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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

April 16, 2003

IWG Chair JoAnn Clifton chaired the meeting.

1. TDY Policy – Discussion and Consensus

JoAnn Clifton presented the IWG with the proposed TDY policy developed by the IWG task force established for that purpose.  Opening the floor to comments and questions, Ms. Clifton incorporated several editorial suggestions that were made, and then addressed concerns expressed by Robert Morris (CDC).  

Mr. Morris suggested that the new policy be implemented as a pilot project at selected posts for a limited period so that any inherent problems could be worked out prior to worldwide implementation.  However, Ms. Clifton pointed out that the option of using the partial year invoice module for TDYers, as some posts are currently doing, will be replaced by the proposed TDY module to be incorporated into the ICASS software rebuild.  If only a limited pilot is in place for FY 2004, use of this new module would not be available to all posts.  Matt Burns (State) also pointed out that while there may well be some bugs to be found in implementation of the proposal, any adverse impact would be significantly minimized by the fact that it is expected that many posts will not choose to implement the procedure.      

Potential budgetary impact for some agencies was another concern expressed by Mr. Morris, but the consensus of the IWG was that TDY charges would not raise affordability issues.  Mr. Morris also noted that in his opinion, the TDY charges as outlined in the new procedures should be “more carefully tuned to the level of ICASS services consumed,” and expressed the desire to have each post’s written ICASS TDY policy centrally posted so that an agency would have full knowledge of them prior to sending TDYers to post.  Ms. Clifton suggested they might be posted on the ICASS website and there was general agreement that this should be done.  

Mr. Morris then requested that the policy as a whole should be carefully reviewed at the end of its first year of operation, and the IWG accepted this in principle, with the understanding that its purpose would be to gather information, not to limit posts’ local empowerment to set policy options depending on local conditions. (e.g. Will “upcountry” TDYers be charged?)  Discussion continued as to exactly what this review should consist of, and the following areas were agreed upon:

· Post policies 

· Amount of money actually charged

· Survey posts to see how the money was actually used (e.g. were additional staff hired? was new equipment purchased?)

· After this information is reviewed, a report should be made to the field, recommending best practices and/or pitfalls to be avoided.

It was generally agreed that this information should help to get a better handle on the nature and amount of TDY traffic, something that is really not known at present.

Mr. Morris then stated his opinion that the current proposal embodies a significant change in policy that would require IEB approval.  The consensus of the group, however was that the proposal embodies a change in procedure rather than one of policy, and while it is totally appropriate to brief the IEB, prior approval would not be required.  Mr. Morris then acquiesced to that view.

With this acknowledgment, Ms. Clifton called for the consensus of the IWG.  The TDY proposal with the edits suggested earlier, and with the knowledge that State’s RM Bureau had not yet given final approval although they have agreed in principle, was adopted by full consensus.  An ALDAC cable setting forth the full wording of the policy will be sent out after final clearances are received.  Shortly thereafter, another cable in Q and A format will provide additional guidance.  The policy will be effective beginning in FY 2004, and posts will need to have their post policy in place sixty days prior to implementation. 

2. IWG Committee Structure
Ms. Clifton called the IWG members’ attention to the agenda attachment “IWG Committee Structure” and asked them to provide her comments on the revised language describing each committee’s purpose prior to the next IWG meeting.  One question for future consideration is whether the Handbook Committee should remain an ad hoc committee or if it should be given standing committee status.

3. IT Committee Report

Cheri Caddy (FAS) reported on the April 13 IT committee meeting at which Christine Liu (State/IRM) took over as committee chairperson.  The committee is revitalizing itself, and will report to the IWG at the May 28th meeting on the IT innovation projects it has funded during the past two years with IT Committee funds.

4. ISC Staff Recruitment
The ISC Customer Service and Training Team position recently vacated when Sam Longstreet returned to his home agency, the Broadcasting Board of Governors (BBG), is still vacant.  JoAnn Clifton reported several ideas that the Personnel Committee is developing to help relieve the recruitment problem.  This includes active recruitment on the part of IWG members in their own agencies, an ISC recruitment page on the ICASS website, and use of established intern programs.  Another potential source to tap in the search for experienced personnel is to actively recruit those attending retirement seminars.  The possibility of an “ICASS Fellow” program whereby agencies would loan individuals to the ISC for a brief period in order to learn more about ICASS and then take that expertise back to their home agency is also under consideration.  

ISC Director Wayne Bush noted that the biggest challenge both he and his predecessor had was keeping the ISC staffed with quality employees.  He suggested that as ICASS is beginning to mature as a program, the idea of setting aside certain positions for those on detail from customer agencies might warrant review.  Attracting and holding quality staff with diverse backgrounds on a permanent basis might be something to consider for the future.  

5. Travel Management Centers
Questions continue to be raised concerning the flexibility allowed to agencies seeking travel services.  Posts that opted to participate in the GSA contracts awarded recently, where State is the ICASS service provider, require all those signed up for the ICASS travel service to use the designated Travel Management Center (TMC).  Agencies at those posts that are NOT signed up for ICASS travel services can choose to use another TMC – either one established by their agency headquarters, or by another agency providing alternate travel services as an ICASS alternate service provider.  Posts not under the GSA contract are also free to establish their own travel management contract using local vendors, if they so wish.  The Federal Travel Regulations (FTR) and the Joint Federal Travel Regulations (JFTR) used by the military, require that a travel management system be in place – individual government travelers are not permitted to simply procure their tickets from a convenient local travel agent.  It is the responsibility of each agency to ensure that its employees are compliant with government regulations.  The point to remember, however, is that participation in ICASS travel services is voluntary.     

IWG members were provided with a list of the posts that participated in the contract warded to Carlson Wagonlit.  A list of those under the American Express contract will be provided in the near future.

6. Post-Specific Training Report: Madrid and Kiev
A training team composed of Steven Gibson (ISC – Training Team Leader,) Cheri Caddy (FAS), and William Haley (EUR/EX), provided post-specific ICASS training to Madrid and Kiev in mid-March.  Attendance was good, and reviews from the posts rated the training as outstanding.  

One post raised concerns over the impact of newly established occupational health units on the ICASS process, questioning the validity of the current workload count at posts where locally engaged staff is served by these units.  Both posts raised questions concerning the use of TMCs; Mr. Gibson noted that the information given earlier in this meeting would hopefully clear up confusion on that point.    The other topic raised at both posts was the lack of understanding of the roles played by each agency and the ICASS Council as part of the MPP process; they request that guidance on their participation be given sooner next year, and that it be expressed more clearly.  JoAnn Clifton noted the IWG’s intent to follow up on both those points.

7. Future Meetings
The IWG Budget Committee Midyear (Final) budget hearings will be held on April 23 and 24.  These hearings are considerably later than usual due to the prolonged period of continuing resolutions.  Final post targets will be conveyed to posts as quickly as possible after the hearings are completed.

The next ICASS Executive Board (IEB) meeting is scheduled for June 24th and will be held at the Department of State. 

8. MPPs and Forward Planning

Although not specifically on the agenda, a discussion arose centered on the MPP and forward Planning process.   Budget committee chair Peter Hogan (USDA) cited the proposal for forward planning as set forth in the November 2001 IEB minutes.  He pointed out that the process originally envisioned interaction between the ISC, IWG, RM/BP, and DOS bureaus after the MPP information had been gathered, in order to “identify other potential ICASS out-year costs not apparent at post level.”  Mr. Hogan did not believe that sufficient interaction of this type occurred before BP made its forward planning presentation to the IWG, i.e., at a stage where the IWG might most influence the projections. 

Wayne Bush stated that the MPP information was available to all IWG members, and that these MPPs contained the data actually used by the regional bureaus as the foundation of their projections, and the basis of RM/BP’s forward planning presentation to the IWG.  Peter Hogan expressed the view that the IWG needs to review the MPP information and engage more effectively with RM/BP on what agency affordability levels are.  JoAnn Clifton characterized this as “inserting the IWG in the process so that discussion happens before the final figure is developed.”  Mr. Bush emphasized that forward planning was related to the Congressional budget process, and was not designed as a target setting exercise.  He also emphasized that the out-year budget cycle is still at a macro level in the Spring, when forward planning projections are prepared.  He stressed that the purpose of forward planning is to enable agencies to identify real ICASS needs and advocate for resources.  He believed that the process had in fact provided the ICASS Executive board what it needed and had requested  – broad numbers that could be sued as a basis for presentation to OMB examiners and Congressional committees as agencies seek adequate funding for their presence abroad.

Cheri Caddy repeated the assertion that the MPPs had not been made available to the IWG; that IWG members were not aware of it if they were.   Mr. Bush committed to have the ISC staff check into this and report back to the IWG.  [Note: Subsequent to the meeting, ISC Director Bush confirmed that current and prior year MPPs are available to IWG members via the State Department’s intranet, which they can access in the ISC.]  
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