Automated Payment and Accounting Process Implementation

Working Group In-Process Review Minutes

Date: 
June 20, 2007 – 0900 to 1500 EDT

Place: 
Office of the Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Transportation Policy)-Arlington
Action items indicated with a ** as the starting bullet and a blue bold font.

 Reconciling HHG Payments to the Member/Order and Obligation

PowerTrack provides unique identifiers on the EDI 810 such as the PowerTrack Invoice Number, PowerTrack Account Number, J1 (SDN), TCN and BoL which can assist in reconciliation. 
Navy Reconciliation Process

· Navy [Tucker] would like the BoL to be passed in the UDF 810 to One-Pay.  One-Pay is ready for testing this change.  The DoD PowerTrack PMO is awaiting Northrop Grumman Mission Systems (NGMS) to confirm the level of effort (LOE).  Navy expects the PMO approval within the next week or two.  FRS and DCAS have confirmed that they are able to receive this information. 

· Navy [Tucker] is trying to connect the systems through the BoL. The HHG shipments are booked in TOPS and transmitted to CWA which is maintained by SDDC.  The BoL is created with an eight position number.  The BoL becomes the source document and is transmitted to GEX and PowerTrack.  If the BoL number was passed to One Pay and FRS, then Navy BUPERS could tie the payment data with the BoL number to support obligation liquidation and the member’s entitlement.
Army Reconciliation Process

· Army reported that they have no issues with the existing HHG reconciliation process.
· DoD PowerTrack PMO [Ken Soderlund] stated that Army SDNs are reconciled in MILPAY.  Currently, a HHG unique SDN is added to the PowerTrack invoice at GEX to differentiate and reconcile HHG invoices. 

USMC Reconciliation Process

· A web order system creates a unique SDN for the member’s move.  The TAC and unique SDN are entered in TOPS, but CWA converts the TAC to the LOA maintained in TGET and the unique SDN is lost in the current process.  USMC obligations are recorded at the SDN level, but payments are sent with the SDN for the LOA in TGET (converted based on the TAC entered) which distinguishes the purpose of the move only and not the member moving.
· USMC wants CWA/DPS to pass the unique SDN entered by the PPSO in TOPS on the LOA in the 858 submitted to PowerTrack.  This will allow payments to be made and tracked for the member and allow for prevalidation and liquidation of the obligations.
USAF Reconciliation Process

· AF [Goodson] reported that Ken Moore has been working with AF personnel to have a SDN on all personnel orders, but has encountered some privacy issues surrounding using social security numbers.  Additionally, they would need to use 4-5 TACs per PCS order to reconcile back to the JBook.
· There is no PCS order writer for the DoD, but it does exist for the reserves.
· There is no automated interface between the orders writing system and accounts payable system which creates reconciliation issues.  DIMHRS is supposed to resolve this by obligating for each travel order and interfacing with the accounts payable system.  
USCG Reconciliation Process

· USCG [Brown] is able to reconcile their HHG shipments as each invoice has a purpose code in CWA.  USCG uses a single TAC but the CWA Branch of Service report provides the purpose code which allows them to break the obligation/expense into object class.  

· DoD PowerTrack PM [Hawbecker] asked if USMC could use this as an interim solution while the SDN issue is addressed.
Next Steps
**
DoDIG will check with SDDC/USTRANSCOM to see if current DPS requirements incorporate applying the unique SDN entered into TOPS by the PPSOs into the LOA (J1 segment) on the EDI 858 submitted to PowerTrack.  This is required for reconciliation of HHG payments to the member/order and obligation.

**
DoD PowerTrack PMO [Hawbecker] would like a follow-on meeting with USMC to discuss an interim fix for the challenges currently faced in reconciling HHG payments to the member/order and obligation.  This will kickoff a working group to include USAF and Navy in future meetings. 
Reconciling DFAS Payments to US Bank

DoD PowerTrack PMO has added reconciliation of the EDI 810 to the UDF 810 to ensure a UDF generates, as appropriate.

Reconciling DFAS Payments to US Bank

· Navy [Tucker] is requesting that Navy Certifying Officers reconcile invoice amounts and paid amounts in PowerTrack – looking at the buyer PO/TCN detail, matching it up to the original BoL paper invoice then checking against what is recorded in PowerTrack.  Through this analysis, Navy has found that some amounts go unpaid because some invoices sent to DFAS Kansas City are not making it into the entitlement system.  Currently Navy does not have oversight of what is dropping off.  The root of the problem does not seem to be DFAS or GEX.  Additionally, this issue does not seem to be the result of insufficient obligations since insufficient obligations would hit suspended fields, instead of completely dropping off.  This issue affects both Freight and HHG.

· DoDIG [Varner] has observed similar transmission issues between source systems and GEX where the Service sends a file but it gets dropped and does not hit suspended fields.  Varner does not believe this to be a DFAS or GEX issue.  DFAS IT is working with the Service IT folks to reconcile the transfer integrity files.
· Navy [Jones] has additional examples which can be provided upon request.

· USMC [Per Bernhardt] inquired where one would go to find out if an invoice was not paid.  DoD PowerTrack PM [Per Hawbecker] informed that Metrics Analysis System (MAS) would be the appropriate tool.

· DLA [Morrow] believes there are rolling balances that go back to the origin of PowerTrack.  DLA views MAS as a solution but shared concerns of how much historical data was available.  DoD PowerTrack PM [Vanaver] advised that the MAS contains payment information since 2001 – it does not go back to the origin of PowerTrack.

· Army [Hammond] mentioned that Army had raised concerns about reconciliation problems back in 2000 and DFAS had assured that it was not a problem.  DoD PowerTrack PM [Hawbecker] responded that the basis of those concerns can be researched today since we now have a record of each invoice balance and payments made.
DFAS Payment Reconciliation Process – MAS

· The MAS provides a means to reconcile DFAS payments to US Bank invoices.  PowerTrack Summary Invoices cycle on 15th of the month and payment must be processed by the 30th of the month.  DFAS payment extracts will be received by the 5th business day of the following month and take 2-3 business days to load in the MAS.  

· My Invoice System is primarily for vendor use.  As it develops, it may have similar functions as the MAS in providing visibility of what has not been paid by account but in real-time.

Carrier Invoicing 
Navy Carrier Invoicing

· Navy [Tucker] reported that PowerTrack began mapping the TAC to the carrier invoice in 2003.  Navy Transportation Officers enter the TAC as the last four digits of the “Internal” or “Customer Billing Reference” in the carrier’s shipper system (typically TCN followed by the TAC).  The Customer Billing Reference is then mapped to the Buyer Doc ID and the last four characters are mapped to the Shorthand Alias 1 in PowerTrack.  This substantially decreases the workload for the Transportation Office, because with one look at the Buyer Doc ID in  PowerTrack’s Payment List View, the TAC can be noted.  Without this model, for every transaction, the Transportation Officer would be required to go into additional windows to view the TAC, which creates additional workload.

· Navy [Tucker] finds the cons of carrier invoicing manageable because of labor reduction and greater benefit received from pros.  DoDIG [Varner] pointed out that “no auto-approval” is actually a PRO in their view as it maintains internal controls and makes carrier invoicing an acceptable payment model.
Army Carrier Invoicing

· Army [Taylor] supports three invoicing models: Matching Model, Shipper Invoicing, and Carrier Invoicing.
· DoDIG [Varner] reported that Army business rules indicate that Army uses carrier invoicing without auto approval extensively.

USMC Carrier Invoicing

· HQMC [Sullivan] encourages the use of Carrier Invoicing vice eBills/Self Invoicing when Matching Model is unavailable.

· Four of twelve USMC sites use Carrier Invoicing, while the remaining eight sites find eBills easier to use.

· For Carrier Invoicing, the TAC is generated from the last four digits of the TCN reference field.  USMC has found this to be an easy to understand process across TOs and has helped rotating personnel understand how the TAC converts.  However, the CONUS portion of an OCONUS shipment has inconsistent TAC generation in PowerTrack.  While the TAC is visible in the TCN, it is not always mapped to the shorthand alias 1.
· USMC allows automatic approval for all shipments under an established cost threshold to save TO review and approval time.
· All returned shipments must be worked via eBill because they would be seen as duplicate invoices in PowerTrack using the carrier invoicing model.

DLA Carrier Invoicing

· DLA [Morrow] explained that both eBills and Carrier Invoicing are used across DLA’s 26 depots.  Carrier invoicing is used with ASAC and DHL.
· Automatic approval is set up on a case by case basis, dependant on carrier relationship.

· DSS generates the buyer side of the document, but it is not loaded in PowerTrack because the payment model is set to carrier invoicing.  The carrier invoice loads to the default accounting code and the TOs manually change the TAC in PowerTrack.  
· DSS cannot create a buyer doc that recognizes all the accessorials until the carrier invoice is received.  So, a matching model would require tolerances large enough to allow for differences due to accessorials or all BoLs would fall into audit exception.
USAF Carrier Invoicing

· USAF [Tirey] shared that USAF uses carrier invoicing with a few carriers, including ASAC and DHL with no auto approval.  

· Air Force auditors discourage the use of Carrier Invoicing and for that reason Carrier Invoicing is minimally used.  Matching Model testing with UPS and FedEx has been ongoing for the past 2.5 to 3 years.
· AF non-PowerTrack enabled sites invoice with the USAF Simplicity System:

· An EDI invoice is received from FedEx.

· The EDI invoice is processed internally (outside PowerTrack).  Charges are validated and compared against the TO’s CMOS submission.
· COs certify the shipment for payment in Simplicity.
· Payment to FedEx is initiated in PowerTrack with an unlinked eBill.

· USAF [Tirey] shared that matching model with FedEx has been rocky and there were no good no pay processes, however the two years spent creating work-a-rounds has produced a better matching process today.  FedEx accessorials can now be recognized in PowerTrack as supplemental invoices via linked eBills and former CMOS issues were resolved using Tracker Lite.

Discussion
· DoDIG [Varner] shared that when DoD began using PowerTrack, Carrier Invoicing was not an option.

· US Bank [Owen] explained that HHG follows Matching Model but really is similar to a Carrier Invoicing Model since the CWA BoL is rated and generated from the carrier invoice.

· USAF [Goodson] added that HHG pays up to the entitlement, but payment is not made until delivery occurs and charges are known.

· DoDIG [Varner] recommends that everyone review their business models and ensure they are backed up by a solid and defendable business plan.

Data Standardization 
· US Bank [Owens] would like to wait until the next council meeting to present their position on data standardization.  This is a complex issue with three different shipper systems and two types of 858s (freight and express).  US Bank currently maintains separate maps for the different shipper systems and would like to get to one freight map and one express map.  However, data needs to be submitted in standard fields to allow for this.  
· US Bank would like to standardize where data elements are submitted within the file, which impacts where the data is stored in PowerTrack.  This also has implications at a DoD enterprise level as it aids in the DoD goal to standardize data for improved data mining and comparative analysis.  
**
US Bank will present 858 data standardization at the next TPPS Oversight Council meeting.

Ocean Carriers

Background and Issues

· IBS generates flat files instead of EDI files. The early expectation was to move over to EDI because of flat file limitations.  SDDC changed to a more secure transmission mode (from FTP to HTPPS) which gave better visibility of transmission problems by allowing file receipt acknowledgements, but did not address the quality issues. 

· Flat file limitations create process failures which lead to dysfunctional behavior by buyers and sellers.  
ANSI X12 vs. Flat File 

· ANSI X12 has three lines of header information versus the flat file which only contains the filename.
· ANSI X12 submits LOA in FA2 format versus the flat file which submits a text LOA.

Metrics
· Days sales outstanding (DSO) is approaching 40 days when it should be 10 days. 
· High audit exception rates create manual workload.  

· High use of eBills require manual effort to generate.  Ocean eBill rate as a percentage of total ocean invoices is 35% vs. the DoD-wide Freight eBill rate of 2%.  Ocean eBills are used due to additional war risk charges, mismatches between shipper and carrier bills, and carrier generated due to missing BoLs in PowerTrack. 

Payment Models Used
· Shipper Invoicing:  Carriers accept buyer’s document (BoL) annotated with an incorrect rate in order to get paid and chase the difference via an eBill. 

· Matching Model:  Carriers send an accurate invoice, but the invoice becomes an audit exception due to Bunker Adjustment Factor (BAF), which adjusts for volatility in fuel prices, and War Risk Surcharges that were not accurately or completely submitted on the buyer’s doc (BoL).  

Next Steps
· DoDIG [Varner] believes that asking SDDC to address all of these issues now will meet resistance due to BRAC and other issues being worked by SDDC.  DoDIG recommends that they leverage their current relationship with SDDC to act as an advisory partner on the issues identified and keep Fred Schutz and Bill Hawbecker updated.  

**
DoD PowerTrack PMO will approach SDDC to discuss implementing a map change to covert the current flat file submitted from IBS for ocean business to the standard ANSI X12 EDI 858 format.  This should be able to be accomplished with a map change.

· DLA [Morrow] has intermittent problems getting carriers to refund duplicate payments.  DSS is sending 858s but they believe that IBS is also submitting DLA shipments; thereby sending duplicate feeds to PowerTrack.  DoDIG is aware of the problem and is taking action at SDDC to stop the duplicate IBS transmission. 

GFM-CMOS Conversion
· Army [McCall] has elected to adopt CMOS as its shipper system.  Two activities, Ft Drum and Fort Eustis are to participate in testing.

· Army-CMOS transactions will be parsed at GEX and submitted to FACTS for TAC conversion.  Non-Army shipments will continue to route to TRACKER for TAC conversion.  
· IBM [Hamilton] asked how GEX would parse Army vs. non-Army shipments.  Army advised that GEX has the capability to parse out Army-CMOS transactions based on the GBLOC.  IBM advised that in prior testing with GEX, GEX was not capable of routing shipments by GBLOC and uses header information to route 858s. 

**
Army [McCall] to provide IBM [Hamilton] and the DoD PowerTrack PM [Hawbecker] with the last discussion memos with GEX explaining how GEX will parse Army and non-Army CMOS files.

· Army G4 [McCall] has teamed up with ASA-FM, US Bank, FACTS, and OSD to coordinate the Army CMOS transition.  A timeline has been established and a test plan is in place.

· Army [Hammond] slated to transition one site from GFM to CMOS in mid-July.

**
DoD PowerTrack PM [Hawbecker] requested a coordinated Army testing and implementation plan. 
· Navy [Murray] is currently using GFM, but foresees Navy converting to CMOS in the future as well.

· According to US Bank [Owen], the GFM to CMOS conversion is a low risk switch.  US Bank [Owen] anticipates the only changes at PowerTrack will be the sort key and the source shipper system.

Action Items

	#
	Assigned POC
	Topic
	Task

	1
	Council Members
	Charter Review
	Mr. Fred Schutz will resend the final TPPS Charter for the Council members to sign-off.

	2
	DoDIG
	Reconciling HHG Payments to the Member/Order and Obligation
	DoDIG will check with SDDC/USTRANSCOM to see if current DPS requirements incorporate applying the unique SDN entered into TOPS by the PPSOs into the LOA (J1 segment) on the EDI 858 submitted to PowerTrack.  This is required for reconciliation of HHG payments to the member/order and obligation.

	3
	DoD PowerTrack PMO
	Reconciling HHG Payments to the Member/Order and Obligation
	DoD PowerTrack PMO will coordinate a follow-on meeting with USMC to discuss an interim fix for the challenges currently faced in reconciling HHG payments to the member/order and obligation.  This will kickoff a working group to include USAF and Navy in future meetings.

	4
	US Bank
	Data Standardization
	US Bank will present 858 data standardization at the next TPPS Oversight Council meeting.

	5
	DoD PowerTrack PMO
	Ocean Carriers
	DoD PowerTrack PMO will approach SDDC to discuss implementing a map change to covert the current flat file submitted from IBS for ocean business to the standard ANSI X12 EDI 858 format.

	6
	Army
	GFM-CMOS Conversion
	Army is developing a coordinated testing and implementation plan for GFM to CMOS conversion.

	7
	Army
	GFM-CMOS Conversion
	Army will send the last discussion memos with GEX explaining how GEX will parse Army and non-Army CMOS files (as part of the GFM-CMOS conversion) to the DoD PowerTrack PMO.

	8
	Council co-chairs
	IPR/Council Meeting
	Council co-chairs will identify a set of dates for the next council meeting to be held in November or early December.  
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