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I. Commissioner’s Opening Address- Robert C. Bonner, CBP
· There has been much progress with ITDS
· 26 agencies, including TSA, are now participating

· CBP has established a new TSN committee- the TSN Supply Chain Security Committee

· The importance of C-TPAT was stressed

· Benefits include:

· Twin goals of security and facilitating trade

· Over 8200 participants to date

· Reduced Automated Targeting System (ATS) scoring that results in fewer secondary inspections 
· C-TPAT members are 6 times less likely to be inspected than others
· Access to FAST program across the Canadian and Mexican borders

· Access to self assessment programs (ISA)
· Access to C-TPAT web page for communication with other C-TPAT members
· includes information with respect to elevations of security levels and other security information pertinent to supply chains

· Refinement of C-TPAT security criteria especially with respect to what is expected of foreign vendors

· Fewer inspections and faster processing at the ports
· Next steps for taking C-TPAT to the next level:

· Develop a more secure container

· Communicate greater and better understood C-TPAT benefits and security criteria which C-TPAT partners are required to meet

· Create a two tiered level of C-TPAT participants

· First tier- certified C-TPAT importers/others who will receive lower ATS score

· Second tier- green lane-no inspections

· Note: No inspections for companies that are C-TPAT does not preclude random inspections

· Shipments of C-TPAT members moved to front end of the inspection line

· CBP has issued a strategic plan for C-TPAT which sets forth the goals and objectives for C-TPAT

· Shortly, CBP will issue the following:

· Human capital plan for C-TPAT

· Validation plan for C-TPAT

· Non Commitment to C-TPAT

· If companies do not meet their commitments to C-TPAT, they will be decertified (thus far 54 companies have been decertified)

· 20% of companies who apply for C-TPAT have been rejected for not meeting minimum C-TPAT security levels
Questions:
Q: On the government side, are you also working with other government agencies to create a green lane?  

A: Yes, we are discussing this with other agencies such as FDA. The only way to get a true green lane is to have everyone on board.  CBP is making good strides working with FDA on the bio-terrorism rules.  The next step would be to have a coordinated risk management approach with respect to supply chain security such that expedited treatment would come not only from CBP, but the other agencies as well.
Q: How can companies be elevated to that higher tier- how does the process work- do they apply for this?

A: The two tiered system is a “to be” process.  My current thinking for that higher tier (i.e., green lane) is that a critical part of that company’s secure supply chain has been validated.  It is open to any company that can adopt those “best practices” and that CBP has validated exist.

Q: We advise many clients on C-TPAT.  Something that would help, in addition to the anecdotal information you have mentioned, would be specific data regarding cost and benefits. Is there any kind of hard and fast fact sheet that specifically sets forth what these benefits are per business sector?

A: The information I have provided today is not based on anecdotes- it is fact.  You are right however, when you say that we have to do a better job of explaining this information even further.  While the government cannot translate these concepts into dollars for the company, perhaps a comparison with other companies in the same sector could be developed. We are looking into breaking this information down to a lower level.
Q: In terms of trying to quantify the benefits of C-TPAT, is there any thought of looking into the international level as for example, something like reduced tariff levels or reduced fees for C-TPAT members?  Something with monetary incentives.

A: This is a good suggestion.  The difficulty of that approach however is that Congress budgets against the MPF. Additionally, any international approach  is associated with great political maelstrom.  

Q: For large importers, the supply chain is very complex.  There are some things we have more control over than others.  Is consideration given to those levels of complexity?

A: We know that there are differing levels of complexity.  However, there needs to be some minimal standard.  I would hope that a company with a complex supply chain would be able to demonstrate that they could do something more to accrue those benefits.  There may be some areas of the supply chain where the importer has to take greater control and leverage that for the foreign vendors.  There would be a phase in period for the importer to exercise greater control over that piece of the supply chain.  CBP needs to identify additional steps to meet the best practices level.  We want C-TPAT partners to take some initiative with their suppliers.

Q: You mentioned infrastructure changes for C-TPAT.  How is C-TPAT being coordinated with other budgetary constraints such as ACE funding and other programs?

A: We have funding levels to support C-TPAT.  Separate funding exists for ACE.  
II. Supply Chain Information Requirements- Mike Mullen, CBP
· The TSN Supply Chain Security Committee will help us identify the information requirements to help us get a full view of the supply chain

· Discussion within the COAC revealed the debate about carriers and importers with respect to who owned the relevant data and the best system to report that data.

· We all need to work in a partnership to get us where we need to be on this subject

· We in the government need to identify the information we believe we need

· We are going to ask for more data and we will analyze the impact to our targeting process; this will help identify gaps in the data. 
· After the data has been analyzed, CBP will meet with the trade

· CBP is committed to a risk management approach 

· We are not looking for a blanket approach and as such we know this process will take time; it will be a “trial and error”

· We are looking to the TSN Supply Chain Security Committee to develop a straw man for the information we need

Questions:
Q: With increased emphasis on overseas security, are you looking to place more CBP officers overseas to do validations?

A: The CSI program continues to expand.  With the addition of Shanghai, we are now at 35 ports.  We are hoping to add another 7 to 10 ports by the end of this year.  C-TPAT is a domestic program- we have not been able to expand that overseas.  We are optimistic that when the WCO meets in June to discuss a security criteria document that was recently developed with C-TPAT in mind, this will help us to spread the concept internationally.

Q: Although I am excited about this new TSN Supply Chain Security Committee, at the same time, I am concerned about ITDS which now includes 26 agencies, and how this will impact the trade with respect to the request for additional data elements from these agencies.
A: The leadership is changing in ITDS and we will be talking with them.  There are also some significant agencies we need to bring onto the project.  We agree that there should be one set of requirements for all agencies.  The goal would be for these other agencies to adopt CBP’s best practices to supply chain security.  
III. ACE Status Update- Lou Samenfink, CBP
· OIT Reorganization

· Trying to manage what we are currently trying to do within our existing systems

· We will try to leverage what we currently have against ACE, as for example ABI and AMS

· Release 5 and 6: 

· Will not be using SAP for MultiModal Manifest (MMM) and the up front cargo Release

· For the entry summary piece we will be using SAP to the greatest extent possible 

· We have decided to dual track this process and try to deliver the functionality in Release 5 and 6 sooner than the 4 years currently slated

· The deep dive team is developing a new schedule and a cost estimate of doing entry, summary, and manifest together and sooner than was projected

· Blaine:

· After the pilot was running a few weeks the decision was made to shut it down and fix some inherent problems

· The pilot reopened on January 31

· CBP is planning to use the Advisory Boards to help develop requirements so we don’t have some of the same problems we had in Blaine

· We have a partnership with FMCSA and we are working on addressing several issues.  Data will be sent to Query Central with messages back to ACE
· The goal is for CBP to publish an FRN announcing mandatory electronic truck reporting in about 1 to 1 and a half years 
· Account Structure

· CBP needs to put a product out there in the next 18 months

· Today CBP issued an FRN stating that importers and brokers can be an ACE account and not be C-TPAT; the goal is to bring more people on to do Periodic Monthly Statement (PMS)
· We need to make certain that what we are doing with the brokers makes sense and that we are not being unreasonable with the documentation we are requesting
· ACE needs to implement policy- ACE is not per se policy

· CBP is looking for the flexibility to always make things better

· CBP wants to make sure that the requirements are done properly so that the system will function properly

· Screening and Targeting

· CBP officers will be able to look at multiple screens at a time

· We are striving for validation of foreign manufacturers and standardization

· With new functionality the National Targeting Center (NTC) can now control all of their calls and better share information as well as speeding up risk assessment

· Pilot with TSA to bounce domestic shipments against targeting 

· CBP is looking at ways to broaden the system and look beyond the box

· We are looking to you to challenge us with ideas

.
Questions:
Q: What about AES system for exports?

A: This presents both a security feature and a financial feature- this will be split to address the separate functions.  We have not forgotten it, it will be part of the mix.
Q: What numbers have we seen so far in Blaine?

A: We received two electronic manifests thus far.  The main goal of Blaine was to test the CBP officers’ screens.

Q: There is another part to problem resolution, and that is to do a post mortem to determine what it was in the build process that resulted in the problems- so that this will not happen again.

A: This goes back to the reorganization- getting the input of those CBP officers who have worked in the field for many, many years.  We did not have enough of that during the process.  This will make future system deployment better.
Q: Where will you be going next- which port?

A: We are looking at a variety of ports.  We know it will not be Buffalo or Champlain.  We are considering Sumas, Sweetgrass, and others.
Q: Have you completed any dialogue with Canadian officials regarding the development of the common program to use the same manifest inbound and outbound? What is their reaction with respect to the overall program?

A: We are in discussions with them.  A few officials have come out to Reston to look at the program.

Bill Inch, CBP, added that as part of the shared border accord agenda, CBP does have someone from Canadian Customs here and they are in discussions with them.  Mexican officials will be in later this month to look at the system as well.

Q:  Carriers are getting many penalties because of the Trade Act.  The carriers have no way of getting information from the brokers.  With truck manifest, there is broker download but the carriers need to know when the brokers have submitted the entry information.

A:  Carriers have to rely on the brokers to submit the information in advance.  In the future, when the electronic manifest is submitted this will take care of your Trade Act requirements and hopefully take care of the penalties.  In 4.X, CBP is looking at a way to send a message back to the carrier when the entry has been filed.
IV. Roadmap to Account Revenue and Secure Trade Data (Release 5)- Mike Denning, CBP, Phyllis Henry, CBP,  Don Yando, CBP,  and Rick Davenport, eCP
· The focus of the Post Release re-planning effort is to accelerate the delivery of mission critical functionality

· We will be working with the Trade Ambassadors to refine those requirements and revise the workshop schedule

· Third-party account setup and maintenance 

· We will be letting brokers set up accounts for their clients

· We need to redefine what an account is or perhaps have different levels of accounts if the only purpose of the account is to allow importers to pay via the PMS
· We will be building a statement for the importer, broker, and carrier that includes all financial transactions, including fees, etc.

· We will be providing for electronic bond processing and electronic bond applications

· The vision for entry summary is a true paperless environment (EDI or scanned):
· Electronic CF28s and 29s, including nationwide visibility

· This should reduce or eliminate the possibility of two ports issuing a CF28 on the same thing.

· Electronic transmission of entry summary corrections
· CBP is still defining what this process will look like 
· Reconciliation 
· CBP is looking to eliminate spreadsheets and disks

· Electronic liquidation notifications
Questions:
Q:  We understand that every party who does business with CBP will be an Account.  What we don’t agree with is the policy requiring every party to be a portal account. 
A:  That is what we meant when we stated we need to redefine how we look at an account now.

Q: Will there be a change in the collection process in terms of penalties?

A: There will not be a great change in the collection process- SEACATS will continue to interface with ACE for the present time.  CBP is not replacing SEACATS.  We are talking about feeding that information into ACE and including that as part of your statement.  Payments would be processed through ACE.  Penalties and liquidated damages would still be in SEACATS.  
Comment: We need some discussions up front with respect to setting up accounts for exporters.  The importer who is also an exporter will want to see his/her export data.

Q: Is there any thought of taking one account with 10 IR#s and rolling them up into one account to get a complete national view?

A: Yes, we are looking to restructure the view of the account to get a more integrated (national) view.

Q: With regards to the Accounts, the primary means of getting account information into the system is the 5106- why can’t you come up with expanding on that information so that it can be transferred into the system?

A: We are working on that.  The Trade Ambassadors have provided input into these issues and have provided these specifics.

Q: Are we looking into an improved process for cancelled entries and getting the information/changes posted to the statement sooner?

A:  Yes.  We are discussing this; it is the type of issue that has arisen from the workshops.
Q: Will this be in a future release?

A: We are working through that.
V. e-Manifest: Trucks (Release 4):
News and Information-Tom Fitzpatrick, CBP, Marie Cosme-Rittenberg, CBP,  and Bill Miller, eCP;
Questions- Session I: 

Q: Carriers that are signing up for FAST are issued an ACE ID number- is that the same number they would use for the Portal?

A: No, it is not the same number.

Q: If the carrier uses EDI to establish the manifest, does he have to establish an account on the Portal?

A: Yes.  Presently the process calls for setting up an ACE Account.

Q: Is it possible to download information from a carrier’s system into the Portal?

A: Not today, however we are looking into providing this type of solution in the future.

Q: Has there been any discussion with an importer who has a private fleet to participate in this program?

A: No.  All of the applicants thus far have strictly been carriers.

Q: At some point we will have to address how a trucker will get the information in to the system.  Has some thought been given to setting up kiosks?

A: We have discussed kiosks but there are issues around maintenance (e.g., who will make sure the paper/cartridges are stocked).  This presents some logistical issues for CBP. 

Questions- Session II: 

Q: If I am a large carrier, crew and equipment information can change frequently.  Can I update this information weekly?

A: Some carriers have opted to mirror our account structure and maintain that in their internal systems.  This eliminates having to maintain this information in two systems.

Q: Do we have a date for updating the Federal Register Notice which announced the R4 test with respect to clarifying the FMCSA requirements?

A: It is in the process of being drafted and published.

Q: With respect to the reporting of the in-bond, does that do away with the paper documentation?

A: Yes.

Q: What is the FMCSA feedback loop?

A:  This means that CBP would return a message to the trade regarding any potential FMCSA issues prior to reaching the border.

Q: What is the potential solution to BTA?  What can be done electronically so we can do section 321?

A: We are going to support PNs so we can work off the electronic submission.

Q: Has your team given any input to looking at the ITDS pilot from 3 years ago to test manifest functionality?

A: It is something to think about, but this is really a storage issue with respect to the trade’s data.

Q: You have said that the port rollout will be changing.  Can you give us any insight as to what the new ports will be for purposes of rollout?

A: There are a number of ports under consideration- we will be looking at smaller ports all around the country (including the southern border).  We will probably not consider any ports with bridges.  We want to make sure we have success at the small to mid size ports before moving on to the larger ports.   

Q: What about the schedule/timing for this rollout?

A: This has yet to be determined; we want to make sure we nail Blaine down before moving on.

Questions – Session II

Taking a Look at e-Manifest: Trucks (Release 4)- Andrea Chen, eCP, David Neuhart, CBP, Brian Duffin, CBP, Steve Graham, eCP
Questions – Session I

Q:  On the additional documentation required, I do not see the FAST card number listed.  If you had that then you would not need any additional documentation.

A:  You can use the FAST proximity number.  You would find that under “Lookup Crew Member”.

Q:  Why is the CDL Number not required for the driver?

A:  The CDL is required.

Q:  What about the elimination of the western hemisphere requirement?  How are you going to share that information with DOT?

A:  If you are not a FAST driver, you would have to enter the CDL.  Otherwise, you could use the FAST number.  When you use the FAST number, it will pull in the CDL number from the profile previously established.

Q:  The CBP presentation is going from screen to screen.  At some point, from the carrier perspective, there should be a way to populate electronically without having to go through the various screens.  Trade should be able to aggregate information.  Driver information is static data.  The trade doesn’t want to have to key in every transaction.  

A:  The alternative is EDI, either ANSI X12 or EDIFACT.  

Comment:  The portal will work for southern border where carriers aren’t electronic.

Comment:  eCP looking at the capability of populating a template and dropping that into the portal.  This is in the preliminary stages.  Trade agreed that this would be very helpful.

Q:   Why do we have to print the manifest?

A:  This is recommended.  When carrier comes up with electronic manifest in a port, they do not become paperless manifest.  CBP is still expecting the carrier to have the paper initially.  Just because the carrier sent in the electronic manifest doesn’t mean that the driver can show up with no documents.  At some point, CBP will announce that a port is paperless.

Q:  Does this mean that the carrier has to fax the manifest to the driver?  

A:  Yes.
Q:  What about the inward cargo manifest; can I use that?

A:  Yes.

Q:  When will the e-Learning CD be available?

A:  We are looking at the end of March.
Q:  What is the most important data element to associate the entry and manifest?

A:  Shipment control number/pro-bill number

Q:  How does the process work after the carrier sends in the manifest data 60 minutes out?

A:  The broker then needs to file the entry.  The requirement to file the entry 1 hour in advance goes away.  The Trade Act requirements have been satisfied by the submission of the automated manifest.  The carrier takes back the control to meet the Trade Act requirements.  If the carrier arrives and the entry is not filed, the carrier still won’t be in a penalty situation.  At this point, current procedures would be followed and the carrier would contact the broker or CBP would send the truck on to secondary.  This enables the carrier to supply information as required by Automated Manifest rule.  

Comment:  Communication of the shipment control number between the carrier and the broker is critical to the process.

Comment:  The one hour rule is a CBP rule (and 30 minutes for FAST).  This is satisfied by the submission of the electronic manifest.  For FDA, there is a 2 hour rule to meet the Bioterrorism Act requirements.  The entry may be filed via ABI or via the FDA portal 2 hours in advance.  

Comment:  If the carrier submits the manifest via EDI, there is no need to go through the portal.

Q:  What does the Inspector use to release the shipment (assuming the advanced manifest has been filed)?

A:  The transponder (if used) reads and the manifest comes up.  The entry must contain the pro-bill number, to match the manifest.  The transponder (if used) or the license plate (if not) will bring up the manifest.  

Comment:  Even though for years CBP has received electronic manifests via other modes, the modes didn’t start off without receiving paper.  CBP is hoping that in the truck environment we can evolve to paperless much sooner.  


Questions – Session II

Q:  If the shipment is released via in-bond, will the CF 7512 print as well?

A:  No, it does not print the CF 7512.  ACE will recognize the bar code.  If QP had been sent, a bar code could be scanned and would be associated.  When the carrier requests an in-bond move, it is written to and authorized by ACS, and sent back to ACE, so that CBT knows it has been authorized. 
Comment:  Screen 1, the log on screen says “Entry is correct”.  The syntax needs to be modified so as not to be confused with “entries”.

Q:  Regarding the hazmat endorsement, a Canadian driver would not have an endorsement, even if carrying hazardous materials.  In the U.S., there is a hazmat endorsement that is shown on the driver’s license.  The Canadian driver does not have this on the driver’s license.  The driver carries a separate certificate with him in the truck.
A:  If the driver is qualified to carry hazmat materials, they would check YES on the hazmat endorsement field.

Q:  Page 72 of the handout refers to the printed version of the manifest.  Does this take the place of the inward cargo manifest?

A:  Yes.  The FRN did not take away the requirement to have a paper manifest at arrival.  As the pilot continues, we will work with OFO to do away with the paper requirement.  In addition, if the system goes down, the truck will not move if the driver doesn’t have paper.

Q:  If the CF 7512 and CF 7533 are required, but the driver is required to print the manifest, is this a policy decision that needs to be made to do away with the paper?

A:  Yes.  CBP does not want to do away with the paper because there are system issues.  The goal, as with other modes, is to have no paper.  This is the direction in which we are proceeding; we are now just in the formative stage.

Comment:  If all account data is entered (driver, crew member, conveyance, etc.), the following filings through the portal would provide this repeat information via a look-up feature.   It would probably take 25% of the time to file the necessary data.  There is a look-up field for everything but passenger.

Comment: The most important element to link entry and manifest is the pro-bill number/shipment control number.  If the carrier is reporting a consolidation of air or ocean freight it is also important to report the Master bill (SCN) and House bill (BCN) as well.  This is not to be confused with consolidated entries where each shipment’s Pro-bill (SCN) must be reported in both the manifest and the corresponding entry or entries that will be used to release the shipments.  

 
Comment: Regarding broker download, in the “additional party” section of the CBT the carrier can report the entry filer’s “Filer code number”, “U.S. Port of Arrival code” and if applicable “office code”.  

Comment:  “Setting up records” (topic 2 in CBT) will show you how to set up account data.

Q:  How about the carrier that has a repetitive shipment that you do 20 times/day.  Could he have the look-up feature?

A:  We currently don’t have this functionality in Release 4.  This is being considered via a template for a future drop of functionality.

Comment:  CBP encourages the trade to tell us how user friendly this is, what is still needed.  This can be one via the feedback button on the portal.  

Q:  From a data ownership issue, if I’m an owner/operator, would the carrier submit all of this information?  What if the shipper does not do their part?

A:  At this point, the user cannot use the previous manifest as a template.  From a data storage perspective, each time the user inputs a manifest, ACE remembers it.  

Q:  If I am an owner/operator/driver that goes to multiple carriers.  If I just give them my ACE ID, what information is available to the carrier?

A:  Just the ACE ID.

Comment:  Currently, if a user needs to submit a manifest, he has to be an ACE account (T&C).  We need to progress to a method of allowing third parties to submit manifests on behalf of carriers.  The user needs a SCAC code to create a manifest.

Comment:  The system should allow other parties to input data for carriers who do not want to do it themselves.  Now we have to go in as all individual accounts.  Brokers would have to sign on to each individual carrier account.  

In February, we are having a cross-account access workshop with Trade Ambassadors to discuss this.  Carriers are included in the workshop.  This needs to be a priority before we can make this nationwide.    

VI. Periodic Payment (Release 3): Progress and Developments- Michael Maricich, CBP, Dionisio Cheong, Coppersmith, and Julie Hoeniges, Caterpillar
· The FRN announcing that we will be moving from 15 calendar days to 15 business days will be issued in March  
· CBP estimates that March statements will be when the first statements will be issued using business days in lieu of calendar days.
· News Tab

· CBP will use this tab to post important messages

· For example, we will post a text message announcing the recently published FRN removing C-TPAT participation as a requirement  for ACE participation  
· Outages will also be posted to the portal as part of the News tab 
· Presently, the tab is very basic but it will be enhanced in the future 
· Release 5 will have a tool in place that will return 65,000 lines of data in a report; there is also a possibility to double this amount.  We are continuing to work on that concern.

Questions:
Q:  I like the changes to the SAL.  Is there a way of having an email sent to me so that I do not have to log in?

A:  Not as part of Release 3, but there are plans for that in the future.

Q:  Does this report pick up all entries regardless of the filer code?

A:  Yes, it will show all filers who have flagged entries for PMS under that IR number.

Q:  If we use a different payer unit number for our different offices now, will that work?

A:  Yes, it will work.  ACE does not care if different Payer Unit Numbers are used for different Periodic Daily Statements on a given Periodic Monthly Statement.  However, we do not want a mixture of ACH Credit (Payer Unit  Number of spaces) and ACH Debit (Payer Unit Number not equal to spaces) authorizations for Periodic Daily Statements belonging to the same Periodic Monthly Statement.  

Q:  Could you please clarify the last bullet on page 10?
A:  If there is a release on the 31st of the month, the 10th working day is probably after the 11th of the month when the preliminary monthly statement prints. You have to do your PN by the 10th of the following month for it to show on the month’s statement.

Q:  Would you say we should leave the 11th of the month as the preliminary date regardless of when the 15th falls?

A:  Yes, that would be my advice.

Q:  When will the correction be made to the Entry Summary Line Item report such that the user fees are shown correctly at the line level?

A:  The correction will probably be implemented with Release 5.

Trade Comment:  You had mentioned increasing the report to 65,000 lines in Release 5.  Depending on how much actual data is in that line, you may be limited to 5,000 lines.  This is what is happening now with the 20,000 line limit. It will not generate an excel page with all of that data.

A:  We will check into that.

Trade Comment 1:  You might want to check other export options, like comma delimited depending on the file size.

Trade Comment 2:  I have looked at that and it still does not meet our needs.
VII. Making ACE Reports Work for You- Michael Maricich, CBP,  Andrea Chen, eCP, and Paul Yoo, eCP
· Helpful hints:
· Use “Prompt Me with These Setting the Next Time” 
· Helpful Hints section of the Reference Guide
· Use filters – specifically the date range filter 

· Report Filters section of the Reference Guide
Questions:
Q:  Is the liquidation date the date that has passed or is it the scheduled liquidation date?

A:  We will take this as an action item and get back to you with the answer.
Q:  When you save a report, you save it in a personal folder/file.  Can you save it company wide?

A:  Now you can only save the report to your personal folder.  Only CBP can save to the Public Folders.

Q:  When Release 3 came out we could not delete reports we had saved to our personal folders.  Can we do that now?

A:  No, currently users are not able to delete reports saved to their personal folders.

Comment: Some of the filters update when you select them, such as date values.  In other reports however, the filters are not saving properly and you first need to press the tab button. 

A: That is how the COTS package works.

Q:  Can you add a port code by name?  I saw port codes and the ability to enter one yourself but not by name.

A: Port codes cannot be entered by name at this time.  
Comment:  Filters can also be used to make quick views run faster.

Q:  If I run a report and go into “workflows”, once I have gone into a different workflow can I then save that report?
A:  The workflows are part of the report and you should also be able to save those filters.
Q:  This is in regard to reports with a lot of different lines- has there been any discussion regarding making this available thru EDI?

A:  Although the ability is there, this may also pose a security issue.  CBP Management will also need to make a determination regarding when this will be made available.

Q:  Is there a listing available for carrier accounts showing the reports and the data elements?

A:  We could certainly also prepare one for carrier reports if you find the draft prepared for Importer/Broker Account reports useful.  

Q:  How would the report information be distributed to the carriers?

A:  We think it would be emailed to the Account Owner.

Comment:  As an additional tip, you can highlight one periodic monthly statement number and then hit “workflow”; this will allow you to drill down to view just the information.

Wednesday, February 2, 2005

I. Workshop Review and Open Forum Session:  Finance/Post Release (Release 5)-  CBP: Don Yando, Phyllis Henry
Trade: Melissa Irmen, Art Litman, Sally Meier, Barry O’Brien
eCP: Matt Kemmerer, Ray Portu

PGA:  Tom Futtner, IA
a. Statement work shops have yet to occur

b. Finance activity to data has been focusing on accounts receivables and the collection of accounts receivables

c. IA (Import Administration)
i. IA administers more than 300 AD/CVD orders
ii. Orders are merchandise specific (not HTS specific)
1. they are ruled by the written scope of the order (that is, the language)
2. this does not fit within the language of ACS causing a lot of problems in administering the AD/CVD orders

iii. IA looks to ACE to ensure that the trade community can make entries with informed knowledge

iv. IA is committed to the ACE project: they are a participant in the work sessions and work with the Trade Ambassadors
Questions: Session I:
Q: Where does the countervailing duty offset act fit into the Import   Administration’s process?

A: This deals with the distribution of monies and is administered by CBP. Import Administration does not have a business plan for this per se, but we will work with CBP to make sure this is addressed.

Questions: Session II:
Q: Will it change the way we communicate with CBP with respect to AD/CVD cases and our interaction with the import specialist?  Can we request a scope ruling via ACE?

A: There will be examination and interaction with the import specialist in terms of AD/CVD.  Scope rulings are done by Commerce; I think this is the type of thing we may want to automate

d. Entry/Entry Summary Matching:

i. The trade discovered that there is not as much commonality between the 3461 and the 7501 as initially believed
1. there is commonality at the header level but beyond that the 7501 has far greater detail- greater line item information

ii. Looking for ability, with things like IASS and split shipment, to have a greater flexibility to tie information together (especially when you consider that today the entry is tied to the port code)
iii. Also need to consider cases where information changes between the 3461 and the 7501

iv. Issues we have addressed include taking a deeper dive into process such as split shipments and remote location filing

v. Work sessions were premised on the fact that post-release would be in Release 5 and Release in Release 6
1. although we recognized that these processes would be covered in separate releases we always tried to keep the end to end process in mind throughout the sessions

vi. Certification at summary: An issue we examined is whether we needed both the 3461 and the 7501- we discovered that the statute allows this to be a two part processes and as such this is something that we need to maintain

vii. Entry summary acceptance: learned that there are two types of acceptance- system acceptance and CBP acceptance
1. looking to stream line that process
viii. Post summary corrections: in the proposal CBP would allow for one transmission for corrections during the 10 month period.  If there are no corrections, the liquidation cycle would be one year after which the trade could still have the option to protest

         
Questions: Session I:
Q: Regarding the adjustment process: this usually employs the most people (to generate money and put it on the statement is the easy part).  I don’t see an adjustments model- will these come from upfront systems?

A: The workshops are at a higher level.  We still have not gone to this level of detail; this is something we will be addressing.  The Post-release piece will be handled separately from the finance process.  There is a separation from what happens on the entry summary side and financial side.
Q: What about SILS and post entry adjustments?

A: These will be topics that will be covered in the post release sessions.  We are not there yet.  We are currently looking at the flow of the entry.  We have not yet had any discussions regarding the post entry corrections as details are still being worked out by CBP.  We have addressed the things that can go wrong in the process, for example, port problems.  We are discussing the interplay between the port and the entry itself.  Another area we are looking at is the issue of how import specialists are going to be configured in the future- how will ACE facilitate moving that workload around?  On the statement itself, the statement becomes the meeting point for all transactions.  If later we make a correction, we have agreement that this will end up in the statement- so these things should off set each other.  We have not however, worked out the mechanics yet.  On the IASS for example, we are still trying to determine the numbering process and the relationship to the release.  While IASS is functionality targeted for Release 7, we want to ensure we can accommodate it when we build the entry summary in Release 5.
We want to mention that Release 3 did allow for multiple ports- this is a good demonstration that as releases are being laid out, they are planning for the needed flexibility.

Q: The Port code link to the entry number- what does that mean?  The port code itself creating an “intelligent number”?   

A: Today the process is that the port code is linked to the entry number- this causes a problem when the port changes.  We would like a system with greater flexibility that doesn’t tie those two things together

Questions: Session II:

Q: Can you explain post summary corrections?

A: We have a proposal from OFO with different options that are currently under discussion

e. FTZ/Bonded Warehouse
i. For warehouse:

1. Getting better communication between CBP and warehouse proprietor
2. We did not discuss domestic goods in a bonded warehouse- this will be for future discussion

3. tracking quantities between the  entry type 21and the  type 31 withdrawal

ii. For FTZ:

1. Automating the 214 for FTZ
2. Assess the matching process between the 3461 release to the 7501-06 entry

Questions: Session I:
Q: You were discussing using ACS to automate the 214.  Has there been an operational decision as to how this will work?

A: We have had a lot of discussions on this.  This is one of the topics we will be discussing in the FTZ subcommittee meeting.  We know we have to have multiple ways to get that data.

Q: Have you considered today’s scenario for the express environment, when you have a consolidated informal which we cannot file in ACS?  From an entry summary perspective are we making sure this is included?

A: Yes, we have this covered in a trade requirement

f. Entry Types

i. Two day session
ii. Most issues were discussed but no conclusions were made, particularly with respect to:
1. quota- changes can be made up until threshold
a. how is threshold defined?
2. data elements around 7501

3. reconciliation in the IASS and reconfigured entry process

iii. Programming for ACE must be flexible enough to allow for legislative change
iv. Need agreement on a two letter code for country of origin

v. Is the bond type code on the entry necessary if it also resides on the account profile?

vi. Need to establish some formality around manufacturing IDs

Questions: Session I:
Q: Did you discuss drawback?

A: Part of this relates to the scope of Release 5.  While drawback is functionality targeted for Release 7, it will be discussed at later sessions.  We recognize that it is an issue and it has been discussed

Q: On the entry summary we spoke to corrections- what about when you have to change value, entry type, etc.  Are we saying that we can only do one change?

A: The proposal covers post entry summary corrections and applies to one transmission which can cover multiple corrections.  This is still under discussion with CBP; different options are being reviewed

Questions: Session II:
Comment: The recently passed law allows for a reconfigured entry on the reconciliation.  This should be taken into account going forward.

A: We are looking at the numbering system in the context of reconfigured entry.  The IASS will have its own number and CBP has agreed that there will be an audit trail.  This is something that we still need to figure out.

Q: Is there a format for the IASS that we can look at?

A: The closest thing we have are the requirements that the TSN Entry committee has been working on.  It is still very conceptual.  If anyone in the trade has a vision as to what this format should look at- we welcome it.

Q: Has there been any thought to changing the 10 digit logic to the entry number?

A: Everything is still on the table.  We don’t believe there will be a change to the filer code- but we don’t know.  We have talked about removing the association of the port code with the entry number.  For IASS the discussion model is to assign a number to the IASS and that every line on the IASS will have its own number.   .

Q: When we submit our 7501 via ABI we have all our information in there, if we have to make a change to that we need to create a separate program to make a correction.  Why can’t we add a field element to the 7501 that indicates what the change is instead of deleting the entire submission?

A: This is something that we can discuss. 

g. Entry Summary Census Edits
i. eCP and Census came together to discuss Census edits and the interplay with CBP

ii. We reviewed the Census edit master which is maintained and controlled entirely by Census

iii. Discussed the possibility of a more dynamic process with Census- capability to send message (an “override) to Census by some standardized manner to indicate the reason the merchandise will be outside Census parameters
iv. Learned that Census does not currently review data for informal entries- Census would like to see more of these
v. How should cancelled entries be handled?

Questions: Session 1:
Comment: CBP needs to correct its system to reflect appropriate parameters from Census.
Q: Will the future process involve paper documentation when Census warnings/errors come back?  This is particularly an issue with certain types of automobiles like Ferrari types, fuel cell types, etc.  Why can’t we deal with this outside of the transaction process?  This needs to be done as a separate reporting (CF 28?).

A: Census edits do not occur at entry- they occur at entry summary.  These are the types of things that we can address via coding- specifically via the MID or the importer of record.

Comment: We need to look at these Census issues as periodic monthly statement continues. 


Questions: Session II:

Q: Was the link between Census and a CF28 discussed?

A: Not in the session, but this was documented as a question in this morning’s session.

Q: Are you looking to solve the Census warning by sending the communication via the CF28?

A: yes

Q: Do you have the name of the person who makes the changes to the Census parameters at Census? We continue to explain the error but keep getting the same errors

A: We usually work with the import specialist- I would be happy to work with you offline on this.  This is one of the things we are looking to streamline in ACE.  You can give a reason for the merchandise being outside the parameters to the import specialist.  We are also looking for company specific price ranges to make it as automated as possible for this communication to go back and forth between the trade and the system without having to involve CBP.

h. Entry Summary Processing Scenarios

i. Discussions revolved around decision making process determinative to why a specific type of entry is filed

ii. What should the process look like in the future state- “to be”
iii. What is currently not automated that needs to be?

iv. Other uses for the 7501 (that is, other than the collection of CBP duties)- looking for additional input to this

Questions: Session II only:
Q: How do we get communication to you if we read something in the 

biweekly reports that we want to comment to?

A: If it is a minor issue- email us.  If it is a larger issue we would communicate that back out to the specific TSN committee for further discussion.
i. Special Programs

i. Discussions revolved around how CBP currently determines what to automate/not automate and the mechanics of that  process 

ii. How do we want ACE to facilitate that process?

iii. Revelation that this process is going to be very difficult to automate
iv. Trade noted it wanted visibility into the NAFTA database that also has information regarding certification verification. 
1. Especially when the trade has to show proof that it has already successfully made a claim to eligibility at a prior port

v. Everyone agreed that ACE should be used to communicate the information

vi. Synopsis of special programs are already posted on the CBP website
No Questions

j. Entry Summary Duties, Taxes, and Fees
i. Discussions revolved around how this would change the present modules from an SAP standpoint

ii. Accounting class codes will not change for trade- there will be some internal codes that will change for CBP
iii. Currency conversion was raised as an option in ACE so it will not remain a manual process- no determination was made- this is still under discussion

iv. Rounding? TBD
v. Trade would like to know all errors to an initial ABI transmission including PGA

Questions: Session I:
Comment: Conversion rates are not set until noon; this presents issues of timing.  It would be great if we could develop a solution to this.
Q: Will you be centralizing the follow up on the collection process- it is not uniform throughout the ports.

A: All the follow up will be centralized through NFC

Questions: Session II:
Q: Will the Trade Ambassadors be consulted as to the priorities for these ideas?
A: We will be prioritizing with Trade Ambassador involvement.

Q: Regarding Census issues and the existence of two tables.  If parameters are changed on the Census side, we know they are not always changed on the CBP side.  I would recommend that we try to do coordinate this process.    Is there a process to review parameters to keep them at a realistic level?
A: If we get too many warnings around certain parameters or an importer, we will review the request and get it into the system if it appears valid.  However, sometimes it is not always a parameter error, sometimes the errors are due to incorrect classification numbers that are being entered.  We are however looking to ACE to facilitating that parameter validation- and doing it faster.

Q: Regarding other trade programs and having importers have access to what has already been validated at another port.  The changes in the system will also result in procedural as well as systemic changes.  If you are going to give access to the importers, I would also like the import specialist to have access to that same database.  You did not mention that- it seems logical that both sides would have access to that database-

A: Yes- it was in the discussion- it is something that we asked for as a requirement- that is, for both sides to have visibility to that information.

Q: Are you looking into things that cause paper to be generated and looking to eliminate those processes?

A: Yes

Q: Will we be able to have reports which are generated on demand by our account managers posted to our accounts?
A: This is something that will be discussed at a future session

Q: This is a follow up question regarding looking at the account at a national level by the import specialist.  As a legal policy issue, have we discussed the implications of looking at the data from the SAL for prior disclosure purposes?

A: There are statutory requirements with respect to record keeping.  Although our legal responsibilities are static, we might be able to enact some changes.

Q: Is there a time frame for getting information from different files and determining why certain data is missing?

A: We understand that this is happening- we do open trouble tickets and we can usually get that information to line up with each other.

II. Workshop Review and Open Forum Session 
a. Account Management (Release 5)-  CBP: Gregg Scherban

Trade: Don Huber, Stuart Schmidt

 eCP: Jim Byram, Robert Wolk
PGA:  Rowland Marquis

Questions:  Session I

Q:  When you stated you are going out to the trade with the workshop agendas, are you going out to the Committee Co-chairs or who?
A:  We would be going out to the Accounts Committee.  If you are not on that Committee then we need to get wider distribution.  
Comment:  The suggestion would be to email the agenda to all TSN members and to also provide email addresses for the Trade Ambassadors.  (Note:  The names and email addresses of all Trade Ambassadors has since been sent to all TSN members.)  
Q:  If we know ahead of time what the agenda is, why not post it on the web site and create a chat room for that subject matter?  We could capture input there.  
A:  There is a very small time period to do that.  We could post the agenda on the website and then let Janet Pence determine how to get the feedback to the Trade Ambassadors attending the workshops.
Comment:  The eCP is very knowledge; they recognize the issues. The Trade Ambassadors are given the opportunity to provide our issues. Then it is their job to push these issues forward.  The role of the Trade Ambassador is to communicate the trade’s requirements as a whole and we need your input.  We are in a design phase and it is not too late to make those comments.  We would love more input from the small importers.

Questions:  Session II

Q:  When CBP has posted the workshop agendas to the website, can the trade receive a message informing them of the posting using the current Administrative message capabilities?

A:  We need to follow up on that request.  Administrative messages are not received by everyone, for example carriers do not receive them.  We still need to get the information out to the TSN members.
b.  Existing Issues Workshop

Questions:  Session I
Q:  Where is the list of Existing Issues posted?

A:  The major issues are captured in the first biweekly activity report.  The complete list is available if anyone is interested.

Questions:  Session II

Comment:  I have a question about DBA names.   One of the problems on my account is that the names are coming up under the corporate name and not the DBAs.  I realize this is tied to the CF 5106 for now.  The CF 5106 is not a good instrument for account names.  
A:  The trade has recommended that the account show both the name and the IR number.  We need to get the CF 5106 data to be more meaningful in ACE for the next 18 months until Release 5.

Comment:  Back to the CF 5106 information, someone on the Security Committee needs to take this into account.  CBP has had discussions with IRS and SSA to validate those numbers.  
Q:  You mentioned that SAL issues were discussed.  Can you provide us an update?

A:  Those are out there as part of the biweekly reports which are on the web site.

Comment:  Just to clarify the eBond requirement, originally we were trying to match the name on the bond with the name on the CF 5106. Under eBond, we will now use the IR number to link it to the account.

b. Create/Maintain Broker, Carrier, Importer, Surety Accounts

i. Comment:  I want to echo something that was mentioned earlier in the presentation.  I think the trade absolutely agrees that we would want to use EDI to set up an ACE account and potentially even to set up an ACE account with a portal view.    

Broker Account:

Questions:  Session I
Q:  For the branch code structure, is access available by branch code?  There is a requirement for that.

A:  From the portal user aspect, you will be able to control access at the branch code level.
Comment:  Looking at the proposed broker account structure, I do not see an allowance for a processing office.  You are building a structure based on current operations, not how a company’s business is structured.

A:  That is the type of input we are seeking.

C:  In the event of a purchase, you also need to maintain archive information with multiple filer codes.  Even though the new company may fall under a new filer code, the information under the old filer code must also be maintained.  There would need to be a pointer from the old filer code to the new.

A:  For the purpose of this discussion we are only showing one filer code, but you certainly could have multiple filer codes.

Questions:  Session II

Q:  I do not believe this conforms to the trade requirement written for the broker account structure.  In our case we would reverse the office branch code and the port code.  This may not be the case for everyone.  The structure needs to reflect that the branch is operating across several ports.  Want to set up a structure for regions as well.  This does not meet all of the points of the requirements previously submitted.  
A:  The purpose of showing the proposed new structure for the broker account is to capture input.  We will verify the requirements previously submitted.
Comment:  We do it both ways.  Some districts have multiple ports and the way I organize my business may cross over these structures. 
Comment:  For my situations it is more common to reverse the structure and the structure should be flexible to handle that.  I do not want to have to set up my account to meet a forced structure.  
A:  We had members of the Broker Management Office at the workshop and this is how CBP wants to look at the data.  
Q:  Have you addressed self filers and the structure of their account?

A:  The self filer account structure would be similar to what is proposed for the broker.  We have that as an action item for the Accounts Committee to distribute that for comment.

Importer Account:

Questions: Session I
Q:  When you set up accounts, will there be a standard format for every company or can you add certain things that are specific to your company?  For example we are a food company and we maintain information on product codes, permits, and etc.  Can that type of information be stored in the Account?

A:  The license, permit and certificate workshop is scheduled for March.  It is our intent to store the information in the account.  We need those comments to include in the work session.  

Comment:  There is a concern about space if you do that.

Comment:  Within our own company we have authorizations for a particular entry.  We have made the suggestion in the past for company information to be captured.  This should come up as part of a post release workshop.  
A:  The shipment licenses would not be maintained as part of the account but the blanket certificates would be.

Comment:  Importers maintain a data base, like a parts database, for use by their brokers.  Anything they put in the Account is open for Customs compliance so you might not want to put that information out there. 

Comment:  You also need to bear in mind there are cost limitations.   

Comment:  What is the harm if we provide out tariff database to CBP in advance?  I would rather have questions before I bring goods into the country and let CBP have an opportunity to ask questions in advance.
Concern:  I have a concern about News flashes and using the portal for those. You do time out after a certain amount of time in the portal and that would require everyone to keep the portal up full time to be able to view a News flash.
Questions:  Session II

Comment:  The way the account tree can be viewed, you can also view names as IRs numbers. However, when you select the IR it immediately goes back to the name. We need an option to stick with the IR number.
A:  We will take that as an action item and follow up on it.

Q:  What is the feedback on these sessions because some of these issues have been around for a while?

A:  Trade needs feedback on this loop.  Lou Samenfink has stated previously that the action items have all been assigned with a date when they should be resolved and who it is assigned to.  The trade would like to see that posted to the web or incorporated in the biweekly report.  Trade does not need to see the person’s name.  
Comment:  This is not the eCP’s job; CBP needs to get back to the trade on those issues.  At the end of the day, we need to know the business need and then let the computer folks figure it out.

Q:  What about all of the manufacturers I registered for FAST?  Will that information be in the portal?  What about if I get an exception from FDA for all of my CD, will that be in there?

A:  A:  Release 5 will not be subsuming FAST so all of that information will remain in FAST and not be part of your ACE Account in Release 5.  PGAs are looking at linking the licenses to the Account.  All PGA requirements are going to be different. Sometime they will want the information processed on ACE and other times it will be in independent systems.  We are working with the agencies and capturing those requirements.  

Comment:  I would think CBP would want to know what all information might be captured in the future.  
A:  That is true but we also have deadlines when CBP needs to roll information out.

Q:  Where would the PGA licenses, certificates and permits fit if not under this area?  

A:  This area only covers CBP licenses.  There will be a future workshop on PGA licenses, permits and certificates.

Carrier Accounts:  including air, rail, sea and NOVs

Questions:  Session I
Q:  Where is CBP heading with driver accounts?  What happens if a driver drives for 2 companies?  Where there is an agent, are they the agent for the carrier, the driver?

A:  I do not remember that being discussed.  Not always will a carrier or driver be using the portal, they may subcontract that out to an agent.  
Q:  The driver would need to know his ACE ID.  If the driver did not remember his ACE ID, then what information would be sent back if a duplicate was found?
Q:  Can a company opt for an agent to do the transaction at some ports and not as others? 
A:  Yes
Q:  For drivers, if there is a need to change information, who is authorized to make the update?  If you sever your relationship, then how does that information transfer to a new account?  
A:  In Release 4, whoever enters the information first becomes the owner.  In release 5 we are leaning toward an independent driver account with multiple relationships.  The issue is who has authority to make driver information updates.  That issue was taken back.  We need to work it both from a development standpoint and a policy standpoint.  The carrier may be maintaining the account for the driver, the driver may, but in many cases it will be a third party.
Q:  Is there going to be cross database capabilities set up, like queering to see who has a bond?  
A:  ACE should be providing the same queries you currently have in ACS.  CBP will be re-looking at the information the trade has available now through queries.
Q:  Driver question – what work has been done to use the driver FAST number as their ACE ID.  
A:  Once the driver has a FAST number, an account should automatically be opened.

Q:  As a carrier, I would be concerned if the broker could access my custodial bond. 
A:  These are legal policy issues that are being logged now.
Comment:  DOT only recognizes the CDL so that information would need to be stored in the account for DOT clearance.
Questions:  Session II

Q:  On the carrier account set up, on Monday we talked about some transactions sets to be used to set up accounts.  Did that include ANSI X12?

A:  Yes, we discussed that as part of the Methods for Creating/Maintaining Account Master data.

Surety Accounts:

i. For Surety and Surety Agent Accounts different guidelines will apply because they must be approved by Treasury first and identified on circular 570. 
ii. There would be no automated way to create a surety account.  This would be done by the Finance Center.

d.   Methods for Creating/Maintaining Account Master Data
Questions:  Session I
Comment:  For filing protests you have an attorney with a filer code.  ACE needs to provide for that as well.

Questions:  Session II

Q:  I believe in the ‘as is’ environment an importer can be added electronically, and the update has to be made in paper.  I believe this should be moved to the Legal Policy Committee.  CBP appears to have a policy developing that requires brokers to file proof of identify in order to add a CF 5106 record (tax receipt).  That does not fit in with this ACE model.

A:  Lou Samenfink responded that guidance from CC was that you could not require proof.  
Q:  How do we validate the information for targeting? 
A:  There are messages to trade asking them to be careful on what is submitted.  CBP is having a dialogue with SSA and IRS.

Comment:  Some field offices want to approve all CF 5106s.

A:   We have had feedback from legal policy on this issue.

Q:  Was there any discussion on what type of payments the carriers might want as part of their account?

A:  That was not part of any of our workshop discussions.
Comment:  Sureties have filer codes because they need access to ACS for the surety downloads. 

A. You may not need that under ACE to get access to your data.

Comment:  With multimodal manifest being moved up, you may need to include other account types like FTZs and bonded warehouses.  
A:  You are correct; we have flagged that as a possible future workshop.

A:  To answer the earlier question, we have flagged the EDI message to set up and/or update the account from CBP.  Do we use X12; do we build something proprietary or just what?  
Q:  Has this been addressed to a specific person? 
A:  No, it has just been identified.  
Comment from Lou Samenfink:  For truck manifest, why would we not support those message sets to set up carrier accounts?  There are also the CAMIR formats which we told the trade they had to use.  Ideally the system should support all of those formats and that is a policy decision.  Support for EDI to include CATAIR, CAMIR, CARGO IMP, and X12 and EDIFACT.  To date only EDIFACT is available.  There is also a timing issue here getting a standard format approved by some of the standards organizations.

Q:  Why are we adding driver accounts?
A:   FMCSA wanted drivers.  They need the CDL on who is operating the truck.

e.  Data Validation

Questions:  Session I
Q:  Will it matter if the carrier submits his information using the ANSI X12 format and the broker submits his information using the proprietary format?

A:  It should not matter.  If those message sets are supported and the filer has been certified then they should be able to send them. 
Q:  The concern is the carrier sends X12 but the message needs to go out to the broker in the CATAIR format (broker download).  Is that a problem?

A:  No, the message would go out to the broker in the format they need.

Q:  What about on the air side?

A:  It should be the same thing.  These are not really account management topics but we can follow up.

Q:  Triennial status report – As an independent broker working for an importer, how would I submit my triennial report?  How would I submit an address change; is that being considered?

A:  Yes it is.

Q:  Currently for a company name change, the trade files a paper CF 5106 with the bond rider.   That is done because the bond is paper.  CBP must ensure the name match.  Is that changing?
A:  With eBond they discussed the name checking and the decision was made that the match would be IR to IR.  That would allow us to accept the CF 5106 updates electronically.

Q:  What about pre-dating an address change to take place at the end of the month?
A:  That did not come up.  We will take that as an action item and check into it.
Questions:  Session II
Q:  From a CBP standpoint, do we have to wait for release 5 to make some of those changes or could that be done today?

A:  The plan is if they are not huge, we should be able to deliver some of those things sooner. 

Q:  In the current system when you change a name, the targeting system assumes a new importer and starts doing more exams.  Will ACE communicate that to the targeting system so that they do not think it is a new importer and start doing exams?

A:  There will be a link to targeting and when a change is made they will run it against their rules and take whatever action they need to.

f. CBP Program Participation

i.  C-TPAT changes will need to be discussed again based on the new direction from CBP.

Questions:  Session I
Q:  Is there a master list of all current programs?

A:  In ACE there is a list of all programs CBP tracks.  The programs in Release 5 will be summary related so all programs may not be listed.  

Q:  For the ISA program, are you saying that is a transactional program?

A:  No, RLF is a transactional program.  

Comment:  Why are you discussing a third party being involved in the C-TPAT process for the importer?  All the importer is required to do is to write a letter to CBP saying you checked it.  We do not want to add more work to the process.
Comment:  We are just trying to provide for what might happen in the future if a third party was involved.
g. Maintain Account Interactions

Questions:  Session I

Q:  Would port notices be included in the communications?

A:   We threw that out as a possibility but whether it will be included in the future is a CBP policy decision. 
Comment:  The port notices would be a big money saver because they are mailed out and are duplicated.

Comment:  We need to ensure that companies/individuals who are not accounts also receive that information.
A:  We will be providing for that as well.

Q:  Could you explain the relationship between PGAs and subscriptions?

A:  Some of the agencies attending the workshop could see the use of this communication tool to push information out to the trade.  The trade did not however want to receive all trade notices, only those that interest them.  If an agency has urgent information to push out, then that would override any subscription rules.

Questions:  Session II

C:  ACS administrative messages do not work for the carriers. 

A:  We have noted that and we will be providing other means to meet those needs.

Q:  Was there any discussion about creating a document from release to release that summarizes all of the changes?  Has there been any discussion about circulating that type of document?

A:  That did come up during the existing issues workshop.  We will follow up on it.  You should have received a cutover letter explaining the changes from Release 3 to Release 4.

Q:  Why do we have to go through the help desk to set up a password for the first time for a new user?  Once you receive the email, you only have a certain time or you need to start that process again.  
A:  These are new security requirements with Release 4.  
h. Manage Account Compliance

Questions:  Session I

Q:  In the past carriers submitted information for about 20 reports; where are those requirements?  Do we have to do this again?  
A:  The MMM Committee will be mapping the old requirements into the new format and providing additional information.  Report requirements could be addressed as a committee, but we would also accept information from an individual.
Comment:  There is a problem with the consistency of the data in the reports.  I ran AM068 and sub-ledger report and there are differences in the totals.
A:   We have two systems trying to share the same information and the feeds may be different.  That type of problem should be addressed by contacting the help desk or using the portal feedback.  Those issues do need to be addressed.
Comment:  The C-TPAT flag on the account and ATS need to be in synch. Sometimes the switch needs to be thrown in ATS and that does not happen. There should be an edit that compares the switches in the Account with those in ATS to ensure they are in synch.


Thursday, February 3, 2005

I. Account Expansion Plan: Future Direction- Janet Pence, CBP
a. ACE Marketing and Communications

i. A team has been established to reach out to trade

ii. We conducted interviews to determine why importers were not signing up for ACE.  Some of the responses we received were as follows:


1. importers can only handle one CBP program at a time

2. importers do not want to participate directly in CBP programs- they prefer to participate via their brokers

3. lack of information about the program

iii. Changes are being made to the program to refocus the marketing on ACE:


1. better communication regarding the program

a. emails targeted at their industry sector

b. organized database where specific sectors can be identified for specific communication

2. greater outreach with the trade associations

a. identify trade point of contact within the trade association

3. better utilization of the TSN as communication providers

a. provide better communication with which to arm the TSN members-

i. e.g., standard slide decks to work from

4. functionality changes in line with business reality

a. Enhancements to R3:

i. allow brokers to set up an account on behalf of importer

ii. allow brokers to pay PMS on behalf of the importer

iii. enhanced R3 functionality

iv. New goal is to reach a percentage of DTF rather than a specific number of accounts

Questions:

Q: Will you be removing the requirement of the “managed account”?

A: We will be reviewing the account structure to better meet your needs.
Q: Speaking to our larger client, we heard a new twist regarding the Terms and Conditions document.  This poses a greater concern regarding signing this document and viabilities they might be taking on.
A: We agree that this is an obstacle and it is something that we are looking at.

Comment: when you are setting up your email structure that you will be targeting, you need to remember that some of us are wearing multiple hats.  Importers who are self filers would need to receive both importer and broker targeted emails.
Q: You stated that you are looking to the textile industry because of the large percentage of duties, taxes and fees.  However a ruling was recently issued stating that Remote Location Filing would not be available for textile rulings.  This will be an impediment to the textile industry.
b. Client Representatives

i. Have increased our staff to better meet your needs

c. Trade Ambassador Program:

i. We will need more Trade Ambassadors for Release 6

ii. Currently finishing up our schedule for Release 5
iii. Some of our current Trade Ambassadors will continue to work in Release 6, some may decide to roll off, but we do need additional Trade Ambassadors

iv. Looking to you to come up with some new selection criteria

Questions:
Q: Is there a list of current Trade Ambassadors? I could not find it on the CBP website.
A: We will be sending an email with all of that contact information.  [Note: this action item has been completed)
Q: What kind of commitment would that be in terms of time?

A: The TLC has asked us to come up with a written document that outlines all of the Trade Ambassadors’ requirements/responsibilities.  The current requirement is for 24-40 hours a month for blue print.

General Announcements- Lou Samenfink, CBP
· Commends Celadon for completing their certification process; they will be sending eManifest via Blaine

· CBP needs to make decisions and move forward

· CBP needs to focus on what is a priority for us, example: SILS, PEAs, truck manifest, automation of CF28s

· Other things the trade has requested would be ideal, but are not as important- you will need to bear with us
· CBP needs to make the process as simple as possible

II. Legal/Policy Update- Jeremy Baskin, CBP, Rick McManus, CBP, John Leonard, 
CBP, Phyllis Henry, CBP and John Peterson, C.H. Powell
Update on Miscellaneous Tariff Bill- Richard McManus
Questions:
Q: On reconfigured entry, is every line item on an IASS a reconfigured entry?

A:  The law was written broadly enough to accommodate either scenario, multiple releases underlying every line on the IASS or a single line.  You may have some things you can roll up and some you cannot.
Q: What would be the date of entry?
A: It would be the date on the IASS.

Q:  On a protest, was there any thought to making the date other than the date of entry?

A: We went back and forth on this but in the end decided to stay with the date of entry.  
Q:  From an AD/CVD perspective, we have an automatic liquidation. Will the reconfigured entry have any impact on the automatic liquidation concept?  

A: We will need to look at that.  

Q:  Wasn’t there a problem rolling up vessel lines on an IASS because of a Census requirement? 

A: Yes.  We will need to look into this further.
Q:  If I have 11 entries with the same HTS and one entry with 2 lines and a different HTS, can I put that on one IASS?

A:  Yes, CBP will further define the IASS in the future. There will probably be a prototype on IASS.

Q:  What does paying on the 12th working day mean?  Does that mean we have up until the 12th day to file? 

A:  The 10 working days still apply for filing the summary but we have the option in the future to move to 12 days for the collection of the payment.  Although it doesn’t really change anything for the trade with respect to date of deposit, it gives CBP the leeway to change in the future.
Q:  Can you explain the Xerox court case where the company did not file a NAFTA claim, the entry liquidated, and then the company presented its certificates of eligibility.

A:  CBP determined that there was no decision by CBP to protest.  As such, the company missed the time period to file the 1520(d) claim.

Q:  If an entry summary has a “no change” liquidation, can you protest it? 

A:  If we make an affirmative decision to deem liquidate, then this can be protested.  If there is a no change liquidation, I am not sure if this can be protested.  We will need to get back to you.  These recent changes in the law may overturn the Xerox court decision.

Q:  The Trade Bill reads that there is an unconditional right to protest no matter whether there was a CBP decision involved.

A:  That is correct.  That was the intent of the law.

Comment from Rick McManus: There is one glitch with the IASS.  The provisions enacted in the Mod Act stated that when a release was filed, the importer had to notify CBP with respect to whether the importer intended to file an IASS or an individual entry summary.  We would like to remove that requirement, and go to default IASS.
Update on Federal Register Notice Publication- Jeremy Baskin, CBP
· CBP will soon be publishing a revised Terms and Conditions document as a Federal Register Notice

· CBP hopes that the revisions to this document will remove some current obstacles 
· The FRN announcing the change to the 15th working day from the 15th calendar day for periodic monthly statement is scheduled for publication in March
· CBP will soon be publishing a Federal Register Notice to address changes to the truck manifest rollout schedule and to discuss changes for Release 4.x. 

Update from the Office of Field Operations- John Leonard, CBP
· Field operational changes brought about by the Miscellaneous Tariff Bill:
· Ports are up to date on the protest and liquidation changes
· If the underlying flagged entries covered by the reconciliation entry were filed before and after the new 21 month time period goes into effect, then the reconciliation entry is due 15 months after the date of the oldest flagged entry.

· If the importer mixes reconciliation entries that are filed before and after the time period takes effect, the reconciliation is due by the 15th of the month
· Reconfigured entry will not work in all scenarios

· Remote Location Filing (RLF):
· On January 1 most quotas were eliminated for WTO members

· CBP issued a memo stating that textile entries were not eligible for RLF
· CBP is readdressing this policy

· 19 CFR §12.130 states that every entry requires documentation 
· A meeting is scheduled for February 3 at HQ to clarify the issue  
· There will be an administrative message coming out next week that will state the CBP policy
· CBP is working with CITA to discuss any necessary regulatory changes

· Post Entry Corrections under ACE:

· CBP is hoping to reach a policy decision by April

· It is yet to be determined whether CBP will stick with the one correction position; allow multiple corrections as the trade requested or compromise somewhere in the middle.  At the end of the day, CBP has to do what is best for CBP and stay within the law.

Questions:
Q:  For some time the trade has been seeking to file in-bond entries using RLF. Is that going to happen?

A:  We have a draft FRN circulating for review on that issue.  It should be out soon.  
Q:  Aren’t there other entries which also require paper which can be done via RLF?

A:   CBP is not looking into expanding the RLF entry types now; we are sticking with entry types 01 and 11.

III. Periodic Monthly Statement: Lessons Learned- Paul Nugent, eCP, and Phyllis 
Henry, CBP

Questions:
Q: Can the trade indicate on the 10th day of the month on which month’s statement they want the entry to appear? 
A: The trade indicates the month's statement on which they want an entry summary to appear when they submit it through ABI.  

Comment: There are two major changes involved with changing the payment due date to the 15th work day of the month.   There is one set of changes for ACE, which would allow the preliminary Periodic Monthly Statement to print on a date greater than the 11th calendar day (the current limit).  The other change involves  ACS which would allow sending the ACH Debit Authorizations to the bank on the 15th work day (if not a weekend or holiday) instead of the 15th calendar day.

Q: There are reports of some discrepancies between what is shown on the portal and what is in the actual subsidiary ledger.                                                              A:  If the trade finds their “AR-006” or “AR-007” reports are wrong they need to call the help desk and open a trouble ticket.  
Q: Can Census warnings/Census errors be included on the monthly statement?

A: This is not a possibility today. There are meetings coming up next week to address this with Census.  

Q:  There are issues with requirements with regard to audit trails and proof of payment.  The trade is lacking affirmative proof that they have paid “0 dollars” when no duties, taxes or fees are required.  The PN does two things, it affects a receivable and it affects the end a day processing.  Will there be a record back that indicates that I file the summary timely and it went to end of day processing?

A:  You should receive a record back that the PN transaction has been successfully processed.

Q:  If I make a change to the print date, how can I verify it is correct in ACS?

A:  There is no way to do this automatically in the system.  The only thing you can do is to contact your client representative; they are they only ones that can verify that it is correct in ACS.

Comment:  As more importers come on ACE and start using PMS, we as brokers could end up doing several hundred PN transactions each day.  Brokers would like to see one monthly debit.
A:  There will be a lot changes in Release 5, but until then we are tied to the individual debit authorizations for each Periodic Daily Statement.  I do not expect any changes with regard to this issue until that time.

Q:  What is the process for a default on the statement?  Will CBP disallow the company’s participation in PMS?  Will CBP put importers on sanctions? When will the surety be notified?

A:  CBP is looking into these policies.  We are trying to apply consistent rules with “no payment” or “late payment”.  The trade will be notified in advance of any policy changes.
IV. Q&A Session: Plenary Session Close-Out
Questions:
Q: The trade has provided its input with respect to some suggested changes for the revised CF 7501.  We have not had any response to this input for some time.  Can we expect an FRN on this or is this a dead issue?  

A:  It is actually a dead issue at this point.  We have been getting some information from the forms management office regarding converting all forms to CBP forms and placing them on the internet.  At this point the existing 7501 remains- you should be seeing something from OFO on this soon.  There is no target date for a new 7501 at this point

Q:  Plans for client representative training were mentioned earlier.  What are the specific plans for training the client representatives so that they can help with PMS questions?

A:  Client representatives will be coming in for training in April and we will also be hiring additional client representatives.

V. Evaluations of February 2005 Plenary Session
a. 2005 Conference Comments:
i. Recommendation was made to have a PGA panel at the next TSN
ii. Positive feedback regarding trade members (i.e., active ACE users) giving the presentations
iii. Positive feedback regarding the workshops with interaction between Trade Ambassadors and trade

iv. Need for increased participation from policy people to answer questions on the spot
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