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TPPS Oversight Council Minutes
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November 14, 2007 – 1200 to 1600 EDT

Place: 
Office of the Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Transportation Policy)-Arlington
HHG and Freight Implementation Highlights

HHG Implementation Highlights – Phase I (EDI 810):

· DoD PowerTrack PM [Hawbecker] emphasized the significance of HHG implementation progress: in February 2005, no HHG sites were automated, and many did not even have PowerTrack accounts.
· HHG USAF: [Per Hawbecker] DoD PowerTrack PMO and USAF are working to address numerous HHG USAF touchpoints; dates for next steps have not been assigned yet.
Freight Implementation Highlights:

· DCMA: DoD PowerTrack PM [Hawbecker] inquired who at DCMA is controlling the site closure schedule.  DoD PowerTrack PMO would like visibility of the DCMA site closure schedule once details are confirmed.  DCMA [Loviska] has this for action.
· DCMA: Loviska expressed concerns about DCMA’s manual LOA percentage.  Hawbecker informed DCMA that they could discuss more in depth offline to find the root cause; suspect that the issue can be alleviated by automation of AINs (i.e. Navy AINs) and non-converting FMS Army TACs.

· Navy: Hawbecker informed that the FY08 Site Implementation Schedule has received significant recognition at the senior level.

· Navy: Hawbecker advised that the ‘Seg-Manual Seg’ portion of the “Navy LOAs That Passed Through GEX” graph (Slide 21) indicates opportunity costs of not automating Navy AINs.

· Navy: Navy [Boylan] reported that Navy has added 5 new, non-automated sites in the Pacific.  Hawbecker expressed that these sites need to be added to Navy’s implementation schedule, as Navy is scheduled for automation to be complete by the end of FY 2008.

· Navy: Boylan asked why slide #20 reported an electronic percentage of 68%, but the graph on slide #21 shows 28%.  IBM [Hamilton] explained that this discrepancy exists across the Services as the 68% represents the certified electronic percentage for automated sites only while the 28% represents the electronic percentage of BoLs submitted from the shipper systems to PowerTrack for both automated and non-automated sites.  The 68% after-certification percentage also includes carrier invoices and other transactions generated in PowerTrack as well as LOA changes made by the COs in PowerTrack.  This discrepancy is reduced as the Services automate their shipper sites and AINs.
· Army: Hawbecker added that the PMO is tracking implementation progress; the most recent report showed that 99% of automated Army sites’ PSIs have been paid.  Hamilton also noted that electronic invoices have been getting paid and resolved more quickly than manual invoices.

· DLA: DLA [Morrow] expects that the interim solution for DDC automation should be completed by the end of the fiscal year.  Hawbecker reiterated the PMO’s willingness to work with DLA to achieve customized solutions for automation.

· USAF: USTRANSCOM [Spencer] inquired as to why the final EDI 821 will be a part of USAF implementation while the initial EDI 821 will not.  Hamilton informed that the IAPS DEARS III release will be able to accept final EDI 821 files but not initial EDI 821 files.

· USAF: USAF [Topolosky] asked about the certainty of the estimated timeline table (Slide 26).  Hawbecker advised that the PMO has performed this type of testing and implementation before, so he is confident of the stated duration, but timeframes are dependent upon IAPS system readiness.

Enhanced LOA Display in PowerTrack:
· DoD PowerTrack PM [Hawbecker] explained that prior to this solution, LOA information that was already available on a BoL was being blocked at GEX.  The estimated 60 hours of DFAS time saved may not seem like a lot, but this time saved shows that DFAS is working to improve payment processing time. 
· Navy [Boylan] inquired where the accounting data is coming from.  IBM [Hamilton] explained that the source depends on the shipper; for example, for GFM, accounting data comes from FACTS.
· Hawbecker shared that when TACs show the default manual accounting code (as per the left screenshot on Slide 31), DoD PowerTrack PMO now knows that there is an issue with the TAC conversion.
· Boylan and DCMA [Loviska] inquired if this solution affects carrier invoicing.  IBM informed that this solution has no impact on transactions created in PowerTrack.  
TGET-PowerTrack Chart of Accounts (COA) Interface Update:
· IBM [Hamilton] stated that the TGET 814 Interface solution allows Certifying Officers (COs) to search the Accounting Code Name for the TAC value, which should be an added benefit for HHG COs.  Additionally, IBM clarified that if a TAC does not convert at the HHG shipper system, PowerTrack can attempt conversion of the TAC upon the transaction’s entry into PowerTrack.
TGET Status Report
· TGET Release TG 0201 implements improvements requested as a result of acceptance testing for TG 0200.
· TGET has completed internal testing.  Next steps are for the TAC coordinators to review, then TGET will complete the build process and implement on 12/3.

· TGET has encountered issues with the process for granting web-access to LOAs, but is slowly getting user access approved and processed.

· Joan Ellmer is helping customers segment LOAs so that all FY08 data can be loaded into TGET.

· DoD PowerTrack PM [Hawbecker] asked if TGET had issued guidance to the user community for loading FY 08 TACs/LOAs into TGET.  TGET PM [Martinez] responded that guidance for inputting LOAs into TGET was issued to the TAC coordinators.  Council agreed that formal timelines for entering data into TGET need to be incorporated into the DTR in the TAC chapter, so that LOAs/TACs are available for the FY changeover.  OADUSD (TP) will draft this guidance with input from TGET PMO, DoD PowerTrack PMO and USTRANSCOM.  OADUSD (TP) will issue a memo for FY 09 if the DTR cannot be updated in time.  
· TGET was planning on quarterly releases during FY08.  However, due to the delayed feedback on the functional requirement document (FRD), a January 2008 release is no longer feasible.  OADUSD (TP) [Callewaert] has received final feedback from the Services/Agencies on requirements prioritization.  Callewaert will update and re-distribute the FRD shortly.  This will allow TGET PMO to establish what will be in the next release and the timeline for release.

· TGET will experience a turnover in their developer personnel at the end of the month.  So, new developers will be working on the next TGET release.
PowerTrack Data Storage 

· DoD has yet to determine how PowerTrack data beyond the contractually obligated 16 months will be stored.

· PowerTrack was originally just a billing service to execute invoice payment.  U.S. Bank was contractually obligated to store (for 16 months) only those data elements that supported actual payment.  However, the Services wanted more data elements stored, to create a repository for transportation and logistics data. Today, most data elements on the EDI 858 (BoL) are stored by PowerTrack.  However, some data elements are dropped.

· U.S. Bank recently submitted invoices for $2.8 million to recoup storage costs.  DFAS rejected the invoices because they were not included in the current contract.  U.S. Bank has contacted GSA for resolution, current status is unknown.  This is a potential accounting liability.  The invoiced amount would be subject to review and negotiation and would have to be shared across the Services.  Whether the amount invoiced is fair and reasonable has yet to be determined.  Potential discrepancies include: 1) U.S. Bank began charging from the first day the DoD used PowerTrack instead of the contract period of 16 months old and 2) there is a non-visible rate in U.S. Bank’s calculation.
· U.S. Bank is viewing the $2.8M invoice for DoD PowerTrack data storage and long-term data retention as two separate issues.
· DoD’s requirements for DoD PowerTrack data storage are three-fold:

· Archive capability to fulfill National Archives and Records Administration (NARA), court and audit requirements.  GSA will develop this requirement.
· Access to analytical data.  Services need to identify their requirements.
· Long-term data retention (and readability as data ages and technology advances)
· OADUSD (TP) [Schutz] analyzed the pros and cons of various solutions, but PowerTrack appeared to be the best option. This further dedicates the DoD to use PowerTrack for transportation after the GSA Smart Pay contract expires.

· DoD PowerTrack PM [Hawbecker] inquired if there were DoD standards for storing and archiving electronic data and if an enterprise solution currently exists.  BTA [Jordan] has storage capability but not access for analytics, but will follow-up on what standards and options might exist.
· DLA [Morrow] recommended the option of using IGC (Integrated Data Environment Global Convergence).

· Navy [Boylan] inquired if there is an option to trade-off PowerTrack rebates for data storage.

· Hawbecker would like to build the requirement into the SOW used for the next third party payment servicer’s contract.
Third Party Payment Systems DFARS Exemption

· DFARS modification mandates use of WAWF as the single system without exception.
· OADUSD (TP), along with input from USTRANSCOM, recommended a modification to the verbiage to exempt commercial transportation services using approved third party payment systems like PowerTrack and USTRANSCOM billing systems.
eBill Guidance
· OADUSD (TP) [Callewaert] explained that unlinked eBills do not have a proper audit trail and are ‘blank checks’ to the vendor.  To make an unlinked eBill auditable, the CO needs to add so much information that the work involved is similar to creating a new BoL.  Also, PowerTrack notes cannot be retrieved for audit.  Therefore, OADUSD (TP) issued a memo prohibiting unlinked eBills and is seeking comment.
· DODIG [Malone] reminded the counsel that guidance effective July 2007 is already in place to eliminate the use of unlinked eBills except for small parcel shipments.
· USAF [Reece] informed that not all small parcel vendors have implemented the matching model in PowerTrack yet.  In these instances, USAF uses the Simplicity database and creates unlinked eBills in PowerTrack.  AFMC LSO expects to transition UPS shipments in six months but is unsure of the timeline for FedEx shipments.  USAF will prepare a waiver request if needed.
· OADUSD (TP) [Schutz] shared that the new PowerTrack release will have the ability to scan in paper invoices, which could replace unlinked eBills.

· DLA [Morrow] stated that the ability to scan documents into PowerTrack may be useful to upload pictures of damages and link them to a shipment for Transportation Discrepancy Reports (TDR), Supply Discrepancy Reports (SDR) or Product Quality Deficiency Report (PQDR).  There is no good DoD process for TDR/SDR/PQDRs today.
Billing and Payment of Commercial Small Package Shipments

· Small parcel manual invoices were being rejected by DFAS, citing the OADUSD (TP) “Billing and Payment of Commercial Small Package Express Shipment” memo.  This caused late invoice payment and interest fees, so DFAS has temporarily resumed processing manual invoices.  
· DFAS wants to eliminate paper invoices as it is costly to the Services for DFAS to manually process small dollar invoices.
· FedEx assigns accounts without oversight or traceability.  The Services don’t even know that bills are not getting paid until the liability has grown large enough for FedEx to raise it.  Current guidance for administrative shipments is to use credit cards or the established TO infrastructure as opposed to establishing new accounts with commercial small package carriers.
· OADUSD (TP) memo requests that the Services submit waivers for their activities that cannot support the electronic process to TP for approval.  DLA [Morrow] inquired about how DFAS plans to manage all the waivers that are submitted.  Waivers should be submitted at the Service level.
· Navy [Boylan] has no oversight of which activities are submitting paper invoices today and requested that DFAS identify the activities submitting paper invoices so that he can address the issue.
· DFAS [Per Hawbecker] is unable to tie back manual payments to commercial small package carriers by Service.  
· Council input on the OADUSD (TP) memo is requested.  DoD PowerTrack PM [Hawbecker] asked the council members to identify issues, alternatives and potential solutions.
DODIG PowerTrack Internal Controls Review
· DODIG is auditing a random sample of 265 FY 07 Freight PSIs to review certification, payment dates, interest paid and carrying balances (outstanding balance due on the PSI).  To date, 60% of PSIs reviewed have a carrying balance.  DODIG is working to determine root causes.
· DODIG has also selected 13 accounts (SDDC-Sealift, McAlester AAP, Ft. Hood, FISC ATC San Diego, NEXCOM, AFMS, Travis AFB, Camp Pendleton, Camp LeJuene, DDC, DESC Houston, AFIS Direct and AFIS Appropriated) from which they will randomly select transactions for review.  DODIG will be looking for possible duplicate payments and reviewing PowerTrack controls i.e. auto-cancellation.  Transactions should be selected before the holidays with site visits to be scheduled in January and February.
· DoD PowerTrack PM [Hawbecker] requested notification if DODIG finds differences between electronic and manual sites and across DFAS Vendor Pay offices.

· DODIG recommended an update to the DTR as it has not been updated since its creation in 2001.  Hawbecker responded that the DTR was last updated in 2005.

· OADUSD is attempting to get USTRANSCOM to complete a process and business rules review and review the DODIG results before implementing any changes.

Action Items

	#
	Assigned POC
	Topic
	Task

	1
	OADUSD (TP)
	TGET Status Report 
	Draft guidance (with input from TGET PMO, DoD PowerTrack PMO and USTRANSCOM) with formal timelines for entering data into TGET to ensure that TACs/LOAs are available for the FY 09 changeover.  Draft guidance will be incorporated into the DTR TAC chapter.  

	2
	BTA
	PowerTrack Data Storage
	Inquire on DoD standards for storing and archiving electronic data and enterprise solutions.
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