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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 8, 2003

IWG Chair Margaret McCarthy (USAID) chaired the meeting.

1. Frankfurt Post ICASS Council Chairperson Conference: Barbara Hazelett (ISC) reported that the ICASS Council Chairperson Conference held in Frankfurt on December 10 and 11, 2002, was an overwhelming success.  Forty-seven post representatives attended the sessions, shared their experiences, and came to a better understanding of the role of the posts’ ICASS council. State’s Assistant Secretary for Administration and ICASS Executive Board Chairman Bill Eaton delivered the keynote address.  USAID’s Deputy Assistant Administrator Richard Nygard shared his agency’s plans for providing services through ICASS while discussing the role of alternative service providers in the ICASS system.  State’s Deputy Assistant Secretary for Strategic Planning, Sid Kaplan, provided a management overview of the MPP process and the part all agencies at post must play in order for it to be a success.  Best practices from London and Frankfurt were highlighted in general sessions; group breakout sessions surfaced others.  Nevertheless, conference participants agreed that more examples of best practices would have been useful, and Ms. Hazelett noted this area would be made a priority for any future conferences.  Henry Wozniak (DIA), who was at the conference, noted sixteen council chairpersons from Department of Defense agencies attended; all conveyed to him their positive evaluation of the program.  The only agency with more chairpersons present was the Department of State, with seventeen.      

One of the suggestions coming from conference participants was to establish an email listserv for ICASS council members.  The ISC is checking into the technical requirements for setting up such a system.  The potential for holding a second conference for ICASS council chairpersons later this fiscal year will be discussed at the next IWG meeting.

2.   Status of JoAnn Clifton Appointment: Barbara Hazelett informed the IWG that the background checks and financial disclosure reviews needed prior to the appointment of JoAnn Clifton IWG Chairperson, are nearing completion.  Ms. Clifton should be present at the next IWG meeting, or the one following, at the latest.  

3. Proposal for Distribution of Regional Medevac Costs: Continuing her discussion from the last IWG meeting proposing to redistribute medevac costs on a worldwide basis, Patricia Garate (ISC) presented the IWG with an analysis of medevac costs using data from initial FY03 budgets and additional information provided by the posts.  Data from London and Vienna were presented separating general medical costs from those costs specifically related to the medevac process.  Data as initially provided by Pretoria left some questions to be answered, and Singapore had not responded to the ISC request for information.  The IWG agreed that information from these two posts should be available before a decision is made.  

Ken Eisenhardt (DSCA) cautioned that an IWG decision to place medevac cost distribution on a worldwide basis would resurrect questions about the equity of the current regional methodology for distribution of regional medical officer (RMO) costs.  Several members voiced the opinion that clear statements to the effect that RMO costs will continue to be distributed regionally should suffice to put the record straight. 

Crissy Somma (State) indicated that State does not want to limit the distribution to only the three officially designated medevac sites, but would like to allow additional posts to use the same methodology.    There are a total of ten posts that MED indicated they direct medevac cases to on a worldwide basis.   Other agency representatives questioned this broadening of scope.   Beth Blue (Peace Corps) made the point that if it is decided to handle medevac costs on a worldwide basis, her agency would expect to have a clearly delineated list defining exactly what are to be considered medevac costs.  Ms. Garate indicated representatives from MED could be available at the next IWG meeting to respond to any questions members might have; meanwhile the ISC will attempt to complete the analysis from posts.  It was agreed to place this item on the agenda for the next meeting. 

4. MPP Update: Wayne Bush (ISC Director) reviewed the guidance prepared for issuance to posts concerning the ICASS portion of the MPP.  He noted that at the June ICASS Executive Board meeting the IEB made clear its desire to strengthen the quality of post MPP submissions and ensure the participation of the post ICASS Councils in the process.  In response, the ISC met with the regional bureaus, BP, and State’s Office of Strategic Planning to see what, if any, changes should be made in last year’s guidance.  Consensus from that fact- finding meeting was that the submissions were very useful in identifying out-year investment needs, but that too many posts had put DS and OBO resource requirements into the ICASS page.  This is a technical concern that needs to be addressed internally within State.  

After that session, the ISC prepared a cable like last year’s, which was approved by the IWG chair last March as being consistent with IEB policy.  Mr. Bush noted that the March 2002 cable was distributed to all IWG members when it was issued.  The more recent cable, drafted by the ISC for the 2005 MPP process, was circulated to a number of  IWG members.  In response, the ISC received “some good feedback, consistent with strengthening the current policy, but not substantially changing it.  However, some members had suggested significant policy changes that would require IWG consensus.”  Mr. Bush continued, “Given the lack of agreement and timing of the MPP submissions (N.B. MPP due dates have been advanced this year to February vice April last year,) the ISC needs to proceed with issuing guidance based on existing policy.” 

Ken Eisenhardt expressed his concern that the tone of the cable does not adequately balance the message given to the field; while posts should be identifying their true needs, there are still strong affordability issues which every agency must take into account.  Cheri Caddy (FAS) emphasized for the record her displeasure that the guidance cable was not provided to IWG members until late December rather than early December as indicated at the November ICASS Executive Board meeting, noting that the IWG had not been given adequate time to review and discuss the cable.  Mr. Bush acknowledged this concern.  Ms. Caddy stated that the ISC could have provided information to the IWG on this issue at the same time it was provided to the regional bureaus.  Mr. Bush responded that the meeting with the regional bureaus was fact-finding in nature, and no information was shared with the regional bureaus in advance of the IWG.  Ms. Caddy then went on to express her desire to review and correct the process for the future.  Crissy Somma (State) voiced the State representative’s position that while the current cable should be issued to reflect standing policy in the interests of timeliness, further discussion should take place.  Ken Eisenhardt (DSCA) suggested that the Budget Committee examine MPP guidance for next year.  IWG Chair Margaret McCarthy noted her sensitivity to the concerns that had been raised, but stated her intent to clear the cable for distribution because of the need to send clear and timely guidance to the posts.  She reminded IWG members that each agency is free to express any individual guidance it deems necessary to its own agency representatives at posts.

Jeff Kramer (USAID) commented that agencies in addition to State have a desire to see the data as submitted, in a much more detailed fashion than the report that was given to the IWG during the last MPP cycle.  It was pointed out that this is something that would need to be coordinated with State’s Office of Budget and Planning.

5. Discussion of ICASS Handbook Chapter 400 Rewrite: On behalf of the Handbook Committee, Crissy Somma referred the IWG members to the handout containing the revised chapter of the ICASS Handbook dealing with cost distribution methods at posts.  She asked if there were any comments on the revisions apart from the section dealing with workload counts, and there were none.  She then informed the group that the draft Handbook revisions have given rise to an alternative USAID proposal for the timing of workload counts for capitation workloads.  While the Department of State supports the current system in which all workload counts are taken on May 1st, USAID proposes that the count for capitation workloads be taken on October 1st.  

Margaret McCarthy in her role as USAID representative strongly urged that a later date would make the counts correspond more closely to actual numbers at posts, since major changes often occur in the assignment process between the months of May and October. Jeff Kramer (USAID) supported this, reminding the group that USAID budgets to individual posts, and so worldwide adjustments that may come to a “wash” for other agencies have a direct impact on individual USAID post budgets.  

Ms. Somma noted that feedback from service providers at post indicate strong support for the earlier date, which helps alleviate the crush of tasks that must be completed at the end of each fiscal year. She also expressed the concern that taking the counts at the same time as the budget preparation could lead to agencies holding back on approval of the workload until they had seen their invoice, thus using workload approval as a negotiating tactic to reduce their bills.  It is State’s position that changing the dates to October 1 would nullify the 1% penalty assessed on late budgets, because that policy was approved on the basis of moving the workload counts to May 1 to make workload count approval and budget preparation distinct and separate activities.  

Beth Blue (Peace Corps) expressed her agency’s concern that consistency in the timing of the counts and the interpretation of how they are applied should be achieved; currently there are reports that many posts are postponing the workload count approval until October or even November.  Cheri Caddy expressed her concern that even though the workload count date had been changed to May 1, not all posts are following this guideline; many seem to be waiting until the fall to do the counts.  She stated that this is creating an inconsistency that needs to be remedied regardless of the date chosen for the workload counts.  

A decision on this issue will be made at the next IWG meeting. 
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