delivery/indefinite quantity (IDIQ) contracts
Rationale:  Use consistent wording, ‘Purchase’ below MPT and ‘payment’ above
	NAVSUP N85
	Change made.

	66
	A.1.2 paragraph 2
	A-5
	Issue:  Addition of language ‘from vendors located outside the United States.
Comment:  Remove ‘from vendors located outside the United States.’
Rationale: This paragraph is more restrictive than the DFARS 213.301 ten specific criteria that must be met to use this authority.  If the DFARS council had wanted that statement, it would be part of the 213.301(2)(i)(A) statement.  They chose not to include it and therefore this should not be in the GPC guidebook. Delete it and let 213.301 stand on its own. 
	DECA
	Changes made for clarification. This is in compliance with the DFARS language.  The info was added for clarification, since we receive a lot of inquiries for clarification and CHs are not in compliance with DFARS 213.301.


	67
	A.1.2, 2nd para, sub para (i)

A.2.3, sub para q)
	
A-6





A-21
	Issue: Restriction against using the GPC for recurring purchases of supplies and/or services.
Comment: It is unclear what is meant by “recurring purchases of supplies and/or services.”  Is this requirement for ‘all’ recurring purchases, or, is there a dollar threshold at which point the requirement should be put under contract, such as indicated at FAR 13.002(c)(2)(ii)?  Recommend adding language to clarify this requirement and adding footnote to reference FAR 13.002(c)(2).
Rationale: FAR 13.002(c)(2)(ii) states not to break down requirements aggregating more than the micro-purchase threshold into several purchases that are less than the applicable threshold merely to avoid any requirement that applies to purchases exceeding the micro-purchase threshold.
	
MDA-
DAR
	Longstanding repetitive purchases policy at issue here.  A lot of comments attributable to this policy.  Need to discuss amending/ clarifying this policy.

	68
	A.1.2 paragraph 3
	A-5
	Issue:  use of the term ‘procurement instrument’ for delivery orders
Comment:  replace ‘procurement instrument’ with ‘mechanism for placing’
Rationale:  The IDIQ contract is the procurement instrument that establishes the limits, costs, terms, payment terms, etc for the items included under the IDIQ, including who has authority to place orders under that contract, thus enabling a delivery order to just identify a specific delivery address for a specific quantity.   A delivery order is a mechanism to convey the details of specific quantity and delivery. When the GPC is authorized by the master IDIQ contract, it becomes the mechanism for conveying those details in place of a paper delivery order.
	DECA
	Change made.

	69
	A.1.2, 


A.1.3.1 d)

A.2.3 Para u)
	A-5 thru A-7

A-8

A-22
	Issue:  Split purchases not mentioned in section A.1.2 and very little is said about it in A.1.3.1 d) and A.2.3 u).  
Comment: Need clear and concise guidance for split purchases with definitions
Rationale:  There is a need for more guidance that explains exactly what is involved in a split purchase.  Is it driven by timing of request?  Does it have to do with cumulative amounts within a fiscal year?
	DMEA
	Added more information.  

	70
	A.1.2.b

B.1.1.a

Appendix I
	A-5

B-1
	“Determine whether the need is within the CH purchase authority. FAR Subpart 2.101 defines the micro-purchase threshold for both routine purchases and those made when special circumstances apply; i.e., in support of contingency operation, or to facilitate defense attack or recover from nuclear, biological, chemical, or radiological attack.”

The current definition does not define the details/dynamics of a contingency operations transaction. What are the parameters of a contingency operations transaction? (I.e., if a transaction is generated in a contingency location, with a CONUS supplier). Is this a valid contingency transaction?

Rationale: The definition of “contingency” operations must be clear to ensure compliance.
	DLA J-73
	Change made.

	71
	A.1.2
	A-6
	Issue: Subparagraph h), there are extra commas in the bullet.
“…screen for, and use, mandatory…”
Comment: Remove the 2nd and 3rd commas in the bullet. “…screen for, and use, mandatory…”
Rationale: Correctness.
	OUSD(C) BIO
	Change made.

	72
	A.1.2 h.
	A-6
	Issue:   Use of the word “Mandatory Sources:
Comment:  FAR part 8 provides guidance for Required Sources of Supplies and Services and discusses priorities for Government supply sources.  Suggest changing to “Required Sources of Supply”
Rationale:  Accuracy
	NAVSUP N85
	Change made.

	73
	A1.2. i)
	A-6
	Issue: The new requirement to not use the GPC for recurring purchases is not possible.
Comment:  Recommend stating “consult with your contracting activity for possible issuance of a contract when a recurring requirement is estimated to exceed the micro-purchase threshold (for one year) and when a contractual agreement does not exist and may be of benefit.”
Rationale: The largest class of items purchased with the GPC are office supplies, which are recurring requirements; purchased as needed from required sources of supply (i.e., Ability One or distributors of Ability One products).    
	NGA
	See #67.  We may want to specifically authorize office supplies or other mandatory sources of supply for repetitive purchases by GPC.

	74
	A.1.2.i
	A-6
	Recommend clarifying what is considered a "recurring" purchase.
Rationale: While it may be appropriate to establish competitive
contracts or blanket purchase agreements for known repetitive
purchases that can be defined up front, we have many requirements that
may be recurring in nature (such as school supplies) but which vary
significantly in quantity, type, and consistency of need each month
depending on the school's changing requirements. The term "recurring"
may be too broad and unclear for purchase card holders.
	DoDEA
	See #67.

	75
	A.1.2(i)
	A-6
	Recommend changing from The GPC shall not be used for “recurring purchases of supplies and/or services” to “recurring purchases of services.”

Rationale:  Delete supplies.  Most supplies are recurring, so why prohibit the use of the p-card for supplies?  Prohibiting recurring services such as cable makes sense because the accountholders should not be signing a contract for recurring services.  Also, FAR 13.301 does not address this as referenced in the DRAFT Guidebook.
	WHS
	See #67.

	76
	A.1.2.i
	A-6
	Remove foot note "11" with reference to FAR 13.301.
Rationale: This subsection of the FAR refers to GPC use in general and
makes no mention of a requirement to establish a competitive contract
for recurring purchases.
	DoDEA
	Change made.

	77
	A.1.2 i.
	A-6
	Delete paragraph A.1.2.i) that reads “The GPC shall not be used for recurring purchases of supplies and/or services unless a Government contract has been negotiated and the card is used as a method of payment.” FAR 13.301
Rationale: There is no mention in FAR 13.301 that recurring supply or service purchases must always be against contracts and GPC can only be used as a method of payment on a contract. Is likely to drive up workload (oversight and placement of contracts) unnecessarily. Needs further clarification (i.e., define “recurring”) if included.
	DCMA
	See #67.

	78
	A.1.2 i.
	A-6
	Issue: Recurring payment reference.
Comment:  FAR 13.301 doesn’t address recurring payments.  Also, suggest defining what constitutes a recurring payment
Rationale:  Clarity
	NAVSUP N85
	See # 76

	79
	A.1.2 (o)
	A-6 
	Clarification needed “Mandatory.” When the GPC is used as the method of payment on a contract, utilization of the WAWF to create and accept a receiving report is Mandatory.” For DAs that don’t use WAWF, will the next section where it mentions using DD250 Receiving form be acceptable and meet the mandatory WAWF requirement?  
	DIA
	Change made.

	80
	A.1.2 n 
	A-6
	Issue:   When the GPC is used as a method of payment against a contract, utilization of Wide Area Workflow (WAWF) to create and accept the receiving report is mandatory.
Comment:    This should only apply to contract payments above the micro purchase threshold that is result of a contracting officer/ordering officer action.  The contracting/ordering officer should be responsible for creating the receiving report in WAWF.
Rationale:  Alignment of guidance with policy
	NAVSUP N85
	See #79.

	81
	A.1.2.o
	A-6
	Clarify "purchase log." Guidebook states, "Record the item in the
purchase log in accordance with guidance in Appendix L." Appendix L states, "Use of the purchase log on the bank's EAS is mandated unless a waiver is granted by OSD."
Rationale: Where is the "purchase log on the bank's EAS"? We are not aware of a specific "purchase log" function. Is the EAS purchase log to be
maintained online or put into the cardholder's physical file? Please
clarify.
	DoDEA
	Change made.

	82
	A.1.2.o

Appendix L
	A-6

L-30
	Record the item in the purchase log in accordance with guidance in Appendix L.

Rationale: Purchase log in the US Bank System does not support Purchase Log Requirements.
	DLA J-73
	Access Online satisfies all the log requirements in Access Online.

	83
	A.1.2 
p)
	A-6
	Issue: Retention of receipts and other documents for certified transactions.

Comment: Certifying Officers are required to retain all receipts and documentation to support certified billing statements.
Recommended change to read as follows:

p) Retain receipts and all documentation to support all transactions up until approval of the monthly billing statement by the CH to the A/BO -Certifying Officer.  Once the CH approves the monthly billing statement then all receipts and supportive documentation for all the transactions on the billing statement are provided to the  A/BO -Certifying Officer who is responsible to retain the receipts and all supportive documentation for the certified billing statement in accordance with DoDFMR Volume 5, Chapter 21, 210102 A.  

Rationale: GPC Certifying Officers do not send receipts and supporting documentation to support the certification of the billing statement to DFAS; therefore, they are required to retain the receipts and documentation in accordance with DoDFMR Vol  5, Chapter 21,  210102 A.  ….When certifying officials send electronic payment files only to the DO, they keep supporting documentation 
for 6 years and 3-months, except that the retention period for such documentation for Foreign Military Sales (FMS) transactions is 10 years; see Volume 15, Chapter 6 of this Regulation.
	PCPO
	Change made.

	84
	A.1.2 t
	A-7
	Card Holders must comply with the FAR Subpart 9.402 requirement to transact with responsible vendors only.
Rationale:  Please add information on how the Card Holder determines if the vendor is responsible.
	WHS
	Deny. PCPO is aware that this is an issue.

	85
	A.1.2.1
	A-7
	“The training may be provided by Government or non-Government sources.”

Rationale: See the first comment on this matrix.  Inter and intra governmental purchases are to be prohibited with the p-card.  Will training be an exception?
	WHS
	Deny. Training is not a FAR-based acquisition. Prohibition against intergovernmental use does not apply because it’s not an acquisition.

	86
	A.1.2.1
	A-7
	Issue: “GPC shall be used as the method of payment for all
commercial training requests using the SF182, valued at or below $25,000.
Comment: Many account managers may not have sufficient funds to
pay for commercial training on the GPC. Suggest including an
explanation, or option to consult with Resource Managers, or perhaps
the organization has an overall GPC used for this purpose.
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Deny.  This is a basic funds control issue which is adequately covered in various parts of the Guidebook.

	87
	A.1.2.1
	A-7
	Issue: The Guidebook cites the DoD FMR as the source for the $25,000 limitation for the SF 182. The SF 182 is not a DoD-owned form, nor are the policies governing its use under DoD.
Comment: The Guidebook should cite an Office of Personnel
Management regulation or policy as the source for the dollar limitation on use of the SF 182.
Rationale: Assign responsibility for the policy to the appropriate
federal agency.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Same as #85.


	88
	A.1.2.1

	A-6
	Issue: When the GPC is used as a contract payment card in WAWF.  

The cardholder is paying on the contract in lieu of DFAS.  DFAS does not create the invoice.  The contractor is responsible to create the invoice.  The Contracting Officer is still responsible to check SAM and the no pay list prior to instructing the cardholder to process the payment.  The same way that would occur if DFAS was making the payment(s).

Guidebook instruction:
a)      Mandatory: When the GPC is used as a method of payment against a contract, utilization of Wide Area Workflow (WAWF) to create and accept the receiving report is mandatory.

Comment:  There are four (4) methods of using WAWF for the GPC. 1) Micro-purchases
2) Contract Payment
3) Recording Government Property
4) Recording Government-Furnished-Property

Rationale: See: FAR 32.1108 and  DFARS 252.232
[bookmark: P1543_239496]32.1108 – Payment by Governmentwide Commercial Purchase Card.
A Governmentwide commercial purchase card charge authorizes the third party (e.g., financial institution) that issued the purchase card to make immediate payment to the contractor. The Government reimburses the third party at a later date for the third party's payment to the contractor.
[bookmark: P61_2252]DFARS 252.232-7003 Electronic Submission of Payment Requests and Receiving Reports.
As prescribed in 232.7004(a), use the following clause:
ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION OF PAYMENT REQUESTS AND RECEIVING
REPORTS (JUN 2012)
[bookmark: P77_3741](b) Except as provided in paragraph (c) of this clause, the Contractor shall submit payment requests and receiving reports using WAWF, in one of the following electronic formats that WAWF accepts: Electronic Data Interchange, Secure File Transfer Protocol, or World Wide Web input. Information regarding WAWF is available on the Internet at https://wawf.eb.mil/.
	PCPO
	Change made.

	89
	A.1.2.1
	A-7
	Issue: Splitting requirement
Comment: In the below scenario many parts of the FAR, DFARS, etc have been violated
Rationale: As whether the “TOTAL PRICE” of training concerns the requirement or the individual.  

Currently the SF 182 can be used for each individual not to $25,000 but, if looked at closer this is splitting a requirement. 

 e.g. an office has a requirement for a particular training costing $20,000 per student.  The total cost would $200,000 for 10 individuals but, using the SF 182 per individual this requirement is split among 10 individuals.  
	SOCOM
	Change made.




	90
	A.1.2.1
Training Requests
	
	I suggest the regulation be changed to allow for GPC payment for commercial training requests using the SF 182 or for a contracting office, a properly reviewed and approved purchase request. (Approved by the training official).

Rationale: As a University, usually a group of students are being trained. Preparing  SF-182’s in addition to processing a purchase request is timely and redundant
	USUHS
	Same as #85.

	91
	A.1.2.1
	A-7
	Issue: SF-182

Comment:  Add the following language:
The SF-182 is an individual training form, not authorized for more than one individual.   No exceptions.

Rationale: Information per telcon with Loretta Reeves, OPM
	PCPO
	Same as #85.

	92
	A.1.2.1
	A-7
	Issue: SF-182

Comment:  Recommend adding language to the last para as follows:
If the Government has a need to include, but not inclusive to: location of training; date/times of training; who can attend training; tailored training or training materials, or if the training source requires terms and conditions to be signed, the requirement shall be placed on Government contract by a warranted contracting officer.
Rationale: Clarification for the field.  Several reported issues that training has included instructing the instructor to provide training at a Government facilities with dates/time established by the Government requester, etc. 
	PCPO
	Same as #85.

	93
	A. 1.2.1
	A-7
	Issue:   Training Requests
Comment:  Change to read:  “If the Government has a need for tailored training or training materials, or if the training source requires terms and conditions to be signed (i.e. training is to be presented at a government facility), the requirement shall be placed on Government contract by a warranted contracting officer.
Rationale:  Always a question
	NAVSUP N85
	Same as #85.

	94
	A.1.2.1
	A-7
	Issue: Unclear as to what constitutes “training materials” and why purchase of them would require a contract be awarded.
Comment:  Suggest deleting or defining/providing examples of training materials if some are prohibited from being purchased with the GPC.   
Rationale: Books are commonly purchased with the GPC to support training requests/courses.
	MDA-DAR
	Change made.

	95
	A.1.2.1 
	A-7
	Issue: $25K per training request
Comment:  Is the $25K for student or class
Rationale: interpretation varies as to whether the amount is per student or possibly per class.
	700 CONS/LGCP USAF
	Same as #85.

	96
	A.1.2 Para 3
	A-5
	Issue:  Need to make this guidance clear
Comment: Add to the end of the sentence para 3 “….. that does not exceed the CH’s single purchase limit.”  Or delete c) below
Rationale:  Follows guidance in para c) below that and does not need to be repeated.
	DMEA
	Change made.

	97
	A.1.2
3. a)
	A-5
	Issue: Clarification of a) Identify need

Comment: Recommend the following language for 3. a) from OMB Circular a-123 Appendix B   4.8
Identify the mission essential requirement. To the maximum extent possible, agency personnel requesting a cardholder to acquire an item(s) with a purchase card should provide written requests to the purchase cardholder for the items. If it is not possible for the requester to make the request in writing, the purchase cardholder should document in their file the requester’s name, item description, quantity, estimated cost, and date of request. The purchase cardholder should also document availability of funds at the time of each purchase and obtain prior approval before making self-generated purchases.
Rationale: Clarification that the purchase is required to be mission essential; method of sending requests to the CH and requirement for PRIOR approval on CH self-generated/initiated purchases. 
And
Consistency on mission essential statements in the Guidebook  as follows:
2.3.1.5 c)  - page 2-7 
A.1.2   - 1st para – page A-5
A.1.11 a) – page A-12
	PCPO
	Change made for CH self- generated requests.  There is no requirement for written requests by others but the CH needs to document who made the request et al.

	98
	A.1.2.3
	A-5
	Issue: Only mentions IDIQ
Comment: also mention FSS, BPAs
Rationale:  Clarify when the card can be used
	700 CONS/LGCP USAF
	Change made.




	99
	A.1.2. 3 a)
	A-5
	Issue:  Cardholders should not be the ones identifying the need.
Comment:  Replace this language with ‘Receive request for something to be purchased.’
Rationale:  It is a violation of required separation of duties for the cardholder to be determining the need for something they will buy.
	DECA
	See #97.

	100
	A.1.2 3 e)
	A-6
	Issue: When ordering against a Federal Supply Schedule (FSS) ensure best value documentation is maintained and the requirements of FAR Sub-Part 8.404 and DFARS Subpart 208.404 are met.
Comment:  Change to: When placing an order over the micro purchase threshold against a Federal Supply Schedule (FSS) ensure best value documentation is maintained.
Rationale: The requirement for best value documentation applies only to orders over the micro purchase threshold, not to all orders.  
	DECA
	Change made. 

	101
	A.1.2.3 e)
	A-6
	Issue:  When ordering against a Federal Supply Schedule (FSS) ensure best value documentation is maintained and the requirements of FAR Sub-Part 8.404……
Comment:  Change e) as stated above, and ADD new item: “ When placing an order under the micro purchase threshold against a Federal Supply Schedule (FSS) ensure the requirements of FAR Subpart 8.405-1(a) and (b) are met.”
Rationale:  8.405-1 (a) and (b) address the requirements applicable to orders under the micro purchase threshold.
	DECA
	Change made. 

	102
	A.1.2.3 e)
	A-6
	Issue: When ordering against a Federal Supply Schedule (FSS) ensure best value documentation is maintained and the requirements of FAR Sub-Part 8.404 and DFARS Subpart 208.404 are met.
Comment:  remove reference to DFARS subpart 208.404
Rationale: 208.404 discusses orders over the simplified acquisition threshold.  GPC cardholders without a contracting warrant are not going to do that, and this reference needlessly complicates the issue.  Additionally, the PGI208.406-1 (4) (i) mandates use of the GPC for micro purchase orders and (ii) makes it optional for orders above the micro purchase threshold. 
	DECA
	Change made. 

	103
	A.1.2.3 i)
	A-6
	Issue: GPC shall not be used for recurring purchases of supplies and/or services unless a Government contract has been negotiated and the card is used as a method of payment.
Comment: Remove.
Rationale: Can’t the GPC be used for recurring purchases when the total annual amount of the requirement is less than the micro purchase threshold?    Nothing in FAR 13.301 prohibits use of the GPC for recurring purchases without a contract as long as the annual total is less than the micro purchase threshold.  Furthermore, leaving this requirement in the Guidebook would require all recurring requirements under the micro purchase threshold (in annual aggregate) be placed on a contract in direct conflict with PGI 208.406-1(i), which mandates the GPC for micro purchases.
	DECA
	Same as #85.

	104
	A.1.2.3.l)
	A-6
	Issue: Place order (in person, via telephone, or via Internet)
Comment:  Can orders be placed via email? Suggest either removing the methods, or including via email, or do we consider email as via Internet?
Rationale:  Orders can be placed via email as long as the card number is not included in the email.  
	DECA
	Change made.

	105
	A.1.2.3 n)
	A-6
	Issue: Mandatory WAWF for method of payment
Comment:  Remove this requirement or change it to “When the GPC is used as a method of payment against a contract, the cardholder must obtain a copy of the receiving report for the GPC back up documentation. “                                                                 
Rationale:   Determining and enforcing how the receiving report will be managed is the responsibility of the Contracting Officer, not the GPC cardholder. The GPC cardholder’s responsibility is to ensure they have a copy of the receiving report to provide to the certifying officer for review of GPC documentation; it would be someone else’s responsibility to ensure the receiving report was done and done in WAWF.   It seems inappropriate for this to be part of the GPC guide, because the cardholder’s only responsibility is to get a copy of the receiving report or proof of delivery, not create it or complete it.    The Contracting Officer should be ensuring the receiving reports are completed in an appropriate manner.  In addition, as currently worded,  it implies the cardholder should complete the receiving report in WAWF, but this would be a violation of required separation of duties.  Changing the wording as suggested ensures the cardholder has a copy of the receiving report as part of supporting documentation for the transaction, but does not make the cardholder responsible for contract administration responsibilities that belong to the contracting officer.
	DECA
	Change made.

	106
	A.1.2.3 p)
	A-6
	Issue:  “Retain the receipt…’
Comment:  Change to ‘Retain the invoice, cash register receipt, proof of delivery and other supporting documentation…..”
Rationale:  Clarification. What is meant by ‘receipt’?  Invoice? Cash register receipt?  Proof of delivery?  
	DECA
	Change made.

	107
	A.1.2.3 q)
	A-7
	Issue:  does not include request for purchase, invoice, proof of delivery or receiving report
Comment:  change to: “ Some documentation examples include but are not limited to:  request for purchase from the requiring individual, special approvals, order confirmation, invoice, cash register receipt, purchase documents, records of return,  waivers,  receiving report or other proof of delivery and property book entry or communications.”
Rationale:  Improved list of documentation examples.
	DECA
	Change made.

	108
	A.1.3 
	A-7
	Issue: Citation of DoD FMR Vol. 10, Chapter 23 as the regulatory
guidance covering the establishment, maintenance, and accountability of convenience check accounts implies that the FMR is guidance. The DoD FMR establishes the financial management policy for the DoD.
Comment: The Guidebook should be re-worded to state: “The DoD FMR Vol. 10, Chapter 23 establishes the financial management policy for convenience check accounts.”
Rationale: Correctness
	DCFO/A&FP
	Change made.

	109
	A.1.3
	A-7
	Issue: Convenience checks are an alternative to “normal” GPC
transactions.
Comment: Define “normal” GPC transaction or provide examples of an
abnormal transaction that would require use of the convenience
checks versus GPC.
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Change made.

	110
	A.1.3
	A-7
	Issue: The term ” Foreign Draft” was removed after “using the Convenience Checks in the section heading.
Comment: Add the words “Foreign Draft” back after “Conveniece Checks”.
Rationale: Otherwise one could assume all the conviniece check rules do not apply to foreign drafts, such as appointment letter, limits and split or recurring payments.
	DMEA
	Change made.

	111
	A 1.3.1
	A-8
	Issue:  first word on page is ‘Once’
Comment:  Change ‘Once’ to ‘After’
Rationale:  Better grammar
	DECA
	Change made.

	112
	A.1.3.1
	A-8
	Issue:  Convenience Checks

Comment:  Recommend adding language that convenience checks shall not be used as a payment method on contracts.

Rationale:  Convenience checks are only for use when the GPC cannot be used for micro-purchases.  Convenience check limits are based on micro-purchase limits.
	PCPO
	Change made.

	113
	A.1.3.1(a)
	A-8
	Incorrect citation
This section references “Section A.1.1.2, Appointment Letter.”  

Rationale: This reference should be either “Section A.1.1.2, Written Delegations,” or “Section A.1.1.2.2, Appointment Letter.”
	WHS
	Change made.

	114
	A.1.3.1 para b)
	A-8

	Issue: Last sentence ‘Convenience checks must not be written to vendors who accept the GPC.’
Comment:  Change ‘must’ to ‘shall’
Rationale:  Make this stronger language
	DMEA
	Change made.

	115
	A.1.3.1 c)
	A-8
	Issue:  Dollar thresholds should not be monetary, but refer to the micro purchase threshold
Comment:
Rationale:  Dollar thresholds only apply when Service Contract Act or Davis Bacon Act apply
	NAVSUP N85
	Change made. 

	116
	A.1.3.1 g)
	A-8
	Issue:  Commingled is not a common term
Comment:  Suggest rewording to, “Convenience check and normal GPC accounts may be issued under a single managing account but must remain separate accounts. “ 
Rationale:  Clarity
	NAVSUP N85
	Change made.

	117
	A.1.4
	A-9
	Issue: “DoD has established a policy of allowing the certification of invoices for payment of micro-purchases prior to the verification that all items submitted for payment have been received.”
Comment: Wordy. Perhaps “DoD policy allows the Certifying Officer to certify invoices prior to proof that items have been received.”
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Deny.

	118
	A.1.5
	A-9
	Issue: The section cites the need to only “minimize the posting of
double obligations...”
Comment: The wording should be stronger and state to “avoid the
posting of double obligations...”
Rationale: Posting double obligations needs to be avoided, not just
minimized.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Change made.

	119
	A.1.5
	A-9
	Issue: Lack of competition  over the micro-purchase threshold
Comment:  All requirements > $3,000 shall be competed

Rationale: FAR requirement
	SOCOM
	Change made.

	120
	A 1.5
	A-9
	Issue: pay against contract
Comment: Recommend the contract have a balance sheet showing the available funding before a payment is made.  
Rationale: to mitigate Anti-Deficient violations and the BPA has this requirement
	SOCOM
	Deny.  Contracts need to be fully funded and finance payments are not allowed.

	120a
	A.1.6
	
	I don't quite understand why "A.1.6 Using the GPC for Contingency, Military Surge Environment, or Humanitarian Aid Operations" is in Appendix A instead of Appendix B.
	DPAP/CC
	Deny.  GPC officials refer to Appendix A much more frequently than Appendix B.  I believe it is appropriate to provide the summary level guidance contained in this section.  We already direct the reader to Appendix B for more detailed info.

	121
	A.1.7.
	A-11
	Issue:  In no instance are CHs authorized to join third-party-payment services when using the GPC. If it is still found necessary the A/BO must ensure adequate supporting documentation.
Comment:  Guidance is not clear.
Rationale:  Re-write to state that third-party payments are allowable when no other option is available.  

	700 CONS/LGCP USAF
	Change made.

	122
	A.1.7
	A-11
	Issue:  Last sentence in section: Membership with a third-party payment service is not…..”
Comment:  Change to:  “When a third-party payment service must be used, it is not necessary for the GPC accountholder (payer) to establish membership in the payment service in order to issue payment; only the payee (merchant) must be a member of the service.”
Rationale:  The intent of the sentence is somewhat unclear.    Restating makes it clear GPC participants should not become members on behalf of the Government. 
	DECA
	See #121.

	123
	A.1.7
	A-11
	Clarify conflicting guidance. Sentence 1 states “In no instance is the CH authorized to join Third Party services using the GPC.”  However, next sentence states “Where it is identified that a purchase will be processed by a third party merchant, the CH should make every attempt…”
	DIA
	Change made

	124
	A.1.8
	A-12
	Issue:  In the paragraph below letter e), 2nd sentence:  “CHs whose organizations have Internet access have the capability to approve their transactions….”
Comment:  replace the word ‘approve’ with the word ‘reconcile.’
Rationale:  The actions necessary to ‘reconcile’ involve ‘matching’ or linking a transaction with its corresponding order record in the purchase log.  This matching action, in US Bank’s system, ‘approves’ the transaction.  In US Bank’s EAS, the cardholder does not actually ‘approve’ transactions, they ‘match’ transactions and that results in an ‘approved’ status for that transaction. However, it may be in the Citibank system, cardholders may actually ‘approve’ individual transactions.  Therefore the more appropriate term is ‘reconcile,’ as regardless of which system the cardholder is using it will result in a transaction status of ‘approved’  without implying actions in the US Bank EAS that do not exist.
	DECA
	Change made.

	125
	A.1.8
	A-12
	Issue:  retention of documents for 10 years.
Comment:  Change to 6 years 3 months.
Rationale: The footnotes supporting this requirement do not support the 10 year requirement.  The regulatory requirement is for 6 years 3 months after final payment.  All 3 foot note references confirm the retention period of 6 years 3 months. There is no regulatory or statutory requirement for the 10 years, except for foreign military sales.  In addition, this is in conflict with requirement in the FMR and NARA for these documents and places an unreasonable burden on all participants in the Program as well as the Agency. Is the reason for the 10 year period to try to comply with the requirement for retention of Foreign Military Sales (FMS) transactions? What is the scope of FMS in the GPC Program?   It may be more efficient to prohibit use of the GPC for Foreign Military Sales transactions than to require all GPC documentation to be kept 10 years.
	DECA
	Change made.

	126
	A.1.8 Reconciling the Cardholder’s account
	
	Retain the requirement for maintaining records at 6 years 3 months in lieu of changing to 10 years.

Rationale: We would be keeping records for micro purchases longer than we do for some of our largest contracts which we hold for 6 years and 3 months.
The storage space is tight enough now.    
	USUHS
	Change made.

	127
	A1.8.
	A-11
	Issue:  Reconciling the Cardholder’s Account 
Comment:  It doesn’t specify a time frame when the reconciliation has to be completed.
Rationale:    Specify that accounts should be reconciled 15 days after the cycle closes, cardholders will lose access after 15 days. 
	700 CONS/LCGP USAF
	See #155.

	128
	A.1.8
	
A-12
	Issue:  The record retention period is specified as 10 years.  The understanding is that this is due to the retention requirement related to FMS transactions.  If this is the case, this should be clarified.  The reference to 10 years is also contained in sections A.1.11 (4th para) as well as E.1.9.  These should also include the clarification related to FMS.

Rationale:  Accuracy and Clarity
	
DFAS, Accounting Policy
	Change made.

	129
	A.1.8 para 2
	A-12
	Issue: Last sentence ‘If the transaction is above the micro-purchase threshold, records are to be retained for a period of 10 years.”  
Comment: Why 10 years?  Will FAR 4.805 be changing?
Rationale:  FAR 4.805 requires contracts at or below the simplified acquisition threshold to be retained for 3 years.  
	DMEA
	Change made.

	130
	
A.1.8 a)
	A-12
	Issue: The 10 year records retention period for A/BOs and Certifying Officers is only for FMS transactions. 6years and 3 months is the current retention policy for non-FMS related transactions which are the predominant GPC transactions. See DoD FMR Volume 5, Chapter 33, paragraph 330706. Also FMR Vol. 1, Chapter 9 “Financial Records Retention” contains the retention policy for financial records created or received and maintained by all elements of the Department of
Defense.
Comment: The wording should be corrected to reflect both periods if the GPC is used for FMS. Other sections in the Guidebook need to reflect the 6 year 3 months vs 10 year retention distinction and FMR Vol. 1 Chapter 9 needs to be cited as the policy source for financial record retention policy in those instances citing such records.
Rationale: Correctness. Also, NARA would have to approve any
retention period longer than the 6 yrs, 3 months for non-FMS
transactions.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Change made.

	131
	A.1.8, 2nd para, sub para (a)
A.1.11, 4th para.
Append L, para  5(c), 19(i)
	
A-12



A-14


L-25

L-36
	Issue: Requirement for A/BO records to be retained for 10 years. 
Comment: If the intent is to ensure FMS records are retained for 10 years when the managing account includes both US and FMS purchases, recommend stating such, that is, if the managing account includes both US and FMS purchases, the records are to be retained for 10 years.  If the managing account doesn’t include FMS purchases, records are to be retained for 6 years 3 months.
Rationale: For managing accounts that contain no FMS requirements, believe this is too restrictive. This at DoD FMR Vol 10, Chapter 8, Subpart 080501 and Vol 5, Chapter 21, Subpart 210102 for non-FMS records to be retained for 6 years 3 months.
	
MDA-DAR
	Change made.

	132
	A. 1.8 a.
	A-12
	Issue:   What is the source of the 10 year document retention requirement?
Comment:  Suggest keeping 6 year 3 month retention requirement with the exception of GCPC use in support of Foreign Military Sales requirements
Rationale:  Alignment of guidance with policy
	NAVSUP N85
	Change made.

	133
	A.1.8
d)
	A-12
	Issue:  Add info to para d)

Comment:   Recommend language for para d) add “receipts and all” to the current language 

d) Provide receipts and all supporting documentation to A/BO-Certifying Officer

Rationale:  To clarify receipts are required to be provide to the Certifying Officer.  The Certifying Officer is required to retain all receipts and supporting documents for the certified billings statement in accordance with DoDFMR Volume 5, Chapter 21, 210102 A.  
	PCPO
	Change made.

	133a
	A.1.9
	A-11
	Change language in A.1.9 to “The date of the transaction as reflected in the bank’s system.”
	1-14-14 Charge Card IPT Mtg
	Change made.

	134
	A.1.10
	A-13
	Issue: Does not appear to include a requirement for the CH to
communicate fraudulent transactions with the Approving
official/Certifying Official, who is pecuniary liable and required to certify the invoice for payment.
Comment: Include requirement for notification and communicating issue and status to the Certifying Official.
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Deny.  We already have instructions in place for the CH to seek corrective actions from the Bank for fraudulent transactions.

	135
	A.1.10
	A-13
	Issue: In the ‘Mandatory’ paragraph, 2nd sentence, “The CH must review…” 

Comment:  Change to “The CH must review purchases as they post to the account during the billing cycle and report to the card-issuing bank any purchases believed to be fraudulent so the account is immediately closed to reduce additional risk to the Government.”  

Rationale: As written, these instructions are not correct.   The cardholder should be advised to report the transactions as fraud and the account should be closed and replaced with a new account. If there are transactions on the CH account that the CH did not authorize and the merchant refuses to credit them, the CH should call the Bank and report those transactions as fraudulent; the result will be the account will be closed and a replacement account issued.  After the account is closed, the cardholder will not need to ‘approve’ the statement because all the tx from that closed account will be transferred to the new account, where there will also be a credit for the transactions identified as fraud.  The transactions will not be removed, but rather credited. Advising the cardholder to wait until the tx are removed will result in delinquency of the account.
	DECA
	Edits have been made to this section aligned with DeCA’s comments and supporting both banks’ processes.

	136
	A.1.10
	A-13
	Issue: In the ‘Mandatory’ paragraph, last sentence of the paragraph , the cardholder is advised to ask the bank to remove the transactions from the account 

Comment:  Change to “When calling customer service the CH should report the specific transactions that are fraudulent and ask for the account to be closed and to issue a new account.”

Rationale:  As written, the instructions are incorrect.   The cardholder should be advised to report the transactions as fraud and the account should be closed and replaced with a new account. If there are transactions on the CH account that the CH did not authorize and the merchant refuses to credit them, the CH should call the Bank and report those transactions as fraudulent; the result will be the account will be closed and a replacement account issued.  After the account is closed, the cardholder will not need to ‘approve’ the statement because all the tx from that closed account will be transferred to the new account, where there will also be a credit for the transactions identified as fraud.  The transactions will not be removed, but rather credited. Advising the cardholder to wait until the tx are removed will result in delinquency of the account.
	DECA
	Edits have been made to this section aligned with DeCA’s comments and supporting both banks’ processes.

	137
	A.1.10
	A-13
	Wording: The term “fraudulent” should be replaces with “disputed”.  CHs must contact the Bank not the vendor if they suspect FRAUD. In disputed cases, contacting the vendor first is appropriate. 
	DIA
	Change made

	138
	A.1.10
	A-13
	Issue: In the 2nd paragraph, the CH is advised to wait to approve statement until the transactions are removed.
Comment:  Change to “The cardholder should create purchase log entries in the Bank’s EAS system for each fraudulent transaction, identifying them as fraudulent and providing the date they were reported as fraud to the Bank.  Cardholder must also create credit log entries to capture the credit transactions that will post to the account to offset the fraudulent transactions.” 

Rationale:  These instructions are not correct.   The cardholder should be advised to report the transactions as fraud and the account should be closed and replaced with a new account. If there are transactions on the CH account that the CH did not authorize and the merchant refuses to credit them, the CH should call the Bank and report those transactions as fraudulent; the result will be the account will be closed and a replacement account issued.  After the account is closed, the cardholder will not need to ‘approve’ the statement because all the tx from that closed account will be transferred to the new account, where there will also be a credit for the transactions identified as fraud.  The transactions will not be removed, but rather credited. Advising the cardholder to wait until the tx are removed will result in delinquency of the account.
	DECA
	Edits have been made to this section aligned with DeCA’s comments and supporting both banks’ processes.

	139
	A.1.10
	A-14
	Issue: cardholder is advised to dispute a fraudulent transaction
Comment:  Change to “If the cardholder has already approved and the Billing Official has already certified the invoice the CH shall call customer service and report the fraudulent transactions, request the account be closed and a replacement account issued in order to reduce risk to the Government from compromised account.”
Rationale: This is incorrect and if followed will result in multiple investigations (dispute and fraud) and delay the closure of the account in order to protect the interests of the government, thus increasing risk to the Government. A fraudulent transaction should not be disputed-it should be reported as fraud, which will result in the termination of the account and protection of the Government.  A disputed charge does NOT result in termination of the account and the account is not protected from additional fraudulent transactions.  In addition the dispute process initiates a process separate from the fraud process, and if the transaction is both disputed and reported as fraud, results in GREAT confusion and multiple credits and re-billing.   In addition, this was a comment on the previous review of this guide, and the adjudication matrix indicates that the dispute instructions were removed.
	DECA
	Edits have been made to this section aligned with DeCA’s comments and supporting both banks’ processes.

	140
	A.1.10
	A-14
	Issue:   When calling customer service, the CH should ask for the transactions to be removed from the account and ask when they will be removed.  The CH should wait until the transactions are removed from the account before approving the statement.
Comment:  If the cycle has already closed and the CH statement produced the bank can’t remove the transaction from the statement
Rationale:    Guidance may be unelectable 
	NAVSUP N85
	Edits have been made to this section aligned with DeCA’s related comments and supporting both banks’ processes.

	141
	A.1.11
	A-14
	Issue: Wording in the third paragraph is not correctly stated.
Comment: Certifying officers are pecuniarily liable automatically when
there is a fiscal irregularity based on the “presumption of negligence”
(28 USC 2512 and 31 USC 3527). In addition, DAOs may be held
pecuniarily liable under 10 USC 2773a(c) for illegal, improper payments
resulting from information, data or services they provide to certifying
officers; and upon which the certifying officers relied to certify
payment voucher.
Rationale: Correctness.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Change made.

	142
	A.1.11
	A-14
	Issue: The reference in the third paragraph to Volume 5, Chapter 33
misleads the reader.
Comment: Volume 5, Chapter 33 does not provide the cardholder
certification guidelines. Volume 5, Chapter 33 provides guidelines for
certifying officials.
Rationale: Correctness.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Change made.

	143
	A.1.11
	A-14
	Issue: In the paragraph mentioning that invoices should not be “short
paid” to remove fraudulent transactions, it is implied based on the
reference back to Section A.1.10, that the invoice should not be paid if
it contains fraudulent transactions (i.e,. A.1.10 says that the card
holder (CH) should wait until the fraudulent transactions are removed
before approving the statement). It would make this paragraph clearer
if that statement for the CH to wait was reiterated, otherwise, it could
be misinterpreted that the CH should approve the statement with
fraudulent transactions because they cannot “short pay” it.
Comment: Thus after the sentence ending in “fraudulent transactions”
include another sentence that says “The card holder should wait until
the fraudulent transactions are removed before approving the
statement.”
Rationale: Clarity
	DCFO/A&FP
	Changes made.

	144
	A.1.11
	A-14
	Issue:  The 4th paragraph states “In no instance will invoices be “short paid” to remove the fraudulent transaction(s).”  Clarification is required on this issue/statement.  It infers that the entire invoice should be approved/paid whereas the intent, based on section A.1.10, is to dispute the transactions as soon as they become evident on the account and have them removed prior to the statement being issued.  Additionally, there is a conflict with this language in A.1.11 and that contained in the internal control item #19 on page L-36 which actually says to short pay the invoice(s).

Rationale:  Accuracy and Clarity.
	DFAS, Accounting Policy
	Change made.

	145
	A.1.11
	A-15
	Issue:  If the invoice contains fraudulent charges not authorized by the CH, the instructions detailed in Section A.1.10 shall be followed.  In no instance will invoices be “short paid” to remove the fraudulent transaction(s).
Comment:  The bank is responsible for external fraud, if the fraudulent charges cannot be removed prior to producing the CH statements then the CO should not pay the fraudulent charges and the bank should adjust the next cycle Invoices 
Rationale:  Align guidance with policy in FMR
	NAVSUP N85
	Change made.

	146
	A.1.11
	A-14
	Issue: Retention of documents for 10 years.
Comment:  Change to 6 years 3 months.
Rationale: There is no regulatory support for this, except for when foreign military sales funds are used. See previous comments on this issue.
	DECA
	Change made.

	147
	A.1.11
	A-14
	Issue: Policy states action “may be taken” against the CH for improper
charges; however, the Certify official is required to certify the invoice
and is held pecuniarily liable.
Comment: Clarify this section to explain if/when the CH can be held
pecuniarily liable.
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	See #142.

	148
	A.1.12
	A-15
	Issue:  ‘…automatically lift the suspension once they are paid.’
Comment: Change ‘once’ to ‘after.’
Rationale: Better grammar.
	DECA
	Change made.

	149
	A1.13.
	A-15
	Issue:  Closing/Cancelling Accounts
Comment:  Identify time-frame
Rationale:    Accounts should be closed 30 days prior to departure to avoid issues after cardholder departs
	700 CONS/LCGP USAF
	Deny.  Not practical.  Activity may need the CH to serve in that capacity until they depart the activity.

	150
	A.1.13
	A-15
	Issue:  ‘….their GPCs shall be collected prior to their departure.’
Comment:  change ‘collected’ to ‘terminated and the card destroyed prior …’
Rationale:  Collecting the card does not terminate the account or prevent the account’s use.
	DECA
	Change made.

	151
	A.1.14
	A-16
	Issue:  Audit agency on-line access to GCP data
Comment:  What is the problem with auditor read-only access to GCP data?  PCOLS has an audit function.
Rationale:  Insufficient justification for guidance
	NAVSUP N85
	Change made.


	152
	A.2.1.2.1, A.3.4 k) & A.3.5 g)
	A-17
A-25
A-27
	Issue: Suggest listing the DoD Average # of monthly transactions approved by A/BOs as a guide.
Comment: List the average # of transactions approved within DoD per A/BO per month (include a reference to the section that will have the average in the other sections).
Rationale: Will provide a measure to determine if an A/BO is approving too many transactions per month (unmanageable workload).

	NGA
	Deny.  Good suggestion.  Need to develop what a manageable number of transactions for A/BO review is.

This depends on the type of purchases. Complex or not? Other issues. Look for indicators that the A/BO is not able to manage their GPC workload.

	153
	A.2.1.2.2
	A-18
	Issue: 1st paragraph, sentence 1: There is an extra space after “its DM”
in the sentence: “…with its DM initiative,…”
Comment: Remove the extra space after “its DM” in the sentence:
“…with its DM initiative,…”
Rationale: Correctness.
	OUSD(C) BIO
	Change made.

	154
	A.2.1.3
	A-18 last paragraph in this section
	Issue: ‘…Once an A/BO or Certifying Officer….’
Comment:  Change ‘once’ to ‘After…’
Rationale: Better grammar.
	DECA
	Change made.

	155
	A.2.1.3 

	A-18
& A-19
	Issue:   Systems Controls
Comment:   Citi Card Management System does not have the functionality to lock the CH out if the CH does not reconcile and certify his/her statement within a 15-calendar-day period following the close of the billing cycle.
Rationale:   Guidance not executable   
	NAVSUP N85
	Deny.


	156
	Exception

	A-19


	Issue: writing an acceptable exception to prohibited Purchases
Comment: is this approved locally, how many years can the exception last, can it be a general exception
Rationale: the details are in the block below
	SOCOM
	Change made. 

	157
	A.2.2
	A-19
	Add requirement to ensure CLG005, Purchase Card Online System (PCOLS), is completed in addition to CLG001 and CLG004.
Rationale: In addition to the initial and refresher training (CLG001 and CLG004), CLG005 is mandatory for cardholders and billing officials.
	DoDEA
	Change made.

	158
	A.2.3
	A-19
	Suggest capitalizing  “attorney” in sentence”  local Judge Advocate General attorney, and Financial/Resource Manager” 
	DIA
	Change made.

	159
	A.2.3
	A-20
	Issue: Subparagraph f), the hyperlink is not complete for the third
hyperlink in the bullet
Comment: Ensure the hyperlink includes “FAR Subpart” for the third
hyperlink in the bullet.
Rationale: Correctness.
	OUSD(C) BIO
	Change made.

	160
	A.2.3
	A-20
	Expand or clarify conditional statement whereby GPC purchase of refreshments is allowable only at only award ceremonies, rather than “government sponsored events (training events/conferences) Also, what is meant by conditional statement that these refreshments are allowed if they will “enhance the effectiveness of the award ceremony”?  
	DIA
	Change made. 

	161
	A.2.3 q)
	A-21
	Issue: Prohibition on recurring purchases
Comment:  add ‘for which the annual aggregate exceeds the applicable micro purchase threshold.’
Rationale: there is no prohibition on recurring purchases when the aggregate annual total is less than the micro purchase threshold. To prohibit conflicts with the requirement to use the GPC for all requirements that are less than the micro purchase threshold. (PGI 208.406-1 (4) (i))
	DECA
	See # 67.

	162
	A.2.3 q.
	A-22
	Issue:  Recurring purchases
Comment:  Source does not support prohibition
Rationale:  Alignment of guidance with policy
	NAVSUP N85
	See # 67.

	163
	A.2.3 v)
	A-22
	Issue: Taxes
Comment:  remove reference to ‘personal’ taxes.  
Rationale:  Taxes are prohibited on the GPC because the Federal Government is exempt from taxing by other Federal entities, States and Local governments.   Paying personal taxes would fall under the prohibition on use of GPC for personal gain or benefit, or conversely, violates the requirement to use the GPC for official business only.
	DECA
	Change made.

	164
	A.2.3 para v)
	A-22
	Issue: Taxes
Comment: Add language regarding government is tax exempt on most purchases.
Rationale:  
	DMEA
	See #163.

	164a
	A.2.3.w
	A-22
	The DoD GPC Review Checklist and Certification (Part 2, Section A 27) indicates that the GPC cannot be used for telephone services (excluding purchases of cell phones and services under an existing contract signed by a warranted contracting officer).  The draft Guide (A.2.3 w., page A-22) only addresses the purchase of major telecommunications systems.

[Lynn’s response: The issue is that phone services require terms/conditions and cardholders are not authorized to sign contracts, or agree to terms/conditions to have phone service.   A Government contract/BPAs should be established with the commercial phone provider(s) (possibly obtain better pricing) for cardholders to place orders and pay with the GPC.]
	NGA
	Deny.

	165
	A.2.3 x)
	A-22
	Issue: travel expenses the (e.g.,)
Comment:  add  to the list of possible expenses ‘tolls, transponders, ez pass and other automated toll services’
Rationale:  These are travel related costs that should be managed with the Travel Program, not the GPC.
	DECA
	Change made.

	166
	A.2.3 para x)
	A-22
	Issue: Travel expenses
Comment:  Travel is also not authorized under the GPC for contractors travel expense to/from government facility for services
Rationale:  All Travel-related expenses are processed in accordance with the JFTR
	DMEA
	Deny. Adequate travel expense prohibition examples included in Guidebook.

	167
	A.2.3 para z)
	

A-22
	Issue: ammunition exception for Acquisition Program Manager (APM)
Comment: An exception needs to be made for an Acquisition Program Manager for Munitions under $3,000 to purchase common small arms ammunition for research and development.  Also for unit support provided there is a Fielding & Deployment Release and an approved legal review
Rationale: The APM is aware of all the requirements for handling ammunitions, the APM handles ammunition requirements everyday utilizing million dollar contracts.  Instead of having to write purchase orders for $500 an exception for under $3,000 is critical.  

The local contracting office will have to get an SES, Flag Officer, or delegate to the senior local commander or director to make a written determination IAW DFARS 213.270 causing delays.
SOCOM does not operate like the big services, SOCOM is very streamlined to quickly reacts to a very fluid environment, Not being able to use the GPC to purchase common small arms would negatively affect the mission. 
	SOCOM
	Change made. 



	168
	A.3.4 h
	A-24
	Explain. Expand on why it has to be a “wet signature” on the DD 577 rather than a “wet or digital signature”? 
	
	Deny.  Wet signatures required under the DoDFMR.

	169
	A.3.4 h)
	A-25
	Issue: wet signatures
Comment: Change to “Forward the original document to DFAS.” (remove reference to wet signatures)
Rationale: as stated in previous blocks of this commentary.
	DECA
	Deny.  Existing language adequate.

	170
	
A.3.4.M
	
A-25
	Issue: Requirement to review a ‘statistically significant random sampling’ of transactions lacks clarity.  Also, statement doesn’t specify ‘annual’ reviews.
Comment: Recommend adding a statement to clarify what can be determined to be a statistically significant random sampling based on best practice, that is, 6 % of total cardholder transactions under the same managing account, inclusive of PCOLS DM flagged transactions. In addition, recommend adding ‘annual’ to ‘review’.
Rationale: The ‘DoD GPC Review Checklist and Certification’, on the DPAP PDI website, states the percentage of transactions to be reviewed (6%) is considered best practice; it would be useful to have this info in the guidebook.
	
MDA-DAR
	Change made

	171
	A.3.4
	A-26
	Issue: Subparagraph t), the last word should not be plural.
Comment: The last word, “transactions(s)”, should read
“transaction(s)”.
Rationale: Correctness.
	OUSD(C) BIO
	Change made.

	172
	A.3.5 f)
	A-26
	Issue: MCCG controls 
Comment: Move to section A.3.4 

Rationale:  This is a responsibility of the A/OPC, not the supervisor MCCG controls are a risk management tool utilized by the A/OPC to reduce risk to the Government.  Supervisors do not typically have the knowledge and understanding of MCCG controls necessary to make these decisions or apply the correct restrictions.
	DECA
	Change made.

	173
	A.3.6
	A-27
	Issue: Incorrect citation of governing statute.
Comment: DAOs may be held pecuniarily liable under 10 USC 2773a(c) for illegal, improper payments resulting from information, data or services they provide to certifying officers; and upon which the certifying officers relied to certify payment voucher. Not 31 USC 3528.
Rationale: Correctness
	DCFO/A&FP
	Change made.

	174
	A.3.6
	A-27
	Issue: In the ‘Mandatory’ paragraph, 
Comment:  the word ‘need’ should be changed to ‘needs’
Rationale: grammatically incorrect.
	DECA
	Change made.

	175
	A.3.6
	A-27
	Does this need to be a mandatory requirement?  Can the A/OPC act as alt A/BO?
	DIA
	Deny.  Need alternate A/BO.

	176
	A.3.6
	A-27
	Clarification needed: GPC type purchases (office supplies, services) are, by nature, repetitive and recurring.  I think the key focus this is trying to make is that GPC purchases shouldn’t be made with repetitive/recurring merchants.  Otherwise, this will need further clarification about what is considered a “Repetitive/recurring purchase.” 
	DIA
	Change made.

	177
	A.3.6 para f)
	A-27
	Issue: accountable property
Comment:  Last sentence ‘Verify that all accountable property acquired….’ Should read ‘Verify that all accountable property, in accordance with Service/Agency procedures, acquired….’
Rationale:  The first part of the paragraph talks about item acquired with a unit cost of $5000.  Some agencies require that all accountable property go through the Property Book Officer regardless of dollar value.
	DMEA
	Change made.

	178
	A.3.6.G
	

A-28
	Issue: Mandatory: Verify that CHs have complied with independent receipt and acceptance for all purchases of goods and/or services that were self-initiated by the CH.
Comment:  remove all verbiage after services.  
Rationale:  due to separation of duties, I would have all goods/services independently received and accepted to protect the cardholder.  
	ARMY
	Deny.  Otherwise, if the CH was at Office Depot buying office supplies for the organization, another individual would need to accompany the CH to receive and accept the items.

	179
	A.3.6.n
	A-28
	Issue: The wording for this bullet regarding the retention of copies of monthly invoices and supporting documentation seems to imply a paper environment, whereas an electronic environment is more prevalent.
Comment: Suggest changing the wording to reflect a preference for the electronic environment to something like “ Ensuring retention of the billing statement and all original supporting documentation preferably in an electronic repository (e.g., receipts, logs, invoices, delivery orders, approvals).”
Rationale: To recognize the electronic environment.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Change made.

	180
	A.3.7
	A-28
	Issue: In the first paragraph it could be misinterpreted that DoD FMR Volume 5, Chapter 33 states that certifying officers be appointed for making purchase card payments.
Comment: Volume 5, Chapter 33 requires certifying officer to be
appointed. There is no mention of purchase card payments.
Rationale: Clarity of regulatory reference.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Deny.  Guidebook states they need to be appointed to certify purchase card payments.

	181
	A.3.7
	A-29
	Issue: Incorrect statutory citation.
Comment: Title 31 USC Section 3528 is not the correct pecuniary
liability statutory citation. It should be 28 USC 2512 and 31 USC
Section 3527.
Rationale: Correctness
	DCFO/A&FP
	Change made.

	182
	A.3.7 e)
	A-29
	Issue: Reference to the GPC Monthly Review checklist should be to Annex 2 of DoD FMR Volume 10, Chapter 23 and not the 2008 memo which is no longer active.
Comment: The referenced memo was incorporated into the DoD FMR and should not be referenced.
Rationale: Correctness
	DCFO/A&FP
	Change made.

	183
	A.3.7 e)
	A-29
	Issue: “Retain documentation supporting invoice payment (e.g. billing statement.)”
Comment:  Change to “ Retain documentation supporting invoice payment (e.g.: request for purchase from the requiring individual, special approvals, order confirmation, invoice, cash register receipt, purchase documents, records of return,  waivers,  receiving report or other proof of delivery and property book entry or communications, and for accounts certified in paper, the billing statement)
Rationale:  Billing statements for account certified via EDI are retained at the bank.  Expands list of possible supporting documentation.
	DECA
	Change made.

	184
	A.3.7 e)
	A-29
	Issue: Reference to Monthly review checklist
Comment:  Delete the reference, from paragraph e) and create another ‘mandatory’ paragraph that requires they use a checklist to review the monthly invoice.
Rationale: This paragraph is about documentation retention, not the review checklist.  
	DECA
	Change made.

	185
	A.3.7 g)
	A-29
	Issue: There is unnecessary duplication of language already in DoD FMR Volume 5, Chapter 33.
Comment: It would be more effective for the Guidebook to reference Volume 5, Chapter 33 to avoid having to perform administrative updates to the Guidebook if Volume 5, Chapter 33 changes. This paragraph could read as follows: “Recommendation: Mandatory: A Certifying Officer certifying a voucher has responsibilities that are provided in Volume 5, Chapter 33.”
Rationale: Ease of updating, when necessary.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Change made.

	186
	A.3.8 
c), f), g),k)
	A-30
	Issue:  status of these paragraphs as not mandatory
Comment:  Change to mandatory.
Rationale: Is it not mandatory for a CH to ensure funding is available, maintain documentation, maintain a purchase log, and properly record accountable property?  
	DECA
	Change made.

	187
	A.3.8h)
	A-30
	Issue: electronic purchase log
Comment:  Make this paragraph ‘Mandatory.’ And Change to “Maintain a purchase log in accordance with the guidance in Appendix L.” 
Rationale:  the requirement is for a purchase log, not necessarily an electronic one if an entity cannot use the Bank’s EAS for some reason.
	DECA
	Change made.

	188
	A.3.8 i)
	A-30
	Issue: This bullet regarding the convenience check account holder is incomplete. The holder is also required to obtain and report certain information to DFAS in support of the 1099 tax reporting responsibilities.
Comment: The wording should be changed to state “Obtain, report, and maintain convenience check records to fulfill 1099-Misc tax reporting requirements. For more information, refer to the DFAS 1099 Tax Reporting Program Convenience Check User’s Manual.”
Rationale: To ensure the holder knows they have responsibility to obtain certain information at the time of drafting the check and report that information to DFAS.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Deny.  This requirement is already covered in (i) of the cited section.

	189
	A.3.8g) and q)
	A-31
	Issue:  paragraphs g) and q) are related to one another, and nearly redundant.
Comment:  combine them into one  ‘mandatory’ requirement
Rationale:  to eliminate redundancy and possible misunderstanding of the requirement.
	DECA
	Change made.

	190
	A.3.8.q
	A-31
	CHs are to maintain receipts documenting the purchase and acceptance and receipt of goods or services acquired. This should state that: CHs are to maintain receipts documenting the purchase and acceptance and receipt of goods or services acquired during the monthly cycle. All transaction and receipt documentation should be provided to and retained by the respective Billing Official at the end of the cycle.

Rationale: Transactional documentation is acquired during the billing cycle by the CH and provided to the BO, who retains for 6 years and 3 months (10 years for FMS) as evidentiary material validating funds certification.
	DLA J-73
	Change made.

	191
	A.3.8. r)
	A-31
	Issue: “Defense Travel System” should be “Defense Transportation
System”.
Comment: Transportation of products occurs through the
transportation system, not the travel system which moves personnel.
Rationale: Correctness
	DCFO/A&FP
	Change made.

	192
	A.3.8. r)
	A-31
	Issue:  Reference to Defense Travel System (DTS)
Comment:  Since this paragraph is discussing transportation of supplies, Defense Travel System should be changed to Defense Transportation System and the ‘DTS’ removed, as the DTS does refer to the Defense Travel System, a Travel Card Program System.
Rationale:  Defense Travel System is not related to the GPC program or to transportation of supplies to or from OCONUS areas.
	DECA
	See #191

	193
	A.3.8.r
	
A-31
	Issue:  In paragraph r, the system labeled as the “Defense Travel System” should revised to the “Defense Transportation System”.

Rationale:  Accuracy. 
	
DFAS, Accounting Policy
	See #191

	194
	A.3.8.s
	A-31
	Please clarify or provide example of “specific terms and conditions.”
Rationale: This is an overly broad statement. Many quotes have specific terms and conditions, thus this requirement eliminates the ability to utilize the purchase card for a multitude of micro-purchase actions without a contract.
	DoDEA
	Change made. 

	195
	A.3.8.s
	A-31
	Move the following second mandatory statement to a new paragraph (t) and renumber the remaining paragraphs: “Mandatory: CHs shall not execute contracts with vendors. If the vendor requires specific contractual terms and conditions, the requirement must be placed on a Government contract, to be signed by a warranted Contracting Officer. This applies to all GPC purchases at or below the micro-purchase threshold, as well.”

Rationale: Currently there are two mandatory statements that do not relate to each other at paragraph (s).
	DoDEA
	Change made.

	196
	A.3.8 s)
	A-31
	Issue: Requirement to comply with Reference to FAR 9.402 
Comment:  Change to:  “Comply with FAR Subpart 9.402 requirement to solicit offers  with responsible vendors only.”
Rationale:  Change ‘transact’ to ‘solicit offers’ in order to use the 9.402 reference, or delete the requirement to comply with 9.402.    9.402 requires agencies to solicit offers, and contract/subcontract only with responsible contractors.  9.402 does not contain the reference to ‘transact.’ 
	DECA
	Change made.

	197
	A.3.8 (s) Inclusion of requirement to check SAM prior to award
	
	 It would be far more efficient to check the top 100 or 500 GPC vendors centrally (perhaps monthly or quarterly) and if any fail the SAM requirement notify the APCs?  

Rationale: We use the convenience checks to pay individuals (subject pay) and virtually none of them will be in SAM. To do this each time a check is written would be extremely time consuming. Several hundred checks are written monthly
	USUHS
	Change made.

	198
	A.3.8.s
	A-31
	Issue:  Paragraph "s)" should be broken out into two separate mandates for clarity.  The first mandatory action may even need to be deleted as FAR 9.402 points back to verification in SAM in order to contract with responsible vendors; but FAR 13.201 (h) notes the exclusion of micro purchases from verification in SAM.

The second mandatory action in paragraph "s)" discusses the prohibition for cardholders when it comes to "contracting".  If the vendor requires
specific contractual terms and conditions, a formal contract is required.   This is a different issue than FAR 9.402 noted above and should be identified in a separate paragraph (i.e. “r”, and move all others down one).

Rationale:  These two mandatory actions in paragraph "s)" cause confusion on both issues when they are in the same paragraph.
Clarification is required for the end user.
	DFAS, Integrated Card Management Office
	Change made.

	199
	A.3.8.s
	A-31
	Mandatory: Comply with the FAR Subpart 9.402 requirement to transact with responsible vendors only. Mandatory: CHs shall not execute contracts with vendors. If the vendor requires specific contractual terms and conditions, the requirement must be placed on a Government contract, to be signed by a warranted Contracting Officer. This applies to all GPC purchases at or below the micro-purchase threshold, as well.

Should reference be: FAR Subpart 1.6 01 (a) …. Contracts may be entered into and signed on behalf of the Government only by contracting officers. In some agencies, a relatively small number of high-level officials are designated contracting officers solely by virtue of their positions. And FAR 1.602-2 Contracting officers are responsible for ensuring performance of all necessary actions for effective contracting, ensuring compliance with the terms of the contract, and safeguarding the interests of the United States in its contractual relationships.
	DLA J-73
	Change made.

	200
	A.3.8 s)
	A-31
	Issue: Prohibition on executing contracts
Comment: Change statement to:  CH shall not sign contractor commercial contracts. 
Rationale: The second ‘mandatory’ in this paragraph prohibits ch from ‘executing’ contracts with vendors, however, the FAR definition of ‘contract’ is a binding agreement between two parties.  If the prohibition remains as written, CH will not be able to order anything, as the act of ordering and the contractor delivering are effectively a contract.  If the act of ordering is not a contract, then the provisions of FAR 9.402 do not apply to micro purchases, as the cardholder is not executing a contract as defined by FAR 2.101.
	DECA
	Change made.

	201
	A.3.8 u)
	A-31
	Issue: Inclusion of AbilityOne in this paragraph.
Comment:  Remove reference to AbilityOne in this paragraph.
Rationale: Use of AbilityOne is required whenever an item needed is on the Procurement List rather than ‘to the maximum extent possible.’  The ‘maximum extent possible’ refers to increasing small business utilization by GPC account holders. To the maximum extent practicable implies cardholders do not have to use AbilityOne when the product they need is on the Procurement List.  That implication is false.
	DECA
	Change made.

	202
	A.3.9 e)
	A-32
	Issue: Incorrect DoD FMR citation.
Comment: Volume 10, Chapter 23 paragraph 230212 should be cited versus Volume 5, Chapter 33 paragraph 330302.
Rationale: The referenced Volume 5 paragraph does not address GPC refunds.
	DCFO/AF&P
	Change made.

	203
	A.3.9 e)
	A-32
	Issue: Reference to DoD FMR Vol 5 chp 33 paragraph 330302
Comment: Incorrect reference.  
Rationale:   330302 relates to the role of the supervisor in the GPC Program, not the Financial or Resource Manager. 330306 relates to the responsibilities of the Resource Manager, however does not address the refunds.  
	DECA
	See #202.

	204
	
A.3.9(e)

	
A-32
	
Issue:  Recommend changing the paragraph referenced from 330202 to 330306.  The DoD FMR Volume 5, Chapter 33, paragraph 330302 refers to Supervisors ensuring Certifying Officers and DAOs are trained in their responsibilities.  The DoD FMR Volume 5, Chapter 33, paragraph 330306 prescribes responsibilities for Financial/Resource Managers.

Rationale:  Accuracy.
	
DFAS, Accounting Policy
	See #202.

	205
	A.3.9
	A-32
	Issue:  F/RM responsibilities
Comment:  Funding could be different based on the transaction suggest changing to read, “Provide appropriate funding cite for GPC transactions.”
Rationale:  Alignment of guidance with policy
	NAVSUP N85
	Change made.

	206
	A.4.3 2nd paragraph
	A-33
	Issue: ‘The CH is responsible for obtaining and retaining a copy of the receiving report and including it in the transaction file.’
Comment:  Change to:  “The CH is responsible for obtaining and retaining a copy of the receiving report and including it in the supporting documentation file for the transaction.” 
Rationale:  The term ‘transaction file’ is not defined or used elsewhere and should be changed to include language that has already been defined. The receiving report is part of the required supporting documentation for each transaction and making this change provides consistency in terms and clarity.
	DECA
	Change made.

	207
	A.4.3 2nd paragraph
	A-33
	Issue: ‘When WAWF is used to create and accept the receiving report, no hard copy is required in the GPC transaction file.’
Comment:    Delete this sentence. 
Rationale: If the cardholder’s documentation does not require a copy of the receiving report, how does the Certifying Officer properly review the receiving report when reviewing the monthly cycle prior to certifying?  Will he/she have to log into WAWF to review it? And See A.4.4, last paragraph for this section on page A-34, which requires the Certifying Officer to verify proof of delivery documentation in the monthly review. 
	DECA
	Deny hard copy of receiving report comment.  No hard copy is required in the GPC transaction file because in accordance with  DFARS 232.7002 and 232.7003 the vendor/contractor is required to submit the receiving report.  

Added sentence: This individual shall forward documentation supporting the purchase and independent receipt and acceptance to the A/BO.

	208
	A.4.1
	A-33
	Issue:  EDI transmission directly from the bank to the accounting system
Comment:  EDI files are processed via the GEX and not direct to the DoD accounting system.
Rationale: Accuracy
	NAVSUP N85
	Change made.

	208a
	A.4.4
	A-34
	Revise language in A.4.4. to say that someone other than the CH should be the acceptor.
	1-14-14 Charge Card IPT Meeting
	Change made.

	209
	A.4.1 
	A-33
	Issue:  Reword to reflect that all EDI exchange are now consolidated under DLA
Comment:  Not sure if the Defense Electronic Business Exchange (DEBX) or the Defense Automatic Addressing System Center (DAASC) no longer exist
Rationale:  Accuracy
	NAVSUP N85
	Change made.

	210
	A.4.4
	A-33

	[bookmark: A_4_4_Independent_Receipt_and_Acceptance]Issue: A.
Issue:  Mandatory: Written independent receipt and acceptance is required for (1) purchases of accountable property, (2) transactions where the GPC is used as a method of payment, (3) self-initiated CH purchases (i.e., purchases lacking a documented requisition/request from someone other than the CH), and (4) other specific circumstances for which Components elect to require independent receipt and acceptance.  

Comment:  I would have all goods/services independently received and accepted to protect the cardholder.  
Rationale:   to protect the cardholder and place another internal control to ensure goods ordered were actually received.    
	ARMY
	Deny.  Too restrictive. Addressed in a previous comment.

	211
	A.4.4.1
	A-34
	Issue:  WAWF instructions for contract payment.
Comment:  This should be changed to instructions to the cardholder that when the GPC is used as a  method of payment for a contract, the ch should obtain a copy of the receiving report from WAWF for inclusion with the supporting documentation for the resulting transaction.
Rationale:  this section contains instructions regarding the proper receiving necessary for a contract.  This is a responsibility of the Contracting Officer to ensure and enforce, not the GPC Cardholder.  If the GPC is being used for order/payment, it is a conflict of interest for the cardholder to create this receiving report.   However the cardholder is responsible for obtaining and maintaining required back up documentation, therefore instructions to the cardholder to obtain the RR from WAWF are appropriate.
	DECA
	Change made.

	212
	A.4.4.1
	A-34 & A-35
	Issue:  Not a charge card function
Comment:   Change to read:  “Mandatory: Contracting Officers use WAWF to create and accept receiving reports is mandatory when the GPC is used as a method of payment against a contract 
Rationale:  Make clear who is responsible 
	NAVSUP N85
	See #211.

	213
	A.4.5
	A-35
	Incorrect citation “CH’s must make their purchase in accordance with the priorities set forth in FAR Subpart 8.002”

Rationale: As a result, FAR Case 2009-024 (December 31, 2013) FAR Subpart 8.002 has changed.  I suggest that the FAR Subpart 8.002 reference be modified to either “FAR Part 8” or “FAR Subparts 8.002, 8.003 and 8.004” to be in accordance to these recent changes.  
	WHS
	Change made.

	214
	A.4.6
	A-35
	Issue:  The two sentences of this paragraph conflict with one another as one states ‘shall’ and the other states ‘should.’
Comment: Change the two sentences to one sentence that reads:  ‘CHs shall comply with all DoD-wide and Component-specific strategic sourcing policies and goals designed to optimize their purchasing power and to take advantage of lower negotiated prices.’ 
Rationale: The first sentence states the ‘cardholder shall comply’ the second states the cardholder ‘should comply’. Combining the two to one sentence eliminates redundancy and the conflict between ‘shall’ and ‘should.’
	DECA
	Change made.

	215
	A.4.7
	A-35
	Issue: 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence. Need to add a space after
”OCONUS” in the sentence “…involving OCONUSshipment.”
Comment: Add a space after ”OCONUS” in the sentence “…involving OCONUS shipment.”
Rationale: Correctness.
	OUSD(C) BIO
	Change made.

	216
	A.4.7
	A-35
	Issue:  DTS
Comment:  Spell out Defense Transportation System
Rationale:  ‘DTS’ is not previously defined  or connected to the Defense Transportation System, nor is ‘DTS’ included in the Appendix I Definitions,  but see next comment.
	DECA
	Change made.

	217
	A.4.7
	A-35
	Issue:  use of DTS in this paragraph
Comment:  This section addresses delivery issues related to overseas (OCONUS) destinations, not official travel.  DTS should be changed to Defense Transportation System, rather than referring to Defense Travel System. Or define DTS as Defense Transportation System, but then in the travel card section DTS should not also be used to refer to the Defense Travel System.  ‘DTS’ cannot be used to refer to both the Defense Transportation System AND the Defense Travel System, as it will cause confusion.
Rationale: DTS commonly refers to the Defense Travel System, a charge card program.  This section is related to transportation and delivery of supplies ordered via GPC, and thus the DTS is not involved. 
	DECA
	Change made.

	218
	A.4.7
	A-35
	Issue:  2nd paragraph with the definition of ‘frustrated’ freight.
Comment: Move 2nd paragraph of this section to the top.
Rationale:  puts definition and result first, and then the guidance on how to avoid that situation.
	DECA
	Change made.

	219
	A.5 1.
	A-36
	Issue:  Placement of ‘MANDATORY’
Comment:  Exercise consistency in the placement of ‘MANDATORY’ in paragraphs and sentences.
Rationale:   The word ‘Mandatory’ should appear consistently at the beginning of each paragraph in which it is used.  Puttling ‘Mandatory’ in the middle of the paragraph diminishes its importance.
	DECA
	Change made.

	220
	A.5 1.
	A-36
	Issue: Inclusion of ‘Mandatory’ in a list of ‘Tips.’
Comment:  Remove ‘Mandatory’ from the Tips list, or change ‘Tips’ to ‘Requirements.’  
Rationale:  Tips are tips:  suggestions for best practice.  If the item is mandatory, it is not a ‘Tip.’  Mandatory items should be included in the list of responsibilities for each individual, not in a list of ‘tips.’
	DECA
	Change made.

	221
	A.5 
3 and 8
	A-36
	Issue: Number 3 and 8 contain 5 separate actions.
Comment:  Separate the different actions, and renumber and re-title the section appropriately.
Rationale:  Lumping several important management actions together diminishes their importance.  There are actually 13 ‘tips’ or requirements in this list rather than 10
	DECA
	Change made.

	222
	A.5 1.9
	A-37
	Issue: Maintain documented evidence of proper certification of monthly  purchase card statements….
Comment: Add:  Accounts certified via EDI with the Bank’s EAS automatically meet this requirement. For accounts not certified via EDI, define what the documentation would be.
 Rationale:  If accounts are reviewed/reconciled online in the EAS and certified via EDI, does the electronic certification process provide the documentation necessary to meet this requirement?  If so, add statement to that effect.  Adding a statement that accounts certified via EDI eliminates questions about how to document the evidence for accounts that are certified via EDA.
	DECA
	See #221.

	222a
	B.1.1
	
	Use the FAR language for B.1.1.a) and b) to minimize confusion (some may not go to the FAR sites).  
	DPAP/CC
	Deny. Existing language is a good summary of a lengthy FAR cite, and footnote leads readers directly to the cite.

	223
	B.2.1.1.c)
	B-2
	Issue: work with card-issuing banks to raise limits
Comment:  Change to “Agencies shall take action via the appropriate system  (PCOLS or Bank EAS) to raise monthly and single transaction limits accordingly.”  
Rationale: Under normal operations, PCOLS is required to be  used for all changes. For those agencies with PCOLS fully deployed, will PCOLS not be used to make these changes for contingency situations?
	DECA
	Change made.

	224
	B.2.1.1.e)
	B-2
	Issue: ‘…that exceed the authorized micro purchase threshold…’
Comment:  Change to “All open-market transactions (i.e., those not placed under existing contracts) that exceed the authorized contingency/humanitarian micro-purchase threshold….”
Rationale: Which micro purchase threshold is referred to in the unchanged sentence?  The statutory one of $3,000, or the elevated one within the authority of contingency/humanitarian authorization (15,000/30,000)? If the cardholder has to contact a contracting officer for any transaction between 3K and 15K, the expected efficiencies of the elevated limit will be seriously degraded.  If referring to any purchase between 3K and 15K, where is the requirement to do that written in regulation or policy? If the limit referenced here refers to the elevated authority at 15/30K, the ch should not be making any purchases at this level. Clarification needed in order to avoid confusion and inconsistency.
	DECA
	Change made.

	225
	B.2.1.1.h)
	B-3
	Issue: Reference to Appendix A
Comment: Appendix A of what document, the DoD Charge Card Guidebook, or Appendix A of OMB Circular A123?
Rationale: Clarification needed.
	DECA
	Change made.

	226
	B.3.1 d)
	B-4
	Issue:  ‘…for non-procurement and contracting official CH.’
Comment: Delete this portion of the sentence.
Rationale: What is the purpose of paragraph d)?  If The purpose of this statement is to remind A/OPCs that when a cardholder’s single purchase limit is raised, the 30 day limit and the managing account limit may also need to be raised in order to use the increased single purchase limit.  This would be required whether the CH was contracting or not.  A reference to ‘non-procurement and contracting’ cardholder is not relevant or needed, and the wording is needlessly complex.
	DECA
	Change made.

	227
	B.3.1 e)
	B-4
	Issue: verifying funds availability
Comment:  Change to ‘coordinate with RM regarding funds availability.’
Rationale: Verifying funds availability is not a responsibility of the A/OPC but rather the cardholder and the Resource Management Office.
	DECA
	Change made.

	228
	B.3.1 k)
	B-5
	Issue: Raising Contracting Officer Warrants
Comment: Not a responsibility of the A/OPC-delete item.
Rationale:  A/OPC’s are not responsible for the warrants of contracting officers.
	DECA
	Change made.

	229
	B.3.3g)
	B-6
	Issue: clarification of micro purchase threshold referenced here
Comment: Change to “…that exceed the authorized contingency micro purchase threshold…”
Rationale:  Does this item refer to any transaction over $3,000 or any transaction in excess of the contingency limit of $15,000?  If the cardholder has to contact a contracting officer for any transaction over 3K, the expected efficiencies of the elevated limit will be seriously degraded.  If the limit referenced here refers to the elevated authority at 15/30K, the ch should not be making any purchases at this level.
	DECA
	Change made.

	230
	g )
	B-6
	Issue: delete WHO IS NOT THE CH
Comment: states:  Ensure that all open-market transactions (those not placed under existing contracts) that exceed the authorized micro-purchase threshold are preapproved by a warranted Contracting Officer who is not the CH.
Rationale: ILLOGICAL
	SOCOM
	Deny.  Issue is self- generated purchases.

	231
	B.3.3h)
	B-6
	Issue:  ‘ For construction contracts…’
Comment:  add ‘over $2,000 in support of a contingency…’
Rationale:  GPC may be used to procure construction type service under the threshold established by the Davis Bacon Act.
	DECA
	Reviewed by DPAP Contingency Contracting Directorate.

	232
	B.3.4
	B-7
	Issue: Suggest that this section mention that the convenience check holder may have 1099 reporting responsibilities which do not necessarily go away in a contingency environment.
Comment: Add language that mirrors the responsibility cited in A.3.8 i) on page A-30.
Rationale: For completeness and ensure compliance with applicable IRS tax reporting.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Change made.

	233
	B.3.4g)
	B-7
	Issue: open market transactions that exceed the authorized micro…. 
Comment: which threshold:  3K or contingency special limit of 15K?  
Rationale:  Same comment and rationale as previously stated.
	DECA
	Change made.

	234
	B.3.4h)
	B-7
	Issue: For construction contracts…
Comment:  same comment as for B.3.3h.
Rationale: same comment as for B.3.3h.
	DECA
	Reviewed by DPAP Contingency Contracting Directorate.

	235
	B.4.1
	B-7
	Issue: non-procurement CH
Comment:  Change wording to:  Cardholders that are not in the 1102 career field…
Rationale:  All cardholders are ‘procurement’ in that they have procurement authority.  More accurately stated, if they do not have the training of the 1102 career field, they may need this additional training. Changing this will also be consistent with section G.5.3 which refers to Card users as ‘considered Government procurement officials’ thus applying consistency across the Guidebook.
	DECA
	Change made.

	236
	B.4.1
	B-7
	Issue:  CLM011
Comment:  Add the title of the course
Rationale:  Clearly identify the training needed.
	DECA
	Deny.  Not necessary

	237
	B.4.1
	B-7
	Issue: Required training only for none 1102s
Comment:  delete ‘non-procurement’
Rationale:  Require this additional training for all cardholders using the GPC in this manner.
	DECA
	Change made.

	238
	B.4.3
Table B2 and Table B3
	B-8 and B-9
	Issue: application of these requirements to purchases processed under the authority of a contingency, humanitarian action.
Comment: Revisit applicability
Rationale:  US Code Title 41 Chapter 7 Sec 428 lists the procedures  and laws applicable to purchases below the micro purchase threshold.  The items listed in the referenced tables are not included in those procedures required  for purchases under the micro purchase threshold.  Sec 248 also defines the threshold as 2,500 (but was subsequently modified to 3,000 by a later statute).  The Contingency/Humanitarian authorities re-define the micro purchase threshold at 15K, therefore is it possible that the only the dollar value of the threshold is changed, and not the list of required procedures?  In addition, the Emergency Acquisitions Guide directly identifies the applicability of the Services Contract Act and Davis Bacon Act, but not the other requirements in Tabl B-3, nor does FAR Part 18 require it.  Just for thought.
	DECA
	Reviewed by DPAP Contingency Contracting Directorate.

	239
	B.5 paragraph 3
	B-11
	Issue: ‘As always, the bank will not approve any purchase with a price that exceeds the total funding attached to the individual CH’s account.’
Comment:  Change to:  ‘As always, the bank will not approve any transaction with a dollar value that exceeds the single purchase limit on the individual CH’s account or aggregate transactions that exceed the CH’s 30 day limit or Billing Office Limit.”
Rationale:   More accurately describes the limitations of the account.
	DECA
	Change made.

	240
	B.5 paragraph 5
	B-11
	Issue: same comment as B-5 paragraph 3 on limits.
Comment:
Rationale:
	DECA
	Change made.

	241
	B5 paragraph 8
	B-12
	Issue: ‘Additionally, the Contracting Officer must place a note to file that the urgency….’
Comment:  Add the dollar threshold at which this would be necessary, and what ‘file’ this would be kept with.
Rationale:  Contracting Officer note to file should not be necessary for transactions under the micro purchase threshold declared for the contingency.  Contracting officer involvement with micro purchases (as defined in the FAR and Emergency Acquisitions Guide) is not required.
	DECA
	Reviewed by DPAP Contingency Contracting Directorate.

	242
	C.1 paragraph 5
	c-1
	Issue: ‘ You will need to contact your supporting transportation office to obtain the required information the supplier will need to accomplish this.’
Comment:  Change to:  ‘You will need to contact your supporting transportation office to obtain the required information your supplier will need to complete the shipping label.’
Rationale:  More clearly stated.
	DECA
	Change made.

	243
	C.1
	c-2
	Issue:  ‘The cardholder is responsible for providing this information to the supplier and ensuring that the CH’s official files are documented with this information.’
Comment:  Change to: ‘The cardholder is responsible for:
1.  Providing this information to the supplier
2. Ensuring official files are documented with this information
3. Using this information to support possible disputed payments’
Rationale:  More clearly stated.
	DECA
	Change made.

	244
	C.2
	C-3
	Issue:  ‘…seek assistance from your servicing transportation activity.’
Comment:  Is the ‘servicing transportation activity’ the same as the ‘supporting transportation office?’ If so, change ‘servicing transportation activity’ to ‘supporting transportation office.’
Rationale: Provides consistency in use of terms and eliminates confusion.
	DECA
	Change made.

	245
	C.2
	c-3
	Issue:  ‘ITO/TMO/SSA’
Comment: spell these out
Rationale: These acronyms have not been used or defined previously.  Eliminates confusion.
	DECA
	Deny. The terms are spelled out on page A-37.

	246
	C.2.1
	C-4
	Issue:  DTS
Comment: spell out or define to distinguish from Defense Travel System. 
Rationale: Clarity.
	DECA
	Change made.

	247
	C.3.1 block 15
	c-7
	Issue: Block 15, FMS Case Number: Complete if applicable.
Comment: In section C.2.1 page C-5, FMS Case – the reader was advised to leave this blank.  Why is the instruction in this section different?  
Rationale: Recommend change one or the other to be consistent in both places.
	DECA
	Change made.

	248
	Appendix D
	Starting on D-1
	Issue: Information is redundant/duplicative of what is already included in the DoDFMR, Volume 9, Chapter 3.
Comment: Remove all, and simply include the introductory sentence “For unique business rules for travel card individually billed accounts, refer to the DoDFMR, Volume 9, Chapter 3.” (and include a link to the reference)
Rationale: Maintaining the information in both documents/references is inefficient.
	DTMO
	Change made.

	249
	Appendix D
	
D-1-4
	Issue: DoD GTCC guide is too general.
Comment: Page 1-1 Purpose: “This guide’s purpose is to help Department of Defense (DoD) officials establish and manage charge card programs.”  DoD FMR Volume 9, Chapter 3 is the top regulatory guidance and the DoD Guide should be more detailed on how to manage the GTCC Program.
Rationale: DoD GTCC Guide should be a “How to” and have much more detail.
	
MDA-
DOMT
	See #248.

	250
	D.2.1 b)
	D-1
	Issue:  ‘The CH returns from travel and prepares a travel voucher for reimbursement designating the total of amount of charges against the GTCC for that trip for split disbursement to the issuing bank.
Comment:  Change to :  ‘The CH returns from travel and prepares a travel voucher for reimbursement.  The voucher must identify the total amount of charges against the GTCC for that trip and the portion for split disbursement to the issuing bank.’
Rationale: Eliminates a grammatical error and more clearly states the requirement.
	DECA
	See #248.

	251
	D.2.1
	
D-1
	Issue: Payment Process
Comment: Recommend re-order after D.4.3.
Rationale: Appears out of order.
	
MDA-
DOMT
	See #248.

	252
	D.2.1a
	
D-1
	Issue: Use of his/her
Comment:  The GTCC is for official business only regardless of gender identification.
Rationale: Gender is irrelevant. Recommend removal from entire document.
	
MDA-
DOMT
	See #248.

	253
	D.2.1a
	
D-1
	Issue: Remove word “of” from “designating the total of amount” and add reference location of mandatory split disbursement requirement:  “per DOD FMR Volume 9, Chapter 3”
Comment:
From:
a) The CH returns from travel and prepares a travel voucher for reimbursement designating the total of amount of charges against the GTCC for that trip for split disbursement to the issuing bank. (Split disbursement is mandatory.)
TO: 
a) The CH returns from travel and prepares a travel voucher for reimbursement designating the total amount of charges against the GTCC for that trip for split disbursement to the issuing bank. (Split disbursement is mandatory per DOD FMR Volume 9, Chapter 3.)
Rationale:  Mandatory requirements should identify guiding regulation
	DMEA
	See #248.

	254
	D.2.1b
	
D-1
	Issue:  Split disbursement is mandatory. 
Comment:  Highlight in red
Rationale: Consistency
	
MDA-
DOMT
	See #248.

	255
	
D.3
	
D-2
	Issue: Move A/OPCs to D.4
Comment:  A/OPCs are personnel
Rationale: A/OPCS are personnel that handle the daily execution.
	
MDA-
DOMT
	See #248.

	256
	
D.3
	
D-2
	Issue: Misuse not addressed
Comment:  Provide guidance.
Rationale: Missing from GTCC section.
	
MDA-DOMT
	See #248.

	257
	
D.3
	
D-2
	Issue: Disciplinary Actions not addressed.
Comment: Recommend providing further guidance on disciplinary actions.
Rationale: Disciplinary actions are independently defined by agencies and typically are not addressed and adjudicated.
	
MDA-DOMT
	See #248.

	258
	Appx D
	D-3
	Appendix D is missing pages. The last page ends with an incomplete sentence.
	DIA
	See #248.

	259
	D.4.2
	D-2
	Issue: Component Program Manager
Comment:  add:  (CPM)
Rationale:  Identifies acronym for Component Program Manager as CPM.
	DECA
	See #248.

	260
	
D.5.2
	
D-3
	Issue: Duplicate of section D.1
Comment: Recommend removing the duplicate text and retitle this section: D.5.2 Fraud, waste and abuse.
Rationale: Guidance is missing.
	
MDA-DOMT
	See #248.

	261
	
D.5.4
	
D-3
	Issue: Is OMB Circular A-123 Mandatory or not? 
Comment: OMB requires agencies to assess the creditworthiness of all new applicants. If employee declines credit, then how does OMB want agencies to assess creditworthiness? 
Rationale: Recommend not allowing employees to elect to decline credit checks if OMB requires the assessment.
	
MDA-DOMT
	See #248.

	262
	
D.6
	
D-4
	Issue: Use of the word “should”
Comment: Recommend deleting the word “should” and add “will”.
Rationale: The use of the word ‘should” implies that management has a choice of whether to enforce the mandatory policy or not.
	
MDA-DOMT
	See #248.

	263
	D.6 (3)
	D-4
	Issue:”Account Activity Test Report” is wrong
Comment: should be “Account Activity Text Report” 
Rationale: “text” is the correct word and is consistent with the DoDFMR Vol 9 Chap 3
	Marine Corps P&R (RFF)
	See #248.

	264
	Appendix E
	Starting on E-1
	Issue: Information is redundant/duplicative of what is already included in the DoDFMR, Volume 9, Chapter 3.
Comment: Remove all, and simply include the introductory sentence “For unique business rules for travel card centrally billed accounts, refer to the DoDFMR, Volume 9, Chapter 3.” (and include a link to the reference)
Rationale: Maintaining the information in both documents/references is inefficient.
	DTMO
	Change made.

	265
	E.1.2 &
E.1.10
	E-2, E-3,
& E-6
	Issue: 1st paragraph, 3rd sentence seems to be in conflict with the last
paragraph. The 1st reference states an individual account must be cancelled upon the individual’s transfer and the 2nd reference hedges with the final phrase “when necessary”. 1st paragraph, reference 3 also states an individual account must be cancelled upon the individual’s transfer and then adds retires or becomes deceased.
Comment: Explain more fully to provide clarity, if all are correct.
Rationale: Clarity.
	OUSD(C) BIO
	See #264. 

	266
	E.1.9
	E-5
	Issue:  Records Retention 10 years
Comment: The reference supporting the required period of retention, DoD FMR Vol 5 Chp 21, states retention at 6 years 3 months for all but Foreign Military sales. Change retention to 6 years 3 months
Rationale:  Government regulation cited states retention requirement is 6 years 3 months.  See previous comments on this topic, requesting consideration of scope of Foreign Military Sales and whether it may be more rational to prohibit use of the GPC for   FMS than to make the entire universe of GPC documents retained for 10 years after termination or payment.
	DECA
	See #264. 

	267
	E.1.9
	E-5
	Issue: This states the minimum documentation shall be maintained for 10 years
Comment: The DoD FMR reference states 6 years 3 months.  This paragraph should be changed to match
Rationale: The disbursing retention requirement is only 6 years 3 months
	Marine Corps P&R (RFF)
	See #264. 

	268
	E.3.1.1 and 
E.3.1.2
	E-7
	Issue:  Component Program Manager should come before the Agency Program Coordinator Comment: Reverse the order of these two roles, placing CPM first.
Rationale:  Follows hierarchy of responsibility within the Travel Program.
	DECA
	See #264. 

	269
	E.3.1.2
	E-7
	Issue: Format paragraph similar to E.3.1.1, E.3.1.3 and E.3.1.4
Comment:
FROM:  E.3.1.2 Component Program Manager

The roles and responsibilities of the CPM are to:
DoD personnel (military or civilian) designated in writing by the Component Head or designee are responsible for establishing and managing their travel card program in accordance with this regulation. Each CPM is also responsible for establishing and maintaining the Component’s organizational structure (“hierarchy”) and notifying the DTMO and the travel card contractor bank of any changes in organizational structure that affect the travel card program. The CPMs will conduct periodic hierarchy level reviews, to include validating hierarchy level structure and verifying point of contact information. This process may be delegated down to lower hierarchy levels. The CPMs will also ensure that CBAs are properly approved, reasonable credit limits are established and maintained, and annual reviews are performed to monitor credit limits and card utilization.

TO:  E.3.1.2 Component Program Manager
The roles and responsibilities of the CPM are to:
a) Obtain designation in writing (DOD personnel military or civilian) by the Component Head or designee 
b) Establish and manage their travel card program in accordance with this regulation
c) Establish and maintain the Component’s organizational structure (“hierarchy”) and notifying the DTMO and the travel card contractor bank of any changes in organizational structure that affect the travel card program
d) Conduct periodic hierarchy level reviews, to include validating hierarchy level structure and verifying point of contact information. This process may be delegated down to lower hierarchy levels
e) Ensure that CBAs are properly approved, reasonable credit limits are established and maintained, and annual reviews are performed to monitor credit limits and card utilization
Rationale: Formatting consistency
	DMEA
	See #264.

	270
	E.5 6.
	E-9
	Issue:  ‘Limit unit cards to only group travel requirements.
Comment: change to:  Limit use of unit cards to group travel requirements only.
Rationale:  Adds ‘use of’ to clarify.
	DECA
	See #264. 

	271
	E.5. 7
	E9
	Issue:  “Do not use cash on unit cards unless….’
Comment: Change to:  ‘Do not use unit cards to obtain cash (from ATM) unless…”
Rationale: More clearly stated.
	DECA
	See #264. 

	272
	a)
	F-2
	Issue:  DLA Energy Web page
Comment:  change web link to www.energy.dla.mil
	DLA-E 
(Fuel Card)
	See #264. 

	273
	F.2.2.
	F-2
	Issue: AOs must complete the enrollment package, which consists of the AO Nomination/Enrollment form, DD Form 577.
Comment: sentence should read … consists of the AO Nomination/Enrollment form and DD Form 577.
	DLA-E 
(Fuel Card)
	Change made.

	274
	G.2.1
	G-3
	Issue:  Additional information on establishing an account can be found at:  a)
Comment: change web link at “a)” to energy.dla.mil
	DLA-E 
(Fuel Card)
	Change made.

	275
	[bookmark: _GoBack]G.2.1
	G-3
	Issue:  Additional information on establishing an account can be found at: c)
Comment:   change web link at “c)” to http://www.energy.dla.mil/govt_fuel_cards/Pages/DepartmentofDefense(DoD)FleetCard.aspx
	DLA-E 
(Fuel Card)
	Change made.

	276
	Paragraph 2
	H-1
	Issue:  There are two unique SEA Card® programs.  The original SEA Card® program began as the Ships’ bunkers Easy Acquisiton (SEA Card®) Order Mangement System, known as DoD-SCOMS®
Comment:  remove “known as DoD-SCOMS®”
Rationale:  no longer referenced as this
	DLA-E 
(Fuel Card)
	Paragraph removed per #277.

	277
	Paragraph 2
	H-1
	Issue:  Paragraph beginning with “There are two unique SEA Card…
Comment:  Remove this entire 2nd paragraph
	DLA-E 
(Fuel Card)
	Change made.

	278
	H.1 paragraph 3
	H1
	Issue: References to future pilots beginning in 2011 and full rollout of the program expected mid 2012.
Comment:  This is 2014.  Update this section with the correct information related to the pilot and/or rollout or status of implementation.
Rationale:  Update the material to the current year.
	DECA
	Change made per #280.

	279
	Paragraph 3
	H-1
	Issue:  The second SEA Card program…
Comment:  remove the word “second”
	DLA-E 
(Fuel Card)
	Change made.

	280
	Paragraph
3
	H-1
	Issue:  DLA Energy is conducting a pilot beginning late 2011 with…
Comment:  Remove this sentence through the remaining of the paragraph (2 sentences) 
Rationale: pilot is over
	DLA-E 
(Fuel Card)
	Change made.

	281
	Paragraph 3
	H-1
	Issue:  A full rollout of the program is expected by mid-2012…
Comment: Remove this sentence
Rationale: program went live July 2013
	DLA-E 
(Fuel Card)
	Change made.

	282
	H.2
	Current page 1, should be page H-2
	Issue: page number at bottom of page is ‘1’
Comment:  Change to H-2
Rationale: conform to page numbering format.
	DECA
	Change made.

	283
	H.2
	Current page 1, should be page H-2
	Issue: H.2. paragraph, second sentence, remove the ‘,’ between  ‘as’ and ‘policies’.
Comment:  comma not needed.
Rationale: correct punctuation.
	DECA
	Change made.

	284
	H.2.4
	H-3
	Issue: cut over time to EBS EC Program cited as 2014.
Comment: Is this still correct?
Rationale: Based on previous comments, ensure the 2014 cut over time frame is still current.
	DECA
	Change made.

	285
	H.2.5
	H3
	Issue:  ‘island card readers’
Comment:  should be defined
Rationale:  Not clear what this means.
	DECA
	Change made.

	286
	H.2.5
	Currently page 1, should be H-4
	Issue:  ‘Level III transactions’
Comment:  Does this statement mean transactions containing level III Data? If so, change to ‘…applies to all transactions containing level III data…’
Rationale: More clearly stated. 
	DECA
	Reviewed by DLA-E.

	287
	H.3.1
	Current page 1, should be page H-4
	Issue:  a-f
Comment:  There should be more information for each of these, such as : MCC’s : change to  “MCC’s shall be managed to ensure restriction of card use to a defined and finite group of merchants for fuel only. “
Rationale:
	DECA
	Change made.

	288
	H.5.3
	H-7
	Issue: References to Level I, II, and III transactions
Comment: Change to ‘transactions containing level I and II data will be billed a standard price….
  ‘Transactions containing Level III data will be priced by type….’
Rationale:  More clearly stated.
	DECA
	Change denied by DLA-E.

	289
	Appendix I
	1
	Issue: A/OPC definition
Comment: change to:  “An individual who has responsibility for implementing, maintaining, monitoring, and overseeing GPC Programs under their cognizance in accordance with governing statute, regulations, policies, and procedures.”
Rationale:  As currently written, it states what the A/OPC does instead of a definition of who they are. Also makes definitions of roles consistent across the roles.
	DECA
	Change made.

	290
	Appendix I
	1
	Definition of A/OPC omits travel card program.
	DIA
	Change made.

	291
	Appendix I
	1st and 2nd page of this section
	Issue:  Billing cycle Purchase Limit definition 4th sentence ‘…and shall be established for each CH account. It should reflect normal usage by the particular CH and must not default to the maximum available limit.”
Comment:  Change to:  ‘…and shall be established for each managing account. It should reflect normal usage by the particular CH’s under the managing account and must not default to the maximum available limit.”  It may be necessary to also add an entry for the CH cycle/30 day limit, which is applicable to the individual CH account.
Rationale:  In the first part of the definition it is stated ‘This limit, or the billing office limit,’ which is correct.  The Billing cycle limit refers to the managing account, not to the cardholder account. Making the change to the last two sentences makes it clear the Billing cycle limit is on the managing account, not on the CH account.  This change also provides for uniformity of reference in the ‘Billing Invoice’ definition appearing later on this page.
	DECA
	Change made.

	
	Appendix I
	9
	Cardholder definition does not include the travel cardholder.
	DIA
	Deny.  Charge card adequately refers to all GSA contract cards.

	292
	Appendix I
	Page numbers are not acting right  3rd page of this section
	Issue: Davis Bacon Act NOTE.
Comment:  Move the note to Sections A.2.3 f) and add to the prohibition on construction and copy also to Section B.3.4, h) Cardholder or Convenience Check Writer responsibilities regarding construction services.
Rationale:  This information is misplaced in the definitions section and is needed in the sections cited above.
	DECA
	Change made.

	293
	Appendix I
	?
	Missing definition for Component Program Manager.
	DIA
	Change made.

	294
	Appendix I
	1 (I-3?)
	Issue: The hyperlink after the definition of Contingency Operation
does not function.
Comment: Recommend replacing the hyperlink or deleting it.
Rationale: Correctness.
	OUSD(C) BIO
	Change made.

	295
	Appendix I
	Page numbers are not acting right  4th page of this section
	Issue:  Departmental Accountable Official definition 
Comment:  Add:  ‘GPC cardholder is a Departmental Accountable Official.’
Rationale:  The cardholder is always an accountable official, as the certifying officer relies on the information and documents provided by the CH to certify the invoice. Adding ‘cardholder’ to this list makes this clear and is consistent with statements made in section A.3.8.
	DECA
	Change made.

	296
	Appendix I
	Page numbers are not acting right  5th page of this section
	Issue: Fleet Card definition, 2nd sentence that starts ‘The purchase card….’
Comment:  Change to ‘The charge card…’
Rationale:  Use of the term ‘purchase’ here can be misconstrued to mean a ‘purchase card’ that can be used for fuel, when in fact both the purchase card and the fuel card are ‘charge cards’.   Defining the ‘fuel card’ as a ‘purchase card’ may result in misuse of a purchase card account.  The change also makes this definition consistent with the definitions of ‘Travel Card’ and ‘Government Purchase Card’ appearing later in this section, both of which include use of the term ‘charge card.’
	DECA
	Change made.

	297
	Appendix I
	Page numbers are not acting right  6th page of this section
	Issue: Hierarchy definition.
Comment: change to ‘The way in which charge card accounts are structured and organized within the organization responsible for issuing the charge card account.
Rationale:  More clearly states the definition of ‘hierarchy.’
	DECA
	Change made.

	298
	Appendix I
	7th page of this section
	Issue:  Merchant Category code definition
Comment:   Create a new entry for ‘blocked codes.’
Rationale:  The definition of MCC and the definition of Blocked MCCs should be separate in order to provide more clarity.  
	DECA
	Deny. 

	299
	Appendix I
	7th page of this section
	Issue: MCC definition
Comment: Move the section starting with ‘It is the responsibility…’ to the list of responsibilities of the A/OPC.  
Rationale: Responsibilities of the A/OPC should be grouped under the section for responsibilities and not sprinkled throughout the definitions section.
	DECA
	Change made.

	300
	Appendix I
	7th page of this section
	Issue:  Micro purchase definition paragraph (3), first line:  the letter ‘e’ is missing from the word ‘the.’
Comment:  Add the letter ‘e’ to ‘th’
Rationale: correct spelling error.
	DECA
	Change made.

	300a
	A.4.4.1
	A-34
	Issue:  Mandatory utilization of Wide Area Workflow (WAWF) to create and accept receiving reports is mandatory when the GPC is used as a method of payment.  
Comment:  Using WAWF is a cumbersome process requiring manual oversight.    Contract payment cardholder is not notified when invoice and receiving report are approved.     
Rationale:  In an effort to increase the number of contracts invoiced and receipted through WAWF, Defense Human Resources Activity (DHRA) implemented a pilot program to use WAWF for contract awards where the Government Purchase Card (GPC) was a method of payment.  For the pilot, a contract award using GPC was successfully routed through WAWF for payment by the GPC cardholder using CRCARD.  However, the process was cumbersome and required a great deal of manual oversight.  The cardholder did not receive email alerts from WAWF when the invoice and receiving report had been approved, so there was a risk that a payment could be missed.  As a result, DHRA halted the pilot program.  In our view to institute the mandatory use of WAWF would entail additional oversight and would result in a lack of confidence that the invoice/WAWF actions/status would be properly alerted and communicated to affected users.
	DHRA
	Deny. This is mandatory WAWF policy.

	301
	Appendix I
	8th page of this section
	Issue:  Misuse definition
Comment: Change to:  “Government purchase card transactions that are intended for government use but are not permitted by law, regulation, or organization policy.  Examples include certain types of purchases of meals or refreshments for government employees within their normal duty stations, purchases split to circumvent micro purchase or other single purchase limits, and purchases from other than statutorily designated sources, such as the Javits-Wagner-O’Day program (AbilityOne).”
Rationale:  Provides clear definition and specific examples; also consistent with the GAO’s definition of improper. 
	DECA
	Change made.

	302
	Appendix I
	9th page in this section
	Issue: Reservation of funds
Comment:  change ‘appropriated’ to ‘appropriate’
Rationale:  correct grammar.
	DECA
	Change made.

	303
	Appendix I
	9th page in this section
	Issue:  Ships Easy Acquisition (SEA) /card
Comment:  change from ‘The purchase card authorized to buy ships’…’  to ‘The charge card authorized…’
Rationale:  Consistent application of the term ‘charge card’ in defintions of the various types of charge cards and charge card program used by DoD.
	DECA
	Change made.

	304
	Appendix I
	I-12
	Issue: Definition of File Turn
Comment: Change to read: “Sum of Daily Balances divided by the Sum of Daily Sales”
Rationale: The SmartPay Master Contract uses the new definition.
	DTMO
	Change made

	305
	Appendix I
	I-13 (I-
6?)
	Issue: The hyperlink at the end of the definition of Humanitarian or
Peacekeeping Operation does not function.
Comment: Recommend replacing the hyperlink or deleting it.
Rationale: Correctness.
	OUSD(C) BIO
	Change made

	306
	Appendix I
	I-13
	Issue: Definition of Individually Billed Account
Comment: Add, at the end of the current text, “…and is responsible for making payments to the card issuing bank.”
Rationale: Added for clarity
	DTMO
	Change made

	307
	Appendix I
	1 (I-7?)
	Issue: For Micro-Purchase, subparagraph (3), there is a misspelled
word.
Comment: Replace “th” with “the” in the sentence “…determined by th head…”
Rationale: Correctness
	OUSD(C) BIO
	Change made

	308
	J.1.3
	J-1
	Issue: Add e) DoD FMR Vol 10, Ch 23
Comment: Purchase Card Payment Section of the FMR
Rationale: This Chapter covers DoD Purchase Card Payments and is another resource for the purchase card A/OPCs.
	NGA
	Change made.

	309
	J.1.3
	J-1
	Issue:  The addition of FAR Part 8 seems to be needed in this section since FAR Part 13 is called out specifically.

Rationale: Cardholders required to comply with FAR Part 8 use of mandatory sources
	DFAS, Integrated Card Management Office
	Change made.

	310
	J.2.2.R
	J-3
	Issue: Memo is listed in two places (J.2.2 r) and J.2.1 h).
Comment: One should be deleted. There is no apparent reason to list
it twice.
Rationale: Unnecessary duplication.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Change made.

	311
	Appendix J.2.3
	J-6
	Issue: Reference to Bank of America Task Order/Contract is outdated
Comment: Replace with “DoD Tailored Task Order with CitiBank”
	DTMO
	Change made

	312
	Appendix K
	
	Issue: The CONOPS was prepared back in 2002 prior to the CC Guidebook.  It is referenced from the EDI section of the Guidebook so non EDI information should be removed.   
Comment:   Format:  Appendix is not numbered correctly
Rationale:  Accuracy and reduce redundant information
	NAVSUP N85
	Pulled Appendix K and references to it from the Guidebook.  


	313
	Appendix K 2a
	2nd page of this section
	Issue: 5th sentence:  ‘Transmission will occur under either two methods’ 
Comment: Change to ‘Transmission will occur under either of two methods’
Rationale: added the word ‘of’ to provide missing word.
	DECA
	See #312

	314
	Appendix K 12b, c, d
	9th page of this section
	Issue:  description of management of rejects
Comment:  This is not a description of what is currently happening when a reject occurs.  Is this a ‘future’ concept?
Rationale:
	DECA
	See #312

	315
	Appendix K 13 b
	10th page of this section
	Issue: ‘The credit will be applied against the LOA.
Comment: Change to “The credit shall be applied to the correct LOA based on guidance from the cognizant Resource/Financial Manager.” 
Rationale:  Not clear which LOA is intended to be used: the same LOA that the charge used?  What if it is a rebate?
	DECA
	See #312

	316
	Appendix K 13 b  5th sentence of paragraph
	10th page of this section
	Issue: “In the case when a closed account carries a credit balance the amount shall be sent via check to an installation account predetermined by the A/OPC.”
Comment: change to “In the case when a closed account carries a credit balance, the amount shall be sent via check to the address and POC predetermined by the A/OPC.”
Rationale: This provides for differences among the military departments and Defense Agencies in how credit balance checks are managed without linking the activity to a specific account or installation.
	DECA
	See #312

	317
	Appendix K 13 b  6thh sentence of paragraph
	10th page of this section
	Issue: “The A/OPC shall work with his/her Resource/Financial Manager in identifying an account and in determining how the rebate will be distributed within the installation.”
Comment:  Change to:  “The A/OPC shall work with the cognizant Resource/Financial Manager in identifying the appropriate POC and in determining how the rebate will be distributed within the organization.”
Rationale:  This provides for differences among accounting systems, personnel, and program hierarchy of the Military Departments and Defense Agencies.
	DECA
	See #312

	318
	Appendix K 13 b  7th sentence of paragraph
	10th page of this section
	Issue: “The A/BO will send the check to the LOA and to the supporting accounting office with a request to deposit.”
Comment:  Change to:  “When a credit balance check is received by the A/BO or cardholder, it shall be forwarded to the cognizant A/OPC for coordination with the Resource/Financial Manager as stated above.”
Rationale:  Provides guidance that is not department/office specific.
	DECA
	See #312

	319
	Appendix K 14
	10th page of this section
	Issue:  References to the Purchase Card Program Management Office
Comment:  Change to Purchase Card Policy Office
Rationale:  Didn’t the PCPMO change to PCPO?
	DECA
	See #312

	320
	Appendix K 14 last sentence of paragraph
	10th page of this section
	Issue:  “Any requests for change or addition that exceed minimum elements needed to establish or match and obligation will be returned without action.”
Comment:  change ‘and’ to ‘an’
Rationale:  correct spelling of ‘an.’  If changing ‘and’ to ‘an’ changes the intent of this sentence, then please clarify what is meant because as it is written the sentence does not make sense.
	DECA
	See #312

	321
	Appendix K FA2 chart
Block A3 8 
	11th page of this setion
	Issue: FY values
Comment: add ‘ for funding lines that are not Fiscal Year related, these digits are filled with XXXX XXXX
Rationale:  FY data is filled with X for those lines that are not tied to a FY.
	DECA
	See #312

	322
	Appendix L
	
	Issue: Internal control guidance is written in the tone of a requirement.  
Comment:  When the GPC internal controls were reviewed earlier in 2013 the DON Comptrollers, OASN(FM&C), suggested a working group rewrite GPC internal controls, how was this suggestion dispositioned?
Rationale:   Section provides guidance of ways of providing reasonable assurance that internal controls are effective; however there may be other practices that may provide reasonable assurance of internal control effectiveness that required less effort and still provide reasonable assurance that controls are effectively being monitored.    A good example is internal control for the purchase log.  While the purchase log may be able to support: strategic sourcing, spend/track demand, trace property accountability, logistics allocations, and entitlement there are other ways to accomplish these tasks.  The real purpose of the purchase log is for reconciliation with the bank statement.
	NAVSUP N85
	Deny.  Purchase log internal control is designed to mitigate fraud risk by requiring a match of the billing statement with the log.

	323
	Appendix L
General
comment
	n/a
	Issue: Include requirement that documentation must be retained to support key controls are operating/in use.
Comment: As an example, the A/OPC is required to review and adjust spending limits; funds availability controls must be in place, etc. Evidence/supporting documentation of these reviews should be retained to demonstrate that these key controls are operating. Specific documentation doesn’t need to be identified, or elaborate.
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Deny.  The RAD application in PCOLS provides a scorecard that will track A/OPC actions.  We have to get out of the “paper’ mind set.

	324
	Appendix L
and 2.3.1.4
	L-22
	Issue: Appendix L, item 1, states that supervisors are responsible for ensuring CHs and AO/COs have taken training.
Comment: Consider retaining A/OPC central responsibility and
oversight for tracking and ensuring initial and refresher training has been completed (required in 2.3.1.4). Also, although an automated system captures training records, the control objective is to review and enforce training. Consider adding a requirement in 2.3.1.4 that documentation of this review and enforcement be retained to demonstrate the control is operating and effective.
Rationale: While the A/OPC may not be the CH’s supervisor, they are held responsible (per 2.3.1.4) and have access to ensure compliance with the card programs.
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Deny.  They already have this responsibility.  Training for the CO/CH is governed by the FMR.  Training required by the GPC program must be reported to the A/OPC so as to allow for follow-on automated tracking.

	325
	Appendix L 1 d)
	1st page of this section
	Issue:  Statement that refresher training required annually
Comment:  Change to:  Refresher GPC training for each GPC role (other than Certifying Officers)  shall be accomplished at a minimum of every two years and may be required by individual components more frequently.  
Rationale:  More clearly states the requirement-which is every two years.  The term ‘should’ does not carry any authority and confuses the issue when paired with ‘at a minimum’ in the same sentence.
	DECA
	Change made.

	326
	Appendix L 1 g)
	1st page of this section
	Issue:  “Certifying Officers and DAOs are required ….”
Comment:  change to:  “Certifying Officers and Approving/Billing Officials who are not certifying officers…”  
Rationale: Remove reference to DAOs (which includes CH).  DoD FMR Vol 5 Chap 33 requires the initial and annual certifying officer training only for the Certifying officer, not DAOs.  If DAO’s are included in this statement it will have the result of requiring CH, who are always DAOs to take the legislative training also, and retake it annually. 
	DECA
	Change made.

	327
	Appendix L 1 d) and g)
	1st page of this section
	Issue:  d) and g) are in conflict on the requirement for the frequency of refresher training.
Comment: to resolve the conflict, change  g) to:  Certifying Officers and A/BOs who are not certifying officers,  are required to complete initial Certifying Officer Legislation training  and annual refresher training thereafter.
Rationale:  Makes clear the frequency of refresher training for Certifying Officers.
	DECA
	Change made.

	328
	Appendix L 1 d) and g)
	1st page of this section
	Issue:  see above
Comment:  change d) to:  Refresher GPC training for each GPC role (other than Certifying Officers)  shall be accomplished at a minimum of every two years and may be required by individual components more frequently.  
Rationale:  de-conflicts with g) and removes the non-authoritative ‘should’ while retaining the option for annual frequency.
	DECA
	Change made.

	329
	Appendix L 1 a) – h)
	1st page of this section
	Issue: bullets a) through h)
Comment:  change by reordering as follows:  c), b), e) f), a), g) d)  h) 
Rationale: Random nature of these bullets is confusing and does not follow a logical progression. Re-ordering them follows a natural progression.
	DECA
	Change made.

	330
	
Append. L, #1(f) and (h)
	
L-22
	Issue: A/OPCs are responsible for tracking and ensuring mandatory GPC training requirements are met. Append. L, para. (h) states “supervisors shall ensure required annual training occurs and …shall provide the A/OPC with a statement confirming the initial Certifying Officer training has been successfully completed, and on an annual basis the refresher CO training.” At A.3.5.b, it states that “appointed certifying officers must complete an approved Certifying Officer legislation training course within two weeks of their appointment and before actually performing as Certifying Officers, and provide a printed copy of the course completion certificate to their supervisor.”
Comment: Is tracking training for Certifying Officers’ Certifying Officer legislation training the responsibility for only the Certifying Officer’s supervisor?  Recommend A/OPCs track this training also, in addition to revising the requirement from taking the training within two weeks of being appointed as a Certifying Officer to ‘prior to being appointed as a Certifying Officer.’      
Rationale:  If appointed Certifying Officer doesn’t meet the initial required Certifying Officer Legislation training within two weeks of appointment, the appointment must then be terminated.  Letters of Appointment as Billing Officials are processed simultaneously with Certifying Officer appointments via the DD577.  To prevent possible terminations and undue administrative work, it would make more sense for a proposed Billing Official/Certifying Officer to take the Certifying Officer Legislation training prior to being appointed as a Certifying Officer and Billing Official.  Since Certifying Officer Legislation training affects appointment as a Billing Official, it would also make sense for the A/OPC to track this training.
	
MDA-DAR
	Deny.  Existing purchase card policy and existing internal controls require completion of training prior to appointment.  The supervisor is responsible for ensuring that this training is completed and reporting such to A/OPC.

	331
	1 (f) and (g)
	L-22
	Issue: clarification
Comment:  it states DAOs are required to receive initial Certifying Officer training in their responsibilities and annual refresher training thereafter.  Is the initial certifying officer training the approved Certifying Officer Legislation training (course # FOB106)   per DODFMR vol 5 chap 33, 330302 dated Aug 2012 and the annual refresher training is it called  FM Silver Flag Refresher (DCO course)
Rationale: verification of the correct class to take
	SOCOM
	Change made.

	332
	Appendix L 1 h)
	1st page of this section
	Issue:  “Supervisors shall also provide the A/OPC with a statement confirming….and on an annual basis, affirmations that annual refresher.... and performance is acceptable.”
Comment:  Remove this sentence.
Rationale:  It is not required by DoD FMR Vol 5 chapt 33.  In addition, the certifying officer is required to submit a certificate of completion of the training and the A/OPC has already been made responsible for:  maintaining the documentation and recording it in system (bullets a) and f).  Requiring this would also make the A/OPC responsible for collecting this document as well, when the A/OPC already has the certificate of completion.  It is redundant and unnecessary.  Unless this ‘annual affirmation and performance appraisal’ can be accomplished automatically via a task in PCOLS, this should not be included in the guidebook as it is a burdensome requirement for the A/OPC that adds no value.
	DECA
	Partial concurrence.  Removed language “and performance is acceptable”.  Since online CO training is to be hosted by DAU later this year and the fact that PCOLS already accepts automated feeds from DAU, automated tracking of CO will soon be possible.

	333
	h )
	L-22
	Issue: in lieu of
Comment: change supervisor to A/OPC 

Rationale: Billing official’s responsibilities are not as detailed as a finance DAO
	SOCOM
	Deny.  DoD FMR requires this responsibility of supervisors.

	334
	Appendix L 2 i)

	2nd page of this section
	Issue:  “...maintain hard copy files that support all the above delegations and appointments until such time as the Department develops an automated capability to do so.”
Comment:  Change to “…such time as the ‘Agency/Organization develops….”
Rationale:  Some Agencies/Organizations currently have approved digitized filing systems.  Requiring hard copies of already digitized documents is costly, burdensome and adds no benefit.
	DECA
	Change made.

	335
	Appendix L 2 i)

	2nd page of this section
	Issue:  “...maintain hard copy files that support all the above delegations and appointments until such time as the Department develops an automated capability to do so.”
Comment:  Change to:  “….maintain files that support all the above delegations and appointments in accordance with local policy.”
Rationale:  Some Agencies/Organizations currently have approved digitized filing systems.  
	DECA
	See #334

	336
	
Append. L,
#2(i)
	
L-23
	Issue: Requirement for A/OPCs to retain hard copy files of appt. and delegation letters, DD577s.
Comment: Recommend this requirement be revised to allow either digital signatures or scanned copies of ‘wet’ signed documents be electronically retained. 
Rationale: Use of an electronic filing system with adequate controls to ensure the integrity of the digital images should negate the requirement to store duplicate hardcopy documents.
	
MDA-DAR
	Deny.  Wet signatures required.

	337
	b)
	L-24   
	Issue: clarification
Comment: do not understand what controlling CH account set-up means?  If using payment analytics does it apply?
Rationale:
	SOCOM
	Deny. Payment Analytics is US Bank's data mining tool that is used by agencies that have been granted a waiver. Since SOCOM has accounts that cannot be in PCOLS due to SOCOM's mission requirements. SOCOM has a waiver to use Payment Analytics for DM and to login directly to U.S. Bank to set-up accounts  
Army should be placing info in the SOCOM GPC SOP that they have a waiver to "control" their CH set-ups with the commercial purchase card bank provider in lieu of PCOLS.


	338
	Appendix L 3 c)
	3rd page of this section
	Issue: ‘…electronic document routing within the business workplace for special classifications of items such as hazardous ….”
Comment:  Not certain what is intended by this requirement.  Is the bank’s EAS supposed to support this?
Rationale: This is not a current capability in the banks EAS.
	DECA
	Change made.

	339
	Appendix L 3 d)
	3rd page of this section
	Issue:  CAC requirement..including certifications.
Comment:   not certain what is intended by this requirement.  Is the bank’s EAS required to be CAC enabled?  This is directly implied by the inclusion of ‘certifications’ in the sentence, as certifications are only done in the bank’s EAS.
Rationale: Not a current capability in the bank’s EAS. Is this referring to PCOLS? If so, PCOLS does not include transaction and certification data.
	DECA
	Deny.  Not sure how to make clearer.

	340
	Appendix L 4 a)-b)
	3rd page of this section
	Issue:  Is PCOLS intended to fulfill this requirement?  
Comment:  If so, state clearly that PCOLS deployment fulfills the requirements of this section.
Rationale:  PCOLS fulfillment of this requirement is only implied by the statement in b).
	DECA
	Deny.  Not sure how to make clearer.

	341
	Appendix L 5 c)
	4th page of this section
	Issue:  Retention for 10 years.
Comment:  Change to 6 years 3 months.
Rationale:  10 year retention is not required or supported by regulation.  
	DECA
	Change made.

	342
	Appendix L 5 d)
	4th page of this section
	Issue:  “…verified that all training required training is completed.”
Comment:  remove the first ‘training.’
Rationale:  eliminates extra word in sentence.
	DECA
	Change made.

	343
	Appendix L
	155
	Issue: Bank EAS; MCCs.
Comment: define or spell out acronyms.
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Deny. Acronyms already introduced.

	344
	1 g) & h)


	L-22 
	Issue: Annual refresher Certifying Officer training.  Refresher training is not defined.
Comment: DoD guidance contradicts and is not clear. FMR states in Vol 5, Ch 33, para. 330302, Appropriation Law training must occur every 3 years.  Recommend refresher training completed every 3 years (for purchase card certifiers).  Refresher training should consist of one of the following: agency specific fiscal/appropriation law or training specified in DoD FMR Vol 5, Ch 33, Section 330302.
Rationale: Many agencies have already invested in on-line fiscal/appropriation law training.  
	NGA
	Addressed in a previous item #.

	345
	Appendix L
	L-22
	Issue: The beginning of this appendix states that the controls are
mandatory; however, several of the items throughout this section talk
to best practices, or specifically state, “though not required…”
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Change made. 

	346
	
Append. L, #6(c), (e)
	
L-26
	Issue: It’s not clear whether CH monthly limit is required to be included in the Delegation of Procurement Authority Letter referenced in 6(c) and throughout the document where CH limits are referenced.     
Comment: If determined mandatory to include a monthly limit in the CH Delegation of Procurement Authority Letter, recommend this be clear throughout the document.
Rationale: While single purchase limits delineated in the Delegation Letter are directly tied to the FAR (i.e. micro-purchase threshold definition at FAR 2.101), monthly limits are tied to budgets/available funds, and current and projected requirements that can fluctuate sometimes on a monthly basis.  It can be administratively burdensome to require a new Delegation of Authority Letter be written each time the monthly limit changes. 
	
MDA-DAR
	Deny.  A/OPC required to review spending  annually and adjust limits as necessary.  Limits in the bank EAS” should mirror those in the Procurement Authority Letter.

	347
	b)
	L-28   
	Issue: clarification
Comment:   states An individual may not be assigned more than three CH Accounts.  
 Rationale: counter to the 7:1 ratio
	SOCOM
	Deny.  Comment confuses limit on number of CHs to managing accounts versus limits on number of CH accounts and individual may have.

	348
	
L, #8 a), c)
	
L-28

	Issue:  Clarification is needed on the total number of accounts an individual (Certifying Officer) can be responsible for as both an AO and an Alternate AO.   If a CO is assigned as a primary AO with 7 card accounts and is the Alternate for a managing account with 7 card accounts that puts them at 14 card accounts to manage.  Is that the intent or is the total number of card accounts 7 for both roles?  

Rationale: Clarification for the end user.
	
DFAS, Integrated Card Management Office
	Deny.  Same as #347.

	349
	8. c)
	L-28
	Issue: Certifying Officer shall not be assigned to more than two Managing Accounts; primary and one alternate.
Comment: This is an unrealistic expectation since many approving officials have training and supply accounts (two separate accounts) for which they approve in addition to serving as an alternate for another A/BO (who also may have two accounts, which would be a total of four).  Recommend removal and display of the average number of transactions approved within DoD as a guideline.
Rationale:  Small offices do not have the personnel/resources to have numerous A/BOs. It is also not cost-effective to have additional A/BOs as we are being asked to downsize, cut our budget and flatten our organization.
	NGA
	Change made.


	350
	Appendix L
	L-28
	Issue: 8a and 8b requirements for number of CH accounts are not
clear, appear to conflict.
Comment: Unclear
	OUSDC/ FIAR
	Change made.

	351
	a )
	L-29
	Issue: limited manning
Comment: :it states:  A/BOs shall not be CHs within the same Managing Account.  
Rationale: Exception to be made when BO does not reconcile own CH account it is reconciled by another individual.   Some units are very small with only 2-3 individuals.
	SOCOM
	Deny.  

	352
	Append. L,
#10(d);
Append. I
	
L-30
I-15
	Issue: Minimum purchase log entries listed in Append. L differ from those listed in the definition for ‘Purchase Log’ in Appendix I.  
Comment: Recommend revising one of the paragraphs to reflect same info as the other.
Rationale: Minimum purchase card log entries should be consistent. 
	
MDA-DAR
	Change made.

	353
	Appendix L
12b) and c)
	
	Issue: “…so disputed or fraudulent transactions are never included in the billing statement.”
Comment: remove this phrase.
Rationale: disputed or fraudulent transactions are not removed:  they are credited, which does not result in the charging transaction disappearing but rather will result in a crediting tx to offset the charge .
	DECA
	Change made.

	354
	15a)
	L-34
	Issue: Governing Language section has none stated.
Comment: Some of the guidance language is similar to that in DoD FMR Volume 3, Chapter 8, paragraph 080202.G. Suggest using the FMR as part of that section’s reference.
Rationale: Adds a reference for the reader.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Change made.

	355
	Appendix L 16
	
	Issue: Dispute authority….60 days from date of billing statement
Comment:  change to:  90 days of transaction processing date.
Rationale:  The correct time period for disputing is 90 days from transaction date.  Making this correction makes the dispute time period consistently stated throughout this guide.
	DECA
	Change made.

	356
	Append. L, #16, Description Block
	
L-34
	Issue: Within the description, days to dispute is stated as 60 days from statement date. 
Comment: Recommend changing “60 days from the date of the billing statement (invoice)” to “90 days from the date the transaction posts to the account.”
Rationale: 90 days is consistent with dispute timeframe throughout the document, e.g. para A.1.4 on page A-9 and para A.1.9 on page A-13.
	
MDA-DAR
	Change made.

	357
	Appendix L 16 a)
	
	Issue: …this will minimize the occurrence of disputable transactions….
Comment:  remove this statement.
Rationale: See previous comment for Appendix L 12b) and c), above.
	DECA
	Change made.

	358
	Appendix L 18 a)
	
	Issue:  last sentence of a):  “This is additional documentation and, for support of the transaction, it shall not be altered.”
Comment: Not exactly clear what this means.  Is it meant to say “This is additional documentation for support of the transaction.”?  To what does the ‘it shall not be altered’ refer? 
Rationale:  Meaning and impact unclear.  This sentence seems redundant, as the first sentence states  it is supporting documentation.  Why restate it and add that it shall not be altered? Is it meant to state ‘it shall not be altered after appending?’
	DECA
	Change made.

	359
	Appendix L 18 e)
	
	Issue:  60 day dispute reference
Comment:  change to 90 days.
Rationale:  consistency in document – the dispute period is 90 days from transaction processing date.
	DECA
	Change made.

	360
	Appendix L 18 e)
	
	Issue: Last sentence: “Further, they shall link acceptance to the transactions.”
Comment:  What is meant by ‘link’ and what is meant by ‘acceptance’ in this context?  How would this be accomplished?  Recommend changing the wording to describe exactly what it is the cardholder/certifying officer is being required to do and how this would be accomplished.
Rationale:  Someone trying to comply with this sentence is going to have questions about those two words and how this is done in an EDI environment where the cardholder is locked out after certification.
	DECA
	Deny.  This is a requirement for Components that utilize the “pay and confirm” process.

	361
	A.1.11 & 19
	L-36
	Issue: Short Payment of fraudulent transactions is required in FMR Vol. 10, Chapter 23, 230403 A. and conflicts with this draft guidance. 
Comment: Recommend FMR be updated to remove the short pay requirement since “short payment” is not possible with the DoD EDI system. 
Rationale: We can “pay & chase” fraudulent charges. DoD Guidance should be consistent.

	NGA
	Change made.

	362
	19. i)

A.1.1.2 & 
A.1.1.2.2

A.1.8. e) & a) 
	L-36,

A-4 & 


A-12
	Issue: Keeping records for 10 years should be limited to Foreign Military Sales (not all records).
Comment:  FMR Vol 10, Ch 23, 230211 B. and the GSA Master contract requires records be kept for a max. of 6 yrs. 3 months (above the micro-purchase threshold and when fraud occurs) & 3 years  (for the micro-purchase threshold) after final payment for cardholder records.
Rationale: The cost involved in keeping all records for 10 years will outweigh the benefit.  Card transactions are supposed to be for a quick delivery (within 30 days).  It doesn’t make sense to keep the records for 10 years (longer than most contract files).  Also, recommend adding the word “records” to the last sentence in paragraph A.1.8 e) a), page A-12 after Certifying Officers.  Should the second a) be shown as 1) and the second b) be shown as 2)?
	NGA
	Change made.

	363
	Appendix L 19 a)
	
	Issue: “Once…”
Comment:  change ‘Once’ to ‘After’
Rationale: Better grammar
	DECA
	Change made.

	364
	Appendix L 19  a) vs c)
	
	Issue: c) appears to repeat what is stated in a)
Comment: Delete c) and change a) to:  “After the A/BO/Certifying Officer has determined the information on the original invoice (paper or electronic, in accordance with Agency/Organization policy) is proper for payment, they will affix their signature (pen and ink or electronic signature, in accordance with Agency/Organization policy) with the standard certification statement.”  
Rationale: eliminates redundancy and addresses electronic and paper certification together in one place.
	DECA
	Change made.

	365
	Appendix L 19 d)
	
	Issue: It appears this paragraph addresses how to handle a paper invoice.
Comment:  Change d) to:  “When necessary to certify a paper invoice….” And delete the word ‘original’ wherever it appears in this paragraph.
Rationale:  Are any paper invoices being mailed to any organization in DoD?  Aren’t all entities retrieving their ‘invoice’ from the Bank’s EAS even if they are not certifying in the EAS?  If all ‘invoices’ are retrieved from the EAS, then any ‘paper’ invoice is actually a printed copy of the electronic invoice, and not an original at all.
	DECA
	Deny in order to accommodate classified programs/operations.

	366
	Appendix L 19 f)
	
	Issue: Short payment
Comment:  Change  the sentence starting with ‘Known…’ to “Known or suspected fraudulent transactions not initiated by the authorized CH shall be reported as fraud directly to the issuing bank.  If certification must be accomplished on invoices that contain fraudulent transactions of this nature, the cardholder shall create an order record that identifies the transaction as fraud and include in the description the date the fraud was reported to the Bank.  The CH shall also create a credit order record for the credit transaction(s) the bank will issue to offset the amount of the fraudulent transaction(s).  Notwithstanding these measures, CH and certifying officers shall make every effort to accomplish a timely certification of the invoice.” 
Rationale: short payment is not possible for organizations that are certifying via EDI. It is not possible to certify any part of the invoice unless all transactions are reviewed and certified. If the transaction is properly reported as FRAUD (rather than being ‘disputed’), the account  is terminated by the bank, and the transactions are transferred to a replacement account  where a credit will be applied.  But the certification must proceed or the account will be delinquent.  However, it is possible that the credit for a fraudulent transaction may post in the next cycle rather than in the same cycle as the fraudulent transaction. It is simply not possible to comply with this directive if the organization is utilizing EDI certification.  Furthermore, this issue was fully addressed in the previous review done on this guidebook , and the adjudication matrix included with this guide indicated  references to ‘short payment’ were all deleted—that does not appear to be an accurate statement.

	DECA
	Changes made.

	367
	Append. L, #19(f) and (g);

	L-36

	Issue: Apparent conflicting guidance in this paragraph versus what’s
stated in A.1.11 on page A-14 that says do not short pay invoices
containing fraudulent transactions.
Comment: The policy needs to be clear as to whether the invoices are
to be short paid or the cardholder is to wait for the fraudulent
transactions to be removed by the bank before approving the
statement.
Rationale: Need consistency and clarity in the guidance.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Changes made.

	368
	Append. L, #19(f) and (g);
A.1.11, 4th para.
	
L-36



A-14
	Issue: Appendix L, #19(f) states that transaction(s) posted on invoices/statements that are fraudulent transactions shall not be certified for payment and the invoice “short paid.” Para A.1.11, 4th para, states “in no instance will invoices be “short paid” to remove the fraudulent transactions.”
Comment: Recommend changing or clarifying one of the statements.
Rationale: Procedure for processing the invoice containing fraudulent charges should be clear and consistent throughout the document.
	
MDA-DAR
	Changes made.

	369
	Appendix L 19 g)
	
	Issue: reference to short payment
Comment: delete paragraph g)
Rationale: see rationale in previous comment.
	DECA
	Changes made.

	370
	Appendix L 19 h)
	
	Issue:  ‘…so that fraudulent transactions are never included in the corresponding billing statement.”
Comment:  change to:  “so that any fraudulent transactions are properly and timely reported to the bank and result in off-setting credit transactions on the corresponding billing statement.”
Rationale: see previous comments.
	DECA
	Deny.  Comment is US Bank specific.

	371
	Appendix L 19 i)
	L-36
	Issue: The paragraph cites the document retention period as being 10 years, which applies only to FMS transactions. See DoD FMR Volume 5, Chapter 33, paragraph 330706. 6 years and 3 months is the current retention policy for non-FMS related transactions which are the predominant GPC transactions. Also FMR Vol. 1, Chapter 9 “Financial Records Retention” contains the retention policy for financial records created or received and maintained by all elements of the Department of Defense and should be referenced.
Comment: The wording should be corrected to reflect both periods if the GPC is used for FMS. FMR Vol. 1 Chapter 9 needs to be cited as the policy source for financial record retention policy in those instances citing such records.
Rationale: Correctness. Also, NARA would have to approve any
retention period longer than the 6 years, 3 months for non-FMS
transactions.
	DCFO/A&FP
	Change made.

	372
	Appendix L 19 i)
	
	Issue:  retention for 10 years.
Comment: change to 6 years 3 months after certification for payment.
Rationale: compliant with current regulatory requirements under the DoD FMR.
	DECA
	Change made.

	373
	Appendix L 20 
	
	Issue: Name and description block
Comment:  change to:  “All Components shall implement  effective systems, techniques, and technologies that review all GPC transactions.  The PCOLS Data Mining tool fulfills this requirement. If an organization cannot deploy PCOLS, the organization shall employ other data mining technology that will accomplish review of all GPC transactions. ”
Rationale:  Supporting reference does not include the term ‘Data Mining’ and therefore does not support this requirement.  The supporting reference does include the requirement to use technologies to aid in reviewing transactions and the guidebook can define those required technologies as ‘data mining’ and the use of PCOLS to fulfill the requirement.
	DECA
	Deny.  PCOLS is the only authorized system to screen for CH misuse.

	374
	Appendix L 20 b)
	
	Issue:  “…compare them with data from purchase logs, WAWF and electronic data access.”
Comment:  delete electronic data access  
Rationale:  what is meant by ‘electronic data access?’  is the current data mining tool (PCOLS) able to compare transactions with ‘electronic data access?’   
	DECA
	Change made.

	375
	Appendix L 20 b)
	
	Issue:  “…compare them with data from purchase logs, WAWF and electronic data access.”
Comment:  delete this paragraph.  
Rationale:  Does the current data mining tool, PCOLS, have the capability of comparing transactions with purchase logs, WAWF or ‘electronic data access?’   To do so, the data mining tool would have to be able to query the bank’s EAS, where the electronic purchase log is located and query WAWF for CRDCARD receiving reports.  Is this a current capability? Is the Guidebook requiring something it is not possible to accomplish?
	DECA
	Change made.

	376
	References to S. 300 Government Charge Card Abuse Prevention Act of 2012
	
	Issue:  S. 300 is a Senate Bill
Comment:  change all references from S. 300  to Public Law No. 112-194
Rationale:  ‘S. 300’ refers to a Senate Bill.   A Senate Bill has no force or authority.  The bill was passed and became Law on October 5, 2012, therefore there is no S 300 any longer.
	DECA
	Change made.

	377
	Throughout


	
	Issue:  Recommend double-checking all the hyperlinks to the United States Codes (USC).  Several were found to not work;  Example: 10 USC 101(a)(13) on page I-10 (what should be I-10, but is labeled as “1”)

Rationale:  Accuracy. 
	DFAS, Accounting Policy
	Change made.

	378
	Entire document.
	
	Issue: Hyperlink not functioning.
Comment: For hyperlinks outside the DoD, recommend not using
hyperlinks as several did not work. Recommend pointing to the source
of the data without the hyperlink.
Rationale: To ensure all hyperlinks work.
	OUSD(C) BIO
	Change made.

	379
	
	
	DISA is currently not staffed to review this 200 page draft.  (both our primary level three position is vacant and also our level four).
We just want to stress the importance of what Jim voiced about recurring purchases.

Classic example:  a building needs television service.  Direct TV wants $30 a month, flat fee, and the plan is blocked from any add-ons.  It is an insult to taxpayers that this situation requires the organization ask a Contracting Officer to write a $360 contract for "off the shelf, low cost utilities".
Recommendation:  If twelve MRCs plus the NRC is less than $3,000, this recurring service be legal as a micro buy.

We need to think forward:  telecom is getting cheaper and more popular, sequestration is the law and Dept of Defense MUST find smarter ways to do business.
	DISA
	Change made.

	380
	
	
	Revalidate context of references to FMR Volume 5, Chapter 33, as it’s been updated.
	Greg Plasters, 3/9/14
	Change made.

	381
	
	
	Look at DoD FMR Volume 5, Chapter 17, and look for an overarching placeholder to include.
	Greg Plasters, 3/9/14
	Memo drafted.
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