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	Date
	Topic

	DAY ONE

	1.0
	01/22/08
	Revenue Management Program ACH Fit Gap Session Introduction
· Committee Objectives

· Review San Luis Obispo’s Refund Method (SA owner)

	2.0
	
	Student Refunds – Direct Deposit
· Security

· Processing ACH Files

· Pros and Cons of Generating the ACH File in SA and A/P
· Review of Chico’s Refund Method (A/P owner)

	3.0
	
	Review the ACH Security Policy Draft Document

	DAY TWO

	4.0
	01/23/08
	Questions and Comments from Day One

· ACH Security Policy 

· Timeline for ACH Process Implementation

	5.0
	
	Reporting and Tracking Requirements

	6.0
	
	Additional Ideas

	7.0
	
	Next Steps


Fit-Gap Session Notes 

DAY ONE

This 2-day fit gap session is meant to revisit SLO and Chico’s student refund direct deposit (ACH) processing alternatives with the ultimate goal of standardizing how CSU campuses will handle student refunds through the ACH process.  The alternatives mentioned stemmed from a web cast from November 7, 2007.  The Student Refund PowerPoint presentations can be found on the CMS website (http://cms.calstate.edu/09_Teams/300_CMS_09C_04_FUGPostings.asp). 
1.0 Revenue Management Program ACH Session Introduction

With a standard created, CMS Central can devise a baseline modification that campuses can use to process refunds.  We want to explore what it will take to implement a modification so that the modification will meet campus, CO, and student needs.  

1.1 San Luis Obispo’s Refund Method
The meeting commenced with SLO and Chico reminding the group of their differing processes.  SLO’s SA division (SF module) front loads the refund processing work (i.e., identifies students for refunds, the amounts to be refunded, and identifies those who will receive a direct deposit refund and those who will receive a refund check via mail).  The student refund ACH process is created through SF and sent to Wells from the Student side, and all other student refunds are sent through Integration Broker (IB) to FIS Accounts Payable to cut checks for those students not on direct deposit.  Statistics are sent to the CO and students are notified of their refunds through email notification. 
Some of the topics they would like to have improved solutions on are the following:

· Ability to specify criteria on the run control for refunding determination, such as unit levels. 
· Ability to issue PLUS loan refunds to parents via direct deposit; current functionality does not allow direct deposit account information to be associated with a financial aid borrower’s emplid if it is different than the student’s emplid.

·  Improve the batch process to include refunds needing processing from previous terms (but the student has not received a refund in the current term).

· Improve the error-checking process to verify that students being refunded have active addresses and that the proper refund item type is being used for the selected refund method.  
SLO cloned the HR Payroll Direct Deposit Account page and modified it to meet their needs.  The process works well; however, they want to improve upon identifying those that should be processed, for example, different refunding parameters for grad student unit level requirements.  After the ACH processing has run, the data is submitted to the bank. A separate process generates the emails that are sent to the students indicating general information regarding the status of their refund.
Students are encouraged to register, through the portal, for Direct Deposit.  Students can also change how to receive refunds, or change bank account information via the portal.  If a student does not inform the campus of a change to their bank account and the EFT transmission for that student is rejected, the banking institution will alert the Student Accounts Office via fax and a staff will notify the student of the refund processing error and recommend that the student update their information in their Self-Service account.  SLO likes that they have set up a system where the student is responsible for managing their account, although direct deposit information may be accessed and updated by Student Accounts staff.  SLO does not prenote (verify banking information) of the student.
Areas of improvement SLO would like to have are:

· To be able to specify settlement dates on the ACH file, and automate communications with the students and with the CMO.  Should it be managed by SF or A/P?  Chico manages their data from the A/P side of the house.  The area managing the data has been a security issue up to now (especially for campuses who have not or are implementing the SA component).  PeopleSoft has built in many ways to keep data secure, so it should not be considered much of an issue to allow SF to manage the data.  
In v89, SLO simplified the Direct Deposit page by masking extraneous information on the Self-Service page.   Student Accounts staff continue to have access to the unmasked direct deposit page which allows them to view the history associated with changes to the information.  Approximately 70+% of the student population are using the direct deposit functionality.

· Chico is not using Self-Service for direct deposit sign-up at this time.
· Suggestion:  to reduce student account ‘direct deposit’ errors, force students to enter their bank account number in twice.

· If the account routing number on record is incorrect, email the student to alter the data.  Note: SLO has not experienced many ‘reject’ instances.

· Revisit Long Beach’s process (mod which incorporates CashNet).  They flag and address these issues with students prior to them becoming ‘rejected.’ 
· Chico verifies routing numbers via a query.  It compares bank IDs, account number, and bank name, which is displayed on the direct deposit screen after the routing number is input...
Suggestion: provide a link on the student page to a sample check that illustrates the location of vital direct deposit data needed.   Review to determine if this functionality is being delivered as some campuses thought it was.  The functionality is delivered in PS under Self Service > Payroll and Compensation > Direct Deposit
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Direct Deposit Detail
James Bond

o999

AccountType:  Checking

Deposit Type: Balance

Routing Number: 256074974 View check exsmple

Account Number: 123545555

Deposit Order: (example: 1 = first account processed)

Retur to Direct Deposit




· Suggestion:  create a database that stores bank routing numbers.  If someone enters an unknown bank, then pre-notify those instances only.  PS delivers a table called PS_BANK_EC_TBL that stores bank info for Self Service > Personal Bank Info. How large is the file?  Could this have performance issues?  How often would you update the table?
· Direct Deposit page fields needed/not needed (cloned from the HR page DIRECT_DEPOSIT - Navigation: Payroll for North America > Employee Pay Data USA > Request Direct Deposit) – (Staff view)
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· Effective Date.  Can the current date be used here?  Chico would like to maintain this field.

· Status:  Default to Active

· Bank ID:  Rename to Routing number.  Maintain.  If a new routing number is entered, then trigger a pre-notification (set as default).  Available as an option to be used or not used by campuses.
· Account number.  Maintain.  Force the student to enter twice.  

· ‘Suppress DDP advice print’.  Hide
· Add a radio button (instead of the existing drop down selection) for the student to indicate which account he/she wants refund direct deposited into.  Default the Checking Account option or at least add a message to Self-Service page should student not indicate.  Limit selection to Checking Account or Savings Account only.
· Deposit Type.  Hide.

· Net Pay/$ Amount.  Hide  
· Pre-notification Required box.  Maintain.

· Priority.  Hide.

· Direct Deposit page through Self-Service (student view)

· Account Type.  Maintain field.

· Bank ID.  Rename to Routing Number. Maintain field.

· Routing Number.  Maintain field.  Create a table with bank routing numbers.  Refresh the table once a month, every baseline release, or every time Org table refreshed – campus responsibility?
· SLO – if student disputes routing or account number, the responsibility to maintain is on the student.  

· Chico – an analyst enters, so provides room for dispute.

· Issue:  Should Plus Loan aid go to the student?

· Regulations indicate bursar’s office must give the student the choice of direct deposit or mailing a check.

· Account Number.  Maintain field.

· Hide other fields on page.
· Add a link to show student a view of a sample check (where to find routing/account numbers)

· Allow the student to sign-up, change bank info, or remove their decision to have direct deposit.  Create a student email communication for each of the above options.

· It is important to tie depth of access to student and staff roles.

2.0 Security

Do we need to create encryption for bank account data?  Similar to what already exists for credit card information?

· Suggestion: mask all but the last four characters.

2.1 Processing ACH Files
Concern:  There is no place to edit or store the files prior to submitting.  No historical record is kept.  No way to resend the file without a lot of additional effort involved.

· Suggestion:  Create an audit trail that includes the date and sequence number, batch ID and/or the processing instance number of a particular file sent.

· Note: If Wells Fargo receives multiple transmissions with the exact same criteria, they will reject the submission, and will send a communication alerting the campus. 
How does the system handle settlement dates?  

· SLO defaults to the creation date.

· This needs to be clearly identified.

· Suggestion: create an editable settlement date in the file setup.  The settlement date should be system date + 1 day.  A few times a year the settlement date may need to be edited to a few days in the future.
· Recommendation: Run the ACH file from the Run Control mandatory.

· Recommendation: If the transmission failed, resubmit the batch by recalling the original date the submission was made.  

· Suggestion: Create a secured output file that can be used as a duplicate to be resubmitted.  To secure, have one person who has access to send the data, and another to be able to receive notices.

· Decide whose responsibility:  SF or A/P?

2.2 Pros and Cons of Generating the ACH File in SA and A/P

Goal is to decide which is the most effective, efficient, and least maintenance method of generating an ACH file.

· SLO divides direct deposits and manual checks prior to handing process off to A/P.  Chico does the opposite.

· Decision: Integration Broker will not be altered.
SA Only

PRO

· Physically stays within department - business process, control, maintenance (SA)

· Information stays within SA system (banking information, knowledge, notification, synchronization with student emails, disbursements, accessibility)

· Security with having sensitive information all in one place

· Direct deposit information already resides here (i.e., HCM tables)

· No modification required for Integration Broker or A/P

· Cost savings for postage, check stock, machine maintenance, etc.

· No need to coordinate testing with FIS and SA for this modification.  Separate cycles of fixes, bundles and baseline releases would make testing extensive

CON

MODIFICATIONS

· (SA - SLO Mod) Direct Deposit page currently delivered in the  Payroll module within HR

· Staff usage

· Self Service
· (new - SA) Bank name validation (from routing number)

· (SA -SLO Mod) Batch Refund Process (new – accommodate foreign address and large dollar checks - add in filter criteria) Tuition Calc and Report Only
· (new – SA) Manual Refund Process
· If student has active direct deposit account information, the direct deposit format and method should default in on the refund page.

· For Refund with Extra Amount page, a new translate value needs to be created to replace the “Payroll” Refund Method when refunding with a direct deposit format (currently, “Payroll” is the only Refund Method selection that will allow the user to select the direct deposit (D) format).

· (SA - CO Mod) ACH File (creation of file, auto transmission of file to Wells Fargo? and marks account as processed, settlement date? transaction date?)
· (new – CO Mod  Process to regenerate file (included in CO ACH mod)
· (CMS Mod/SLO Mod) Email Modification (also being considered systemwide for BR095 -May 2008)

· Notification of Direct Deposit

· Notification of changes to account number

· Notification to CO for direct deposit being processed (prefer data from)

· (new - SA) Possible administrative fee for refunding (non-FA refunds)

SA to AP

PRO

· Able to see the history of refunds for check and direct deposit on the Finance side - reconciliation issues.  Ability to run separate pay cycles (i.e., for all EFT transactions) for easier reconciliation.

· More closely follows the EFT procedures/business practice for non-students.

· Cost savings for postage, check stock, machine maintenance, etc.

CON

MODIFICATIONS

· (SA - Chico Mod) Direct Deposit page currently delivered in the  Payroll module within HR

· Staff usage

· (SLO Mod) Self Service
· (Chico Mod) Bank name validation (from routing number)

· (Chico Mod) Finance Import of Refund information ( to separate check from direct deposit)

· (SLO Mod) If additional criteria is needed for batch refund or separate item types are required, a modification would be needed

· (SA Mod)***"Create Vendor/Voucher" modification to add banking/account number information from student instead of address (still send message over Integration Broker)
· (SA - CO Mod) ACH File (creation of file, auto transmission of file to Wells Fargo? and marks account as processed, settlement date? transaction date?)  Process to regenerate file.
· (CMS Mod/SLO Mod) Email Modification (also being considered systemwide for BR095 -May 2008)

· Notification of Direct Deposit

· Notification of changes to account number

· Notification to CO for direct deposit being processed

· (new - SA) Possible administrative fee for refunding (non-FA refunds)

2.3 Chico’s Refund Method 

· Issue: Do we need a hard copy application of the Authorization for Electronic Funds Transfer (EFT) any longer or is a wet signature all that is needed?  What is the law?  Is a digital signature sufficient? Should we obtain both debit and credit authorization?
· Issue: What is policy if a student account must return refund given?  

· SLO posts a charge back to the student's account.
· Pre-notification.  This is a campus decision.  Not requiring pre-notification but the option will be given.  Chico prenotes all accounts.  There is a per prenote cost associated with this process.
· Voucher Origin.  C = Check and EFT= EFT transmission.  Chico runs their refund process 3 times per week.
· A/P creates direct deposit files and checks.  They run 2 pay cycles based on current business process.

· Chico does not use Integration Broker for the production of student refunds, ACH or check.

· They create the EFT file, which goes into the UNIX drive, then downloaded to Wells Fargo. 

· They would love these steps to be automated.

· Setup for the Wells Fargo account is delivered functionality.

· If a bank does not exist, Chico adds to the Bank page.

3.0 ACH Security Policy Draft Document (Enrolling Receivers and Maintaining Receiver Databases) – S Boylan

Sean Boylan presented the group with a draft of a Policy regarding Enrolling Receivers and Maintaining Receiver Databases.  He was soliciting the group’s feedback before it is revealed to the RMP Banking committee next week.  The group was confused by the terminology used and was concerned that it did not clarify enough to be useful for the student environment.  
· Many of the participants in this group were not involved in the prior discussions relating to the creation of the draft document seen today, thus it is difficult to critique without further analyzing it.

· Suggestion: Create separate documents 1) for the student environment and 2) for the vendor/employee environment.
· Action Item: (for Sean Boylan and RMP Banking committee) Dedicate some time discussing a legal alternative to the wet signature requirement.
· Suggestion: Review current policy regarding the dollar limit of an ACH refund.  One security oriented factor is the email a student receives when refund processed.  This spurs the student to verify monies have been deposited into ‘his/her’ bank account (and not someone else’s).
· The system also provides somewhat of a failsafe; the maximum amount permitted is $9999.99 per student.  Campuses will be required to secure two signatures on any ACH transaction greater than $15,000, which is in agreement with current policy.
DAY TWO
Day two’s meeting revolved around comments from the previous day discussion topics, discuss the timeline CMS Central is working with, poll meeting  participants on their preference of ACH Processing solutions (the SA or A/P), glean reports needed to meet campus needs, and next steps to be taken to follow up on choice selected.


4.0 Questions/ Comments from Tuesday’s Meeting

4.1 Comments on the Policy document reviewed Tuesday

· No one felt this document was in a state for another group to review.   Main concerns this group stressed were that the language and operations being used and/or described are out-dated, not intuitive, and too many unfamiliar acronyms are being used.  
· The document in its present form would not be implementable by campuses because it does not meet their needs. 
· Sean Boylan will clarify the Policy document prior to sharing with other groups.

4.2 Pros, Cons, and Timeline for Implementation
As mentioned in Day One’s discussion, CMS Central will be dealing with a Code Freeze for Campus Solutions 8.9 on any new development tentatively scheduled for May 30, 2008.  There is already a Code Freeze on any new development for Finance 8.4.  
· A ‘con’ for having this process being funneled through A/P is current Code Freeze on Finance 8.4.  Michelle Norton indicated that a process cannot be implemented in FIS until they upgrade to v9.0.  All campuses will not be upgraded until April 2009 - by then Campus Solutions will be working on upgrading to CS 9.1.
· On the contrary, SA may be able to implement the ACH process by the May 30th code freeze if the modification is developed via SA only. 
· Decision: Though some campuses would prefer to have ACH processing owned by A/ P, in light of the time constraints tied to implementation and campus needs, the group consensus was to allow Student Administration to own the process and create supplemental mods to fill in gaps in the delivered PS functionality.  
· Action Item: Georgia will research how other campuses process ACH, which office owns the process, and why the campus came to that decision.  She will share information gathered with this group.
· The longer CMS Central waits on making a decision, the more likely campuses are to create their own mods.  CMS Central does not want to encourage that.

· Now that a recommendation has been made, the CMS team wants to share their rationale with both the SAUG and FUG representatives together to get feedback and gain buy-in.

· CMS Central will have to stress the need for supportive SA and FIS staff communication on campuses.  FIS staff on the campuses in charge of Cash Management will need to be made aware of large (all) disbursements made through the ACH process.
· Campuses may need to rethink their Administrative Fee strategies, business process, etc. for non-financial aid student population. 

5.0 Reporting/Tracking Requirements

· SLO’s process has worked fine using supplemental queries.  Currently SLO has an ACH/E-mail report that creates a list of names and email addresses for refund recipients and ties it to the ACH process.  The end result is that all refund recipients receive an email communicating a transaction took place on their account.  They use a campus modification to generate a SLO email.  They do not use workflow.
· Suggestion: To clarify this process it may be beneficial to unlink and create two separate processes; 1) processing ACH refunds and 2) generating a list of recipient e-mail addresses.
· Beneficial to use generic e-mail communication to students.  It is easily automated and encourages students to review their accounts. 

· Improve Reconciliation reports by including the following:
· Create a summary report

· Create a detail report

· Create a Disbursement report

· Other

· Create an A/P report that somehow validates students who received direct deposits (looking for something similar to [or simulates] a Check Register sign-off). 
· Create a pre-approval form for vendors.  

· Create a tracking device (transmission date, batch number associated with the ACH transmission [found in the batch header], or Process Instance number) that can be stored and carried over.  Tie the device to each batch and assign representatives from both SF and A/P access to review and research if needed.

6.0 Additional Ideas
On the ACH file, do any campuses input anything into the transmission settlement date field?  Campuses respond yes, but each process differently.  Want to consolidate to streamline CO and Wells Fargo processing.

· Campuses should be entering in a date that equals today’s date plus one business day (settlement date).

· If an ACH File date is present, then a report can be generated.  The business calendar followed is Wells Fargo’s which addresses holidays and weekends.

· The CO wants to tie-in an e-mail, with a summary (CO control totals) text file attachment, be sent to the CMO.
· The CO must create rules to be followed, but not in scope for this modification.
· Create a query or a report for C-Notes that include the following fields:

· Student ID

· Student name

· Dollar amount

· Date processed

· Process Instance number and/or Batch ID number

· Term transaction being processed

· Grand total

· Who or what processed the refund (Batch identification or staff member identification on a manual refund) 

· Create an audit report to find student bank account number duplication.
· Tie the routing number to the account number.

· Create a ‘reject’ report based on information supplied by Wells Fargo.  Include the following data:

· Original transmission

· Amount
· Account holder information

· Who will be responsible for reconciliation activities if the ACH process is owned by SA?  This will be a campus decision.

7.0 Next Steps

· If any other ideas arise, send suggestions or comments to Georgia or Nicole.  There will be approximately a two week window for today’s participants to discuss additional ideas, concerns, etc.  Please share you comments and concerns when we next regroup.  In the meantime, the CMS representatives will be determining feasibility and how to proceed.
· Should there be any additional questions of SLO or Chico, contact Brett (SLO) and/or Miles (Chico).
Action Items / Issues

	#
	Issues / Questions/ Action Items
	Assigned To / Disposition

	1
	Issue: Should Plus Loan aid be delivered to the student?
	Fit/Gap Team

	2
	Issue: Is the hard copy application of the Authorization still needed for Electronic Funds Transfer (EFT) any longer or is a wet signature all that is needed?  What is the law?  Is a digital signature sufficient?  See Section 2.3
	Banking & Cashiering Team

	3
	Issue: What is the policy if a student account must return refund given?  See Section 2.3
	Campus decision?

	4
	Action Item: Need further discussion regarding legal alternative(s) to the wet signature requirement.  See Section 3.0
	Sean Boylan and the Banking & Cashiering  committee

	6
	Action Item:  Research and share findings of how other campuses handle ACH processing and their rationale.  See Section 4.2
	Georgia Forman
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