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International Cooperative Administrative Support Services

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

FINAL MINUTES

ICASS WORKING GROUP MEETING

May 16, 2001

David Mein (IWG-Chair) chaired the IWG meeting held on May 16, 2001.

OLD BUSINESS

1. Diplomatic Pouch Costs Under ICASS.  Ted Boyd, State Division Chief for Diplomatic Pouch and Mail, returned to answer questions regarding the proposal to include outbound Diplomatic Pouch costs under ICASS beginning in FY 2003.  The State Department and 13 other agencies currently bear these costs with State bearing a disproportionate share.  In the proposal, CONUS-to-post diplomatic pouch costs would be shared by the 112 agencies at non-APO/FPO posts based on the number of direct-hire Americans at post on a  head-count basis, (using the ICASS Basic Package count).   
Ken Eisenhardt (DSCA) voiced his agency’s concern over the lack of a base transfer; that concern was supported by several other members as well. Heide Grant (DOD/OSD) said that DOD would not agree to the change at this point, citing an MOA between DOD and DOS that might cover diplomatic pouch services.  Ms. Grant also raised legislation that authorizes DOD and State to provide certain courier services to each other with no reimbursement. Matt Burns (State) asked for a copy of the MOA and DOD legislation, noting that possibly the attorneys from each agency should be talking to each other.   

Ray Wiblin (State/IO) said that by his calculations the costs would work out annually to about $5 thousand per person at the overseas posts.  Mr. Boyd concurred and added that he is open to other methods of distributing the costs.   Ms. Grant asked what the alternative would be.  Mr. Boyd suggested that one alternative might be to pay outgoing pouch costs through the (the non-ICASS portion of) Working Capital Fund, with each of the 112 agencies entering into a separate reimbursement agreement.  Mr. Burns noted that the advantage of using the Basic Package as a basis for distributing costs is that it adds transparency; people can see how the calculation is made.  Agencies know the ICASS rules under which the program would operate and also benefit by not having to negotiate individual reimbursable agreements.  
Jeff Kramer (USAID) repeated his call for posts to collect baseline data. Discussion centered on how such a count could be taken, the degree to which it would impose a burden on staff at either post or the pouch facility at Dulles and whether a “snapshot” would even be representative. Peter Hogan (USDA) suggested that IWG members query their agencies.  Would they prefer the no-cost option of using the Basic Package to determine their share or a more accurate but costly method like counting the mail?  Would agencies prefer to resurrect an option they didn't want to consider a few years ago:  each agency establishing its own mailroom and sending its outgoing mail from there in batches to the pouch facility?  Mr. Hogan was not in favor of an option that would further burden overseas posts.  David Mein emphasized that whatever the outcome, no measure should be undertaken that would cause the mail to be delayed.

Other members continued to disagree with the proposal to use the Basic Package as a measure.  Mr. Boyd argued that the advantage of using Basic Package was that there would be no added cost.  The Diplomatic Pouch facility handled more than 2.6 million kilos of mail last year. With the current volume of mail and the equipment now at the facility, Mr. Boyd couldn’t sort and weigh all the mail even if he knew the affiliation of all overseas employees.  Sorting and weighing the mail would involve substantial delays; something Mr. Boyd opposes strongly. Diplomatic Pouch spends $12 million of the $22 million total for air cargo.  Diplomatic Pouch looked at shipping pouches on an expedited basis like UPS or DHL.  The costs of doing so were prohibitive.  If the agencies can provide the money, however, Diplomatic Pouch can expedite the pouches.   Mr. Burns said that State would, nonetheless, look at other measures if agencies proposed them.   Mr. Boyd repeated that they would look at others but ICASS, being already in place, seemed the best choice.  Mr. Hogan questioned whether using the counts of post-to-CONUS mail, which is already done on a quarterly basis, would be better. Mr. Burns pointed out that the situations are not the same.  CONUS-to-post mail consists of both official and personal (both letter and package) mail while post to CONUS mail is restricted to only official and personal letter mail.  While posts have control over outgoing pouch traffic, they do NOT have control over what they receive.  Greg Engle (ISC Director) recalled that private companies, speaking at a shared services conference in Chicago last year, distributed the cost of incoming mail on a per capita basis while charging the business centers for outgoing mail on the basis of weight.  Mr. Engle suggested a statistical comparison between outgoing (from post) mail and headcount (Basic Package) and offered to have the ISC gather the information for the next IWG meeting.   

Heide Grant questioned whether the IG report, which sparked the proposal, indicated that the costs of Diplomatic Pouch need to be spread beyond the 14 agencies currently sharing them, and the response was yes.  Cheri Caddy (FAS) asked if the original 14 agencies were meant to reimburse the full cost.  Mr. Boyd responded that their shares are based on some long-forgotten formula and are no longer relative to share of the mail.  He added that State is paying much more than its share.  Ms. Caddy observed that funding is in State’s budget and this is further reason to support a base transfer.  Mr. Burns replied that other entities in the USG, e.g. APO/FPO have begun charging for services they had formerly supplied without reimbursement, and no base transfers were made.  In addition, he noted, under a base transfer, the 13 other agencies currently sharing the cost of outgoing pouch shipments would also have to transfer funds from their bases, which could get very complicated. 

In anticipation of the statistical analysis to be supplied by the ISC, further discussion was postponed until the next meeting.
2. Budget Committee Update.  Committee Chair Peter Hogan reported that in light of  additional information regarding Caracas’s mid-year switch from Lite to Standard, he is now recommending that Caracas be allowed to proceed with the switch, provided it is clearly understood that this will not set any precedent, and that posts will not be allowed to do this in the future.  He cited several reasons for his recommendation:  agencies at post were consulted,  such a move had not been specifically prohibited, the minimal dollar changes reflected in the ICASS invoices, and the fact that denying the change would delay issuing all  invoices by two or three weeks.  He also recommended that a cable be sent to all of the posts specifying that future changes from Lite to Standard will only be allowed at the beginning of the budget cycle.  There was general agreement with this course of action.

Mr. Hogan announced that there had been errors in the billings for Jakarta and Canberra, during FY ’98 and ’99 when bills had mistakenly gone to USAF instead of other agencies that should have been billed.  The IWG agreed that a distribution of the erroneous billed amounts should be redistributed among agencies receiving the services at those posts in the years the errors occurred.    Greg Engle pointed out that until the bill payment and dispute resolution policy is actually approved by the IEB, the IWG does not have delegated authority to direct the redistribution of funds, even though this is clearly an error that should be remedied.  The issue is among those the IEB will consider at its June 14 meeting.  This explanation was acceptable to the group.  Mr. Hogan reminded the agencies involved that the correction relates to FY 1998 and 1999, and they should look to see if they have any unobligated funds from those years before obligating FY 2001 funds.

3. IEB Meeting Agenda Items.  David Mein asked for agenda items for the briefing book.  Mr. Engle announced that the deadline for submitting agenda items would be two weeks prior to the meeting.

4. Handbook Committee.  Committee Chair Matt Burns informed the IWG that the Committee is looking at moving like items together in redrafting of the Handbook, and inserting some additional material.  One of the six chapters in the revised Handbook was included in the attachments, and will be on the agenda for the May 30th meeting.  Mr. Mein pointed out that there are additional materials regarding rights and responsibilities for both customers and service providers which IWG members should review prior to this discussion.   

NEW BUSINESS

1. Bills and Disputes Book for the IEB.  Greg Engle announced completion of the book, giving credit to Lynne Boland and Trish Garate (ISC) for their efforts.  He pointed out that there were only six disputes included in the book, other disputes having been resolved by responses from the agencies involved.  He reminded members of the rules for the meeting under which parties to a dispute, including regional bureaus, were each allowed to bring only one person, (other than the agency’s IEB representative) to address the dispute.  The book also contains the current list of unsigned agreements and outstanding billings.   The list does not include FY 2001 billings because it is still within 90 days of their having been sent out.
2. IEB Meeting.  David Mein reminded members that the meeting date has been moved to June 14th and that the venue has been moved to Main State.  Ms. Hazelett said that for individuals other than IEB and IWG members who plan to attend, names, SSNs and DOBs must be provided in advance.
The next IWG meeting will be on May 30th.
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