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International Cooperative Administrative Support Services

An Interagency Program Administered by the U.S. Department of State

Minutes
ICASS INTERAGENCY WORKING GROUP MEETING

January 22, 2003


IWG Chair, Margaret McCarthy (USDAID) conducted the IWG meeting held on January 22, 2003.  Ms. McCarthy introduced and welcomed the in-coming IWG Chair JoAnn Clifton, who will assume her duties as Chairperson at the next IWG meeting.  Ms. Clifton comes to the IWG with over 25 years of service in the Foreign Service, culminating her career as Deputy Director for Management with USIS, during which time she chaired the committee that initiated the process that lead to the development of ICASS.
NEW BUSINESS

1.
Anthrax/Smallpox  MOU:  Dr. Dumont (State-Medical Director) announced that State was successful in signing an MOU with DOD that allows State to assume the liability for providing anthrax and smallpox vaccines to their personnel in the Middle East and Turkey.   He explained that in order to provide the vaccines to other agencies, MOUs would need to be signed between State and the other individual agencies, in which each agency would accept responsibility for any claims related to the vaccine brought by their personnel.  Dr. Dumont wants post medical units to be authorized to vaccinate all civilian personnel at posts (specific procedures will govern vaccination of DOD personnel.)  He stressed the urgency of agencies getting MOUs in place quickly.  

The State Department’s Office of the Legal Advisor (OLA) is preparing a draft MOU for agencies.  John Kim (L-State) explained that there will be two types of MOUs - one for agencies that come under the Executive Order 10789 part 2 and one for those that do not.  OLA is crafting the templates now and they hope to have them ready within the week.  

Dr. Gretchen McCoy (State-MED) said that State is poised to provide the vaccines in late February at 23 locations in the Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs plus Turkey and if agencies are not on board by that time vaccines cannot be provided to their personnel.  Dr. Dumont pointed out that the issue is not the cost of the vaccine but one of indemnification if a claim is made.

ISC Director Wayne Bush pointed out that one issue that still needs to be addressed by the IWG in the very near future is liability for ICASS personnel and how these costs are to be distributed.

Dr. Dumont reminded agencies that if an agency has only TDYers at post the agency still needs to have an agreement in place before their employees can receive the vaccine.   Dr. McCoy said that the vaccines will also be offered to FSNs and to a limited number of contractors.  Robert Morris (CDC) asked if PSC/PSA employees would be treated as employees and Ms. Lee replied that it is up to the COM to determine whether contractors are “essential for operation”.  

Questions regarding the MOUs should be directed to Kathleen Murphy in the Office of the Legal Advisor at 202-647-4646.

1.  
Distribution of Regional Medevac Center costs:  Trish Garate (ISC) continued the discussion from the last IWG meeting concerning a proposal to redistribute medevac center costs on a worldwide basis.   She presented the IWG with an analysis of medevac costs at four centers, (London, Singapore, Pretoria and Vienna) noting that other posts are also used as medevac sites.  Ms. Garate stressed that the IWG should look at the validity of the methodology and not the costs specific to an agency. 

Dr. Gary Penner (Deputy Medical Director-State) highlighted the fact that medevac points change over time, based upon air travel, logistics and local availability of quality medical care.   There are currently ten posts regularly used as medevac points.  Asked why there are only the three ‘designated’ medevac centers, MED replied that these three posts in particular have staffing specifically designated to assist with the medevac center responsibilities.  The medevac issue has arisen in Vienna because post requested LES for logistical support for medevacs and the post Council expressed concern that their agencies would be paying for the position but not receiving any of the benefits provided by the position.


Ken Eisenhardt (DSCA) expressed concern with the proposal, pointing out that military personnel as a policy do not make use of the State medevac services. He stated there are legal concerns about his agency’s authority to pay for such services under ICASS.  Peter Hogan (USDA) asked if this would result in the costs of the medevac points being spread only to agencies that use the service?  Doris Riggs (CDC) pointed out that some of the CDC employees are military and would follow the same policy as stated by Mr. Eisenhardt.



Ms. Caddy (FAS) suggested that perhaps a modified workload count be used for these military entities.  In this way the military would be paying for the service in the event that they need to make use of the service in an emergency and not using it on a regular basis.  Mr. Eisenhardt agreed that there might be times when, in an emergency, military personnel do indeed make use of state medevac centers and agreed that modification would be an acceptable option.



Cheri Caddy was concerned about medevac centers being too undefined which could lead to an ever-increasing cost burden in the future.  Matt Burns (State) suggested that since the centers do change over time, the IWG would need to set up a procedure for identifying those centers that would fall under this new policy.



Michelle Frederick (ISC) offered that a solution might be to create a cost center in the ICASS software.  This way the costs of the centers could be captured and easily identified.



Consensus was reached to spread the cost of operating medevac centers to agencies on a world-wide basis.  The issue was referred to the Handbook Committee to develop criteria for consideration as a ‘medevac center’ and to propose a methodology for spreading these costs.

3.
Proposed Change of Workload Count Date:  Margaret McCarthy (USAID) reminded the working group that the Handbook Committee had not reached consensus on the workload count date and that the committee therefore presented two versions of a policy on this issue for IWG decision.  USAID had proposed that individual agencies at post present their capitation workload counts to the service provider by October 1.  Non-capitation workload counts would still adhere to the May 1 timeframe.  Matt Burns (State) asked if the USAID proposal would apply to all service providers, and when would it take effect.  Ms. McCarthy responded it would apply to all service providers, and Jeffrey Kramer (USAID) said that USAID proposes it become effective for FY2004.



Matt Burns asked, “as representative of the largest customer,” how a dispute would be settled if the service provider disagreed with the counts provided by the customers.  Ms. McCarthy stated that under the USAID proposal the final onboard count would be due on October 1.  The service provider could confirm the count to ensure accuracy and if there should be a dispute it would go through the regular dispute process.  In addition, if the customer did not meet the deadline then the service provider would use the count that it had available and that would be final.  



Peter Hogan (USDA) pointed out that there are presently two months for a post to work out any problems.  If that same time frame were applied to the October 1 date then posts would be back facing the same problem that the IWG tried to resolve by moving the counts to May – disputes would still be pending when the budgets come due.  As the Budget Committee Co-Chair, Mr. Hogan advised against moving to the later date and offered that the IWG needs to do a better job of providing guidance.  He suggested making better use of the councils to ensure that the present timeframe is met by strongly urging each post to have an ICASS council meeting in June during which time workload counts and potential modifications would be discussed openly.   



Margaret McCarthy offered that moving the capitation workload count to October 1 would only involve HR personnel, avoiding burdening financial personnel during their year-end close out activities.  Matt Burns said that disputes usually center around personnel and “not counts such as number of vouchers.”   It was pointed out that since the May 1 date was adopted there have been no disputes that have gone before the IEB, and 

that presently there is 100% compliance with the budget due dates.  If the date were changed this might have an impact on the budget process. Ms Caddy said that USAID needs to demonstrate the negative effect that the present May 1 date has on their operations.  It was noted that the May 1 deadline has not been consistently enforced and the IWG needs to issue better guidance to the councils to follow present policy.  



Jeff Kramer (USAID) noted that one of the issues that the handbook committee struggled with was ‘what’ to count on May 1, individuals on-board, new and/or vacant positions, etc.  The Handbook Committee’s proposal is to strictly count actual on-board personnel as of May 1, and many customer agencies, including USAID, feel that this is too restrictive, and not reflective of the actual workload in place for the next fiscal year.  Ken Eisenhardt (DSCA) said that it would be impossible to ensure that all posts are actually following this guidance strictly, and that in the name of local empowerment, if a post council agrees to make adjustments for new or vacant positions, etc. he does not have a problem with it.  Matt Burns agreed, but pointed out that this approach might give rise to disputes when there is a turnover in personnel at the post.  All IWG members present agreed that if consensus cannot be achieved regarding adjustments at post, then the post should strictly follow the policy in the Handbook.



The IWG reached consensus on maintaining the May 1 workload count date, with flexibility under the principle of local empowerment.  At the same time the IWG agreed to strongly encourage post councils to meet in the month of June to ensure that the workload counts are completed and agreed to.

4.
Status of ICASS Goal-Sharing Awards: Sam Longstreet (ISC) reported that the ICASS Team Achievement Award and ICASS Leadership Award have been presented and that the winners have all received their awards amounts.  He said that the ICASS Goal-Sharing Awards are still ongoing and Ho Chi Minh City and Almaty continue to work on their milestones.  Almaty has experienced delays in reaching their milestones resulting from circumstances out of their control so they have had to reset their milestones.  Ho Chi Minh City has reached its first two milestones and is planning to reach its 3rd goal in late Feb.  

5.
Training Update: Barbara Hazelett (ISC) drew the members’ attention to the list of posts that are scheduled to receive the Post-Based Training this spring.  She reported that due to the great success of the first ICASS Council Chair Conference in Frankfurt, the ISC is moving forward with plans for a second conference in EAP this spring.

6.
Residential Security Coordinators  no longer in ICASS Non-residential Local Guard Program: Budget Committee Co-chair Peter Hogan reported that Diplomatic Security (DS) has taken the Residential Security Coordinators off the table for ICASS and they will be funded under Non ICASS LGP.  Stella Whitman (DS) said that the adjustment would be backed out of the mid-year  ICASS LGP targets for the midyear hearings.  DS will notify its personnel at posts of this decision in the near future.
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