Northeast Region Pay Issues RFI 

27 February 2004

Michigan – 

ARNG soldiers in medical holdover status are typically challenged by pay and orders management support. Compliance with the regulatory timeline for LOD-injury to medical holdover transition leads to an inevitable "gap"  between the expiration date of the original mobilization order and the effective date of the extension to that order. The lack of an extension (amendment), in turn, leads to the soldier not being paid. 

Extension orders (for ARNG medical holdover soldiers) are requested directly by the MTF to NGB to PERSCOM. The respective states have no input or tracking mechanism.  To exasperate this cumbersome conduit - as late as December, 2003 the whole process was reportedly choreographed at DA level by a single individual. 

This delay of orders has been acknowledged as a systemic MTF/NGB/PERSCOM problem at many levels. Ad hoc solutions have been constructed to provide relief to ARNG soldiers with some success. I understand this issue may be outside of the charter of the DFAS intervention team described in the base message. Yet, to the extent that I am aware, this remains a critical issue that (left unaddressed) will yield more and more challenges as we continue to demobilize and redeploy ARNG soldiers.

Delaware –  

From an IG perspective, over about the last 10 months, there has actually been a decrease in the number of finance related complaints or requests for assistance from mobilized/deployed soldiers.

Generally speaking, there were some initial complaints (growing pains) when the first NG units were deployed last year but these questions were answered or problems resolved.  One area was getting tax refunds to soldiers after they were deployed to a combat zone since the pay was now tax-free and taxes should not have been deducted.  Another issue was when AGR soldiers returning from deployment were deleted somehow from the Army payroll when they went from title-10 AGR to title-32 AGR.  But the state IG office has not had to deal with many pay related issues lately.

This is not to say that the state USP&FO or J1 has not been dealing with "normal" finance complaints but these complaints or requests have not come to the attention of the IG Office.  One issue I know the headquarters (medical, J1, J3) is working right now concerns pay related issues for deployed soldiers being put into medical hold.  When a soldier is injured who requires additional medical treatment, they may be sent to Walter Reed or back to their state for further medical care.  In the meantime, unless their cases are carefully tracked, their original deployment orders expire and Active Duty Medical Extension (ADME) orders must be published (the docs are involved because they must determine how much more time the soldier needs to be on active duty).  If the ADME orders are not promptly published, soldiers are deleted from the payroll and it could take months to get them paid again.

Concerning the 'new team at DFAS', I am assuming this is referring to the ARNG Pay Ombudsman program which was initiated a few weeks ago.  I haven't had to address a complaint/issue to DFAS in about two months so I am not sure of the impact of the Pay Ombudsman program.  Over the past several years however, I have requested IG help from either the DFAS IG Office or a Mr. Comer, a NGB LNO to DFAS, on a number of occasions and ALWAYS received a prompt and accurate response.  Mr. Comer has been particularly helpful because he clearly understands how the JTR applies to the AGR and m-day National Guard members.
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Analysis

The bottom line is that of all the issues brought to the Ohio National Guard Inspector General’s Office could have been avoided if the proper amount of Command emphasis and required personnel/pay actions were accomplished at the unit level IAW regulations.  None of the issues brought to the attention of the Inspector General were the result of DFAS actions or non-actions.  Furthermore, DFAS has been helpful to this IG Office in helping to resolve pay related issues.

The following notes are from the Fiscal Year (FY) IG Activity Reports to the Adjutant General.

FY-2001

Issue:  Incapacitation Pay. There were 10 cases related to Incapacitation pay in FY-01, compared to 7 in FY-00.  Incapacitation Pay packets are not being submitted IAW AGO Pam 40-501, Medical Readiness Workbook.

Recommendation:  Unit commanders, fulltime support personnel (FTUS), and soldiers need to be trained on the process contained in AGO Pam 40-501.  Commanders and FTUS need to submit required paperwork, and follow up to ensure all requirements are met.

Issue:  Inactive Duty for Training (IDT) Pay.  There were 12 cases related to IDT pay in FY-01, compared to 16 in FY-00. Although this represents a reduction in the number of cases, many of them could have been avoided if unit commanders and FTUS processed AGOH form 105s or automated equivalent in a timely manner.

Recommendation: The unit of assignment needs to complete an AGOH Form 105 (authorizing the STA) prior to the duty performed.  The soldier should carry this form with him to the unit that he is performing duty with, obtain certification at that time, and return it to the unit of assignment.  The unit of assignment should then submit a J series transmittal letter (TL) with authorization for payment to AGOH-PF-COP-M.  Communication between both units is critical to ensure that soldiers are paid in a timely manner.  

Issue: Annual Training Pay.  There were 4 official cases involving AT pay in FY-01, compared to 12 in FY-00. Again, while this number represents a reduction in the overall number of cases, many of the cases received could have been eliminated or corrected at the unit level. 

Recommendation: Commanders and FTUS need to review the Preliminary Unit Payroll List (UPL) to ensure that all required personnel action (promotions, BAH authorizations) are correct prior to unit going to annual training.  They also need to review the Unit Payroll roster to ensure that all soldiers attending AT are listed, and soldiers not attending are crossed off, to avoid an erroneous payment.

FY-2002

Issue:  Inactive Duty for Training (IDT) Pay.  There were 13 cases related to IDT pay in FY-02, compared to 12 in FY-01. Although this represents an increase in the number of cases, many of these cases could have been avoided if unit commanders and FTUS processed AGOH form 105s or automated equivalent in a timely manner.

Recommendation: The unit of assignment needs to complete an AGOH Form 105 (authorizing the STA) prior to the duty performed.  The soldier should carry this form with him to the unit that he is performing duty with, obtain certification at that time, and return it to the unit of assignment.  The unit of assignment should then submit a J series transmittal letter (TL) with authorization for payment to AGOH-PF-COP-M.  Communication between both units is critical to ensure that soldiers are paid in a timely manner.  

Issue: Annual Training Pay.  There were 9 official cases involving AT pay in FY-02, compared to 4 in FY-01. While this number represents an increase in the overall number of cases, many of the cases received could have been eliminated or corrected at the unit level. 

Recommendation: Commanders and FTUS need to review the Preliminary Unit Payroll List (UPL) to ensure that all required personnel action (promotions, BAH authorizations) are correct prior to unit going to annual training and must be continually monitored in the event of mobilization.  They also need to review the Unit Payroll roster to ensure that all soldiers attending AT are listed, and soldiers not attending are crossed off, to avoid an erroneous payment.
FY-2003

Issue:  Inactive Duty for Training (IDT) Pay.  There were 13 cases related to IDT pay in FY-03, no change from FY-02. 

Recommendation: Many of these cases could have been avoided if unit commanders and FTUS had placed greater emphasis on the resolution of known issues.  Ultimately, all pay related complaints must be corrected through a command action.  Commanders must ensure that soldiers are aware of their responsibilities as well as monitor actions that have been requested and ensure they follow-up on any discrepancies they may identify. 

Issue:  Within the area of Finance and Accounting there were 20 cases related to allowances, which consisted largely of BAH entitlement issues.  Responsibility for the error which caused the allowance to be incorrect fell 1/3 to the soldiers who failed to provide appropriate documents, 1/3 to the units who failed to process paperwork or follow-up and 1/3 to the State Headquarters who made errors in data entry.

Recommendation:   Since determination of BAH entitlements are made on a case by case basis, correction of this issue will require an understanding of the process and requirements up and down the chain.  Soldiers must be properly informed of their eligibility for the entitlement and required documentation to support it.  Commands must monitor pay actions to ensure proper completion and the offices within the State headquarters must continue to implement quality control measures to eliminate as many data input errors as possible.    

Issue: Incapacitation and ADME pay accounted for 18 of assistance cases.  Most of the cases were a result of the slow processing of administrative actions required by NGB or DA.    

Recommendation:   DCSPER-HS must continue to work with NGB to identify challenges and streamline processes to improve timeliness. 

FY-2004 (1st and 2nd Quarters)

Thus far in FY-2004 there have not been any systemic issues in the Pay area.  In most cases, the case officer would ensure that base pay, allowances, etc… was adjusted as a result of another issue.  For example, if there was an issue with an E4’s promotion to E5, the case officer would assist in correcting the promotion issue and monitor the individual’s pay to ensure the soldier got all of their back pay associated with the promotion action.

New Jersey

Issues we have discussed here are: 


a. Mobilized soldiers have their pay accounts administered by three or more different offices (USPFO-NJ; AC pay station @ Mob Station; in theater pay unit). The AC pay stations frequently, but not all the time, have no idea how to manipulate the DJMS-RC software.


b. In theater pay units are not maintaining accurate entry and exit dates for starting and stopping pay of Hostile Fire Pay and Combat Zone Tax Exclusion. 


c. Army leadership changes the status of the soldier and does not take care to advise the soldier or the local pay station to start/stop entitlements based on a changed status. For instance the Ft Dix requirement for members of D/112 FA on security detail to commute if they lived within 50 miles of Ft Dix and not stopping Family Separation Allowance when they started living at home.

The DFAS team they are establishing provides an overpressure vent to the population so that when they have exhausted avenues available to them or become exhausted trying to get the local pay station to comprehend how to effect the changes they can call the Ghostbusters (Gary James' Team that's being built now), but this does not address the systemic problems and so far I don't know if the team will do anything other than direct the individual to the appropriate USPFO or if they will actually try and work the pay issue.

Vermont

 IG office has received no deployment related assistance cases so far on pay issues. IG says that the state USPFO pay branch is experiencing a decrease in pay problems with deployment. 

Maine

No pay issues as of yet from deployed soldiers.  I'm expecting some pay issue when our soldiers return from IRAQ in about 6-9 weeks.

Maryland

Over the last 3 months, pay problems are decreasing. Primary reasons identified for the improvement: responsibility/assistance has been directed to USPFOs for pay issues from the units prior to mobilization and/or deployment. Approximately six months to one year ago - problems were estimated at 50% of Mob'd soldiers; currently issues are at 20%. This response is based on communications with the USPFO.  No significant change in IGAR activity in this area.  

Indiana - 

IGAR pay issues by year:

48 for FY 03

86 for FY 02

78 for FY 01

Massachusetts – 

Pay problems decreasing with deployments. IG office worked 24 pay cases in 2003. Currently involved in two pay related assistance cases.

New Hampshire 

· Has not experienced an increase in Finance/Accounting related complaints despite deploying over 900 Guardsmen in the last year.

· Over the last 90 days the IG office has reviewed two Finance complaints; One complaint was related to the stopping of a child support garnishment.  This was easily resolved through coordination with DFAS.  The other case involved helping a soldier fix their bank allotment. This case was resolved through DFAS and the USPFO.

· New Hampshire is not experiencing an increase in systemic soldier finance issues.  The cases that present themselves are normal pay inquiries, easily solved through DFAS or USPFO.  
New York

No dealings yet with the new DFAS team.  Most DFAS contact is with the NGB liaison or DFAS IG.  An issue that impacts upon the ability to fix soldiers pay problems is the additional workload on the USP&FO Mil Pay section from supporting mobilizing and deployed units.  

Leonard J.Samborowski

COL, USA

IG Regional Chair (NE Region)

Note:  Mobilizations started at the beginning of FY-02 (Oct 2001)
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