Governmentwide Relocation Advisory Board

Meeting Minutes 

March 23, 2005


The Governmentwide Relocation Advisory Board (Board) convened on 
March 23, 2005, at 9:00 A.M. at the Omni-Shoreham Hotel in Washington, DC.  The General Services Administration’s Office of Governmentwide Policy is sponsoring this Board.

In accordance with the regulations that implement the provisions of 
Public Law 92-463, the meeting was open under the meeting requirements of the Federal Advisory Committee Act.

Board Members Present:

· May Caffi, Co-Chair: Marriott International Corp.;

· James Harte, Co-Chair: GSA;
· Cris Collie, Employee Relocation Council;

· Gail Davis, Ernest & Young Center for Mobility Services;

· Tauna Delmonico, GSA, Federal Supply Service;

· Jack Kelly, Office of Management and Budget;

· Ed Mahaney, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation;

· Jerome Mikowicz, Office of Personnel Management;

· Linda Owen, Circuit City Stores, Inc.;
· William B. Tirrell, Sr., Dept. of Defense, U.S. Army;
· Richard Trent, U.S. Department of Justice, Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives.
Absent:  Joe Harrison, American Moving and Storage Association;
 Subcommittee Members Present:

· David Gage, Capital Relocation Services;

· Thomas Goodkind, Prudential Relocation;      
· Tom Higgins, SIRVA Relocation, LLC;

· Cal Pierce, U.S. Army Corp of Engineers;
· Cindy Salter, Cendant Mobility Services;

· Arthur Stoddard, Corporate Relocation Services;

· Pat Tooman, Primacy Relocation, LLC;

· Rod Ulrich, U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Prisons.
Absent:  Dick Powers, Aerospace Industries Association;
              Karen Alderman, Joint Financial Mgmt. Improvement Program.
         Kathy Lane, Oakwood Worldwide.

GSA Staff Present:

· Patrick  O’Grady, Designated Federal Official (DFO);
· Becky Rhodes, Deputy Associate Administrator (MT);

· Ed Davis, Travel Management Policy Division;
· Jane Groat, Travel Management Policy Division; 

· Sallie Sherertz, Travel Management Policy Division;

· Umeki Thorne, Travel Management Policy Division;

· Devoanna Reels, Travel Management Policy Division.
Call to Order

Mr. O’Grady called the meeting to order.  
Old Business:

Mr. O’Grady offered the minutes from the February 16th meeting to the Board members indicating an amendment to be made in two weeks.  The Board members accepted the amendment, with possible changes, to be made.
Mr. Jim Harte, Co-Chair, welcomed Board Members, Sub-Committee Members, Private and Public Sector speakers, GSA Staff, and Federal Government representatives to the meeting. 
Overview of the Volunteer Relocation Plan (Lump-Sum Pilot)

Customs and Border Protection – Bill Fouts and Agent Richard Hudson

Mr. Fouts introduced Agent Hudson who presented an overview of the volunteer relocation test program, which began in April 2004, and may expand beyond the expiration date of October 20, 2005.  

The Customs and Border Protection (CPB) addresses threats to our borders and ports-of-entry.  Flexibility in relocation is needed for personnel to move quickly to improve enforcement for the North and South borders and other ports-of-entry, and any so-called “hot spots.”     
The Lump-Sum Pilot Program reports the following information:
· 295 relocations performed (end of FY ’04); average cost $14,331; cost savings of previous average of $72,000 per move; savings $17,000,000;
· CBP views program favorable due to savings and reduced administrative overhead;

· No post audits of transfers;

· No tax gross-up issues;

· CBP handles more transfers with same staff;

· Survey of participants rated overall program “good”; lump-sum amount “fair”; primary complaint – small net amount due to tax withholdings.

CBP recommends the following:

· Expand pilot (subject to GSA approval);

· Increase lump-sum amounts to offset tax liability to transferees;
· Improve communications;

· Streamline approval process to expedite payments.

While CBP performs the vital mission of protecting U.S. borders, they are working with limited resources.  Since border threats have increased after 9/11, the need to relocate agents and their desire to transfer to border locations are important issues.  

GSA approved CBP’s innovation relocation plan to provide lump-sum payments, ranging from $5 to $20 thousand to volunteer transferees.  The average net amount received by transferees was $9,045, which was sixty-five percent of the average pre-tax lump sum of $13,939.  Over two-thirds of the agents moved themselves to their new duty stations.  Eleven percent used a moving company.  Twenty-one percent used a mix of both movers and their own means of trans-portation.  The most frequent complaint of the lump-sum program was the low amount and the poor timeliness of receiving the lump sum.  The pilot program is supported by the Union.

Chief Financial Officers Panel
A panel representing four agencies provided information on their relocation processes.
Heath and Human Services (HHS) – Susan Smith
Ms. Smith indicated their relocation process was still a manual one.  Payments and orders are processed manually.  The agency wants to see one automated system used throughout their departments.  Right now, due to other existing priorities and deadlines, relocation has been placed on the “back burner.”  

HHS issues:

· Information of relocation is fragmented;
· Several move management companies used in departments using GSA schedules;

· Each department handles its own budget;

· Reporting is done manually;

· No specific relocation timetable in getting employees paid, which is the most labor intensive issue.

Department of Justice (DOJ) – Marvin Tisdale
Mr. Tisdale indicated the agency had a centralized system for relocation, for which 100 relocations are processed per year.  The agency is able to handle audits and a counseling process through a quarto-pro system.  Presently, DOJ is searching for a usable automated system (currently testing M-Links).  DOJ wants an FTR that works. 
DOJ currently has no centralized budget system.  The agency is using GSA schedules to obtain more company information.  Ten percent of DOJ employees use the fixed rate.  There are restrictions related to the lump-sum payments, and there are no specific timelines for relocation moves.
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) – Kay Levy
USDA processes approximately 3,700 relocations per year.  However, USDA is looking to outsource the management of relocations to the Bureau of Public Debt which is proposed in the future.  Before any outsourcing occurs, USDA is striving to standardize their relocation transactions.  
USDA currently has the following:

· Documentation on authorizations and vouchers;
· No timetable on processing relocations;

· A very centralized relocation program, in which divisions manage their own obligations, vouchers, expenditures, and disbursements;

· Budget has travel line items which outlines types of expenses; used on quarterly report to GSA;

· USDA is interested in handling financial aspects of relocation only;

· USDA uses Allied and Interstate (off GSA schedules);

· Has agency discretion to use lump-sum payments;

· Validate beginning and ending dates for lump-sum payments.

Department of Education (DOEd) – Eugene Jones
DOEd processed 13 relocations in the past year.  They are anticipating 25 for this year alone.  Most of the travel is processed through headquarters (which is centralized through FAA), and the ORACLE system processes payments to employees.  No audits have been performed.

Relocation has a low volume in DOEd, from HQ on down through the agency.  There is no specific reporting done.  The agency uses an FAA subcontractor for moves.  Vouchers are not tracked, and are processed in Kansas City.

National Treasury Employee Union – L’Erin Barnes

Ms. Barnes presented comments from a cross-section of employees based upon one agency’s perspective of the relocation practices.  The union sent the following comments to GSA to indicate how relocation affects the employees.  Some of the recommendations were accepted by GSA and were subsequently published in the Federal Register (pertaining to the FTR):
· Relocations are time-consuming and stressful for employees and their families.  NTEU strongly recommends a longer time limit for employees to complete all aspects of relocating.  Additionally, some moves are more stressful than others and the Board should take that into account.  An example of this would be an employee moving from California to New York versus an employee moving from Maryland to Virginia.

· If employees do not receive relocation extensions, the Board should not reduce the time of that extension.  Doing so puts unreasonable pressure on an employee to complete the relocation process in a given time frame.  The Government runs a risk of an employee (and family) not being settled in their new location before the employee is scheduled to report for duty.  The Board must be willing to, and encourage the agencies to) take into consideration extenuating circumstances that may be out of an employee’s or family’s control.
· Allow employees the maximum number of house hunting trip days.  NTEU is concerned that any reduction in the amount of time employees have to secure housing only serves to penalize employees.  This is particularly true in areas of the country with competitive real estate markets.

· Allow agencies more flexibility in allowing their relocating employees to store their household goods for various costs, such as, house hunting trips, per diem, temporary living quarters, and transportation expenses.

· Allow the initial storage period of HHG’s to be flexible.  Agencies should be allowed to consider unforeseeable circumstances that may extend the storage time on a case-by-case basis.

· Give agencies the authority to allow relocating employees to store their HHG’s for a longer period than that allowed for TQSE.
· Allow initial storage period of HHG’s to be flexible.

· Employees should not be responsible for the shipping charges resulting from extra weight (in excess of the 18,000 lbs. net weight limit).   An example of this would be your-larger-than-average family.
· The value of an employee’s personally owned vehicle should be irrelevant to the obligation of transporting the vehicle.

· The decision to transport a POV should be based upon the most efficient cost to the Government.

· Do not limit the number of POV’s which require transporting at the Government’s expense; again, on case-by-case basis.

· Allow agencies the flexibility in granting extensions for residence transactions.  For example, a home being built may not meet the completion date.

· Allow agencies to reimburse the employee for residence transaction expenses above those expenses customarily charged in the locality where the new residence is located.  As long as the employee is acting within reason, the transaction fees should be reimbursed.

· Require agencies to uniformly, accurately, and periodically report relocation transactions, regardless of whether they are directly to the employee or a third party vendor.
· Allow employees on house hunting trips and in TQSE to obtain per diem based on locality, rather than the standard rate.

· Allow agencies to accommodate spouses and children on house hunting trips.

Report on Residence Transaction Data Collection – Cris Collie

Mr. Collie presented an overview of the data collected by Employee Relocation Council (ERC) providing a benchmark to compare Federal spending to that of the private sector.  He acknowledged all participants in the sub-committee, government and private, for supplying the data in residential home sale transactions.  
Typical transactions:

· Amended Value Program –  offer presented to employee;
· Appraised Value Transaction – agreement between an employer and a purchaser;

· Buyer Value Option Program (BVO) – an amended value transaction with no appraisals obtained and no initial offer to employee.

The Broker Market Analysis (BMA) can also be used, providing employees confirm the validity of the offer.  Issues to bear in mind are:
· Variances exist in any home sale member analysis;

· Aggregates and averages are important – shows how decisions are made;

· Data is available in two weeks’ time;

· Integrity of data is critical – validate the information.

The major points concerning service fees are:

· Fee structures are exempt from FOIA;
· Federal relocation contracts are firm-fixed fee contracts;

· Maximum prices for home sale transactions are published in the suppliers online catalog.

Private industry is currently testing the market.

Closing 

Jim Harte thanked all for attending.  

Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:30 P.M.

I hereby certify that, to the best of my knowledge, the foregoing minutes are accurate and compete.
James L. Harte
Co-Chair

Governmentwide Relocation Advisory Board

Date:  

The Board will formally consider these minutes at its next meeting; any corrections or notations will be incorporated in the minutes of that meeting.
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