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MR. MCCLURE:  Good morning.  My name is Damon McClure, and I would like to welcome you to the City Pair Program, Pre-Solicitation Meeting, for Fiscal Year 2006.  Our goal today, and as you see from the agenda, is to go through the solicitation, the draft solicitation, as we have set it out and issued it to date, section by section.



And we want to stick as close to this agenda as possible to make sure, or ensure that we get through all of the solicitation, and all of the points to be discussed.  Certainly there are topics of interest or concern as we all know that are pressing for various individuals here.



But as we go section by section in a methodical way through the solicitation, we should cover all of those points.  So we are going to stick as close as possible to this agenda, emphasizing that this is a pre-solicitation meeting.



And as such our emphasis here is to discuss the solicitation in terms of the contracts that would be awarded subsequently later this year.  There are certain items that we have received to date that are partnership related items that we will defer to a partnership meeting later in the year.



And we will confine this discussion today to the pre-solicitation and the subsequent language, terms, and conditions, and things that we are looking for FY 2006.  



Some administrative things up front.  Obviously, clearly, the restrooms.  As you go out the door to the left, make the first immediate right, and down the hall to the right, and you will find the restrooms.  You need to get the keys, which are on the coat rack in the back.



If you need to find or use a telephone for whatever reason, if you go out to this main hallway here, and make a right, and go down and make a left, and then another immediate right by the elevators, you will find a set of telephones there.



Also, there is a convenience store at the end, and so when we do break, if you desire coffee or anything else snack related, you can purchase that from the convenience store.



With that, we also have our facilitation person here, Paul, from Heritage Company.  He will be performing our facilitation today for the meeting, and transcribing, and taking a record of our meeting today.



So we ask that you clearly identify yourself when making comments, and introduce yourself, and if you can actually identify who you are and what company you are from, or what organization you are from loudly so that he can capture that information as well.



With that, I want to introduce from our side the City Pair Team.  You have myself, Damon Q. McClure, and I am the Chief of the Special Programs Branch; and also we have Gene Lee, one of the contracting officers; and Eddie Murphy, one of the contracting officers as well; and Linda Smith, another contracting officer that we have working on the program.



On detail is Andrea Dingle.  Some of you all may be familiar with her.  She is on a detail working on the Federal Asset Sales Program, and out of the loop this year in terms of working directly on the City Pair Program.  We expect her return hopefully next cycle.



I do want to introduce my boss that we all know and love, Becky Koses, who is the Director of the Contracting Division in the Office of Transportation and Property Management.



We also have Jeff Thurston, who is the Acting Assistant Commissioner for the Office of Transportation and Property Management.  At this time, I will turn it over to Jeff to have some opening remarks.



MR. THURSTON:  Thank you, Damon.  I am not going to hold up the proceedings, because you have some real business to attend to here, but I did want to welcome you, and again to say, yes, my name is Jeff Thurston, Acting Assistant Commissioner for Transportation and Property Management.



Becky and I have not had a chance, and Damon, and Linda, and Eddie, to talk about this, but this is -- they are always ahead of me on these things, but this is the silver anniversary of the City Pair Program, the Contract Airlines City Pair Program.



I only have to look in the mirror everyday to realize that I was around when this started in 1980, and as we say many times, four airlines and 11 city pairs, and I don't think any of you who are in the room today were there when it started.



But I mention that just to reiterate the success of this program, and how important it is to the Federal Supply Service, and how important it is to GSA, and how important it is to our agency stakeholders, some of whom are here.



And we know that it is important to you in the industry, and we hope that it continues to be important to you in the industry.  We know you are faced, and again I am speaking to those of you in the industry, with unprecedented challenges. 



It would be easy to say if you look at USA Today every day, or the Wall Street Journal, well, how much different is this from what has really been going on.  



One would think that these are just the same old issues facing the industry, and that there is really nothing new, and we have been through this before, and we will get through it again.  



Well, it is new, and we know it is new, and we know the challenges that you face are unprecedented.  So the only theme I wanted to sort of set, if I set any kind of theme for today, besides welcome you, is that we have worked through all of these issues before, and we have had some very difficult issues over the years, ever since the beginning of the program.



And I am very confident that we will work through these issues again.  As our Commissioner, Donna Bennett, said to my predecessor, Joe Jeu, when he first took over this position five years ago, do anything that you want, Joe, but there is just one thing you had better not screw up, and that is the City Pair Program.  



And the reason for that is that it is world-class, and you know that and we know that, and if we didn't know that officially, we had independent confirmation last year from an outside source that we do get the best deal, and is the best deal, and one of the best programs going in terms of real savings for the taxpayer, and real service to our agencies.



It has been the centerpiece of our travel program for over 20 years now, and despite all the changes that are going on in travel.  And you probably heard them if you stay tuned to what is going on in government.  



Of course, you have heard of DTS, Defense Travel System, over the years and how e-travel service, of course, is actually happening.  Agencies are implementing and deploying, and our travel agent program has certainly changed a lot in the last 10 years, the last 5 years, the last year, and it is changing today on how it relates to the e-travel program.



But the centerpiece of all of this, the centerpiece, we would not have a travel program without this program and we know that.  So I just wanted to assure you that we will make every effort -- Becky and her staff are excellent staff as you all know.



And we will make every effort to make this program a success once again for FY '06.  We are committed to it, and we know there are a number of various serious issues.  There always are.  



But we feel that we can work through them and make this as much of a win-win, admittedly recognizing the difficulties that you face, but still a win-win for the government and for industry.



So I welcome you.  I look forward to being in and out and listening to some of the discussions today, because they are always interesting, and almost entertaining discussions at times.  But they are very informative.



And we know that everyone in this room has a deep interest in making this program work, and having it succeed from your perspective, as well as our perspective.  It truly is and has been a partnership over the years, and we want to see it continue.



So with that as a tone, I just hope that you have an excellent session today.  Of course, this is just the beginning of the process.  Here we go again.  But I just wanted to assure you that we are taking it more seriously than ever, and we always have, and we look forward to another outstanding contract when all of this is done for next year.  So thank you and have a good day.  Damon.



MR. MCCLURE:  Thank you, Jeff.  With that, we want to go ahead and get started into the agenda.  I do want to say up front just to reiterate some of the things that Jeff has mentioned, that we know that there is a lot of changes going on with the travel industry and the airline industry in particular.



Changes so rapid that sometimes we all know that the government is not as fluid as private entity organizations, but we are in the travel industry and in a travel area making changes to keep up with the technological changes, and with the industry changes that are happening.



And as such this is a draft solicitation, and I do want to mention that our objective is to get the final solicitation issued by the end of this month, and there will be a comment period in the actual final solicitation, and it will be identified in respective time frames for comments to the final solicitation, as changes will be made in between today and the issuance of the final solicitation that you obviously will not be privy to in a consolidated form.



So with that, we will have a comment period with the final solicitation so that you can comment there to see the terms and conditions as they will appear in final form through the final solicitation.  



And again this is a draft solicitation, and we are going to go section by section, and we ask that you would keep your comments or confine your comments as much as possible within the sections that we are discussing at the present moment.  



And with that, I would like to start out with Eddie Murphy, who will lead us in Section A of the solicitation.



MR. MURPHY:  Good morning.  My name is Eddie Murphy, and I am sure that most of you know me already.  Before we get started, we would like to set a couple of ground rules.  



As a presolicitation, we are all here as professionals, and I what I would like to ask is that no one make any personal attacks.  If you want to direct a question, direct it towards the agency, and to the airline, but not to an individual.  So we don't want any harsh language, or any unprofessional behavior today.  No throwing of rocks or anything like that.  



Okay.  A.1.  And A.1. is not really a change in the 1449.  We do ask that you send a hard copy because that will have to be signed.  We will need a signature, and this is for billing, and that being on the contract.  The 1449, you need to fill out Block 17, 38(b) and (c).  Piece of cake.  



A.2., the contract effective date.  Of course, you did notice that we have a change in the address.  The address is changed from 1941 to 1901, 1901 South Bell Street.  It is still Arlington, Virginia 22202.



A.2., contract effective date.  And of course we all understand and realize that the contract effective date is 1 October '06, and the contract is good for 12 months, with two, one month extensions, and one, one month extension.  So a total of 15 months possible.  A 15 month total with the options.  



A.4., and which is the same as the change of address in A.4. and A.6.  It is nothing but a change of address.  That is the only change that we made in the draft copy.  Yes, sir?



MR. BLEMLY:  Eddie, Craig Blemly, United Airlines.  When will the transcripts from this meeting be available?



MR. MURPHY:  We will have a draft of it in 48 hours, and we will have a 24 hour turnaround time to get the draft back to them, and another 24 hours for the final.  So you are talking about four days, four working days.



MR. BLEMLY:  Okay.  Have the transcripts from the previous meeting three months ago been released yet?



MR. MURPHY:  Yes, sir, they have been.  



MR. LEE:  There are on the website, Craig.  They are not on FBGS website.  They are on our City Pair official website.



MR. BLEMLY:  On City Pair?



MR. LEE:  Yes.



MR. BLEMLY:  Okay.  Great.  Thank you.



MR. MURPHY:  And Gene will start with B.1.



MR. LEE:  Good morning.  I am here to discuss the first portion of Section B, which is the schedule of services.  The first change that we have is under Section B.1., the definition section.  



We have made a change, a slight change, to the definition of the commuter aircraft.  And the change that we made was that previously it was 50 or fewer passengers being ordered, if it was an airplane that would seat 50 or fewer passengers.



And we changed that to be fewer than 50 passengers, because we do not consider a 50 passenger aircraft to be a commuter aircraft, and that's why we made that change.  



We have also added two definitions of the electronic travel system, the end-to-end government wide travel system.  And also DTS, which is the Defense Travel System, which we are contemplating  using in different capacities throughout the solicitation at this point.  Those will be addressed in the final RFP.



The next change that we made was under B.3., which is --



MR. SZNAJDER:  Question.



MR. LEE:  Please.



MR. SZNAJDER:  What if we have B.1., and we like to talk about B.2.  Can we talk about that, or do we have to follow your script, and then wait for the end?



MR. LEE:  If you have any questions on B.2., please feel free to ask them at this point.



MR. SZNAJDER:  Gary Sznajder, Continental Airlines.  On B.2., if you look at this language, this language is so open as it relates to refunds.



MR. LEE:  B.2.?



MR. SZNAJDER:  B.2.  We are talking about refunds.



MR. LEE:  B.2. is really a background.



MR. SZNAJDER:  Well, wait a minute.  Did I get another solicitation here?



MR. LEE:  You might be talking about B.25., which will be covered later on.  



MR. SZNAJDER:  The refunds is B.25. and not B.2.?



MR. LEE:  Yes.



MR. SZNAJDER:  I stand corrected.  I'm sorry.  



MR. LEE:  Good, you almost gave me a heart attack there, because B.2., there is really nothing in there.  Okay.  Under Section B.3., the changes that we have made are that under Item Number 2, there was an omission on our part.  



It said all domestic within the contract market shall be made available previously, and that was obviously a typo on our part, and so we have included the word "flights" to clarify the meaning of our Item Number 2.



And then other than that, Section Number B.3. also relates to Section Number B.25., which talks about the code share issues, which is talking about route restrictions.  



MR. ELLIS:  We need to talk about that.



MR. LEE:  Okay.  Well, first of all, let me address our concerns, and our stance on this issue.  



MR. ELLIS:  Okay.



MR. LEE:  We have always emphasized that this solicitation is for commercial air passenger travel services, and as such, to our customers, we find that it is hard to justify when purchasing commercial air passenger services, and if say, CO, Continental Airlines, was awarded a certain market, and in the GDS system we do see a flight number with a CO designation, we find it hard to justify that you cannot as a Federal traveler get access to any of the CO flights.  



You will be restricted because of code share arrangements, and for that reason, we have always emphasized that even though you submit flights based on your own metal or what not, we as Federal travelers get access to all of your flights because of that exact reason.



MR. ELLIS:  And our point is -- Jerry Ellis, Delta Airlines.  Our point is that is a marketing agreement.  It is a marketing agreement that we have made with in this case, with Continental and Northwest, and other airlines, for other types of business passengers, strictly a marketing agreement.



We do not allow that to be used in most of our corporate agreements, because in those agreements, and most especially in this agreement, we actively bid competitively against Continental and Northwest for that same market.



And I will use the example of San Antonio to Washington National Airport.  We all meet the minimum requirements, and we all bid competitively in that market, and if Delta wins that market, we expect that business, i.e., revenue, to go on into our coffers.  Not Continental's, not Northwest.



It would be like GSA is saying, hey, you have this agreement out there, and because we are the government, we have proof that we can use that agreement, and that is not so.  It is a marketing agreement for other passenger mixed, and GSA simply cannot just say that we can get in there.  It is not going to happen.



MR. LEE:  Okay.  There are two points that I would like to raise.  First of all, when you bid in market, and you receive the award on that market, we are guaranteeing you all that business.  Now, whatever marketing agreement that you have with your code share partners is really not within our hands.  



If you are saying that the money that results from that route does not go to you directly because you are code share partners, that financial agreement really is not within our hands.



MR. ELLIS:  Well, what we are saying, Gene, is that we made this marketing agreement based on a different customer, and not this contract.  We do not show Continental or Northwest in Section K, where we itemize our code share partners.



If we don't show them as a code share partner, that means that we have not bid with them, and we did not put their service in there, nor did we show their routings in the section in Attachment 3, and we don't acknowledge within the terms of this contract that they are a code share partner.



MR. LEE:  Well, with all due respect, Jerry, our B.3. is very clear.  It has always been very clear.  And our understanding is that the code share agreement between the three -- and other carriers by the way, were formed after our terms and conditions were established.  



So we really had no input into your code share arrangement.  



MR. ELLIS:  Well, I can tell you right now, and when it comes up in the CRS system, and you book a Delta-coded flight, and it is really over a Continental routing, it comes up and says operated by Continental Airlines.



MR. LEE:  Yes.



MR. ELLIS:  And so that is a red flag to your TMCs and CTOs that that is an inappropriate routing.  And I can tell you right now the CRS systems will not auto-price it, and if your travel agencies book it inappropriately, they are going to get a debit memo.



MR. LEE:  May I remind you that under B.3., Item Number 4, it is very clear.  Item Number 4 states that reservations shall be made on the same basis as for commercial travelers, and shall not discriminate in favor of commercial travelers.  We never say corporate travelers.  We say commercial travelers.



MR. ELLIS:  Well, this is an issue that I think you had better -- because I can tell you right now we are not going to allow this. 



MR. MCCLURE:    If I may jump in.  Are you suggesting then that we allow the route restriction, which would mean to the traveler level, that when they go to make a travel arrangement, they would now have to decipher between the flight schedules?



MR. ELLIS:  That's what you have got professional travel agencies for.



MR. MCCLURE:  Understood, but are you suggesting that we can now route restrict?  If your suggestion is to not have the -- to remove the route restriction language in our solicitation, and basically allow at the travel level, that now they have to decipher within a market which flights are acceptable, versus not acceptable, which would create a whole number of --



MS. FREEBERG:  But that would be consistent with the corporate agreements that are out there, and TMCs have the ability to control what flights operated by what carriers are available at that discounted rate.



So in 1980, we did not have code shares, and as the industry has changed, this solicitation has to evolve where the industry has gone, and code shares are now a big part of what we do.  



MR. MCCLURE:  Understood.



MS. HUBBERT:  I am Mary Ann Hubbert from Alaska Airlines, and the pricing department -- I am the manager of pricing, and we deal with this all the time.  We put route restrictions on all kinds of fares, and not just these fares.  So this is not inconsistent with what we are doing with other commercial passengers.



MR. MCCLURE:  Well, when you say commercial, I am looking at it differently, because I as a leisure traveler, or commercial traveler, am not going to be subject to a route restriction even if Jerry --



MS. FREEBERG:  Yes, you are.



MS. HUBBERT:  Yes, you are.  We can go in on any fare and specifically put a route restriction in.



MR. MCCLURE:  Well, if I may take it a step further.  What would be -- give me an example if I may on a restriction that would be placed on me as a commercial traveler in an instance where you have code sharing?



MS. HUBBERT:  For instance, we offer service in the same city as another airline that we are code sharing with, and that airline let's us know that we don't want -- we put in a fare, and they let us know that fare on our metal.  



It is too low and we don't want that fare on our metal.  So we go on a route restricted, and so it is only good on our metal, on Alaska metal, and not on the other code share.  We do that on a very regular basis.



MR. ELLIS:  A very good example of that would be Anchorage, Alaska, to Salt Lake City.  We have a code share with Alaska Airlines, but it is route restricted on both of us to our own metal, to commercial passengers.  So your Point Number 4 actually --



MR. MCCLURE:  I'm sorry, but does that mean that I can only fly on Delta if I took that, even though you have a code --



MS. HUBBERT:  At that fare.



MR. ELLIS:  At that fare.  



MS. HUBBERT:  At certain fares.  



MS. FREEBERG:  At a certain fare.



MR. MCCLURE:  All right.  For the price of the fare.  Are you saying that you would change the price of a fare to allow access on that code share price?



MR. ELLIS:  There is routing numbers, and it will say that this price applies to this routing number, and this price applies to that routing number.  It is a very normal commercial practice.  So your Point Number 4 is providing our point, because we are treating this contract like we do in the commercial arena.  



MS. SMITH:  You have those restrictions on a full walk up fare, and that is what this fare basis really is.



MS. HUBBERT:  We do have instances of that, yes.  If I want to file a fare in a coach, or in a certain class of service, like coach, and Delta does not want that fare in their coach class, they will let me know that and I will route restrict it.



MS. FREEBERG:  Any fare.



MR. ELLIS:  Yes, right.



MR. CIRILLO:  Rick Cirillo, American Airlines.  We don't even have this problem with us, but the bottom line is that this meeting is a partnership between us to talk about it.  We are telling you as an industry that we cannot do it because we have to pay someone for this.



It is not our metal.  When it is our metal, it is a totally different thing.  You folks need to be receptive to that and listen to that.  What you are doing is talking over us, and this is the way we have to do it.  You have to listen to what your partners are saying, and we cannot do that.  It is not effective for us.



MR. MCCLURE:  I hear what you are saying, and we are listening, but I can tell you really that this is not the fault of the program.  All marketing agreements and alliances are not the same for all partners who are participating in this program, which is why you have to realize that those are not the only alliances that are in the program.  



And subsequently there are different arrangements and agreements within the terms and conditions to the point where we are going to the next level of detail here.  But it cannot be shared across the board because respectively and competitively, we cannot share everybody's alliance and their agreements and arrangements, but they do vary in the program.



MR. CLIFFORD:  Denny Clifford, Northwest.  Jeff Thurston jut got done saying that you want a win-win partnership with this relationship.  What you are driving at here is a win-lose.  You want the win side, but we take the loss.



You talked about this as the silver jubilee.  I don't see a cake back there, but you want your cake and eat it, too, and that is what you have always tried to get.  This is not the same situation as the commercial environment.



We share risk with our partnerships with KLM, and with other alliance partners.  We share an economic risk.  We don't share that risk with Continental and Delta in a marketing alliance.  There is a difference between what you are trying to compare on the commercial side with this situation and restrictions.



Once you put this under the context of a contract that we have with you, all bets are off.  You have to stop making that comparison.  We are competitors, and the biggest thing as far as I can see is in your evaluation criteria.



You can't on the one hand say, okay, airlines who want to bid.  You bid with your schedule and only your schedule.  I don't bid with Continental.  I don't bid with Delta.



MR. LEE:  If I may interrupt, Denny.  That is incorrect, because our solicitation says that you will load your schedule, your offered schedule.  It does not --



MR. CLIFFORD:  Well, let me finish.



MR. MCCLURE:  To clarify what Gene has just said -- and I am going to let you finish, but I want to clarify at this point, that when we say what you can bid and what you can show in terms of schedule and your offer, we never precluded you -- because of your equipment and your respective alliances, that may be a term and condition there.



But with respect to our contract, we have never precluded you from including a partners schedule to show or offer --



MR. CLIFFORD:  We are going to make the decision not to bid with Continental and Delta on that market, because we don't share the risk.



MR. MCCLURE:  Well, that's right, and that is part of your --



MR. CLIFFORD:  That is just part of common sense, but what I am saying, Damon, is that it is illogical for you all to basically say bid with your metal, but we are going to accept everybody's metal for the route, even if we decide to bid only with our metal.



You are taking the position that you are going to use it all, and that's not right.  That is an inconsistency, and it is unfair, and it is not the win-win situation that you are looking for.  



We are adamantly opposed to this restriction.  It does not make sense, and it is very transparent that you want everything, but we don't get a fair shake on the other side.



MR. MCCLURE:  So if I understand correctly, your only suggestion is to remove the route restriction and there is no other suggestion here?



MR. CLIFFORD:  Unless there is a prior one, yes.  And the other thing that we have not talked about is that when we enter into relationships and alliances in code shares, we map out the inventory, okay?  We map that out, and there are economics associated with that, which I don't want to get into the details of here.  



But you are overlooking the aspect that when we map that inventory and we calculate essentially the economic advantages or disadvantages of a particular relationship, then that enters into all of this stuff.



And it flies in the face of just the normal practice when you put this in the context of a contract like this, and it changes the whole dynamics of the argument.  And you are trying to force that through, and it can't happen.  It is unfair, if not illegal.  



MR. BENNETT:  It is inappropriate.  



MS. HUBBERT:  The other thing that I would add is as Alaska Airlines, we code share with many, many airlines in this room; Continental, Delta, Northwest, American, and I may have forgotten a few, because we code share with a lot of carriers.



This puts us in a situation of actually saying do we bid on this market.  We actually may choose not to bid on certain markets, and you will lose some of the competitive bidding that you have because we code share with so many carriers in so many markets that we will say that we really choose not to bid on this market because of that.



MR. CLIFFORD:  And for that reason, you are doing yourself a disservice, sir, because you are going to get less -- in my opinion, you are going to get less interest in the contract in general, and in the markets more specifically.  



MR. LEE:  Craig.



MR. BLEMLY:  Craig Blemly, United Airlines.  What I see as one of your concerns certainly is confusion on part of your travel or route restrictions.  The ETS systems are built to filter those restrictions, those route restrictions.  



When you are in an electronic environment, as your TMCs are today, and they have their hands on it, the ETS systems will be those filters for those reasons.  You will only see flights that apply and are appropriate at that fare.



MR. LEE:  Point noted.  Thank you very much.  Gary.



MR. SZNAJDER:  Gary Sznajder, Continental.  And, Damon, also, if a carrier does put on a Section K that my contract here or my code share is in, then we understand that you can't route restrict that.  But what you are doing is you are taking your definition and you are just expanding it, because just like Jerry and Denny have said, that we are competitors in this room.



And I am fighting him for everything that I can get, both of them.  We may have an alliance, and we may have a code share, but we are "dog eat dog" when it comes time for this GSA City Pair contract, as well as a lot of others.



MR. BENNETT:  Jim Bennett from Delta Airlines.  Gene, when you said point well taken, what happens from here?  This is my first conference, and so we brought up the issue, and we are adamantly opposed to -- I think we have been very clear on what our concerns are, and what do you do now?



MR. LEE:  Well, obviously we cannot make a decision at this point.  We have to pick it up and discuss it further, and make a decision before the final RFP is issued.  



MR. BENNETT:  So there is no other conversation between them.  This is it, and when the end of this month comes, we will find out what your decision is.  Is that how it works?



MR. MCCLURE:  There is a comment period.



MR. LEE:  Yes.



MR. BENNETT:  Well, again, this is just clarification for me.



MR. MCCLURE:  Yes, we take all the information back from today's meeting, and make decisions on what we want to do, in terms of all of the things that were brought up and raised, concerns raised, and issue a final, and at that point we have a comment period.



And that is our formal way of corresponding at that point.



MR. BENNETT:  I just wanted to have some clarification.  Thank you.



MR. LEE:  Craig.



MR. BLEMLY:  One recommendation, and that might also be to have follow-up and have one-on-one meetings very quickly after this.  This is a forum in which we cannot share competitive information.  One-on-one's are the type of controlled environment where some issues might come up that can't be discussed in an open forum.  



May I recommend that we follow up very quickly before you enter into the final phrase of this with one-on-one meetings?



MR. LEE:  Well, we will certainly take that into consideration. Rick.



MR. CIRILLO:  I think it is important to know for you guys how many people or how many airlines in this room are against that --



MR. LEE:  We understand.



MR. CIRILLO:  No, you don't.  If you would ask how many of us are opposed to it, and so you can take that back to --



MR. LEE:  We pretty much know who the airline carriers are that are opposed to this, and so we will take that into full consideration.



MR. CIRILLO:  Okay.  



MR. LEE:  Denny.



MR. CLIFFORD:  You have not worked with every airline in here, and I know that there are a lot of other airlines in here, and I think that is a good point of interest.  Let's take a vote.  If there are nine airlines here and nine airlines say no, then that should say something.  If five say no, then that says another thing.  



MR. MURPHY:  We don't need a vote.  We heard from the majority of the airlines, and we will take that into consideration.  We don't need a vote.  This is not a democracy --



MR. MCCLURE:  All right.  Let's take a vote.  Of the airline carriers here, how many are voting?



MR. LEE:  How many carriers do we have here first of all?  How many carriers do we have, first of all?  Just one hand per carrier, please.  



(Pause.)



MR. LEE:  We have eight carriers here.  Now those opposed to our language in B.3. and B.27. as it is?  Please raise your hands?



(Pause.)



MR. BENNETT:  Eight out of eight.  Does that tell you something?



MR. LEE:  That is 8 out of 8 for the record.



MS. KOSES:  Damon, is this a new requirement?



MR. MCCLURE:  No, this is not a requirement.  Again, Gene has already mentioned this, but this was already there in the contract, and has been in existence in the contract since I have been in the program.



MR. ELLIS:  Just because we have always done it that way --



MR. MCCLURE:  No, that's not what I am saying.  What I am saying is that this is not a new requirement.  



MR. ELLIS:  Damon, it was in the language for international, and it was changed three years ago, and this is the first year that you have underlined and underscored the domestic.



MS. HUBBERT:  Yes, and even in the executive summary it changes, and it says code share, on domestic market, a route restriction is not allowed.  So that tells me right there --



MR. MCCLURE:  It is there because we were accused previously of hiding changes, and so while this is a clarification to us and we are noting it in the executive summary, it is a highlight to make sure that you are aware that this is a change in the contract and clarification change.



MR. LEE:  We were merely emphasizing.  



MR. CLIFFORD:  I might add also that the whole dynamics of the industry have changed.  This is the first full year that Northwest, Continental, and Delta have had an alliance domestically.



MR. MCCLURE:  We agree.



MR. CLIFFORD:  And we told you guys a year ago that this was coming, and so I don't know if this is a direct response to the fact that that situation is changing.  This is one of the problems that we are encountering, and it is not like you were not forewarned.



But now you are implementing changes here that don't make sense, or are illogical, and for the reasons that we all suggested, this is not going to work.



MR. LEE:  If I understand your recommendation correctly, you are suggesting that we allow our restrictions domestically; is that unanimous?



MR. CLIFFORD:  Yes.



MR. ELLIS:  Yes.



MR. LEE:  All right.  Understood.  We will take it into consideration.    



MR. BLEMLY:  What Jerry said earlier was correct, and that domestic was not covered specifically in the previous contracts as it is today.  International has had that route restriction requirement for a while, and as a result, we have seen less competition and higher fares in that marketplace.



MR. CLIFFORD:  Well, I have got to clarify.  With international, we don't have a problem with it the way that it is currently written, and the reason is because of the shared risk that I talked about.  We have no code shares, and we don't share the risk internationally.



If that were to change -- for example, if -- and I am not sure that this could ever happen, but if we had an anti-trust community with our alliance partners internationally, that would complicate things.  We would have to cross that bridge when we got to it.



But right now the reason that this is changing now is we are -- and as Gary said, fierce competitors with our own alliance partners, and that is just the way that the stuff works.



And you can't lay on the same parameters necessarily internationally as you do domestically, and vice versa.  There can be a difference there, and that difference is defined as the shared risk that we have across the Atlantic and the Pacific.



It changes when you get into the United States domestic markets.



MR. SZNAJDER:  Gary Sznajder, Continental.  We don't want this even on the international.  As a matter of fact, if you take a look at it, we have always put the code shares, and we have always showed no one.  



So Continental wants international contracts on Continental metal.  I don't want them on other carriers, and we are staying by that language.



MS. KOSES:  Damon, is it appropriate at all or just tell me if it is not, but is it appropriate at all to talk a little about CSG?



MR. MCCLURE:  It is a little premature.



MS. KOSES:  Okay.



MR. LEE:  Okay.  Moving on.  The next change that we have in our solicitation is under B.4., which is the scope of the contract.  The only change that we have in that section is regarding the foundations.  



By legislation of Congress, they have made the foundations in terms of access to City Pair fares permanent, whereas previously it was restricted to Fiscal Year 2005.  So that change has been made in our contract in accordance with the legislation.  



The next change that we have is under B.9. and B.10.  B.9. and B.10., for those who are not aware, B.9. is regarding domestic routes, and B.10. is regarding international routes.  The same changes have been made in both sections.



The change that we made is -- and this is heeding our partners' requests that we are now no longer accepting bids that do not meet the minimum.  This will eliminate a lot of work on your part and a lot of work on our part as well.  So we have heeded  your requests, and decided not to allow any bids that do not meet minimum.



In other words, if you answer no in the meet minimum category, then the COPS system will automatically reject your offer.  So that is the change that we made.  In addition, under the security definitions, previously it read -- okay.  Right in this portion here, it used to read flight mileage, and we have clarified that to mean rates as to great circle mileage, and we thought there was a slight confusion in the definition.



Now it will be based on the great circle mileage between the two board and destination points, which will determine what your maximum circuity allowed would be.  So this change has been made to both domestic and international routes.  Yes, sir?



MR. CLIFFORD:  Let me back up a second.  You said that if you don't qualify, you can't bid?



MR. LEE:  Correct.



MR. CLIFFORD:  I just want to clarify.  If nobody qualifies, you cannot also bid; is that correct?



MR. LEE:  Yes, correct.  So we will know up front that if there is no bid, then that means that no one meets minimum, or there is no interest.  But we just thought that we would lessen your work and our work as well.  



Okay.  The next change that -- well, the last change that I will be covering is B.13, which is the fares.  And this is one of the very few points where we will be jumping on cross-sections, because B.13 is ultimately linked with Section D, and specifically Number D.7, because it involves the weighting of the YCAs in your offers.



The change that we made here is -- first of all, we have clarified that the dash-CA (CA) fares are not solicited on Group 2 domestic markets.  This is again not a change, but in the previous RFP language, it was unclear.  So we have clarified that to that extent.  



In addition, we have changed the weighting from previous RFPs, and the reason that we have done this is because we have done -- we have had an outside consultant, Runzheimer International, conduct a study on our City Pair program, and recommended the changes that we should make to better improve the program.



And one of the recommendations that they have made was that we are not -- the government is not getting the benefit of having availability to the dash-CAs 75 percent domestically and 65 percent internationally.



So they have recommended that we lower that and so we have taken that into consideration, and there can be no doubt whatsoever that the government has not been meeting its goals of accepting or having the availability of the dash-CAs 75 percent domestically and 65 percent internationally.



We have realized that there are in some cases some agencies have been adamant about refusing to use the dash-CAs.  That has been happening and we acknowledge that case.  



However, there also seems to be an availability issue; that the carriers have not been providing their availability to our Federal travelers.

So we have been trying to reach a happy compromise as to that aspect.  



MR. CLIFFORD:  How did you arrive at these numbers?



MR. LEE:  These numbers were based on what you submitted to us.  The dual fare reports that are submitted to us on a monthly basis.



MR. CLIFFORD:  Yes, but I mean, you have several airlines giving you that info.  How did you arrive at a final number?



MR. LEE:  Average.



MR. CLIFFORD:  Simple average or weighted average?



MR. LEE:  At this point, it was simple average.



MR. CLIFFORD:  And so you just took whatever numbers we give you in compliance in that respective column, and you divided by nine or whatever for the number of --



MR. LEE:  I am not sure of the logistics, but I believe that is correct.  It is simple average across the board.  Jerry.



MR. ELLIS:  Jerry Ellis, Delta Airlines, and you are going to have to help me think through this.  How does closing the percentage for your formula change the dynamics of this contract at all in regards to -- you know, the airlines that bid to a level will still put in the Y inventory, and the capacity control inventory, and so it will not change the dynamics of what is available and what is not available.



MR. LEE:  Correct.



MR. ELLIS:  What you have done is you have taken a giant step back five years to when you had the 55-45 split ratio, and you had certain airlines that only bid a dollar or $2, or $3 differential. 



Whereas, when you had them weighted as a 75-25, it enticed or induced the airlines to have a wider split in their fare to give your customers a better price break.



Now you have acknowledged that the fault necessarily is not the capacity control fare, but you are saying that your customers choose not.  That is a business choice on their part.  



You closing the formula here is going to hurt your contract, and it is going to hurt the pricing dynamics, and it is a lose situation for you.  And it doesn't change what your customer is going to book or not book.



And I think you are coming up with the wrong conclusion based on raw data facts.



MR. LEE:  Okay.  Let me make two points here.  I understand your points, and I think that other carriers will probably share that sentiment as well.  



Runzheimer recommended lower, a lower percentage for the dash-CA.  We went against them precisely because we understand that some of it is a Federal Agency's booking fault as well.  



Now, the reason that you, the carriers, were getting the benefit in the evaluation phase when we weighed the YCAs versus the dash-CAs to calculate the composite fare that we basically based on our evaluation on.  



However, we are open at this point to maybe to reconsider the actual percentage point.  Now, what we are suggesting is that if you have any better suggestions to us, within a range of what we have currently, and in our draft RFP, versus all the way up to the 75-25 percent split that we had in the previous RFPs, we will be willing to listen to your suggestions of past, and we want to attach that to your rationale of why you are inserting those numbers.



So the door is not closed at this point on this issue, but we do want to recognize that the Federal travelers are not getting the benefit that the carriers are getting when they are submitting their bids.  Tom.



MR. BILLONE:  Tom Billone, United Airlines.  I just need a clarification.



MR. LEE:  Please.



MR. BILLONE:  You do not really know the cause of the differential not being met.  You don't know whether 90 percent of that is your traveler, and 10 percent being unavailable.



MR. LEE:  Correct.  Under this system, we do not know the exact reason.  That is correct.



MR. BILLONE:  And I think that is key, because if your travelers are the main reason why that is not being met is that is an educational process.  I know at some of the meeting we were in there were travelers getting up and saying that they never booked the dash-CA.  They always booked the YCAs.



And that seems to be a common thread.  I think that is where your major issue is, is with people not understanding that, and that is a major education process.  And a lot of them think that there are restrictions, or change fees, et cetera.



MR. MCCLURE:  And to your point, we acknowledge, as Gene has already acknowledged, that there is a Federal Agency part in this, and we are seeing such a lower percentage.



MR. BILLONE:  Right.



MR. MCCLURE:  We have undertaken that action on our part to have it beefed up, and our education on the dual fare side, on the dual fare program with the agency, that we have seen some improvement and some increase on the numbers, in terms of the dash-CA usage, to a degree.



And so we have seen since we started that education, and since we have started this program, we have had in the education side.  Now can we say that is all attributed to the education of it?  You know, we have not quantified the reason as you have suggested.



But to compensate the change here, and to compensate for both sides of the argument, that it is not totally attributed to the agency's false review, and we have to compensate for that factor.



Now, as Gene said, we are open to change that, but here we have the reported figures from you all which show as a basis for going with the figures that we have here.  



I believe they are slightly higher, but we are trying to compensate for both sides of the argument.



MR. LEE:  So when you are submitting your suggestions, please also add your rationale, because we need to have a solid rationale as to why we are inserting those numbers.  The gentleman in front, please.  



MR. KING:  Oliver King, Federal Reserve.  One reason for avoiding some of these dash-CA fares is because many carriers ignore the advanced ticketing requirements.  As American Airlines advised you, that they will cancel the reservation and do cancel it if it is not ticketed by the date they stated.



So I am saying that our plans change so often, even though it is fully refundable, I might just have to stay away from that and go to some other fare.



MR. LEE:  That should not be the case



MR. ELLIS:  If I may answer that, sir.  You are right to a point, because -- well, I am Jerry Ellis with Delta.  Delta, among other carriers, I think, and American as well, has what is called a robotic that a capacity control fare is not ticketed within 24 hours will auto-cancel.  



However, again, it is an education thing.  All the travel management centers, all the CTOs, GSA, and everybody who has been advised, all they have to do is put an OSI message into the PNR.



MR. KING:  Which is ignored.



MR. ELLIS:  No, it's not, sir, because it overrides the robotics.  It puts that PNR on queue.



MR. KING:  Okay.  We can go back and forth with this, but that is not what happens.  It's canceled.



MR. ELLIS:  Well, then somebody is not doing their job, because all of us have built that into our computer systems.



MR. KING:  Well, fine, but when it gets to my end of the table, it gets canceled.  Not the YCA, but the dash-CA.



MR. ELLIS:  Sir, if those instances repeat, and you have any specific instances, please forward them to us.



MR. KING:  I have already submitted pages, and I have gotten no answer.



MR. LEE:  To us?  To one of us?



MR. KING:  yes.  



MR. LEE:  Not physically us.  We will be able to handle that.  If you could forward that to us.



MR. MCCLURE:  To the contracting staff.



MR. KING:  All right.  Before I leave, let me have the exact website and person.



MR. CIRILLO:  If the agency does what they are supposed to do and put that OSI message in there, it will not cancel.  The problem is that most agencies, and the reason why it cancels is that they put that entry in after the ending of record.  We can't put it in after you enter the record.  You have to put it in initially when you make the reservation.



MR. KING:  Well, when I create the record, it is from a profile, and --



MR. CIRILLO:  Then there must be something wrong with that profile, because we have not had any problems with that canceling until I heard this right now.



MR. LEE:  Pat.



MS. BAKER:  Pat Baker, U.S. Airways, and I just have a general question.  Are you looking at this as a test, versus --



MR. LEE:  At this point, we prefer the language pilot.  It is a pilot program to test the waters still.  We still do not have submission data to make a final determination as to whether to incorporate this filing or not.  So, yes, it is still in the pilot stage.



MS. BAKER:  Do you have any idea how long it will be in a pilot stage?



MR. LEE:  Not on this point.  



MR. MURPHY:  When we originally started this program, this is the third year, and we said at that time it would take us 5 years because of the data.  This is only the second year that we received data, and so there is not enough uses in data to indicate that we can end the test at this time.  Denny.



MR. BLEMLY:  Denny Clifford, Northwest.  Do you guys really know what data you are looking for?  I mean, how can something take 5 years to make a decision on when you have got 2,000 markets, and basically half of all of the markets that you put out there this applies to.  And how much more data do you need to analyze?



MR. MURPHY:  Well, when we originally started, initially the first year, we had 333 markets, and we did every third market.  And I am sure that you understood that.  The first year-and-a-half, we received no data because it took us a year-and-a-half to get the data from the preceding year. 



This is our second year of receiving data after a three year program, and the data is getting better.



MR. BLEMLY:  Well, what data are you referring to, Eddie?



MR. MURPHY:  Smart Pay data in data from the airlines.



MR. BLEMLY:  What data specifically?  Are you looking for the percentage of time that you find that blank space is available, and how you can get that data without talking to the airlines?  I mean, what is it that you -- what is the bottom line benchmarks that you are looking for?



MR. LEE:  Well, at this point, we are getting two data sources, Denny.  You know that.  The first one is the dual fare reports that we are getting from the airline carriers.  



The second one is that we are getting the Smart Pay data, which is a roundabout way of getting our travel data.  Now, of course, if the airline carriers can provide data directly to us on actual flown data, that would provide immense data that we could use to back up our system.



But in the past the carriers have not been willing to do so.



MR. MURPHY:  I am going to interrupt that.  I don't want to get too far into this as a partnership item, because I want to concentrate and make sure that we get through the solicitation as is.  That is not any of your concern as to the data that we have been collecting, and what we are looking for, and the time lines associated with that, and I want to table that discussion right now so we can get on with the solicitation.



MR. ELLIS:  But this is a fundamental issue because as I said in my opening statement, you are going to spoil your whole data by narrowing the gap at this time, because the end result will be by narrowing this, and I don't think that I am letting out any secrets, if you look back to your contract five years ago when you had a 55-45 split, you had several markets that only had a 1 to a 5 dollar differential between the YCA and the blank-CA.



And if I were out there with the State Department, or the Department of Energy, or whatever, and I am looking at the differential between a YCA fare of a hundred dollars and a blank-CA fare of $95.  And I am saying with the extra $5, I am going to go to the YCA.  



So now you are going to see the data become all skewed towards the YCA fare, and you are going to say, see, we proved our point.  You are spoiling your whole formula by narrowing the scope and coming up with what it is right now.



MR. LEE:  Again, send in your recommendations with the rationale, please.  Maryanne.



MS. HUBBERT:  Maryanne Hubbert from Alaska
 Airlines.  You said that you did a test, or you did some training to your agencies to get them to try to use the dash-CA.  When did that training go out?  How long has that been in place?



MR. MCCLURE:  It is ongoing.    



MS. HUBBERT:  And you have seen a small amount of improvement?



MR. MCCLURE:  We have seen improvement based on the numbers that we are seeing.  



MS. HUBBERT:  Well, I just wondered if we are making a decision to make the change too early without getting the valid training, and maybe some of you think -- and as this gentleman brought up, getting it resolved, and once they realize that they can use the dash-CA without it penalizing them, that they would be more receptive to using it, rather than making this change at this time.



MR. KING:  Another point of interest is why should we have a second entry put in the record when the fare basis defines the type of passenger to begin with?



MS. HUBBERT:  Well, the robotics that we use do not read fare basis codes.  They only read booking codes, and until we can get a robotic that can -- we don't always have fare basis codes in a PNR, and that is why it is built that way.



MR. KING:  But there is in the fare construction log.



MS. HUBBERT:  But if we are getting something from like a travel agency, we don't always have that information.



MR. KING:  I see.



MS. HUBBERT:  So we have to use the OSI.



MR. LEE:  Okay.  At this point, I would like to turn it over to Linda to further carry on the discussion.  Thank you.  



MS. SMITH:  There are several topics, and I know that these are of great interest to everybody in the room.  The first one --



MS. FREEBERG:  Linda, could you speak up?



MS. SMITH:  Yes.  I will do my best to project.  The first one is on the fuel surcharges, and I just want to say that this is not really a change.  We are just clarifying, particularly on the international side.  



The language that we have currently was not as clear as we wanted it to be.  I am going to go through what our viewpoints are on that, and then we will open it up to your viewpoints also.



As it is now, no fuel surcharges are allowed on domestic fares, and our intent was that they not be allowed also on international just across the board.  It was not clear, and it is not clear in the current solicitation, in the current contract, that the surcharges did not apply to the international.  



So we made it very clear by putting the first line there (section B.19 on screen), and just reiterating in the domestic markets.  So that is not really a change.  It is really a clarification.



And we met one-on-one with the carriers, with all of you, and we listened.  Now, I know you have said that we have not heard you, but we came to a different conclusion from the government's viewpoint than from the carrier's viewpoint, for a couple of reasons.



And, number one, not all carriers are in favor of fuel surcharges.  And when we make any changes to our contract, we make them across the board program wise.  



Number 2, it has to, as far as your concerns about the fuel charges, and one of the goals of our contract, is to meet the travel needs of the Federal Government on a budgetary basis.  



If we were to allow the fuel surcharges, and just allow you to pass on the costs without doing a contractual change, that would cause a great deal of trouble for the agencies to be able to build into their budgets, because from my knowledge anyway, these fuel surcharges come and go, depending on the market and the carrier, and depending on the acceptance of the public of the fuel surcharges, and so we don't really see that they are directly related to your overall cost of business.



It is more so dependent on the competition, and as I said from the government's side it is very difficult if there is a surcharge that comes and goes, and increases.  We have no way of knowing when it has been pulled off, and we have no way of telling agencies to increase your budget by X-amount, because it is not across the board - is the bottom line.



If we were to change it contractually, we have an issue that might cover the budget side for the government agencies, because they say, well, in our contract we have a clause that says that X-time under the contract, and say 6 months, based on some index agreed upon, that the fares across the board, all carriers, and this would have to be agreed upon by everybody, and that is not easy, then it would go up X-amount, and then agencies could budget for that.  



Now, that last one, we would be happy to revisit, if you would revisit multiyear contracts.  But on the one year contract that just is not possible for us to do.  



So those are the reasonings from our viewpoint, and I just wanted to add, because I know that this is an important issue, but one part of it is that we are often reminded that we are only two percent of your business.



And if we were to shoulder a contractual change, the government would be committed for the length of the rest of that contract to shoulder that expense, when in fact in the commercial place that surcharge might have been pulled back, or moved to a different market, and would not be applicable, and it would still be applicable to the government.  So, yes, I have finished.



MR. CIRILLO:  First of all, if I were to say let's see a show of hands whose hand is not in favor of it, no one's hand would go up, but -- and as far as the surcharge on fuel, the cost of fuel is so high that we had to add it, which only, you know, adds to our business.



But the button line is that if it goes down, it goes up in every fare.  So you don't lose at all.  You win.  



MS. SMITH:  But it is my understanding that it is not applicable to every fare and every market.



MR. CIRILLO:  It is applicable to every fare and market.



MS. SMITH:  Not on every carrier.



MR. CIRILLO:  Well, if they disappear, it goes out of every fare.  



MS. SMITH:  Okay.  We have eight other carriers.  Is that agreed upon?  Is that how you do it on every market?



MR. ELLIS:  Jerry Ellis, Delta Airlines.  A couple of issues here.  Linda, when you say that not all carriers agree with the fuel surcharge, you didn't give any numbers, but of the 14 carriers that you have had one-on-ones that had previously made proposals to this contract, I would be very interested to see how many would like to have a fuel surcharge and how many don't.



I am willing to bet that a huge majority of the carriers are asking for a fuel surcharge, just as we do with all of our other customers.  Again, as Jeff Thurston said, this is a changing dynamic industry, and we all read papers, and we all see the newscasts, and we all see what fuel is doing.



I am willing to bet that the people that are doing their budgets, when they have to rent a car, or on their household goods, contracts, that the trucking industry, the car rental companies, and everybody else, they have to pay a higher premium when the gas pump prices go up.  Why not here?



We are the only ones that have our hands shackled trying to make a business decision on how to bid on this contract, thinking what the fuel prices are going to be next December.  



I don't know, and you don't know, and I think the inability for us to put a fuel surcharge on to our prices as a pass through item, just as we do with our other customers, our commercial customers, when prices become so high that we are forced to put a 5 or 10 dollar fuel surcharge on all of our tickets, this particular customer base should be subject to that as well.



MS. SMITH:  But to your point, it is a little different, because as part the contract, we are promising the government travel to -- let's say you are the awarded carrier on a route, and to your carrier only.  They don't have the choice to go off-contract.



So it is a little different in that sense, and so as you say, the fuel surcharge could be taken off, and we wouldn't know.



MR. ELLIS:  Yes, you would, because --



MS. SMITH:  Not without checking every fare.



MR. ELLIS:  No, it is not as blanket an approach.



MS. SMITH:  Go ahead, Tom.  



MR. BILLONE:  I have promised to keep my mouth shut, but what I am hearing you saying, and in a lot of what we are doing here, is you want to be treated exactly like the commercial traveler, except in this instance.  



Now, the commercial travelers, corporations, have to budget, and fares change, and they have to live with that.  You don't want your agencies to deal with that, and this is a big thing.



This is one area in which you don't want to be treated like the commercial traveler is, and so it seems or the impression that I am getting is when it benefits you, you go with it.  



When it doesn't benefit you, and it benefits the airlines, you don't want to do it, and you want to do it separately.  That is the key.  I mean, that is a really important thing that you keep emphasizing, to be treated like the commercial traveler, and in fares you don't want to be.



MS. SMITH:  Well, we have a couple of other things.  And we are not exactly like them, and as much as possible, we want to be treated, but we readily admit that we are not exactly.  But on this particular subject, we're not.



And for the reasons given, it is a different mechanism.  Now, as I mentioned, I have not heard anybody bring that up.  If you want to do a multiyear contract, we would be happy to do this.



MR. CLIFFORD:  Why is this a quid pro quo always?  Why do you always have to tie something that you really want to something that we really want.



MR. ELLIS:  Which is not related. 



MR. CLIFFORD:  But it is not right.  That is not a partnership, and that is not best industry practices either.  That is a bribe.  



MR. ELLIS:  I will right now make the offer that I made regarding the multiple year contract.  Delta Airlines would support a multiple year contract if you give us total capacity control.  That is our trade-off then.



MS. SMITH:  Okay.



MR. BLEMLY:  The same thing with United Air Lines.



MS. SMITH:  Let's just back up.  I appreciate what you are saying.



MR. ELLIS:  Don't bring up the multiple year contract unless you want to bring up total capacity control.



MS. SMITH:  We will bring it up.  You are bringing up fuel surcharges, and we can say on terms that would work, we will consider it, yes.  It is not that we are not going to consider it.  But as it is now, no.



MR. ELLIS:  Well, that is like trading in a Mercedes for a Yugo.  



MS. SMITH:  Let's back up.  The purpose of this contract is to meet the requirements, the travel mission needs of the Federal Agencies.  That's our goal, okay?  And in a way that saves taxpayer dollars.



Our need is this, and that is our need.  These are the requirements that we need, because of the mission needs, and we need lasting availability, okay?  Now, you want fuel surcharges?  We will talk.  But let's talk a multiyear contract then.  



MR. CLIFFORD:  Linda, that is economically what you need.  What we need is to lose less money.  Not to make money, but to lose less money in most cases, all right?  And secondly to make money for our shareholders for our stock valuation.  Those are our objectives.



Now, if this is at true partnership as Jeff indicated and everybody has, you have to understand the dilemma that we are in right now.  And if I understood you right, you said something about this fuel cost to us right now in this environment is not really a direct cost of ours.  



And as I read through the lines, you think that it is a competitive situation with our competitors.  It's not.  We are competing against the world economy.  We have absolutely no control over fuel, and what we are asking for is to help us out economically to allow the surcharges on top of that fare.



And I really believe that you all are in an unrealistic environment, and in your own little dream world, where you are just pretty much ignoring the dilemma that we find ourselves in economically.



MS. SMITH:  Well, we are not ignoring it.  We didn't --



MR. ELLIS:  Well, if you are not ignoring it, you would say yes to this, or to some portion of it.  



MS. SMITH:  We are not ignoring it.  We made an offer, and we will consider it.  You are ignoring our offer. 



MR. CLIFFORD:  That is a blackmailing line. 



MS. SMITH:  No, it's not.  



MR. CLIFFORD:  This should be a separate issue.



MR. ELLIS:  Linda, if I may, your largest customer is the Department of Defense.  The Department of Defense recognizes this problem in the carrier industry and they allow for fuel changes within the craft contract, within charters, and everything else.



So if your largest customer recognizes this as a problem for the industry, why can't you be partnering with the Department of Defense?  Because I am willing to bet that DoD would come to you and say we don't have a problem with fuel surcharges because we recognize the problem.



MR. MCCLURE:  One point there, Jerry, is that with respect to some of the DoD contractors, it is a totally different contract to begin with, which would not work, because this is a separate contract.



Now, if we changed the contract vehicle, there would be much more, and I think greater, concern from industry's standpoint of some of the things that would be akin to a different contracting vehicle.



MR. ELLIS:  What we are talking about is the recognition and a reality check of the world economy as Denny says.  Your largest customer recognizes that, and probably your other customers recognize that, is because you folks at GSA are so logged in to this contractual arrangement that you are not willing to accept the realities of today's economies.  



And your partners that are losing a lot of money, and it is beyond our control what the price of fuel does.  



MR. MCCLURE:  I respectfully disagree.  



MR. BLEMLY:  One point.  Craig Blemly, United Airlines.  It was brought out that you would have to explain to your customer base why they would have to bear the extra burden of a fuel surcharge.  My question to you is why are you doing now with the international?  



How many comments have you had from anyone, government agency, or a DoD component, that has complained about the fuel surcharges in the international environment that have always existed?  I would venture to say that it is zero.  



MS. SMITH:  Our domestic travel is much larger than our international.



MR. BLEMLY:  Well, SDDC has a fuel rate contract that is indexed to DOE.  Just a couple of months ago that index was a 10, a 10 percent increase.  That is a monthly increase.  I mean, it is a monthly component that is indexed for all freight carriers.  Cargo contracts are all amended by an index.



Government's mileage has just been indexed to a 9 percent increase over last year.  The government in general is recognizing the cost of fuel today. Why aren't you with this contract with us?



MS. SMITH:  John.



MR. LUNDEBY:  John Lundeby, Department of Defense.  I would like to recommend is that DoD, along with GSA, and maybe one, two, or three members of industry, sit down within the next 7 to 10 days so that maybe we can come up with an agreement on this fuel surcharge/economic fuel surcharge.



And come up with a decision before we put the solicitation out.  Is something like that possible?  And that makes it a partnership, where we can --



MR. ELLIS:  Thank you.  



MR. LUNDEBY:  We can partnership that way so that we have got a smaller group, and certainly we will bring that role into this as well, and that DoD does not rely on this contract.  We may be the largest user, but we certainly don't drive all aspects of it.



So I would like to see if we can partnership, and have a small group that can sit down with GSA and industry, and come up with either a solution or maybe we decide the heck with it.  



But something that will affect the FY '06 contract, and not something that we table until next year.  



MR. CLIFFORD:  And this is not a condition where it is tied to the quid pro quo, right?  It is not tied to the multiyear contract?  It is a separate issue?



(Multiple conversations.)



MR. LUNDEBY:  Well, I mean, just to sit down and try to figure out what is the best way for GSA and Federal travelers, and carriers, to approach this.



MS. KOSES:  Is there a reason why the cost of fuel can't be figured into the overall bid price?



MR. ELLIS:  Do you know how much fuel is going to cost 6 months from now?  



MR. CLIFFORD:  Do you know what the fuel pump costs are going to be next December, Rebecca?



MS. KOSES:  No, but I have historical information on trends, on average increases.  I mean, as a business, I would think that you should be able to determine the costs, or average the costs.



MR. CLIFFORD:  And we would expect that you would have the same thing and you don't.  



MR. MCCLURE:  Just one at a time, please.  



MR. CLIFFORD:  If you got that stuff, you leave your job, and I will leave my job, and we will start investing together.



MS. KOSES:  Cool.  



MR. CLIFFORD:  There is just no way.  Nobody could have predicted that the price of a barrel of oil is going to go to 60 bucks a few months ago.  Nobody knew that it was going to go down to 25 a year ago.  



That is the reason why the airlines hedge on fuel or don't hedge on fuel.  Sometimes we win and sometimes we lose.  And it is such an unpredictable commodity that it is impossible.



MR. BENNETT:  And do you really want us bidding in an inflated price environment, cost environment?



MS. KOSES:  I would like to --



MR. BENNETT:  Are you willing to commit the government to potentially paying much more than it would have to?



MS. KOSES:  I have to bid what makes business sense.



MR. CLIFFORD:  What makes business sense is what we do on the commercial side, and others accept this, and when we see the need to cover the price of the spike of fuel, we change our commercial fares and put on a fuel surcharge.  When it is not needed, we back it off.



But we are not trying to be greedy either.  This is just to cover the cost of fuel.  We know that when it goes up five bucks, or 10 bucks, there is elasticity demand, and our load factors may go down if it gets too high.  



That is all calibrated into the equation of the decision making process.  So it is done with some logic.



MS. SMITH:  Joe Bushman.



MR. BUSHMAN:  We currently don't participate in the GSA contract, but we also don't have a fuel surcharge to add on to our first charges.  So I don't know how this is going to work out, but what I am suggesting is that you make some types of amendments in the evaluation process with respect to that and take that into account.  Not all carriers have fuel surcharges.



MS. SMITH:  That is what I said originally.



MR. CLIFFORD:  Are we talking just the surcharge being an add-on to whatever we bid.  We bid a fare, and we evaluate based on those bid fares.  And then as the year progresses, then whenever we have a fuel surcharge, it is at our option to put that on to the contract fare.



MS. SMITH:  And if I am understanding what you are saying, Joe, that in fact that is not the true bid that has been awarded?



MR. BUSHMAN:  In comparison --



MS. SMITH:  And which is part of the issue.



MR. CLIFFORD:  Why is it apples and oranges when it is a bid fare?  There is a point in time, on April 15th, when those bid fares are locked in, and then you guys evaluate them.



MS. SMITH:  That's correct.



MR. BUSHMAN:  But if I understand you correctly, you would bid a fare, and then a fuel surcharge on top of that fare on a contract basis.



MR. CLIFFORD:  Right, after the evaluation.



MR. BUSHMAN:  After the evaluation.



MR. MCCLURE:  Denny, I believe what he is saying is that -- and correct me if I am wrong, but the factor to be considered is not the fare, but you are correct on how the fare would be evaluated.  But the factor that he was saying that needs to be considered is the fact that airfares in that instance would not fluctuate ever during a contract period.



Whereas, someone who has a fuel surcharge would be fluctuating on top of the base fare.



MR. CLIFFORD:  So what?  They have already been awarded the market, and that is not going to change.



MR. MCCLURE:  I am just interpreting, Denny, what he had said.  



MS. SMITH:  Well, you can take that on the flip side, and -- 



MR. BUSHMAN:  The evaluation process that -- well, I am not sure what the answer is, but --



MS. SMITH:  In the back of the room.



MR. BLEMLY:  The answer for us, United Airlines, is that in a market with competitive forces should drive the fuel surcharge component.  Those market forces are already in existence at the time that you make your bid.



There is competition in markets, and that obviously comes and goes.  But the competitive nature and the market forces are already in place when you make the bid.  And what you are saying is that there might be a difference in your approach to it.



But the bottom line is the market and the competitive nature of that route is the forces that drive the fuel surcharge component; and again we make our decisions not for the government as far as fuel surcharges are concerned, but the 98 percent of all of our other customers.



So we don't drive our decision to have a fuel surcharge in place, and as an add-on to that, in the international market, of course -- and I am not sure that you all knew this, but that fuel surcharge is a bilateral agreement.  It is not a carrier surcharge.



It is the United States Government sitting down with the government of Japan, as it just did recently, and establish a fair market fuel surcharge between countries.  It is not a carrier-imposed fuel surcharge, and so I would ask that to be stricken immediately just on that basis.



MS. SMITH:  I would just like to answer to one point that you were making, that when we make an award, it is for a certain amount.  Sometimes the award decision comes down to very little -- that it is very difficult to come to a decision.  



We make a decision, and then our view is, okay, we made the award.  And let's say there were just a few dollars as an example between two offers.  And we award to one, the lower fare, but then after award a five dollar surcharge is imposed.  It might have made a difference in the award because the other carrier doesn't impose surcharges.



So we get in a bind there, and so in fact that contract fare has gone up five dollars as far as the government travel is concerned, because we must use that carrier.



Now that's where I believe you are going with the evaluation process, and it is a concern for us, because it is a contract for one year.



MR. BLEMLY:  I understand your position.  Our position is that you should not be treated any differently than any other commercial carrier that we have.  You can't have it both ways.  I know that you want it that way.



So again the market forces that drive our decision to impose or not impose, or to pull back the surcharge, are where others make those discharges and push us to do it competitively and what we do in this market.



MS. SMITH:  And I agree, and I think we are looking at it from two different angles.  We are looking at it contractually.  We have agreed to do this, and now the price has changed as far as we are concerned, and that is why it is the whole government, and that's a huge entity.  



Travel in budgets is the first to get cut usually when there is any decrease in budgets for agencies.  So they do have to plan very tight budgets, and that makes a difference, and it makes a difference contractually.



But I understand what you are saying.  I agree that we are looking at it in a slightly different way, from viewpoints, and we will try to come to some resolution here and have a meeting on that.



MR. BENNETT:  So we did agree that we would look at that meeting between now and before that?  Did you all agree to that?



MR. MCCLURE:  We have other means that have been suggested, and so we are trying to meet a deadline here.



MS. SMITH:  All right.



MS. VALENTINE:  Nadine Valentine, Federal Reserve Board:  I guess we can go back and forth on this thing all day long, but for the same reason the airlines want a surcharge is for the same reason that GSA doesn't want the surcharge, and that is because of monetary reasons.



Yes, DoD is the largest customer of this contract, but you do have smaller agencies such as ours, where 5 or 10 dollars can make a difference when you are doing thousands and thousands of tickets a year.  



So I think that instead of saying, okay, DoD wants to go with it, and let's go with it, that you have to consider the smaller agencies when you do have cuts in agencies, and travel is the first to be cut.



MS. SMITH:  We have to look at it at the macro level at this point.  Bill.



MR. TIRRELL:  There is so much discussion on budget here, I am going to try to put a little perspective on this.  Currently sitting before the Congress is the budget for Fiscal year 2006.  We don't know what is going to come out of it, but those numbers were created two years ago.



What actually comes out and becomes spending appropriation has yet to be determined.  That said, there are elements of expense that people try and preordain.  Gee, per diem rates are going to go up; gee, the mileage rate for a car is going to go up.  Gee, whatever is going to go up.



They try and preordain that the best they can, and often they are mistaken.  Now, whether travel is the first component to get cut, or training, or personnel, or maintenance.  This is a decision made by the agency, and by the department.



Let's not get into we can't do this because it is always the first thing to be cut.  I don't think that is a good reason.  I also don't think the budget is a good reason.  



We just went to 40-1/2 cents for driving a car on temporary duty effective February.  Those budgets are in execution, and so that is going to impact those budgets, and people are going to have to adapt.  



So let's kind of leave the budget stuff over here, because we are talking about something that is going to happen in a budget year that no one in this room knows is going into effect; i.e., 1 October 2005.



So whether it is righteous or not righteous to go to a fuel surcharge can be debated on its merits, but let's not muddy it up with the budget impact.  Yes, there will be a budget impact, but there is a budget impact anytime any commodity or service price goes up.  



MS. SMITH:  Go ahead, Pat.



MS. BAKER:  Pat Baker.  I just wanted to suggest that GSA make every effort to take John's suggestion and have this meeting, and bring not just DoD, which John suggested, but that we bring other agencies as well, such as the Federal Reserve.  



So if you do get representatives from industry, and government agencies, and sit down and have this discussion, and this area is one of the primary ones that is pressing.



MS. SMITH:  Okay.  We will take a break.



(Whereupon, at 10:35 a.m., the meeting was recessed and resumed at 10:45 a.m.)



MS. SMITH:  Thank you for coming back.  The next point is in Section B.21, method of payment.  And  we had a proposed change.  It is not finalized yet and that is the reason that it is not in the draft, but we are working on it, and we hope to come to have it worked out by the time of the final, but I can't promise.



The changes as proposed regards GTRs.  We have heard, and you have been telling us, that shortly many of you would not be accepting GTR payments, and we have been working with the customer agencies, with the Office of Government Wide Policy, to get a feel of exactly what our customer agencies -- at what point are they in the acceptance of credit cards, and doing away with GTRs.


So this has involved a great deal of research and working with our customers.  And what we are proposing is the following; is that on domestic markets that charge cards would be the form of payment accepted, with GTRs accepted only in very special cases, such as emergencies, acts of god.  



There is one situation that would be covered...it would be if a traveler is originating internationally and buys a ticket internationally, and arrived at a point domestically, and he is to pay for that ticket, then a GTR, in conjunction with the international portion, would be able to use a GTR.



So that is a big step for us and for you.  Now, on the international side, because of the issues that still exist in many parts of the world as far as the acceptance of charge cards, the fraud issues, et cetera, at this time GTRs would still be accepted as a form of payment.



Down the road...But at this time there are just so many issues that we have been advised of that we need to continue using it there.  Yes, Bill?



MR. TIRRELL:  Just within the context with this, I would submit to you that want to talk very closely with those in control the credit card program, not only for GSA, but several other select departments and agencies.  Why?



Some are reluctant to go into centrally billed accounts, and some have vastly decreased the number of people who are allowed to have individually billed accounts with the individual credit card.



And making GTR a way of doing business still, and so looking from the perspective of how the airlines want to do business in the electronic age, and get away from paper and all of that, it's understood.



But in the context of whether or not agencies and departments are going to be wired to these centrally billed accounts either within the electronic travel system, within the Defense Travel System, external to it all, or how the GTR is going to fix into the mix.



I would counsel to simply walk very, very carefully with this.  I know in Defense that there are scads of folks that don't have cards, and those organizations don't care to use centrally billed accounts, and so they use a weekly GTR.  



The same term is used twice for the same lexicon, and not a good thing, but they will bill all their travel on that GTR at the end of the week or so.

So again I would just counsel care and make sure that you really have the full scope here as you march down this line.



MS. SMITH:  Thank you.  Any other comments?



MR. ELLIS:  We are still on Section B.21, method of payment.  The question is that this has been the subject of very deep concern of where we now stand with the reissuance of the non-mandatory card series to those appropriately should have that card, instead of the mandatory, which were originally given to inappropriate users.  



Where do we stand and how are we moving along on that?



MS. SMITH:  We checked with a Smart Pay team and they have been working with the banks, and have gotten input from the banks as to the numbers and the agencies that had them, and they are in the process of reviewing that and addressing that with the Federal agencies.



MR. ELLIS:  Will we get a report on that, whether it is 5 percent completed on that, or 10 percent, or 20 percent, or 25 percent?  You know, this is a deep concern that the inappropriate cards are in the hands of non-mandatory users.



MS. SMITH:  Yes, and it is our concern, too.  So I don't have control over that.  I can't give you a time line.



MR. ELLIS:  Do we have a time line for its completion?



MR. MCCLURE:  When we get an update, we will notify, and get an update from the Smart Pay team.



MR. ELLIS:  Well, I think an appropriate issue would be to have an ultimate time line when this will be completed.  I don't think that is inappropriate.



MS. SMITH:  Any other comments on this topic?  Yes.



MR. BLEMLY:  In the SGTP meeting last week, you had mentioned regarding the GTR acceptance that verbiage would be employed that would say as a last resort?



MS. SMITH:  Yes.



MR. BLEMLY:  And only as to exceptions?



MS. SMITH:  Well, the situations that I mentioned would come under that really, and I just want to say that we have not even gotten to discussing the exact language.  I think we are still getting or in the process of getting the agreement from the agencies involved.



So it is not at that point where we have finalized it.  That's why it is not in the draft.  I don't have language.  We have not created that yet.  But the intent was to cover the situations.



MR. BLEMLY:  What Bill brought up a few minutes ago was international, and of course he brought up also that there are those places where migrations for the card would take a long time.  



There is a reference in the State Department's or the Government Affairs Manual, 6 FAM 120, that has good verbiage that basically says the GTR for official travel and transportation, recognizing carrier needs to reduce paper and eliminate some forms of payment.



GTR for official travel and transportation may be used when special circumstances justify such use and if the carrier accepts it. Two conditions.  I want you to look at that as language that may be appropriate.



MS. SMITH:  Thank you.  Okay.  The next point here is on B.24, and this is another work in progress.



MR. SZNAJDER:  Excuse me, but can we now discuss B.22?  It deals with refunds.



MS. SMITH:  Okay.  Oh, yes, you have been waiting.



MR. SZNAJDER:  Yes, I have.  If you look at the verbiage on this, this is very, very vague.  This needs to be more specific.  Our recommendation would be the following.  The contract carrier shall fully and promptly refund all unused and unexpired portions of any government contract fare ticket in accordance with the contract carrier's refund rules in its contract of carriage.



The ticket validity period and refund rules that apply are the same as those located in the contract carrier's contract and carriers as of the issuance date of the government contract fare ticket.  Now that is clear.



(Laughter.)



MS. SMITH:  Just forward that language to us if you would by e-mail.



MR. SZNAJDER:  No problem.  Here it is.



MR. KING:  Question.  How long is a government ticket good before it cannot be refunded?



MR. SZNAJDER:  I'm sorry?



MR. KING:  How long is a government ticket good before it can be refunded?



MR. SZNAJDER:  Well, let me ask you a question.  The government has always said to we carriers that we want to be treated like the general public.  We are trying to treat you like the general public.  However, we go outside of that.



We give you fares that are better than the general public, with really no conditions.  You say you award us a contract, and you may make an award, but it is not guaranteed traffic.  It is something that you have said that we have the contract thereon.

We are not guaranteed anything, period.



If you take a look at that today, I bet you everybody in this room would tell you that we are treating you better than we treat the general public. We would like a compromise on this ticket refund.



MS. SMITH:  It is a legal answer.  One year (in answer to question as to the validity time for commercial tickets).



MR. ELLIS:  There is a law on the books on a court settlement that we don't necessarily agree with, that being the carrier industry, but it was part of a court settlement, American Airlines, et al., that says that the government retains the right to have tickets refunded up to 10 years.  Ouch.



Our normal policy is one year.  So we have a difference there.  Now, what Gary is alluding to, and what the carrier industry -- again, I can't speak for the carrier industry, excuse me, but what the industry standard is one year after the issuance of a ticket that is not used, we can refund electronically.



After a year that ticket, the process goes into archives, and it has to take manual manipulation in order to do it.  So when a normal customer asks for a refund after a ticket is a year, there usually is an administrative charge to research and give that back.



Again, to Gary's point, all we are asking is the same consideration that we present.  The problem with the whole in here is that -- and the vagueness of it, is said that we will refund any ticket, but what it does not say is that the proper documentation needs to be presented to the airlines.



And we have been having problems with the government agencies coming back and saying, hey, these and millions of dollars worth of tickets that are supposed unused, but they don't have any documentation, and yet they want us to rebate.  We are having a real problem there.



MR. KING:  Research for the documentation, or for a ticket, that the documentation that you are looking for?



MR. BLEMLY:  Well, yes, and verification that it has not been used.  You have a statutory obligation to do work before you present it to us.



MR. KING:  Right.  And if you don't have the documentation, you don't get a refund.



MR. BLEMLY:  That's right.



MS. SMITH:  Refunds, as you know, are a high priority for all agencies at that time, and yes, the government does have the legal right up to 10 years to your point, and that is different under the law, but truly our training, and I know that most agencies, their focus is to get that refund, and to get procedures in place, because it is such a high priority., and with recent focus on it, to get refunds processed in a much more timely manner, an efficient manner which is beneficial to everybody.  



MR. ELLIS:  To everybody, and so that we don't have to research it.



MS. SMITH:  Exactly.



MR. ELLIS:  The key to that is the proper documentation, and the fiduciary responsibility of the passenger and the customer to apply for the refund in a timely manner.



MS. SMITH:  Right.  That is where we work with the agencies to get that process and those policies in place, because they are the ones that have the contact with the traveler.



MR. SZNAJDER:  And in that case, if you go back to that case that we were talking about, I think that at the time that the GTRs were very, very popular.  We are not working with GTRs that are so popular now.  



The government is trying to go to the credit card, and these are modern times, and we need to adjust that language.  We need to make it more specific, and again, I don't think the carriers are asking or treating you, or discriminating against the government by asking you to follow our rules on that.



MS. SMITH:  So the language, other than the one proposed by Gary, is that what everybody wants?  I am just asking for your opinion.  I am just asking the carriers, because I don't know.  Are you speaking for yourself, or --



MR. SZNAJDER:  Well, let me ask the gentleman over there.  You say no.  How much time do you want on your --



MR. KING:  I didn't say no.  I said that's great.  One year was fair, and --



MR. SZNAJDER:  You didn't say yes to that?



MR. KING:  -- if you show documentation within the 10 years, and --



MS. SMITH:  Okay.  We are not going to change the law and --



MR. SZNAJDER:  You still want 10 years?



MR. KING:  With a penalty.



MS. SMITH:  We can't change that, Gary.  So there is no point in going into that, but I believe you are saying that you would like probably language in there that refers to the fact of --



MR. CLIFFORD:  Language that puts the onus on the passenger to provide the documentation, and not the airline.



MS. SMITH:  This is not putting the onus on you, and I don't see where that language does.



MR. CLIFFORD:  Well, you could read it that way, the way it is currently is.



MS. SMITH:  That once you have been notified that, yes, it will be timely, and you will refund it.  But taking into account that you would like it also with proper documentation.  The gist of what I am hearing is that.



MR. LUNDEBY:  There is a general shift away from carrier responsibilities to individual government agency and employee responsibility, which is what the Senatorial hearings were all about.



MS. SMITH:  True, but with this contract, we are addressing our relationship, and that's why it is specifically discussed.  Thank you for that input.



MR. KING:  Since you are still on refunds, can I interject another issue on refunds?  The worst case scenario is 4 to 6 weeks refunding the ticket.  That's what we are told.  Is there any way we can speed that process up once the airline gets the ticket so that it doesn't take 4 to 6 weeks?



MR. SZNAJDER:  Aren't we obligated by law that if it is a credit card charge that we have so much time, and so I think we are obligated by a law that says that we have to give a refund in a timely manner.  



As far as I know, I have had no one from the government saying, Mr. Sznajder, Continental Airlines is not making these refunds in a timely manner.  So I don't think I have that problem.



MR. ELLIS:  They usually are a lot faster.  From 911, we had volumes and volumes of notices, and it took weeks, and weeks, and weeks.  But that was an exception.



MS. SMITH:  Okay.  On to B.24, groups, and as I started to say this is a work in progress also, which we hope to have worked out, but at this time it is something that we are strongly considering, and we have listened, and we have heard moving the group to meet the commercial, where a group would be considered 10 people traveling together for the same mission.



And at that point that 10 or more would be non-mandatory.



MR. ELLIS:  So you are going to make that change?



MS. SMITH:  We are.  I am saying it is a work in progress, and not finalized.  We are moving along as fast as we can, and I don't know what the final will be, but that is where we are at this time.



MR. ELLIS:  Thank you for your consideration.



MR. BILLONE:  On B.24, there is that reservations will be handled through the contract carrier's group desk.



MS. SMITH:  Yes.



MR. BILLONE:  Do all carriers have a separate group desk for government-military, or do you use a regular group desk?



MR. SZNAJDER:  Special.



MR. BILLONE:  Special?  I think  you need to put a clarification in there that --



(Multiple conversations.)



MR. BLEMLY:  Can't it just be a group desk.



MR. SZNAJDER:  I agree with that.  



(Multiple conversations.)



MR. BLEMLY:  If you could amend it to designate it as a group desk.



MR. SZNAJDER:  The same difference.  



MS. KOSES:  Are you saying that we should change the language to require carriers to identify what that group desk is?



MR. BILLONE:  Tom Billone, United Airlines.  We have a lot of the TMCs when they are trying to do a group call at our regular group desk.



MR. ELLIS:  Well, it is like a training issue.



MR. BILLONE:  Well, it is.  It is a training issue.  I mean, everything is a training issue.  The easier that you can make it for them the better.  



MS. KOSES:  If the carriers could then disclose to us what that group desk is, we could certainly let our travel agents know that.



MR. BILLONE:  Fine.  That answers that.



MS. SMITH:  Now, should for whatever reason it not be changed for FY '06, I just want to go over some of the -- don't look at me that way -- other comments that were made.  And I particularly wanted to clarify, because obviously this did not come across -- our intent about schedule (B.24, 2, (c) on screen).



Well, first I will start here (B.24, (i) on screen).  We just wanted to clarify exactly what it said, with 15 days or more, and it was not clear before.  That is the intent there.



And then the schedule.  We had heard you in previous meetings that you want us to clarify that it was commercial, as opposed to charter.



And that is what we were trying to make the differentiation there by saying scheduled, and I think we need to add scheduled commercial if we were going to continue with this.  Would that be my understanding as to the comments that were sent correctly?



MR. ELLIS:  The problem is what is implied in this language about the no-show passengers result in a delay, and then you put in there from schedule service.  



This means that if I have a group of 85 people that are booked on my flight out of Baltimore, and that group was booked based on the expectation that they were going to arrive on a military charter coming into Baltimore at a certain time, and they are delayed --



MS. SMITH:  No, that is what we were trying to clarify, that that would not apply, because it didn't say anything --



MR. ELLIS:  Then it should say any aircraft delay.  



MS. SMITH:  Okay.  You want to say -- okay.



MR. ELLIS:  That we could charge a no-show penalty for any group that shows up for any delay.



MS. SMITH:  Well, this reads no-shows are exempt.  I don't think that is what --



MR. CLIFFORD:  Well, if a charter comes in from Kuwait into Baltimore and it is late, that you can't impose any penalty, because you are saying that it is from any scheduled aircraft delay.  



Well, if it is a charter and it is delayed, we don't care about the circumstances.  We care about the fact that it is a no-show, and they are leaving a seat open.  



MR. MURPHY:  We changed that to commercial, if it is commercial.



MR. CLIFFORD:  Well, it may not be a commercial flight.  It might be a MAC flight.  It could be on a private jet.  The fact is that they are leaving a seat open on a scheduled flight that is going outbound.  That is the concern.  It is too restrictive.



MS. SMITH:  No.  



(Simultaneous conversations.)



MR. CLIFFORD:  Just read that.  No-show passengers that result from any scheduled aircraft delay on a preceding delay of a connecting flight are exempt from cancellation penalties.  No, we don't want that just scheduled aircraft.



MS. HUBBERT:  Well, you don't want any aircraft.  



MR. CLIFFORD:  We don't want any aircraft.  



MS. HUBBERT:  We don't want anyone to be exempt.



MR. CLIFFORD:  We don't want any exemptions for delays.



MS. SMITH:  We will take that under consideration.  



(Simultaneous conversations.)



MR. BENNETT:  Is the word aircraft a problem?



MS. SMITH:  We were going to add that, but we will revisit that, and again it may end up being a moot point.  But in case it isn't, we wanted to make sure that we had covered everything.  



UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  What is your definition of a connecting flight?  Would that cover a MAC flight, or --



MS. SMITH:  In this case it's what they are saying.  



MR. LEE:  Just to clarify, Jerry.  You are asking us to delete or strike that sentence in its entirety; is that correct?



MR. ELLIS:  Yes.  Basically if any unit is booking group space predicated on the arrival of a train, bus, MAC flight, ALC flight, whatever, and they don't show up, we are still out that many seats for whatever reason, and we should be able to assess a penalty, because what we are dealing with are regulatory bookings, group bookings, that we are left holding the bag for if they don't show up for whatever reason.



MR. BILLONE:  A point of clarification here.  I am a little bit confused here.  So if they are on one of your flights, one of your commuter flights, and it misconnects, you should be able to charge a penalty?



MR. ELLIS:  No, because that is an internal thing.  



MR. MCCLURE:  Well, by your suggested language, it wouldn't cover that kind of situation.



MR. BILLONE:  Exactly.



MR. ELLIS:  No, because if they started out on our commuter flight, and that group then showed up for their first flight, and so then we are responsible for that group when they showed up for their first flight.  



I am talking about when they show up for a Delta flight based on a train arriving, or a MAC charter arriving, or whatever.  But once they show up for their first initial flight, whether it is a commuter flight or not, then you become our responsibility.  



For them not showing up for a connection flight, then that is our problem, and not theirs.  



MR. BILLONE:  Well, it was a little confusing the way that you were putting it.



MS. SMITH:  That is what we were trying to clarify here, that if you are connecting on a commercial scheduled flight, then to your point, we are misstating that.



MR. ELLIS:  Once we accept them on our initial flight, they become our problem.



MS. SMITH:  Well, that is what the intent is, because if we don't have that in there, then it is saying that you are exempt if you miss it because of an AMC.  That's our interpretation.  That was our intention.  Maybe we need to revisit that.  



MS. KOSES:  Would the same hold true if it was Continental that was late?  If it wasn't you --



MR. ELLIS:  It was another carrier?



MS. KOSES:  If it was another carrier, and their scheduled flight was late --



MR. ELLIS:  Would you have a group -- you know, we can what if this to death, but --



MS. FREEBERG:  It has got to be on the same ticket.  



MS. HUBBERT:  Normally the way we do it for a commercial situation is if it is on the same ticket, then we cover it, and if it is two separate tickets, then we don't cover it.  So it is how you have them ticketed will be the determination



MR. MCCLURE:  Well, in the case if they are separately ticketed, then under Becky's scenario, when they misconnect on Delta's flight from Continental, Delta is going to institute the penalty?



MS. HUBBERT:  That's right.  



MR. MCCLURE:  Barring the fact that there was a weather delay or some kind of delay beyond the control of the group or the airline.



MS. HUBBERT:  It's how it is ticketed, because if they ticketed all on one ticket, we see that is the stream of their travel, and that is the way that they were booked.



But if you start breaking up tickets, they are just a passenger traveling from Point A to Point B on us.



MR. BENNETT:  And how they got to the airport is immaterial to us from that perspective; and again we don't get credit for weather delays.  So, no to your point, regardless as to why they didn't get there on time is immaterial in a separate ticket environment.



(Simultaneous conversations.)



MR. BENNETT:  Our point is that it is a stream of travel that we all recognize as an industry.  Does that help?



MS. SMITH:  Yes, it does.  So we will go back and revisit that and try to clarify that.  But that was our intent, was to say that if you are going, let's say, Continental on one ticket to Delta, then you are exempt.  That was the intent, but obviously that didn't come through.  



MR. BENNETT:  You are making the effort, and believe me on behalf of Delta, that was extremely appreciated, because this is vital.



MS. SMITH:  And again this is should our original idea that we are strongly considering, not be finalized for whatever reason, that there had been some comments to have us move for international to  different cancellation days.



MR. ELLIS:  Yes.



MS. SMITH:  And that if we end up with keeping this in there, then we would revisit that, and get back to you on that.



MR. ELLIS:  And that is appreciated, because international groups and domestic groups are entirely two different products, and have different ticketing time lines.



MS. SMITH:  If you could just for everybody to hear this, was it 30 days out, or 21 days?



MR. ELLIS:  Yes.  You have it as 8 days right now, and it should be out to 30 days, because international bookings, once you are inside even a 14 day window for booking on cancellations, we have lost that seat because in our normal commercial passengers internationally, they book at least 14, and usually 30 to 60 days out.



MS. SMITH:  As I said, we would revisit it.  I don't know where we will go, but that is the plan at this time.



MR. ELLIS:  Thank you for that.



MR. IVERSON:  Ron Iverson.  Has there been any consideration in changing the group definition and to remove the requirement of group integrity with a statement of group integrity, since a party of 10 or more implies that they are traveling together as a group.



Is it possible to remove the stigma that requires group integrity because that is causing a conflict in definitions between the GSA group definition and the commercial industrial definition of group travel.



MS. SMITH:  I understand that difference, and we were aware of that difference at this time.  But there is no plan to change as far as the definition, because of many reasons.  The government has used the example if there is a huge conference, and 10 people from GSA might go, and they might be on the same plane.



But they booked them themselves, and its not -- the mission doesn't require that they travel together.  So our definition is not changing.  I do understand that that part is different.



But moving to 10 or more as non-mandatory, I think we have come a long ways, and the government does need that mission requirement as far as groups.

So we are working, and we are trying to work to be as commercial, or as close to a commercial practice as possible whenever possible.  But we do have special needs, too, in this case in answer to your question.



Then the last two things that I am covering will be B.25, and I think we have gone over that, and we don't need to revisit that.  I am going to move to B.34 unless there is some other in between points that somebody wants to visit.  Gary.



MR. SZNAJDER:  Gary Sznajder, Continental.  Let me ask you a question.  You have a person that comes in and they get the contract fare.  And now because of the new pricing scheme that is out in the industry, it is more and is completely unrestricted.  



Did I hear you correctly that you could come back and hit me with an overcharge?  I have given you the contract fare, and you have asked for the contract fare, and I have given you the YCA fare, and now there is a wide water, whatever you want to call it, out there that is lower than the contract, would GSA insist on going out and getting an overcharge?  



Say the charge was $400 and the YCA one was $300.



MS. SMITH:  On Continental?



MR. SZNAJDER:  On continental?



MS. SMITH:  Both fares are on Continental.  



MR. SZNAJDER:  In other words, I had the contract, and I had a lower unrestricted, but you asked for the contract fare.  It is not coming to me and getting the tickets.  It is going through a commercial travel office.  You are still going to hit me with that overcharge; is that correct?



MS. SMITH:  Well, we would also like you to be bringing your contract fare down to your lowest unrestricted fare.  There is a clause in there that allows you to do that.



MR. SZNAJDER:  Well, unfortunately when that fare was filed, it was a good fare.  But the pricing scheme is changing, and it is changing as we are speaking right now, and could change again.



My concern is if I gave you what you ordered, are you going to come back and say we should have had this, and hit me with an overcharge?



MR. MURPHY:  The correct answer would be that prior to that, you should have come in and let us know that this had been changed, and you should give us that lower fare.  And that has been done recently by the contract carrier.  And that is the correct procedure to do that.



MR. SZNAJDER:  There is only one difference.  A contract fare is something that is there for 12 months.  This fare could change tomorrow night.  



MR. MURPHY:  And it could go down lower than the contract.



MR. SZNAJDER:  How do I come and monitor you?  I mean, I do other things besides the GSA City Pair Program.  And as far as I know, we have not had an opening in military-government sales for additional staff for Gary Sznajder and Continental Airlines.



MR. MURPHY:  I understand.  



MR. MICHALENKO:  You can't compare your unrestricted fare to your GSA fare on a daily basis and see if there is anything lower in your database?



MR. SZNAJDER:  Well, I am not always in the office.  I do other things.  So all I am saying is, and I just want to know, if you are going to hit me with an overcharge, yes or no.



MS. SMITH:  There is definitely the language in there that that could be a possibility.  You also have a means to offset that, which we have just discussed



MR. SZNAJDER:  Then why have a contract fare?  Why go through the bidding?  Why give you this when there are fares out there that are simpler, and unrestricted, and lower than what I am offering you right now?



MS. SMITH:  If your fares stay good for a year.  There are other terms in here that don't apply, to your point that are specific to the government, and there are certain needs that need to be met.  



MR. SZNAJDER:  This contract is becoming very labor intensive.  



MR. BENNETT:  Jim Bennett, Delta Airlines.  A quick question, just for my own education.  If there is a requirement that says that if our full unrestricted fare is lower than our contract fare for 30 days or greater, we are supposed to go in and lower the YCA fare to meet that rate.



MR. MURPHY:  That's not what it said.  



MR. BENNETT:  What does it say?



MR. MURPHY:  We don't have anything about 30 days or greater.  It says that once you lower the price, it remains there for at least 30 days.



MR. BENNETT:  Then I misunderstood.



MR. MURPHY:  Once you lower that price, it must remain there for 30 days or more.  That's what it says.



MR. KING:  Well, you can kick with a price reduction.



MR. BENNETT:  Right.  Exactly.



MR. KING:  You can reduce your fare in a market, and that reduction in fare should remain for at least 30 days.



MR. BENNETT:  Right, exactly.  I guess that is what I am getting to.  So then I go back to, let's say, that we make that move after 30 days, and we do let you know that we have done this, and we are lowering the YCA fare by 50 bucks or whatever it might be.



Let's suppose that six months later, and within that same contract period, that same fare we just had lowered to goes up, but we are still obligated to keep the YCA fare at the lower rate for the remainder of the contract.  We can't bring it back up again can we?



MR. ELLIS:  No, that lower rate has to remain in place for at least 30 days.



MR. BENNETT:  No, I am talking about the higher fare now.



MR. BLEMLY:  I think in the case of overcharges, it would be adjusted to the effective date of the higher fare.  If the fares went down, you were subject to an offset based on the fare difference, and it would be to the effective dates that that fare is lowered.  And you would expect the reverse to be true also.



MR. MURPHY:  But I have not seen that situation, and believe it or not, we have not addressed that in the solicitation.  It is not addressed.  



(Simultaneous conversations.)



MR. BLEMLY:  The point is that fares can go up and fares can go down during a period of time, say 6 months or 8 months.



(Simultaneous conversations.)



MR. MURPHY:  One can assume that, but what I am saying that it was not addressed, and I have not seen it occur, and we would have to look at that.  But the catch is that we had YCA as a contract fare, and it cannot exceed that YCA fare.  So we will have to address that in the solicitation.  



MR. CLIFFORD:  Gary brings up a very valid point here.  Let's say that the overall dynamics of the fare structure changes, and generally speaking is lower than all the contract fares.  



By what is in the contract now, you are basically setting a precedent that would suggest that you are diluting every contract fare, the majority of the contract fares, to that lower publicly available fare.

Why would anybody want to participate in this contract?



MS. SMITH:  You are doing another what if, and we are not there, and we haven't seen fares be that stable, and even the changes -- to your point, things are changing very dramatically daily, and it is not at that point.  That is the only answer I can tell you.  We keep up with it as much as we can.



MR. CLIFFORD:  What if it gets to that point six months from now?



MS. SMITH:  We can play what if all day, but we are not going to play what if right now.  We don't have answers.  Do you?  No.



MR. CLIFFORD:  I have all the answers.  



MS. SMITH:  I know that you do.  



(Simultaneous conversations.)



MR. ELLIS:  In the audit section -- you are still in the audit section, right?



MS. SMITH:  I guess.



MR. ELLIS:  Jerry Ellis, Delta Airlines.  There needs to be another caveat put into that that addresses additional language that when a carrier finds a non-mandatory user category, and that has been using a mandatory card, that all audits based on the credit card series cease and desist.    



We have had so many instances of audits coming from the audit section that we know was from a particular location, and it was as a MEPS (phonetic) station, which is a non-mandatory user, using a mandatory card, and Delta does not allow our YCA-DG fares to be used by that particular user category.



And yet we are getting audited on it on a daily basis by GSA audits.  And so basically GSA audits say they retain the right to issue overcharges strictly based on the form of payment.  



And as you know and I know, there are inappropriate cards in peoples' hands right now.  And so it is becoming an auditing nightmare, and we just don't have the resources to do the government's auditing for them.  



MS. CARLOCK:  Andrea Carlock, DTS.  Just so everybody knows, DTS just recently awarded new MEPS contracts, and we all worked from SDDC, as well as DFAS, to come up with a separate number for MEPS personnel so that this thing just won't happen.  



So we are working with SDDC to come up with a separate series for MEPS personnel.



MS. SMITH:  Thank you for sharing that.



MS. HALL:  Shirley Hall, MEPS, and we had a BOA meeting on Tuesday, and we are in the process of making a series of numbers, and we are just waiting when these contracts roll out, and we will have a number for that location.  



We did not want to start right now opening up new numbers under the current contracts, and 30 to 45 days later, turn right around and open up another set of numbers.  So we are getting a series of numbers, and we should have them by 1 April they told us.  



So as we implement and roll out contract numbers, we will have them.



MR. ELLIS:  And with GSA on it, and you just keep merrily rolling along.



MS. SMITH:  Okay.  Thank you for sharing that. Moving on, B.34.  Again, this language was simply to clarify certain situations should a bankruptcy occur, and we state that GSA may reaward the affected contract line items for service until such time as the initial contract carrier resumes service.  



And we were putting in:  should that contract carrier not resume service, the reaward is valid for the duration of the contract period.  And then B.35, we had discussed in a previous meeting, and it is for situations where it is connecting markets only.  This is the situation that this is going to cover.



And let's say on a connect market that there are three offers, and one of the offerors has non-stop, as well as connect service, and all these being equal, that is the only factor, then that carrier got the award.  Down the road after award time, the non-stop service stops.  



Well, in the evaluation process, that carrier got the benefit of the value that we give to non-stop.  And that plays a weight in the whole evaluation process.  Now that is no longer a value to the government, the government is not getting the value, and is not getting the non-stop service, we reserve the right -- and that is what this is saying, is to go back and look at the other offers that were made, all offers, and just reevaluate to see if indeed this is still the best value to the government.  



And if not, then we would have the right to reaward.  So that is what this language is meant to address.  



MR. SZNAJDER:  Would the carrier that you went back to reaward to, would they have to stand by their original bid?



MS. SMITH:  Yes.



MR. SZNAJDER:  We couldn't say no, we don't want to?



MS. SMITH:  That's correct.  



MR. ELLIS:  What if that non-stop flight was put on or taken off based on seasonality?



MS. SMITH:  We have it in the contract that it has to be for a certain amount of time.  If it is longer than that, if it is a permanent change, it's 120 days, I believe, but I would have to look it up.



MR. SZNAJDER:  Then that needs to be reflected in that particular --



MS. SMITH:  That's a point.  Okay.  Maybe we could add “a link” to it.



MR. CLIFFORD:  You could add six months service that starts October 1, and ends November 30th.



MR. MURPHY:  But it is evaluated if you all forget.



MR. ELLIS:  But it is based on a year.  But a non-stop flight may go on and come off for a period of 60 days or something like that, based on seasonality, and I would say like based in ski markets, you know.



MS. FREEBERG:  Is that covered in C?



MS. SMITH:  It is covered.  We might just do a link or something like that just to clarify so that there is no misunderstanding.  And that is the end of my section here.  And now I am going to turn it over to Eddie.



MR. MURPHY:  Going to D.3, and hopefully we can go ahead and continue, and maybe take a longer lunch break, or we might be able to finish.  We don't have too much left.  



D.3, and that is Service Identification, and I think that Gene talked about this already, and there is not much to say about D.3.  Only changes we made to that was that it did not meet minimum.  So I think it is pretty clear.  



Going on to D.4, and that is evaluation criteria.  Now, we had a couple of questions concerning evaluation criteria.  One or two wanted to add service, and wanted to add this and add that, but I guess our position is that we have what we think are good evaluation criterias in the selection plan and evaluation criteria already.



As we add more, what it does is subtract from the one that we do have.  So in other words, what we are saying is that we had a hundred percent, and we use in evaluations 25 percent, and as we add more, we decrease the fare in each one of those.  



Therefore, the evaluation criteria that we have now hasn't really been changed.  They are the same as they were last year.  The date of service, I think we did include that in there, and I think that was also in '05 wasn't it, where we dispatched it by the date, July 7th or 17th, through July 24th.  



And this was also in there before that service must begin prior to 30 September, which for this year would be '05.  The service must be in effect on or before that date.  No change.



D.5.  Jet versus Prop.  Maybe at some point we can take that out, but the only thing we highlight here is that we do have a limit, and the limit was 24.  They said why 24.  



Because when we made up this evaluation criteria, we checked and there were 12 of the highest number that we had.  Actual number of flights in and out at that time.  



Now someone might say, well, I have 16.  So I want to raise the limit, and again we would have to go back in and redo our evaluation criteria because we had a maximum in the evaluation of 196 points.  Therefore, we have to go back in and increase that.



Therefore, we just weigh everything differently, but it is possible to do that if it is a concern.  But other than that, the 24 is across the board.  Yes, Ma'am?



MS. HUBBERT:  Maryanne Hubbert, Alaska Airlines.  I do have a concern about the whole jet versus propeller as part of the evaluation.



MR. MURPHY:  Okay.



MS. HUBBERT:  Of course, we have a sister carrier, Horizon Airlines, that flies I guess what people would consider propeller aircraft.  There is no definition here of what is jet and what is propeller.



Now that may seem obvious to people, but we lost a bid last year because we were told that the other carrier was awarded because they had jet aircraft.



MR. MURPHY:  That's possible.



MS. HUBBERT:  Their aircraft had the same propellers on the outside of the engine as our aircraft does.  So if that is what is the definition of propeller is, they did not have jet aircraft.  



But they put in their bid that they had jet aircraft.  There is no definition.  They can interpret jet aircraft anyway that they want to.  Our propeller aircraft have jet engines.  It's just that the prop is on the outside, and it is not on the inside of the airplane.



So we either need some interpretation of what you consider jet versus propeller, or we need to take it out.



MR. MURPHY:  I don't think we have a definition in there.  



MS. HUBBERT:  I could not find any definition of what is considered jet and what is considered propeller.  



MR. MURPHY:  And the main reason why, and I guess this may be an issue that was not an issue before, but we depend on the carriers to tell us whether they have jets versus propeller.



MS. HUBBERT:  But if you don't define what you consider jet, anybody can say that they have a jet.  We would appreciate that definition.



MR. MURPHY:  Okay.  I think that is a point well taken.    



MR. LEE:  I will stand up for Attachment 3, and I will be covering Attachments 3, 4, and 5.  Attachment 3 is along the same lines as I previously mentioned.  We heeded the carriers' concerns that we will be rejecting any offers that do not meet minimum.

That is a change in Attachment 3 and in the COPS handbook.



Attachment 4 and 5, we received a question as to whether the draft markets will be final, and at this point, we do not think they will be final.  There may be some markets that will be added.  However, it will not be significant.  



And we will try our best to keep the numbering sequence intact.  So that if you add anything to the groups -- and that's why we built in a small buffer zone between the various groups.  



So the final RFP will have the final market list, which again may add a few markets here and there, but it should not be a major change.  



MR. CLIFFORD:  And you kept the same alpha sequence like last year?



MR. LEE:  Yes, correct.



MR. MURPHY:  And last, but not least, small business plan.  The small business plans are due at the time of your group one, which is April 14th.  Yes, sir?



MR. ELLIS:  What if we have a subcontract in the plan that is in place, and blessed by the SBA, that has not been through, let's say, July?  Is that permitted with the group 2 possibly?



MR. MURPHY:  Yes.  I guess for the new carriers and the ones that have not proposed before, you probably need to contact myself, or Linda, and we have a contract specialist in our office also that will probably be helping us with that.



If you need some assistance with that, you need to probably do it before April 24th, because it is a very tedious process on the small business plan.  The procedures are very strenuous.  So, almost verbatim.  



But if you need to find the guideline, you can go to FAR 19.7, and it gives the exact procedures on filling out a small business plan, and what SBA requires, and GSA requires the same procedures.



MS. KOSES:  Relative to Jerry Ellis' question, that would codify the individual contract plan though, correct?



MR. MURPHY:  No, if it lasted through July --



MS. KOSES:  If it is a one-on-one relationship, and you can't sub it out if you don't have an acceptable subcontracting plan, correct?



MR. MURPHY:  No, he's good.  He was just thinking about the time frames.  It was good until July, and so he has up until June to submit the new plan.



MR. MCCLURE:  And I believe that Delta has commercial plans now.



MR. ELLIS:  Correct.



MS. KOSES:  Correct.



MR. MURPHY:  So he is good.  



MS. KOSES:  If it is an individual contract plan, it cannot be substituted.  



(Simultaneous conversations.)



MR. CLIFFORD:  Can I back up a bit?  On page 92, basically in the COPS, in COPS 52 columns, we had asked that you put in and insert a column there for composite numbers for group ones.  



MR. LEE:  We did not do that because the composite fare calculation is fairly obvious.  It is in the RFP.  We will do the calculations and not you.



MR. CLIFFORD:  I understand that, but the administerial processing, to make it easier for us, it makes it a lot easier to have that column in the COPS format.



MR. LEE:  Well, again, we will have to talk with our COPS people, but it would do no good from our perspective, because --



MR. CLIFFORD:  I don't care about your perspective.  I am talking about our perspective.  



MR. LEE:  If we put in a COPS column, who would calculate that?  I am asking you the question.



MR. CLIFFORD:  Well, it is an easy formula.  It is just a matter of dropping in a column that says a composite fare.



MR. LEE:  Because we have to calculate that.  If you calculate it, then we have to recalculate it just to make sure that it is correct.



(Simultaneous conversations.)



MR. LEE:  Okay.  We will look into it.  We will go to our COPS people.



MR. MURPHY:  Let me understand.  You want a composite fare of what you offered to GSA?



MR. CLIFFORD:  It is the column that says composite fares, so that when we drop in the YCA and the blank-CA, it calculates it automatically.



MR. LEE:  Oh, I see what you are saying.  



MR. CLIFFORD:  All I want is a column that we can see, just to help our internal process.  



MR. LEE:  Okay.  I see what you are saying.  All right.  We may be able to do that.  



MR. MURPHY:  But we use the composite fare only for evaluation, and so we probably wouldn't do it anyway because of it being source selection sensitive.



MR. ELLIS:  It would be what?



MR. MURPHY:  Source selection sensitive.  



MR. MCCLURE:  Not for the carriers.  



MR. ELLIS:  It just helped us in the process as we go through this.



MR. LEE:  So if I understand you correctly, you download the COPS thing, and you input your fares, and the composite automatically calculates the upload, and that's what you want?



MS. FREEBERG:  Yes, it is in ours, and we have not seen anybody else's.



MR. LEE:  Yes.  We will see if we can do that.



MR. MURPHY:  Yes, sir?



MR. KING:  I have a question on another subject that I wonder if it is an issue in this room as it was in our office, and it is the issue of the purchasability between appropriated agencies and non-appropriated government agencies.  



I understand that some agencies are not qualified to buy any government rate.  What is the deal with this?  Who can buy what government rates?  I am from a non-appropriated agency, and I was told that I can't buy all government rates.  What government rates can I not buy?



MR. MURPHY:  Government city pairs.  



MR. KING:  I cannot buy GSA YCA fares because I am a non-appropriated entity?



MR. MURPHY:  Yes, that's correct, unless of course a determination has been made and GSA decided that you can.  



MR. KING:  So you are saying the only thing I can buy are --



(Simultaneous conversations.)



MS. KOSES:  The fact whether or not an agency receives appropriations is not the key to your access to that program, and so talk to Damon afterwards, and work out the particulars.  It has to do with whether you are a Federal employee under 5. U.S.C. 5701, and the following Federal Travel Regulations, et cetera, et cetera.



MR. MURPHY:  If there are no more questions about the Pre-Solicitation, then I will turn it back over to the chief, and I am sure that he has some closing remarks before we break.



MR. MCCLURE:  Well, we finished well before three o'clock, but again if there are no other comments, we will be working with Heritage here on getting the final document indicating all that was  discussed here today posted on our website, and posted on Fedbizopps.



I do want to again remind you that there is a comment period after we discuss the final.  I know that two action items that we are walking away with is the follow-up meeting, the one-on-one as suggested by United Airlines, as well as the meeting with DoD, and for a small group to discuss fuel surcharges.



And I will be taking that back to see how I could work that, and get back to you all in the interim between now and the final RFP.



MR. CLIFFORD:  When does the final comment period close?  



MR. MCCLURE:  That will be in the final.  We have not set the date of the comment period yet.  The comment period applies to the final solicitation.  Right now, you can comment still on the draft.  



If we make changes after the final, then it is amendments to the solicitation.  So I want to thank you all for coming, and thank you all for your participation, and again we look forward to your participation in the 2006 year.  And with that, we are dismissed.



(Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m., the meeting was concluded.)
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