10/15/2007

AMCOPS (750-1)
MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION
SUBJECT:  Minutes from the Exchange Pricing (EP)/DLMS Joint Service Working Session – 7 SEP 07
1.  PLACE AND DATE.  An EP/DLMS Joint Service working session was held at HQAMC, Fort Belvoir, VA 7 SEP 07.

2.  ATTENDEES.  Participants included representatives from the following organizations: OSD, HQ DLA/DLMSO, DFAS (Indianapolis and Rock Island, IL), HQ DA (G-4, ABO), HQ AMC G-3, LAISO, LOGSA, LCMCs (AMCOM), PM LMP, LSSO, CSC, AT&T EP Team, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corp. 
3. BACKGROUND.  This was a follow-on to an initial session conducted on 13 AUG 07 where DLA/DLMSO and the Department’s logistics trading partners met to explore the value of DoD standardizing, across the Services, EP business rules and information exchange requirements in a DLMS environment.  The objective of this particular meeting was to communicate to DLMSO a more in depth understanding of the information exchange requirements needed to support Army’s planned EP implementation approach.

4.  DISCUSSION.


a. Ms. Sarah Cook opened the session with introductory remarks and introduction of participants.  Ms. Ellen Hilert, DLMSO led the ensuing discussion by restating the purpose of the session and asking for the Services feed back on the value of standardizing EP information exchange requirements at an inter-Service level rather than each component separately implementing EP.

b. Services response to Ms. Hilert’s question follows:

· USAF: The USAF representatives stated the AF is moving away from EP, which was a surprise to all present including OSD, DLA/DLMSO representatives.  In addition, the AF representative indicated beginning in FY08; its reparable program will be reimbursed through its Flying Hour Program.

· Army G-4:  The Army G-4 representative stated that standardizing both logistics and financial transactions is currently a challenge on an intra-Service basis let alone trying to support standardization of EP at an inter-service level.

· ASA(FM&C):  Representatives for both organizations reiterated the Army G-4 representative remarks.

· HQAMC: AMC representatives echoed Army G-4 position and further explained that we (Army) have completely different business processes from the USN and USAF. 
· Navy:  Issue is how Services utilize Total Obligation Authority (TOA).  WCF-SM billing customers/Appropriated Accounts the standard price will temporally inflate WCF-SM Cash Balances.  These inflated cash balances would be vulnerable to OMB and OSD (C) redistributions to Appropriated Accounts. Inter-Service processes are the majority of the business which works well.  Intra DoD sales account for 1% of our Depot Level Repairable exchange business.  In the current DLR billing process, DoN

(NAVICP) bills the standard price and grants credit upon receipt of the carcass.
c. Follow-on discussion focused on EP process, transaction flows and defense/explanation of the Proposed DLMS Change (PDC) to support Army’s implementation approach.  There were a couple of questions about some of the specifics of the coding, i.e., on the D6R, why do we need a type credit indicator code if we already have an EP indicator code and the condition code?  Also, why do we need to include the type indicator code for credit?  The other two codes could be used to determine the credit allowed.  The reason that code is important to DLMS is it would be a new code they would have to establish.

They also asked about the catalog EP pricing elements being added to the catalog.  Exactly where is this code being added and who is involved in putting those codes in the file?  We told her (Hilert) it was in the AMDF portion of FEDLOG and LOGSA and DLIS were involved.  Our contact has all been with LOGSA and she wanted us to follow-up with them to make sure DLIS was being kept up to date.

5.
Summary: Ms. Hilert, DLMSO concluded that there is not sufficient support for pursuing inter-Service standardization of EP information exchange requirements at this time.  Without a business case analysis, it is not possible to determine whether the cost/return on investment would outweigh the benefits of standardization and interoperability given the Services unique business practices and supporting infrastructure.  In addition, more detailed EP process flows and associated details in the PDC will better assist DLMSO in supporting Army EP implementation requirements.
10. ACTIONS/TASKERS.
a. AMC G3-EI, LAISO, and AT&T GSI - Work together to provide DLMSO detailed EP process flows.  The process flows will accompany the PDC in order to clearly convey requirements.

b. AMC G3-EI - Provide an explanation why the requirement for the type credit indicator (D6R).  In other words, why do you need a type credit indicator on the D6R if you already have an EP indicator and the condition code?  The EP indicator and the condition code may be used to determine the credit allowed.

c. LAISO – Add DAASC requirements to the EP PDC.  The process flows provided reflected a DAASC conversion requirement, but the requirement was not stated in the PDC.
d. LAISO/PM LMP – Revise, as appropriate the EP PDC, to include detail process flows and other detail information needed to clearly define requirements.  There was not enough detail on procedures in the PDC.  Such details are required to adequately update the DLMS manual. Also, the PDC should clearly identify any expectations for non-Army system interfaces, e.g. Distribution Standard System.
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