Action Item Tracker – MRA Focus Supply PRC Meeting 13-3 (September 19, 2013)
Follow-up sent to Supply PRC April 16, 2015, with Responses due by May 15, 2015 in anticipation of Supply PRC Meeting 15-2 – MRA Focus 
Current as of June 23, 2015  

	No
	Reference
	Action Item
	Responsibility
	Target Due Date
	Status
	Notes

	1
	Minutes
§ b.(4)
Page 3
	Navy provide additional information if there is a specific MRA Report requirement relating to part numbers.
	Navy
	30 Jan 2014
19 SEP 2014
	Closed
	8/20/2/14 – No additional input. The Defense Logistics Management Standards Office (DLMSO) will close Action Item if no input by 9/19/2014.
11/10/14-DLMSO closed Action Item; no additional Navy input was received.

	2
	Minutes
§ c.(3)
Page 4
	DLA Transaction Services review requirement for adding the three data pattern COMMRIs and identify any issues with the requirement.
	DLA Transaction Services
	18 Nov 2013
	Closed
	10/11/13 – Initial response from DLA Transaction Services indicates the three data pattern COMMRIs are feasible.  Multiple issues/questions raised that will be addressed in PDC 1086.
6/18/2014 – DLMSO released ADC 1086.

	3
	Minutes
§ d
Page 5
	Supply PRC representatives to review the examples of the receipt scenario cited for each Component in draft PDC 1087, and provide language to include in PDC for their Component. 
	All Supply PRC Representatives 
	12 Nov 2013
	Closed
	11/5/13 – DLMSO followed up for responses.
11/12/13 – Interim Navy explanation of MRA & Navy ERP.
11/17/13 - Army provided response. 
1/7/14 - PDC 1087 released for 30 day staffing.
6/12/2014 – DLMSO released ADC 1087.

	4
	Minutes
§ d
Page 5
	Identify if your Component is compliant in generating MRA follow-ups under MILSTRAP rules, and if not, provide the anticipated timeline for implementation.
	Army
Air Force
Marine Corps
	Provide in response to PDC 1087 
	Closed
	11/12/13 – Navy Response:  Navy not sending follow-ups for delinquent MRA.
12/20/13 – DLA Response:  DLA is compliant with MRA follow-up process.
6/12/14 – Army confirmed not sending follow-ups for delinquent MRA. Pending corrected logic in LMP
3/14/14  – Air Force response confirmed they are compliant with MRA follow-up process using MILSTRAP  legacy DIC DRF
2/11/14 – Marine Corps response confirmed they are compliant with MRA follow-up process 
6/12/2014 – DLMSO released ADC 1087. 

	5
	Minutes
§ h
Page 6
	Air Force and Navy Supply PRC representatives provide input on the pending questions identified on the MRA Report business rules decision tree.
	Air Force
Navy
	30 Jan 2014
22 Jan 2014
	Closed
	12/4/13 – Received Air Force Response. 
1/10/14 – DLMSO response to Air Force for clarification of several Air Force responses.
1/28/2014 – Received Air Force clarification
1/10/14 – DLMSO follow-up on the 9/10/13 response DLMSO set to Navy to clarify the Navy MRA questions.
1/30/2014 and 1/31/2014 – Received Navy response/ clarification

	6
	Minutes
§ i
Page 7
	DLA provide a periodic update to DLMSO regarding the status of implementing an MRA solution for the processes identified in this section addressing known MRA gaps.
	DLA
	Ongoing
	Open
	8/21/14 – DLA noted that as of April 2014, EMALL uses the 527R, instead of the incorrect 861, for the MRA transaction.  The MRO program is an ongoing major effort by DLA to get it to comply with various Audit areas, one of which is MRA.  Until MRO is complete, Medical or Subsistence probably will not get touched.  IPV is another audit focus area that is ongoing, with that program looking for options for MRA generation in light of the fact that the Army does not submit requisitions, nor receive due-ins, and thus cannot generate receipts/MRAs for these items.  The KYLOC gap is not recognized as an audit-related impact and thus will not get worked anytime in the near future.

	7
	Minutes
§ j
Page 7
	Navy update the status of known MRA gaps.
	Navy
	Ongoing
	Open
	6/16/15 – Navy identified a new MRA gap.  When an out-of-scope (external to Navy ERP) customer orders a DLA-managed item (9 COG) which is sourced from Navy assets (via RRAM, NAS or co-located DD), DAAS logic cannot determine which type of activity issued the material and therefore sends the MRA to DLA (source of supply), which did not issue the material.  When this occurs, the shipping activity does not have a record of the MRA and will continue to send follow-up transactions.  Next step is to consult R-Supply and DAAS SMEs to assess the possibility of removing the DAAS logic.

	8
	Minutes
§ j 
Page 7
	Navy research and confirm whether the Navy Single Supply Baseline initiative will fix the MRA gaps that exist with R-Supply.
	Navy
	30 Jan 2014
19 Sep 2014
10 Dec 2014
	Closed
	6/16/15 – The Naval Operational Supply System (NOSS), which is a component of Navy Operational Business Logistics Enterprise (NOBLE) (formerly Navy Single Supply Baseline) will fix the known gap by including the capability to release MRA actions automatically.  Planned implementation by FY20.

	9
	Minutes
§ j
Page 8
	Navy verify if the RIC “XZZ” is a pseudo RIC used as a null value in transaction processing.
	Navy
	30 Jan 2014
19 Sep 2014
10 Dec 2014
	Open
	6/3/15 –   Navy input noted XZZ is not a RIC; it is a Source of Supply (SOS) in FLIS.  DoD 4100.39-M, Volume 6, Section 6.7.8 (Source of Supply Inactivation and Deletion) describes when XZZ is assigned as SOS.
DLMSO Response:  Navy input at SPRC 13-3 noted, “The rule was created in the 2003 time frame because RSupply Afloat was having problems putting the correct RIC-To in their MRA transactions where the system was picking up the depot RIC vs the ICP RIC.  This resulted in the ships receiving numerous Follow-up for Delinquent MRA transactions for the ICPs and creating a significant manual workload.”  It may very well relate to the FLIS usage of a pseudo SoS but we do not see where the Navy tied the two together in their response.  Is the use of XZZ tied somehow to the FLIS documented use of pseudo SOS or is it a coincidence that it was used by DAAS as part of a workaround for R-Supply MRA processing?

	10
	Minutes
§ j
Page 8
	Navy provide an update on their “No MRA Required” policy that is programmed into Navy ERP, and ensure their procedures are consistent with DOD MILSTRAP/DLMS MRA guidance.
	Navy
	Ongoing
	Open
	11/12/13 – Navy email provided interim explanation for absence of DOD MRA requirements in Navy ERP.
6/16/15 – Navy business rules with respect to the use of MRAs have not changed.  Navy needs to prepare an Engineering Change Proposal (ECP) to require these transactions. Navy will submit a trouble ticket/Change Request to require these transactions in ERP.

	11
	Minutes
§ k
Page 8
	Army provide a response to identify any known MRA gaps and answer the question whether the MRA transaction (generating and follow-up) is implemented in LMP.
	Army
	19 Sep 2014
10 Dec 2014

	Open
	6/12/14 – Army confirmed not sending follow-ups for delinquent MRA. Pending corrected logic in LMP

	12
	Minutes
§ m
Page 8
	Army provide input on implementation of ADC 247 (Use of TCN in MRA and Receipt Transactions).
	Army
	30 Jan 2014
19 Sep 2014
10 Dec 2014

	Open
	No updates received

	13
	Minutes
§ m
Page 8
	Navy provide timeline for working ADC 247 in to Navy ERP (e.g., development of an SCR or a scheduled implementation timeline).
	Navy
	30 Jan 2014
19 Sep 2014
10 Dec 2014
	Open
	6/16/15 – Navy continues to evaluate this action item. A future Navy ERP change Request may be required.

	14
	Minutes
§ m
Page 8
	Air Force report on implementation status to eliminate the workaround process and provide a timeline for the retail side (to include in the PDC).  (Reference ADC 247)
	Air Force
	30 Jan 2014
19 Sep 2014
10 Dec 2014


	Open
	12/4/13 – CAV-AF – ADC 247 in place waiting for DLMS implementation. 
Retail – Tracking requirement but is only doing FIAR changes. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]6/23/15 - AF Retail (ILS-S) reply: – ADC 247 is part of AF In-Transit requirement, ILS-S v 4.7.13 scheduled for release in (Aug 2016).  
Wholesale – CSRD written for D035 to do DLMS, no implementation date.
4/16/15 – No further updates received

	15
	Minutes
§ m
Page 8
	Marine Corps provide input on implementation of ADC 247.
	USMC
	30 Jan 2014
19 Sep 2014
10 Dec 2014
	Open
	No updates received

	16
	Minutes
§ m
Page 9
	DLA Headquarters provide input on implementation of ADC 247
	DLA
	30 Jan 2014
10 Dec 2014

	Open
	1/28/14 – DLA confirmed this is not implemented in EBS as intended.  EBS may recognize TCN as part of transaction, but does not use it to perform validations/duplication checks.
4/17/14 – RFC submitted on 11/18/14.
3/16/15 – Revised RFC justification sent on 3/16/15. 
8/21/14 – DLMSO noted if ADC 247 (add TCN to MRA) was written today, it would have been noted as Audit Readiness and FIAR impact. Absence of the TCN and associated split/partial shipment information was a procedural and systemic gap in the MRA process. One of the reasons for ADC 247 was increased use of partial shipments in DLA DSS, which resulted in considerable DOD processing problems when receipt and MRA systems/procedures were not considering the TCN partial and split shipment codes.  As multiple Shipment Status (AS_) transactions are received with the same document number/suffix, but different TCNs due to partial shipments, when the first shipment processes, lack of due-in for subsequent shipments could result in associated SDRs.  There may be a similar problem with trans-shipment activity split shipments.

	17
	Minutes
§ n
Page 9
	Services review procedures to ensure that the proper suffixes are identified in the MRA transactions to align with the suffixes identified in the corresponding shipment status.  
	All
	30 Jan 2014
19 Sep 2014
10 Dec 2014

	Open
	6/16/15 – When Navy ERP generates an outgoing requisition (A0_) to DLA, and DLA splits the order, Navy ERP should send corresponding suffix-coded MRA transactions.  Navy will submit a trouble ticket/Change Request to require these transactions in Navy ERP.
6/23/15 – AF Retail (ILS-S) reply: ILS-S MRA programs generate accurate DLMS 527Rs with the correct suffix code contingent upon base user entering correct value on REC input.

	18
	Minutes
§ n
Page 9
	Marine Corps to research why MRA transactions are being sent to the RIC – LA9 (Advanced Military Packaging – MILSTRIP Orders, Oshkosh, WI.  LA9 is not a valid wholesale ICP RIC per LMARS business rules and confirmed during the staffing of ADC 1025.  If LA9 is in fact a wholesale ICP RIC, then Marine Corps needs to submit PDC to update LMARS business rules to reflect that change.
	USMC
	30 Jan 2014
19 Sep 2014
10 Dec 2014

	Open
	No updates received

	19
	Minutes
§ n
Page 9
	Navy submit a PDC to define and document their Service unique data requirement for RP 77-80 (Service-use field) in the MRA legacy transaction (DRA) and clarify the procedures being used.
	Navy
	30 Jan 2014
19 Sep 2014
10 Dec 2014

	Open
	6/16/15 – PDC should not be required.  The two examples provided identify that the site/user basically copied the last transaction they received (AE1 status) and changed the DIC to DRA.  In doing this, the structure/card columns (ccs) did not match the DRA layout.

	20
	Minutes
§ n
Page 10
	GSA provide feedback on the results of their internal analysis of why some shipment status transactions are not being sent and take action to correct processing issues where not consistent with MILSTRIP procedures.
	GSA
	30 Jan 2014
10 Dec 2014
	Open
	8/21/14 – GSA did not comment on the results on the analysis on the 100 document numbers, but it appears the problem was related to issues out of GSA distribution centers.  GSA is closing their two distribution centers by 31 Dec 2014, and implementing a DLMS compliant Order Management System (OMS).  The next OMS release is planned for July 2015 which should address this issue.  

	21
	Minutes
§ n
Page 10
	Army research Army-directed shipments that result in MRA transactions with no corresponding shipment status. (If from wholesale assets, both a shipment status and MRA are required.)
	Army
	30 Jan 2014
19 Sep 2014
10 Dec 2014


	Open
	No updates received
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