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Background:

It was discovered that changing header information on an invoice resulted in a restatement of the invoice date.  This aggravated the ability to identify duplicate invoices as the five by five system match would not be effective and items would be more likely to be deemed not to be duplicates on the suspected duplicate report.  A technological “fix” was implemented on October 10, 2001 to ensure that the original invoice date was maintained with other information was changed.

Our testing showed that the fix was effective and the invoice date did not change after October 10, 2001.  Several other issues were uncovered and are described below.  The majority of the errors uncovered were the result of operator error.

Approach:

We reviewed a sample of invoices with company codes altered by the end user prior to coding and approval to ensure that the original invoice dates were maintained.  This problem impacted on SourceNet's ability to prevent duplicate payments during input and detect duplicate payments from their daily reports.  

We tested 5 transactions before the fix on October 10 (to fully understand the nature of the problem) and 25 items after the fix.
 
Results:
 
Sample prior to October 10, 2001
· On 3 of the items, the dates were changed to the date that the company code was changed as expected 
· 2 items no longer existed in SAP  - When the company code on these items were changed by the user, the system deleted the item altogether due to a “super-user” ability.  This ability deletes all trace of the old item.  This ability has since been removed from the system.  
The user also changed the three items above, but there was a further error that sent the old item back to SSG (probably a vendor extension issue).  When SSG received the item, they made appropriate changes that allowed the items to remain in the system in a deleted park queue.
Sample after October 10, 2001
 
Testing Results for Company Code Changes
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· The invoice retained the original invoice date for 20 of the items (as anticipated by the fix).
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· 1 item could not be located.
· It appears that this invoice was deleted by the system.  It is unclear why this occurred.  SourceNet is continuing to investigate.
· The company code was not changed on 5 of the items.
· Through our discussions with SourceNet, this appears to be an operator error in each case.  Although the end-user changed the company codes prior to approval and coding, the vendor was not associated with the revised company.  SourceNet should have extended the vendor and manually over-ridden the codes to reflect the revised companies.  A manual journal entry must occur to rectify the problem. 
· Due to the large number of exceptions found (5 out of a sample of 25) we selected an additional 25 items for testing.   
· Original invoice date maintained for all.
· The company code was not changed on 1 item.
· 1 invoice was renumbered with the letter “A” attached to the number.  This was explained as an operator error that is against SourceNet procedure. 
· 1 suspected duplicate was found.  
· SourceNet was notified; a duplicate was confirmed and reversed right away.  This duplicate appeared on the October 11, 2001 suspected duplicate report but was missed due to operator error.

Recommendations:

1. Review all invoices with company code changes by the end-user after October 10, 2001 to ensure that all errors are identified.

2. Prepare and post the journal entries necessary to correct the problems identified.

3. Review suspected duplicate reports prior to the fix on the invoice date for items deemed to be not duplicates as a result of different invoice dates.

4. Develop a means of tracking each invoice from receipt in the document center to posting or return to the vendor to ensure that all invoices are accounted for and none “disappear”.

5. Revise training strategy to incorporate the errors described above.
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