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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

December 11, 2002

IWG Chair Margaret McCarthy (USAID) chaired the meeting.

Distribution of Regional Medevac Center Costs: Trish Garate (ISC) highlighted that costs for regional medevac services currently are paid by the agencies at the post providing the service.  Those posts, especially embassies London, Pretoria and Singapore and Vienna have requested that these costs be redistributed and shared among all agencies receiving the service, rather than only to the agencies residing at the medevac post.

Embassy London submitted a proposal outlining a methodology for the redistribution of medevac costs to all recipient agencies. They propose that an agency code be created for State-Med Central Med to which all medevac charges would be allocated.  This would be billed at the Washington level using a global headcount as a distribution factor. The methodology would necessitate a yearly data call on global staffing. 

The ISC has reviewed this proposal and arrived at a simplified approach that would not require an annual data call.  The ISC proposes:

· A new medevac subcost center be created in the ICASS software.  

· The service provider allocates all costs associated with regional medevac center operations to the Medevac subcost center.  Regular medical services are applied to the Health Services cost center.

· The ISC creates a new agency code and the regional medevac related costs are charged to this code.  

· Once the post budgets arrive, the dollar amount applied to the new agency code is distributed to all agencies worldwide based upon their percentage of authorized health unit users to the worldwide total. 

· Medevac posts would continue to receive these funds through their traditional bureau target. 

Ms Garate said that this sub-cost center would not necessarily be limited to the three “official” medevac points.  Other missions are used as a medevac point as well and they should have the option of using this sub-cost center.  Several members raised concerns about what costs would be included in the cost center.   

Margaret McCarthy (Chair) asked if it was possible to bill back to the actual agencies that used the service.  Ms. Garate said that the administrative requirements of doing so would be very great.

Cheri Cady (FAS) asked if the ISC could run a simple estimate of the resource implications for agencies.  Ms. Garate reported that the ISC has gone out to the posts affected and asked them to submit estimates.  When the information is analyzed we will have a better idea of the overall costs and what specific activities would be attributed to this new sub-cost center. 

Ms. Cady also asked for an estimate of  what the cost would be to change the ICASS software for this non-standard type of sub cost center for the medevac issue.

Robert Morris (CDC) expressed his concern that this approach leaves the door open to things other than the medical personnel managing the medevac center to be added to the cost center.   He suggested keeping it simple and including only the cost of the position responsible for the medevac center.  Chrissy Somma (State) said that it is most likely that the center is managed by bits of several people time rather than stricly one person and that to be fair and equitable we needed to be able to account for that.

Ms. Garate asked that the members take a look at the proposal and be prepared to discuss it at the next meeting.  At that time she would have more information from the posts and information about the costs to agencies.

MPP Update: Trish Garate reported that the ISC met with the regional bureaus to discuss the guidance for capturing ICASS costs in the MPP process.  The meeting resulted in two recommendations:

1) to provide more emphasis on certain aspects of the data (ex. some posts included items in the ICASS portion of the MPP that were not ICASS costs, better explain what items are to be included under ICASS, better guidance on dealing with non-recurring costs, better guidance on new position costs.) and 

2) to clarify the role of the ICASS Council in the process.

Cheri Caddy (FAS) said that an issue that came up repeatedly for her agency was that the posts were of the mentality that they needed include everything in the ICASS portion of the MPP in order to put down the marker.  She said that the guidance was clear that posts were to budget to meet their standards but that was not being implemented in that way.  In addition she offered that better guidance is needed on what “signing off” on the MPP really means.  She expressed concerns that some posts view approval of the MPP as a commitment to pay or a commitment to hire.   The MPP process does not preclude the ICASS process for addressing issues of staffing and resources needs.

Ms Caddy commented that several of her posts were not shown the ICASS resources tables included in the submission.  This needed to be highlighted in the cable as well.

Travel Management Center Contract: Linwood Goad (GSA) and Ed Brennan (State) made a presentation to the IWG explaining the new GSA Travel Management Center (TMC) for EUR/NEA/AF.  Mr. Goad highlighted the differences between the transaction fee based system and the new management fee based system.  The “Management Fee” is a set fee paid by the agency/post to the TMC contractor reimbursing them for the fixed monthly charge for travel management services, the fee remains the same regardless the number of tickets issued.  The “Transaction Fee” system has the contractor charging a fee to the post for each ticket.

Mr. Goad pointed out that beginning January 1, 2001, USG travelers have been required to use a travel management system.  There are a couple of options for setting up a travel management system at post; 1) make use of the GSA contract, 2) agencies at post can, through the procurement process, select its own contractor.  The decision of which approach to use is up to the post.  The concern is that many agencies are not making use of the TCM at post though they are required to do so if that is the chosen travel system.  Mr. Goad asked that agencies encourage their overseas personnel to make use of the TCMs.

Cheri Caddy (FAS) pointed out that one reason that agencies at post may not be making use of a TCM is because they do not see the benefits of doing so when they can go directly to a travel agent and get a cheaper rate.  She said that it is also difficult to give global guidance to personnel when the TCM is different at each post.

Robert Morris (CDC) pointed out that another impediment is location, some agencies place their people outside of the capital, away from the TCM.  Mr. Morris suggested that in order to get better buy in from other agencies that State should include other agencies in the panel when the TCM contracts are being issued.  In this way all agencies’ concerns can be addressed.  Mr. Morris offered that the transaction fee approach appears to be fairer in that it charges directly the agency that makes use of the service by adding a cost to each specific transaction.

The issue of whether travelers are required to use the TMC or not was raised by several IWG members.  There was confusion about the law that states that travelers must use the “travel management system”.  More clarification on this point needs to be obtained.

Handbook Committee: Crissy Somma (State) explained that the Handbook Committee has been working for some time on the chapter dealing with cost distribution.  She drew the groups attention to the copies of the draft rewrite of Chapter 400 included in their packets as well as the executive summary that highlights the MAJOR changes.  She ask that the members read through the new document, though the summary highlights the major changes there have been many “non-major” changes to the chapter as well.  She asked that the IWG be prepared to discuss at the next IWG meeting on Jan 8, 2003.   She said that a copy would be e-mailed to everyone.

ISC Report: Trish Garate reminded the group that the due date for the initial 2003 budgets had been December 9th.   She reported that all budgets had been received however there are 5 that were submitted under dispute.  Providing and update to the FY2003 mid-year budget hearings Ms. Garate said that she anticipated having an appropriation by late January.  If that holds true she would anticipate being able to hold the series of budget hearings by the end of February or beginning of March.
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