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JUNE 8, 2011
Trade Leadership Committee

CBP asked the TSN Trade Leadership Committee to: 

1. Review/provide any changes to  the TSN ACE priorities document and

2. Suggest cases where future programming might be combined to work as part of existing ACE programming (and minimize cost).

The below is divided between “TSN ACE Priorities”, “Combined Programming” and “New proposal suggested as part of response to TLC voting (TLC has not discussed)”.  

Following each item is the number of TLC responses that Agree, Disagree and Comments.
TSN ACE Priorities

1. “Agree” or “Disagree” and any comments: 
Electronic bond processing functionality should be higher on the priority list and should be included in the initial deployment of cargo release functionality for the following reasons:  
· The current proposal for an electronic single transaction bond (STB) file and approve system as part of the cargo release process takes CBP out of the middle of the transaction. 

· 90% of the bond related communication occurs before the entry is filed and is between the importer’s broker/filer and the surety
· CBP drafted the  current proposal for an electronic single transaction bond (STB) file and approve system as part of the cargo release process
· The required communication links are already in place 

· The time, effort, and expense to further develop and deploy appears minimum

· Once in place, filing continuous transaction bonds (CTB) could easily be added to the system

· The speed, accuracy, and transparency of the process might eliminate the requirement for a CTB to participate in Remote Location Filing (RLF) and allow the use of STB’s

· Including this process as part of the initial cargo release deployment would give CBP a very large bang for relatively few bucks

My copy of the November 2009 Trade Support Network (TSN) ACE Prioritization Recommendations reads as follows:

1. Integration to one system (ACE)

a. Cargo Release 

i. ITDS/PGA admissibility functionality – reference matrix

ii. Multi-modal manifest (One manifest system for all modes)

1. House bill release functionality in all modes

iii. Filing of release data and corresponding responses

iv. Access to Bill of Lading information

v. In-Bond Functionality including In-Transit and Permits to Transfer

vi. Bonded Facilities Control & Management (FTZ/Warehouse)

vii. Reference Files (including HTS)

b. Electronic Bonds including Surety Bond Authorization Processing

i. This element relates to cargo release but is maintained separately because of its relation to other priority functionality

ii. Establish Surety Agent ACE ID, single transaction bond view &  bond query options via Portal 

At the very least, there should be eight (8) sub points under cargo release and electronic single transaction bond processing should be one of them. It seems logical that electronic single transaction bond processing should come before or immediately after sub point “iii. Filing of release data and corresponding responses.”  
	Priority Changes
	 
	 
	 

	1
	*Agree:
	16
	Disagree:
	1


*One response stated do not disagree.  This was included as agree.
Comments:
I agree that while this represents little dollar spend, I am not in support of moving the priority higher since my understanding is that most transactions are performed using a continuous bond (I can be swayed by the data).  
I do not disagree; however, this may be a distinction without much of a difference.  My preference would be to leave eBond where it is, but have it be a full blown eBond release based on the original eBond Subcommittee vision rather than a scaled down messaging exchange between CBP and sureties with built in delays and as yet unresolved uncertainty as to default values and exception process.  The only winning argument for the instant bargain is that half a loaf is better than none.  If that had been the proposition when we all began this discussion 11 years ago I think we might rather have looked to a completely different track for our investment in time, energy and money.
By raising the priority of the bond processing it appears that we are agreeing to postpone (or possibly eliminating) a real electronic bond in favor of a scanned image of a bond with a few data elements. I tend to agree that this is a worthwhile tradeoff, but wanted to make sure that we are making an informed decision. My understanding is that this item would have Customs program the electronic bond around a scanned image of the bond. This would allow Customs to program for relatively few data elements plus allow for the upload a scan of the paper bond document. This is different from a real electronic bond where all data elements would be programed into ACE eliminating the paper form and scanned image.  
2. “Agree” or “Disagree” and any comments: 
The Trade Support Network (TSN) ACE Prioritization Recommendations shows “Multi-Modal Manifest” as one line under Cargo Release.  It is proposed that Multi-Modal Manifest:

a. List modes of transportation as a sub-bullet (Air, Rail, Truck, Ocean)

	Priority Changes
	 
	 
	 

	2
	Agree:
	12
	Disagree:
	1


Comments:
Agree.  Order should be: Ocean,  (2) rail (3)  Air  (4)  Truck

2 & 3)  I’m on the fence on these.  I was the one who suggested to break out MMM as a separate item, not associated to cargo release, and to list each mode.  But when I re-read the original ACE Priorities document, it clearly states:  “ACE System Priorities (ACE “development in process” not considered in priority determination)”.  My interpretation of this is that the functionality in M1 UAT does not need to be included in the priority ranking.  This leaves Air and Truck modes for MMM.  CBP has been fairly open and consistent in stating that these are phase later.  I guess what I’m saying is to leave Multi Modal manifest in it’s current place under a.ii, and to add new bullet points for modes Air and Truck.
Disagree.  Prefer to have multi-modal manifest listed as a separate item.
I think this is a distinction without much of a difference.  Truck is done; right?  Rail and Vessel are in testing.  That only leaves Air, so I’m not clear on what is accomplished by this refinement? (this was not included as agree or disagree)
3. “Agree” or “Disagree” and any comments: 
The Trade Support Network (TSN) ACE Prioritization Recommendations shows “Multi-Modal Manifest” as one line under Cargo Release.  It is proposed that Multi-Modal Manifest:

a. Be moved as a separate item and listed after Cargo Release and E-bond (after E-bond because E-bond is linked to cargo release).

	Priority Changes
	 
	 
	 

	3
	Agree:
	14
	Disagree:
	1


Comments:

Disagree.  There is a strong link between MMM and Cargo Release
2 & 3)  I’m on the fence on these.  I was the one who suggested to break out MMM as a separate item, not associated to cargo release, and to list each mode.  But when I re-read the original ACE Priorities document, it clearly states:  “ACE System Priorities (ACE “development in process” not considered in priority determination)”.  My interpretation of this is that the functionality in M1 UAT does not need to be included in the priority ranking.  This leaves Air and Truck modes for MMM.  CBP has been fairly open and consistent in stating that these are phase later.  I guess what I’m saying is to leave Multi Modal manifest in it’s current place under a.ii, and to add new bullet points for modes Air and Truck.
4.  “Agree” or “Disagree” and any comments: 
Currently the creation and filing of an ocean manifest is a manual time consuming process.  It is proposed that the export manifest be added as a sub-bullet under “Multi-Modal Manifest”.  This could leverage other manifest programming and is consistent with current export initiatives.

	Priority Changes
	 
	 
	 

	4
	Agree:
	14
	Disagree:
	2


Comments:
STRONGLY AGREE with the inclusion of a sub-bullet adding export manifest automation under 1.a.ii.
Disagree.  Export manifest is not currently a statutory requirement.
Agree, 100%. I believe this should be a bullet point under Multi Modal Manifest in this order:  Export, Air, Truck. I think it’s important for all trade sectors to remember that this is an entirely manual process with no system in place at all and deserves a higher ranking due to the benefits to CBP, PGAs and the affected carrier sectors.  It’s also important to remember that CBP has already performed a preliminary feasibility review of the current import manifest code and has determined that of some 300+ code sections, there are only about 10+ that will need to be used and/or revised.

Disagree.  While the logic cited below is solid it doesn’t change the fact that leaving entry summary incomplete and moving payment reports and other collections further downstream will perpetuate the need to support critical functionality in ACS, mitigate the business case for filers to migrate to ACE, prolong the problems associated with data mediation between two operating systems, and delay the creation of ACE as the single system of record for import.
5. “Agree” or “Disagree” and any comments: 
It is understood that consideration must be given to funding one or a few expensive Ace functions versus several less expensive functions that will provide the greatest movement forward.  However, it is important that whenever possible full functionality is provided in ACE for a particular function prior to turning off ACS so two systems or one system that interfaces with both ACS and ACE is not required by the trade.  Accordingly, it is suggested that the following be moved up after 1.c.ii (Entry Summary/Entry Summary Types…..):

a. All entry summary types not currently listed under 1.c.ii. 

b. Enhanced Entry Summary Edits 
	Priority Changes
	 
	 
	 

	***5
	Agree:
	14
	**Disagree:
	1


**See note regarding 5.a.  This was included as disagree.  

***One response agreed with 5.a. only.  This was not included as agree or disagree.

Comments:

While recon is, from my perspective, very low priority, I will agree to each point in the document.
Regarding “a.”: Since all types are not of the same priority, I don’t mind listing them, but let’s list them in priority order (and note that we’ve done so).  Regarding “b.”: Agree with the comment, disagree with the priority.  Not sure if this belongs associated with the same priority as Entry Summary overall.  
Agree, I think.  I’m not sure what is meant by enhanced entry summary edits.  If that means restoration of the ACS entry summary edits, that should be moved up the list and immediately after cargo release.  All entry types for entry summary should be treated in parallel with (or immediately following) entry types in cargo release.  That is to say, if cargo release treats all entry types, then immediately following cargo release the priority should be the restoration of data edits, and then all entry types for entry summary.  If cargo release will treat only certain entry types, then as the balance are dealt with in cargo release, these same ones should be treated for entry summary.

For point 5 a. I don’t know if it is a good idea for us to push to have all entry types be moved up in priority. As we discussed if only a few hundred NAFTA duty deferral entry types are filed each year is it worth the effort to up the priority? Also has anyone looked at if any of the entry types (government entries, appraisement entries, etc.) can be absorbed into other entry types, eliminating the need to program for these separately? I believe that some of the types exist in ABI as a way to modify the edits used for some special entries. If the difference for an entry type is in the edits perhaps it is not a good idea to reprogram these at all. Possibly Customs can simply modify another type of entry and eliminate the expense of programming for a seldom used type.
Future programming might be combined to work as part of existing ACE programming (and minimize cost).
1. “Agree” or “Disagree” and any comments: 

Reconciliation as part of Post Summary Correction (PSC): It is worthwhile to investigate how ACS reconciliation might be accomplished in an ACE Post Summary Correction environment.  It is suggested that TLC companies of various sizes and industries that play a role in filing reconciliations be contacted to discuss with CBP.  Challenges/questions identified include:

a. Processes/programming required by the trade and CBP to maintain/meet reconciliation legislative/regulatory requirements may be significant.

b. Would each entry change or line item change require a separate reconciliation entry?

c. Would each reconciliation PSC be a full replace?

d. Would the PSC allow the submission of a separate reconciliation entry?

e.  How would the changed line items be tracked as part of a reconciliation entry?

f. Automated batch updates would be critical – some companies have thousands of underlying entries per reconciliation entry.

	
	
	
	
	

	Suggestions on combining functionality
	

	1
	****Agree:
	12
	Disagree:
	2


****One response stated no objection to 1 – 4 above.  This was included as agree.
Comments:

DISAGREE: I think a much more detailed study of the Reconciliation process has to be performed. Recon process needs improvement & to be streamlined. As it is today, there are too tight constraints on matching value to the penny.  By thinking about how to incorporate the Recon process into ACE, the Trade & CBP have a chance to fix this “prototype” and make it a much more streamlined process. 

Agree, should be explored.
Agree to have a discussion on what this might look like.  Cannot support until we know what it looks like.  I would like to be called to discuss.  Reg change may be needed here.  .  (Also, suggests) Weigh the programming/process burden against the possibilities of a regulatory change.
Disagree.  What I don’t see mentioned (specifically) below are the differing time frames for PSC and Reconciliation, but as it currently stands my constituency would oppose any further extension of PSC.  PSC has become a deterrent for migration to ACE.
Under Future Programming point 1 (reconciliation under PSC) I think we should add the question:

a.       How would PSC work when using the aggregate option for filing a reconciliation entry? Does Customs intend that by using PSC to file the reconciliation all reconciliations would be entry by entry?

I think the idea of morphing Recon into post summary correction presents some serious problems, it seems to me, even beyond the technical ones that you noted. Recon is a statutory creation, but PSC really has no legal underpinning. In Recon, the importer has 21 months to file the adjusted data. In PSC, it must be done before liquidation. In Recon, the importer essentially has a safe harbor during that time period. In PSC, he does not and is potentially subject to sanctions up until (and even after) he makes the PSC correction, depending on CBP’s discretion.
2. “Agree” or “Disagree” and any comments: 

Leverage work on existing entry types to program remaining entry types: It is suggested that CBP determine if/how prior work to program/implement entry types ”01”, “11”, and “03” (formal, informal, AD/CVD) could be leveraged to program the remaining entry types.

	Suggestions on combining functionality
	

	2
	****Agree:
	15
	Disagree:
	


****One response stated no objection to 1 – 4 above.  This was included as agree.
3. “Agree” or “Disagree” and any comments:

Leverage work on existing manifest (ocean and rail) to begin steps to program multi-modal manifest and export. 

	Suggestions on combining functionality
	

	3
	****Agree:
	15
	Disagree:
	1


****One response stated no objection to 1 – 4 above.  This was included as agree.
Agree, but not for export piece.   
Disagree – not yet.  After liquidation.  Take the declaration and entry cycle through liquidation first.
DISAGREE – wasn’t Truck Manifest the first step in the Multi-Modal Manifest?
4. “Agree” or “Disagree” and any comments: 
CBP/programmers hold brain storming conference call with CBP/TLC dedicated to discussing ideas on how future programming might be combined to work as part of existing ACE programming (and minimize cost).  What are ideas from CBP?  

	
	
	
	
	

	Suggestions on combining functionality
	

	4
	****Agree:
	17
	Disagree:
	


****One response stated no objection to 1 – 4 above.  This was included as agree.
Comments:

But when will these calls be held? Who determines when a call is needed & who is invited? Isn’t this the role of the Trade Ambassador? The TA can reach out the the TLC for  comments, suggestions, etc.
Agree with comment.  I feel the programmers should be working with the ambassadors, specifically since they have the clearances to be able to speak.  TLC may require clearances.
Agree – worth a try, but I would qualify the concept to the extent that any brainstorming session must include representation from Chief Counsel’s Office and OR&R.  There is far too much work to be done to get off on wild goose chases.  Any legal, regulatory or policy issues should be part of the initial discussions.
For future programming point #2 (entry types) see my note 2 above. (See comment under Priorities 5. that begins with “For point 5 a…..)

AGREE – Should this not already be taking place based upon lessons learned from R4 Truck?
New proposal suggested as part of response to TLC voting (TLC has not discussed):

Add:

2.  “Agree” or “Disagree” and any comments:

Add a sub-bullet 6 to Exports that incorporates the abilitly to cross-reference US Export/Import transactions.  This is placed in the export section since it would be a natural “next-step” link once the exports are available in ACE.  

a. Exports

i. Export cargo control for filing manifest data to meet CBP and PGA’s data and timing requirements
ii. ITDS/PGA functionality – reference matrix
iii. Establishment of Account Types for Export 
iv. Export data / report functionality in ACE Portal for all Account types (Exporters, Carriers, Freight Forwarders, Terminal Operations, port authorities)
v. AES data filing in ACE (AES direct filing to ACE)
vi. Cross-reference US Export/Import Transactions to facilitate

1. License management

2. TIB management

3. Drawback automation

4. ?

