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Introduction

The Chief Financial Officers (CFO) Council established the Financial Acceleration Committee to address accelerated reporting issues, problems, requirements and timelines. On February 27, this committee convened a forum at the Department of Commerce to gain insight into the FY 2003 reporting process and share lessons learned with the CFO community. More than 200 people from 36 departments, agencies, and organizations attended the forum, with 19 representatives from 12 agencies sharing their experiences.

Key Points

The speakers described their experiences in creating a performance and accountability report (PAR) and issuing financial statements. They also proposed numerous recommendations for improvement, with many of the recommendations having one common theme—sound project management practices are essential to success. Some of the key points they made include the following:

· Extensive communication with all affected individuals—auditors, program personnel, managers, financial reporting staff, performance reporting staff, and central agency personnel—is critical.  

· A detailed project plan that defines the numerous tasks and interdependencies should be established early in the process.  

· Managers should monitor progress against the plan closely and be prepared to adjust it to meet changing circumstances or unplanned events.

· Management should engage their auditors early to plan the audit; the plan should include estimation approaches, requirements and timelines for information needed by the auditor, and financial management and auditor resources. 

Opening Remarks

Mr. Donald Hammond, Chairman of the Financial Acceleration Committee and Fiscal Assistant Secretary, Department of Treasury, opened the forum by summarizing the importance and impact of the financial acceleration effort. He emphasized that one of the primary benefits from the effort is that completed financial statements will be available for use in the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) pass-back process 9 months from the date of the forum. The personal and organizational benefits from those statements will also be significant, while the process will instill confidence in the government-wide financial statements. Mr. Hammond further commended the outstanding work of the agencies in the FY 2003 financial statement process—approximately three-fourths of the major agencies released their financial statements, with clean audit opinions, by December 31. He concluded by stating a belief that the reporting goal for FY 2004, November 15, is achievable and worth the effort.

Mr. David Zavada, Branch Chief of Financial Standards and Grants, OMB, followed Mr. Hammond by thanking him for leading the financial acceleration effort and all of the agencies for their efforts. He noted that financial acceleration is a key part of the President’s Management Agenda, and that discipline and control were the foundation for financial acceleration, but strong leadership, careful planning, innovative thinking, and changing the culture of the organization were also required.

Session 1

In the first round table session, representatives from the Department of Education (ED), the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), and the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) shared their perspectives on how they were able to achieve the November 15 deadline in FY 2003, a year in advance. Following each presentation, the three agencies answered questions posed by the forum attendees.

ED Perspective

ED’s mission is to ensure equal access to education and promote educational excellence throughout the nation. The department has an annual budget of $63 billion, with 206 appropriations and 7 agency location codes (ALC’s). ED’s programs touch every area/level of education. The department is comprised of 4,350 employees, with 10 regional offices and 12 field offices.

ED’s approach to acceleration was to optimize its financial management systems and processes, which include the general ledger, loans, grants, purchasing, and travel. ED was able to expedite monthly closing, improve planning and audit execution, sustain strong leadership guidance and support, and formalize its financial statement preparation process.

ED’s examples of what worked include:

· An established cash management and control system;

· Statements produced and analyzed by fund, appropriation, and organizational component;

· Interactive collaboration on development of the final report;

· Audit coordination and communication;

· Financial statement planning and preparation, with a mission to deliver quality statements consistently and timely.

ED’s examples of what did not work, and lessons learned, include:

· Last minute changes to overall report;

· Formatting and data presentation decisions needed earlier; and

· Not enough time allotted to review graphics/pictures.

ED’s perceived challenges for FY 2004 PAR acceleration include:

· Improving the reconciliation of intergovernmental activities—improving communication with trading partners; preparing additional intergovernmental transaction guidance; clarifying descriptions and explanations for trading partner “99” and credit reform related “Identified Differences”;

· Preparing for the new Treasury Closing Package process—coordinating with the financial statement team; determining proper data accumulation processes; implementing new agreed-upon procedures; and

· Implementing the Intergovernmental Transaction Exchange (IGTE).

HHS Perspective

HHS is comprised of 11 operating divisions. It is the largest grant-making agency in the federal government. HHS is concurrently implementing a new financial management system. HHS submitted its FY 2003 PAR to OMB on November 15 and earned its fifth consecutive clean audit opinion.

HHS shifted its audit approach from “bottom-up”, or multiple individual audits, to “top-down”—a more consolidated approach. Some individual audits were retained due to policy, public law or charter requirement.

HHS used a workgroup approach to address the many facets of acceleration. The workgroups were comprised of inter-Operating Division committees and included Office of the Inspector General (OIG)/audit advisors. The workgroups addressed key PAR elements (audit, estimation and closing, and performance and accountability reporting). Committee efforts were often integrated. A steering committee was established to monitor progress and advise workgroups.

HHS described several workgroup accomplishments:

· Audit—Implemented an improved, top-down approach; developed a new information and communication process; developed milestones; and conducted bi-weekly/weekly meetings.

· Estimation and Closing—Submitted 3rd quarter statements early; documented policies and procedures; and improved grants closing.

· Performance and Accountability Reporting—Prepared 3rd quarter draft PAR; streamlined PAR measures; and negotiated an accelerated OMB review.

HHS encountered the following issues and obstacles:

· Antiquated, non-integrated financial systems resulted in workarounds and manual processes. (HHS is implementing a new system.)

· Some Federal Agencies’ Centralized Trial-Balance System (FACTS) II/Statement of Budgetary Resources reconciliations were not completed timely.

· Fund balance reconciliations were complex, involving hundreds of appropriation accounts.

· Intra-departmental communications needed better coordination to minimize redundancy, ensure a better understanding of what is requested, and to maintain flexibility.

· Reliance on third party data—both public (OPM, DOL, Bureau of Public Debt) and private (Medicare contractors)—put the November 15 deadline at risk.

· Implementation of accelerated quarterly reporting—Auditors will place more emphasis on this interim data and will audit 3rd quarter data and roll forward to 4th quarter. This will allow much of the audit work to be performed earlier in the process and will increase HHS’ ability to meet the November 15 deadline.

· Credit Reform disclosures needed improvement.

· Politically sensitive issues can cause unavoidable and unforeseen delays.

· Performance Reporting—representative measures; mission vs. “availability”; consistency, coordination, consistency. 

· Limited resources reduced effectiveness (compensating for retirees and competing initiatives).

HHS plans on doing the following to hit the target in 2004:

· Convene an intra-departmental (i.e., inter-operating division) pilot retrospective;

· Continue its use of workgroups, on a more ad-hoc basis;

· Issue audit contract task orders earlier in the process;

· Prepare a more complete PAR for third quarter;

· Explore the greater use of estimates and cutoffs; 

· Incorporate expanded improper payments reporting;

· Leverage accelerated quarterly reporting; and

· Clarify/refine the audit communication channels.

For 2004, HHS has a goal to not only meet the November 15 deadline, but also to improve its processes and increase efficiency.

VA Perspective

VA is comprised of 212,000 employees who support 10 business lines, 162 hospitals, 85 community clinics, 57 regional offices, and 153 cemeteries. VA has a budget of $63.6 billion over 146 funds/appropriations. VA’s integrated financial system is comprised of 70 applications.

During FY 2003, VA served 4.9 million unique patients, 3.4 million compensation and pension program participants, 499,000 education program participants, and $7.4 million insurance customers.

VA’s approach to acceleration was to:

· Start its effort earlier with the OIG, auditors, program management;

· Conduct monthly auditor meetings starting in April; 

· Conduct separate monthly meetings with top management; and 

· Address reconciliation.

VA described what things worked well for the Financial Reporting Office:

· Eliminated overlap period;

· Closed selected systems prior to September 30;

· Implemented processing adjustments; 

· Used estimates for cash and outlays for the preliminary statements; and

· Encouraged complete staff involvement.

VA described what things worked well for the OIG:

· Completed most interim testing in the spring, using outside auditors;

· Accelerated the timeline and monitored progress; and

· Worked directly with local hospitals and regional offices.

VA described what things worked well for the Performance Analysis Service:

· Reorganized the Performance Reporting section to achieve a better focus;

· Issued a shorter report; 

· Reported preliminary data for 30 percent of its measures; and

· Used contractor support for the design, layout, and publishing of the report.

VA described what things went poorly for the Financial Reporting Office:

· Timeline severely stressed staff; 

· Work had to be redone;

· Inadequate time was planned for reconciliations;

· Communication with auditors was inadequate;

· Better management oversight and coordination of contractors was needed; and

· Issues were encountered with the system.

VA described what things went poorly for the OIG:

· PAR should have been issued to coincide with the completion of the audit; and

· Timelines throughout the VA administrations needed to be integrated.

VA described what things went poorly for the Performance Analysis Service:

· Timeline was insufficiently integrated between VA offices; and

· Timing of formulation of final financial package was insufficient.

VA summarized the lessons they will apply for FY 2004:

· Start earlier (in January);

· Define a more-detailed timeline; 

· Gear the staffing plan toward year-end closing; 

· Emphasize communication; 

· Emphasize major elements (e.g., materiality, estimates); 

· Hire contractor help for layout, publishing, and packaging; 

· Hire actuary earlier and include option years; 

· Integrate and obtain agreement with the timeline; and

· Expect the unexpected.

Questions and Answers from Session 1

After representatives from ED, HHS and VA presented their perspectives, the roundtable engaged in a question and answer (Q&A) period with the audience. Table 1 summarizes the questions and responses for the first session of the forum.

	Table 1. Q&A for Session 1 

	Question
	Response

	VA made estimates for cash. Did you use actuals for the final statements?
	VA: We used the 224 balance for our preliminary statements. We wanted to get something down to see what worked and what didn’t.

	Did your auditors buy off on using estimates? What estimation techniques did you use?
	ED: We used estimates for grant liability, based on actuals as close to September 30 as possible. Through the year, our statisticians used data from past years to come up with the estimate for 2003. We had our independent public auditor buy off on our methodology, and we continued to do samples to get the estimate for year-end. It was a collaborative effort; our auditor didn’t buy off at the first attempt. We recommend starting the conversation/process earlier. We knew we wouldn’t be able to collect actual data and meet the reporting deadlines.

	
	HHS: A couple of estimates were used - OPM retirement benefit costs, DOL liability information. It all comes down to auditor buy-in. The accrual of grant costs was our largest estimate.

	
	VA: For the closing of receivables, we reviewed activity over a 90-day period and came up with an estimate/average, and use that average to estimate the last few days.

	Was your financial data, available by November 15, used for budget formulation? What impact did this have on the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART)?
	ED: We had no major issues, because our budget office was a major partner in accelerated reporting.

	
	HHS: How do you reconcile the different deadlines for the PAR and financial statements? What’s the best way you can make it work? We included a PART summary in the performance and accountability report, but it is still premature to expect to see any significant impact on the PAR strictly from acceleration.

	What form did the financial statement issuance take?
	VA: We gave a computer-printed copy to OMB, followed by a published version a week later. We put a lot of hours in to get the report completed. We found things later in footnotes that weren’t quite right. We worked with the OIG on getting the corrections in. Materiality comes into play. Our goal was to provide the best information available.

	
	HHS: We sent OMB an e-mail with a series of attachments on November 15; printed copies followed.

	Did ED produce details directly from its general ledger?
	ED: Yes, directly out of the system. This is one of the benefits of our new system, after dealing with poor, disjointed financial systems over the years.

	After 2 years of clean opinions, the HHS OIG decided to do selected audits. Who made decision to do that? Did you have any material weaknesses on standalone components? Did you have a separate audit on the consolidated portion?
	HHS: Our CFO works with the OIG on the approach. The top down approach was negotiated between the CFO and the OIG. Each audit has its own findings and corrective actions. HHS had five audits: four standalone audits and one department audit.

	Describe your process for submitting statements to auditors.
	ED: The critical months were August and September; much of the testing was done prior to us issuing September statements. We prepared June through September statements.

	
	VA: We prepared statements as of June 30 to support the audit of our financial statement process; the auditors started the audit in March/April by visiting the hospitals. They completed most of that audit by June. Then we provided our June 30 statements and detailed documentation in July and August. The auditors did a test run in July through September.

	
	HHS: We produced preliminary year-end statements around October 3. This was not productive, since the data was poor/incomplete. We have pushed out that date for next year. We recommend that you be realistic as to when you can get data to the auditors. A solution may be to not give them a full set of statements at once. Talk to your auditors and plan this out, and determine their expectations.

	

	


Session 2

In the second round table session, representatives from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) shared their perspectives on how they were able to achieve the November 15 deadline in FY 2003, a year in advance. Following each presentation, the two agencies answered questions posed by the forum attendees.

EPA Perspective

EPA’s mission is to protect human health and the environment. The agency’s efforts are focused on five strategic goals (Clean Air and Global Climate Change; Clean and Safe Water; Land Preservation and Restoration; Healthy Communities and Ecosystems; and Compliance and Environmental Stewardship). With a budget of $8.4 billion (FY 2004 enacted), EPA supports about 18,000 employees in 10 regional offices around the country as well as laboratory and field locations and headquarters in Washington, DC.

The nation’s environmental programs are implemented jointly through the partnership of EPA and other federal agencies, and state, local, and tribal governmental agencies. More than 45 percent of EPA’s annual budget goes directly to states in the form of grants, and many measures of environmental results are based on data collected from state environmental agencies. 

EPA described the challenges it faced for FY 2003. There was initial uncertainty about the value of accelerated reporting that the agency had to overcome. Also, the agency encountered issues with accelerating the preparation of various components of a PAR: financial statements, OIG audit, and performance reporting.

EPA described its achievements for FY 2003:  

· Meeting the deadline a year before it became compulsory;

· Top management commitment and communications;

· Use of best practices; 

· Use of automation and process reengineering; 

· Improved data; and

· Increased understanding of financial statements.

EPA identified issues that it needs to address this year:

· New goal structure; 

· Controls on its aging financial system; 

· Data quality and information security; 

· Outcome measures/timely reporting; and

· Surfacing issues early, for timely resolution.

USAID Perspective

USAID described its journey to a clean audit opinion:

· From FY 1996 through FY 2000, the OIG was unable to express an opinion on USAID’s financial statements because the agency’s financial management systems were unable to produce complete, reliable, timely, and consistent financial information.

· For FY 2001, the OIG was able to express qualified opinions on three of the five principal financial statements of the agency, while continuing to disclaim from expressing an opinion on the remaining two.  

· For FY 2002, the OIG expressed unqualified opinions on four of the five principal financial statements and a qualified opinion on the fifth. This marked the first time since enactment of the Government Management and Reform Act (GMRA) that USAID received an opinion on all of its financial statements.

· For FY 2003, USAID received its first ever unqualified or “clean” opinion on all five principal statements. Also, USAID met OMB’s accelerated reporting requirements, 1 year earlier than required.

USAID described what worked well for FY 2003:

· Achieved top level support and interest. The USAID Administrator initiated a memorandum of understanding signed by him, the CFO, and the OIG, committing to the accelerated deadline in FY 2003.

· Developed detailed project plans with milestones and deadlines for both the GMRA audit effort and the PAR.

· Presented project plan and milestones to all parties involved to receive buy-in and commitment, and to assign responsibilities.

· Established close coordination and cooperation among core parties, including CFO staff, performance staff, OIG, and various contractors that assist in preparing financial statements, compiling performance information, and publishing the PAR.

· Conducted regular progress meetings to resolve issues and potential roadblocks. Meetings were held weekly between the audit staff and the Deputy CFO and weekly for the PAR core team. Meetings were held more frequent meetings as November 14 approached.

· Established a quality control process, with reviews conducted by staff outside of the core group.

· Used the Certificate of Excellence in Accountability Reporting (CEAR) process and checklist to ensure compliance with all reporting requirements.

USAID described the challenges it faces for FY 2004:

· Maintaining a clean opinion—A clean opinion must be sustained over time. USAID must continue to maintain and report timely and accurate data.

· More accelerated reporting requirements—Beginning with the quarter ending March 31, 2004, each agency must prepare and submit to OMB its quarterly unaudited financial statements 21 days after the end of each quarter.

· Continued reliance on disparate data calls—For FY 2004, USAID will continue to be non-compliant with FFMIA due to the lack of integration of overseas transactions in the primary accounting system. However, mission transactions are automatically interfaced and posted into primary accounting system at a summary level on a monthly basis. Its worldwide accounting system will be implemented in FY 2005.

· Implementing a new financial system—USAID will roll out its primary accounting systems overseas during FY 2004 and FY 2005.

· Correcting material weaknesses—During FY 2004, USAID will also focus resources on correcting last year’s material weaknesses, reportable conditions, instances of noncompliance, and old open audit recommendations. 

· Managing performance reporting issues—Although USAID has made improvements and accelerated data collection and reporting in this area, it will always have challenges with respect to timeliness of data as reported in the Management Discussion and Analysis (MD&A) and Performance Reporting sections of the PAR.

· Publishing a post-production version of the PAR within 45 days—The FY 2003 PAR issued on November 14 was a “pre-production” version. Although it contained all required data, it was not as attractive as the glossy post-production version that was distributed in January 2004. USAID needs to ensure that critical interests are considered in layout and publication, especially its Legislative and Public Affairs office for “branding” and OIG since the audit report is included.

Questions and Answers from Session 2

After representatives from EPA and USAID presented their perspectives, the roundtable engaged in a question and answer period with the audience. Table 2 summarizes the questions and responses for the second session of the forum.

	Table 2. Q&A for Session 2

	Question
	Response

	Does USAID have earlier cutoffs for the field offices? Is some of the information you report estimated?
	USAID: On the financial side, it’s complete. On the performance side, it’s not complete. We have a web based reporting tool and all field offices submit data on a quarterly basis. Also, our OIG does field work continuously (at 12 field offices). Our reporting deadline is December 19, so another online system is used.

	Did you encounter organizational resistance, due to requesting difference pieces of information for different dates?
	USAID: Yes, we faced initial resistance. However, once they realized the deadlines were set by our top administrator, in agreement with OMB, they agreed. In previous years, we took data and massaged it to get it in the report. This year, the field offices drafted the data with guidance from the CFO office. We had one effort in developing MD&A data. We have always met our management reporting goal, but performance data lagged by a year.

	
	EPA: Having commitment with CFO and IG, support rippled through our organization. Our only issue was how to treat data lags. When we had data lags, we used third quarter data and disclosed that fact. Prior year money rolls into the performance for a current fiscal year.

	Did any of the agencies speaking today use off-the-shelf systems to track performance data?
	USAID: An independent contractor developed our system.

	
	EPA: We developed and use an Oracle database application. We have adopted Business Objects, a business development tool with a scorecard approach. It has the ability to mine data from all over, but we are a long way away from having that capability.

	
	HHS: We didn’t use a single system.

	How do you monitor the quarterly web based submission?
	USAID: The same group that developed the tool also monitors the submissions.

	


Session 3

In the third round table session, representatives from the Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the Department of Transportation (DOT) shared their perspectives on their attempts in achieving the November 15 deadline in FY 2003. Following each presentation, the two agencies answered questions posed by the forum attendees.

USDA Perspective

USDA has $128 billion in assets, $78 billion in annual spending in over 1,000 Treasury symbols, and $131 billion in loans and credit guarantees. The department has 113,000 employees. Its scope covers 7 mission areas and 17 program agencies. USDA also has three corporations. 

For FY 2003, USDA had six stand-alone audits conducted by four different audit firms. 16 of 17 agencies met the department’s goal of November 15. Also, USDA met OMB’s deadline for FY 2003 and received a “clean” opinion.

USDA described what worked well with the FY 2003 process:

· Identified lessons learned; 

· Maintained a positive relationship with OIG; 

· Emphasized early planning; 

· Conducted a 3-day financial training meeting; and

· Established detailed timelines that were monitored through weekly meetings.

USDA indicated that what didn’t work well came down to the fundamentals: account relationships (e.g., beginning vs. ending balances, budgetary vs. proprietary); abnormal balances; and use of accruals and estimates.

For FY 2004, USDA plans to:

· Increase reliance on internal controls for interim reporting;

· Increase budget involvement; 

· Obtain guidance from OMB for credit reform; and

· Coordinate with Treasury for fund balances.

DOT Perspective

DOT’s mission is to provide a safe and efficient transportation system for citizens. DOT has 60,000 employees in 11 operating administrations. DOT has an annual budget of approximately $60 billion; more than half of that budget is for grants to state/local governments.

As of October 2002, DOT had converted 7 of its 11 operating administrations to a single instance of Oracle Financials (Delphi). The FY 2003 audit was comprised of three separate, stand-alone audits with three different audit firms. The audit groups started in mid-June.

DOT did not meet its internal accelerated deadline for FY 2003 of December 19.  Instead, the financial statements were issued on January 30, due to its very labor-intensive processes. DOT was able to earn a “clean” opinion, but with many material weaknesses/reportable conditions.

DOT is the first cabinet-level department to be fully implemented on one instance. The CFO organization has established a great working relationship with OIG, and they are working together to improve financial management.

DOT described how they planned to meet the deadline, by:

· Requiring monthly financial statements; 

· Conducting workgroup meetings; 

· Conducting audit committee meetings; 

· Issuing a “pipeline memo” with cutoff dates; and

· Establishing a timeline for year-end.

DOT described why they didn’t make the deadline:

· “Denial” of the system occurred for some users (i.e., transactions in the new system were not allowed to be recorded improperly);

· Data cleanup was required following conversion; 

· Reconciliations were not always performed by operating administrations; 

· Operating administrations were not fully prepared to work with a Standard General Ledger (SGL)-compliant system with strong controls;

· Personnel within the operating administrations retired or left the organization;

· Audits started late;

· Clean-up work by the operating administrations required extended fieldwork.

DOT described its plans for FY 2004:

· Operating administrations are developing detailed audit action plans;

· Continuing use of workgroups; 

· Preparing monthly statements with full accruals; 

· Establishing a reimbursable agreement coordinator and audit liaison in each operating administration; 

· Starting audits with March 31 and June 30 statements; 

· Developing a timeline for all auditors; and

· Hosting a conference for all operating administrations.

Questions and Answers from Session 3

After representatives from USDA and DOT presented their perspectives, the roundtable engaged in a question and answer period with the audience. Table 3 summarizes the questions and responses for the third session of the forum.

	Table 3. Q&A for Session 3 

	Question
	Response

	Did DOT run its legacy system in parallel?
	DOT: We did not run in parallel. We went from a non-SGL-compliant system to an SGL-compliant system, so running in parallel would have been difficult (too many resources, too expensive).

	How did you get the National Finance Center (NFC) to help you in reaching this milestone? How are you addressing estimates for credit reform?
	USDA: Our CFO instilled a discipline and philosophy to act like entrepreneurs/owners. NFC was not doing certain reconciliations that would normally be done, like cash. There was a sense of empowerment given to NFC to act like owners. For example, they addressed items in suspense that were over a decade old. At USDA we are coming up with new ways to make this magic happen. The CFO emphasized that we will be glad to be at USDA once we get a clean opinion. Regarding the second question on credit reform, we need OMB, Treasury and USDA to agree on how the numbers can come out earlier. A slight change in interest rates has a huge impact on our estimates.

	Regarding the DOT systems implementation, characterize issues with using a new financial system. Was there a learning curve? Did new issues with your financial data became apparent?
	DOT: We found that reconciliations were not taking place between the grant systems and accounting system, which we are now addressing. There were hidden accounts in the old system that we are not using in the new system; we found some negative obligation balances as well. Some of the operating agencies didn’t seem to care about the new system, and there was a mass exodus of senior management. With the new system, some users didn’t know how to enter certain transactions, such as Intragovernmental Payment and Collection transactions, in the new system, so they didn’t get entered. We had to hire outside consultants to identify differences and get things entered. You need to “get over the hump” of learning a new system.

	
	Joint Financial Management Improvement Program: 14 of 24 CFO Act agencies are planning, or are in the process of implementing, new financial systems.

	

	


Session 4

In the fourth round table session, representatives from the Office of Personnel Management (OPM), the Department of Labor (DOL), and Treasury’s Financial Management Service (FMS) provided an update on their plans and deadlines affecting FY 2004 financial acceleration reporting.

OPM Update

OPM administers federal benefits. With that comes a responsibility to provide cost factors for federal benefit programs. OPM’s timelines for this information, which will be provided to the agency’s financial policy group, are as follows:

· Fiscal year end—September 15;

· First quarter—December 15;

· Second quarter—March 15; and

· Third quarter—June 15.

For questions on cost factors, contact Mike Finucan at 202-606-8083.

DOL Update

DOL is planning to estimate the fourth quarter this year, so they can provide information sooner to the agencies. DOL’s timelines include:

· Actuarial information: September 15

· Current liability for the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act (FECA), available on the DOL web site: October 8.

For questions, contact Veronica Freeman at 202-693-6817, or Gregg James at 202-693-6814.

FMS Update

Treasury FMS gave an update on the status of implementing the Government-wide Financial Report System (GFRS) and the new account statement functionality. The account statement application is, in effect, an online 6653. It is designed to run in parallel with Government Online Accounting Link System reporting, but will eventually replace it. The information is updated daily, and the application provides a query capability, which will enable agencies to reconcile in the same month they close. 

Agencies can contact FMS to learn more and sign up for this tool. Agencies can ask for an enrollment form by sending an e-mail to gwa.enrollment@fms.treas.gov. It will take a couple of weeks to process, at which time the agency will get a file back from Federal Reserve Bank of New York.

GFRS testing will be completed in May. Audit guidance on the closing package should be out in early March. Five agencies participated in the pilot. Orientation session will occur, in preparation for training. Training sessions, lasting up to 2 days, will occur from June through midsummer. After the training, agencies will begin to enter their FY 2003 data, which will rollover to FY 2004 in September. Other timelines include:

· Adjusted trial balances: November 18 for nonverifying agencies and end of November for verifying agencies

· Audited closing package: November 18

· FACTS II: open no later than October 15 and closed no later than November 7.

Questions and Answers from Session 4

After representatives from OPM, DOL and Treasury FMS presented their perspectives, the roundtable engaged in a question and answer period with the audience. Table 4 summarizes the questions and responses for the fourth session of the forum.

	Table 4. Q&A for Session 4 

	Question
	Response

	My agency is looking into doing an actuarial report at the 6-month period. Could you do the same at DOL?
	DOL: There is more than just the actuarial report to consider. Our actuarial numbers are based on June 30 actuals. Our audit is covering actuarial and expenses through September 30.

	My agency is looking to estimate, and not update for actuals, if the difference is not material. Is that okay with Treasury?
	Treasury: Yes, you can explain this through the variance process.

	Does Treasury provide agencies with the ability to download an Account Statement file daily, to pull into Excel spreadsheets?
	Treasury: Yes, everything can be downloaded as a text file, and we are working on a similar capability with HTML.

	Is the Account Statement just at the appropriation symbol level?
	Treasury: They are based on Treasury account symbols. The majority of the refresh is based on the 224 you have submitted. We made the account statement effectively a daily 6653.

	Does this also apply to 1219’s?
	Treasury: Yes, it applies to the statement of transaction (224 and 1219).

	Will we be able to know who submitted the 224?
	Treasury: You will see the ALC’s that reported against your account, like on the 6653.

	Is there a cutoff for supplemental 224’s?
	Treasury: The same cutoffs apply that are in place today. The third work day is the standard deadline. All the same rules apply.

We are trying to use an automated enrollment process. We hoped to have it up and running with the deployment of the Account Statement. Over 1,000 emails were sent to accounting organizations that use GOALS Information Access System.

	Has Treasury considered going to 3 calendar days rather than 3 workdays?
	Treasury: No, we haven’t thought about it, but we could consider it.

	

	


Session 5

In the final round table session, a representative from the National Science Foundation (NSF) described its experience as one of the agencies involved in the pilot of GFRS Closing Package. The NSF representative and Treasury FMS representatives then answered questions posed by the forum attendees.

NSF Perspective

NSF was one of the agencies that participated in the GFRS Closing Package pilot, which started in December 2002. NSF developed a crosswalk in a spreadsheet. They used FY 2001 numbers to identify trading partners. Using guidance that FMS provided, they deleted, modified or added to their financial statement notes. The pilot participants received snapshots of the screens, and were given tasks to complete without FMS assistance, to determine if the system is user friendly. After gaining an understanding of the modules, pilot participants recommended systems-related changes. FMS implemented these changes to improve the overall design. NSF used 2001 and 2002 data for the trial run. Using audited financial information, it took 4 hours to prepare the information for entry. GFRS uses a 4-digit trading partner code; NSF uses a 2-digit code. NSF ran into technical difficulties with the modules for financial reporting notes and other financial reporting data.

In preparation for 2004, NSF is planning out the effort, generating mock statements in Excel to see what the information should look like once data is entered, and cross-training other NSF employees on the process. One advantage of the application is that individuals are able to use system with virtually no training. One drawback is that manual input of financial data is required. Overall, NSF considers it a good system.

Questions and Answers from Session 5

After presenting her perspective on the Closing Package pilot, the NSF representative along with Treasury FMS personnel engaged in a question and answer period with the audience. Table 5 summarizes the questions and responses for the final session of the forum.

	Table 5. Q&A for Session 5

	Question
	Response

	What is the difference between 2-digit and 4-digit trading partner codes?
	NSF: Some trading partner codes are lumped together. Refer to the Treasury Financial Manual for the 4-digit breakout.

	
	Treasury: DoD is the primary reason for 4-digit codes, but there are some other agencies that also need it.

	Can my agency break out trading partner codes further? Some agencies would like to break out in more detail, for other agencies to use.
	Treasury: Internally, yes. For the closing package, you must use the defined codes. Your financial statements are the basis for the new system.

	Did NSF use a COTS product for the crosswalk?
	NSF: We set up an Access database.

	How long did the process of input take for NSF?
	NSF: 2 days (3 hours the first day and 2 hours the second day), which included time spent on problems encountered. It probably took 1 hour of actual entry. Our financial statements are not extensive.

	Will Treasury provide the ability to upload?
	Treasury: We will build an interface through XML. One example is text in footnotes. This system does not have the same structure as FACTS systems. These are basically forms, 35 of which cover 99% of activity.

	Does the form conform to 0109?
	Treasury: The content is different than the OMB Form and Content. There have been discussions on merging formats, but we are trying to get the accelerated reports going first.

	Can NSF clarify the reclassification part?
	NSF: We reclassify each line based on SGL, using our audited financial statements.

	
	Treasury: Jeff Hoge is starting a tour on this topic. Besides training and orientation, FMS will be speaking at the Association of Government Accountant’s Professional Development Conference in June and the Treasury FMS Conference in August. Presentations will be out on the FMS web site. Jeff Hoge can be reached at 202-874-6179.
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	Table 6. Forum Participants

	Participant
	Position, Organization

	Forum Moderator
	

	Scott Bell
	Financial Specialist, HHS

	Financial Acceleration Committee
	

	Donald Hammond
	Chair, Financial Acceleration Committee

Fiscal Assistant Secretary, Treasury

	David Zavada
	Branch Chief, Financial Standards and Grants, OMB

	Forum Participants
	

	Scott Bell
	Financial Specialist, HHS

	Terry Bowie
	ED

	William Fleming
	ED

	Frank Petersen
	ED

	Kevin Kuesters
	Financial Specialist, HHS

	Bob Landrum
	VA

	Connie Turner
	USAID

	Michael Ryan
	Deputy CFO, EPA

	John Brewer
	Associate CFO, USDA

	Patricia Wensel
	USDA

	Laurie Howard
	Director of Accounting, DOT

	Gregg James
	Associate Deputy CFO, DOL

	Mike Finucan
	Accountant, OPM

	Jeff Hoge
	Treasury FMS

	David Rebich
	Treasury FMS

	Joy Hill
	Accountant, NSF

	Keith Jarboe
	Treasury FMS

	Forum Support
	

	Karen Cleary Alderman
	Executive Director, Joint Financial Management Improvement Program

	Susan Johnson
	Research Fellow, Logistics Management Institute

	Dennis Mitchell
	Joint Financial Management Improvement Program
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8:30-8:45    Opening Remarks







  David Zavada, OMB









     Don Hammond, Treasury

8:45–10:15  
ACCELERATING IN 2003 

Agency Presentations I 

· Education

· HHS

· VA

10:15-10:45 
Panel Discussion I / Q&A

10:45-11:00 
Break

11:00-12:00 
ACCELERATING IN 2003

Agency Presentations II 

· EPA

· USAID
12:00-12:30
Panel Discussion II / Q&A

12:30-1:30

Lunch

1:30-2:30

Agency Presentations III

· USDA

· DOT


2:30-3:00

Panel Discussion III / Q&A

3:00-3:15

Break

3:15–4:30

Planning for FY 2004

· OPM / DOL / FMS updates

· Implementing the Closing Package - NSF
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