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THE DEFENSE TRAVEL SYSTEM: BOON OR
BOONDOGGLE?

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 29, 2005

U.S. SENATE,
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS,
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY
AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:02 a.m., in
room 342, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Norm Coleman,
Chairman of the Subcommittee, presiding.

Present: Senators Coleman, Coburn, Levin, and Carper.

Staff Present: Raymond V. Shepherd, III, Staff Director and
Chief Counsel; C. Jay dJennings, Senior Investigator; Leland
Erickson, Counsel; Mary D. Robertson, Chief Clerk; Melissa
Stalder, Intern; Melissa Audick, Intern; and Peter Levine (Senator
Levin/Armed Services Committee).

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN COLEMAN

Senator COLEMAN. This hearing of the Permanent Subcommittee
on Investigations is called to order.

Our first witness will be Senator Grassley. What I am going to
do is begin my opening statement, but when my colleague comes,
we always defer to the Chairman of the Finance Committee and we
will have him give his statement and then move on to the other
panels.

I should also note that we have a vote at 11—I will have to leave
at 11:15. We need to be in our seats by 11:20 and then a vote on
the Roberts nomination at 11:30, so I will adjourn the hearing and
after that vote, we will reconvene and finish up the testimony. So
we will be adjourning at 11:15.

Good morning and thank you for attending today’s hearing.
Nobel Prize winning economist Milton Friedman once stated, “Gov-
ernments never learn, only people learn.” I disagree. My job as
Chairman of the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations is to
ensure that our government learns as well. Simply put, that is why
we are having this hearing, “The Defense Travel System: Boon or
Boondoggle?” It follows from other investigations this Sub-
c%mmittee has held on Defense Department waste, fraud, and
abuse.

In November 2003, this Subcommittee conducted a hearing on
the Department of Defense’s use of first and business class airline
travel. At the hearing, it was determined that DOD had not prop-
erly authorized or justified 73 percent of the first and business
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class travel undertaken in the fiscal years 2001 and 2002. DOD
spent $124 million on over 68,000 tickets during these 2 years. The
improper authorization and justification of these tickets resulted in
the improper expenditure of over $60 million in 2 years.

On February 12, 2004, the Subcommittee held a hearing on
“DOD Contractors Who Cheat on Their Taxes.” The hearing exam-
ined the failure to collect unpaid taxes owed by contractors doing
business with the Department of Defense and getting paid with
taxpayer dollars. The Subcommittee determined that 27,000 DOD
contractors owed $3 billion in unpaid taxes. The taxes were not col-
lected because DOD was not validating contractors’ taxpayer num-
bers and was not referring contractor payments to the Financial
Management Service to identify unpaid tax debt.

This hearing is designed to determine if DTS is the windfall to
DOD travel that it was promised to be or simply a waste of tax-
payers’ money. I have repeatedly asked DOD about DTS because
there are credible allegations that DTS has very serious problems.
Specifically, I have heard that DTS is 4 years behind schedule; is
deployed to barely half of the 11,000 DOD travel sites; has grown
in cost from $273 million to $500 million—and even for government
that is a lot of money—it does not identify the lowest available air-
line fares; it does not identify all available lodging facilities that
offer government rates; and has not generated the projected cost
savings for travel agent services and voucher processing.

I am particularly concerned with DOD’s failure to realize the pro-
jected cost savings for travel agent services. This has occurred be-
cause DOD has made the use of DTS voluntary rather than manda-
tory at those sites where it has been deployed. The current utiliza-
tion rate for DTS at those sites is about 5 percent. DOD pays travel
agents about $5 for DTS transaction as compared to about $25 for
a traditional transaction. Thus, 95 percent of DOD’s travel trans-
actions are costing DOD $20 more for each transaction. This trans-
lates into millions of dollars that DOD is wasting in realized cost
savings.

On three separate occasions over the past 2 years, I have asked
DOD to respond to these allegations. DOD has been unresponsive.
For example, I asked DOD if DTS always finds the lowest available
airfare. DOD begged the question by stating that DTS displays
GSA contracted city pair flights without stating that these are al-
ways the lowest cost fairs.

Finally, on August 11, I sent a Chairman’s letter to the Secretary
of Defense in which I laid out my concerns with DOD’s failure to
respond to allegations about DTS. Further, I requested that the
Secretary suspend further implementation of DTS until the ques-
tions about the system have been fully addressed and resolved.

Let me be specific about that. One year and one day from today,
the DTS contract will expire. Before DOD renews the DTS contract,
the substantive problems and cost and benefit questions about DTS
need to be fully resolved. To ensure that DTS is comprehensively
and objectively reviewed, I have asked the Government Account-
ability Office and the DOD Inspector General to evaluate and re-
port on DTS. I asked GAO to identify the problems that need to
be addressed and I have asked the Inspector General to conduct a
cost benefit analysis and determine if DTS will address DOD’s



3

travel needs. Those evaluations and reports are to be concluded be-
fore the DTS contract is renewed and will provide the Secretary
with the answers he needs to ensure that hundreds of millions of
taxpayer dollars are not wasted on an inefficient travel system.

That is a perfect entree to our first witness before this Sub-
committee. I would like to welcome the Chairman of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, Senator Charles Grassley. Senator Grassley tes-
tified at our November 2003 hearing on DOD’s improper use of first
and business class airline travel. This was the first in a series of
Subcommittee hearings that focused on waste, fraud, and abuse in
the Department of Defense.

Senator Grassley, I welcome you back to this Subcommittee. 1
know that you have a great interest and expertise in the subject
matter of this hearing. You have worked aggressively over the
years to expose waste, fraud, and abuse in government and I thank
you for that focus and for that service and I thank you for your
participation in today’s hearing and look forward to hearing your
testimony.

Senator Grassley, you may proceed.

TESTIMONY OF HON. CHARLES GRASSLEY, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF IOWA

Senator GRASSLEY. I want to thank you, too. You are doing a
very fine job in the leadership of this Subcommittee in this area
and in a lot of other areas, as well. I want to thank you for doing
that. Your Subcommittee is a premier committee for getting to the
bottom of a lot of problems that we have in government and bring-
ing them to light and finding solutions for them, and I am sure the
same end result will come as a result of what we are doing here.

Although, as your statement probably made clear, as well as my
statement will make clear, it is kind of frustrating that we think
we make progress 2 or 3 years ago and then review it now and you
wonder whether you have made any progress.

As you said, I have been looking into waste, fraud, and abuse in
the Department of Defense travel for several years. I started with
charge cards, travel cards, and purchase cards. I think we are all
very familiar now with the stories of inappropriate purchases made
with government charge cards. That led to concerns about other as-
pects of Department of Defense travel.

Mr. Chairman, you and I and others asked the Government Ac-
countability Office to look into improper premium class air travel
and I testified at a hearing before this Subcommittee in November
2003. We also asked the GAO to issue reports on unused airline
tickets going to waste as well as fraudulent travel claims. I also
testified at a hearing before the full Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee on those issues in June 2004. At both of those hearings, rep-
resentatives of the Department of Defense came in here with very
embarrassing testimony, promising to do better. They said that
there was this new computer system called the Defense Travel Sys-
tem that will fix all the problems.

It happens that by that time, DTS already had problems that we
were probably unaware of at that time, but we are now very aware
of. It was originally supposed to be fully implemented by 2002. As
this deadline approached, the Department of Defense restructured
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the contract and I assume they were doing it because they saw
problems with it at that particular time. But anyway, it was stalled
through the restructuring of the contract. The taxpayers, of course,
are now paying most of the development costs and the new dead-
line to have DTS fully implemented, it is my understanding, is
going to be at the end of the year 2006.

In July 2003, the Inspector General of Defense issued a report
criticizing DTS for being behind schedule and over the projected
cost. In 2003, the Department of Defense Program Analysis and
Evaluation Division completed a report questioning whether DTS
was the most cost-effective solution to these problems that you and
I have brought forward, but it still survived.

Despite all its problems, we then have lots of taxpayers’ money
being sunk into DTS. I want to know, as a result of all these ex-
penditures, and I don’t ask questions like this just of the Depart-
ment of Defense but recently I asked them of the Department of
Justice and FBI on one of their computer systems, that we need to
know what the taxpayers are getting for their money. Is there any
end to getting to the bottom of the problems of this program? And
will we have something functioning and getting our taxpayers’
money’s worth, or was it a big mistake right from the very begin-
ning? In the case of the FBI, they started all over again.

I think we need to ask of DTS, really, is it a silver bullet that
will solve all of the DOD’s travel problems? Will it prevent im-
proper premium-class travel? Will it catch unused airline tickets so
that refunds can be obtained? Will it prevent fraudulent travel
claims from being processed?

These are all questions that you and I have asked before, Mr.
Chairman, and we still don’t have a system in place that is going
to answer these, and that is why we have the problems brought to
our attention and the waste of taxpayers’ money.

I understand now that the Government Accountability Office is
going to testify that DTS can be helpful in some of these areas, al-
though it is clearly not a cure-all as it was advertised to be. Now,
maybe the testimony will say something different, but that is what
I understand will be the gist of it.

Moreover, I understand that DTS currently cannot be relied on
to find the lowest available airfare consistent with the travel re-
quirements of the Department of Defense. Now, that is really,
when you get right down to it, if you are going to have a new con-
trol system in place, that is a pretty basic function that we ought
to expect from a travel system.

Since taxpayers’ money went into the development of DTS, I
think we should also know what we purchased. Usually, when the
government pays to have something developed, it owns the final
product. That doesn’t appear to be the case as you read the DTS
contract. So what exactly did the government buy with all of this
money?

Finally, we have to ask, is DTS the most cost-effective option for
DOD travel at this point?

So, Mr. Chairman, I, of course, commend you for holding this
hearing. I know that as a result of this hearing, you will get an-
swers to these questions and hopefully enough has been learned
from the mistakes of the past that whatever we are told today and
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the deadlines that are in place to accomplish the goals that we
want to accomplish will be met. It will take your watchdogging, as
you have done, to make sure that happens. I know you know that
you have to be ever vigilant when you are doing oversight, and I
thank you for being that way.

I have said everything I can say at this point. I might have some-
thing to say after I heard other testimony, but I won’t be able to
come back.

Senator COLEMAN. Senator Grassley, first, again, I want to thank
you. You certainly inspired me in the work that we are doing here
from your efforts, and you have laid out the questions that I hope
we get some answers to today, or at least begin a process.

My concern on this, you talked about taxpayers paying for devel-
opment costs. I don’t think that was the original intent when this
system was contracted out. You indicate that we hear now, as I
have reviewed the testimony and the reports, that it may be help-
ful, but if you are spending $500 million on something that origi-
nally was a $263 million program, it better be more than helpful.
It should be delivering what you think it should deliver.

You have laid out the questions. What about premium-class trav-
el? Does it deal with unused tickets? Does it stop fraudulent travel?
Does it provide the lowest-available airfare? And then, ultimately,
your last comment, is it most cost effective?

I am hopeful that we are engaged in a process now that will help
us get responses to that and determine whether our taxpayer dol-
lars are being used wisely. If they are not, then we have to do
something about it.

Again, I thank you for your leadership in this area and I look for-
ward to working with you. I say this in my opening statement. This
is part of a process. This is not simply a hearing and we are done.
We will have some responses, but we will continue to look at this
issue and move forward on it. So again, I thank you for your lead-
ership and then for your testimony today.

Senator GRASSLEY. And if need be, I have a couple of good staff
people. If your staff needs any help, I would be glad to have them
involved, but I know you have very good staff, too.

Senator COLEMAN. I look forward to working with you on this
issue, Mr. Chairman. Thank you so much, Senator Grassley.

Senator GRASSLEY. Thank you.

Senator COLEMAN. Senator Coburn.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR COBURN

Senator COBURN. Senator, I appreciate you holding this hearing.
The second week I was a U.S. Senator, I became involved in this.
I won’t be able to stay for the hearing and I don’t have a formal
opening statement other than to say I am highly concerned about
procurement methods, transparency, and accountability in our gov-
ernment. Our Subcommittee has been holding hearings. We have
had 14 thus far in terms of oversight, and we will probably have
10 more before the year is out on oversight.

I would just ask unanimous consent to submit five pages of ques-
tions for the witnesses today that I would like to submit and have
answers back within 2 weeks.

Senator COLEMAN. Without objection, that will be done.
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Senator COBURN. I thank the Chairman and I thank him for
holding this hearing.

Senator COLEMAN. Thank you, Senator Coburn. I am surrounded
by Chairman Grassley and Senator Coburn, who both have been
dogged in their determination to protect taxpayer dollars and deal
with fraud, waste, and abuse, and so I greatly appreciate your in-
terest, your participation, and the leadership that you are pro-
viding with your Subcommittees. So I look forward to working with
you and we will get those questions to the witnesses and make
sure that we have answers. Thank you.

I am going to just finish with the rest of my opening statement
and then we will call the first panel.

DTS was expected to be a boon to DOD travel needs by cutting
costs and red tape for DOD’s travelers. However, by 2001, the com-
mercial off-the-shelf travel software that DOD had planned to use
failed its operational tests, and it became clear that DOD would
not be able to translate its concept into reality.

Rather than terminating and rebidding the project, however,
DOD restructured the DTS contract to develop a web-based travel
system. This restructuring increased the projected costs of DTS, as
I noted before, from $263 to $492 million.

During this time, the DOD Inspector General began receiving
complaints of DTS fraud and waste on its hotline. After numerous
complaints, the IG initiated an audit of DTS. Of the nine com-
plaints the Inspector General received, it was able to substantiate
four of them. More importantly, the report concluded there was a
substantial risk that DTS would not deliver a viable, integrated
travel management system and initially recommended that funding
for the development and deployment of DTS be suspended until a
determination was made as to whether DTS was the most cost-ef-
fective solution to DOD travel needs.

In response to the Inspector General’s report, the Controller
tasked the Program Analysis and Evaluation Division (PA&E) with
conducting a cost-benefit study and further agreed to abide by its
findings. The study concluded that it could not verify that DTS pro-
vides the most cost-effective solution to DOD’s travel needs because
there could be alternative solutions that are less expensive. Despite
these findings, DOD decided to push ahead with DTS on October
20, 2003.

While DOD claims it has fully considered the Inspector General’s
and PA&E’s concerns as part of its top-level management decision
to go forward with DTS, I have seen no studies or reports that
clearly address and resolve those concerns. Instead, I continue to
see reports that question DTS’ effectiveness or hear allegations
that the IG’s and the Program Analysis and Evaluation Division’s
concerns have not been fully addressed.

For example, the PA&E’s study raised the question about who
owns the DTS, the contractor or the DOD. The ownership of DTS
has both cost and competitive implications for DOD. Seven months
after DOD’s decision to move forward, the Department of Justice
informed Judge George W. Miller of the U.S. Court of Federal
Claims that DTS belonged to the contractor and not to DOD, and
that concern was raised by my colleague, Senator Grassley. This
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clearly is an issue that needs to be resolved. I expect to get some
responsive answers from DOD on that issue.

Today, we will hear testimony from some of the individuals and
organizations that help to administer DTS or who have raised con-
cerns about DTS’ costs and performance. They will share with us
their concerns about DTS.

We will also hear from representatives of the GAO, the DOD In-
spector General, and the PA&E, who will testify about reports or
studies they wrote that have questioned the costs and benefits that
DTS offers DOD.

Finally, we will hear from the Controller and Director of the De-
fense Finance and Accounting Service, who are the principal offi-
cials responsible for DTS.

Before hundreds of millions of additional taxpayer dollars are un-
necessarily wasted, it is imperative that DOD adequately address
the many questions that have been raised regarding the cost effec-
tiveness of DTS. I expect DOD to provide answers to these ques-
tions during today’s hearing. My colleague, Senator Coburn, and
others also have that same expectation.

With that, we will call our first panel and welcome our first wit-
nesses today. Actually, it is technically our second panel since Sen-
ator Grassley was a panel in and of himself.

I would like to welcome Thomas Schatz, the President of the Citi-
zens Against Government Waste located here in Washington, DC,
and Robert Langsfeld, Partner of the Corporate Solutions Group of
Menlo Park, California. I appreciate your attendance, gentlemen,
at today’s hearing and look forward to your testimony and assess-
ment of the Defense Travel System.

Before we begin, pursuant to Rule 6, all witnesses who testify be-
fore the Subcommittee are required to be sworn in. At this time,
I would ask you to rise and raise your right hand.

Do you swear that the testimony you are about to give before the
Subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but
the truth, so help you, God?

Mr. ScHATZ. I do.

Mr. LANGSFELD. I do.

Senator COLEMAN. Thank you, gentlemen. We will have a time
system here. A minute before you should be done, before the red
light comes on, you will see the light change from green to yellow.
If you desire, we will certainly have your full written testimony en-
tered into the record, but we urge you to try to stay within the time
limits. As I said, we have a vote and we will have to adjourn at
a set time today.

Mr. Schatz, why don’t you go first, followed by Mr. Langsfeld,
and then after we have heard the testimony, we will turn to ques-
tions. Mr. Schatz, you may proceed.
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TESTIMONY OF THOMAS A. SCHATZ,! PRESIDENT, CITIZENS
AGAINST GOVERNMENT WASTE

Mr. ScHATZ. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I congratu-
late you and your staff and certainly Senator Coburn and his staff
for helping to bring this to this level of a hearing.

We issued a report 1 year and 1 day ago,2 September 28 of last
year, on the Defense Travel System, so we very much appreciate
the effort that has been made and the information that you have
provided. You provided an excellent summary of what has occurred
and why we are where we are today, so I want to take just a
minute or two to talk about our organization, what we have done,
and what we would like answers to, as well, because the answers
do lie with the people that are in charge of the system, and that
would be the Department of Defense, the Inspector General, PA&E,
and others that are the ones that should be providing the informa-
tion. We are certainly disappointed that we have not gotten, or you
have not gotten a more prompt response to your questions. Perhaps
that might have avoided the ongoing issues that surround DTS.

Citizens Against Government Waste was created 21 years ago
following the Grace Commission report. Much of what the Grace
Commission and, in turn, CAGW looked at is waste, mismanage-
ment, and inefficiency, in particular in the Department of Defense
and in procurement. We have been following these issues for many
years and we know that you and your Subcommittee are quite in-
terested, as well.

The original rational for DTS actually was something the Grace
Commission recommended, a more cost-effective way to manage
travel at the Department of Defense. But on the way to this web-
based travel system, there were several bumps in the road.

You have already described the original contract, which was sup-
posed to provide an end-to-end web-based travel system. That
means a system that could track authorization, produce tickets and
vouchers, track expenses, and reimburse travelers. We know that
parts of that are being done, but not all of that apparently is being
done. And, of course, the effort to take the commercial off-the-shelf
system and modify it did not work.

The other part that we find questionable from a taxpayer stand-
point is the original intent to have Northrop Grumman be paid fol-
lowing full deployment of the system, meaning installation, but not
necessarily usage, at 11,000 DOD facilities. Then they would be
paid only if a transaction was completed. That cost was supposed
to be $263 million, and development was supposed to be paid for
by the contractor.

Instead, following the restructuring, which the U.S. Court of
Claims said violated the Competition in Contracting Act, every-
thing was changed so that DOD paid Northrop for development.
Some have suggested that DOD may end up paying the same
amount, $263 million, but there is a difference between develop-
ment and a per-transaction reimbursement after development. In
other words, there is no guarantee that Northrop ever would have
been paid that full amount because that would have required full

1The prepared statement of Mr. Schatz appears in the Appendix on page 41.
2See Exhibit No. 1, which appears in the Appendix on page 100.
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usage, and we know from what you have said and from what we
have heard and certainly other studies that usage is, first of all,
not required or mandated, and second of all, many who are using
it don’t necessarily like using it.

That is one of the things that we would like an answer to, is why
was this written in a way that didn’t require full usage. Why would
you spend hundreds of millions of dollars on a system and then not
require the Department of Defense to utilize it?

We have certainly examined and heard of many other problems
with software development at the Federal level. Senator Grassley
mentioned the Virtual Casefile at the FBI. Eventually, they pulled
the plug on that. That is at least a question to consider here, or
certainly what we might do going forward.

The other question, one that you asked, is who owns it? The
question may be why the GSA is paying the contractor and not
paying DOD and what is going to go on once it is fully developed.
There are also some questions which haven’t been addressed about
who was involved in the decisionmaking process, some individuals
at DOD. We are not suggesting anything, but we hope that is part
of your investigation, as to who was involved in the final decision
and when that occurred.

Senator Coburn is considering an amendment to move this from
the DTS over to the e-travel system at GSA, another question that
should be examined by the Subcommittee.

The most recent GAO report, issued in March, and I know they
are going to comment, said that the full cost would be $4.3 billion,
or $4.39 billion, so there are lots of numbers being thrown around.
We would like to know which is which. That report also said the
National Guard is having major problems in terms of mobilization
vouchers and authorizations, so that also should be further exam-
ined by the Subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman, the bottom line is whether taxpayers will ever
know what they are getting for their money and whether or not we
did waste or didn’t waste hundreds of millions of dollars now and
in the future.

Thank you. I will be happy to answer any questions.

Senator COLEMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Schatz. Mr.
Langsfeld, you may proceed.

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT LANGSFELD,! PARTNER, THE
CORPORATE SOLUTIONS GROUP, MENLO PARK, CALIFORNIA

Mr. LANGSFELD. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for
having me here today. I am the founding partner of The Corporate
Solutions Group. We are a consulting firm providing services to the
government and corporate organizations. I also request that a full
copy of the presentation be placed into the record, sir.

Senator COLEMAN. Without objection.

Mr. LANGSFELD. Thank you. I am here today because we were
awarded a task order by GSA to perform an audit and study the
Contract City Pair Program, the DTS program, and the three ETS
programs. We were asked to determine, among other things,
whether DTS actually displayed the best policy-compliant fares

1The prepared statement of Mr. Langsfeld appears in the Appendix on page 49.
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that are available at the time of the booking. The study was in-
tended to provide an accurate, independent assessment of fare
presentations for each of the tested systems.

First, our team was asked to perform an initial review of the in-
ventory platform. That is, we were asked to make sure that all the
Government’s City Pairs are in the booking systems. We have pre-
pared a slide that shows how the City Pairs make their way into
the database, and as you can see from the slide, the GSA conducts
procurement and then awards the City Pair contracts to the win-
ning airlines. The rates are then sent to a processing group, the
Airline Tariff Publishing Company, and then loaded into the re-
spective global distribution systems, such as Sabre, Galileo,
Worldspan, and Amadeus. Once the fares are in the GDS, the DTS
and ETS web-based travel systems access that information, process
it, and display it to the Federal traveler.

During our review of this inventory, we found that 7 to 8 percent
of all these fares either were not loaded correctly or were not load-
ed at all into the GDS. Therefore, they were not available for DTS
to capture and display and for the DTS traveler to select.

When this anomaly was disclosed to GSA, they responded that
they considered this to be totally acceptable, at 8 percent. GSA also
refused to provide our company with the source documentation to
verify the fares and who was responsible for those issues. We were
told to look at the websites, the GSA website to find the fares, and
without that, we were not able to provide an opinion without
source documentation.

The next review was a review of the domestic 25 City Pairs, and
we found a variety of errors and omissions and issues. However,
once these problems were reported to DTS and GSA, the project
management personnel continued to change and reduce our review
and the performance scope of our contract significantly. These
changes to our original assignment had the effect of significantly
reducing our ability to report variances on available airfares, com-
mercially available airfares, and competitive airfares that might be
lower than the City Pair Program.

What is worse, the GSA and DTS project management officials
would not allow our auditors to access the systems to be tested, so
therefore, all we could look at would be the displays of the systems,
not how they functioned or why.

I direct your attention to the charts we have included in our re-
port, and in this first chart over here, of the top 25 domestic City
Pairs, the YCA code is used to designate unrestricted coach class
fares, which are the CPP program, and the dash—CAs, as they call
them, are used for capacity control for the City Pair Program.

Table 1 shows that the four government systems displayed be-
tween 35 and 90 percent of all applicable CPP fares in the 25 mar-
kets. Specifically in the case of DTS, only 61 of 187 fares, or 33 per-
cent, were listed by DTS. Other systems showed between 35 and
90 percent of the fares displayed. DTS only displayed, therefore,
one-third of the itineraries that were available to the Federal trav-
eler, or put another way, two-thirds of the time, the applicable City
Pair fares were not displayed, which is a major operational defi-
ciency in our perspective.
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Also, all available fares, including the rest of the CPP fares and
lower-cost fares, are simply not being displayed on a consistent
basis, i.e., that is, all available fares are not listed, all CPP fares
are not listed, and the lowest-cost airfares are not listed.

We were very surprised to find that, when we presented, the
DTS and GSA sought to downplay the issues and the results. We
were asked to change some of our findings to give a better result.
We refused to do that and they proceeded to terminate our contract
on that review.

The overriding concern I have is that when DTS deficiencies
were identified, the government chose to change, suppress, or mod-
ify the results in order to downplay the severity of the issues and
to disclaim responsibility. You will undoubtedly hear government
personnel try to make excuses for the findings, but it was their set-
tings. They set the conditions for the audit and they determined
how best to do it.

Our opinion is the government needs to have a continuing qual-
ity control audit in place for these programs and systems. It is
painfully apparent that such reviews need to be on independent
and objective areas outside of the GSA and DTS office. And in
these times of budgetary concerns, the constraints on the perform-
ance of the system such as these are paramount. We hope that this
Subcommittee and these hearings may result in the viable and reli-
able process for the use of the government, and in this case, the
government traveler.

Thank you for allowing me to participate in this hearing. I am
prepared to answer your questions.

Senator COLEMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Langsfeld. I will
mirror what you said about in times of budgetary concerns, and
these are clearly times of budgetary concerns. I voted for $62 bil-
lion in appropriations for funding Katrina relief, which is clearly
the greatest natural disaster in the history of this country. We’ll
?eﬁ how that money is spent and we need to track that very care-
ully.

But we’re in the midst of a war. There are great challenges, defi-
cits rising, and the economy impacted by disasters. So I think we
have a special responsibility in these times to do what we’re doing.
I appreciate your work here.

I want to step back, first. Can you explain the City Pair, what
that means?

Mr. LANGSFELD. Yes, sir. I'd be glad to.

City Pair is a program administered by the General Service Ad-
ministration. That is to have contracts established between the air-
lines and the U.S. Government for going from point A to point B,
such as National to Pittsburgh, Dulles to Atlanta, and so forth.
Those would be considered City Pairs or one-way fares. There are
about 4,000 of those negotiated on an ongoing basis annually, with
the airlines by GSA. And therefore, the government traveler has
access to those fares.

Senator COLEMAN. You're getting access to—you know how much
it costs, you've got to get a set amount to a particular city and then
you can either use that——

Mr. LANGSFELD. As a baseline.

Senator COLEMAN. As a baseline.
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Mr. LANGSFELD. Yes, sir.

Senator COLEMAN. What I’'m hearing from your testimony is that
in at least 8 percent of the cases, the city pairs weren’t even loaded
into the program, so there’s no baseline.

Mr. LANGSFELD. There’s no baseline. That is correct, sir.

Senator COLEMAN. So there’s no way to

Mr. LANGSFELD. There’s no way to get to it.

Senator COLEMAN. Your other testimony is that you're talking
about all fares not displayed and not listed. Why? What’s missing
here?

Mr. LANGSFELD. There is something missing, sir, but we weren’t
permitted access to find out those answers. Our scope was limited
to only taking an audit of those City Pair Programs, those CPP
program rates, those 4,000 we just discussed, and to say were they
displayed to the travelers through the various systems, in this case
DTS, or not. If there were other lower fares they might not be dis-
played.

For example, to clarify and answer your question specifically, in
the case of let’s say Albuquerque to Los Angeles, we found a City
Pair that is $153 one way between Albuquerque and Los Angeles.
That’s the negotiated City Pair, as we discussed it.

The DTS system found prices anywhere between $120 and $300.
And the GovTrip system pretty much similar, which is another
Northrop system provided under GSA contract.

Under the E2 solutions provided by Carlson, they found an $87
comparative rates and unrestricted walk-up fares.

So in essence, 50 percent less and it wasn’t displayed.

Senator COLEMAN. The other thing I want to understand is you
indicate 7 or 8 percent of all fares are not fully loaded in the City
Pair Program, but then your Table 1! indicates that only one-third
of available government fares are listed. Can you help me under-
stand the difference between the one-third figure versus the 7 to
8 percent?

Mr. LANGSFELD. Yes, sir.

First of all, the 7 to 8 percent means that even out of the 100
percent, if you may, that they could possibly look at, they won’t
find, based on our sample, 7 to 8 percent of those regardless. So
that means that the traveler, if they’re going from Point A to Point
B, will be paying commercial fare rather than negotiated fare that’s
established. That would reduce by definition even the amount of
fares that these different systems can find. Their population is es-
sentially 92 percent of whatever is out there.

The second part of your question, sir, is that of 187 on that chart,
as you can note, out of the 187 possible City Pairs that were found
between Point A and Point B, that only one-third of them were
ever displayed by the DTS system and the other system somewhere
between 35 percent and 90 percent of them were displayed.

So there is something other there that’s editing that result that
we weren’t permitted to find.

1See Table 1 attached to prepared remarks of Robert Langsfeld, which appears in the Appen-
dix on page 54 and 59.
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Senator COLEMAN. I'm trying to get to a solution on that. What
I'm hearing is that the reaction you're getting from the government
folks was it didn’t seem like there was a lot of concern.

Mr. LANGSFELD. That would be a correct statement.

Senator COLEMAN. Your testimony is very strong when you use
words like change, suppress, down play. Those are very serious
concerns. Do you have any reason to qualify that at all?

Mr. LANGSFELD. I have no reason to qualify that statement, sir.

Senator COLEMAN. DOD has very optimistic projected cost sav-
ings on this program. Can you respond to that issue? Can you give
me some information? I don’t have the numbers in front of me but
I know they have some very optimistic cost savings. What I'm try-
ing to figure out, as I listen to the testimony, is how do you get
cost savings in a system in which you've got 33 percent of total
fares displayed being used? How do you get there? What’s the basis
for that?

Mr. LANGSFELD. If I may be permitted, I'll answer that in two
parts, sir. The first would be a reverse question for you, or a rhe-
torical question, of course. And that is how can you display 100
percent when you only have 33 percent in front of you? So you’ll
never be able to achieve those results regardless of any steps that
you take, given the current condition of the system.

The second part of it is all of the assumptions that I've seen on
the DTS system and the ETS systems are anywhere between an 80
and 95 percent adoption. Therefore, that’s 85 to 90 percent of all
the Federal travelers using that system.

As you provided in your opening statements, 4 or 5 percent are
where they are today. To get from Point A to Point B, in the condi-
tion that the systems are in, I think is an unrealistic goal. And
therefore, your return on investment and your analysis has to be
adjusted and possibly significantly.

Senator COLEMAN. That leads into my question to Mr. Schatz.
One of my concerns that I'm struggling with here, on the one hand
it’s clear that we’re not having full utilization. Mr. Schatz, you
talked about that.

But the next question is even if we have full utilization in a sys-
tem that’s fundamentally flawed, are we going to get the cost sav-
ings we're talking about? Mr. Schatz, you talked about the system
being underutilized. Do you have any sense that if it was fully uti-
lizedd“c?hat we’d be achieving the cost savings that have been pro-
jected?

Mr. ScHATZ. Certainly not based on what Mr. Langsfeld just
said. There’s a lot that remains to be done in order to get to where
they originally intended to be. Of course, that intention meant that
this system would have been completed about 4 years ago. So we're
behind schedule, we don’t have full utilization, there’s no require-
ment for full utilization. And even if you had, apparently from the
study, you don’t even have all of the available information to get
the best fare and the greatest amount of information.

The other point to recall is that this was supposed to be an end-
to-end system. Authorizations and vouchers may be what they're
doing now but it’s supposed to do a lot more.

So you've got cost overruns, lack of information, lack of usage, all
adding up to some number. As I said, GAO in March said it could
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be $4.39 billion. We've seen $470 million, $491 million, $559 mil-
lion. I'd like an answer. I know you’d like an answer as to what
the cost is, how do we get greater usage if the system, in fact, is
the right system and does perform everything it’s supposed to?

And then we might be able to determine how much it’s really
going to cost or save, if anything.

Senator COLEMAN. When we say end-to-end system, it’s lowest
cost air fare, lodging facilities, some of the concerns that Senator
Grassley raised, tracking unused tickets. There’s more than just
the lowest cost fare is involved in this; is this correct?

Mr. ScHATZ. That’s correct. It would be something that you
would have if you were a company trying to come up with a system
that you, as an organization, could produce and track and require
your employees to use.

In fact, it wouldn’t be surprising if, and I'm sure it’s true, the
companies involved in this have their own systems that do that.
Like many other efforts to get the government up to speed in soft-
ware systems, they need to do more.

Senator COLEMAN. I would appreciate it if you could help me a
little with the history here. The report, “Through the Looking
Glass,”! that was one that was commissioned or developed by Citi-
zens Against Government Waste?

Mr. ScHATZ. Right.

Senator COLEMAN. You can go through a little history of this
thing. When it was first developed, was it intended to be an end-
to-end system, that $263 million figure?

Mr. SCHATZ. It’s our understanding that is correct; yes.

Senator COLEMAN. At that time, was the question of ownership
at issue?

Mr. SCHATZ. I'm not certain about that. The ownership issue
came up in the court case, as you mentioned. The Department of
Justice said it’s owned by the contractor. We have heard differing
views on that. We have not seen anything that confirms it one way
or another.

Senator COLEMAN. I believe as I reflected on the court decision,
in part it seemed to me that one of the reasons the judge didn’t
just pull the plug on this system was his belief that, in fact, it was
owned by Northrop. And in doing so, the government would have
had to start from scratch?

Did you have a chance to read the decision?

Mr. ScHATZ. Yes, that is our understanding. That was one of the
reasons that even though he found that it violated the Competition
in Contracting Act, he said it would cost another $500 million to
develop another system, which we would argue is not quite the
case based on systems produced by other companies that would be
available.

Senator COLEMAN. And yet development costs are now, as I un-
derstand it, the Federal Government is paying for the development
costs?of creating this end-to-end system. Is that a correct state-
ment?

Let me raise the issue of cost to deploy. The judge obviously con-
cluded that because the system was not owned by the government,

1See Exhibit No. 1, which appears in the Appendix on page 100.
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that there would be significant costs—my question was when the
contract was first developed, where was the responsibility for devel-
opment costs?

Mr. ScHATZ. Development costs were with the contractor, not
with the government.

Senator COLEMAN. So the development costs were not intended
initially to be government development costs?

Mr. ScHATZ. That’s correct. That’s why the taxpayers are ending
up paying more than they probably would have, given the fact that
we don’t have full usage and it was supposed to be a transaction-
based fee, not a development fee.

Senator COLEMAN. One of the things that you’ve done, which
some people I know have contested, but you actually—your organi-
zation gave an estimate of costs per transaction, very significant
costs. I believe it was about $33,000.

We can debate that, but can you explain the process by which
you come to that figure?

Mr. ScHATZ. It was based on the amount of money paid by the
government and the usage by travelers. That number, I'm sure, has
changed because there is more usage, authorizations, vouchers
being processed. That number would have to be updated. We’d cer-
tainly like to see what the actual number is, and then you can say
all right, we have spent $200 million or whatever it might be. It’s
processed this many transactions. Therefore this is the cost per
transaction to date. That will change in the future.

Senator COLEMAN. With greater utilization.

Mr. ScHATZ. Right. But again, full utilization is what they were
looking for. I think to get from $33,000 to zero in your savings is
a long way to go.

Senator COLEMAN. The question, Mr. Langsfeld, about the ability
to get the lowest cost, available cost out there, that has a signifi-
cant impact on total cost; is that correct? So for instance, I believe
that testing showed that flights booked by DTS could cost as much
as $1,200 more per ticket. Is this something that your group looked
at?

Mr. ScHATZ. Yes. We've heard since then that this is still the
case. Even in the last week or so we've received some information
that indicated

Senator COLEMAN. Again, speak very loud so folks in the back
can hear. Can folks in the back hear? The microphone is not func-
tioning.

Mr. CARPER. What did you say? [Laughter.]

Mr. ScHATZ. Yes. There are some indications that some of these
tickets are being provided at a substantial cost over what other
systems can find. That’s something else we would certainly urge
the Inspector General, DFAS and others to look into, so that we
can see whether or not this is still the case. We have heard that
it is. We would like independent verification of that from people
that are in charge of monitoring the system.

Senator COLEMAN. Mr. Langsfeld, did your study touch at all on
that? You've looked at some other systems and cost savings. Were
these systems in place in other government agencies?

Mr. LANGSFELD. Your question being?




16

Senator COLEMAN. The question being the incidence of over-
paying, of not paying the lowest available fare. How significant
that is, and whether there are other systems that simply do a bet-
ter job of correcting that or identifying that?

Mr. LANGSFELD. I think even some background would help. In
our experience, we've worked with hundreds of private sector com-
panies, some very large and some very small. But the bottom line
is it’s always a challenge to find the lowest fare. Just focusing on
finding the City Pair Programs, as we talked about, is not effective.
It’s a very good baseline, but it’s only that.

We found that carriers that have City Pair fares, let’s say United
Airlines, from Point A to Point B, they’ll even have fares that are
lower than the City Pair Program. But in the case of most of these
systems, we didn’t find that being displayed for whatever reason.

We also find that there are significant other comparable fares
that government travelers could take, that are totally compliant
with your terms and conditions, that would significantly save
money to the U.S. taxpayer and to the U.S. Government.

Senator COLEMAN. Is the airline pricing system so complicated
that we do not have the computer capacity available to actually
identify at a touch of a button the lowest available fare? Is it that
complicated?

Mr. LANGSFELD. It’s certainly complex. On the average, about
100,000 to 150,000 changes to the system a day are made. So you
have to have a computer system, if you may, to keep up with the
computer systems. In this case, these systems just want to go
against each other. They’re only as good as their resource and their
source data.

Senator COLEMAN. What I'm trying to understand is again, we
are spending hundreds of millions of dollars here. Do we have the
capacity? Was the money well spent? If we identify here’s what we
want to get, this is the end-to-end system, and among the end-to-
end pieces of that system, one of them is going to be lowest avail-
able fare. Do we have the technical capacity? Is that there, in order
to identify lowest available fare?

Mr. LANGSFELD. At this point in time, it has not been dem-
onstrated to be available.

Senator COLEMAN. I'm not talking about in this system, but in
any system?

Mr. LANGSFELD. Yes, it is available.

Senator COLEMAN. It would be available?

Mr. LANGSFELD. Yes, and you can get it.

Senator COLEMAN. Your point is we’re not getting it in this sys-
tem, but it’s available?

Mr. LANGSFELD. Yes, sir.

Senator COLEMAN. Mr. Schatz, let me just talk to you about the
cost of pulling the plug. I'm not saying that to speak out, but I
think you have to put that on the table. When I was Mayor of St.
Paul, we went through a change in our computer systems. And at
a certain point in time I looked at literally millions that was spent
and then had to make a decision as to whether to keep spending.
I made a decision to pull the plug.

Some people, you're mayor, you've already spent over $1 million.
But as I looked at the ongoing costs and what we were getting, and
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the problem is that we weren’t getting what we contracted for. So
I made the decision to cut our losses.

It appears to me that along the way there have been some dis-
cussions in some of these reports, and maybe you can refresh my
memory, where a decision was made to say hey, at this point it
may be best to pull the plug.

I'm going to ask you to kind of walk me through that, but then
I want to look to the future. I believe this system is up for bid
again next year. Is that correct?

Mr. ScHATZ. Yes, certain aspects of it. Yes, the operation and
maintenance and other aspects of it, yes.

Senator COLEMAN. Can you give your best assessment now? Or
first of all, along the way, would there have been a time to pull the
plug, based on your review of this? And what would you rec-
ommend as we move forward?

Mr. ScHATZ. Mr. Chairman, there were two opportunities, we
think, earlier on. July 2002, the Inspector General estimated the
cost had grown from $263.7 million to $491.9 million, 87 percent
higher than the original contract. The IG also said that DTS, and
this is a quote, “remains a program at high risk of not being an
effective solution in streamlining DOD travel management proc-
ess.”

That certainly would have an opportunity then, based on the I1G’s
recommendations, to take a good hard look and possibly pull the
plug and do something else.

In December 2002, the Program Analysis and Evaluation Office
followed up on the IG’s findings and recommended that DOD con-
sider commercial e-travel systems that were now available but
were not available at the time of the original contract awarded to
Northrop.

So despite these two reports from their own internal offices,
DOD—and I guess in this case, the Program Management Office
for DTS—decided to move forward anyway.

As to whether it’s cost-effective now to pull the plug, I honestly
could not give you an answer to that. Perhaps your next witnesses
can. Because now we’re many years into this arrangement and we
have certainly seen this occur with Virtual Case File and others,
where it was just such a mess that they decided it was not worth
the additional cost to complete it because they could either do
something better or possibly something more effective.

Senator COLEMAN. Last question in follow-up, are there alter-
native off-the-shelf systems? Either to you, Mr. Schatz or Mr.
Langsfeld. Are there private side off-the-shelf systems that would
be more user friendly, more effective, more cost efficient?

Mr. ScHATZ. There certainly has been a discussion about having
DOD use the GSA e-Travel systems. There’s questions about the
interfaces that have already been established. So that is, I think,
something that the Subcommittee and its experts in DOD should
take a good look at.

But certainly based on what we’ve seen, there are systems that
can provide lower fares.

Mr. LANGSFELD. In response to your question, Mr. Chairman, I
believe that there are alternative systems out there. I believe that
the design of the DTS system and also the design of the other gov-
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ernment systems, where one of their base points was to go off-the-
shelf, Commercial off-the-shelf, COTS programs. They are avail-
able. They've been proven in the public marketplace. And the idio-
syncrasies or the uniqueness of the government travel can readily
be adapted to be responsive to the government needs.

So yes, there are ways to get to it. And I think there should be
better ways to get and access that information.

Senator COLEMAN. Thank you, gentlemen. My Ranking Member
is here. I know he’s in a full Armed Services Committee meeting,
where he’s also the ranking member. Senator Levin.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR LEVIN

Senator LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, thank you and thanks to Senator
Carper for allowing me to jump in here out of turn. I will be very
brief because I have to return to the Armed Services Committee.

First, I want to commend you, Mr. Chairman, for digging into
this issue with your usual determination and thoroughness. It is a
very important issue. You are not only bringing to light the defi-
ciencies in a particular system, but this Defense Travel System is,
I am afraid, too typical of the Department of Defense’s efforts to
acquire major new business systems. It has been plagued by poor
planning, schedule delays, increasing costs, and performance defi-
ciencies. So you are not only going to hopefully address the prob-
lems in a particular system, but you are also through this effort of
yours providing some real insight into the problems with the acqui-
sition system overall inside of the Department of Defense.

I think my entire statement has been made part of the record.
If it has not been, I would ask that it be made part of the record.

Senator COLEMAN. Without objection.

[The prepared statement of Senator Levin follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR LEVIN

Mr. Chairman, thank you for convening this important hearing and for the over-
sight that you are providing in a critical area of DOD operations. Every year, the
Department of Defense spends roughly $20 billion to develop new information sys-
tems and to operate and maintain existing information systems. Like so many other
DOD programs, the Department’s IT programs are troubled by cost overruns, sched-
ule delays, and performance deficiencies.

The Defense Travel System (DTS) is no exception. When DTS was first conceived
in the mid-1990’s, the DOD travel system was a complete mess. Individual compo-
nents of the Department entered their own arrangements with different travel com-
panies, each of which had its own processes, systems and procedures. The travel
process was paper intensive, with written travel orders required before the trip and
written requests for reimbursement filed at the end of the trip. The travel process
was separate from the voucher and payment process, which was itself separate from
the financial accounting process. Management controls were lacking, and financial
records were inaccurate and incomplete.

DTS was conceived as an easy way to address these problems by taking advan-
tage of commercial-off-the-shelf (COTS) technology. Rather than developing its own
unique travel system, the Department would pay a contractor to use a commer-
cially-available system on a transaction-by-transaction basis. DOD was so confident
in this approach that it originally envisioned that system would be up and running
within 120 days of the effective date of the contract.

It was a good idea. Unfortunately, it ran up against reality. The Department of
Defense has its own unique travel rules, and individual components of the Depart-
ment have their own unique requirements and practices. Before DOD could use
COTS technology, it would have to reengineer its travel practices—and the COTS
technology itself would have to be modified—so that the two would match. More-
over, DOD wanted more than just a travel system. It wanted an “end-to-end” system
that would be integrated with the voucher and payment process and with DOD fi-
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nancial accounting and management systems. The requirement for an end-to-end
system meant that DTS would have to interface with dozens of unique DOD ac-
counting and management systems. While these are laudable objectives, consistent
with congressional policy, these interfaces would also require extensive modifica-
tions to the COTS system.

As we have seen over and over again, once DOD starts to modify COTS tech-
nology, it is not really “off-the-shelf” at all. As a result, schedules start to drag out
and costs start to escalate.

That is exactly what happened with DTS. More than 7 years after the initial DTS
contract was awarded, the system still is not fully functional. The contract has been
re-written to convert it from the original fixed-price, performance-based services con-
tract to a development contract for the acquisition of a DOD-unique system. And,
as is all too typical of DOD business system development programs, DTS appears
to be deficient in meeting user requirements by providing the appropriate lowest
cost fares for government travelers. DOD says that these problems can be fixed, but
we do not know how much those fixes will cost or how effective they will be.

It is my hope that the Department will learn from its experience with DTS, and
from this hearing, that it must do a better job of planning its IT acquisitions at the
outset. The Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 eliminated a cumbersome GSA review proc-
ess, enabling DOD to purchase information technology (IT) products and services for
itself, in a more efficient, streamlined manner. At the same time, the Clinger-Cohen
Act required the Department to institute its own measures for business process re-
engineering, analysis of alternatives, economic analysis, and performance measures
for their systems. Congress also expected individual agencies to take the steps nec-
essary to ensure that their IT systems would be secure and compatible with each
other.

Unfortunately, as shown by the DTS acquisition and so many others, DOD has
failed to live up to its planning obligations under the Clinger-Cohen Act. I do not
know whether DOD should pursue DTS to completion at this point, or whether we
would be better off scrapping DTS and starting over from the beginning. The De-
partment itself must do the cost-benefit analysis needed to make that decision. I do
know that we can and we must do a better job of developing and fielding IT systems
in the future.

I look forward to the testimony of our witnesses.

Senator LEVIN. Again, I want to thank you and commend you
and your staff and our staffs for working on this together.

Senator COLEMAN. Thank you, Senator Levin, and thank you for
all the work you and your staff have done. I should compliment
them. I think we have a good bipartisan relationship when it comes
to dealing with fraud, abuse, and misuse of taxpayer dollars, so I
thank you very much.

Senator Carper.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARPER

Senator CARPER. Mr. Chairman, I just learned during the course
of the early part of the hearing is the audio was coming in and out
for our guests here today. This room has been revamped and this
whole platform up here has been redone. It was out of commission
here for several months. The folks who actually have been probably
been working on this Defense Travel System actually worked on
the audio. [Laughter.]

I don’t know what to make of that, but on a more serious note,
I thank our witnesses for being here. I, too, have a statement and
I would ask that it be made a part of the record, Mr. Chairman.

Senator COLEMAN. Without objection.

[The prepared statement of Senator Carper follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARPER

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing.
Despite the heroic performance of the men and women in our armed forces on the
battlefield over the years, DOD has had difficulty meeting basic standards for finan-
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cial and organizational management. These failings have likely wasted billions of
dollars that could have been used to improve the lives or better protect the health
and safety of military personnel.

This isn’t a new problem. GAO has been warning us about some of these problems
for more than a decade now. We're now at the point where 14 of the 25 most severe
management challenges in the Federal Government highlighted by GAO every 2
years in its high risk series are challenges currently facing DOD. Things have got-
ten so bad now that the department’s efforts to address the management challenges
that have been highlighted by GAO over the years are now on the high risk list
themselves.

Senator Coburn and I intend to look into the financial side of some of DOD’s man-
agement problems in the very near future through our leadership roles on the Fi-
nancial Management Subcommittee, and I thank him for his commitment to work
with me on those issues. I'm pleased then, that we’ll be using the resources on this
subcommittee to get to the bottom of what’s going on with the Defense Travel Sys-
tem.

Like most of the murky areas at DOD, the Defense Travel System has been a
much-studied question mark for some time now—about 10 years. There’s a lot of
conflicting information out there about how much the system will cost, how much
it will save DOD, and how well it works. I think we’ll even hear some conflicting
testimony today on these points. But what’s clear at least to me so far is that DOD
hasn’t been able to prove that the development of this system, as it’s currently envi-
sioned, is in the department’s best interests.

Mr. Chairman, I don’t think I have enough information right now to be able to
answer the question posed in the title of this hearing—“boon or boondoggle?” I know
DOD is busy working out some of the kinks in the Defense Travel System and may
have already addressed some of the concerns that have been raised by GAO and
others. We owe it to the taxpayers, however, to make sure that the money DOD is
spending on this system will pay off in real savings at some point.

Thank you again for focusing on this issue.

Senator CARPER. I am sort of like you. In my old job, I was the
governor of a State. I remember any number of technology projects
and information projects we got into where we got to the point
where we said, do we want to continue to put money down this
deep, dark hole or to pull the plug or just do something else? I
don’t know if we are at that point for this one, but I am sure it
is a question that needs to be asked.

I hope that we will have an opportunity to hear from, and maybe
it is later today, from folks within DOD who have been part of
overseeing the development of this system who can tell us whether
it is worth all the time and the money and the trouble that it is
causing or if there is a better option.

If you are in our shoes, a recovering mayor, recovering governor,
what would you do?

Mr. ScHATZ. Well, you are doing the first step that you need to
take, which is to have the hearing. There have been reports, there
have been, as I said a minute ago, opportunities to do something
about this earlier, in 2002. So again, the question is, here we are
3 years later. Have we spent so much that we have to continue?
What is in the contract? What are the penalties? We have canceled
contracts, paid penalties, and moved forward. That is not unprece-
dented.

But I think your next panel and the further investigations you
have requested, also the questions that haven’t been answered for
the last year since Senator Coleman and Senator Coburn have been
asking them, and I know you have been involved, as well, and we
appreciate that very much.

It is at a crucial point, I guess is the bottom line. Within the next
year, in a sense, that is kind of it. So something, if it is going to
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be done, needs to be done soon, and sooner meaning in the next
few months, not in the middle of next year.

Senator CARPER. All right. Mr. Langsfeld.

Mr. LANGSFELD. I agree with his comments. I think the process
we are going through right now is important. The resolution of
this, if you were in the commercial world, you would have been
fired.

In essence, what you are doing, this is recoverable, certainly, and
I think there are some good issues and there is good product out
of this. I think it is recoverable there. At a point in time, I think
you need to get beyond the appropriations voucher and authoriza-
tion side and get into the travel savings. To save $15 in transaction
fee and to leave $1,000 for the airline ticket on the table is illogical
to me and I can’t find a resolution for that. So I think you need
to get to a system that is going to be able to do that.

I think DTS system, in my definition, is what I call closed archi-
tecture. Therefore, they have modified code in such a way that ev-
erything has to be changed when something—one thing is changed,
they have to go in and change code. It is not a COTS drop-in sys-
tem where you could just bring in a new module and put it in. I
think those are some of the solutions that we found in the public
sector to be very effective.

Senator CARPER. All right, good. Thank you very much for that.

I am sure the Department of Defense didn’t set out to have this
kind of problem. They wanted to solve a problem and didn’t want
to create one, and I am sure they didn’t want to spend all of this
money. I am also certain that DOD isn’t the first large organiza-
tion, either public or private, that has attempted to find some
paperless, more streamlined method of handling employee travel.
Let me just ask what mistakes—you have spoken to this to some
extent, but let me ask again. What mistakes has DOD made here
that other departments or private sector businesses have avoided?

Mr. SCHATZ. Do you want to answer that?

Mr. LANGSFELD. I will be glad to. I think, first of all, I mentioned
the closed system, closed architecture. In this changing era, as Mr.
Coburn has—Coleman has referenced

Senator CARPER. Senator Coburn. A lot of people call him
Coburn.

Mr. LANGSFELD. And I just got caught doing it myself. I apolo-
gize.

Senator CARPER. When they start calling me Coburn, we will
really worry.

Mr. LANGSFELD. I think I will go back to “sir.” [Laughter.]

The reference of what has been expended and where you have
gotten to at this point in time, I think on the appropriations-au-
thorization side, the vouchering system in itself has been a good
tool and I think there are some strong savings in there. What we
have found in the private sector, for example, is—let us say for
that City Pair Program that we talked about with 78 percent vari-
ance, literally a travel manager of a, probably what I would con-
sider the second-largest private employer in the world, at 1 per-
cent, I would have called the person in on the carpet and dis-
ciplined them. At 2 percent, they would have been released.
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I think you need to go in and have some good oversight and what
you need to do and what we have done in the private sector suc-
cessfully is gone out and dropped in a new module when one mod-
ule doesn’t work. In this case, it is the booking system. There are
commercially available products that can be adapted and inte-
grated, and I think at a much lower cost than where some of your
projections could be to correct the existing system.

Mr. ScHATZ. Unfortunately, Senator, these problems have existed
for some time and continue to exist. There were many Acts in the
1990’s that were intended to streamline the procurement system
and improve it. In this case, because of the way that the contract
was changed, and it was called a cardinal change by the court,
meaning that it did violate the Competition in Contracting Act, this
is a little bit more than just a kind of questionable software sys-
tem. There are issues with how this all occurred that really under-
lie the entire procurement system.

So you have obviously a question, what do you do about this, and
the other question is, how do you prevent that from occurring
again, where we go from a system where the contractor was sup-
posed to develop it at its cost and get paid per transaction to where
they are getting paid for development and may end up having been
paid more than they would have gotten based on the transactions.
So that is something else to keep a very close eye on.

In terms of the expertise of others as to the better systems, at
least obviously Mr. Langsfeld feels that there is something else out
there, and from what we have seen, there are systems that work
better. As to whether you could just drop it into DOD, it is some-
thing for the DOD people to answer.

Senator CARPER. One more question. Is DOD travel, is it more
complicated or expensive given the scope of their operations and
flying around the country or around the world? Is it more com-
plicated or expensive maybe through regulations that they have or
mandates that maybe the Congress has put in place, or is it that
the Department just hasn’t done as good a job with this travel sys-
tem that they could have?

Mr. LANGSFELD. I think it is more the latter than the former.
There are complexities in U.S. Government travel that are
unique—the Fly America Act, the City Pair Program to try to do
it as efficiently as possible, other factors, other accounting issues
that are in concern, that you have to appropriate and you have to
escrow your monies for travel, and the vouchering system has
unique FAR rules and DOD rules that are there. But I would say
at the end of the day, travel is travel and finding the lowest rate
and finding the lowest hotel and finding the lowest car rental is
pretty much a very direct issue. It sits out there. All you are doing
is looking at the inventory and selecting it.

I think that is a very basic step to do, and the only thing you
have to do in the government arena and the government sector is
you have to apply a few more rules than you might have to the
public sector. Other than that, I would facetiously say that prob-
ably half your travelers are looking at Orbitz when they call your
travel agent at this current time. I do. I mean, these people know
what is out there. They look at what is available. I think your trav-
elers are savvy enough to be able to figure that out pretty easily.



23

Senator CARPER. Thank you.

Mr. ScHATZ. Senator Carper, I did mention earlier that DOD is
essentially at fault for all of this, for changing the nature of the
contract, for not requiring the lowest fare, and in general for hav-
ing so many incompatible financial systems, something that this
Subcommittee and the full Committee has looked at for many
years. That would help resolve a lot of these issues, again a broad-
er one, but one that really gets to the basis for a lot of these prob-
lems that occur when software systems are introduced into the
Federal Government.

Senator CARPER. Thanks. Chairman Coleman, back to you, sir.

Senator COLEMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Carper.

Just two quick observations. One is a comment you made, Mr.
Langsfeld, that I think is pretty important here. This system does
save money on transaction costs, $15, right, $5 web-based, $15 tra-
ditional.

Mr. LANGSFELD. Right.

Senator COLEMAN. So it does save money on that, but I think
your comment is important, that we are up front with saving the
money on a transaction, but if you are going to be spending $1,000
more on a ticket if you don’t have this end-user system, then some-
thing is wrong. Then we are not getting bang for the buck.

The other comment about the 78 percent being acceptable, I get
very frustrated. We make a joke about it is not bad for government
work, but we really should expect the best for government work.

Mr. LANGSFELD. And you can achieve the best, sir.

Senator CARPER. It is funny you say that, Mr. Chairman, if I
could. In our Administration, maybe in yours, as well, back in St.
Paul, whenever people would say, “That is good enough for govern-
ment work,” we would fire them, and we would hire replacement
people whose motto was, “If it isn’t perfect, make it better.”

Senator COLEMAN. And lastly, I just want to raise one thing that
you made a comment on, and you didn’t pursue it, but there was
a concern raised at one point, without casting aspersions, but I just
want to raise the issue about folks who worked for the Department
of Defense, then went to work for the contractor, that kind of re-
Volvil‘;g door. That was a concern in this contract, is that fair to
state?

Mr. SCHATZ. Yes. There is a concern. There is—again, the ques-
tions, I think, have been asked but not answered. I don’t have the
answers, but we are certainly happy to ask the question. We did
see that in other cases. We are not saying anything like that is oc-
curring here, but we don’t know, I guess is the bottom line. Cer-
tainly, the IG, at the very least, should be looking into that, and
hopefully they will be conducting another investigation in regard to
this contract.

Senator COLEMAN. I just think this is the issue of individuals
who are senior places in the Department of Defense and then go
work for the contractor that gets the contract or modifications to
the contract that are not very transparent. Actually, I think, there
is an extra responsibility where you have that kind of revolving
door to be acting in a way that doesn’t even raise those issues. I
think it undermines public confidence in the systems, and certainly
those questions will be looked at and will have to be responded to.
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Gentlemen, I thank you. Your testimony has been very helpful
and I am very appreciative. Thank you. This panel is excused.

The third panel, what we are going to do is simply going to
swear in the panel members, maybe have testimony from one per-
son, and we are going to adjourn at 11:15. We are supposed to be
in our seats by 11:20 for a very important, historic vote at——

Senator CARPER. What vote is that?

Senator COLEMAN. I will tell you how to vote on the way out,
Senator. [Laughter.]

Senator CARPER. You already have.

Senator COLEMAN. I would now like to welcome our final panel
of witnesses for today’s hearing: Thomas F. Gimble, the Acting In-
spector General at the Department of Defense; Dr. Scott Comes,
the Director of DOD’s Strategic and Program Analysis and Evalua-
tion Division; McCoy Williams, the Director of the Government Ac-
countability Office’s Financial Management and Assurance Team,;
and finally, Zack Gaddy, the Director of DOD’s Finance and Ac-
counting Services. Gentlemen, I appreciate your appearance today
and your testimony and your perspective on the Defense Travel
System.

I do have a letter from David Chu, the Under Secretary of De-
fense for Personnel and Readiness, and I will read the letter here,
but do want to note that there has been certainly an increased
level of response from the Department of Defense from the time
that we put this hearing together, and I do appreciate that.!

Letter read by Senator Coleman follows:

Dear Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and members of the Subcommittee for
your interest in the Defense Travel System. My office will soon assume a new and
significant role for this system as part of our continued effort to strengthen manage-
ment and oversight in a phased plan.

As we assume functional oversight of the entire program, our first order of busi-
ness is to assess the DTS program viability. Specifically, we will assess whether
DTS is delivering increased efficiencies, improved services, and achieving cost sav-
ings. In doing so, we will study carefully the several reports and evaluations of the
system before we take any action, including reviews of the Committees of Congress
before we proceed.

The Department clearly understands that we have many challenges ahead in
making our travel program more efficient and cost effective. Indeed, the Defense
Travel System represents a whole new way of doing business for government and
we must ensure that promises and goals envisioned are achievable. We will take the
necessary steps to resolve problems.

I look forward to continuing to work with you and your Committee on this impor-
tant program and will provide you with the conclusions of my analysis.

Sincerely,
David S. C. Chu,
Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness.

So I am pleased that the Department of Defense has chosen to
cooperate with the Subcommittee, work with us in resolving these
concerns. Clearly, the Subcommittee, though, will continue its over-
sight to ensure that DOD’s actions match its promises.

Gentlemen, pursuant to Rule 6, all witnesses who testify before
the Subcommittee are required to be sworn in. Will you please
stand and raise your right hand.

1See Exhibit No. 8, which appears in the Appendix on page 375.
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Do you swear the testimony you are about to give before this
Subcommittee is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the
truth, so help you, God?

Mr. GIMBLE. I do.

Mr. CoMES. I do.

Mr. WiLLiawms. I do.

Mr. GaDpDY. I do.

Senator COLEMAN. Thank you very much. I think you are aware
of the timing system. Again, we will begin with the testimony, but
we will break at 11:15. We will start with Mr. Gimble and then
proceed across.

Mr. Gimble, why don’t you begin first.

TESTIMONY OF THOMAS F. GIMBLE,! ACTING INSPECTOR
GENERAL, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Mr. GIMBLE. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations, thank you for the opportunity to ap-
pear before the Subcommittee today to address the questions re-
garding our July 2002 audit report, “Allegations to the Defense
Hotline on the Management of the Defense Travel System.”

We conducted the audit in response to allegations made to the
Defense Hotline. In summary, we concluded that DOD should have
managed the Defense Travel System Program as a major auto-
mated information system program and ensured that it met the re-
quirements of the Clinger-Cohen Act, DOD acquisition policies,
and security policies.

Before I begin discussing the Defense Travel System, I would
like to provide information on other acquisition efforts where we
identified systemic problems pertaining to the information of tech-
nology acquisition during the period of October 1996 to March
2000. Those systemic problems included: Inadequate documenta-
tion and validation of system requirements, inaccurate life-cycle
cost analysis or incomplete cost data, incomplete analysis of alter-
natives to assure that the programs were the most cost-effective so-
lutions, improper categorization of systems for oversight purposes,
and incomplete or nonexistent acquisition program baselines to
record cost, schedule, and performance goals. Many of these issues
were present in the Defense Travel System acquisition.

Additionally, we believe that the Defense Travel System acquisi-
tion also faced significant challenges in using commercial off-the-
shelf software that required substantial modifications. We reported
similar challenges on the Standard Procurement System and the
Defense Integrated Military Human Resources System.

The Defense Travel System was envisioned as a general support
system designed to make business travel quicker, easier, and more
efficient by providing automated commercial and government trav-
el support services to the DOD travelers. By early 1999, as indi-
cated in our audit report, it became evident that the commercial
off-the-shelf software required major development and modification
in order to meet the DOD requirements. In February 2002, the Pro-
gram Management Office requested approximately $377 million to
manage and develop the program for fiscal year 2002 through 2007,

1The prepared statement of Mr. Gimble appears in the Appendix on page 60.
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of which $186.5 million was for research, development, test, and
evaluation.

As stated in the 2002 audit report, the Defense Travel System
was at high risk for not being an effective solution to streamlining
the DOD travel management process. Further, the Defense Travel
System experienced significant testing and deployment problems
which were compounded by the need for significant but unplanned
developmental efforts.

The Program Management Office terminated the November 2000
operational assessment because 72 discrepancies and substantial
deployment problems were identified. In October 2001, the Joint
Interoperability Test Command reported in the second operational
assessment that it did not consider the Defense Travel System to
be an operationally effective system for all DOD components. In FY
2002, DOD revised its deployment plan and reduced the number of
deployment sites.

The Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 and the DOD acquisition policy
provide an effective framework for the management of information
technology investments. Information on cost, schedule, and per-
formance required by the DOD acquisition policy would also be
needed by the Chief Information Officer in performing the respon-
sibilities under the 1996 Act. However, DOD had not viewed the
Defense Travel System as subject to DOD acquisition policy for a
program because its capabilities were based on commercial off-the-
shelf software, and therefore cost, schedule, and performance infor-
mation had not been obtained.

In June 1997, the DOD CIO designated the Defense Travel Sys-
tem as a special interest initiative. DOD did not consider special
interest initiatives subject to DOD acquisition policy.

In January 2001, the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics and the DOD Comptroller recommended
a reassessment of the system because of the deficiencies identified
during acceptance tests. They required the Army to specify the ac-
tions needed on the contract based on the results of a functional
and technical assessment of the system. In April 2001, the Army
Communications—Electronics Command became responsible for the
contract, to include contract restructuring. In July 2001, the Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics and
the DOD Comptroller approved proceeding with the Defense Travel
System and identified that they would retain oversight responsi-
bility of the program until the contract actions were completed.

We had recommended the designation of the Defense Travel Sys-
tem as a major automated information system program and also
that the DOD Comptroller complete the Program Analysis and
Evaluation study by October 1, 2002. The DOD Comptroller had
tasked the Director of Program Analysis and Evaluation to under-
take a cost effectiveness study of the system that would be used to
determine whether to continue or terminate the system. Addition-
ally, we had recommended, among other things, that the Program
Management Office comply with the Clinger—Cohen Act. We had
also asked that the Under Secretary for Acquisition, Technology,
and Logistics and the DOD Comptroller and the DOD Chief Infor-
mation Officer (CIO) review the progress made by the Program
Management Office in developing appropriate acquisition informa-



27

tion and determine whether the system should continue or be ter-
minated.

In response to our audit in May 2002, the CIO designated the
Defense Travel System as a major automated information system
subject to DOD acquisition policy with himself as the milestone de-
cision authority. In response to our recommendation, the results of
the Program Analysis and Evaluation study were briefed to the
DOD Comptroller in December 2002.

Senator COLEMAN. I am going to ask you, Mr. Gimble, if you can
just summarize

Mr. GIMBLE. In December 2003, the CIO issued a Defense Travel
System Acquisition Memorandum Decision moving the system for-
ward. That concludes my statement.

Senator COLEMAN. We will have your full statement entered into
the record.

Gentlemen, we are going to adjourn the hearing right now. We
will reconvene when we get back, at sometime between 11:45 and
12 o’clock. You are sworn in and we will just continue when we get
back.

At this point, this hearing is recessed.

[Recess.]

Senator COLEMAN. The hearing is called to order.

Dr. Comes, please proceed.

TESTIMONY OF SCOTT A. COMES, DIRECTOR, STRATEGIC AND
INFORMATION PROGRAMS DIVISION, PROGRAM ANALYSIS
AND EVALUATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Mr. CoMES. Good morning, Chairman Coleman. My name is Dr.
Scott Comes. I am the Director for C4 and Information Programs
in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Program Analysis and
Evaluation.

The Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation conducts inde-
pendent analysis for and provides independent pre-decisional ad-
vice to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense. In this role,
one of PA&E’s principal responsibilities is to ensure that the cost
effectiveness and capabilities of DOD programs are presented accu-
rately and completely. My office has primary responsibility in
PA&E for conducting such analyses in support of information tech-
nology programs, such as the Defense Travel System.

In July 2002, PA&E was asked by the USD Comptroller to con-
duct a cost effectiveness review of the Defense Travel System. We
conducted that analysis and documented our results in a report en-
titled, “DTS Cost Effectiveness Review” in December 2002. I am
here today to answer your questions regarding that report. Thank
you.

Senator COLEMAN. Thank you, Dr. Comes. Mr. Williams.
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TESTIMONY OF McCOY WILLIAMS,! DIRECTOR, FINANCIAL
MANAGEMENT AND ASSURANCE, U.S. GOVERNMENT AC-
COUNTABILITY OFFICE

Mr. WiLLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for the op-
portunity to discuss our preliminary audit results related to DOD’s
efforts to develop and implement a standard end-to-end travel sys-
tem which DOD has been working on for the last 10 years. This
Subcommittee has been at the forefront in addressing issues re-
lated to DOD’s travel management practices, with the hearing
today being another example of its oversight efforts.

Our testimony is based on the preliminary results of our audit
and focuses on the following three questions: Has DOD effectively
tested key functionality in DTS related to flight and air fare infor-
mation? Will DTS correct the problems related to DOD travel pre-
viously identified by GAO and others? What challenges remain in
ensuring that DTS achieves its goal as DOD’s standard travel sys-
tem?

In addition, our statement for the record provides a description
of DOD property rights in DTS, as you requested.

Subsequent to this testimony, we plan to issue a report that will
include recommendations to the Secretary of Defense aimed at im-
proving the Department’s implementation of DTS.

Mr. Chairman, DTS’ development and implementation have been
problematic, especially in the area of testing key functionality to
ensure that the system will perform as intended. Consequently,
critical flaws have been identified after deployment, resulting in
significant schedule delays. Our recent analysis of selected require-
ments disclosed that system testing was ineffective in ensuring
that promised capability has been delivered as intended.

For example, we found that DOD did not have reasonable assur-
ance that DTS properly displayed flight and airfare information.
This problem was not detected prior to deployment since DOD
failed to properly test system interfaces. DTS officials have indi-
cated that this problem was fixed in the most recent system up-
grade. We are in the process of verifying the effectiveness of these
corrective actions.

DTS has corrected some of the previously reported travel prob-
lems, but others remain. Specifically, DTS has resolved the prob-
lem related to duplicate payment for airline tickets purchased with
the centrally billed accounts. However, problems remain related to
improper premium class travel, unused tickets that are not re-
funded, and accuracy of travelers’ claims. These remaining prob-
lems cannot be resolved solely within DTS and will take depart-
ment-wide action to address.

Mr. Chairman, we have identified two key challenges facing DTS
in becoming DOD’s standard travel system: One, developing needed
interfaces; and two, underutilization of DTS at sites where it has
been deployed.

While DTS has developed 32 interfaces with various DOD busi-
ness systems, it will have to develop interfaces with at least 17 ad-
ditional systems and this is not a trivial task.

1The prepared statement of Mr. Williams appears in the Appendix on page 65.
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Furthermore, the continued use of existing legacy travel systems
results in underutilization of DTS and affects the savings that DTS
was planned to achieve. Components incur additional costs by oper-
ating both DTS and legacy systems which have the same
functionality, and by paying higher processing fees for manual
travel vouchers as opposed to processing the travel vouchers elec-
tronically through DTS.

Mr. Chairman, overhauling DOD’s financial management and
business operations, one of the largest and most complex organiza-
tions in the world, represents a daunting challenge. DTS, intended
to be the Department’s end-to-end travel system, is a case study of
some of the obstacles that must be overcome by DOD’s array of
transformation efforts. Successful implementation of standard busi-
ness systems such as DTS will be the key to achieving billions of
dollars of annual savings through DOD transformation. Elimi-
nating stovepiped legacy systems and using cheaper electronic
processing are critical to realizing the anticipated savings.

Again, I commend the Subcommittee for holding this hearing as
a catalyst for improving the Department’s travel management prac-
tices.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. I will be pleased to
respond to any questions you may have.

Senator COLEMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Williams.

Mr. Gaddy, you may proceed.

TESTIMONY OF ZACK E. GADDY,! DIRECTOR, DEFENSE FI-
NANCE AND ACCOUNTING SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE

Mr. GaDpDY. Mr. Chairman, distinguished Members of the Sub-
committee, it is a pleasure to be here to discuss the Defense Travel
System. I am Zack Gaddy, Director of the Defense Finance and Ac-
counting Service. I am providing detailed information on DTS and
the scope of the Department’s travel operations in a statement for
the record. What I want to do now is give you an overview of the
current status of DTS and how we got to where we are today.

The Department of Defense launched DTS in 1995. The goal was
to streamline and improve how the Department managed travel of
DOD personnel and to replace dozens of independent and ineffi-
cient existing travel systems. Initial progress was slower than ex-
pected, and the goal of integrated incompatible systems turned out
to be more complex than originally envisioned. After several re-
views and reports, the time frame for full usage of DTS by every-
one in the Department, originally scheduled to be completed in fis-
cal year 2003, was adjusted to a more realistic time frame of FY
2009.

In recent years, the Department has made important changes to
better manage DTS and achieve the ambitious goals for improving
travel administration. As a result, today, we believe that DTS is
proving to be a cost-effective solution to our travel needs. DTS is
enabling us to make our DTS-related processes faster, less costly,
and better for DOD personnel. It is strengthening accountability
and internal controls, making our data management more accurate

1The prepared statement of Mr. Gaddy appears in the Appendix on page 93.
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and less costly, reducing the likelihood of fraud and waste, and
achieving other benefits.

In fiscal year 2006, we expect that DTS will save the Department
over $35 million. Once fully deployed, DTS will have replaced 31
primary travel systems and eliminated travel processing in another
12 systems where travel is a secondary function of the system.

The management of DTS has been criticized in several reviews
and reports over the past few years. In May 2002, the Department
designated DTS as a Major Automated Information System to get
the program on track. This meant that DTS’ progress and problems
would be subjected to greater scrutiny by the Department’s senior
leaders. This designation resulted in a comprehensive review of the
scope of the program and a thorough analysis as part of the De-
partment’s acquisition process and its program budget review.
Under rigorous scrutiny, the DTS program has met the cost, per-
formance, and schedule goals set for it under its approved program
baseline. Still, we continue to assess how to strengthen the pro-
gram and hasten progress.

To that end, later this fall, we look forward to hearing from the
Government Accountability Office, which is expected to complete its
DTS program review, as a source of additional ideas for improve-
ments. We know that we need to continue to monitor the DTS pro-
gram carefully and to make adjustments. Still, we are beginning to
see the benefits of the new system. For example, DTS speeds up
the travel process and facilitates better customer service, maintains
accountability throughout the travel process, meets our require-
ments for safeguarding information, and allows DOD organizations
to monitor their travel budgets more precisely.

Despite the progress to date, we understand that DTS does not
currently accommodate all DOD travel requirements. For example,
DTS does not process all types of travel for permanent change of
station, group, or mobilization travel. We expect these require-
ments to be addressed by the end of fiscal year 2006.

Further, while DTS enhances visibility and auditability for trav-
el, it does not eliminate travelers’ or approving officials’ erroneous
use or approval of premium travel.

We also recognize that the travel industry and emerging tech-
nologies are changing how travel should be administered. At the
conclusion of this contract, we plan to competitively award a follow-
on contract that will address these emerging opportunities.

In closing, I would emphasize that the Department of Defense
has acted to correct the previous issues with DTS and is providing
proper oversight to make the best use of taxpayer resources to im-
prove our travel process. We welcome input from the GAO and this
Subcommittee to help us fulfill our commitment to provide a world
class travel system for DOD travelers. We appreciate your interest
in DTS and look forward to working with you in the future. Thank
you.

Senator COLEMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Gaddy.

Mr. Williams, I think it was in your testimony, you reflected on
the DOD system being one of the largest and most complex in the
world and we understand that.

Mr. WiLLIAMS. Yes, sir.
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Senator COLEMAN. But even with that understanding, as you
look at the history of this and where it started and even now we
are talking looking at originally 2003 for a goal of integrating sys-
tems and now it is a goal of 2009, that is a long time. The cost
started at $263 million to $500 million. Those are the things that
have obviously raised the level of concern of this Subcommittee.

One of the questions that has come up, and I think, Mr. Wil-
liams, you indicated an answer to it, but I would like it very clear
for the record, who owns this system? Who owns the DTS system?
In the court decision, it appeared that Northrop owned it, and in
fact, the judge specifically raised concerns saying one of the reasons
we are not going to stop it now is because we would walk away
with nothing. Was the judge mistaken on that assessment, or is it
different today than it was then?

Mr. GADDY. I would like to try to answer your question, Mr.
Chairman. DTS is owned by DOD. However, when I say that, there
are aspects of the program where there is software code developed
by DOD that we own outright. All the interfaces to the accounting
and finance systems within the Department, we own all of those
interfaces and all of that software.

The commercially developed software that Northrop Grumman
developed, we have an unlimited license to use that software. We
don’t physically own the software, but we own unlimited rights to
use that software and we can delegate those rights to any other
user as a follow-on contract.

Senator COLEMAN. But, hypothetically, if the contract were to be
terminated with Northrop, what would DOD be left with, because
that was the concern of the judge, that we can’t start from scratch
here. Again, it goes back to the nature of our ownership interest
on things that have been developed with taxpayer dollars. What do
we own if it were to be terminated? Can you divide between what
Northrop would have and what we would have?

Mr. GApDDY. Mr. Chairman, as I said earlier, I believe the correct
answer is, we would be able to take the software that has been de-
veloped by Northrop and turn it over to a subsequent contractor to
use.

Senator COLEMAN. Thank you. In Mr. Langsfeld’s testimony, he
said the system is not cost effective and does not use the best avail-
able software. Does anybody want to respond to that, because my
concern is even if it is deployed, how are you going to realize full
cost savings, and can this fundamental problem be fixed? First, do
you see this as a fundamental problem? Do you agree with the tes-
timony? And then, second, if so, can it be fixed?

Mr. GADDY. I am unable to fully address what Mr. Langsfeld was
referring to when he said it was not cost effective. I do know from
his study that he determined the software, DTS, did not display all
City Pair Contract flights that were available. We took the infor-
mation he supplied to us. We actually used that information and
my internal review organization independently looked at the infor-
mation to determine whether there was a problem with how we
had configured or established the settings on the displays.

We, in fact, went and found we have a 4-hour display of 12
flights, a limitation in the system at the time Mr. Langsfeld did his
study, compared to other displays which use the 12-hour window
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and did not have the 12-flight display limitation. If you widen the
aperture and look at it in the same 12-hour window, we changed
that, we believe we find at least 92 percent of the flights that are
in the City Pair Contract.

We have since, based on information, revised our program to dis-
play a 12-hour window and to display a 25-flight limitation as op-
posed to a 12-flight limitation, and in November, we will start a
new change or a new setting that will display City Pair flights
first. So that way, you always know you get all available City Pair
flights before you look at other available fares.

Senator COLEMAN. We don’t have the chart here, but in one of
his charts, Table 1, he had top 25 domestic City Pairs and he had
total displayed, for the DTS, he had 33 percent whereas for
FedTraveler or Government Trip, E2 Solutions, has higher figures.
Is your testimony that you have made corrections there that would
change these conclusions?

Mr. GADDY. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. We have gone back and
looked at what they were reviewing. The flights are available in
the system, they just were not displayed, and that is what he was
asked to look at. We have since opened the time frame to 12 hours
versus 4 hours and the limits on flights from 12 flights to 25 flights
so that we can display all available flights.

Senator COLEMAN. He also indicated that he was told that DTS
only displayed one-third of the available fares, and that was the 8
percent figure, and then his comment was that DOD told him that
was completely acceptable. Do you agree or disagree with that?

Mr. GADDY. I cannot agree that is acceptable, not to display all
the flights. The 8 percent limitation I believe he was referring to
are not all flights available, all City Pair flights are in the Global
Distribution System. Up to 8 percent, I believe, of City Pair flights
are not currently available in the GDS or Global Distribution Sys-
tem. Therefore, they would not be accessible by any software look-
ing for them.

Within the context of what was available, the 92 percent that are
available because of our settings, and I believe that was buried in
a footnote in his actual table in the report, he said the settings
themselves would determine what would be displayed, and based
on those settings, we looked at it and said, yes, you are right. A
4-hour window does block displaying all available flights, and that
is why we went in and changed the setting to 12 hours.

Senator COLEMAN. To a 12-hour window. When you said 8 per-
cent are not in the system, is that in any system? Is there any sys-
tem that is capable, or is it just the DTS system?

Mr. GADDY. As I understood his comments, the 8 percent were
flights not in the Global Distribution System, which is what any
travel system would go to to find available flights. It is not DTS
per se or ETS. It is not in the Global Distribution System that the
systems are querying to find available flights.

Senator COLEMAN. One of the questions that has come up here
is utilization of the system. The testimony, and Mr. Williams men-
tioned it, about continued use of legacy travel systems, higher proc-
essing fees, etc.

Mr. WiLLiaAMS. That is correct.
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Senator COLEMAN. If we know that there are higher processing
fees with continued use of legacy systems, can you help me under-
stand the under utilization? Why doesn’t the Secretary of Defense
simply mandate that we start using DTS?

Mr. WiLLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, as currently structured, each of
the various components within DOD have funding authority. Until
a decision is made at the top level of the organization that DTS
will be used once it is implemented, the different components will
continue to use those legacy systems. Once DTS is deployed and it
is operational, then it must be used and the legacy systems must
be cut off, then the utilization rate will go up.

But there needs to be a decision made at the top, across the orga-
nization, that this is going to be the policy.

Senator COLEMAN. And my concern is we don’t have that decision
and I am trying to understand the reason for that decision. If on
the one hand we talk about the system being effective and cost ef-
fective, on the other hand we hear there are continued problems in
terms of getting the end-to-end system that we like, is the reason
the decision hasn’t been made because there isn’t a unanimity of
agreement that the system is effective and that it is meeting
needs?

Mr. GADDY. Actually, Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment
further on that. There was a directive signed by the Deputy Sec-
retary of Defense last November directing usage of DTS once de-
ployed to the user sites. You need to understand that when we talk
about the time frame for deploying DTS—I will use an example.
Hill Air Force base in Utah has 16,000 employees. We have re-
cently deployed DTS to that site. It will take probably a year to
fully deploy across all 16,000 users. So one of the reasons you will
see other systems still in use is it hasn’t been fully deployed across
all the users at a particular location.

The directive that was signed last November, however, said DTS
is the official system for this Department. Prior to that time, var-
ious organizations, as Mr. Williams indicated, were making invest-
ments in alternative systems. The Reserve Travel System in the
Air Force comes to mind as an example. There was a decision. DTS
is the official DOD system.

However, as you well know, within the Department, you get a di-
rective on top and then the execution of that directive sometimes
takes a while. One of the factors in it is the deployment of the sys-
tem itself. It is not fully deployed yet. Another factor is even where
it has been deployed to particular sites, it is not fully at use in
those sites quite yet. And the third factor is what I described a lit-
tle bit earlier, and that is all types of travel are not currently ac-
commodated in DTS, so they will need to use legacy systems until
other types of travel are folded into the DTS capability.

At that time, I do believe Dr. Chu, in my conversations with him
and others, we are pushing very hard that old legacy systems do,
in fact, need to be shut down and a decision has to be made, for
example, 60 days post-deployment, full usage has been acknowl-
edged. At some point, you have to terminate the old systems, and
one of the best ways to do that is just stop funding them.
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Senator COLEMAN. Let me then go to the folks on the audit in-
spection side to see if their perspectives, having looked at this, are
as optimistic as Mr. Gaddy’s.

Mr. Gimble, if I can just kind of step back, you originally started
your evaluation based on hotline complaints, which I found—is that
something that is usual?

Mr. GIMBLE. It is fairly usual. We do get a lot of complaints to
the DOD IG hotline and it is typical, you do get them on systems
of various kinds, IT systems, weapons systems.

One thing I would just preface, most of our work on DTS is in
the 2002 time frame and we just recently started some new work
on that system. But for the 3 years that intervened there, we really
hadn’t done much work, so we don’t have much current knowledge.
We know there were some agreements made on actions that were
going to be done to bring it into a system-managed arena. We
think, according to the documentation that we have, that has been
done.

Now, we will go back and look and really do some assessments.
That is the plan that we just started out with in the last week or
so. In fact, it was at your request and we are going to address the
follow-up actions to see if those original recommendations were ap-
propriately addressed and achieved the results that we think they
should have. Also, we will be looking at cost effectiveness and also
how wide the utilization is.

Senator COLEMAN. One of the things that I recall, your original,
I believe that you had an original recommendation that rec-
ommended dropping funding for DTS until cost and benefits were
determined based—is that correct?

Mr. GIMBLE. In the draft report, we had recommended sus-
pending the funding until the system was determined to be cost ef-
fective.

Senator COLEMAN. And then you dropped that recommenda-
tion

Mr. GIMBLE. Well, what we did is we—I would like to say we got
an alternate solution there. They agreed to—the Department
agreed to put the system under an acquisition program, which is
one part of that recommendation, and the other was they agreed
to do the cost-effectiveness study, which was done by PA&E. Subse-
quent to that, our auditors had been redirected into other programs
and so we relied on the Acquisition Memorandum Decision that
was signed off in December 2003 that said everything was compli-
ant and moving forward in terms of—it was a major acquisition in-
formation system versus a special interest initiative. So we really
have been pretty dormant in the oversight of this particular system
since the audit report was issued in July 2002.

Senator COLEMAN. But one of the things you were waiting on
was a cost-benefit analysis from PA&E. Do you believe that was
done? Have you had a chance to review that?

Mr. GIMBLE. We did not review that. This was over on our follow-
up side and there was documentation that indicated it had been
performed. When the Assistant Secretary or the CIO of the Depart-
ment signed off on the Acquisition Memorandum Decision in De-
cember 2003 saying that everything was completed, we didn’t go
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back and follow it. We closed out and redirected our assets into
other areas.

Senator COLEMAN. Dr. Comes, did you consider your work to
be—at least as I understand it, my review of the record is that the
Inspector General agreed to drop its recommendation that program
funding be suspended until costs and benefits were determined.
Have you seen a cost-benefit analysis?

Mr. CoMES. We looked at the costs and benefits at the time of
the program. The program was rather immature, so the available
data to compare on the costs and benefits was rather limited. So
we focused our efforts on what the requirements were for the pro-
gram and whether there might be alternative solutions.

Senator COLEMAN. So would it be fair to say, as I understand it,
you didn’t have the data to do a cost-benefit—did you do a cost-ben-
efit analysis?

Mr. COMES. The reason you couldn’t do a cost-benefit analysis at
the time, it was almost a circular argument. You would need a
good travel system to collect all of that data. Lacking a travel sys-
tem, you had no data. So we did what we could with the available
data that the Program Office had at the time. They had done some
pilot experiments at a few sites and they had reports for Congress
that we reviewed to see what was available at the time.

Senator COLEMAN. I think it is certainly part of my frustration
is we had a recommendation to stop funding until there was a cost-
benefit analysis. It is really not possible to do a cost-benefit anal-
ysis if you don’t have the system in place to do the analysis. I won’t
ask where we are at. I think where we are at, and we have sent
a letter on this in August to the Inspector General to perform a
cost-benefit analysis. I think it has to be done.

Mr. GIMBLE. And we started that work this week.

Senator COLEMAN. Apparently, this contract is going to be rebid
sometime next year. Can somebody explain what pieces of it—what
is going to be rebid, is it next August, next year?

Mr. GADDY. Mr. Chairman, the current contract is set to expire
at the end of fiscal year 2006. What will be rebid is the follow-on
contract support to operate and maintain the system, and if there
are any additional changes to be made, we call it Phase II, travel
reengineering kinds of things that were talked a little bit about in
the earlier panel, if any of those things lead to changes, emerging
changes in the marketplace that we want to adopt within the pro-
gram through a follow-on contract, we would make those changes
to the system.

Senator COLEMAN. Are we confident that we have identified sev-
eral major problems getting to this end-to-end system that we
would like, and clearly, they have been recognized that there are
still some deficiencies in that regard. Do you believe that we need
to resolve those problems at the time it is rebid? What happens if
those problems aren’t resolved? I am trying to understand a proc-
esi (}ilgzre. If you still have issues out there, how do you effectively
rebid?

Mr. GADDY. Mr. Chairman, what normally happens with this
program is we have a series of releases, they are called Presi-
dential releases. The Monroe release will be deployed in the De-
cember time frame. The Quincy Adams release will be deployed
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sometime in the June 2006 time frame. That is the last scheduled
release we have for this program.

Each one of these releases, the intent of it is to improve upon the
capability of the system to provide even more functionality so we
can address additional types of travel, for example, Guard and Re-
serve mobilization travel that is an issue for people.

What we are looking for in what we call the Phase II follow-on
is how permanent duty travel is even managed. Some of the things
that were alluded to here, if we want to change how travel poli-
cies—right now, the system is configured to comply on fares with
the Joint Federal Travel Regulation. If there are changes to how
travel should be administered, those would be then part of the fol-
low-on contract.

In the basic sense, however, the intent is to manage the current
application, operate it, sustain it, and then make any additional
changes that might be deemed desirable using cost-benefit analysis
to see if it is worth doing or not.

Senator COLEMAN. Mr. Williams, I would like to have you ad-
dress this same question if you have problems, identify them. I am
trying to get a sense of the measure of resolution required by the
time a contract is rebid.

Mr. WiLLIAMS. We are looking at about a 12-month time frame
to go through the procurement process. The process would have to
be very aggressive, in my opinion. I would say that you would want
to make sure you do the things that were just described. You want
to make sure you are doing everything that you can to upgrade the
system to address those issues along the way.

We believe that because the system has already been imple-
mented at approximately 5,600 out of the 11,000 locations, that
Block 1 or Phase 1 should be completed. Once that is completed,
we think that there should be a process in which there is an over-
sight, Management Oversight Review Board that needs to take a
look at the whole DTS process, where do we go from here, and look
at it from the standpoint of not just DTS, but this is just one com-
ponent within an overall architecture for DOD and how is it fitting
in and make some decisions on how the Department should proceed
with DTS.

Senator COLEMAN. You indicated that it is presently in 5,600 of
11,000 locations, but my understanding is it is only used in a small
percentage of those. So we are not getting 50 percent use. That is
a 50 percent figure. What is the percent usage right now of DTS?

Mr. GADDY. You are correct that it is not fully used or utilized
at all of those locations yet. While it has been deployed to 5,600
sites, during fiscal year 2005, approximately 8 percent of travel
tickets were procured using DTS. Today, the usage of the system
is about 80,000 travel vouchers a month. That number is growing
at a rate of about 10 to 15 percent per month, so we are seeing
more and more uses as it goes to more sites

Senator COLEMAN. What are 80,000 travel vouchers? About what
percentage of use does that represent?

Mr. GADDY. Again, looking at five million or so a year, that is
about a million—so it is about 20 percent in total. But the usage
is starting to grow because we are going to more sites and more
users are being trained. There is a one-week training program, for
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example, for initial usage at a site. The usage will expand. We will
finish deploying to all of the major sites during fiscal year 2006.

Those major sites where the travel—and it is kind of interesting.
If you look at total usage, 80 percent, roughly, of all travel is per-
formed at those major sites. We talk 11,000, quite honestly, but
there are probably 200 to 300 locations where about 80 percent of
all the travel is actually conducted, and those are the targeted sites
that we are really trying to take the system to first to get it fully
deployed, fully used, so we can take advantage of the benefits that
the system provides.

Senator COLEMAN. My concern is that it is $25—is it $20 or $25
per transaction without DTS? What is the figure?

Mr. GADDY. If you use DTS for travel, for example, if you use full
DTS, no touch, it is about $5

Senator COLEMAN. Five dollars.

Mr. GADDY [continuing]. For a travel reservation. If you go to a
commercial vendor or a commercial travel office, you are talking,
on average, $25 for the same transaction.

Senator COLEMAN. It is about a $20 difference?

Mr. GADDY. Right.

Senator COLEMAN. You have five million vouchers, $12.2 million
at $20 more per cost.

Mr. GADDY. And on the back end, there is a big difference be-
tween the actual computation of the settlement, of the travel trans-
action. DTS is much cheaper. So we know that there is a lot of po-
tential out there, and one of the things you cited, Dr. Chu’s letter,
as the owner of this area, one of the things, that same decision that
directed the use of DTS was the establishment of a Travel Manage-
ment Office within the Department because you have each service
doing something with its own unique systems, including my own.
As a result, his organization is now standing up a standard Travel
Management Office which will assume the responsibility for man-
aging department-wide travel so that we can begin to take advan-
tage of a common application for all users and that is something
that I very strongly support, that there ought to be one way of
doing business within the Department.

Senator COLEMAN. I just want to make sure the record is clear.
Is your testimony that DTS, that the Department has mandated by
order the use of DTS?

Mr. GADDY. There was a directive signed last November by the
Deputy Secretary that said DTS is the official travel system for the
Department.

There is a subject of interpretation, I think, on the part of some
that says, well, OK, that means I can use what I have got until
you replace it, which is true. You have to have something that you
use. But our perspective on it, our Program Management’s perspec-
tive on it is as we deploy the system to these sites, once it is fully
deployed to those sites, then our expectation is we will start shut-
ting down the old systems. I am not sure that we have full agree-
ment of that by the activities that own those systems.

Senator COLEMAN. Well, I would hope, and it is one of the things
that we would like—you would think that there would be a com-
mon understanding from those at the highest level, if it is being
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directed down to—as a military organization, people follow orders,
don’t they?

Mr. GADDY. Yes, sir, they normally do. However, what I find in-
teresting about this business is some will claim they have never
seen the order.

Senator COLEMAN. Dr. Comes, on page 13 of your report, you
state, “It is our understanding that DOD has not bought the rights
to the software developed for the DTS program. This could poten-
tially limit the number of competitors that may support the De-
partment’s voucher processing in the future.” Is there anything you
have heard today that somehow is contrary to that notion?

Mr. CoMmES. That report was written in 2002—in December 2002.
I am not aware of what has happened in the ensuing time.

Senator COLEMAN. I raise that, Mr. Gaddy, because of your testi-
mony. Is it your testimony that as of today, that the statement that
DOD has not bought the rights to software developed for DTS, that
this could potentially limit the number of competitors that may
support the Department’s voucher processing in the future? Are
there limitations on the opportunity for competitors based on limi-
tations on property rights, software property rights?

Mr. GapDY. Mr. Chairman, there are no limitations on subse-
quent users or contractors who might want to operate this system
on behalf of the Department.

Senator COLEMAN. And part of my concern here is I don’t believe
that the Department has really bought anything in the interim.
You are simply giving an interpretation that obviously is contrary
to—because nothing has changed. There was no purchase of prop-
erty rights here, right, of software rights?

Mr. GADDY. Actually, what happened when the contract was re-
structured and we went from buying a service to buying software
development, the normal Federal Acquisition Regulation rules
kicked in that say if it is commercially developed software, we have
rights to the software. Since then, we have actually gotten a signed
letter from the contractor that acknowledges that and we are in the
process of modifying the contract to make sure it specifically clari-
fies that. But our understanding and interpretation of the FAR is
when we pay the contractor to develop software on our behalf, we
have unlimited usage to that software as long as we wish to do so.

Senator COLEMAN. Mr. Williams, does the GAO have the same
assessment of property rights as the DOD has?

Mr. WiLLiAMS. As stated in Appendix 1 to my testimony, that is
consistent with our belief.

Senator COLEMAN. As we move forward, there is obviously more
work to be done. The testimony of the Department is certainly
more optimistic than some of the assessments, as we heard on the
earlier panel.

Can we talk just a little bit about cost savings. We are spending,
as I understand, and I think it is Mr. Comes, is it $537 million?
Is that the figure? I don’t know where that came from. Was it your
study, from fiscal year 2001 to fiscal year 2014? Is that a valid fig-
ure? Does anybody dispute about $537 million as the amount to
complete software development in the system?
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Mr. COMES. Again, that study was done in 2002. I am not aware
of what is happening now as far as what the current cost to com-
plete would be.

Senator COLEMAN. Do we have any estimates of the current cost
to complete the system?

Mr. GADDY. Yes. Currently, the system total acquisition costs for
the whole program is $474 million.

Senator COLEMAN. And what is the time frame for that?

Mr. GaDpDY. Through fiscal year 2006. We have currently ex-
pended $402.5 million of that amount.

Senator COLEMAN. If I went back to Mr. Schatz’s testimony, he
talked about the original study that this whole thing was $260 mil-
lion, that it was supposed to be looked at as that amount set aside
and it was a cost per transaction. Is that simply out the window
now and we are paying for it, this is our obligation, but Northrop
runs the system? How does that work?

Mr. GADDY. Actually, Mr. Chairman, when the contract was re-
structured, you are correct. Prior to that point, it was a purchase
of service. After the restructure, we bought software development
work, program management support, deployment support. So we
have, in fact, paid $229 million of that contract value, original esti-
mate $264 million, we have expended $229 million of that with
Northrop Grumman to date.

Senator COLEMAN. I will bring this portion of the hearing to a
close. My colleague, Senator Coburn, does have a series of ques-
tions, I think he indicated five pages. I am going to keep the record
open for 2 weeks so that we can get a response to those.

But just an observation—and I also say that we will conduct a
follow-up hearing to focus on the later reports that we expect to re-
ceive from the Inspector General and hopefully working with Mr.
Williams, the GAO.

The concern as I sit here and have reviewed all the materials is
there has been a concern certainly about process, Mr. Gaddy, and
that was reflected in some court actions. But there have been con-
cerns about process. There have been concerns about evaluation
along the way, but many of those evaluations are now dated and
so we will certainly get more current ones.

In the end, we want to make sure the system works. That is
what it is about. If it doesn’t work, then we need to know that and
we need to have a very honest assessment of that so we are not
throwing good money after bad. There may be a cheaper, better al-
ternative if it doesn’t work. But if it does work, let us make sure
that we understand what the limitations are, that we then deal
with those limitations, and I appreciate the letter from the Under
Secretary, and then we will go from there.

As T said, this is simply a step along the road. We have not com-
pleted this process. We do appreciate your coming before us, the
work you have done. We look forward to working with you in the
future.

With that, the record will be kept open for 14 days. Questions
will be submitted and responded to. This hearing is now adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:39 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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Good morning, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for the opportunity to testify today
before the Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs. My name is
Tom Schatz and I represent the 1.2 million members and supporters of the Citizens
Against Government Waste (CAGW).

CAGW was created 21 years ago after the late Peter Grace presented to President
Ronald Reagan 2,478 findings and recommendations of the Grace Commission (formally
known as the President's Private Sector Survey on Cost Control). These 2,478
recommendations provided a blueprint for a more efficient, effective, less wasteful, and
smaller government.

Since 1984, the implementation of Grace Commission and CAGW
recommendations have helped save taxpayers more than $685 billion. With a national
debt of more than $7.9 trillion, our work is-farfrom.done.

Each year CAGW publishes Prime Cuts, a comprehensive list of spending cut
options available to Congress. The 2005 edition lists 600 recommendations that could
save taxpayers $232 billion in one year and $2 trillion over five years. Prime Cuts proves
that the problem in Washington is not the lack of ideas, but the lack of political will to
implement these ideas.

In September 2004, Citizens Against Government Waste published a Through the
Looking Glass report entitled the “Defense Travel System: The Twilight Zone of Travel.”
The report revealed that the Defense Travel System (DTS), from its beginning in 1997
through today, has been replete with waste and mismanagement. I would like to submit
the full report for the record.

CAGW applauds this subcommittee’s efforts to evaluate DTS. The original
rationale for DTS was valid: a streamlined, cost-effective way for the Department of
Defense (DOD) to purchase and manage commercial travel. Like many other well-
meaning government ideas, poor execution and misinformation doomed DTS.

The DTS project began with the establishment of the Defense Travel System

Program Management Office (DTS PMO), which has three main duties: (1) procure a
DOD-wide automated travel system; (2) reduce costs; and (3) streamline the travel
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process. To accomplish these goals, the DTS PMO sought to acquire a software-based
travel system, which would make business travel “quicker, easier, and more efficient by
providing automated commercial and government travel support services to DOD
travelers.”

In May 1998, the DTS PMO competitively awarded a contract estimated to cost
$263.7 million to BDM, which was subsequently purchased by TRW, Inc., which in turn
was purchased by Northrop Grumman (Northrop). Northrop was required to develop an
“e-travel system” which would provide for an “end-to-end” automated system. Once
completed, the end-to-end system was supposed to provide every aspect of DOD’s travel
management needs, including travel authorization, ticketing, voucher preparation, and
travel reimbursement.

After operational deployment of a fully functional DTS, Northrop would receive a
one-time, fixed price of $20.00 per DOD user connected to the DTS, plus a fixed fee of
approximately $5.27 for each DOD trip performed using the travel system. DTS PMO
assumed that all 3.2 million DOD users would be connected to the DTS by September
2001, and approximately 5 million transactions would be completed annually using the
DTS through September 2006. Thus, upon full operational deployment to all 3.2 million
DOD users at 11,000 sites worldwide, Northrop would receive payments of $64 million.
Thereafter, Northrop’s revenue would be based solely on the number of actual trips made
by DOD travelers using the DTS.

In late 1998, the DTS PMO began testing the system. The initial tests of the DTS
were failures. The DTS PMO soon recognized that the envisioned travel system was
more complicated than originally thought and Northrop’s software was far less capable
than promised. The DTS PMO ran the travel program with 326 various scenarios to see
if the program would accept a trip request, give an accurate, reasonable price, and process
a reimbursement voucher for the traveler. The numerous problems found in these tests
included the system’s inability to either calculate temporary duty travel combined with
leave or compute travel that required partial payments. Northrop immediately began to
work on the identified glitches, but it was clear by early 1999 that the commercial off-the-
shelf software provided by Northrop as the basis for the DTS could not be fixed with
revisions; it needed a major redevelopment.

In the fall of 2000, the DTS PMO began the second batch of testing, yielding no
better results than the first. Even though the system passed some of the test scenarios, 87
“critical” discrepancies were found in the software. Although 72 of the discrepancies
were solved during the next few rounds of software updates, the completion of the
software continued to be pushed back with each new problem. By August 2001, less than
one month before DTS was to be fully deployed at all DOD sites worldwide, the DTS
continued to fail its tests and was not ready for use at any DOD site. During this period it
became apparent to the DOD and Northrop that DTS simply would not result ina
functional end-to-end travel management system.
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Things then went from bad to worse.

Up to this point, DOD had not invested any money into the program since all
development, testing and deployment costs for the DTS would be covered by Northrop,
as stated in the contract. Payments to Northrop would only commence upon completion,
proof of effectiveness, and operational deployment of the travel system. However, rather
than terminate the DTS contract and competitively procure a system that actually worked,
the DTS PMO and Northrop entered into an unlawful agreement to totally restructure the
contract and pass on hundreds of millions of dollars in costs to taxpayers.

Without opening the contract back up for competitive bidding, DOD and Northrop
entered into secret negotiations and produced an entirely new agreement, violating the
Competition in Contracting Act (CICA) of 1984, Negotiations lasted until February
2002, when modifications were executed that totally changed the technical requirements,
performance schedule, and pricing provisions of the original DTS contract. In fact, the
only contract feature not completely changed was the contract number.

The new agreement removed the most stringent aspects of the original contract.
Instead of requiring a DTS system that operated in a client server mode (customizing and
installing software in each individual computer server at every military base), Northrop
only had to develop a web-based DTS, which would be similar to existing commercial
Internet travel booking systems. Since DOD suddenly had to find a temporary solution to
its travel needs while Northrop developed its web-based system, DOD also illegally
added a new requirement for traditional travel services to the Northrop contract. These
services were subcontracted to a large travel company (Navigent/Sato) at exorbitant rates,
well above prices available in DOD’s other competitively procured traditional travel
service contracts.

The most significant alteration in the DTS contract restructuring was the change
to a cost-reimbursable contract, which meant that the cost and risk for development and
testing was shifted from Northrop to the taxpayers, thereby eliminating any incentive for
Northrop to keep its costs under control. Even worse, the government paid Northrop
$53.5 million to cover the retroactive costs incurred during the unsuccessful tests prior to
December 2000, and the government paid another $30-$40 million between January 2001
and March 2002, while both parties illegally negotiated the restructure of the DTS
contract and Northrop continued its fruitless attempts to make the original DTS work.
Finally, the DOD agreed to pay approximately $35 to $50 million a year commencing on
April 1, 2002 to continue efforts to develop a functional system using the Internet.

In July 2002, DOD Inspector General (IG) Joseph E. Schmitz released a report
that estimated the costs of the DTS program had grown from the original $263.7 million
to $491.9 million — 87 percent higher than the original contract amount. He agreed with
the DTS PMO that the project would not be concluded until 2006, four years behind
schedule. Mr. Schmitz also severely criticized the management of the program, stating
that the DTS was being “substantially developed without the requisite requirements, cost,
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performance, and schedule documents and analyses needed as the foundation for
assessing the effectiveness of the system and its return on investment.” The IG noted that
the quarterly reports issued by the DTS PMO “did not always appear to report the ‘true
state’ of the DTS program.” Finally, Mr. Schmitz said DTS “remains a program at high
risk of not being an effective solution in streamlining the DOD travel management
process.”

Despite the IG’s harsh critique of DTS, DOD continued to fund Northrup’s
system.

The DOD’s Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation (PA&E), following up on
the IG’s findings, released an in-depth report and cost analysis of the DTS to the DOD
comptrolier in December 2002. The PA&E recommended that the DOD consider
commercial e-travel systems that were now available but were unavailable during the
time of the original contract award to Northrop. The PA&E report noted that, without
performing any cost/benefit analysis, the DTS PMO had included many features in its
original solicitation for the travel system that were not required by DOD travelers. The
PA&E stated that “DOD requirements need to be compared against commercial trends
and software availability to see if developing this functionality is worth the cost.”

The PA&E noted that “many new web-based tools are available today on the
Internet. These Internet tools interface with airline, hotel and rental car reservation
systems ... providing a myriad of services and information directly to the traveler during
all phases of travel planning.” Although the DTS PMO reported improved test results
after the contract was restructured, the program nevertheless “still has a considerable
ways to go before full functionality is delivered.” The PA&E found that “it has taken
four years to achieve about half the required functionality with an additional three years
needed to provide full functionality.”

The PA&E report also reviewed the original DTS PMO cost analysis for the DTS
and found that the DTS program expects to spend $537 million to complete development
and maintenance during its life cycle (fiscal year 2001 to fiscal year 2014). The PA&E
compared the cost per transaction fees of commercial e-travel systems (non-end-to-end
systems) to the DTS (an end-to-end system). Testing at pilot DOD sites revealed that the
average cost per transaction of commercial systems was $41; the average cost per
transaction of DTS was $33.60. Therefore, the added benefit to DOD’s DTS end-to-end
system would be $7.40 per transaction, equaling $37 million in total savings per year for
a fully implemented DTS system. Taking all of these factors into consideration, the
PA&E concluded that “at this rate, it will take 15 years of savings to break even on the
DTS program.”

However, it is highly unlikely that a fully implemented and fully functional DTS
will be achieved, even by September 2006. Taxpayers continue to fund the program,
Northrop continues to make changes and modifications to the system, yet DTS continues
to experience serious problems. In fact, the DTS may not even be able to keep up with
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commercially available products. As the PA&E noted, “[i]n attempting to keep pace with
ever increasing capabilities in commercial travel software, the probability of requirements
growth in DTS software development will increase before final delivery.” This is not the
first time it has been proven that the government cannot develop software at the same
rate, efficiency, or low cost that can be achieved by the private sector.

Part of the confusion existed because DOD had not released current figures on the
cost of the DTS program to date or projected estimates to complete the system through
September 2006. Each time DTS is re-evaluated, the cost calculations rise significantly.
In July 2002, the DOD IG estimated the system would cost $491.9 million upon
completion. Subsequently, the PA&E December 2002 report re-evaluated the DTS
PMO’s cost benefit and analysis findings and stated that a fully deployed DTS would cost
atotal of $537 million. A July 2004 article reported that “DTS is expected to be finished
by Sept. 30, 2006, at a total cost of $474 million.”

The most current cost estimate was released in March 2005. The Government
Accountability Office (GAO) concluded that the “DTS total life cycle cost estimate,
including the military service and Defense agencies, is $4.39 billion.” The new estimate
means that taxpayers are paying $4.13 billion, or 1,565 percent, more than the original
1998 figure of $263.7 million.

However, DTS’s problems do not end with rising costs and questionable
functionality.

On July 26, 2004, the U.S. Court of Federal Claims, in the case of CW_
Government Travel, Inc. v. the United States, held that “[the DTS PMO’s] failure to issue
a competitive solicitation for the traditional travel services added by Modification P00029
violated CICA [the Competition in Contracting Act].” The court found that the change to
the DTS contract was “a cardinal change™ and required the DTS PMO to re-solicit the
traditional travel services work, which “will serve the public interest by ensuring fair and
open competition in public contracts.”

In a small victory for taxpayers, the court ordered the government to terminate the
traditional travel services portion of the 2002 DTS contract and conduct a competitive
procurement that would result in a new contractor performing these services by
November 2004. Based on a comparison of the pricing for traditional travel services in
the Northrop contract to the pricing in CW Government Travel’s competitively won DOD
travel contracts, DOD has overpaid for traditional travel services under the unlawful
Northrop contract by approximately $14 million since 2002.

Although the court found the 2002 restructure of the 1998 Northrop contract to be
unlawful, it subsequently determined, in a novel and unprecedented decision, that the e-
travel portion of the Northrop contract should remain in force. The court relied on a
unique equitable argument that preventing the restructured 2002 Northrop contract for e-
travel services from going forward would delay the project even further, and that
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Northrop’s system was “substantially complete.” The court assumed that “[a]ny new
contractor would not have a system that could be immediately deployed.” Despite the
unlawful pricing and technical changes, the court said the agreement with Northrop
would remain because it was simply too late to terminate the contract and re-compete the
web-based travel management system.

Unfortunately, the court’s conclusions are not supported by the facts. While the
court believed the DTS to be “substantially complete,” it will cost taxpayers at least
another $50 million to deploy the system by late 2006. The DTS that is currently
deployed frequently cannot find the lowest applicable airfare available for DOD travelers,
nor does it work for international travel. Of the 5 million tickets the DOD issues
annually, DTS cannot find the lowest available price for approximately 40 percent of
them. Travel agents who have tested the DTS found that flights booked by DTS can cost
as much as $1,200 more per ticket than applicable fares available to government travelers
because the DTS software did not alert the traveler or travel agent that a lower priced
government fare was available.

Another fundamental problem with the DTS is that it does not provide travel
agents with the information necessary for them to process DOD travel expenditures. The
original contract stated that this would be a time-saving tool that the enhanced e-travel
system would perform; yet, today this task must still be performed manually for the
majority of travel transactions and often requires travel agent intervention at higher fees
to correct the DTS errors.

Following the July 2004 decision, DOD issued a competitive solicitation for
traditional travel services worldwide. According to the solicitation, travel agents are
required to manually verify that DTS found the lowest fare available. In the event that
DTS has not found the correct price for a ticket, travel agents must fix the problem or be
held liable for any additional costs. If DTS worked as DOD claims, that requirement of
travel agents would be unnecessary.

The court’s determination that Northrop’s e-travel system was substantially
complete is further undermined by the fact that the DTS is rarely used at the military
facilities where it has been operationally deployed. The DOD issues approximately 5
million tickets each year. Between 1998-2004, 15,000 tickets had been purchased
through the DTS since 1998. This means that 99 percent of the DOD tickets were issued
via traditional travel services. At that time, the most current DTS cost estimate was
$491.9 million; therefore, each of the 15,000 tickets issued cost taxpayers $33,000.

On March 16, 2005, GAO confirmed that DTS is not able to complete many of
the functions it was originally intended to perform. According to GAO, DTS cannot
calculate late payment interest and fees, so travelers do not have any assurance of
receiving proper and timely reimbursement for travel. According to “DTS officials,” the
system was never designed to handle such information. Also, the report noted that for the
first quarter of fiscal year 2004, the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS)
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“reported a 14 percent inaccuracy rate in DTS travel payments of airfare, lodging, and
meals and incidental expenses.... In addition to these deficiencies, DFAS noted errors in
DTS calculations for meals and incidental expenses.” The DFAS report “also noted that
DTS was not adequately retaining an audit trail of administrative and security data,
leaving management unable to investigate suspicious activities or research problem
transactions.”

Currently, the DTS PMO states that DTS is already operating at 5,624 sites, has
processed more than 1 million authorizations and more than 836,000 vouchers. However,
these numbers are misleading. The DTS PMO claims that DTS is deployed at a site once
one computer is hooked up to the system. The military facility is not required to use DTS
nor does every computer need to be programmed to use DTS. The most effective use of
the DTS system is its ability to produce authorizations and vouchers. However, this was
not the original intent of DTS, nor was it the goal for the rewritten 2002 contract.

Taxpayers should not have to pay $4.39 billion for a voucher system when there
are alternative travel systems available for DOD use that have not cost the taxpayers a
dime to build. DOD can purchase e-travel services from two vendors that were awarded
contracts by the General Services Administration (GSA): CW Government Travel and
EDS. Each of these two vendors provides a web-based system that was developed at
their own expense rather than by the taxpayers, demonstrating that DOD did not have to
assume all costs and performance risks to develop a web-based travel system. Moreover,
these GSA contracts are available for DOD use immediately.

In its decision, the Court of Federal Claims refused to terminate the 2002
Northrop contract in part because the government stated that “Northrop would walk away
with the system that it has developed and the Government would have to start over.”

This is perhaps the most outrageous aspect of the 2002 Northrop contract. Despite
having paid Northrop millions of dollars to develop, operate and maintain the DTS, the
government does not own it, does not receive any profit from it, and has only been
granted a license which requires it to pay Northrop for the right to use the very system
built at the taxpayers’ expense.

While the DOD had good intentions to cut expenses and make its travel services
more streamlined through the DTS, what the Pentagon has ended up with is a highly
ineffective, very expensive and hugely wasteful system with many fundamental flaws that
may never be fully resolved. Moreover, the DTS was procured under an unlawful
contract at exorbitant costs, and the DTS PMO did not even obtain title to the DTS that it
is paying billions of dollars to develop. The DOD steadfastly refuses to look at better e-
travel alternatives, such as the systems developed by CW Government Travel and EDS,
which cost taxpayers nothing to develop and provide quicker and cheaper solutions.

CAGW recommends that DOD cancel the DTS contract, which is nothing more
than a government-subsidized monopoly. The rising costs and questionable performance
record indicate that the investment is not a good deal for taxpayers or the government.
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Furthermore, other systems are available for DOD’s immediate use that are more cost-
effective and user-friendly. CAGW also recommends that the 2002 PA&E report be
publicly released so that full disclosure of DTS cost benefit and analysis can be provided.
And finally, CAGW strongly supports Sen. Tom Coburn’s (R-Okla.) amendment which
would ban DOD from using funds for an e-travel system after October 1, 2005 and
instead allow the Pentagon to obtain web-based travel services through GSA’s e-travel
program, saving at least $30-$50 million annually.

Thank you very much for this opportunity to testify. This concludes my
testimony. I will be happy to answer any questions at this time.
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Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-committee.

Thank you for the opportunity to be here today. My name is Robert Langsfeld. |
am the founding partner of The Corporate Solutions Groupe. We are a
consulting firm providing services to the Government and Public sectors. | am
here because our firm was retained by GSA to conduct an audit that included an
audit of the DTS system.

Before | get to a discussion of the results of our audit, | would like to give you
some information about my background. | have worked for two of the “Big Six”
CPA firms. | have held several senior financial positions for United Technologies
and General Dynamics, and have served as the Vice President of Finance for
The Titan Corporation. | have since worked as a consultant for 15 plus years in
the travel industry, exclusively assisting corporations and government agencies
in managing their travel expenditures and processes, and auditing their programs
for compliance and performance.

| have also assisted in the development of several corporate self-booking
systems (similar to Orbitz and Expedia) as well as several corporate expense
voucher reporting systems. Finally, | have been honored as being "One of the 25
most influential executives in the travel industry,” by Business Travel News, the
pre-eminent travel industry publication and resource.

I worked with the original DTS Project Management Office, under Col. Albert
Arnold, to assist DOD in the initial DTS development. | was also hired by GSA’s
eTravel Solutions Office as their Subject Matter Expert (SME) for self booking
travel systems and | assisted them in the development and source selection of
their products for almost two years.

| am here today to discuss an audit that we were hired to perform on behalf of
GSA and DoD of the DTS and eTS Travel Systems. This study audit included an
executive summary and a second report of the Contract City Pair Program
managed by GSA (the CPP program).

The scope of the request required The CSG to determine that fares returned
through eTS and DTS travel services are the best, policy compliant fares that are
available at the time of booking. The outcome was intended fo be:

e An accurate, independent assessment of fare presentation.

e Use of the best available rates.

 Identification of applicable and appropriate audit and review standards.
» Improved travel options and reduced costs for the Federal traveler.

s Reduced cost to the taxpayer and government by ensuring that the best,
policy compliant fares are available and to determine the degree that the
fares have been used.
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The General Services Administration’s eTS master contracts and the DoD
Defense Travel Systems that were reviewed were:

o CW Government Travel (CWGT) of San Antonio, Texas (E2 Solutions)
o EDS of Fairfax, Virginia (FedTraveler)

+ Northrop Grumman Mission Systems (NGMS) of Fairfax, Virginia
(GovTrip)

¢ And, The Defense Travel System hosted by Northrop Grumman Mission
Systems (DTS)

The CSG Team was to perform an initial review of the booking systems and tools
employed by the Government, including the DTS/eTS solutions and the
underlying GDS and related inventory platforms. This review applied a
combination of automated and manual techniques to perform the tests outlined in
the statement of work. The review was designed to:

1. Analyze any differences found in the above-mentioned procedures to
determine the reasons for the differences.

2. Provide a report providing raw results and summarize the findings,
validate that the vendors are accurately taking availability and fare
information from the GDS and accurately displaying this information for
reservation purposes in a manner that is compliant with the DTS/ETS
contracts/policies.

3. Assessing whether reservation and fare information are presented in the
correct order as stipulated by the contract and associated policies. The
appropriate methodology for establishing a baseline used a sampling
methodology.

The initial review found a variety of errors, omissions and problems. However,
when these problems were reported to DTS and GSA, instead of acknowledging
the problems, project-management personnel decided to change and reduce our
review and the performance scope of our contract significantly. These changes
to our original assignment had the effect of significantly reducing our ability to
report variances in available airfares, commercially available airfares (such as
what you know as round-trip fares, competitive marketplace fares and so on) and
limited the review to only CPP fares. | believe it is the Government's failure to
acknowledge the errors and omissions that our initial review revealed that has
brought me here today.
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Despite the reduced scope of selected city pairs we did find significant
performance issues with DTS:

1. All available fares are not listed/displayed
2. All CPP fares are not listed/displayed
3. Lowest cost airfares are not listed/displayed

I would like to take a moment to describe what the CPP process is and how the
results get to the DTS and eTS systems. As you can see from the slide, GSA
accepts bids from the airlines and then awards each city pair to the respective
airlines. The rates are sent to a processing group, the Airline Tariff Publishing
Company, and are “loaded” in to the respective Global Distribution Systems,
such as Sabre, Galileo, Worldspan and Amadeus. The web-based trave! systems
of one or more of the travel companies and suppliers access this information,
process it, and display it to the federal traveler.

During our CPP review, we found that between 7-8% of all of these fares either
were not loaded correctly, or were not loaded at all in to the global distribution
systems. Therefore, they were not available to DTS to be displayed for the DTS
traveler to select. When this result was disclosed to GSA, however, their
response was to say that the error rate of 8% was fotally and completely
acceptable.

The Government's response was nothing short of astounding. In the corporate
sector, a 1% omission rate would result in a contractor being called on the carpet
for corrective action, and a 2% variance would probably result in termination.
Yet, for GSA and DTS, 8% omission is acceptable. In the corporate world, we
not only expect, but we demand that when issues like these are identified,
corrective action is taken. | cannot understand why the Government believes
that an 8% error rate could ever be acceptable.

To make matters worse, GSA refused to provide our company with the source
documentation to verify the city-pairs contracted by GSA with the airlines, despite
repeated requests. We were denied access to pertinent information and not
allowed to see if the program was performing as the contract required. No
auditor can provide an opinion without source documentation.

GSA and DTS's actions made clear to us that what was being sought from The
CSG was not a true “audit” but, rather, a “rubber stamp” validation that would
demonstrate the success of the DTS and eTS systems and the CCP program.

The 8% omission rate of city pairs from the global distribution systems was only
the first level of errors observed. When The CSG attempted to audit the DTS
and eTS systems themselves, we were denied access to the operational
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systems, methodologies and processes throughout the audit, even upon several
attempts and requests to review these systems. Our auditors were not allowed
to actually access DTS or the three eTS systems under review. We were only
permitted to review the display/results of the systems. The PMO’s “set the
settings and policies” to ensure correct and consistent application for
comparability. These restrictions on our audit were specifically noted in our
findings.

Our audit was performed by conducting near-simultaneous comparative testing
of ali four (4) U.S. Federal Government electronic internet-based travel systems.
Pre-testing began on Monday, February 14, 2005 while actual testing began on
Tuesday, February 15, 2005 and continued through Monday, February 21, 2005.

To perform our audit, The CSG used the domestic and international itineraries
that the Government selected and applied them to the DTS system and the three
eTS systems. The trips were searched for CPP fares, in a consistent and
objective manner. We established the criteria with the PMO’s and DFAS to
ensure consistency. We actually used the systems as a federal traveler would
use them.

The result of these reports is clearly summarized in the following charts. As you
will see in the chart a YCA is the code used to designate unrestricted coach
class contract fares for Government contract carriers. A YCA Fare —Capacity-
Controlied Fares (_CA) Fare is the code designating coach class fares that are
restricted only as to limits on seat availability.

Table 1Table—t (below) summarized major air routes used by federal travelers,
as determined by the General Services Administration through its negotiated air
fare program, The City Pair Program (CPP). The table described the two major
negotiated air fare categories contracted by the Government.

This table shows that the eTS/DTS air fare booking tools portrayed between
34.5% and 89.9% of all applicable CPP fares offered in the 25 markets.

A higher number of contract fares displayed represents a better service offering
for the Government and makes the largest array of potential savings
opportunities available.

Overall, the systems successfully displayed accurate contract fares between
91.2% and 97.2% of the time when such fares were offered. The major
operational deficiency characterized by the table is in the ability of the systems
evaluated to present ali applicable contract fares.
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In fact, only 61 of 187 displayed CPP flights were listed by DTS which is on 33%
of the potential fares displayed. The others showed between 35% and 91% of
the fares displayed.

Table 1: TOP 25 DOMESTIC CITY PAIRS

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 187 61 32.6% 66 35.3% 170 90.9% 76 40.6%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 119 41 34.5% 44 37.0% 107 89.9% 100 84.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 306 102 33.3% 110 35.9% | 277 90.5% 176  57.5%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 93 91.2% 103 936% | 270 97.5% | 171 97.2%
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems 57
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems 18.6%

The audit further identified situations where fares lower than the contract rates
were available through the general marketplace (by using competing, non-
contracted, services). The systems did not uniformly display this information
correctly.
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The same processes were applied to pre-selected international travel and are
displayed below.

Table 2: TOP 10 OVERSEAS FLIGHTS ORIGINATING OR TERMINATING WITHIN THE

UNITED STATES

Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
ldentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

44

26

70

N/A

13

18.6%

26

20

29.5%

50.0%

37.1%

76.9%

12

14

26

18

27.3%

53.8%

37.1%

69.2%

N/A

88.6%

88.5%

88.6%

N/A

15

15

30

N/A

34.1%

57.7%

42.9%

N/A

The data portrayed by both tables show that, while each of the booking systems
evaluated offer a high number of contract fares accurately and consistently, there
are anomalies and deficiencies in both contract displays and competitive market

displays.

We were limited by the Government imposed audit parameters to looking only at
the CPP fares. Therefore we did not report on any optional, comparative
commercial fares that were available. It is important to note that the results on
this table represent the best performance that the systems could have achieved
in finding the Government CPP fares. If we had been required to look at other
non-CPP fares, then DTS and the eTS systems results would have been
considerably worse. The Federal Acquisition Regulations clearly identifies the
need and opportunity for the government traveler to take the most cost
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advantageous comparable airfares. Without being presented with alternative air
fares which are commercially available the government traveler could spend
more then they should.

As is quite apparent, the displayed fares for ALL applicable contract fares, as
provided by the PMO'’s, were not always displayed by these systems. If they are
not displayed then they cannot be selected by the traveler. In fact, as shown in
the chart, in our review DTS only displayed the applicable contract fares one-
third of the time.

Most of the work in audit and system reviews that we have performed has been
in the private sector. An audit that obtained results such as these in the
corporate world would have elicited a strong concern and action plan to correct
the deficiencies. | was surprised, and in fact astonished that when these findings
were presented, the government sought to downplay and ignore the results.
Government representatives even sought to have us change some of the
findings to give a better result. Both my personal and my company’s reputation
and integrity as an independent professional auditor were challenged. | chose
not to accept a compromise or bend to the pressure. When | refused to accept
the proposed changes our company's contract was terminated.

The overriding concern | see in this study is that when deficiencies and problems
were identified, the Government personnel chose to change, suppress or modify
results in order to downplay the severity of the problems and to disclaim
responsibility. Our concerns were expressed a number of times.

| do not understand or accept that the Government was not performing a
continuing quality control audit, as corporations do on an ongoing basis, to
ensure contract performance and compliance of the CPP program, the DTS
system and the eTS system. ltis painfully apparent that such reviews need to be
at an independent level and not entrusted to the operational personnel in the
GSA and DoD offices.

The DTS and GSA claims of adoption, performance and savings using this new
technology are extremely optimistic...if not categorically wrong and overstated.
The reality of the performance and expectations needs to be valued and
evaluated compared to the budget and requirements at the individual agencies.
In these times of budgetary concerns and constraints the performance of
systems such as these is paramount. | hope that this committee and these
hearings may resuft in a viable and reliable process for the use of the
government and in this case, the government traveler.

Thank you for allowing me to participate in this hearing and | am prepared to
answer your questions.
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations:

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before the committee today and to respond to
your request to address and answer questions regarding our audit report, “Allegations to the
Defense Hotline on the Management of the Defense Travel System,” Report No. D-2002-124,
dated July 1, 2002. We conducted the audit in response to allegations made to the Defense
Hotline concerning management of the Defense Travel System. In summary, we concluded that
the Department of Defense (DoD) should have managed the Defense Travel System Program as
a major automated information system program and ensured that it had met requirements of the
Clinger-Cohen Act and DoD acquisition and security policies.

Before I begin discussing the Defense Travel System, I would like to provide information
on other acquisition efforts where we identified systemic problems pertaining to information
technology acquisitions reported for the period October 1996 to March 2000 (IG, DoD Report
No. D-2000-162, “Summary of Audits of Acquisition of Information Technology,” dated July
13, 2000). Those identified systemic problems were: inadequate documentation and validation
of system requirements, inaccurate life-cycle cost analysis or incomplete cost data, incomplete
analysis of alternatives to assure programs are the most cost effective solutions, improper
categorization of systems for oversight purposes according to the acquisition criteria established
in DoD policy, and incomplete or nonexistent acquisition program baselines to record cost,
schedule and performance goals. Many of these issues were present in the Defense Travel
System acquisition. Additionally, we believe that the Defense Travel System also faced
significant challenges in using commercial-off-the-shelf software that required substantial
modifications. In May 1999 and June 2002, we reported on similar challenges in using
commercial-off-the-shelf software for the Standard Procurement System and the Defense
Integrated Military Human Resources System, respectively.

Defense Travel System

The Defense Travel System was envisioned as a general support system designed to
make business travel quicker, easier, and more efficient by providing automated commercial and
Government travel support services to DoD travelers. In addition, the Defense Travel System
was to be designed to speed and streamline the entire cycle of authorization, reservation, and
claims processing involved in global DoD travel. By early 1999, as indicated in our audit report,
it became evident that the commercial-off-the shelf software required major development and
modification in order to meet DoD requirements. In February 2002, the Defense Travel System
Program Management Office requested approximately $377 million to manage and develop the
program for
FY 2002 through 2007, of which $186.5 million was research, development, test, and evaluation
funds.
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Acquisition of Travel Services

As stated in our July 2002 audit report, the Defense Travel System was at high risk for
not being an effective solution to streamlining the DoD travel management process because it
had not been managed in accordance with either the Clinger-Cohen Act or DoD acquisition
policy. User requirements were not defined through a mission needs statement or operational
requirements document. Further, the Defense Travel System experienced significant testing and
deployment problems. Those problems were compounded by the need for significant
developmental efforts that had not been originally planned for because the Defense Travel
System was considered a commercial-off-the-shelf based system.

Testing and Deployment

Significant problems in testing by the Program Management Office beginning in late
1998 and in operational assessments conducted by the Joint Interoperability Test Command in
November 2000 and in July to August 2001 confirmed the need for additional program structure,
analysis and oversight subsequently recommended by our audit report. The Program
Management Office had terminated the November 2000 operational assessment because 72
discrepancies and substantial deployment problems were identified. With respect to the second
operational assessment, in October 2001, the Joint Interoperability Test Command reported that
it did not consider the Defense Travel System to be an operationally effective system for all DoD
Components. In FY 2002, DoD revised its deployment plan and reduced the number of
deployment sites from 11,000 sites to about 260 sites, at which the Program Management Office
indicated included 86 percent of all DoD travelers.

Acquisition Qversight

The Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 and DoD acquisition policy provide an effective
framework for the management of information technology investments. The DoD Chief
Information Officer is responsible for monitoring and evaluating the performance of information
technology programs to include advising the Secretary of Defense whether to continue, modify,
or terminate a program [40 U.S.C. 1425]. Information on cost, schedule, and performance
required by DoD acquisition policy would also be needed by the Chief Information Officer in
performing those responsibilities. However, DoD had not viewed the Defense Travel System as
subject to DoD acquisition policy for a program because its capabilities were based on
commercial-off-the shelf software, and therefore, information on cost, schedule, and
performance had not been obtained. DoD had not instituted acquisition controls to provide
essential information for decision-making, such as a mission needs statement or operational
requirements document, a life-cycle cost estimate, an acquisition program baseline, and a test
and evaluation master plan because the system was not designated as a program. Further,
because the Defense Travel System had not been designated as a major automated information
system acquisition program until May 2002 [about 7 years after the initiation of the Defense
Travel System], the Program Management Office had not prepared these documents, and
therefore, such information had not been available for decision making nor had there been a
milestone decision authority established pursuant to DoD acquisition policy.



63

Designation as Special Interest Initiative

In June 1997, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control,
Communications and Intelligence [DoD Chief Information Officer] designated the Defense
Travel System as a special interest initiative. DoD did not consider special interest initiatives
subject to acquisition policy requirements. In May 1999, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Command, Control, Communications and Intelligence issued a memorandum, “Designation of
Major Automated Information System Acquisition Programs/Special Interest Initiatives and
Related Oversight Requirements,” providing general guidance for programs designated as
special interest initiatives. Specifically, the memorandum stated that the special interest
initiatives did not require Information Technology Overarching Integrated Product Team
oversight but were subject to review by the Chief Information Officers of the DoD, Army, Navy,
or Air Force. In January 2001, the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and
Logistics and the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller/Chief Financial Officer)
recommended a reassessment of the Defense Travel System because of deficiencies identified
during acceptance tests. They also required the Ammy to specify actions needed on the Defense
Travel System contract based on results of a functional and technical assessment of the system.
On March 30, 2001, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, Communications
and Intelligence issued a memorandum, “Designation of Major Automated Information System
Acquisition Program,” that identified DoD information systems designated as major automated
information systems subject to DoD acquisition requirements. However, the Defense Travel
System remained a special interest initiative, and therefore, was not subject to DoD acquisition
policy. On April 5, 2001, the U.S. Army Communications-Electronics Command became
responsible for the contract, to include contract restructuring. On July 17, 2001, the Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics and the Under Secretary of
Defense (Comptroller/Chief Financial Officer) issued a memorandum, “Defense Travel System,”
that approved proceeding with the Defense Travel System and identified that they, the Under
Secretaries, would retain oversight responsibility of the program until the contract actions were
completed.

Report Recommendations

We had recommended the designation of the Defense Travel System as a major
automated information system program and that the Under Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller/Chief Financial Officer) complete the Program Analysis and Evaluation study by
October 1, 2002. The Under Secretary tasked the Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation to
undertake a cost effectiveness study of the Defense Travel System that would be used to
determine whether to continue or terminate the system. Additionally, we had recommended
among other things, that the Project Management Office comply with the intent of the Clinger-
Cohen Act by managing the Defense Travel System as a major information technology
investment and develop essential acquisition documents needed for effective oversight including
a mission statement, an operations requirements document, a life-cycle cost estimate, an
acquisition program baseline, and a test and evaluation master plan. We had further
recommended that the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics;
the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller/Chief Financial Officer); and the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, Communications, and Intelligence) review the
progress made by the Program Management Office in developing appropriate acquisition
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information and determine whether the Defense Travel System Program should continue or be
terminated.

Management Actions Taken

In response to our audit, in May 2002, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command,
Control, Communications, and Intelligence designated the Defense Travel System as a major
automated information system program subject to DoD acquisition policy with himself as the
milestone decision authority. In response to our report recommendation, the results of the
Program Analysis and Evaluation study were briefed to the Under Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller/Chief Financial Officer) in December 2002. On December 24, 2003, the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Networks and Information Integration [DoD Chief Information
Officer], formerly the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, Communications
and Intelligence, issued a Defense Travel System Acquisition Decision Memorandum based on
the Milestone C decision held October 20, 2003. A Milestone C decision to proceed commits
DoD to production and deployment of a system. In the decision memorandum, he continued the
program, and among other things, certified that the Defense Travel System Program was being
developed in accordance with the requirements of Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996, and confirmed
that appropriate actions had been taken for business process reengineering, analysis of
alternatives, economic analysis and performance measures. Additionally, he indicated in his
memorandum that an appropriate information assurance strategy was in place for the Defense
Travel System.

Related ongoing work

On June 22, 2005, Senator Coburn, Chairman, Subcommittee on Federal Financial
Management, Government Information, and International Security requested information on the
material differences between the original Defense Travel System and the 2002 contract
renegotiation. On July 27, 2005, we initiated work in response to his request.

On August 11, 2005, Senator Coleman, Chairman, Permanent Subcommittee on
Investigations requested that our office “undertake a full, complete and independent performance
and cost benefit evaluation of the Defense Travel System to determine if it is the most cost-
effective solution to the Department’s travel needs.” In response to that request, we announced
an audit on September 26, 2005.
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DOD BUSINESS TRANSFORMATION

Preliminary Observations on Defense
Travel System

What GAO Found

DTS development and implerentation have been problematic, especially in
the area of testing key functionality to ensure that the system will perform as
intended. Consequently, critical flaws have been identified after deployment,
resulting in significant schedule slippages as shown below.

DTS Schedule Sli

—-‘l 998 ] 7666 | 2000 | 2007 | 2002 | 2003 )
Phase | - Common User Interface (CUl} N
Computation Module Test Sept 98 BllJan 83
Phase Il - Full system test within a confrolled

Oct 98 D%RB1E Sept 99

Phase Hla (part 1) - Fult system test on an I
operational base using simutated data Oct SBIREEFMASRIRE Sept 00

Phase Hlla (part 2} - Full system test on an
aperational base using live data

Nov 08 [FEESHERERERIENE Dec 00

Phase Hib - Fulf system test of CUt interfaced Ongoing testing continues until all 35+
with accounting and disbursing system of each  Jan 99 Wﬂggﬁnﬁlﬁx S Siig Systen )
miltary service and defense agency have successfully completed testing

{1 Originat date $ Schedule delays [l Actual date
Source: GAOC.

GAO’s recent analysis of selected requirements disclosed that system testing
was ineffective in ensuring that the promised capability has been delivered
as intended. For example, GAO found that DOD did not have reasonable
assurance that DTS properly display flight and airfare information. This
problem was not detected prior to deployment, since DOD failed to properly
test system interfaces. Accordingly, DOD travelers might not have received
accurate information which, could have resuited in higher travel costs.

DTS has corrected some of the previously reported travel problems but
others remain. Specifically, DTS has resolved the probler related to
duplicate payment for airline tickets purchased with the centrally billed
accounts. However, problems remain related to improper premium class
travel, unused tickets that are not refunded, and accuracy of traveler's
claims. These remaining problems cannot be resolved solely within DTS and
will take departmentwide action to address.

GAOQ identified two key challenges facing DTS in becoming DOD's standard
travel system: (1) developing needed interfaces and (2) underutilization of
DTS at sites where it has been deployed. While DTS has developed 32
interfaces with various DOD business systems, it will have to develop
interfaces with at least 17 additional systems—-not a trivial task.
Furthermore, the continued use of the existing legacy travel systems results
in underutilization of DTS and affects the savings that DTS was planned to
achieve. Components incur additional costs by operating two systems with
the same function—the legacy system and DTS—and by paying higher
processing fees for manual travel vouchers as opposed to processing the
travel vouchers electronically through DTS,

United States A ity Office
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss our preliminary results of the
Department of Defense (DOD) efforts to develop and implement a new
standard end-to-end travel system.' Over 10 years ago, the DOD Task
Force to Reengineer Travel issued a report that pinpointed three principal
causes for DOD’s inefficient travel system: (1) travel policies and
programs were focused on compliance with rigid rules rather than mission
performance, (2) travel practices did not keep pace with travel
management improvements implemented by industry, and (3) the travel
system were not integrated. To address these concerns, DOD established
the Project Management Office—Defense Travel System (PMO-DTS) to
acquire travel services that would be used DOD-wide. This Subcommittee
has been at the forefront in addressing issues related to DOD’s travel
management practices. Continued oversight activities such as this hearing
can help ensure that DOD achieves its long-standing goal of successfully
implementing a standard travel management system. We look forward to
continuing to work with the Subcommittee.

Because of widespread congressional interest in the Defense Travel
System (DTS), our current audit is being performed under the statutory
authority given to the Comptroller General of the United States. Our
testimony today is based on the preliminary results of that audit. Aithough
we discussed the preliminary findings included in our testimony with DOD
officials, we have not yet provided the department with our draft report
for comment. Subsequent to this testimony, we plan to issue a report that
will include recommendations to the Secretary of Defense aimed at
improving the department’s management and oversight of DTS,

! DOD expects DTS to perform all functions related to travel or ensure that other systems
are provided with adequate information to provide this functionality. For example,
obligating funds associated with travel is a necessary function and DTS is expected to (1}
make sure that adequate funds are available before authorizing travel either through
information contained in its system or by obtaining the necessary information from another
systern, (2) obligate funds through issuance of approved travel orders, and (3) provide
DOD's financial £ with the y information so that those systems
can record the obligation. Since DTS is required to ensure that all travel related
functionality is properly performed, DOD coramonly refers to DTS as an “end-to-end
syster.”

Page 1 GAO-05-998T
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Today, our testimony will focus on the following three key questions:

Has DOD effectively tested key DTS functionality related to flights and
fare information?

Will DTS correct the internal control weaknesses and improper payments
previously identified?

What challenges remain in ensuring that DTS achieves its goal as DOD’s
standard travel system?

In addition, for the hearing today, you asked us for a description of DOD's
property rights in DTS, We address this issue in appendix L

To address the first key question, we reviewed two key DTS flight-related
requirements and the related testing to determine if the desired
functionality was effectively implemented. To address the second key
question, we analyzed (1) our prior reports and testimonies, (2) selected
Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) reports, and (3) DOD
congressional testimonies to identify the specific problems that DTS was
intended to resolve. We also randomly selected for detailed review travel
vouchers and transactions drawn from the first quarter of fiscal year 2005
(October-December 2004) to determine if DTS calculation problems
identified by DFAS had been resolved.? To address the third key guestion,
we discussed with the PMO-DTS the deployment of DTS as it relates to the
transmission of data such as finance and accounting information, between
DTS and the other systems belonging to DOD, as well as the private sector.

We also analyzed DOD data related to the utilization of DTS throughout
DOD. We determined that the DOD data we used as the basis for the
preliminary evaluation in the testimony were sufficiently reliable by (1)
performing electronic testing of required data elements, (2) reviewing
existing information about the data and the system that produced them,
and (3) interviewing agency officials knowledgeable about the data. We
performed our work from October 2004 through September 2005 in
accordance with U.S. generally accepted government auditing standards.
Details of our scope and methodology are included in appendix IL

Summary

DTS’s development and implementation have been problematic, especially
in the area of requirements and testing key functionality to ensure that the

2 Defense Finance and Accounting Service, Statistical Operations and Review Branch,
Military and Civilian Pay Services Defense Travel System: Results of Post Payment
Reviews, 1st Quarter, FY 2004 (Kansas City, Mo.: undated).

Page 2 GAO0-05-998T
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system would perform as intended. Thus, it is not surprising that critical
flaws have been identified after deployment, resulting in significant
schedule slippages. As originally envisioned, the initial deployment of DTS
was to commence within 120 days after the effective date of contract
award in September 1998, with complete deployment to approximately
11,000 locations by April 2002. However, that date has been changed to
September 2006-—a slippage of over 4 years. Our recent analysis of
selected requirements for one key area disclosed that system testing was
ineffective in ensuring that the promised capability was delivered as
intended. For example, we found that DOD did not have reasonable
assurance that flight information was properly displayed.” This problem
was not detected prior to deployment since DOD failed to properly test the
system interfaces through which the data is accessed. Accordingly, DOD
travelers might not have received accurate information on available flights,
which could have resulted in higher travel costs. PMO-DTS officials have
acknowledged that the problem has existed since the implementation of
the system. PMO-DTS officials have indicated that the problem was
corrected in an August 2005 release of the software. We are in the process
of following up to determine whether the corrective actions have resolved
the problem and will include the results in our report that will be issued
subsequent to the testimony.

DTS has corrected some of the previously reported internal control
weaknesses, while others remain. We previously reported that as a result
of a breakdown in internal controls and a weak control environment, DOD
has (1) paid for improper premium class travel, (2) failed to redeem
unused airline tickets, and (3) paid twice for the same airline ticket when
using the centrally billed accounts (CBA). * In commenting on our reports
and in congressional testimony, the department has stated that DTS, to
varying degrees, will help resolve these problems. In addition to our audit
related issues, DFAS's Kansas City Statistical Operations and Review

® Flight information includes iters such as departure and arrival times, airports, and the
cost of the airline ticket.

* GAO, Travel Cards: Internal Control Weaknesses at DOD Led to Improper Use of First
and Business Class Travel, GAQO-04-88 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 24, 2003); GAC, Travel
Cards: Internal Control Weaknesses at DOD Led to Improper Use of First and Business
Class Travel, GAO-04-229T (Washington, D.C.: Nov. 6, 2003); GAO, DOD Travel Cards:
Control Weaknesses Led to Millions of Dollars Wasted on Unused Airline Tickets,
GAO-04-398 (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 31, 2004); GAO, DOD Travel Cards: Control
Weaknesses Led to Millions of Dollars of Improper Payments, GAQ-04-576 (Washington,
D.C.: June 9, 2004); GAO, DOD Travel Cards: Control Weaknesses Led to Millions in
Fraud, Waste, and Inproper Payments, GAO-04-825T (Washington, D.C.: June 9, 2004).

Page 3 GAO-05-998T
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Branch has previously reported inaccuracies with DTS's travel payments
of airfare, lodging, meals, and incidental expenses.® First, although DOD
has taken numerous actions to improve existing guidance and controls
related to premium class travel, including system changes in DTS, our
preliminary results indicate that unauthorized premium class trave}
continues. This continuing problem is not the fault of DTS but rather the
lack of adherence to departmental policy. Second, as currently designed,
DTS cannot determine whether a traveler has not used all or a portion of
an airline ticket, unless the traveler requests that the commercial travel
office (CTO) process a credit for the unused portion of the airline ticket.
To address the problem, the department now requires certain CTOs to run
unused ticket reports that identify tickets that were not used within a
specified time period, usually 30 days past the trip date. Third, in regard to
duplicate payment for the same ticket, we have observed that DTS is
designed to ensure that tickets purchased through the CBA cannot be
claimed on the individual's travel voucher as a reimbursement to the
traveler, thus eliminating this problem.

Finally, we randormly sampled 170 travel vouchers® for the period October
1, 2004, to December 31, 2004,” to ascertain if the problems previously
reported by DFAS had been resolved. From our preliminary results for the
attributes tested, we found that DTS calculated the lodging and meal
reimbursements correctly based upon information provided by the
traveler. However, we identified instances in which human error, either by
the travelers or the authorizing officials (AO), resulted in the amount of
reimbursement to the traveler being questionable. For example, the
department’s policy prescribes the use of a compact car as the norm,
unless otherwise authorized by the AO. We found eight cases in which the
traveler rented a vehicle other than a compact without the proper
authorization. We found no evidence that the AOs questioned why
departmental policy was not followed.

® Defense Finance and Accounting Service, Statistical Operations and Review Branch,
Military and Civilian Pay Services Defense Travel System. Results of Post Payment
Reviews, 1st Quarter, FY 2004 (Kansas City, Mo.: undated).

‘We randomly selected 173 travel vouchers for detailed review, but at the time of our
review, 3 vouchers had not yet been completed and submitted for review.

" The vouchers selected for review were those trips in DTS where (1) the trip started on or
after October 1, 2004, and (2) the trip ended on or before Deceraber 31, 2004.

Page 4 GAO-05-998T
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To become the standard travel system within DOD, DTS has faced and will
continue to face challenges—some of which are beyond the control of the
DTS program. Qur testimony today focuses on two of those challenges: (1)
developing needed interfaces and (2) underutilization of DTS at sites
where it has been deployed. To date, DTS has developed 32 interfaces with
various DOD business systems and going forward interfaces will have to
be developed with 17 additional business systems. According to the PMO-
DTS, a reported $30 million has been spent on developing and testing the
interfaces. Some of these systems, such as the Army’s General Fund
System, are critical to DOD’s modernization of business systems and
operations. According to the PMO-DTS, the availability of funding to
develop the interfaces is uncertain. Unless these interfaces are
successfully developed and implemented, it will be virtually impossible for
DTS to be a truly end-to-end business system.

The continued use of the existing legacy travel systems at locations where
DTS is already deployed underutilizes DTS and reduces the savings the
DTS was planned to achieve, For example, the Army has acknowledged
that legacy systems are operating at locations where DTS has been
deployed. As a result, DOD is spending funds on duplicative systems—
legacy systems and DTS, Additionally, because of the continued operation
of the legacy systers at locations where DTS has been fully deployed,
DOD components may pay DFAS a higher processing fee for processing
manual travel vouchers as opposed to processing the travel voucher
electronically through DTS. For example, for the period October 1, 2004,
to February 28, 2005, the Army paid DFAS approximately $6 million to
process 177,000 travel vouchers manually—$34 per travel voucher, versus
about $186,000 to process 84,000 travel vouchers electrically—$2.22 per
voucher. Overall, for this 5-month period, it cost the Army about $5.6
million more to process these travel vouchers manually as opposed to
electronically using DTS.

Background

Twelve years ago, in September 1993, the National Performance Review
called for an overhaul of DOD's temporary duty (TDY) travel system. In
response, DOD created the DOD Task Force to Reengineer Travel to
examine the process. In January 1995, the task force issued the Report of
the Department of Defense Task Force to Reengineer Travel.* The Task

# DOD, Report of the Department of Defense Task Force to Reengineer Travel
{Washington, D.C.: January 1995).
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Force’s report pinpointed three principal causes for DOD’s inefficient
travel system: (1) travel policies and programs were focused on
compliance with rigid rules rather than mission performance, (2) travel
practices did not keep pace with travel management improvements
implemented by industry, and (3) the travel system was not integrated.

On December 13, 1995, the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics and the Under Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller)/Chief Financial Officer issued a memorandum,
“Reengineering Travel Initiative,” establishing the PMO-DTS to acquire
travel services that would be used DOD-wide. Additionally, in a 1997
report to the Congress, the DOD Comptroller pointed out that the existing
DOD TDY travel systern was never designed to be an integrated system.”
Furthermore, the report stated that because there was no centralized
focus on the department’s travel practices, the travel policies were issued
by different offices and the process had become fragmented and “stove-
piped.” The report further noted that there was no vehicle in the current
structure to overcome these deficiencies, as no one individual within the
department had specific responsibility for management control of the TDY
travel system.

To address these concerns and after the use of competitive procedures,
the department awarded a firm fixed-price, performance-based services
contract to BDM International, Inc. (BDM) in May 1998. In September
1998, we upheld the department’s selection of BDM." Under the terms of
the contract, the contractor was to start deploying a travel system and to
begin providing travel services for approximately 11,000 sites worldwide,
within 120 days of the effective date of the contract, completing
deployment approximately 38 months later. The contract specified that,
upon DTS’s achieving initial operational capability 10C)," BDM was to be

° Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller): Department of Defense Travel
Reengineering Pilot Report to Congress (June 1997).

' The competitor, Electronic Data Systems Corporation (EDS), had alleged that the
department improperly evaluated the two offers by: (1) undervaluing the estimated savings
to the department by EDS's proposed accelerated DTS deployment schedule; (2) failing to
hold “discussions” with EDS on the proposed accelerated deployment schedule; and (3)
omitting from consideration certain department evaluation team members’ concerns about
EDS's staffing level for operation and maintenance of the DTS. Matter of Electronic Data
Systems Corporation, B-280133; B-280133.2 (Sept. 3, 1098).

Y10C represents the first attainment of the minimum capability to effectively employ a
system of approved specific characteristics.
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paid a one-time deployment fee of $20 for each user and a transaction fee
of $5.27 for each travel voucher processed. The estimated cost for the
contract was approximately $264 million. Prior to commencing the work,
BDM was acquired by TRW Inc. (TRW), which became the contractor of
record.

The operational assessment of DTS at Whiteman Air Force Base, Missouri,
from October through December 2000, disclosed serious failures. For
example, the system’s response time was slower than anticipated, the
result being that it took longer than expected to process a travel
order/voucher. Because of the severity of the problems, in January 2001, a
Jjoint memorandum was issued by the Under Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller) and the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition,
Technology & Logistics) directing a functional and technical assessment of
DTS. The memorandum also directed that a determination be made of any
future contract actions that would be necessary, based on the assessment
results. In July 2001, the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptrotler) and the
Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology & Logistics)
approved proceeding with the DTS program and restructuring the contract
with TRW.

The TRW contract was restractured through a series of contract
modifications which were finalized on March 29, 2002. The Government
agreed to provide TRW consideration in the amount of about $44 million
for restructure of the contract. TRW agreed to release and discharge the
Government from liability and agreed to waive any and all liabilities,
obligations, claims and demands related to or arising from its early
performance efforts under the original contract. Northrop Grumman
subsequently acquired TRW in December 2002, and, as such, is now the
contractor of record.

The first deployment of DTS was at Ellsworth Air Force Base, South
Dakota, in February 2002. As of September 2005, DTS has been deployed
to approximately 5,600 locations. The department currently estimates that
DTS will be fully deployed to all 11,000 locations by the end of fiscal year
2006, with an estimated total development and production cost of
approximately $474 million. Of this amount, the contract for the design,
development, and deployment of DTS, as restructured is worth
approximately $264 million—the same amount as specified in the original
contract that was agreed to with BDM. The remaining costs are DOD
internal costs associated with areas such as the operation of the program
management office, the voucher payment process, and management of the
numerous CTO contractors.
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Previously Reported DOD
Travel Issues

Over the past several years, we have reported pervasive weaknesses in
DOD’s travel program. These weaknesses have hindered the department’s
operational efficiencies and have left it vulnerable to fraud, waste, and
abuse. These weaknesses are highlighted below.

On the basis of statistical sampling, we estimated that 72 percent of the
over 68,000 premium class airline tickets DOD purchased for fiscal years
2001 and 2002 were not properly authorized and that 73 percent were not
properly justified. During fiscal years 2001 and 2002, DOD spent aimost
$124 million on airline tickets that included at least one leg of the trip in
premium class—usually business class. Because each premium class
ticket costs the government up to thousands of dollars more than a coach
class ticket, unauthorized premium class travel resulted in millions of
dollars of unnecessary costs annually.”

Because of control breakdowns, DOD paid for airline tickets that were
neither used nor processed for refund—amounting to about 58,000 tickets
totaling more than $21 million for fiscal years 2001 and 2002. DOD was not
aware of this problem before our audit and did not maintain any data on
unused tickets. Based on limited data provided by the airlines, it is
possible that the unused value of the fully and partially unused tickets that
DOD purchased from fiscal year 1997 through fiscal year 2003 with DOD’s
CBA could be at least $100 million.*

We found that DOD sometimes paid twice for the same airline ticket—first
to the Bank of America for the monthly DOD credit card bill, and second
to the traveler, who was reimbursed for the same ticket. Based on our
mining of limited data, the potential magnitude of the improper payments
was 27,000 transactions for over $8 million. For example, DOD paid a Navy
GS-15 civilian employee approximately $10,000 for 13 airline tickets he had
not purchased.”

Ongoing DTS Testing
Remains a Concern

DTS development and implementation have been problematic, especially
in the area of requirements and testing key functionality to ensure that the
systerm would perform as intended. Given the lack of adherence to such a
key practice, it is not surprising that critical flaws have been identified
after deployment, resulting in significant schedule slippages. As originally
envisioned, the initial deployment of DTS was to commence 120 days after

¥ GAO-04-88 and GAO-04-229T,
® GAO-04-398.
H GAO-04-570.

Page 8 GAO-05-998T



75

the effective date of the contract award in September 1998, with complete
deployment to approximately 11,000 locations by April 2002, However,
that date has been changed to September 2006—a slippage of over 4 years.
Our recent analysis of selected requirements disclosed that the testing of
DTS is not always adequate prior to updated software being released for
use by DOD personnel. System testing is a critical process utilized by
organizations to improve an entity’s confidence that the system will satisfy
the requirements of the end user and will operate as intended.
Additionally, an efficient and effective system testing program is one of the
critical elements that need to be in place in order to have reasonable
assurance that an organization has implemented the disciplined
processes" necessary to reduce project risks to acceptable levels in
software development. In one key area, our results to date have identified
instances in which the testing of DTS was inadequate, which precluded
DOD from having reasonable assurance that DTS displayed the proper
flights and airfares. This occurred because the PMO-DTS failed to ensure
that the appropriate system interfaces were tested. Additionally, because a
system requirement covering this had never been defined, there was not
reasonable assurance that DTS displayed the accurate number of flights
and related airfares within a given flight window." As a result of these two
weaknesses, DOD travelers might not have received accurate information
on available flights and airfares, which could have resulted in higher travel
costs. Specific details on these two weaknesses are discussed below.

The DOD tests for determining whether DTS displayed the proper flights
and airfares did not provide reasonable assiurance that the proper (1)
flights were displayed and (2) airfares for those flights were displayed.
DTS uses a commercial product to obtain information from the database
that contains the applicable flight and airfare information (commonly
referred to as a Global Distribution System or [GDS]). In testing whether
DTS displayed the proper flights and airfares, the information returned
from the commercial product was compared with the information
displayed in DTS and was found to be in agreement. However, the
commercial product did not provide all of the appropriate flights or

* Disciplined processes for software development and implementation include a wide
range of activities, including project planning and oversight, requirements management,
risk management, and testing.

1® A flight window is the amount of time before and after a specified time and is used for
determining the flights that should be displayed. For example, if the flight window is 4
hours and estimated departure time is 9:00 a.m., then the flight window that is used for
displaying available flights is from 7:00 a.m. to 11:00 am.
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airfares to DTS that were contained in the GDS. Since the PMO-DTS
neither performed an end-to-end test'” nor made sure that the information
returned from this commercial product was in agreement with the
information contained in the GDS, it did not have reasonable assurance
that DTS was displaying the proper flights and airfares information to the
users. According to DOD officials, this system weakness was detected by
users complaining that DTS did not display the proper flights and airfares.
DOD officials stated that prior to the August 2005 system update, DTS
should have displayed 12 flights, if that many flights were available, within
a flight window."” DTS program officials and Northrop Grumman
personnel acknowledged that this particular system requirement had
never been tested because DOD failed to document the requirement until
January 2005. Therefore, DOD did not have reasonable assurance that DTS
displayed the required number of flights and related airfare information.
The inability to ensure that the proper number of flights was displayed
could have caused DOD to incur unnecessary travel cost. As we have
noted in previous reports, requirements that are not defined are unlikely to
be tested.”

PMO-DTS officials acknowledged that these two problems have been
ongoing since the initial implementation of DTS. PMO-DTS officials have
stated that the two problems were corrected as part of the August 2005
DTS system update. We are in the process of verifying whether the actions
taken by DOD will correct the problems.

DTS Has Corrected
Some Previously
Reported Travel
Problems

Of the four previously reported DOD travel problers, DTS has corrected
one of the problems while the others remain. However, the remaining
problems are not necessarily within the purview of DTS and may take
departmentwide action to fully address.

' The purpose of end-to-end testing is to verify that a defined set of interrelated systems,
which collectively support an organizational core business area or function, interoperate as
intended in an operational environment.

*® Prior to the August 2005 system update, DTS used a 4-hour flight window for domestic
flights and a 12-hour flight window for foreign flights. The current window is 12-hours for
domestic flights and 24-hours for foreign destinations.

" GAQ, Indian Trust Funds: Challenges Facing Interior’s Implementation of New Trust
Asset and Accounting Management System, GAO/T-AIMD-99-238 (Washington, D.C.: July
14, 1999).
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Improper Premium Class
Travel

While DOD has taken actions to improve existing guidance and controls
related to premium class travel, including system changes in DTS, we
identified instances in which unauthorized premium class travel continues.
In November 2003, the Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and
Readiness) formed a task force to address our prior recommendations™
that focused on three major areas: (1) policy and controls of travel
authorization, (2) ticket issuance and reporting, and (3) internal control
and oversight. Subsequently, several policy changes were made to improve
the control and accountability over premium class travel. For example, the
approval level for first class travel was elevated to a three-star general and
for business class travel to a two-star general or civilian equivalent. Other
changes included strengthening the description of circurnstances when
premium class travel may be used to more clearly show that itis an
exceptional circumstance and not a common practice. In all cases,
approving officials must have their own premium class travel approved at
the next level. These changes also set a broad policy that CTOs are not to
issue premium class tickets without proper authorization. In September
2004, the PMO-DTS made system changes to DTS that blocked seven fare
codes that were considered to be premium class fare codes from being
displayed or selected by the traveler through DTS. According to the PMO-
DTS, the airline industry does not have standardized fare code indicators
to identify first class, business class, and economy class. Subseqguently,
DOD found that economy class fare codes were being blocked using the
seven codes and in May 2005, reduced the list to three codes.

Despite these various changes in policy and to DTS, we continue to
identify instances in which premium class travel is occurring without the
proper authorization. To date, our preliminary analysis disclosed at least
68 cases that involved improperly approved premium class travel” In one
case, we found that a Department of the Army civilian employee (GS-12)
flew from Columbia, South Carolina via Atlanta, Georgia to Gulf Port,
Mississippi to attend a conference. On the return trip, one leg included

% GAO-04-88.

' To assess the use of premium class travel, we obtained databases from Bank of America
and the PMO-DTS, which provided irformation on the actual travel transactions and
traveler information for the period October-December 2004. The Bank of America database
contained all DOD transactions for the first quarter of fiscal year 2005, and the PMO-DTS
database contained all vouchers processed by DTS for the same time period. We identified
potentially 419 cases that could involved premium class travel. We are still in the process of

iewing information r d from DOD to ascertain if there are other cases of
iraproper premium class travel.
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first class accommodations. From our review and analysis of Bank of
America data and the travel voucher, DOD paid $1,107 for the airfare. The
cost of a GSA city pair round trip airfare was $770. According to
information provided by the Army, the traveler informed the Army that he
was meeting another traveler at the destination and they were going to
share a rental car and there were no seats available on the flight the other
traveler had booked. Therefore, the individual selected a flight arriving as
close as possible to the time of the traveler he was meeting, Thisisnota
valid justification, and the premium class fare was not approved by the
appropriate official. Additionally, the premium class fare occurred on the
return flight. Furthermore, based upon our review to date, none of the 68
cases that involved improper premium class travel had the required
approval.

Unused Airline Tickets

DTS still does not have the capability to determine whether a traveler does
not use all or a portion of an airline ticket. To address this problem, DOD
directed that all new CTO contract solicitations require CTOs to prepare
that unused ticket reports which identify tickets that were not used within
a specified time period, usually 30 days past the trip date, so that they can
be cancelled and processed for refund. Additionally, the various DOD
components were directed to modify existing CTO contracts to require the
CTOs to process refunds for unused airline tickets. At the five locations
we visited” we found that the Army and Air Force CTOs prepared daily
and monthly reports. The Navy CTOs produced the unused ticket report
on a weekly basis, and the Marine Corps CTOs prepared the report
monthly. However, according to DOD officials, this requirement has not
yet been implemented in all the existing CTO contracts.

Duplicate Payments
Related to Centrally Billed
Accounts (CBA).

Our preliminary observations indicate that DTS was designed to ensure
that tickets purchased through the CBA cannot be claimed on the
individual’s travel voucher as a reimbursement to the traveler. As part of
our statistical sample discussed later, we found 14 travel vouchers in
which an airline ticket purchased with the CBA was included on the
voucher; however, the traveler did not receive reirnbursement for the
claim.

* Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md.; Buckley Air Force Base, Colo.; Defense Logistics Agency,
Va.; Headquarters Marine Corps, Va.; and Naval Operations Headquarters, Va.
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Accuracy of Travel
Vouchers

DFAS has previously reported problems with the accuracy of DTS travel
payments. For the first quarter of fiscal year 2004, DFAS reported a 14
percent inaccuracy rate in the DTS travel payments of airfare, lodging, and
meals, and incidental expenses. Our preliminary analysis of 170 travel
vouchers® disclosed that for the two attributes that are directly related to
the operation of the DTS system—computation of lodging reimbursement
and meals and incidental expenses (per diem)—the DTS calculations were
correct in all instances on the basis of the information provided by the
traveler. However, we continue to identify numerous instances in which
employee errors led to inaccurate reimbursements. In some cases, errors
occurred because incorrect data were entered into DTS by the traveler. In
other cases, the reviews by the AOs were inadequate. In regard to the AO
reviews, our preliminary analysis indicates that approximately 66 travel
vouchers or 33 percent were paid even though there was not reasonable
assurance that the amount of the reimbursement was accurate. More
specifically, 49 of 66 travel vouchers lacked adequate receipts for the
amounts claimed. Receipts are required for all expenses of $75 or more
and for lodging, regardless of the amount. However, for the 49 vouchers,
we saw no evidence that the AQ was provided with the appropriate
receipts by the traveler. In one case, the traveler was reimbursed for
expenses claimed in excess of $500, even though none of the required
receipts were available for review and approval by the AO. According to
DOD regulations, “the AOs signature on the expense report certifies that
the travel was taken, that the charges are reasonable...and that the
payment of the authorized expenses is approved.” While the signature of
the AO signifies that the payment is approved, it falls short of ensuring that
amounts claimed are reasonable in the cases in which receipts for airfare
and lodging are not provided. Until the overall review process is improved,
travel payment problems will continue to occur.

DTS Faces Challenges
in Achieving the Goal
of a Standard DOD
Travel System

DOD's goal of making DTS the standard travel system within the
department depends upon the development, testing, and implementation
of system interfaces with the myriad of related DOD systems, as well as
private-sector systems such as the system used by credit card company
that provides DOD military and civilian employees with travel cards. While
DOD has developed 32 interfaces, the PMO-DTS is aware of at least 17

2 We randomly selected 173 travel vouchers for detail review, but at the time of our review
3 vouchers had not yet been completed and submitted for review. The selected vouchers
were drawn from the first quarter of fiscal year 2005 (October-December 2004).
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additional DOD business systems for which interfaces must be developed.
To date, the development and testing of the interfaces has cost DOD
reportedly over $30 million. Developing the interfaces is time consuming
and costly. Additionally, the underutilization of DTS at the sites where it
has been deployed is also hindering the department’s efforts to have a
standard travel system throughout the department. Furthermore, the
underutilization impacts the estimated savings that are to be derived from
the use of DTS departmentwide.

Interfaces Are Critical to
Implementing an End-to-
End System

One of DOD's long-standing problems has been the lack of integrated
systems. To address this issue and minimize the manual entry of data,
interfaces between existing systems must be developed to provide the
exchange of data that is critical for day-to-day operations. For example,
DTS needs to know before permitting the authorization of travel that
sufficient funds are available to pay for the travel—information that comes

from a non-DTS system—and once the travel has been authorized, another
system needs to know this information so that it can record an obligation
and provide management and other systems with information on the funds
that remain available. Interfaces are also needed with private-sector
systems, such as the credit card company that provides DOD personnel
with travel cards. Figure 1 illustrates the numerous DTS system interfaces
that have already been developed and implemented with the department’s
business systems.
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Figure 1: DTS System Interfaces Operating Today
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Figure 2 shows the DTS system interfaces that must be developed in the
future with the department’s business systems.
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Figure 2: Future DTS System Interfaces That Need to be Developed
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While DOD was able to develop and implement the interfaces with the 32
systems, the development of each remaining interface will present the
PMO-DTS with challenges. For example, the detailed requirements for
each of the remaining interfaces have not yet been defined. Such
requirements would define (1) what information will be exchanged and (2)
how the data exchange will be conducted. This is understandable in some
cases such as the Army General Fund Financial enterprise resource
planning (ERP),* which is a relatively new endeavor within the
department and it will be some time before DOD is in position to start

# An ERP solution is an automated system consisting of multiple, integrated functional
modules that perform a variety of business-related tasks such as payroll, general ledger
accounting, and supply chain management.
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development of the interface. Additionally, the development of the DTS
interfaces depends on other system owners’ achieving their time frames
for implementation. For example, the Navy ERP is one of the DOD
systems with which DTS is to interface and exchange data. Any difficulties
with the Navy's ERP implementation schedule could adversely affect
DTS’s interface testing and, thereby, result in a slippage in the interface
being implemented. The above two factors also affect DTS's ability to
develop reliable cost estimates for the future interfaces.

Underutilization of DTS
Affects Estimated Savings

Another challenge for DTS in achieving its goal of a standard travel syster
within DOD is the continued use of the existing legacy travel systems,
which are owned and operated by the various DOD components.
Currently, at least 31 legacy travel systems are continuing to be operated
within the department. As we have previously reported, because each
DOD component receives its own funding for the operation, maintenance,
and modernization of its own systems, there is no incentive for DOD
components to eliminate duplicative travel systems. * We recognize that
some of the existing travel systems, such as the Integrated Automated
Travel System version 6.0, cannot be completely eliminated because it
performs other functions, such as permanent change of station travel
claims that DTS cannot process. However, in other cases, the department
is spending funds on duplicative systems that perform the same function
as DTS. The funding of multiple systems that perform the same function is
one of the reasons why the department has 4,150 business systems.” Since
these legacy systems are not owned and operated by DTS, the PMO-DTS
does not have the authority to discontinue their operation. This is an issue
that must be addressed from a departmentwide perspective.

Because of the continued operation of the legacy systems at Jocations
where DTS has been fully deployed, DOD components pay DFAS higher
processing fees for processing manual travel vouchers as opposed to
processing the travel vouchers electronically through DTS. According to
an April 13, 2005, memorandum from the Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Financial Management and Comptroller), DFAS was charging the Army
$34 for each travel voucher processed manually and $2.22 for each travel
voucher processed electronically—a difference of $31.78. The

% GAQ, DOD Business S Modernization: Billions Being Fnvested without
Adeguate Oversight, GAO-05-381 (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 29, 2005).

* GAO-05-381.
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memorandum further noted that for the period October 1, 2004, to
February 28, 2005, at locations where DTS had been deployed, the Army
paid DFAS approximately $6 million to process 177,000 travel vouchers
manually—$34 per travel voucher, versus about $186,000 to process 84,000
travel vouchers electronically—$2.22 per voucher. Qverall, for this 5-
month period, the Army reported that it spent about $5.6 million more to
process these travel vouchers manually as opposed to electronically using
DTS.

The military services have recognized the importance of utilizing DTS to
the fullest extent possible. The Army issued a memorandum in September
2004 directing each Army installation to fully disseminate DTS to all
travelers within 90 to 180 days after IOC at each installation. The
memorandum included a list of sites that should be fully disserinated and
the types of vouchers that must be processed through DTS, Furthermore,
the memorandum noted that travel vouchers that could be processed in
DTS should not be sent to DFAS for processing. In a similar manner, in
February 2005, the Marine Corps directed that upon declaration of DTS’s
I0C at each location, commands will have DTS fully fielded within 90 days
and will stop using other travel processes that have the capabilities of
DTS. The Air Force issued a memorandum in November 2004 that stressed
the importance of using DTS when implemented at an installation. The
Navy has not issued a similar directive.

Despite these messages, DTS remains underutilized by the military
services. The military services, and in particular, the Army, have taken
steps to monitor DTS's usage, but others, such as the Marine Corps, do not
capture the data necessary to assess the extent to which DTS is being
underutilized. The lack of pertinent data hinders management’s ability to
monitor its progress toward the DOD vision of DTS as the standard TDY
system.

Concluding Remarks

Overhauling DOD’s financial management and business operations—one
of the largest and most complex organizations in the world—represents a
daunting challenge. DTS, intended to be the department’s end-to-end travel
management system, illustrates some of the obstacles that must be
overcome by DOD's array of transformation efforts. With over 3.3 million
military and civilian personnel as potential travel system users, the sheer
size and complexity of the undertaking overshadows any such project in
the private sector. Nonetheless, standardized business systems across the
department will be the key to achieving billions of dollars of annual
savings through successful DOD transformation. As we have previously
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reported, because each DOD component receives its own funding for the
operation, maintenance, and modernization of its own systems,
nonintegrated, parochial business systems have proliferated-— 4,150
business systems throughout the departrnent by a recent count. The
elimination of “stove-piped” legacy systems and cheaper electronic
processing, which could be achieved with the successful implementation
of DTS, are critical to realizing the anticipated savings.

In closing, we commend the Subcommittee for holding this hearing as a
catalyst for improving the department’s travel management practices. We
also would like to reiterate that following this testimony, we plan to issue
areport that will include recommendations to the Secretary of Defense
aimed at improving the department’s implementation of DTS.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcoramittee, this concludes our
prepared statement. We would be pleased to respond to any questions you
may have.
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Appendix I: Department of Defense Rights to
Property in the Defense Travel System

DOD has taken several steps to address its needs for the use of intellectual
and tangible property in the DTS, but it has not yet completed the exercise
of the rights it determined necessary for long-term development and
implementation of the DTS, While the original contract awarded to BDM
did not specifically address intellectual property rights, TRW, as the
successor to BDM, acquired in 2001 perpetual rights to use three key
commercial software programs to accommodate technology decisions that
necessitated modifying some software for use in DTS. When DOD and
TRW agreed to restructure the DTS contract, they modified the contract to
include several key provisions that provided DOD with rights to various
categories of intellectual and tangible property. As set out below, DOD
officials told us that they have yet to complete the exercise of some of
DOD’s intellectual property rights and to secure title to hardware
necessary to meet its long-term acquisition needs, but those steps are in
progress.

Property Rights Under the
Original DTS Contract

The original DTS contract awarded in 1998 did not specifically address the
Government's intellectual property rights because the contract was
structured primarily as a fixed-priced travel services contact rather than as
a government-funded development effort. As such, the contractor was
responsible for securing the necessary intellectual property rights in the
commercial software and other products being used, except for those
pertaining to existing DOD systems or used by DOD under other
agreements.' The fixed price for the services would include the cost to the
contractor to obtain or develop the necessary software, hardware, and
technical data® in order to provide the required travel services to DOD.

According to DOD officials, DOD and TRW determined in 2001 that three
key commercial software programs used in DTS would not meet DOD's
requirements without modification.” Accordingly, in September 2001, TRW
executed a license agreement with the firm holding the copyright to the

! Some software and technical data on existing DOD systems to be connected to DTS were
provided to the contractor as government-furnished equipment or information.

2 “Technical data” means recorded information, regardless of the form or method of the
recording, of a scientific or technical nature (including computer software docurentation).
The term does not include corputer software or data incidental to contract administration,
such as financial and/or management information.

% In September 2001, DOD and TRW agreed to Modification No. 4 to Task Order No. 10 to
require software development work and, under this modification, TRW was to provide
DOD with a perpetual license for DTS software.

Page 20 GAO-05-998T
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software programs* for TRW to use in developing and deploying DTS
within DOD.® The firm charged TRW with a one-time fee for the rights
under the agreement.

Under the license agreement, TRW obtained a perpetual and exclusive
license to use the three software programs and related software
documentation to develop and deploy software and services for use in the
DTS. This license includes the authority to modify the source code to one
of the software programs. The license agreement authorizes the
assignment of TRW’s rights under the agreement to DOD for the DTS
project. The license agreement does not expressly condition such an
assignment on payment of a fee. According to DOD officials, DOD has
approached Northrop Grumman Space & Mission Systems Corp.
(Northrop Grumman), as the successor to TRW, requesting assignment of
those rights to DOD. In a September 22, 2005, letter to the DTS contracting
officer, Northrop Grumman represented that they would assign its rights
under the license agreement to DOD at the conclusion of the contract, if
requested.

The license agreement also provides that Northrop Grumman may
sublicense its rights under the agreement to other entities in support of
DTS. DOD officials told us that they believe Northrop Grurman’s
assignment of these rights to DOD would include the authority for DOD to
sublicense the rights to other DOD contractors for use in providing
services related to DTS. The DOD officials noted that they are in the
process of modernizing the DTS application to include a potential
complete replacement of the licensed software with custom developed
software. The officials stated that they are still evaluating whether an
assignment of rights and issuance of any sublicenses actually would be
needed in light of these changes.

Property Rights Under the
Restructured Contract

In the restructuring of the DTS contract, DOD and TRW agreed to address
a number of intellectual and tangible property categories under the
contract that DOD officials told us would satisfy DOD's long-term DTS

* The firm represented that it holds the copyright and title to one commercial software
program and acted as an authorized licensee with respect to the other software programs
and certain related data.

®The license agreement also authorized limited use of the software, source code and
documentation on similar terms by the U.S. Treasury Department and included terras for
use of the software and executable code by non-DOD federal government entities under the
authority of “the Economy Act.”
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developraent and implementation plans. The restructured contract
incorporated several standard DOD intellectual property rights clauses,
but DOD is still evaluating ownership rights related to key hardware used
in the DTS.

The restructured contract incorporates standard DOD intellectual
property rights clauses for a system being developed at government
expense and it specifically gives DOD perpetual rights to DTS software.
The perpetual rights for different categories of intellectual property
generally depend upon the source of the funding of their development. In
particular, the contract requires Northrop Grumman to “provide a
perpetual license for DOD use worldwide for DTS software” in accordance
with certain standard clauses or in accordance with standard commercial
terms for commercial software.® Also, the contract incorporates a clause
that requires Northrop Grumman to grant or obtain for the government
royalty free, world-wide, nonexclusive, irrevocable license rights in
technical data.” Further, these clauses include provisions that permit
Northrop Grumman to assert restrictions on the government’s use, release
or disclosure of technical data and computer software, depending upon
the funding of their development.® For commercial software used in the
DTS, Northrop Grumman has asserted restrictions applicable to
commercial software licenses. Some of the licenses Northrop Grumman
obtained for use of commercial software may be neither perpetual nor
assignable to DOD, but DOD officials told us that this does not cause risk
to the project since there are available alternative methods to acquire
similar licenses. Table 1 sets out DOD’s rights in these categories. Finally,
the contract incorporated a standard clause governing restrictions DOD
may place on information it provides to Northrop Grumman for use under
the contract.’

® Specificatly, these rights must be in accordance with Defense Federal Acquisition
Regulanon Supplement (DFARS) clauses 252.227-7014, Rights © m Noncommercial
D Software and N ial C tation, 252.227-
7019 Validation of Asserted Restnctwns Computer Soﬁwwre and 252.227-7037,
Vahdamm of Restrictive Markings, or consistent with publicly available licenses for
commercial computer software and documentation.

" DFARS clause 252.227-7013, Rights in Technical Data — N tal Ttems.
® DFARS clauses 252.227-7013 and 252.227-7014.

°DFARS clause 252.227-7025, Limitations on the Use or Disclosure of Government-
Purnished Information Marked with Restrictive Legends. This clause was added to the
contract in June 2002.
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Table 1: DOD Rights to Inteliectual Property Under the DTS Contract

Category Intellectual Property in DTS DOD Rights

Noncommercial Technical All technical data delivered to  Perpetual Unlimited
Data — Government funded ~ DOD under the DTS confract  Rights®

Computer Software &

Documentation
Noncommercial — Software developed under Perpetual Unlimited
Government Funded Task Order Numbers 10, 18,  Rights

20, and 26

Commercial — Privately Several dozen software Northrop Grumman has
Funded (excluding 3key  programs restricted rights® for use
programs discussed in DTS as set out in
above) individual commercial

licenses®

‘Soutce: GAQ analysis based upon information provided by and discussions with the PMO-DTS.

“Unlimited rights” means the government’s rights to use computer software or technical data in any
way and to authorize others to do so.

gy,

rights” means, . the right to use the software on one computer at a time. TRW
has more liberal rights than restricted rights in some of these programs.

“According to DOD officials, Northrop has obtained and asst licenses for
only some of these programs and DOD intends to assess its needs and alternative acquisition
methods avaitable for all commercial software as part of its long-term development and
implementation ptans.

The restructured contract requires Northrop Grumman to provide all
hardware (and other equipment) necessary to deliver services under the
contract, but DOD officials told us that they are discussing delivery
schedules and ownership rights to hardware items, principally
configuration items. In a September 23, 2005, letter to the DTS contracting
officer, Northrop Grumman represented that they would assign title to
certain hardware at the conclusion of the contract, if requested. Finally,
DOD has leased some hardware items necessary to interface with the
airline Global Distribution Systems and it will need to evaluate the terms
of those leases.
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Appendix II: Scope and Methodology

To determine if the Department of Defense (DOD) effectively tested key
Defense Travel System (DTS) functionality associated with flights and
airfares, we reviewed the applicable requirements and the related testing
prior to the August 2005 release to determine if the desired functionality
was effectively implemented.

To determine if DTS will correct the problerns previously identified with
DOD travel, we analyzed past GAQO reports and testimonies, selected
Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) reports, and DOD
congressional testimonies. In this regard, we focused on how DTS
addresses issues related to premium class travel, unused tickets, and
centrally billed accounts. We also randomly sampled 170 travel vouchers
to ascertain if some of the problems previously reported upon by DFAS
have been resolved. To be included within the selected sample, the travel
vouchers had to be for trips that were in DTS and for travel started on or
after October 1, 2004, and ended on or before December 31, 2004. We have
not yet finalized our projections for the sample. To assess the use of
premium class travel, we obtained databases from Bank of America and
the Project Management Office-Defense Travel System (PMO-DTS), which
provided information on the actual travel transactions and traveler
information for the period October-December 2004. The Bank of America's
database contained all DOD transactions for the first quarter of fiscal year
2005, and the PMO-DTS database contained all vouchers processed by
DTS for the same time period. We removed all transactions that were not
specifically airline charges, such as rail charges and commercial travel
office fees, and then selected all fare codes that corresponded to the
potential issuance of a premium class ticket. This resulted in 419 instances
in which a premium class ticket could have been issued. We have not
finalized our analysis.

1

To identify some of the challenges confronting the department in making
DTS the department’s standard travel system, we discussed with PMO-DTS
officials their implementation strategy and reviewed past GAQ reports and
testimonies related to the department’s efforts to improve the accuracy
and reliability of the information in its business systems.

! We randomily selected 173 travel vouchers for detail review, but at the time of our review
3 vouchers had not yet been completed and submitted for review.
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We briefed DOD officials on the contents of this testimony. We assessed
the reliability of the DOD data we used for our preliminary evaluation by
(1) performing electronic testing of required data elements, (2) reviewing
existing information about the data and the system that produced them,
and (3) interviewing agency officials knowledgeable about the data. We
determined that the data were sufficiently reliable for the purpose of this
testimony. We performed our audit work from October 2004 through
September 2005, in accordance with U.S. generally accepted government
auditing standards.

To describe DOD's property rights in the DTS we reviewed the DTS
contract, applicable acquisition regulations, DOD intellectual property
guidance, key DTS license agreements, and written responses from PMO-
DTS to our questions, and we met with PMO-DTS and contracting officials
and with their legal counsel.

Page 25 GAO-05-998T
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Chairman Coleman, Distinguished Members of the Subcommittee, my name is Zack
Gaddy, the Director of the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS). Thank you for this
opportunity to discuss the Defense Travel System (DTS), a seamless integrated computer-based
travel and financial system.

The DTS improves accuracy, financial management, accountability and record keeping
for temporary duty travel orders, tickets and approximately 5.6 million vouchers processed each
year by the Active, Guard, Reserve, and civilian members of the Department of Defense (DoD).
It creates the travel order; authorizes the travel; generates the traveler’s reservations; creates a
commitment and obligation of funds in DoD financial systems; accepts and computes the
traveler’s claim for reimbursement; accepts the authorizing official’s approval of the travel claim
and generates disbursements against all approved travel claims. Disbursements for reservations,
the traveler’s charge card and traveler entitlements are paid through electronic fund transfers
within an average of 3-5 days of receipt of the traveler’s claim for reimbursement. Additionally,
DTS archives the entire travel record from travel order creation to disbursement including the
traveler’s and authorizing official’s digital signatures.

Although there are significant benefits that will accrue from full implementation of DTS,
it does not solve all travel management issues and the Department is continuing to explore ways
to take advantage of emerging technology and adjust to the dynamics of our personnel
environment. It provides a tool for management of premium travel and unused tickets, but does
not preclude the problems. The large deployments of guard and reserves to Afghanistan and Irag
highlighted a need for group travel during mobilization, not included in the DTS requirements.
Permanent change of duty station is another area that was not fully incorporated in the current
requirements. Another area that requires enhancement is the usage rate of DTS at fielded sites.
The change to DTS is a more significant business process change than had been anticipated, so
we are challenged to find ways to increase usage to obtain full benefit of the program.

The DTS increases process efficiency and produces substantial cost savings for both the
user and the American taxpayer. The DTS is a Web-based, end-to-end system that uses two-way
interfaces and information flows to communicate with over 32 DoD accounting, disbursing and
archiving systems. The DTS includes secure measures to safeguard information and is available
24-hours a day, 7-days a week, 52 weeks a year.

Presently, DTS is operational at 5,628 sites supporting 685,000 DoD employees and has
successfully processed over 1 million authorizations approving travel orders and 872,000 travel
claim vouchers. When fully implemented in FY 2007, it will be operational at more than 11,000
sites and support all of DoD’s 3.2 million members. It will process an annual average of
approximately 6.8 million travel authorizations approving travel orders and 5.6 million travel
claim vouchers.

The concept for DTS was created when the National Performance Review called for
reengineering of the DoD travel system in September 1993. In 1995 DoD established the
Program Management Office Defense Travel System (PMO-DTS) as a special interest program
to reengineer DoD travel processes to achieve greater efficiency by eliminating multiple DoD
temporary duty travel systems and processes that are independent, redundant and include manual
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processes. This complex architecture of systems and processes is costly to maintain,
unresponsive to customer needs, untimely for reimbursement to vendors and travelers, and
presents several management challenges for contro! of fraud, waste and abuse.

To consolidate travel processes through an automated solution, the PMO-DTS released a
Request for Proposal in June 1997. An eight-year contract (five-year base with three one year
renewal options) with an estimated value of $263.7 million was awarded in 1998 to BDM as
BDM was being acquired by TRW. Northrop Grumman Mission Systems subsequently acquired
TRW in 2002.

The DTS envisioned a combination of commercial-off-the-shelf software packages and
government developed software to integrate authorization, reservation, vouchering, accounting
and disbursing for temporary duty travel. The challenge of integrating 32 systems with
commercial travel services and implementing the emerging policy requirement for digital
signature and public key infrastructure was more complex than originally envisioned. The
assumptions used in the original estimate were overly optimistic and resulted in projected
deployment to be completed by FY2001; this date proved to be unrealistic. Several pre-2002
audits and reviews identified the flaws in the assumptions and led the Department to review the
entire program to determine whether it was in the best interest of the Department to continue the
program, In May 2002, a baseline schedule was established incorporating more realistic
assumptions and established FY2007 as the deployment date.

From 1997 through 2001, three Economic Analyses (EAs) were performed and
published. The analyses projected steady state savings based on tangible savings. Tangible
savings are based principally on projected DTS cost savings derived from reduced costs for
voucher processing, centrally billed account reconciliation and commercial travel office fees.
The September 1997 EA anticipated tangible savings at approximately $90 million annually
beginning in FY 2003. The December 1998 EA estimated tangible savings of approximately
$99.6 million annually beginning in FY 2004 and the January 2001 EA estimated tangible
savings of approximately $65.6 million annually beginning in FY 2006. Despite variability in
the steady state cost projections, attributed to delays in DTS usage, each economic analysis
justified the Department’s continued investment in DTS.

During this period several critical reports and reviews regarding the management of the
program were issued. The Department recognized the challenges and complexity of the program
and concurred with a DoD Inspector General recommendation that DTS be managed as a Major
Automated Information System (MAIS), Acquisition Category (ACAT) 1AM program. An
ACAT 1AM program is a MAIS that impacts multiple DoD components. It is estimated to have
program costs exceeding $32 million in any single year, total program costs in excess of $§126
million, or have total life-cycle costs in excess of $378 million. Further, a MAIS must be
designated by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Networks and Information Integration
(ASD(NID)).

In May of 2002, DTS was designated as an ACAT 1AM program with the ASD(NII) as
the principle decision authority. Asa MAIS, the DTS program’s progress and challenges were
reviewed through a rigorous and disciplined method with oversight at the highest levels across
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DoD. The DoD’s Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation (PA&E), was an active participant
in the MAIS review and surfaced all of the previously documented concerns for consideration.
The PA&E also continues to monitor DTS through the acquisition and budget review process.

DoD determined the economic viability of DTS based on a fourth EA published in July
2003, and an addendum in September 2003, and established a program baseline. This EA
supported the continuation of DTS as an ACAT 1AM program and adjusted the steady state
savings to $56.4 million per year beginning in FY 2009. During this time, estimated DTS
program costs were reduced from $491.9 million to $474 million.

An Acquisition Decision Memorandum, issued on December 24, 2003, documented the
acquisition designation and the approval to continue the DTS program. It also confirmed that
appropriate actions had been taken with respect to the system in the areas of business process
reengineering, analysis of alternatives, economic analysis, and performance measures. The DTS
program reports cost, performance and schedule in compliance with the Defense Acquisition
Executive Summary and has met all reporting requirements. Since designation as an ACAT
1AM program, the DTS program has been managed within cost and schedule and is delivering
system performance as planned.

Actual savings from voucher processing in FY 2005 and prior have been over $22
million. The DFAS average voucher processing rate reduction for FY 2006 is $36.70 per
voucher. Although steady state savings for DTS are not planned until FY 2009, based on the
current average voucher volume of 80 thousand vouchers per month, we expect DTS to yield
over $35 miilion in savings during FY 2006. The centrally billed account reconciliation and
reduction in commercial travel office fees are just beginning to accrue. The average centrally
billed account reduction is $20.67 per posting and the reduction in commercial travel office fees
for the first consolidated region contract award is $23.35 per transaction. The fees for other
contracts are still being negotiated.

The DTS provides intangible benefits in addition to the direct financial benefits discussed
previously. The DTS maintains accountability throughout the travel process, meets all mandated
security requirements, tracks every change of every transaction, and identifies the individual who
made the change. The Common Access Card (CAC) is the tool that makes the discrete tracking
possible. This tracking is important because it provides a positive audit trail for every
transaction and affixes legally binding accountability in a more precise manner than the current
process that includes a series of paper documents maintained in several locations and posted to
several systems. Issues such as potential abuse of premium travel, disposition of unused airline
tickets, and other travel process abuses are more visible and auditable than through the existing
systems that are not CAC enabled.

Abuse of premium travel has been a recent issue with the Congress due to indications that
some travelers had been able to secure first class airline tickets against DoD policy. While DTS
does not preclude abuse of premium travel, it does provide a tool to help manage it. The DTS
notifies travelers if they are not in compliance with travel policy, including premium travel
policy by flagging the document and allowing signature only with a written justification.
Travelers can override these policy flags with a written justification. The justification is retained
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with the file and is also flagged for the traveler’s approving official who has pecuniary
responsibility for the travel authorization. This added visibility of DoD policy and any decisions
to make exceptions is expected to reduce the instances of unauthorized use of premium travel.

The Congress also recently addressed the issue of unused tickets. While DTS does not
solve the issue of unused tickets, it does provide a management tool to better manage it. Non-
DTS travel processes use centrally billed accounts managed by someone other than the travelers
to pay for tickets. The existence of unused tickets was not being communicated to the account
manager in a timely manner. Given the volume of DoD travel, management of unused tickets
paid for by the Government is a significant challenge. The DTS charges most airline tickets to
the individual travel card accounts, aligning responsibility for resolving any unused tickets with
the traveler and provides an incentive to resolve the unused ticket situations in a timely manner.
For those using centrally billed accounts, DTS compares and identifies in the record which form
of payment was used to prevent duplicate payments.

The DTS contains a flexible budget module that enables organizations to assign travel
funds management responsibility directly to those whom have mission responsibility. This
feature enhances the ability to match funding to task and know the status of travel budgets in real
time. The organization’s financial managers can also monitor the overall travel budget status,
and take corrective actions prior to problems occurring. The DTS verifies availability of funding
in the accounting system at each step of the process, through commitment, obligation, and
expenditure of funding, which significantly improves the accountability of the travel processes
throughout the Department and eliminates the need for maintaining several separate ledgers and
audit processes.

The DTS provides a debt management capability for those who incur debts through the
travel process. It provides an audit trail necessary to verify the debt, provides the information in
days in contrast to the existing manual processes requiring weeks, and improves debt recovery
for the Department.

The DTS enhances the quality of data and the management of travel-related information.
Each manual data entry step eliminated by DTS reduces errors and provides an improvement in
accountability and a reduction in cost from the elimination of the corresponding need to audit
and correct the manual errors. As we fully deploy DTS, the travel workforce will shift from
many data entry clerks and auditors to a smaller workforce managing system interfaces and
processing exceptions that may occur due to occasional systems interface issues.

The PMO-DTS program objectives include consolidating the Department’s 105
Commercial Travel Offices (CTO) contracts managed by 56 different organizations into about 42
contracts managed by one organization. Thirty-one of these contracts are set aside for small
businesses. These contracts establish the fee structure for travel agent ticketing services. The
fee structure is based on three distinct service methods:

1. DTS, meaning the exclusive use of DTS for travel reservations;
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2. DTS Touch, which means that although the request and confirmation of reservations
flows through DTS, some additional CTO assistance may be requested via DTS
email or phone that supplements DTS basic reservations; and

3. Traditional is initiated by the traveler using a phone or fax to the CTO to make
reservations in a traditional manner whereby the traveler then inserts the data back
into DTS for authorization, vouchering and archiving.

To date, travelers have purchased more than 370,000 tickets using DTS. In the
September 2003 EA, the number of airline tickets issued was considered as a factor in
determining the level of support provided by the travel service industry through the CTOs. We
estimated that DTS would reduce ticketing costs by 40 percent based on industry benchmarks.
The actual difference between DTS rates and Traditional rates under the first consolidated
contract is a reduction in cost to the Government of 82 percent or $23.35 each time DTS is used
to purchase a ticket.

The General Services Administration (GSA) hired the Corporate Solutions Group (CSG)
to evaluate DTS and other e-Travel services to ensure airfares are compliant with their respective
contracts and travel policies. GSA has not issued a final report because a review of the CSG
summary report data reveals that CSG's summary conclusions regarding DTS and other eTravel
services did not take into account the differences between the vendors' on-line booking engine
settings. For example, the DTS settings had a maximum number of 12 flights within a four hour
window display while the other eTravel services had various other display settings. The DTS
travelers had the ability to specify departure times based on mission requirements to get a display
showing flights available two hours before and two hours after departure time. The four hour
display window and other query parameters are a customizable feature of DTS, and may be
changed based on government travel policy and traveler and Service/Agency feedback. The
DTS is also designed to enforce Defense Travel Regulation policy's order of precedence whereby
city-pair fares are to be selected first, followed by available Civil Reserve Air Fleet carriers. We
continue to modify DTS displays based on user needs and recently implemented a change so that
the first display to the traveler is an 12-hour window of city pair carriers and other allowable
flights per policy. This change further enforces support to the city pair program first, but allows
travelers to pick other allowable flights per the travel regulations.

The Citizens Against Government Waste issued a report on September 28, 2004, echoing
concerns raised by the DoD Inspector General and the PA&E. The report also questioned legal
aspects about the restructure of the Northrop Grumman Mission Systems contract that were
addressed by the Court of Federal Claims in July 2004. The Court stated that it lacked sufficient
information to determine whether the contract restructure violated the Competition in
Contracting Act (CICA). The Court ruled that even if the contract violated CICA, it was not in
the public’s interest to upset the contract given the limited time remaining before expiration of
the contract and the large amount of money and effort already expended. However, the Court
directed DoD to re-compete the CTO portion of the program, which we have since complied
with. Other allegations in the report pertaining to costs were based on outdated information.
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Since May 2002, when DTS was designated an ACAT 1AM program, it has been
subjected to the rigor of a full acquisition review and has met all cost, schedule, and performance
criteria set forth by the ASD(NII) in the Acquisition Decision Memorandum. The Government
Accountability Office is currently reviewing DTS and is projected to complete their review this
fall.

Mr. Chairman, in summary, the DoD is just beginning to see the benefits of the
investment in DTS. The system costs and schedule have been stringently managed since its re-
designation as MAIS and the savings and non-tangible benefits experienced to date support
continued deployment of the system. Significant challenges remain due to the dynamics of the
DoD environment and the travel industry, but the benefits we have seen to date support
continued deployment of the system with a parallel effort to continually improve the system to
take advantage of emerging technology to meet the changing priorities and adjust to the changing
DoD environment and the dynamic travel industry.

The Department remains fully committed to providing world class travel processes to
support DoD’s Active, Reserve, Guard, and civilian members. We remain vigilant to the
challenges of implementation and dedicated to the goal of providing a cost effective travel
system to DoD. Every DTS transaction saves the Department money and reduces the need for
American taxpayer dollars. Mr. Chairman, this concludes my formal remarks. I will be happy to
answer any questions the Subcommittee may have. Thank you.
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CITIZENS AGAINST GOVERNMENT WASTE

Citizens Against Government Waste (CAGW) is a private, nonprofit, nonpartisan
organization dedicated to educating the American public about waste, mismanagement,
and inefficiency in the federal government.

CAGW was founded in 1984 by J. Peter Grace and nationally-syndicated columnist Jack
Anderson to build public support for implementation of the Grace Commission
recommendations and other waste-cutting proposals. Since its inception, CAGW has
been at the forefront of the fight for efficiency, economy, and accountability in
government.

CAGW has more than one million members and supporters nationwide, making it
America’s largest taxpayer advocacy group. Since 1986, CAGW and its members have
helped save taxpayers more than $758 billion.

CAGW publishes a quarterly newsletter, Government WasteWatch, and produces special
reports and, monographs examining government waste and what citizens can do to stop
it.

CAGW is classified as a Section 501(c)(3) organization under the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 and is recognized as a publicly-supported organization described in Section
509(a)(1) and 170(b)(A)(vi) of the code. Individuals, corporations, companies,
associations, and foundations are eligible to support the work of CAGW through tax-
deductible gifts.

Thomas A. Schatz, President
David E. Williams, Vice President for Policy
Angela French, Research Associate

Citizens Against Government Waste
1301 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Suite 400
Washington, DC 20036
Phone: (202)467-5300
Internet Address: www.cagw.org
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Defense Travel System: The Twilight Zone of Travel

Executive Summary

This Through the Looking Glass report examines the Department of Defense’s (DOD)
inefficient and costly travel management service, the Defense Travel System (DTS). The
DTS is the latest effort in DOD’s 25-year search for a money-saving solution to
government travel.

However, DTS has failed operational testing and ended up costing more than expected.
Originally, DOD was supposed to pay a fixed price of $64 million for the DTS after it
had been operationally deployed at 11,000 DOD sites worldwide and a $5.27 fee each
time the DTS was used for an official trip by DTS travelers. The total cost for five years
with full usage by 3.2 million DOD travelers and approximately 5 million trips a year
was supposed to be $263.7 million. But the DTS has already cost more than $400 million
to date and one Pentagon estimate places the final cost at $537 million. Even worse,
taxpayers are now paying for the defective travel system, which cannot even guarantee
the lowest fare.

The expanded cost and the unanticipated burden on taxpayers occurred in 2002 after
DOD and Northrop realized that DTS was more cumbersome than originally anticipated.
The original contract, under which Northrop would bear all of the development costs,
was secretly re-worked, removing the most stringent aspects of the contract and foisting
all costs associated with the system onto taxpayers. The U.S. Court of Federal Claims
recently determined that the contract modifications violated the Competition in
Contracting Act and required part of the revised agreement to be re-bid.

While DOD had good intentions to cut wasteful travel spending and make its travel
services more streamlined, what it now has is an inefficient, expensive system. The DTS
is so underutilized that the cost per transaction is approximately $33,000. Even if the
system is fully implemented by every DOD facility and every DOD traveler, which is not
likely, it would take 15 years for any savings to be realized.

DOD should use alternative private sector e-travel systems that cost taxpayers nothing to
develop and provide quicker and cheaper solutions. Both the DOD inspector general (1G)
and the agency’s program and evaluation office have documented problems with the DTS
and the IG recommended canceling the program. Apparently, everyone but the DTS
Program Management Office knows it would be more efficient and less wasteful to use
an alternative to the DTS, just like tens of millions of Americans do every day.

By January, 2005, federal agencies will have to choose an e-travel vendor for its travel
services; DTS is one of the choices available. While three large agencies have already
decided to use DTS, this CAGW report should serve as notice that other federal agencies
should not enter the twilight zone of travel known as the DTS and expose taxpayers to
millions of additional dollars in wasteful spending.



103
Introduction

The Department of Defense (DOD) has been seeking ways to electronically
streamline its inefficient and splintered travel process into a one-stop-shop to save time
and money since 1979, when it developed the “Standard Travel Advance Reservation
System” (STARS). Instead of relying on traditional travel services, which involves a
travel agent working individually on each leg of a traveler’s trip, STARS was supposed
to be a comprehensive, computerized travel system to handle every aspect of DOD travel.
Congress rejected the project due to insufficient evidence of the cost savings of STARS.

In 1984, the Grace Commission reviewed travel management practices throughout
the federal government and suggested STARS should have been improved upon rather
than rejected. The Commission also recommended that the General Services
Administration (GSA) “should create a centralized, professionally staffed travel service
contracting and negotiating unit” to further explore the possibilities of the government
creating an in-house travel system to cut travel costs.'

Twenty-five years after the failure of STARS, DOD still does not have an
efficient and cost-effective travel system. Its most recent effort began in 1995 and is
known as the Defense Travel System (DTS). Unfortunately, DTS is six years behind
schedule and has cost taxpayers more than $400 million to date.

Like many other examples of the government’s technological ineptitude, the DTS
has proven to be far more expensive and far less effective than planned, and it is starting
to spread beyond the DOD to federal civilian agencies. DTS can’t even guarantee the
lowest fare, which is the least taxpayers should expect. Furthermore, a federal court has
found the contracting practices associated with DTS to be illegal. Given the failures of
DTS, DOD and other agencies should be using less costly and more efficient private
sector alternatives that are currently available in the marketplace.

The Birth of DTS

The DTS project began with the establishment of the Defense Travel System
Program Management Office (DTS PMO), which has three main duties: (1) procure a
DOD-wide automated travel system, (2) reduce costs, and (3) streamline the travel
process.2 To accomplish these goals, the DTS PMO sought to acquire a software-based
travel system, which would make business travel “quicker, easier, and more efficient by

! President’s Private Sector on Cost Control, “Volume I1: Report on Travel and Traffic Management,”
Washington, D.C., 1984, pp. 15-16.

2 «The DTS/DTS PMO was established to fulfill three primary duties: 1 — conduct the reengineering of
DOD travel processes; 2 — procure an automated end-to-end system to support the restructured temporary
duty travel process; and 3 — consolidate the efforts of the DOD Commercial Travel Office services.”
Government Accountability Office, “AirTrak Travel et al,” (B-292101; B-292101.2; B-292101.3; B-
292101.4; B-292101.5), June 30, 2003, p. 3.
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providing automated commercial and government travel support services to DOD
travelers.”™

As part of its research and testing of the DTS program, the DTS PMO presented a
cost benefit and analysis report to Congress in 1997.% The report evaluated the time spent
by travelers and supervisors arranging travel, awaiting authorization for trips, and filling
out paperwork for reimbursement. Of the $709 million spent processing and
administering DOD travel, approximately one-third ($234 million) was spent on
administration of DOD travel. The remaining two-thirds ($475 million) was time spent
on “mission costs,” which consists of arranging travel and filling out reimbursement
forms.

With a fully implemented travel system, the DTS PMO calculated that the costs of
administration and the time for the travel would be split 50-50 in total costs of travel
processing. This would reduce per-traveler-voucher costs by 60 percent® and save the
DOD approximately $66 million annually in travel administrative costs.”

In June 1997, the DTS PMO sent out a request for the design and implementation
of a “seamless, paperless system that meets the mission needs of travelers, commanders,
and other travel resource managers, reduces the cost of travel, and provides superior
customer service.” In this solicitation, the DTS PMO required the contractor to build a
common user interface (CUI) using commercial, off-the-shelf (COTS) computer software
products. Only two contractors bid on the DTS project: BDM, International (BDM) and
Electronic Data Systems Corporation (EDS).

In May 1998, the DTS PMO competitively awarded a contract estimated to cost
$263.7 million to BDM, which was subsequently purchased by TRW, Inc., which in turn
was purchased by Northrop Grumman (Northrop). Northrop was required to develop an
“e-travel system” which would provide for the “end-to-end™ or total travel management
needs of the DOD.

Under the terms of the contract, the development, testing, and initial deployment
of the travel system was required to be completed within 120 days after the contract
award. The system was required to be up and running at 11,000 DOD sites worldwide by

3 DOD Office of the Inspector General (D-2002-124), “Allegations to the Defense Hotline on the
Management of the Defense Travel System,” July 1, 2002, p. 1.

* “Initial Economic Analysis, DOD Travel Reengineering Project,” Sept. 10, 1997.

% “Mission costs” are computed by DTS PMO to be the time spent by supervisors and travelers arranging
travel and filling out paperwork for reimbursement. Office of the Director, Program Analysis and
Evaluation, “Draft Report to the Department of Defense Comptroller General,” December 2002, p. 13.

© The DTS PMO estimated the costs would be reduced from $95 per voucher to $34.56 per voucher,
considering the 5 million travel vouchers filed each year. Travel arrangements would have a total savings
of 50 percent; post-travel activities would be reduced by 34 percent. These reductions are based on
“mission costs” and not actual cost savings. These savings represent the time DOD personnel would now
have free to work on other items. Idem.

7 Costs would be reduced from $234 million to $168 million annually, according to the 1997 report to
Congress. Ibid, p. 14.

# Ibid, p. 6.
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September 2001, at which time DOD personnel were supposed have a streamlined and

efficient travel system. More importantly, the DTS was supposed to save money for both
the DOD and taxpayers.

While Northrop won the contract, EDS protested, contending that it was rated
higher technically and therefore should have received the award. The Government
Accountability Office (GAO) upheld the decision to award the contract to Northrop,
primarily because Northrop offered a much lower price than EDS.®

The traditional method of managing DOD travel was to contract with both large
and small travel companies, known as commercial travel offices or CTOs. Those CTOs
responded to verbal or written requests from DOD travelers and planned the trip step by
step. Each CTO travel counselor had to have extensive knowledge of Federal Travel
Regulations and often had to explain options and rules to the DOD traveler. The travel
process was paper intensive, with written travel orders prepared, circulated for approval,
presented to the travel agent and written requests for reimbursement filed at the
conclusion of the trip. The DTS software was supposed to eliminate this time-consuming
process and permit the CTOs to substantially reduce staffing.'’

The DOD assumed that, with the implementation of the DTS, its CTOs would
have lower labor costs after the DTS became operational because travel agents would
only need to finish fulfiiling the travel order (for example, purchasing the tickets) rather
than spend time compiling an entire passenger name record (PNR) and explaining
available travel options to the traveler. In addition to automating the travel booking
process, the DTS also was supposed to handle other functions, including travel
reimbursement, accounting, and record keeping.'' While some travelers would still
prefer the more personal services provided by CTOs, overall transaction fees were
supposed to be reduced, saving an estimated $99.6 million a year within three years of
deployment.'2

? Government Accountability Office, “Protest of Electronic Data Systems Corporation,” (B-280133; B-
280133.2), Sept. 3, 1998.

19 Traditional DOD travel services required calling, visiting or faxing a travel agent at an approved CTO,
describing the travel requirements desired, and working with the travel agent to make airline, hotel and
rental car reservations. The travel agent would obtain information about the traveler (name, address, credit
card, specific travel preferences, etc.) in order to develop a passenger name record (PNR). In contrast, the
DTS software is designed to maintain individual PNR information. Therefore, much of the time to create
individual PNRs would be saved and would no longer have to be repeated by the DOD personnel or travel
agent making the travel arrangements. GAO, “AirTrak Travel,” p. 4. The DTS was also supposed to
provide the traveler with all travel options and government rates so he/she could select the travel itinerary
without communicating with the CTO. The final itinerary would be electronically transmitted to the CTO.
This would allow an individual travel counselor to process many more trip requests each day and this
improved productivity was anticipated to reduce the CTOs’ cost per individual transaction.

" When DTS is at full capability, it is expected to track the following: order writing capability; reservations
for all modes of travel; entitiements computation; automated DOD policy compliance; electronic signature
verification; electronic travel claim settlement, including split disbursement; and archiving of encrypted
financial and travel data. GAO, “AirTrak Travel,” p. 5.

12 Tanya N. Ballard, “Defense Trave] System Set to Launch Despite Funding Shortfall,” Government
FExecutive Magazine, January 10, 2002, p. 2.
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The most taxpayer-friendly provision of the original DTS contract required
Northrop to pay for all costs associated with developing, testing and deploying DTS and
receive no revenue until the system was completed, proven effective and operationally
deployed. Moreover, the amount of revenue earned by Northrop was contingent on the
extent of actual use by DOD travelers.

After operational deployment of a fully functional DTS, Northrop would receive a
one-time, fixed price of $20.00 per DOD user connected to the DTS, plus a fixed fee of
approximately $5.27 for each DOD trip performed using the travel system. DTS PMO
assumed that all 3.2 million DOD users would be connected to the DTS by September
2001, and approximately 5 million transactions would be completed annually using the
DTS through September 2006. Thus, upon full operational deployment to all 3.2 million
DOD users at 11,000 sites worldwide, Northrop would receive payments of $64 million.
Thereafter, Northrop’s revenue would be based solely on the number of actual trips made
by DOD travelers using the DTS.

In 1998, the DTS PMO estimated that, if Northrop had completed full deployment
on schedule (September 2001) and all DOD trips were performed using the DTS, the
maximum cost of the contract would not exceed $263.7 million through September 2006.
The DTS was supposed give the DOD a new and innovative software program that would

start saving money in 120 days, plus significantly reduce the administrative burden on
DOD.

In sum, the original DTS contract appeared to be a very good deal for the
taxpayers because all cost overruns and performance risks were to be assumed by
Northrop. The government would only pay Northrop after a fully functional DTS was
operationally deployed, and then only to the extent of actual use by DOD travelers. The
cost to the government was anticipated to be more than offset by the savings realized by
the DTS.

DTS Gets Its Wings Clipped

Unfortunately, things did not work out as planned. Northrop offered DOD a
COTS travel management software product and represented that only minor
modifications were necessary to fully satisfy DOD’s requirements. Because operational
deployment was required to commence within 120 days of contract award, testing began
in November 1998, two months after the GAO protest was resolved.

The initial tests of the DTS were failures. The DTS PMO soon recognized that
the envisioned travel system was more complicated than originally thought and
Northrop’s software was far less capable than promised. The DTS PMO ran the travel
program with 326 various scenarios to see if the program would accept a trip request,
give an accurate, reasonable price, and process a reimbursement voucher for the traveler.
The numerous problems found in these tests included the system’s inability to either
calculate temporary duty travel combined with leave or compute travel that required
partial payments. Northrop immediately began to work on the identified glitches, but it
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was clear by early 1999 that the COTS software provided by Northrop as the basis for the
DTS could not be fixed with revisions; it needed a major redevelopment.I3

In the fall 02000, the DTS PMO began the second batch of testing, yielding no
better results than the first. Even though the system passed some of the test scenarios, 87
“critical” discrepancies were found in the software. Although 72 of the discrepancies
were solved during the next few rounds of software updates, the completion of the
software continued to be pushed back with each new problem. By August 2001, less than
one month before the DTS was to be fully completed under the contract, the DTS
continued to fail its tests and was not ready for use at any DOD site."* During this period
it became apparent to the DOD and Northrop that DTS simply would not result in a
functional end-to-end travel management system.

The Secret and Illegal Deal that Keeps DTS Flying

Up to this point, the DOD had not invested any money into the program since all
development, testing and deployment costs for the DTS would be covered by Northrop.
Payments to Northrop would only commence upon completion, proof of effectiveness
and operational deployment of the travel system. However, rather than terminate the
DTS contract and competitively procure a system that actually worked, the DTS PMO
and Northrop entered into an illegal scheme to totally restructure the contract and pass on
hundreds of millions of dollars in costs to taxpayers.

Without opening the contract back up for competitive bidding, DOD and
Northrop entered into secret negotiations for a totally new agreement, violating the
Competition in Contracting Act (CICA) of 1984. Negotiations lasted until around
February 2002, when modifications were executed that totally changed the technical
requirements, performance schedule and pricing provisions of the DTS contract. In fact,
the only contract feature not completely changed was the contract number.

The new agreement removed the most stringent aspects of the original contract.
Instead of requiring a DTS system that operated in a client server mode (customizing and
installing software in each individual computer server at every military base), Northrop
only had to develop a web-based DTS, which would be similar to existing commercial
Internet travel booking systems. Since DOD suddenty had to find a temporary solution to
its travel needs while Northrop developed its web-based system, DOD also illegally
added a new requirement for traditional travel services to the Northrop contract. These
services were subcontracted to a large travel company at exorbitant rates, well above

'* DOD OIG, pp. 6-7.

14 The Joint Interoperability Test Command (JITC) tested the program from October 23 through December
22, 2000 at Whiteman Air Force Base, Missouri. Because the system continued to be plagued by
discrepancies, the DTS PMO canceled testing on November 8, 2000. The second operational test was
carried out at Ellsworth Air Force Base in South Dakota from July 26 through August 29, 2001. Again,
DTS failed to meet critical requirements set forth by the DOD. JITC found DTS to be a defective system
and the system could not be deployed to any DOD facility. Ibid, pp. 6-7.
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prices available in DOD’s other competitively procured traditional travel service
contracts.

The most significant alteration in the illegal DTS contract restructuring was the
change to a cost-reimbursable contract, which meant that the cost and risk for
development and testing was shifted from Northrop to the taxpayers, thereby eliminating
any incentive for Northrop to keep its costs under control. Even worse, the government
paid Northrop $53.5 million to cover the retroactive costs incurred during the
unsuccessful tests prior to December 2000, and the government paid another $30-$40
million between April 2001 and March 2002, while both parties illegally negotiated the
restructure of the DTS contract and Northrop continued its fruitless attempts to make the
original DTS work."” Finally, the DOD agreed to pay approximately $35 to $50 million a
year commencing on April 1, 2002 to continue efforts to develop a functional system
using the Internet.'® ’

In July 2002, DOD Inspector General (IG) Joseph E. Schmitz released a report
that estimated that the costs of the DTS program had grown from the original $263.7
million to $491.9 million — 87 percent higher than the original contract amount. He
agreed with the DTS PMO that the project would not be concluded until 2006, four years
behind schedule. Schmitz also severely criticized the management of the program,
stating that the DTS was being “substantially developed without the requisite
requirements, cost, performance, and schedule documents and analyses needed as the
foundation for assessing the effectiveness of the system and its return on investment.”"’
The 1G noted that the quarterly reports issued by the DTS PMO “did not always appear to
report the ‘true state’ of the DTS program.”'® Finally, Schmitz said DTS “remains a
program at high risk of not being an effective solution in streamlining the DOD travel
management process.”’

Despite Schmitz’s harsh critique of DTS and recommendations to cancel the
program, DOD continued to fund the DTS.

The Department of Defense’s Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation
(PA&E), following up on the IG’s findings, released an in-depth report and cost analysis
of the DTS to the DOD comptroller in December 2002. The PA&E recommended that
the DOD consider commercial e-travel systems that were now available but were
unavailable during the time of the original contract award to Northrop. The PA&E report
noted that, without performing any cost/benefit analysis, the DTS PMO had included

15 Northrop was paid $43.8 million under contract modification 25 in February 2002, and $9.7 million
under task order 10 in April 2002 for work performed between September 29, 1998 and December 18,
2000.

16 After signing the new contract, the DOD began making monthly payments to Northrop for work
performed on DTS totaling $35-$50 million annually. Northrop also began receiving monthly payments
for development work on the system, totaling an estimated $9-$15 million annually. Contract modification
27, March 29, 2002.

7 DOD OIG, p. 3.

¥ Ibid, p. 8.

' 1bid, p. 3.
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many features in its original solicitation for the travel system that were not required by
DOD travelers. The PA&E stated that “DOD requirements need to be compared against
commercial trends and software availability to see if developing this functionality is
worth the cost.”’

The PA&E noted that “many new web-based tools are available today on the
Internet. These Internet tools interface with airline, hotel and rental car reservation
systems ... providing a myriad of services and information directly to the traveler during
all phases of travel planning.”! Although the DTS PMO reported improved test results
after the contract was restructured, the program nevertheless “still has a considerable
ways to go before full functionality is delivered.”” The PA&E found that “it has taken
four years to achieve about half the required functionality with an additional three years
needed to provide full functionality.”?

The PA&E report also reviewed the original DTS PMO cost analysis for the DTS
and found that the DTS program expects to spend $537 million to complete development
and maintenance during its life cycle (fiscal year 2001 to fiscal year 2014). The PA&E
compared the cost per transaction fees of commercial e-travel systems (non-end-to-end
systems) to the DTS (an end-to-end system). Testing at pilot DOD sites revealed that the
average cost per transaction of commercial systems was $41; the average cost per
transaction of DTS was $33.60. Therefore, the added benefit to DOD’s DTS end-to-end
system would be $7.40 per transaction, equaling $37 million in total savings per year for
a fully implemented DTS system. Taking all of these factors into consideration, the
PA&E concluded that “at this rate, it will take 15 years of savings to break even on the
DTS program.” H

However, it is highly unlikely that a fully implemented and fully functional DTS
will be achieved, even by September 2006. Taxpayers continue to fund the program,
Northrop continues to make changes and modifications to the system, yet DTS continues
to experience serious problems. In fact, the DTS may not even be able to keep up with
commercially available products. As the PA&E noted, “[i]n attempting to keep pace with
ever increasing capabilities in commercial travel software, the probability of
requirements growth in DTS software development will increase before final delivery.”®
This is not the first time it has been proven that the government cannot develop software
at the same rate, efficiency, or low cost that can be achieved by the private sector.

Furthermore, cost estimates for the completed DTS program vary. In July 2002,
the DOD 1IG estimated the system would cost $491.9 million upon completion.
Subsequently, the PA&E December 2002 report re-evaluated the DTS PMO’s cost
benefit and analysis findings and stated that a fully deployed DTS would cost a total of

2 pA&E Report, p. 8.

2 dem.

2 Ibid, p. 11.

2 1bid, p. 12.

2 Ibid, p. 16 (emphasis added).
% Ibid, p. 3.
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$537 million. Yet, a July 2004 article reports that “DTS is expected to be finished by
Sept. 30, 2006, at a total cost of $474 million.”™® Part of the confusion exists because the
DOD has not released current figures on the cost of the DTS program to date or provided
the budget estimates it projects to complete the DTS contract through September 2006.
There also is great uncertainly about how many of the 11,000 DOD sites and 3.2 million
DOD travelers worldwide will be connected to the DTS by the end of the DTS contract.

In fact, it was not until December 3, 2003 that the DOD finally declared that
Northrop’s DTS had achieved Initial Operational Capability and was ready for
deployment, even though the system was functioning at only a handful of the 11,000 sites
it was supposed to serve. To date, more than $200 million of taxpayers’ money has been
paid to Northrop by the DOD, despite the fact that the travel system is inefficient, cannot
perform basic tasks and is used by only a small percentage of DOD travelers.

Questions about DTS do not stop with varying cost and deployment estimates.
Other potential contractors for the DOD’s e-travel system questioned the legality of the
2002 restructured contract with Northrop. On May 23, 2003, CW Government Travel,
Inc. filed a complaint at the U.S. Court of Federal Claims, arguing that the contract
should be re-opened for bidding because the changes were so extensive that they
constituted a new contract.”’

Court Rules Contract Illegal

On July 26, 2004, the U.S. Court of Federal Claims, in the case of CW
Government Travel, Inc. v. the United States, held that “[the DTS PMOQ’s} failure to issue
a competitive solicitation for the traditional travel services added by Modification
P00029 violated CICA [the Competition in Contracting Act].””® The court found that the
change to the DTS contract was “a cardinal change” and required the DTS PMO to re-
solicit the traditional travel services work, which “will serve the public interest by
ensuring fair and open competition in public contracts.””

The court noted that when the DOD posted its DTS solicitation, “the technology
of the time limited the solutions that contracts could offer” because “there were no COTS
items that provided web-based travel management services for Government travelers.”°
The court also recognized that only two contractors responded to the solicitation and that
no provider of traditional travel services responded due to the severe requirements DOD
mandated for its automated travel management system.

In a small victory for taxpayers, the court ordered the government to terminate the
traditional travel services portion of the 2002 DTS contract and conduct a competitive

% Stephen Losey, “Senator Wants to Know Costs of DTS,” Federal Times, July 12,2004, p. 1.

27 CW Government Travel, Inc. v. U.S., (No. 03-1274 C), United States Court of Federal Claims, July 26,
2004, p.2.

2 1bid, p. 19.

» 1bid, p. 20.

* 1bid, p. 3.
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procurement that will result in a new contractor performing these services by November
2004. Based on a comparison of the pricing for traditional travel services in the Northrop
contract to the pricing in CW Government Travel’s competitively won DOD travel
contracts, DOD has overpaid for traditional travel services under the unlawful Northrop
contract by approximately $14 million since 2002.

Although the court found the 2002 restructure of the 1998 Northrop contract to be
unlawful, it subsequently determined, in a novel and unprecedented decision, that the e-
travel portion of the Northrop contract should be allowed to remain valid. The court
relied on a unique equitable argument that preventing the restructured 2002 Northrop
contract for e-travel services from going forward would delay the project even further,
and that Northrop’s system was “substantially complete.”*' The court assumed that
“[a]ny new contractor would not have a system that could be immediately deployed.”
Despite the unlawful pricing and technical changes, the court said the agreement with
Northrop would remain because it was simply too late to terminate the contract and re-
compete the web-based travel management system.

Unfortunately, the court’s conclusions are not supported by the facts. While the
court found the DTS to be “substantially complete,” it will cost taxpayers at least
another $100 million to complete the system by late 2006.>* The DTS that is currently
deployed frequently cannot find the lowest applicable airfare available for DOD travelers,
nor does it work for international travel. Travel agents who have tested the DTS found
that flights booked by DTS can cost as much as $1,200 more per ticket than applicable
fares available to government travelers because the DTS software did not alert the
traveler or travel agent that a lower priced government fare was available.”’

The DTS PMO acknowledged the failure to identify the lowest fares at a Small
Business Solicitation Pre-Proposal Conference on March 10, 2004 and stated that it was
going to release a “change order” (at taxpayer expense) to have Northrop correct this
problem in the future. Given Northrop’s track record, this change will probably be four
years behind schedule and cost the Government many additional millions, like the rest of
the project.

Given the government’s record $422 billion deficit, it is absolutely incredible that
anyone would design an automated travel system that would not find the lowest airfare or
that the DOD would accept such a system for operational deployment. Even more
astonishing, the DTS PMO has instructed the CTOs that are now using the DTS that they
should not correct the problem when the DTS automatically books a higher priced airfare.

Another fundamental problem with the DTS is that it does not provide travel
agents with the information necessary for them to process DOD travel expenditures. The

*! Ibid, p. 24.

2 Idem.

* Idem.

3% Based upon the pricing in contract modification 27.
* Losey, p. 1.
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original contract stated that this would be a time-saving tool that the enhanced e-travel
system would perform; yet, today this task must still be performed manually for the

majority of travel transactions and often requires travel agent intervention to correct the
DTS errors.

The court’s determination that Northrop’s e-travel system was substantially
complete is further undermined by the fact that the DTS is rarely used at the military
facilities where it has been operationally deployed. The DOD issues approximately 5
million tickets each year. Yet, only 15,000 tickets have been purchased through the DTS
since 1998. This means that 99 percent of the DOD tickets are still being issued via
traditional travel services.*

In 2002, the total estimated cost of the DTS was $491.9 million, therefore each of
the 15,000 tickets issued to date have cost taxpayers $33,000. The DTS PMO has not
made available the current estimates of the cost to finish the system, but using DTS
PMO’s original cost estimates, PA&E assumes the system will total $537 million, which
is $273.3 million more than the original 1998 contract price. In addition to the base cost
of developing the DTS, taxpayers are being burdened with potential excess ticketing
costs that could exceed hundreds of millions of dollars annually.’’

In concluding that the government would have to start over to develop a new
system if Northrop were not allowed to continue with the DTS, the Court of Federal
Claims apparently was unaware of the fact that the DOD can purchase e-travel services
from two vendors that were awarded contracts by the General Services Administration
(GSA) — CW Government Travel and EDS. Each of these two vendors provide a web-
based system that was developed at their own expense rather than by the taxpayers.
Moreover, these GSA contracts are available for DOD use immediately.

The DTS Virus Spreads

As bad as the DTS PMO’s activities have been for Pentagon expenditures, what is
worse is that the taxpayer-financed Northrop system is now migrating to the civilian side
of the federal government. In addition to CW Government Travel’s and EDS’s privately-
financed systems, Northrop’s taxpayer-funded DTS system also is available on the GSA
contract schedule. Under the GSA’s guidelines, every civilian agency will have to
choose one of these three vendors for their e-travel services by January 1, 2005.

When the GSA selected the private companies that would provide travel services
to government travelers, it did not require each of the companies to guarantee that its e-
travel system would produce the lowest applicable fare for government travel. Had this
basic protection from excessive costs been mandated, Northrop’s DTS system would not
have been eligible for consideration by other federal departments and agencies.
Unfortunately, three agencies — the Departments of Agriculture, Transportation, and

3¢ At least the traditional travel service contracts require the CTO to guarantee the lowest airfare.
37 If only 25 percent of the DOD’s 5 million annual airline tickets are over priced by only $400 the
additional cost to taxpayers would be $400 million.
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Treasury — already have signed up for the Northrop system, possibly unaware of this
expensive defect. To avoid making the same mistake, other agencies must be forewarned
of the costs and flaws of the DTS.

Ironically, the GSA’s contracts, unlike the restructured DTS contract with
Northrop, require CW Government Travel and EDS to absorb their own development
costs and make revenues contingent on the successful use of their web-based travel
systems by federal agencies. The GSA’s successful procurement from CW Government
Travel and EDS demonstrates conclusively that the DOD did not have to assume all cost
and performance risk and pay up front for the development of a web-based travel system,
as it agreed to in its illegal 2002 contract with Northrop. By including Northrop in its e-
travel initiative for civilian agencies, however, the GSA will likely cost taxpayers
hundreds of millions of dollars in the future because Northrop is being selected by large
federal departments and agencies even though it does not provide these agencies with the
lowest available airfare and is continuing to charge more than its competitors for the
same travel services.

In its decision, the Court of Federal Claims also refused to terminate the 2002
Northrop contract because “Northrop would walk away with the system that it has
developed and the Government would have to start over.*® This is perhaps the most
outrageous aspect of the 2002 Northrop contract. Despite having paid Northrop hundreds
of millions of dollars to develop, operate and maintain the DTS, the government does not
own it, does not receive any profit from it, and has only been granted a license which
requires it to pay Northrop for the right to use the very system the taxpayers built.

Thus, once the DTS is deployed throughout the DOD and other federal agencies,
Northrop will have a virtual perpetual monopoly that will allow the company to continue
overcharging the government. The PA&E noted this problem when it discussed the
restructured DTS contract, stating “[i]t is our understanding that DoD has not brought the
rights to the software developed for the DTS program” and finding that this “may limit
DoD’s ability to use competition effectively to reduce travel costs.”’

Conclusion

The DTS has been a failure since its inception. While the DOD had good
intentions to cut expenses and make its travel services more streamlined through the
DTS, what the Pentagon has ended up with is a highly ineffective, very expensive and
hugely wasteful system with many fundamental flaws that may never be fully resolved.
Moreover, the DTS was procured under an unlawful contract at exorbitant costs, and the
DTS PMO did not even obtain title to the DTS that it paid hundreds of millions to
develop. The DOD steadfastly refuses to look at better e-travel alternatives, such as the
systems developed by CW Government Travel and EDS, which cost taxpayers nothing to
develop and provide quicker and cheaper solutions.

*® Ibid, p. 24
*¥ PA&E Report, p. 13.
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Perhaps most inexcusable is the fact that the DOD continues to leave the DTS
PMO in charge of DOD travel, notwithstanding the years of mismanagement, waste and
even unlawful conduct that has occurred during the administration of the DTS contract.
Federal civilian agencies facing an imminent decision about which e-travel system to use
should beware of ending up in the twilight zone of travel, known as the DTS.

12
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l 1.0  Executive Summary ]

In any situation where performance-driven pricing incentives are at issue, there is a need for
compliance monitoring, so as to optimize discounts available and insure continuity of the
program. The travel industry specifically adds additional complexity, as there are multiple layers
of information transmittal that must be considered in order for any discount scheme to be
effective, as must vendor compliance with the terms and conditions of program participation,

Over the past 20 years, much of the travel industry has embraced periodic or systematic
reservation or fare audits to ensure successful application of discount programs and identify areas
in which the effectiveness of such programs may be strengthened.

The Corporate Solutions Group® (The CSG) responded to a solicitation developed by the GSA
eTravel Program Office for a Fare Audit of the four operational platforms used by the ¢Travel
System (¢TS) and the Defense Travel System (DTS).

The purpose of the project was to:
*  Compare how eTravel and DTS vendors present air fares in their online booking tools.
* Analyze any differences found and determine reasons for those differences.

The audits were undertaken electronically employing user interfaces provided by each of the
three €TS system providers and DTS:

eTS

¢ CW Government Travel (CWGT) of San Antonio, Texas
¢ EDS of Fairfax, Virginia
¢ Northrop Grumman Mission Systems (NGMS) of Fairfax, Virginia

DTS
¢ Northrop Grumman Mission Systems (NGMS) of Fairfax, Virginia

These systems rely upon a number of external data and transaction-handling sources to form their
informational displays and complete the reservation process. Most significant among these are
what are termed Global Distribution Systems (GDS). These are transaction-handling systems
operated by four major independent companies, each with close operational and business ties to
the airline community:

e Amadeus

o QGalileo

e Sabre

¢  Worldspan

The GDS collect travel-related information, including availability and pricing, from a variety of
sources. They then normalize and display this information on a transaction-driven, query basis,
initiated by user requests. Thus, GDS users are presented with an array of schedule, availability,
and pricing information specific to the itinerary specified.
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The CSG Team performed an initial review of the booking systems and tools employed by the
Government, including the eTS/DTS tools and the GDS which they use as an informational
source. This review applied a combination of automated and manual techniques to perform tests
designed to assess the system’s presentation of air fares to federal travelers.

This involved conducting near-simultaneous comparative testing of all four booking tools, using a
“point in time” methodology, beginning on Tuesday, February 15, 2005 and concluding Monday,
February 21, 2005.

| 1.1 Key Findings

Table 1 (below) summarized major air routes used by federal travelers, as determined by the
General Services Administration through its negotiated air fare program, The City Pair Program
(CPP). The table described the two major negotiated air fare categories contracted by the
Government:

YCA Fares — The code used to designate unrestricted coach class contract fares for Government
contract carriers.

Capacity-Controlled Fares (_CA) Fares — The code designating coach class fares that are
restricted only as to limits on seat availability.

The table shows that the eTS/DTS air fare booking tools portrayed between 34.5% and 89.9% of
all applicable CPP fares offered in the 25 markets. A higher number of contract fares displayed
represents a better service offering for the Government and makes the largest array of potential
savings opportunities available. Overall, the systems successfully displayed accurate contract
fares between 91.2% and 97.2% of the time when such fares were offered. The major operational
deficiency characterized by the table is in the ability of the systems evaluated to present all
applicable contract fares.

Table 1: TOP 25 DOMESTIC CITY PAIRS
EE p S

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 187 61 32.6% 66 35.3% 170 90.9% 76 40.6%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 119 41 34.5% 44 37.0% 107 89.9% 100 84.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
forCC 306 102 333%| 110 35.9% 277 90.5% 176 57.5%

CC Flights N/A 93 91.2% 103 93.6% | 270 97.5% 171 97.2%
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Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
in alt 4
Systems 57
% of
Identicat CP
Flights
Appearing
in all 4
Systems 18.6%

Note for Tables 1 and 2:

In any audit setting, users apply business rules that partially govern how services are displayed to users.
These, for instance, may specify that a two-hour availability “window” be used, as opposed to a four-hour
“window,” which is also in common use. Schedules failing outside the specified ‘window” would not be
displayed to users. These and other business rule settings may therefore arbitrarily alter audit results.
Detailed “business rule” information is contained in Section 4.1 of the “eTS-DTS Task A Report and
Findings” document.

Finally, the table portrays variances in display across the four systems evaluated. Of 306
qualified and available contract fares offered across the 25 top markets, 57 flights (18.6%) were
successfully portrayed in all systems.

Potential Impact of Business Rules

Please refer to the “Note for Tables 1 and 2” (above). Care must be taken to interpret audit
observations in light of arbitrary “business rules” that may be applied in individual
implementations of travel systems and that may be observed by and affect the results of audits.
As discussed in the above referenced note, such rules may potentially expand or contract the
range of available service choices and be reflected in tabular data.

Based upon Government-provided data (Section 4.1 of the “eTS-DTS Task A Report and
Findings” document, the business rules affecting this audit are similar but not identical. Not all
tabular or display variances noted in the report are attributable to business rule variances.

Table 2 (below) portrays similar data for the top 10 international destinations for flights
originating or terminating within the U.S.
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Table 2: TOP 10 OVERSEAS FLIGHTS ORIGINATING OR TERMINATING WITHIN THE
UNITED STATES

o T B

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares

Displayed 44 13 29.5% 12 27.3% 39 88.6% 15 34.1%
_CACP

Fares
Displayed 26 13 50.0% 14 53.8% 23 88.5% 15 57.7%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 70 26 371% 26 37.1% 62 88.6% 30 42.9%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 20 76.9% 18 69.2% | N/A N/A N/A N/A
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems 13
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inalt4
Systems 18.6%

The data portrayed by both tables show that, while each of the booking systems evaluated offer a
high number of contract fares accurately and consistently, there are anomalies and deficiencies in
both contract displays and competitive market displays.

The detailed report discusses three Case Studies that highlight these observations. Additionally,
the data appear to describe situations where schedules that should be offered to federal travelers
are not, based upon incorrect vendor-driven application of City Pair Program (CPP) contract
terms or non-permitted routing restrictions.
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1.2 Recommendations

These recommendations are based both upon direct observations and analysis of the audit data
and upon broader travel industry experience,

Scope of the Audit

Current audit conditions produced several areas of imprecision, such as the inability of the
systems evaluated to perform in an operational setting (as opposed to a test environment), and
incomplete data provided by the booking system vendors that could account for some of the
observed display anomalies.

We recommend working with the affected vendors to stage a further audit that addresses these
deficiencies.

Further, the current audit describes only a “moment in time” picture of a few routes and services.
Later phases of the audit program, as defined by the Government, may provide a clearer picture
as to possible causes for the observed deficiencies, by providing a more comprehensive picture of
the system’s operational characteristics.
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2.0 Abstract

The Corporate Solutions Group® (The CSG) responded to a solicitation developed by the
GSA eTravel Program Office for a Fare Audit of the three operational platforms used by
the eTravel System (eTS) as well as the Defense Travel System (DTS).

The purpose of the task order awarded is to support successful deployment and use of the
eTS and DTS by establishing the planning, auditing, and reporting required to determine
vendor performance in providing the best available fares, in compliance with government
policies.

This task order was placed under the GSA Travel Services Solutions (TSS) schedule. A
competitive solicitation was conducted under the schedule and several iterations and
revisions took place in the process to achieve the objectives stated above.

The scope of the request requires management support to determine that fares returned
through eTS and DTS travel services are the best, policy compliant fares that are
available at the time of booking. The outcome of this support is intended to be:

s Anaccurate, independent assessment of fare presentation.

e Use of the best value rates.

e Identification of applicable and appropriate audit and review standards.
e Improved travel options and reduced costs for the Federal traveler.

e Reduced cost to the taxpayer and government by ensuring that the best, policy
compliant fares are available and to determine the degree that the fares have been
used.

Audit management support is currently focused upon:

e Comparing how eTravel and DTS vendors present air fares in their online
booking tools.

¢ Analyzing any differences found and determining reasons for those differences.

The government may elect to expand this planning and management support for other
services, including lodging and car rental. The contractor will propose an approach and
associated pricing to perform these additional audits with similar scope to the support
described herein.
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2.1  Defense Travel System (DTS) —l

The Defense Travel System (DTS) is a web-based application hosted by Northrop
Grumman Mission Systems in Fair Lakes, VA, for processing travel authorizations, travel
expense claims, and real-time travel arrangements. External interfaces include multiple
Department of Defense (DoD) financial systems, an electronic archive, the DoD charge
card vendor, DoD digital signature verification, and four Global Distribution Systems
(GDS) through a gateway provided by TRX. Access to the DTS application requires a
valid digital signature identity certificate.

As of December 1, 2004, DTS has electronic interfaces in production with 15 travel
management companies (TMCs) with 122 pseudo city codes’ in three GDS. For two
months, the average monthly number of new travel arrangement requests by GDS were:

e Sabre - 15,900
e Apollo - 1,100
e  Worldspan - 2,350

¢ Aninterface to Amadeus is available in the testing environment (but not
deployed) since no current DoD DTS travel agency uses that GDS.

DTS permits a user to input search parameters of departure and arrival airports, date, and
time. DTS interfaces with the GDS that supports the user's TMC and returns results of
available flights from which the user can choose a flight. When they are finished with
selecting air, hotel, and rental car arrangements, DTS sends a pre-built passenger name
record (PNR) to the TMC.

If possible, requested arrangements will automatically book in the GDS without agent
intervention. After a quality control review and providing any requested assistance, the
TMC returns the reservation information to DTS. Actual ticketing is done after the travel
authorization is approved and normally happens three business days prior to travel.

' A pseudo city code is a unique electronic identifier used within an airline reservation (GDS)
environment to delineate a unique system user access point.
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2.2 eTravel Service (eTS)

The eTravel Service (eTS) is a travel management service. It provides Executive branch
agencies with the ability to manage their travel from end-to-end through a common, web-
based service. The General Services Administration’s ¢T'S master contracts were
awarded to three vendors;

o  CW Government Travel (CWGT) of San Antonio, Texas
e EDS of Fairfax, Virginia
s Northrop Grumman Mission Systems (NGMS) of Fairfax, Virginia

Each vendor is required to meet GSA’s master contract specifications but may use their
industry expertise and best industry practices to architect their solution.

By contract, each vendor is required to provide travel planning, cost estimating, online
self-service and assisted reservations, fulfillment, and authorizations. Travelers are able
to file expense reports online and standard data reports are required for business planning.

€TS vendors’ solutions include a travel management center/travel agent (TMC)
component. In addition, eTS vendors are required to accommodate a Federal Agency
selected TMC. If a Federal Agency elects to obtain TMC services from a non-eTS vendor
this TMC is required to use the eTS vendor’s booking engine for self service reservations
after September 2006.

For non-self service reservations (agent assisted) the TMC will book primarily through
their GDS but have the option to use the eTS vendor’s web-based solution.

CWGT serves as both the service integrator and the primary TMC for CWGT customers.
Their €T'S solution branded, E2 Solutions, uses GetThere by Sabre as the online booking
engine.

For this project The CSG has teamed with Fare Audit, Inc., of Windsor Locks (Hartford),
Connecticut. Fare Audit is the travel industry’s premiere transaction-level reservation
auditing and compliance monitoring company, with extensive practical experience
throughout the civilian and government sectors. Fare Audit is the only travel auditing
company with government experience and the only company that works exclusively for
travel service buyers (principals) and not TMCs, vendors, or other intermediaries—
thereby enabling wholly objective performance reporting.
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2.3  Audit Phasel

The CSG Team performed an initial review of the booking systems and tools employed
by the Government, including the eTS/DTS solutions and the underlying GDS and
related inventory platforms. This review applied a combination of automated and manual
techniques to perform the tests outlined in the statement of work, specifically:

a)

b)

d)

€)

g

h)

An air fare price comparison between DTS and eTS of 25 frequently traveled
domestic round trip destinations provided by the Government (provided in
Section 3.0 of this report).

Select morning and afternoon arrival/departure times on the same specified
dates selected for each round trip destination identified above and compare the
government airfare rates between DTS and all ETS systems.

Using 10 complex domestic round trip destinations (specified by the
Government and provided in Section 3.0 of this report), compare the
presentation of the contract/policy compliant air fare rates between DTS and
all ETS services.

Using 10 overseas flights for flights originating or terminating in the
continental United States (specified by the Government and provided in
Section 3.0 of this report), compare the government airfare rates between DTS
and all ETS services.

Analyze any differences found in the above-mentioned procedures to
determine the reasons for the differences. Provide a report providing raw
results and summarizing the findings.

Validating that the vendors are accurately taking availability and fare
information from the GDS and accurately displaying this information for
reservation purposes in a manner that is compliant with the ETS/DTS
contracts/policies.

Assessing whether reservation and fare information are presented in the
correct order as stipulated by the contract and associated policies, and

Confirming the air, lodging, and rental car base rates that are presented to
travelers conform to rates in government contracts and agreements.

The appropriate methodology for establishing a baseline uses a sampling methodology.
The statistically accepted approach used is to develop a “market basket” performance
assessment at a fixed time and to perform continual periodic, systematic evaluations on
the same sample set of selected city pairs, domestic and international for all GDS systems
and each of the systems providing services to DoD and eTravel.

Page 6

Use or disclosure of the data contained on this sheet is subject to the restriction on the litle page of this document.



127

eTS/ DTS Fare Audit
SOLUTIONS 6ROUP Report and Findings - Revision IV
May 5, 2005

Market basket analysis is an algorithm that examines a long list of transactions in order to
determine which items are most frequently purchased together. Quantitative variances in
the sample over time will assess ongoing performance relative to the baseline.

The CSG Team developed the earliest and most successful econometric market-basket
models used in travel procurement and we use proprietary models and techniques to
assure that the baseline sample remains relevant in the commercial marketplace, despite
inevitable changes in composition that must occur over time, as the array of vendor
product offerings evolves.

The CSG will establish a definition of the key elements and criteria for what represents
best, policy compliant fare (e.g., lowest-available, ability of the fare to meet mission
need, etc.) with the compliance and agreement of the Program Offices.

The audit will outline and describe:
¢ Preliminary Audits to establish performance baseline
* Reporting Schedule
¢ Summary / Recommendations
The audit will identify:
» Applicable Federal and DoD regulations that drive fare options; and

e Specific audit objectives for each program’s travel solution(s). (e.g., verify city
pair fares, GDS fares, web fares, and other non-participating carriers).

The CSG conducted the audit following the receipt of the proper security and access
information for the three eTravel solutions and the DTS solution. All of the systems were
processed and compared in a consistent manner and within the same time frame. The
audit employs commonly accepted accounting and audit sampling techniques. These
techniques are used throughout the business sectors and are consistent with industry
practices.

The CSG took the identified selected trips for CONUS and OCONUS for all systems
(TS and DTS). The trips were searched for City Pair Program (CPP) fares, in a
consistent and objective manner. All rules associated with these fares and the GDS
systems rules were examined. All alternative fares (other the CPP fares) available in the
marketplace were searched and all applicable rules and requirements were identified.
After this search all systems and all fares were reviewed for applicability and findings.
Displays were reviewed for applicability and appropriateness.

Upon acceptance of our report, we will work with each program management office to
develop an audit management plan for the eTravel and DTS programs to design future
audits. The CSG Team has extensive experience developing similar management-level
oversight and auditing programs and we are confident that we can adequately engage all
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relevant parties in the design of such audits and ongoing evaluation of the results
produced.

The plan will include:

1y

2)

3)
4

Successful use of best, policy compliant air fare as appropriate for each
service being deployed by the programs

Key performance objectives
Schema and design of the audits

Milestone schedule

We will work with each program office to determine and further refine specific
components of the plan:

a)

b)

<)

d

Definition of the key elements and criteria for what represents best, policy
compliant fare, contract terms and policies, that should be audited and with what
frequency.

Appropriate, statistically valid methodology that conforms to the expected
transaction volume for each service to establish a baseline assessment and on-
going maintenance.

Timing of when the information will be captured and in what manner the
information will be captured.

Recommended reporting schedule and any other summary/ recommendations
based on the above-mentioned audit findings.

Note that The CSG Team possess extensive experience with the procurement of
government and commercial travel both within and outside the U.S. and we are fully
prepared to support deployment and operation of the audit program across all
Government facilities worldwide.

Page 8

Use or disclosure of the data contained on this sheet is subject to the restriction on the title page of this document.



129

eTS /DTS Fare Audit
SOLUTIONS 6ROUP Report and Findings - Revision IV
May 5, 2005

‘ 3.0 Specific Methodology

The purpose of this testing exercise was to support the GSA with its goal of ensuring
successful deployment and use of €TS and the Defense Travel System (DTS) by
providing objective, unbiased, third party observations that identify both weaknesses and
strengths of the systems studied in a comparative, side-by-side environment.

The results will be useful to better establish the planning, auditing, and reporting required
to monitor vendor performance in providing best available fares and schedule displays in
compliance with government policies.

The CSG Team conducted near-simultaneous comparative testing of all four (4) U.S.
Federal Government electronic internet-based travel systems. These tests were
conducted at Fare Audit’s headquarters located in Windsor Locks, Connecticut. Pre-
testing began on Monday, February 14, 2005 while actual testing began on Tuesday,
February 15, 2005 and continued through Monday, February 21, 2005.

The systems comparatively tested were:

DTS - Defense Travel System - designed by Northrop Grumman Mission
Systems and utilized by the U.S. Department of Defense

eTS systems - three (3) separate and distinct systems used by the Executive
agencies of the U.S. Government. They include:

FedTraveler — designed by EDS
GovTrip — designed by Northrop Grumman Mission Systems
E2 Solutions — designed by CW Government Travel (CWGT)

Testing parameters were established using a “point-in-time” comparative testing concept.
Owing to the inherent nature of dynamic changes occurring with regard to available
travel inventory being decremented and deposited back to available inventory on a
continuous basis, as well as air fares and rules changes occurring at any moment, it was
determined that comparative observations of each system output in the following areas
would also be beneficial:

All systems tested were in a “live” production mode except for FedTraveler by EDS
which could only be provided in a testing environment. Although we have no specific
information as to functional deficiencies created by this situation, it should be noted that
employing a non-production environment is a departure from accepted industry audit
practices.

All systems were concurrently tested while using T1 or greater Internet connectivity.
Multiple auditors used multiple log-in identification codes for system access as provided
by the GSA and/or the vendors. DFAS observers were present as Fare Audit’s
headquarters for most of the testing period.
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All relevant output from each system was documented using TechSmith’s “Snaglt”
capture technology and those screen capture documents are provided as an appendix to
this report.

Specific testing performance parameters included the following, provided by the General
Services Administration:

Step 1: An air fare price comparison between DTS and eTS of 25 frequently traveled
domestic roundtrip destinations:

Table 1: 25 Frequently Traveled Destinations

Table 21

Airport]l Name Airport Airport Name Airport || # Times Reference
I ot Lode Ao L Code ] Used
Washington National 1{ DCA l To/From -| Columbus International 6137 . Table 7
Washington National I DCA " To /From Atlanta International I ATL 1 6037 . Table 8
Panama City [ PFN l To / From Atlanta International :‘ ATL I 4989 Table 11
Dallas-Fort Worth DFW 1 To/From Washington National ‘I DCA f 4688 ° Table 13
Intemnational ¢ L . . o b .
Chicago O'Hare jl ORD To/From Dayton International | DAY : 3970 Table 15
Dayton Internationat I[ DAY i To/From .| Atlanta International | ATL '| 3665 ||  Table 17
Norfolk Virginia | To/From :| Atlanta International l ATL | 3469 I[  Table 19

Detroit - Wayne County | To / From Washington National l DCA { 3379 |

To /From 2989 | Table 23

Dallas-Fort Worth

Albuquerque : l ABQ .

International : o L Itemational L N SO
Chicago O'Hare 4 To/From | Washington National DCA 2942 i1 Table 25
Intemational !
Dallas-Fort Worth
21 International | . o

‘Washington National | To/From | Dayion International ~,| DAY | 2625 || Table 29

San Antonio 2465 ¢ Table 31

i

1To/From Daltas-Fort Worth IDFW

International

Valparaiso

1 To/From | Atlanta International l ATL 2204 | Table 33

San Dicgo ! To/ From Atlanta International l ATL 2159 Table 35

‘| Pensacola Regional I To / From Atlanta International t ATL 2154 Table 37

Los Angeles International t LAX t! To/From | Albuquerque ' ABQ 2044 Table 39

International

Detroit - Wayne County 1 DTW ;[ To/From | Kalamazoo ' AZO 2019 Table 41

Chicago O'Hare .1 ORD ‘i To/From Moline Quad City MLI 2009 Table 43

Intemational L . . ) e b . e

Monterey Peninsula MRY To /Frem Los Angeles LAX 1962 Table 45
International

El Paso 1928 Table 47

\ ELP i To/ From

H

Fort Worth I DFW |
al :

f
i
I
|
|
f
i
[
l
[
|
|
[
l
!
|
kTo/ F}oﬁ} [ Dayton Intem;'nional l DAY —
l
i
l
i
|
|
|
!
i

|
|
l
|
ll
}
|
2702 ;I Table 27
I
|
|
i
|
i
|
|
|
{

Baltimore-Washington [ BWI I To /From Atlanta International [ ATL 1875 Table 48

il
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Internationat

| oot I ;
San Francisco International ! SFO i To/From { Monterey Peninsula 1 MRY 1 1596 | Table 51
Tucson International TUS To / From Dallas-Fort Worth DFW 1591 Table 53
i International iAo, Gl
San Antonio Q SAT | To / From ; Atlanta International ] ATL | 1579 1 “Table 55 -

Step 2: Selected morning and afternoon arrival/departure times on the same specified
dates selected for each roundtrip destination identified above and compared the
government air fare rates between DTS and all three (3) eTravel systems.

Step 3: Used 10 complex domestic roundtrip destinations (as provided by the GSA,
shown in the table immediately below), and compared the presentation of the contract /
policy compliant air fare rates between DTS and all three (3) eTravel services.

Table 2: Ten complex domestic roundtrip destinations (compiex = city pairs without set
GSA cqntract price)

‘ Airport ‘ 1 Country/ g l Alrpon [ City l Coun*r\}; ] ’Titmes 1 Reference
o State | . N . State | Used
1 DTW } Detroit { l to/from i AZO I Ka!amazoo l M ! 2019 | ( Table Py
leY ‘ Dayton [on oh I Toffrom [kCV'GV | Covmgton - l Ky | 1302 [ Table 57
AL [ Afanta [ GA [ ioffrom | ABY Albany —[Gh 661 Table 59
AT _[GA [ loffom [ABY [ e [ s
I GRK [ Killsen { > 5 toffrom i DFW ; Dalias/FtWorth [ TX ! 422 [ Tabie 61
t RIC - ‘ Rlchmond I VA - ! to)frem tlAD [ Washmgton — 1‘DC ! ‘38{ I Table 63
[ | Detrolt 1 Tolfrom | DAY "l“bég}iﬁn' — [Gn k !1 37 i| Tabie 55
“"Charotiesvilie | VA | toffom | CLT [ Chariotte | NG 568 [ Tabe 67
[ | Chariotesdlle ([ VA [ toffiom [ CLT ] Charlot (v [ m e
I Honolulu ! Hi i tolfrom l 0GG ‘ Kahului i HI i 245 1 “Table 69
= ChICaQO — 1 'L - ' to/from H SDF - H LOUISVI[[e KY ! - 233 Ta})le 71»'
{ Houston ] TX ﬁ{ to/from { SJT ‘ San Ange!o { TX E Ty [ “Fabie 73
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Step 4: Used 10 overseas flights for flights originating or terminating in the continental
United States, shown in the table immediately below, compared the government air fare
rates between DTS and all three (3) eTravel services.

Table 3: Top 10 overseas flights originating or terminating within the continental United
States

Airport L City [ Country/ ’ lAlrport [ Cn, & Country/ 1 Times !Reference
I . ; | State | Used ;
[FRA [Tkt [ Gemary [wlfom [IAD [Wakign [DC [ I [ Taders
LHR [’l"ondo‘r’x WlmUmtedegdom { Toftrom | Wb [ Washmglon““ e ’ [ o | Table 77
F‘C’(‘)‘ ; I Rome i Ttaly [ woifrom 1 PHL | Philadelphia ) [ ?A‘ { a3 | Table 78 3

J[Sou[SoRons [witom [WD [ Waingn [DC ][ 9 [ TebeB
| okt [ Gemary " lfom [PHL [ Pilsdcpia [ FA [ 71 [Vabe s
. [ Henol R [ofion [NRT [T [T [T [ Tabe®
([ORD[Chego [0 [wiom [TRA [ Fraki [ Gemany % | TabledT
| [Rris —[GA ——[whon [FRA [ Fankrl [ Gemany B3 | Tebledo
: (O [ fwfon [THR [ Lowdon [ UniedKingdom [ 76 | Table®i
[ Weshngn [[5C " [wom [ WOC [ Mok [ Gemzy___ | Tebless

Step 5: Analysis of any differences found in the above-described procedures to determine
the reasons for the differences (e.g., performance issues, policy differences, contract
differences, etc).

Step 6: Generation of a report providing the raw results from the comparative testing
and summarizing the findings.

A comparative database was developed by The Corporate Solutions Group and Fare
Audit, Inc. used to capture the fare output from each test and each system as described
above. The analysis and results of the output from the database is provided as an
appendix to this report.
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| 4.0 System Overviews

As part of the eTravel/DTS Fare Audit, The CSG undertook a general review of system
presentations and capabilities at the Government’s request. This review focused solely
upon behaviors and events appertaining to pricing and fare presentation. The CSG has
not been commissioned to undertake a comprehensive performance or presentation audit,
nor do we attempt to evaluate the characteristics of any system as measured against eTS
or DTS program standards.

4.1 Parameter Settings

Each of the booking systems evaluated includes various internal settings that control the
schedule and price choices that are presented to the user. Such settings are used to speed
and focus flight selection in a manner that is consistent with the user’s organizational
goals and mission. The travel arranger’s choices are controlled and organized by
excluding those schedules that are programmatically screened as unacceptable, based
upon these settings.

For purposes of this study, the Government provided live (or test, in the case of EDS)
booking environment access. Such access was subject to the programmatic setting
selections described above that have been established by the agency through which
access was provided.

This information is relevant in that variances observed in faring responses must consider
in light of booking parameters imposed by the user.

Specific parameter setting information as provided by the Government follows. We note
that the Government advised that this information may not be wholly accurate in every
detail.
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4.1.1 DTS Settings

DTS Reservation Module

DTS displays up to 12 unrestricted flights for each request (4 hour
window for domestic, 12 hour window for international)

®*  Flight Availability (IAW DoD policy)

® GSA contract carrier shown first (YCA) identified by “GSA
City Pair” highlighted in green
® GSA contract carrier (capacity controlled *CA) shown
second identified by “GSA City Pair with restrictions”
highlighted in yellow
?{ﬁzg g;e ® CRAF carriers offering government fares (me too, *DG)
%ré(:rﬁ;fy i ®* Non-CRAF carriers offering government fares
Govior e
Non-Govt Non-government fares (non-penalty, coach class fares)
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{ 4.1.2 FedTraveler Settings [

Agency: | EDS Training Environment
GDS Search window considered:
Hours prior to requested 2 hours
departure time
Hours after requested 2 hours
departure time
Segments returned from GDS: SR
Minimum number Zero
Maximum number As many as the GDS will return
Types of Fares Displayed: (¥ or ) NN
CA (limited capacity) Y
YCA Yes
DG Yes
Unrestricted market fares | Yes
Restricted market fares Yes
Penalty fares Yes
Business Class Yes
First Class
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| 4.1.3 GovTrip Settings

Agency: | Department of Treasury (Bureau of Public Debt
GDS Search window considered:
Hours prior to requested 2 hours
departure time
Hours after requested 2 hours
departure time
Segments returned from GDS: [N
Minimum number Zero
Maximum number As many as the GDS will return
Types of Fares Displayed: (Y or N) —
CA (limited capacity) Yes
YCA Yes
DG Yes
Unrestricted market fares | Yes
Restricted market fares No
Penalty fares No
Business Class No
First Class No
Page 16
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4.1.4 E2 Solutions Settings

Agency: | National Business Center (Dept of Interior
GDS Search window considered:

Hours prior to requested 2 hours
departure time
Hours after requested 2 hours
departure time
Segments returned from GDS:
Minimum number Zero
Maximum number As many as the GDS will return
Types of Fares Displayed: (Y or N)
CA (limited capacity) Yes
YCA Yes
DG Yes
Unrestricted market fares | Yes
Restricted market fares Yes
Penalty fares Yes
Business Class Yes
First Class
Page 17
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4.2 Analysis and Notes

The system display parameters provide basic selection filtering but are not sufficient to
explain some of the display information observed. For example, Case Study #1 (below)
describes displays that include or exclude certain carriers (depending upon the system at
issue). This behavior cannot be explained by configurable system parameters as
disclosed for purposes of this audit and must, therefore, be attributed to design
deficiencies or other display biases that are not controlled by the user.

Case Study #2 (below) discusses a price quote anomaly involving a Southwest Airlines
schedule that is priced significantly below competing services. The data in this case
reveal that the systems accurately quote the contract price, but do not quote the lowest
market price in all cases. The behavior cannot be explained based upon configurable
parameter settings and must be considered a design characteristic.

i 4.2.1 Display Notes

a) All systems except E2 Solutions display the applicable fare basis code.

b) DTS, GovTrip, and FedTraveler show both YCA and CA when both are
available. In most cases, E2 Solutions shows only CA when it appears both are
available.

¢) Both FedTraveler and E2 Solutions add fees when making connections, typically
$10.20 per connection. In some cases the fee applied was $5.70. These are not
considered errors for this study as long as fees are consistent with the $10.20 or
$5.70.

d) Insome markets the base fare was reduced by $4.19 when making a connection,
regardless of the number of connections. This was considered an error for this
study.

e) It is not possible to determine the underling GDS used to create the booking
system displays, as this varies and the information is not made available through
the user interface provided.

f) First class and other premium (non-coach) services are not used to identify
displays or quotes as errors throughout this study, unless comparisons are
specifically and explicitly made on a premium service basis.

g) Respecting international itineraries, given the display limitations of FedTraveler
and E2 Solutions, it is impossible to tell if a correct rate is being applied because
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the base rate cannot be viewed and the taxes and fees are inconsistent between
different connection points.
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I 5.0 Overall Findings

What follows is a summary of the CSG’s audit findings. These findings are based upon
the audit techniques and processes discussed in the report, as applied to the testing
environments and samples made available to us. The audit addresses only a small
subsection of potential transactions and does not evaluate actual passenger reservations.

These limitations may have an impact upon the findings of our analysis, and the actual
experiences of live travelers in particular may differ. We do, however, believe that the
scope of the audit as designed, provides adequate material for reasonable conclusions to
be drawn as described herein. We have attempted to confine our observations to
performance characteristics and results that may reasonably be adjudged to fall within the
operational and sample limitations of the audit design.

For purposes of this analysis, we highlight representative examples extracted from the
tabulated and raw audit results. Additional examples that support the conclusions may be
found in the audit results appendix of this report.

Case Study #1: Washington - Columbus Market

Referring to Table 4 below, we see identical results displayed by DTS and GovTrip. We
further see substantial variances in the availability of fares and schedules across the four
systems, with DTS and GovTrip consistently displaying the lowest rates. However, as
the systems are not consistent in the way they display taxes, charges, and other fees,
direct comparisons based solely upon the table are not possible and some interpolation is
unavoidable. Moreover, as E2 Solutions does not describe all relevant details pertaining
to fares quoted (such as specific fare types), adequate information necessary to
interpolate comparisons based solely upon fare displays (and table data) cannot be
deduced.

Some of the larger variances appear to be attributable to round-trip quotes appearing
intermixed with one-way. FedTraveler uniformly produces a more comprehensive array
of choices, however based upon prices quoted, many of these appear to be marginally
useful for Federal travelers. An analysis of system parameter settings applicable to
FedTraveler (detailed in 4.1) does not yield a satisfactory explanation for the increased
number of choices.

Of more interest are the significant variances in basic schedule and fare availability
across the four systems. Note that, in no single instance, do all four systems offer prices
for the same flight. This is attributable to the underling fare and availability logic used
by each system to construct its displays. However, in some instances there does not
appear to be any identifiable explanation for the anomalies observed.
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For example, DTS and GovTrip and FedTraveler each list Delta and Northwest
schedules, each of which is valid and delivers a government discount. E2 Solutions lists
several US Airways flights (which are the same price as Delta services shown by
FedTraveler), while omitting the Delta and Northwest services. Conversely, the US
Airways services are omitted by DTS, GovTrip, and FedTraveler. In one instance, DTS
and GovTrip display a US Airways connection at a higher price than is shown by E2
Solutions but omitted by FedTraveler.

The system parameter settings disclosed by the vendors and provided by the Government
(4.1) are insufficient of themselves to account for the observed lack of consistency.

Table 4: DCA-CMH 21FEBO05 (Case Study)

Contract Carrier CPP YCA BASE US tax Other Total Tax/Other
us $149.00 $138.60 | $10.40 $10.20 $20.60
_CA
$99.00 $92.09 $6.91 $10.20 $17.11
Contract
CITYPAIR TOTALFLIGHTS  Carrier DTS  FedTraveler 2 Solutions  GovTrip
DCACMH21FEB9 US1108/US3985 Y $134.41 $164.90 | $134.41
DCACMH21FEB9 NW0227/NW0277 $87.90 $114.90 $87.90
DCACMH21FEB9 DL5159 $92.09 $109.20 $92.09
DCACMH21FEB9 NW0229 $92.09 $112.40 $92.09
DCACMH21FEB9 NW0229 $216.20 $216.20
DCACMH21FEB9 AA4688/AA4643 $101.38 $222.40 $101.39
DCACMH21FEB9 UA0607/UA0384 $137.68 $168.40 $137.68
DCACMH21FEB9 AA4780/AA4878 $142.33 $171.90 $142.33
DCACMH21FEB9 NW5125/NW 5481 $391.63 $389.40 $391.63
DCACMH21FEB9 Us3327 X $109.20 $109.20
DCACMH21FEBY Us3327 Y $159.20
DCACMH21FEB9S US0001/US4931 X $114.90 $114.90
DCACMH21FEBS US0001/US4931 Y $164.90
DCACMH21FEB9 US0782/US0149 X $119.40 $119.40
DCACMH21FEB9 US0782/US0149 Y $169.40
DCACMH21FEB9 C05227/C0O5277 $400.00
DCACMH21FEB9 DL6653 $382.40
DCACMH21FEB9 C02216/C0O3489 $403.90
DCACMH21FEB9 UA2962/UA4085 $403.90 $385.11
DCACMH21FEBY UA2054/UA1839 $598.90
DCACMH21FEB9 NW6947/NW7053 $387.90
DCACMH21FEB9 UA2959/UA2243 $714.90
DCACMH21FEB9 AAATT6/AALBT1 $211.90
DCACMH21FEB9Y C02308/C02217 $400.90
DCACMH21FEB9 DL1405/DL6457 $384.90
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Referring to Table 5 below, we saw somewhat more consistency in the displays, as all
four systems offered two of the possible itineraries. Allowing for variances in the
handling of taxes and fees, fares for these two itineraries (both are United Atrlines
schedules) are equivalent. Fed Traveler agreed with the E2 Solutions display, with the

exception of the 6221/817 combination but also included other United Airlines flights at

equivalent prices that all other systems omitted. Moreover, FedTraveler clearly prevailed
by way of finding the lowest fare, by identifying a Southwest Airlines’ service (1832)

that priced a full 45% lower than any price quoted by the other systems.

The Southwest flight anomaly cannot be accounted for through parameter setting

variances (4.1); there are few meaningful divergences between the systems expressed
through such settings. Southwest availability will not typically appear in booking

displays not derived from the Sabre GDS, however in this example the observed variance
must be attributed to display logic deficiencies intrinsic to the booking tool. It is not
possible to determine which GDS was the basis for any given display, based upon the
information available through the audit user interfaces provided.

Table 5: MRY-LAX 21FEBO05 (Case Study)
Contract Carrier CPP YCA BASE US tax Other Total Tax/Other

$84.00

WUA L

N/A

$78.14

Contract

$5.86 ..

..$10.20

$16.06
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CITYPAIR TOTALFLIGHTS Carrier DTS FedTraveler 2 Solutions  GovTrip
MRYLAX21FEB9 . UAB221/UA0817 Y $78.14 | $104.40 ' $78.14
MRYLAX21FEB9 . UAB221/UA0979 ; Y $78.14 $104.40 $104.40 $78.14

_MRYLAX21FEB9 | UAG221/UAOSSS Y §78.14 $10440 $104.40 $78.14
MRYLAX21FEBY | UAB221/UA0888 Y $78.14 | $10. $78.14
MRYLAX21FEBS _  UA6221/UABS8 Y o $10440
MRYLAX21FEB9 : UAB08BS8 Y . $78.14 . $94.20 | $94.20  $78.14
MRYLAX21FEB9 US8244/US6327 $240.00 $240.00
_MRYLAX21FEBY _ US8244/US7251 | $240.00
_MRYLAX21FEB9 _ USB244/UA0979_ TR B
MRYLAX21FEB9 ' UAB139 Y %9420 $94.20 |
. MRYLAX21FEB9 WN1832 $43.20
MRYLAX21FEB9 UAB459/UA1265 Y $104.40 : $104.40
MRYLAX21FEB9 _ UAB089 Y $9420  §9420
US8244/US6227 _$27840
, HP6491/HP0702 $255.40 | o
MRYLAX21FEB9 UAB221/US6064 N 1 $232.55
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Case Study #3: Chicago - Londen Market

Referring to Table 6 below, we see more inclusion of service options across the four
systems than was observed in the domestic examples above. DTS and GovTrip offer
both YCA ($370) and WCA ($202) on American 90, while FedTraveler and E2 Solutions
appear to quote only WCA. % Curiously, all systems save GovTrip, omit American 86
entirely. GovTrip is also alone in offering competitively priced HGD service via the
United combination or the direct service.

Table 6: ORD-LHR 21FEBO5 (* Includes USD $25.00 Fuel Surcharge) - {Case Study)
Contract Carrier CPP YCA BASE US tax Other Total Tax/Other

AA $345. $370.00* . $14.10 $7.00 $21.10
$177.00 $202.00*  $14.10 $7.00 $21.10
Contract
CITYPAIR TOTALFLIGHTS Carrier DTS FedTraveler €2 Solutions

| ORDLHR21FEBS | AA0OS0 X $202.00 $223.10
ORDLHR21FEB9 AA0090 Y  $37000  $39110
ORDLHR21FEBS | UA0922 , . $202.00

2 This is a supposition only as all systems do not provide a fare basis code to enable complete
analysis.
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6.0 Comparison Matrices

Next follows the specific results of each market tested in accordance with this task.
Please note that the Kalamazoo — Detroit market was provided for audit purposes twice;
once in the 25 frequently traveled markets and again in the 10 complex markets. The
results for that market are shown only once in this report.

l6.1

25 Frequently Traveled Markets

Table 7: DCA-CMH 21FEB05

[:Contract:Carrier CPP. - BASE . [Ustax {1 |- Total Tax/Other ]
us_ $149.00 $13860 | $1040  $10.20 $20.60
$92.09  $6.91 $10.20 $17.11

Contract;

L HCITYPAIRY | TOTALELIGHTS Hicar DTS " .Goviripy
DCACMH21FEB9 US1108/US3985 ; Y $134.41 $164.90  $134.41
DCACMHZ1FEB9 NWO0227/NW0277 $87.90 $87.90
| DCACMH21FEB9 DL5159 ; $92.09 $92.09
DCACMH21FEB9  NW0229 $92.09 89209
DCACMH21FEBS _ NW0229 T 20 | $216.20
DCACMH21FEBY . AA4688/AA4643 $101.39 . $22240 . $101.39
i DCACMH21FEB9 UA0607/UA0384 1 $137.68 $168.40 1 $137.68
DCACMH21FEB9 AA4780/AA4BTE . $142.33 $171.90 : 0 $142.33
DCAGMH21FEB9 _ NW5125/NW5481 (839163 $38940 .. . 39163
DCACMH21FEB9 | US3327 X $109.20 $109.20
DCACMH21FEB9 Us3327 Y $159.20 )
DCACMH21FEB9 . US0001/US4931 X $114.90 $114.90 |
DCACMH21FEB9 US0001/US4931 Y $164.90
DCACMH21FEBY | USO782/US0149 X $119.40 $119.40
 DCACMH21FEB9 . US0782/US0149 Y  §169.40 N
 DCACMH21FEB9 C05227/C05277  $400.00
DCACMH21FEB9 DL66563 $382.40
DCACMH21FEB9 C02216/C0O3489 $403.90
DCACMH21FEB9 | UA2962/UA4085 | $403.90 $385.11
DCACMH21FEB9  UA2054/UA1839 $598.90 |
DCACMH21FEBY | NW6947/NW7053 $387.90
DCACMH21FEBY | UA2959/UA2243 $714.90 .
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DCACMH21FEB9 AA4776/AA48T1 $211.90
DCACMH21FEB9 . C02308/C02217 $400.90
DCACMH21FEB9 DL1405/DL6457 $384.90

Figure 1: DCA-CMH STATISTICAL SUMMARY
Contract DTS .

“Description:
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 4 1
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 7 1

25.0% 1 75.0% 1

100.0% 3

14.3% 1 14.3% 6 85.7% 4 571%
CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A ] 0.0% 6
ldentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 0
% of
Identical CP
Fiights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 0.0%

600.0% 4 66.7% 0 0.0%

Table 8 CMH-DCA 22FEB05
[ Contract Carrier CPP.]
us

US tax
$10.40

[ BASE"

; Total Tax/Other]
$149.00 © $138.60
SET l

$20.60

$99.00  $92.09 $6.91 $17.11

[ [FedTeaveler]: &2 Solutions . GovInp:

CMHDCA22FEBY $134.41 :

| CMHDCA22FEB9  US4931/US1419 Y . $13441  $164.90 $164.90 ' $134.41

. CMHDCAZZFERS  US3324 Y $13860  $15920 - $159.20  $138.60
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CMHDCA22FEBY  NW1120/NW0228

. CMHDCA22FEB9 - DL5157

| CMHDCA22FEB9 | UA3230/UA2975
CMHDCA22FEBS | AA4704/AA4630
CMHDCA22FEBS - AA4858/AA4T83
CMHDCA22FEB9 |, DL6298/DL1878
CMHDCA22FEBY . NW5214/NW6824
 CMHDCA22FEB9  US0860
CMHDCA22FEBY | US0860

| CMHDCA22FEBS | US4302/US0165

' CMHDCA22FEBS US1402/US3191
CMHDCA22FEBY  US1402/US3191

| CMHDCA22FEB9 | US1295/US2381
CMHDCA22FEB9  US1295/US2381
_CMHDCA22FEB9  CO0452/C00807
' CMHDCA22FEBS - UA2135/UA1865
CMHDCA22FEB9 . CO5265/C05228
CMHDCA22FEBS . CO2134/C02844
CMHDCA22FEB9 - NWO274/NW0236
_CMHDCA22FEB9  DL1176/DL1291
CMHDCA22FEBS | COB450/C0O5238 |
CMHDCA22FEB9 | NW3498/NW0230

Figure 2: CMH-DCA STATISTICAL SUMMARY
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$109.20
$117.90
$331.40
$171.90
$434.90

$109.20 .
$159.20 °

$119.40

$169.40
$119.40

$109.20

$114.90

$119.40

$119.40

$169.40
$403.90

$87.90
$92.09
$92.09

' $101.39
$142.33

$385.58

© $391.63

$598.90
$405.40 |
$400.90

$114.90
© $434.90

$450.40

$11490

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP

Rate N/A

3 50.0%
0 0.0%

3 30.0%
1 33.3%

33.3%

0.0%

20.0%

50.0%

83.3% 2
75.0% 4
80.0% 6
100.0% 6

33.3%

100.0%

60.0%

100.0%
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Table 9: DCA-ATL 21FEB05

[Contract Carrier GPP | SYCA 1"BASE ;[ Usta 1 Total Tax/Other ]

DL $295.00 $274.42 $20.58 $10.20 $30.78

$225.00 $209.30 $15.70 $10.20 $25.90
, Contract | : ;
: CITYPAIR TOTALFLIGHTS [:Carrier =:| " DTS [iFedTraveler | se2 Solutions +*| GovTrip:]
DCAATL21FEBS . DL5379/DLA347 Yo %27442: . 827442
DCAATL21FEBS DLO0454 X $209.30 $235.20 $235.20 © $209.30
DCAATL21FEBY DL0454 N $274.42  $305.20 $274.42
. DCAATL21FEB9 US1615/FLO093 $146.97 | .
' DCAATL21FEB9 US0457/US2223 $148.84 $148.84
DCAATL21FEBY  NW1606/NW0461 (820511 . $205.11
DCAATL21FEB9 NW1795/NW0818 $20930 i .$209.30
DCAATL21FEB9 UA2053/UA3280 _ $209.30 $24390 . $209.30
DCAATL21FEB9 CO2761/CO1165 $218.60 ' , § $218.60 |
DCAATL21FEBY DL4273 Y $305.20 $305.20
_DCAATL21FEB9  DLO267 _ X . $23520  $23520
_DCAATL21FEB9 DL0267 Y 830520 oo
 DCAATL21FEB9 DL0925 X $235.20 $235.20
DCAATL21FEB9  DL0925 Y $305.20 i
| DCAATL21FEB9 DL1897 X $134.20 $235.20
_ DCAATL21FEBY | DL0829 X $235.20
DCAATL21FEB9 DLOB29 Y ~ $305.20
| DCAATL21FEBY  US1801 $134.20
DCAATL21FEBY | FLO183 $134.20
DCAATL21FEB9 US1803 $134.20
DCAATL21FEBY  FLO189 $134.20
 DCAATL21FEBY NW5533/NW5362 $359.40 -
' DCAATL21FEBS AA1843/AA1145 $258.40 $360.93
DCAATL21FEB9 US1615/TZ0093 | $146.97
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Figure 3: DCA-ATL STATIST!

CAL SU MMARY
Contract’ ; i

DTS: >

-“E2 Solutions .
T Yof
‘Description Flights: - CC -

YCA City-
Pair (CP)

Fares

Displayed 6 2 33.3% 2 33.3% S 83.3% 1 16.7%
_CACP

Fares
Displayed 5 1 20.0% 1 20.0% 5 100.0% 4 80.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 11 3 27.3% 3 27.3% 10 90.9% 5 45.5%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 3 100.0% 3 100.0% 9 90.0% 5 100.0%
Identical
CP Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 1
% of
Identical
CP Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 9.1%

Table 10: ATL-DCA 22FEBOS
[ Contract Carrier

| Total Tax/Other |

DL $30.78 |
$225.00 $209.30 $15.70 $10.20 $25.90

TYPAIR FedTraveler |12 Solutions ™ |:GovTrip’|
ATLDCA22FEB9  DLO772 , Y . $27442 . $305.20 - $305.20 | $274.42
. ATLDCA22FEBY DL4840/DL5480 | X $209.30 $209.30
ATLDCA22FEB9 DLO6%0 X . $209.30 | $235.20 $235.20 | $209.30 |
ATLDCA22FEB9 - US1684 =~ . $14884  $13420  $14884
. ATLDCA22FEB9 NWO0476/NW0236 . $205.11 $489.40 . $205.11
ATLDCA22FEBS . DL1732/US3049 N $337.67 ] y $337.67,
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. ATLDCA22FEBY DL0350/DL5346

* ATLDCA22FEB9 CO5476/CO5236
ATLDCA22FEB9 DL1464
ATLDCA22FEB9  DL1874
ATLDCA2FEBY  DL1188

- ATLDCA22FEB9 DL0O540
ATLDCA22FEBY | FLO184
ATL.DCA22FEB9 usS1816 .
ATLDCA22FEB9 - CO1154/C02160
ATLDCA2FEBY  US0490/US0178
ATLDCAZ22FEBY NWO476/NW2036
ATLDCA22FEBS AA2005/AA1502
ATLDCA22FEBY AA2263/AA1446

149

N
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Figure 4: ATL-DCA STATISTICAL SUMMARY
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$709.77 $709.77
: $775.81 ) $775.81 .

$235.20 $235.20
$23520 o $23520
$305.20 $305.20
$305.20 $305.20
$134.20
$134.20
$217.90
$142.90
$562.79
$853.96

rip

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed

Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights

Displaying

Correct CP
Rate

Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

N/A

33.3%

50.0%

42.9%

100.0%

33.3%

50.0%

42.9%

100.0%

3 100.0%

3 75.0%

6 85.7%

6 100.0%

100.0%

75.0%

85.7%

100.0%

Page 29

Use or disclosure of the data contained on this sheet is subject to the restriction on the title page of this document,



150

eTS /DTS Fare Audit
SOLUTIONS GROUP Report and Findings - Revision IV

May 5, 2005

% of

Identical CP

Flights

Appearing

in all 4

Systems 28.6%

Table 11: PFN-ATL 21FEBO5

| Contract Carrier CPP. |7 YCA . ] "BASE | UStax:|". Other - | Total Tax/Other |
DL $270.00 $251.16 | $18.84 . $10.20 $29.04
$230.00 213.95 $16.05 $10.20 $26.25

Contract

No flights wfin policy

Figure 5: PEN-ATL STSTISTICAL SUMMARY

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% ] 0.0% 0 0.0%

Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 0
% of
identical CP
Flights
Appearing 0.0%
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inalt4

Systems

Table 12: ATL-PFN 22FEB0 ] ) ;

Contract Carrier CPP [ 75+ “BASE. [UStax [ Other | Total Tax/Other |
DL $94.88 . $7.12 $10.20 $17.32

$62.33  $4.67 $10.20 $14.87
Contract

> ofdiién

: AT

ATLPNS22FEB9 I DL1079 X . %6233 $77.20  $62.33
ATLPNS22FEB9  DL1079_ Y 39488 220 . .$94.88
ATLPNS22FEB9 DL1143/DL6424 X $62.33 | $87.40 $87.40 $62.33
ATLPNS22FEB9 DL1143/DL6424 Y $122.40 i
_ATLPNS22FEB9 | AA1981/AA3829 530419 $347.40 $304.19
ATLPNS22FEBY  FLOS57/C09216 §31907 31007
ATLPNS22FEB9 FLO177/DL6339 N $325.58 68.90 . L
ATLPNS22FEB9 DL1872/DL6592 N | $343.26 $19990 . $343.26
ATLPNS22FEB9 1 DL4856 X $77.20 ! $77.20 i
_ATLPNS22FEB9  DL48S6 v 811220 i
ATLPNS22FEB9 X o §T720  s1120
ATLPNS22FEB9 | DLO281 Y 811220 o
ATLPNS22FEB9 DL4841 Y _$11220 §$11220
ATLPNS22FEB9 . FLO177/DL6359 N . $325.58
ATLPNS22FEB9 _ DL1872NW3678 | N P : $364.65
_ATLPNS20FEB9  DL4326/DL2603 N | staso
ATLPNS22FEB9  FLO421  $159.20
ATLPNS22FEB9  NWO0819/NW3678 $29190
ATLPNS22FEB9 Us0582/Us2212 $250.90
ATLPNS22FEB9 C02873/C03329 ; $609.90 |
ATLPNS22FEB9  FLO125/DL6424 N _$a840 530512
ATLPNS22FEBY | AAT197/AA3827 $a4740
ATLPNS22FEBY US2714/US2211 $250.90

SUMMARY

escription |-

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares

Displayed

1 100.0% 1

100.0%

1 100.0%

0.0%
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_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
in all 4
Systems

N/A

50.0%

1 100.0%

2 100.0%

2 100.0%

152

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%
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1 100.0%

2 100.0%

2 100.0%

1

1

1

May 5, 2005

100.0%

50.0%

100.0%

Table 13: DFW-DCA 21FEBO5
FContract Carrier CPP! 3

AA
$174.88 $13.12 $10.20 $23.32
Contract |
PAIR: A - S ii|iFedTravele CouTrp |
DFWDCA21FEB9  AA1144 ; Y 1 $270.70 $301.20 $301.20 1 $270.70 ;
_DFWDCAZ1FEBY  AA2332/AA1482 & Y  $270.70 . $311.40 $311.40_ $270.70
| DFWDCA21FEBY  UADB46/UADB14 $171.17 | $204.40
. DEWDCA1FEB9 ' TZ4222/174290 $18323 . 1 $183.26
| DFWDCA21FEB9 Us1152 $184.18 ; $211.40 $184.18
DFWDCAZ1FEBY | AAQT704/ANATB3 N $342.32 $333.90 |
| DFWDCA21FEB9 AA3581/US2270 N $342.32  $388.40 $342.32
.b 21FEB9  AA1226/AA4633 = Y $31140  %31140 .
DF A21FEBY AAOT04/AA0473 N $342.32
- DFWDCA21FEB9 C0O1130/C02160 | $344.19 :
DFWDCA21FEB9 C01981/C0O1058 ) ! $504.18
DFWDCA21FEBY . AAO710/AA4787 N .$406.90
DFWDCA21FEBY  AAO492/AATSS . N $619.90 |
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DFWDCA21FEB9  UA1250/UA0782 L $133.90
DFWDCAZ1FEBY  : US1834 $208.20 °

| DFWDCA21FEBY | US1814 ‘ $208.20
DFWDCA21FEBS  FL4204 ) $34240 .
DFWDCA21FEBS  CO0258 $512.40
DFWDCAZ1FEBS . UA2907/UA2005 $482.90
DFWDCA21FEBS ' UA1250/UAO610 $204.40

 DFWDCA21FEBY | FL4222(FL4290 $306.90
DFWDCA21FEBY ' CO3264/CO0508 $487.40

Figure 7: DFW-DCA STATIS

escription

YCA City-

Pair (CP)

Fares

Displayed 3 2 66.7% 2 66.7% 3 100.0% 3 100.0%
_CACP

Fares
Displayed 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 3 2 66.7% 2 66.7% 3 100.0% 3 100.0%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 2 100.0% 2 100.0% 3 100.0% 3 100.0%
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 2
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 66.7%

Table 14: DCATDFW 22FEB05 ] ]
Contract CamierGPe. CA UStax.
AA $291.00 $270.70 ©  $20.30 ;

‘Other - |- Tolal Tax/Other |
$10.20 $30.50
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$188.00 $174.88  $13.12 $10.20 $23.32

Contract

[+ = CITYPAIR ¢ [\TOTALFLIGHTS | Carrier | DTS - | FedTraveler |-~ 2 Solutions” | GovTrip |
- DCADFW22FEB9 AA1607 Y $270.70 $301.20 ; $301.20 $270.70
DCADFW22FEBS . AA1319/AA2309 Y $270.70 $270.70 |
DCADFW22FEBY | AA1039/AA1245 Y $270.70 B S N
DCADFW22FEBS = AA0419 X $174.88 . $198.20 $198.20 | $174.88
DCADFW22FEB9 AAD419 Y . $301.20 »
- DCADFW22FEB9 AA1319/UAT740 N $180.47 $180.47
| DCADFW22FEB9 US0001/US1617 | $179.99 ‘ ,
| DCADFW22FEB9 US1815 : $184.18 $20820  §184.18
DCADFW22FEBY | USODO1/AA1067 | N $366.51 o $366.51
DCADFW22FEB9 AAD347 X $198.20 $198.20
DCADFW22FEB9 AA0347 Y $301.20 .
DCADFW22FEB9 TZ24295 $283.40
DCADFW22FEBQ  AA1843/AA2317 X 820840
DCADFW22FEBY AA1843/AA2317 Y L$31140
DCADFW22FEB9 AAD467/AA2321 X $208.40
DCADFW22FEB9  AAD467/AA2321 Y $311.40
DCADFW22FEBY - AA4455/AA1449 N $377.90 :
DCADFW22FEBY | AA4640/AAD405 Y $311.40 . $311.40
DCADFW22FEB9 AA0851 Y $301.20 $301.20
DCADFW22FEBS DL0454/DL1114 $514.90
DCADFW22FEB9 = AA1587 X $198.20 | $198.20
DCADFW22FEBY  AA1587 \ $301.20
. DCADFW22FEB9 UA2053/UA2287 | $482.90
DCADFW22FEBY = HP0372/HPO395 345140 §
DCADFW22FEBS UADG09/UA1105 $204.40
DCADFW22FEB9  ~ US1108/US1642 $213.90
DCADFW22FEBY  US1825/US7055 $218.40
| DCADFW22FEBY UA2105/AA1067 N $366.51

Figure 8: DCA-DFW STATISTICAL SUMMARY

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares

15

3 30.0%

1 20.0%

4 26.7%

2

1

3

20.0%

20.0%

20.0%

8 80.0%

5 100.0%

13 86.7%

3 30.0%

3 60.0%

6 40.0%
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Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
tdentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

N/A

13.3%

4 100.0%

155

3 100.0%
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13 100.0% 6

100.0%

Table 15: ORD-DAY 21FEBO05

BASE:

Total Tax/Other ]

$51.16

$10.20

$16.83

$14.04

CITYPAIR: OTA Sl FedTra oV TH
ORDDAYZ21FEB:! AA4309 X $51.16 $65.20 : $65.20 | $51.16
. ORDDAY21FEBS : AA4309 Y $88.37 $105.20 $88.37
_ORDDAY21FEB9  AA4313 = X $6520
| ORDDAY21FEB9 NW1238/NW3163 ° $46.97 $70.90 $46.97
ORDDAY21FEB9 | C02291/CO2164 $56.27 $80.90 | $56.27
ORDDAY21FEB9 DL.0915/DL5057 $84.18 $110.90 $84.18
ORDDAY21FEBS UAG938 $88.37 $105.20 $88.37
| ORDDAY21FEBY = NW1240/NW5849 .....570.90
. ORDDAY21FEB9 NWO0125/NW5659 ... $308.40 :
ORDDAY21FEB9  COB570/CO7414  $481.40
| ORDDAY21FEB9 UAQB08/UA7885 $273.40 !
ORDDAY21FEBS DL.1643/DL5746 $339.40
 ORDDAY21FEB9 UAO360/UAT885  $37640 ¢
ORDDAY21FEB9 =~ - US7915 81520 B
ORDDAY21FEB9 US5894/C02164 $355.35 .

Figure 9: ORD-DAY STATISTICAL SUMMARY
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-Contract |:

:Deseription | (CC

% of

Flights' CC _

©.E2 Solutions "]

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
tdentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4

N/A

Systems 33.3%

1 100.0%

1 50.0%

2 66.7%

2 100.0%

1

1

2

2

100.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%

50.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0%

66.7% 2 66.7% 2 66.7%

100.0% 2 100.0% 2 100.0%

iCo

Table 16: DAY-ORD 22FEB05

DAYORD22FEBY
DAYORD22FEB9

 DAYORD22FEBY.

DAYORD22FEBS
DAYORD22FEBQ

AAd313
AA2313
NW3168/NW1238

Uneers
__COT7421/CO8517

. DAYORD22FEBY.

DAYORD22FEB9
DAYORD22FEB9

DL5756/DL5464

| UST495

DL5756/DL5370/US7458

$65.20 .

95116 §
$88.37  $105.20
$46.97
$5116
$386.98 . $436.40

842465 :
$438.14 $436.20 -

' $643.25
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DAYORD22FEBS
DAYORD22FEBS
DAYORD22FEB9
DAYORD22FEB9

DAYORD22FEBY

. DAYORD22FEB9
DAYORD22FEB9
DAYORD22FEB9
DAYORD22FEB9

157

DL5756/DL5747/US8346
DL5756/DL5463
NW3160/NW 1557
DL5753/DL0969

$692.56

1 CO7411/C0O6453

DL5754/UA5425

- UA6978

UA1225

DL5756/DL5747/UAB918 $692.56

eTS /DTS Fare Audit
Report and Findings - Revision IV
May 5, 2005

$476.90

$431.90

. $70.90
$436.40
$489.40
$105.20
$65.20

$692.56

| $692.56

Figure 10 DAY-ORD STATISTICAL SUMMARY _

D1

YCA City-
Pair (CP)

Fares
Displayed

_CACP

Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
in all 4
Systerns

% of
ldentical CP
Flights
Appearing
in ali 4
Systems

N/A

50.0%

1 100.0% 1

100.0% 1

1 100.0% 1 100.0% 1

2 100.0% 2

2 100.0% 2

100.0% 2

100.0% 2

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

0.0%

100.0%

50.0%

100.0%

Table 17: DAY-ATL 21FEBOS

[:Contract Carfier.CPP

YCA < BASE.-]:US tax

DL

$100.00 $93.02 . $6.98

‘CA

'$10.20
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$70.00 $65.12 $4.88 $10.20 $15.08
-Contract

2 CITYPAIR ™7 | TOTALFLIGHTS {“Carrier | DTS | FedTraveler | -2 Solutions | GovTrip |
: DAYATL21FEB9 1 DLO351 X $65.12 $80.20 $80.20 . $65.12
DAYATL21FEB9 - DLO351 Y $93.02 $110.20 $93.02
. DAYATL21FEB9 US3515/US3501 $197.67 : $232.90 $197.67 ¢
. DAYATL21FEB9 US2207/US2929 1 $201.86 $235.90 1 $201.86
DAYATL21FEB9 . DL1210 X $80.20 $80.20
. DAYATL21FEB9 DL1210 Y $110.20

DAYATL21FEB9 DL4269 X $80.20 $80.20
DAYATL21FEB9 DL4269 Y $110.20 $93.02
| DAYATL21FEB9  DL5753/DL1770 X : $85.90 ;
DAYATL21FEB9 | DL5753/DL0325 X o $85.90
DAYATL21FEBY €02288/C0O2000 $182.90

DAYATL21FEB9  FLO711 " $177.20
 DAYATL21FEB9 NW5833/NW0461 $384.90 :

DAYATL21FEBY NWS753/NW0818 $384.90

_DAYATL21FEB9 US7495/US6474 $635.40

_DAYATL21FEBS _ UST890/AA1145 $535.40

DAYATL21FEB9 AA4313/AA0725 $125.90

DAYATL21FEB9 FLO444/FL0471 $182.90 :

DAYATL21FEBY  UA1225/UA7020 _$247.90 .
 DAYATL21FEBY @ A /AA1145 _. $204.40 : $211.62
DAYATL21FEB9 CO7411/CO5467 $187.40 .

DAYATL21FEBS DL7268/DL6814 N $247.90

DAYATL21FEB9 DL5753/DL1617 X $85.90

DAYATL21FEB9 __ DLS6753DL1617 Y __$115.90 N
DAYATL21FEBY | UAB976/AA1145 . '$133.95
. DAYATL21FEBS . UAGI7B/UAD454 817767
- DAYATL21FEBY | UA3391/DL1055 N $265.12
- DAYATL21FEB9 US3515/UA4232 $388.84 °

Figure 11: DAY-ATL STATISTICAL SUMMARY

-Description

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares

10

1 25.0%

1 16.7%

2 20.0%

2

1

3

16.7%

30.0%

4 100.0%

4 66.7%

8 80.0%

0

5

5

83.3%

50.0%

0.0%
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Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

10.0%

2 100.0% 3

159

100.0%
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8 100.0%

May 5, 2005

5 100.0%

Table 18: ATL-DAY 22FEB05

[ ‘Contract Gatrier’CPP

$65.12 $4.88 $10.20 $15.08
T CITYPAIRTIM TOTALFLIGHT. s f ] ons | Govinp |
ATLDAY22FEB9 : DLO307/DL5057 $88.83 $115.90 $115.90 . $88.83
ATLDAY22FEB9 - DL4269 - $93.02 $110.20 ¢ $110.20  $93.02
ATLDAY22FEBY _ DL1735 _ $65.12 $80.20 $80.20  $65.12
ATLDAY22FEB9  DL1735 . .. 811020 B
_ATLDAY22FEBS  NWO0464/NW3161 | $60.93  $85.90 _ $60.93
ATLDAY22FEBS US1679/US2392 $70.23 $95.90 $70.23
ATLDAY22FEBS US0490/US2224 $74.42 $98.90 | %7442
ATLDAY22FEB9 DL1632/AA4195 N $124.65 $124.65
ATLDAY22FEB9 _ DLO305/DLS! X ... $8590
ATLDAY22FEB9  FLO700 $177.20
ATLDAY22FER9 NWO0476/NW5849 $85.90
ATLDAY22FEBS . AA2263/AA3821 $507.40
. ATLDAY22FEB9 CO4142/C02164. ~ $104.90
ATLDAY22FEBS  US6503/US7916 817440
ATLDAY22FEB9 FLO184/FL0459 $255.40
ATLDAY22FEB9 DLO807/DL7915 N $164.40
ATLDAY22FEB9 NW1429/NW5659 $334.40
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| ATLDAY22FEBY

| ATLDAY22FEB9
ATLDAY22FEB9
ATLDAY22FEBY |
ATLDAY22FEB9

- AA4443/AA4319

FL1706
DL0807/UA5606
UAOSS3/AA4195
US6503/AA4195
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$95.90
$177.20 T
$124.65
| $124.65
$133.95

‘Description

Figure 12: ATL-DAY STATISTICAL SUMMARY

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
ldentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
in all 4
Systems

N/A

60.0%

2 66.7%

1 50.0%

3 60.0%

2 66.7%

2 66.7%

1 50.0%

3 60.0%

2 66.7%

3 100.0% 2 66.7%

1 50.0% 2 100.0%

4 80.0% 4 80.0%

4 100.0% 4 100.0%

Table 19: ORF-ATL 21FEBO5
ORF TO ATL 2/21/2005

Contract Carrier CPP' L

[ BASE™

UStax:|- ¢

DL

$200.00

$237.21 ., $17.79 ‘ $8.70 $26.49

$186.05 $13.95 $8.70 $22.65
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I CQn(t:ra‘ct ;

L CITYPAIR L TOTALFLIGHTS: | Car &2 Solutions ™ { GovTrip |
 ORFATL21FEBY  DL1194 $186. $208.70 . $186.05
ORFATL21FEB9 =~ DL1194 i Y $237.21 $263.70 ..$237.21
ORFATL21FEB9 NW1451/NW0467 $181.86 .  $287.90 1 $181.86
ORFATL21FEBY9 | US8172/US8130 $195.35 $228.90 $195.35
ORFATL21FEB9 US1052/US2223 $195.35 $227.40 $195.35
| ORFATL21FEBY US2266/US1803 - $195.35 $228.90 | $195.35
ORFATL21FEBY | UA1891/UA3280 | $2372% o $237.21
. ORFATL21FEB9. AA1465/AA1948 $346.04 . 1 $346.04
'ORFATL21FEB9 US1041/DLO551 N $38651 . 1$366.51
. ORFATL21FEB9 DL223 X $208.70 $208.70
ORFATL21FEB9  DL223 Y $263.70
. ORFATL21FEB9 DL1737 X $208.70 $20870
. ORFATL21FEB9 DL1737 Y $26370
ORFATL21FEB9 | DLO273 X $208.70 $208.70
. ORFATL21FEBS DL0273 Y $263.70
ORFATL21FEB9 . UA2740/UA3233 $272.40 :
| ORFATL21FEBY ~ CO2367/C0O4296 931640 0
ORFATL21FEB9 94/DLO551 N I .. $366.51
ORFATL21FEBY . DL1091/DL0686 N $618.90 - ;
- ORFATL21FEB9 AA1465/AA1868 $390.90
ORFATL21FEB9 US8171/US8159 $228.90
| ORFATL21FEB9 DH1766/DH1192 $202.90

Figure 13: ORF-ATL STATISTICAL SUMMARY

YCA City-
Pair (CP)

Fares
Displayed

_CACP

Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights

Displaying

Correct CP
Rate

N/A

1 25.0%

1 25.0%

2 25.0%

2 100.0%

25.0%

25.0%

25.0%

100.0%

4 100.0%

4 100.0%

8 100.0%

8 100.0%

0.0%

100.0%

50.0%

100.0%
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Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
ldentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

12.5%

$200.00 $186.05

Use or disclosure of the data contained on this sheet is subject to the restriction on the title page of this document.

$13.95 $10.20 $24.15
[TYPA Cartert iR DT FedTraveler s
| ATLORF22FEB9 Y . $23721:  $265.20
ATLORF22FEB9 | X 1$186.05 $210.20 $210.20 | $186.05
' ATLORF22FEB9  DL1599/DL5048 X $181.86  $21590 $181.86
ATLORF22FEB9 DL1599/DL5048 Y $270.90 : .
- ATLORF22FEB9 UA5926/UA7992 | $181.86 . $198.90 $181.86
_ ATLORF22FEB9 DL0967/US4681 N $193.48 $193.48
 ATLORF22FEB9 . US0204/US4077 | $195.35 $195.35
 ATLORF22FEB9 US1684/US2345 = 1 $19535 $230.40 . $195.35
(ATLORF22FEB9  US0490/US2987 $19535  $22890 $195.35
ATLORF22FEBS = UA2455/UA2384 $237.21 | $273.90 $237.21
ATLORF22FEB9 UA2481/UA3442 - $237.21 $275.40 ) $237.21
* ATLORF22FER9 DL0442 X $210.20 $210.20
ATLORF22FEBY DLO442 Y ..$28520
ATLORF22FEB9 DL1870 X $21020 821020
. ATLORF22FEB9 DL1870 LY $265.20
- ATLORF22FEB9 DLO307/DL5049 X $215.90
ATLORF22FER9 - DLO307/DL5049 . Y $270.90
ATLORF22FEB9 US1679/US4454  $497.40
ATLORF22FEB9 = US2860/US4045 - $230.40
ATLORF22FEB9 ' CO4142/C02623 $314.90 |
ATLORF22FEBY CO5464/C06448 $319.40
ATLORF22FEBS C02873/CO2780 $543.90 |
_ATLORF22FEBS = AA1B57/AA0514 $486.40
Page 42
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Figure 14: ATL-ORF STATISTICAL SUMMARY

escriptiol
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Disptayed 5 1 20.0% 1 20.0% 5 100.0% 0 0.0%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 5 2 40.0% 2 40.0% 5 100.0% 3 60.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
forCcC 10 3 30.0% 3 30.0% 10 100.0% 3 30.0%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 2 66.7% 2 66.7% 10 100.0% 3 100.0%
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 1
% of
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 10.0%

Table 21: DTW-DCA 21FEB05
$20.16

NW
$206.00 $191.63 $14.37
CITYPAIR DIS ik ol
DTWDCA21FEB9 . NW0238 i X 1819163 821620 . $216.20  $1¢
DTWDCA21FEBY  NWO0238 ] Y 0 $268.84 $299.20 . $268.84
. DTWDCA21FEB9 UAD331/UA0603 $120.00 7 e s ’
DTWDCA21FEB9 AA1775/AA1448 $129.30 - $129.30
. DTWDCA21FEB9 DL5199/DL1878 $187.44 $187.44
DTWDCA1FEB9 | UA1880/UA1865 $191.63 $224.90 1$191.63
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| DTWDCA21FEB9 - CO3299/C02160 $200.93 $234.90 $200.93
DTWDCA21FEB9  NW0382/US2029 N $297.67 o . S297.67
DTWDCA21FEB9 NW0234 X $216.20 $216.20
DTWDCA21FEBY | NWO0234 Y §29920
DTWDCA21FEBY _ NW0228 X $21620 $21620
DTWDCA21FEB9 NwW0228 Y $299.20 ) )
DTWDCA21FEBS | NW0236 SX $216.20
DTWDCA21FEB9 NW3501/NW9128 N $268.40 $568.40
DTWDCA21FEB9 US1865 $466.20
DTWDCA21FEBY  NW113J/NWes24 | N 861140
DTWDCA21FEBY  NKO202  $89.20
DTWDCA21FEBY  US1879 _ $466.20 o
DTWDCA21FEBS UA0331/UA0608 $149.40 $120.00
DTWDCA21FEB9 AA4084/AA4783 $231.90
_DTWDCAZ1FEBY | UA4149/UA2005 _ $224.90
DTWDCA21FEBY  NW1918/US0165 ' N $368.38
DTWDCA21FEB9 - NW1918/UA2118 N $368.38

Figure 15: DTW-DCA STATISTICAL SUMMARY
= R AT sy T e

escription:
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 3
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 4
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 7

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
i all 4
Systems 1
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
in all 4 14.3%

DT

1 33.3%

1 25.0%

2 28.6%

2 100.0%

1 33.3%

1 25.0%

2 28.6%

2 100.0%

3 100.0%

3 75.0%

6 85.7%

6 100.0%

0.0%

100.0%

57.1%

100.0%
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Table 22: DCA-DTW 22FEB05

S thx

$268.84

$20.16

$10 20

$206.00

$191.63

DCADTWZZFEBQ

$14.37

$10.20

1S

NW0227

DCADTW22FEBS | NW0227
. DCADTWZ2FEB9  UAO607/UA5461
DCADTW22FEBY  AA4778/AA4861
DCADTWZ22FEBS  DL0481/DL5203
. DCADTW22FEB9  UA2155/UA3501
'DCADTW22FEB9  US2265/NW1451
DCADTWZ2FEBY  : NWA789/NW 1010
DCADTW22FEBY  CO2457/NW3099 |
DCADTW22FEB9 | NWO0811
'DCADTW22FEB  NW1606
e s e e s ot - NW1606 -
DCADTWZ22FEBY  NWO0228
DCADTWZ2FEBY  NW5533/NW3099
DCADTW22FEB9  NW8865/NW2858
DCADTW22FEB9  NW5125/NW1679
DCADTW22FEBY  UA2185/US3517
DCADTW22FEB9  US1853
DCADTW22FEB9  US1855
DCADTW22FEBY  AA4478/AA4861
DCADTW22FEBS  AA4782/AA4880
DCADTW22FEBY . US2420/NW1575

ZZZXLKXXZZZ

N

T $216.20

1 $191.63 ©
$26884  $29920 :
$12000 . $149.40 . $120.00
$171.16 $171.16 -
$187.44 $187.44
$191.63 . $226.40 © $191.63
 $376.75 .
1 $386.97 $436.40 $386.97
$3e884. .. §38884
$216.20 $216.20
~ $820
..$216.20 821620
$611.40 $611.40 .
$228.40
$611.40 ‘
S S $414.89
... $466.20
. $466.20
$202.90
$202.90
$609.40

Figure 16 DCA-DTW STATISTICAL SUMMARY
5 71 R %

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares

Displayed

1 50.0%

1

50.0%

2 100.0%

0

0.0%
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_CACP

Fares
Displayed 4
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 6

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems 1
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

N/A

16.7%

166

1 25.0% 1

2 33.3% 2

2 100.0% 2

25.0%

33.3%

100.0%

eTS /DTS Fare Audit
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4 100.0%

6 100.0%

6 100.0%

4

4

4

May 5, 2005

100.0%

66.7%

100.0%

Conirac

Table 23: DFW-ABQ 21FEB(Q5
% % B.dr

$114.00

$106.05

.$1005

$7.95

i X $106.05 $124.20 $124.20 : $106.05
| DFWABQ21FEBY  AA0S93 Y o $13395  $154.20 $133.95
. DFWABQ21F! CO0414/CO1717 .35 $115.35

DFWABQ21FEB9 | HP0027/HP0204 1 $137.67  $168.40 $137.67

- DFWABQ21FEB9 - DL1697/DL3980 + $334.89 $380.40 | $334.89
DFWABQ21FEBS | F90417/F94339 $386.97 $426.40 | - $386.97
DFWABQ21FEBY . FO0417/UA6616 $44186 . $441.86
DFWABQ21FEB9 | AA0369 X $12420 $124.20

| DFWABQ21FEB9  AA0369 Y $154.20 .
DFWABQ21FEBS F90417/484812 . $451.16 ¢
DFWABQ21FEBS UAD447 : $157.40

. DFWABQ21FEB9 _ Us86885/US6525 $179.40

DFWABQ21FEB9 ‘UA1133/UA0425 $809.89
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DFWABQ21FEBS AA1115/F94337 N | $303.40 | $263.26 |

DFWABQ21FEBY  CO1981/CO1454 $139.90
. DFWABQ21FEB9 F90847/F94333 $150.70

DFWABQ21FEB9 | DL0948/DLO585 | $12000

. DL3010/DL3117 ..951490 0

. BQ2 UAB885/UA0437 831490

DFWABQ21FEB9 AA2366/AA0341 N $782.40

igure 17 D

escription

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 2 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0% 0
_CACP
Fares

Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 4 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 4 100.0% 2

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP

Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 1
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 25.0%

Displayed 2 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0% 2 100.0%

Rate N/A 2 100.0% 2 100.0% 4 100.0% 2 100.0%

0.0%

50.0%

Table 24: ABQ-DFW 22FEB05 - ;
[ Contract Carrier GPF BASE "]US tax
AA ) $144.00 - 133.95; $10.05

$114.00 $106.05 $7.95 $8.70 $16.65
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[-TOTALFLIGHTS. |- Carrier | - DTS #] FedTrave “e2 Solutions ¢ | GovTrip:|
ABQDFW22FEB9 | AA1648 X 810605  $12270  $12270 $106.05
 ABQDFW22FEB9  AA1648 Y  $13395 $152.70 $152.70 $133.95
ABQDFW22FEB9 C01092/C0O0759 $115.35 $138.40 $115.35 |
- ABQDFW22FEB9 | UAO458/UA0768 | $129.76 $129.76
ABQDFW22FEB9 . US6644/US6834 $14790  $17790  $147.90
| ABQDFW22FEBY  F94330/F90126 $386.97  $14920
" ABQDFW22FEB9 AA2284 X $122.70 |
 ABQDFW22FEBY AA2284 Y $152.70 -
ABQDFW22FEBS9 AA2202 X $122.70 $122.70
ABQDFW22FEB9 AA2202 Y $152.70
_ABQDFW22FEB9  AA1414 = Y $15270 $15270°
ABQDFW22FEB9  : AADB62/AA2325 @ N $349.90  $349.90
ABQDFW22FEBY CO0315 $135.90
ABQDFW22FEB9 DL1157/DL0467 $512.90
ABQDFW22FEB9 . US6614/F90136 $243.90
_ABQDFW22FEB9 = UA1220/UA0490 812840 .
ABQDFW22FEB9 C01238/C02523 $138.40
ABQDFW22FEBS  UAO298/UA0708 $313.40 '
ABQDFW22FEB9  DLO602/DL0483 $512.90
| ABQDFW22FEB9 DL0934/DL1201 $128.40
. ABQDFW22FEB9 | F94322/F90136 _$149.20 .
| ABQDFW22FEB9 - F94330/UAQ490 1$200.00
ABQDFW22FEBY - USEB44/UAGTES $209.30 |
ABQDFW22FEB9 F94330/US6838 $209.30
ABQDFW22FEB9 UA1220/US6838 $209.30

Figure 18: ABQ-DFW STATISTICAL SUMMARY

Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
forCcC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP

N/A

1 25.0%

1 33.3%

2 28.6%

2 100.0%

25.0%

33.3%

28.6%

100.0%

4 100.0%

3 100.0%

7 100.0%

7 100.0%

2 50.0%

3 100.0%

5 71.4%

5 100.0%
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identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4

Systems 2

% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

28.6%
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Table 25: ORD-DCA 21FEB05

{:Conitéact Cartier. GPE

S'tax thér

Total Tax/Othér;

UA

$70.70 8530

$15.50

ITYRAI
ORDDCA21FEB9

OTALFLIGHT:

ORDDCA21

ORDDCA21FEBY

- ORDDCA21FEB9
ORDDCA21FEB9

1 UAO556/UA3209
|ORDDCA21FEBY | UADGOS
ORDDCA21FEBY  ~ NW1240/NW0236
| ORDDCA21FEBY _ AA3973/YX0419 |
ORDDCA21FEB9 C05518/C0O5236
ORDDCA21FER9 - UA0602
_ORDDCA21FEB9 UA0604
ORDDCA21FEBY UA0608
ORDDCA21FEBY | UAOG10
ORDDCA21FEBS UA0612
ORDDCAZ1FEB9 UsS1828
ORDDCA21FEBS  AA1448

usteog
UA0556/US2471
DL0915/DL1291

<< <<=

$70.70

$70.70 . $86.20 $86.20 $70.70
$66.51 _$66.51
317861 $178.61
$278.14  $319.40 | $278.14
$86.20 . $86.20
‘ $86.20

$80.00

$96.20
$159.20
$96.20 .. $80.00
; $325.58 ,
$314.90 $310.69

Figure 19: ORD-DCA STATISTICAL SUMMARY

S,
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YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP

Rate N/A

ldentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
in all 4

Systems 14.3%

2 28.6%

0 0.0%

2 28.6%

2 100.0%

170

28.6%

0.0%

28.6%

100.0%

eTS /DTS Fare Audit
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57.1%

0.0%

57.1%

100.0%

May 5, 2005

85.7%

0.0%

85.7%

100.0%

Table 26: DCA-ORD 22FEB05

Contract Carmier €

Siax

VA .

8530 $10.20

$15.50

Use or disclosure of the data contained on this sheet is subject to the restriction on the title page of this document.

- YPAIR: & S TOTALELIGH] ‘ LDT. Trave Soldtion Trip
DCAORD22FEB9 UA0B07 Y $70.70 $86.20 $86.20 | $70.70 :
DCAORD22FEB9  DL1405/DL096Y $66.51 $66.51
' DCAORD22FEBY  ° AA4640/AA1919 $156.28 $156.28
DCAORD22FEBS . AA1039/AA1645 $243.72 $243.72
DCAORD22FEBY | CO2308/AA4334 $308.84 , $308.84
' DCAORD22FEBS UA0B01 Y $86.20 $86.20
DCAORD22FEB9 | UA0603 Y $86.20 .
DCAORD22FEBY ~ UADBOS Y $86.20 . $8620
DCAORD22FEB9  UA0609 Y $86.20 $86.20
DCAORD22FEBY  : UAQ611 Y $86.20 - $86.20
DCAORD22FEBY9 - UA0615 Y $86.20 $86.20
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DCAORD22FEB9 | AA4778/AA0317 $141.40
DCAORDZ22FEB9  AA1843 $159.20 B
DCAORD22FEBY  AAD467 $96.20 $80.00
DCAORD22FEB9. - US1825 $96.20 o $80.00
DCAORD22FEBY | AA1319 Cse620
DCAORD22FEB9 AA1595 1$96.20

DCAORD22FEB9  NW5296/NW5200 $517.90

DCAORD22FEBY  CO2216/C02122 $317.90

DCAORD22FEBY | DLO454/DL0908 $394 40 ,
DCAORD22FEBY | US1853/US6971 $10640 | $80.00

Figure 20: DCA-ORD STATISTICAL SUM

Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
forCC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
in all 4
Systems

N/A

14.3%

1 14.3% 1

0 0.0% 0

1 14.3% 1

1 100.0% 1

14.3% 6 85.7% 7 100.0%

0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

14.3% 6 85.7% 7 100.0%

100.0% 6 100.0% 7 100.0%

: DFW-DAY 21FEBO5 _

.CPP.

Gen

SEYE ASE

Total Tax/Other |

$418.00 $388.84 .

$29.16 $10.20 ; $39.36
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SUUCA

$308.00 $286.51 $21.49 $10.20 $31.69

| Contract i

- S CITYPAIR [ [ " TOTALFLIGHTS |- Carrier FedTravele [ GovTrip:]
DFWDAY21FEB9 | AA3TT3 X $286.51 $318.20 $286.51
DFWDAY21FEBS | AA3773 Y $388.84 $428.20 1 $388.84
DFWDAY21FEB9 | UA1250/UA5606 $151.63 $151.63
DFWDAY21FEBY | DL1451/DL5165 $157.21 1 $189.40 $157.21 ¢
DFWDAY21FEB9 US6924/UA5606 © $160.93 $160.93
| DFWDAY21FEB9 - UA1250/US7915 . 1 $160.93 - $160.93
. DFWDAY21FEB9 __; US6924/US7915 | $170.23 _ $203.40 . $170.23
'DFWDAY21FEB9 UA2907/UA4088 ' $28651 .  $286.51
DFWDAY21FEB9 US1625/US2392 $291.62°  $333.90 $291.62
| DFWDAY21FEB9 | US1152/US2224 © $295.81 $336.90 | $295.81
: DFWDAY21FEB9 . AA3821 X $318.20 . : ‘
_DFWDAY21FEB9 | AA3821 [ .$42820 942820
DFWDAY21FEB9 = AA2332/AA4195 Y . $438.40 - $438.40
DFWDAY21FEB9 | AA2336/AA4319 X 832840 0
_DFWDAY21FEBY & AA2336/AA4319 Y .. 843840 .$438.40
DFWDAY21FEB9 AA3771/DL5057 N $708.40 :
DFWDAY21FEB9 UAQ636/UA6983 $183.40 '
 DFWDAY21FEBS - FLO130/FLO702 816589 .
' DFWDAY21FEB9 | US1008/US2514 $461.90
| DFWDAY21FEB9  NW5248/NW5164 $619.40 |
DFWDAY21FEB9 C03264/C02159 $269.90
- DFWDAY21FEB9 NWO0414/NW5E671 $323.90 |
DFWDAY21FEB9 DLO0948/DL1735 $15040°
DFWDAY21FEB9 NWO704/NW3161 $553.49

Fi

21: DFW-DAY 21FEB05

P!
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

1 25.0%

1 33.3%

2 28.6%

1 25.0%

1 33.3%

2 28.6%

4 100.0%

3 100.0%

7 100.0%

3 75.0%

1 33.3%

4 57.1%

Page 52

Use or disclosure of the data contained on this sheet is subject to the restriction on the title page of this document.




173

Use or disclosure of the data contained on this sheet is subject to the restriction on the title page of this document.

eTS / DTS Fare Audit
SOLUTIONS GROUP Report and Findings - Revision IV
May 5, 2005
CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 2 100.0% 2 100.0% 7 100.0% 4 100.0%
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 14.3%
S ‘BASE &)
AA $388.84 | $29.16 .
$308.00 $286.51  $21.49 $10.20 $31.69
; TYPAIR: TALRLIGHTS oluitionst:
| DAYDFW22FEB9 AAS826/AA1451 Y 38¢ 343840
DAYDFW22FEB9 AA1841 X $286.5 $318.20 . _$318.20
_DAYDFW22FEBY  AA1841 Y 1$38884  $42820 $388.84
| DAYDFW22FEB9 UA4135/UA2893 $286.51 . : $286.51
 DAYDFW22FEB9 Us2260/US1617 $291.62 $291.62
DAYDFW22FEB9 UAT7890/UATE83 $317.21 : $317.21
_DAYDFW22FEBY | US2242/US1242 $295.81 $29581
DAYDFW22FEB9 C02026/C02826 $291.62 $291.€
DAYDFW22FEB9 AABB26/AA1279 Y o $438.40
| DAYDFW22FEB9 AA4313/AA2325 Y : $438.40 $193.40
DAYDFW22FEB9 C02405/C0O3264 $295.81 : ‘ $295.81
'DAYDFW22FEBY U o | $422.32 -
DAYDFW22FEB9 o $336.90
DAYDFW22FEBS ~ ~ NW3168/NW0703 | $323,90
DAYDFW22FEB9 FLO711/FLO103 $255.90
DAYDFW22FEB9 YX1162/YX0304 $322.90
DAYDFW22FEB9 UAB978/UA1105 $183.40
DAYDFW22FEB9 | DL5756/DL0649 $264.90
DAYDFW22FEB9 NW3493/NW0411 $323.90
DAYDFW22FEB9 DL5754/AA3438 N $478.40
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DAYDFW22FEB9Y

NW5753/AA3658

DAYDFW22FEB9

DAYDFW22FER9

. FLO444/FLO461

US3515/U51642

DAYDFW22FEB9Y

DAYDFW22FEBY

US2278/US1815
UABS76/UA0589
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$869.90

© $165.90

$333.90

_ $517.40

$223.40 |

May 5, 2005

DFW STATISTICAL SUMMARY
T

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares

Displayed 4 2
_CAcCP

Fares
Displayed 1 1
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 5 3

50.0% 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 3 75.0%

100.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%

60.0% 3 60.0% | = 3 60.0% 4 80.0%
CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 3
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 1
% of
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

100.0% 3 100.0% 3 100.0% 3 75.0%

20.0%

$288.37 . $21.63 :

~$10.20 ;

$270.00 $251.16  $18.84 $10.20

[7 CITYPAIR - [ TOTALFLIGHTS
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DC

DCADAY21FEB9 ~  US2335
DCADAY21FEB9 US2335
'DCADAY21FEB9 . US1108/US2392
DCADAY21FEBY - US1108/US2392
DCADAY21FEB9 US0782/US2343
DCADAY21FEB9  US0782/US2343
'DCADAY21FEB9 | UAOBO7/UAS606
DCADAY21FEB9 . UADS07/US7915
| DCADAY21FEB  NWO0227/NW5849
DCADAY21FEB9 | DL0481/DL5057
| DCADAY21FEBS  UA2962/UA4118
'DCADAY21FEBS  AA1843/AA4195
'DCADAY21FEBY . US2411
DCADAY21FEBY . US2411
DCADAY21FEB9 | US0001/US3508
DCADAY21FEB9 . US0001/US3508
DCADAY21FEBY | US0535/US2541.
DCADAY21FEBY | UA2054/UA4088
. DCADAY21FEBS | FL0453 ;
DCADAY21FEBY | NW5125/NW5164 '
- DCADAY21FEB9 UA2959/UA4087
_DCADA

. €02308/C03238
DCADAY21FEBY  DL1405/DL5756
DCADAY21FEB9  AA1319/AA4309

_DCADAY21FEBY | COS811/CO7572

175
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eTS /DTS Fare Audit
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$438.90
$285.90
$161.40

May 5, 2006
| $261.16 $280.20 ... 528020 | $251.16
. $288.37 $320.20 ... 328837
| $246.97 $285.90 | $285.90 | $246.97
. $325.90 : ) )
 $251.16 $290.40 $290.40 « $251.16
$121.86 $151.40 . $121.86
$131.16 $131.16
$246.97 $285.90 $246.97
. $246.97 | : $246.97
$251.16 - $288.90 $251.16
832930 .. o.......$32930°
$283.40 $283.40 &
. $323.40 S
$285.90 $285.90 .
$325.90
. $209.40 $29040
$580.90
$121.20
$434.40
$580.90

$443.40

Figure 23: DCA-DAY STATISTICAL SUMMARY

i Descript]

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 5
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 6
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
forCC 11

CC Flights
Displaying

N/A

1 20.0%

3 50.0%

4 36.4%

3 75.0%

20.0%

50.0%

36.4%

75.0%

5 100.0%

6 100.0%

1 100.0%

8 72.7%

0 0.0%

6 100.

6 54.5%

5 83.3%
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Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

27.3%

176

€TS /DTS Fare Audit
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May 5, 2005

Table 30: DAY-DCA

[Contract Carrier- €

us .

$251.16

$18.84

& TYPA!

DAYDCA22FEBY - ; : :
DAYDCA22FEBY US2278 . - $288.37 $320.20 $32020 $288.37
 DAYDCA22FEB9 US2260/US0165 $246.97 ' $285.90 $246.97
. DAYDCA22FEBS US2321/US1709 ©$251.16 | $290.40 $290.40 | $251.16

DAYDCA22FEB9 UA1225/UA0604 $121.86 $151.40 $121.86
| DAYDCA22FEBS DL5753/DLOS68 ¢ | $246.97 1 $246.97
DAYDCA22FEBY  NW5833/NW0228 . $246.97  $28590 $246.97

DAYDCA22FEB9 UA3929/UA2969 1 $251.16 | $207.90 $251.16

DAYDCA22FEB9  NW5106/NW5374 $43163 1 $434.40 $431.63

DAYDCA22FEB9 Us2308/US2381 X : $2906.40 $290.40

DAYDCA22FEB9 | US2308/US2381 Y : L $330.40 ;
 DAYDCA22FEBY CO7413/C05228 $440.00 o _ $440.00
'DAYDCA22FEB9 | UAG976/UAOGOS sigt40 }

DAYDCA22FEBS  DL5753/DL1878 $603.40
- DAYDCA22FEB9 YX1162/YX0419 $324.90

DAYDCA22FEB9 - UA3391/UA1865 $580.90

DAYDCA22FEBS  CO2343/C02146 $441.90

DAYDCA22FEB9 - AAA313/AA1482  $224.40

DAYDCA22FEBS NW3164/NW0230 $285.90
- DAYDCA22FEB9 US3515/US1419 X $285.90

DAYDCA22FERBS - US3515/US1419 Y $325.90
. DAYDCA22FEBS UAB978/UA0614 $151.40
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Figure 24: DAY-DCA STATISTICAL SUMMARY

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares

Displayed 3 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 3 100.0% 1 33.3%
_CACP

Fares
Displayed 5 2 40.0% 2 40.0% 4 80.0% 3 60.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 8 3 37.5% 3 37.5% 7 87.5% 4 50.0%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 2 66.7% 3 100.0% 7 100.0% 4 100.0%
Identicat CP
Flights
Appearing
in all 4
Systems 2
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
in ali 4
Systems 25.0%

Tablg 31: SAT-DFW 21FEBO5 i
[{Contract Carrier. CEP: i YCA

UStax

"BASE:

AA $88.37 $6.63 | $8.70 . $15.33
A ¢
$38.0 $35.35 $2.65 $8.70 $11.35
— . Contract I B N—
7 CITYPAIR:: - ['TOTALFLIGHTS | Carrier. ' | « DTS | FedTraveler. | 62 Solutions: « [ GovTripi]
SATDFW21FEB9 CO0146/CO0759 | - $292.40 ¢
. SATDFW21FEB9 CO0478/CO0759 -~ $292.40 -
SATDFW21FEB9 AA1948 Y $88.37 $103.70 $1;03.70
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SATDFW21FEBY ' DL3286/DL2919 so7721 . e
SATDFW21FEB9 AA1439 Y $103.70 $103.70 $88.37
SATDFW21FEBg  CO0523/AA1669 $166.51
| SATDFW21FEBY | CO0264/AA3630 L $166.51
SATDFW21FEB9  CO0523/CO1815 $29240 $281.86
| SATDFW21FEBS  AA1568 N o $411.16 -
SATDFW21FEB9 AA0582 X $46.70

178

eTS /DTS Fare Audit
Report and Findings - Revision IV

May 5, 2005

‘Description.

Figure 25 SAT-DFW STATISTICAL SUMMARY

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

N/A

0.0%

0 0.0%

1 50.0%

1 33.3%

1 100.0%

50.0%

0.0%

33.3%

100.0%

2 100.0%

1 100.0%

3 100.0%

3 100.0%

2 100.0%

0 0.0%

2 66.7%

2 100.0%

Table 32: DFW-SAT 22FEB05

[ Contract carrier CPP.

[ Usta

Total TaxiOthar |

AA $88.37 . $6.63 .  $10.20 $16.83
$38.00 $35.35 $2.65 $10.20 $12.85
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Contract?
£ CITYPAIR 7 | TOTALFLIGHTS +| Cartrier DTS b
DFWSAT22FEBS  : AA2015 X $35.35 $48.20 $48.20 : $35.35
DFWSAT22FEB9Y AA2015 Y $88.37 $105.20 $88.37
DFWSAT22FEB9  CO1981/CO1679 - $88.37 $110.90 . $88.37
_DFWSAT22FEBS | CO0364/CO1546 .$88.37  $11090 | $88.37
DFWSAT22FEBY C00414/CO0779 . $88.37 .. $88.37
DFWSAT22FEB9 AA1511/CO0779 N $129.30  $129.30
_DFWSAT22FEB9 = AA3689/CO0379 N $129.30 - $129.30
 DFWSAT22FEB9 AA3619/CO1679 N $185.11
| DFWSAT22FEB9 AA1839 X $48.20 $48.20
_DFWSAT22FEBY < AA1839 Y . $10520 NS RO
_DFWSAT22FEB9 AA1503 Y $105.20 | $105.20 $88.37
| DEWSAT22FEBO - AA0659 X . $48.20 $4820: -
DFWSAT22FEBY  ° AA0659 Y $105.20 , :
| DFWSAT22FEB9 AA3719/CO1679 N . . 1 $185.11
DFWSAT22FEB9 . DL3010/DL2681 __$11090.
DFWSAT22FEBY = NWO0878/NW5735 | $454.90
 DFWSAT22FEBY  : DL3221/DL2790 $110.90

eSCriptiol

YCA City-
Pair (CP)

Fares
Displayed

_CACP

Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

N/A

1 25.0%

1 33.3%

2 28.6%

2 100.0%

50.0% 4 100.0%

33.3% 3 100.0%

42.9% 7 100.0%

100.0% 7 100.0%

1 25.0%

3 100.0%

4 57.1%

4 100.0%
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% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems

14.3%

180
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Table 33: VPS-ATL 21FEBOS

{-ContractcamencPp o). " BASE | US X
DL $198.00 $184.19 . $13.81 ; $10.20
$162.00 $150.70  $11.30 $10.20 $21.50
S22 CITYR) TALFHIGH velsr - Soltiti Gov]

. VPSATL21FEB9 DL1735 .$208.20 : $208.20 $184.19
VPSATL21FEB9 . DL4740 $208.20 $208.20 ; $184.19
VPSATL21FEB9 . DL1528 $208.20 | $208.20

_VPSATL21FEBY _ CO9145/DL0763 A $709.77
VPSATL21FEB9 CO9145/DL1709 | $442. . $458.61
VPSATL21FEB9 DL4259 Y $208.20
Description
YCA City-

Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 4 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 4 100.0% 3 75.0%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 4 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 4 100.0% 3 75.0%
CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 1 100.0% 2 100.0% 4 100.0% 3 100.0%
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4 1
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Systems

% of

Identical CP

Flights

Appearing

inall4

Systems 25.0%

Table 34: ATL-VPS 22FEB05
‘Contract/Carrier GER

BASER USR]

DL 184.19 . $13.81 $24.01
$11.30 $10.20 $21.50

CacyYPAl S TOTALFEIGHTS: : bTs seler |62 SolUtions & 1 Gow T
ATLVPS22FEB9 | DL4256 L X 1$15070,  §17220 $172.20 : $150.70
ATLVPS22FEB9 _ DL4266 Y 818419  $20820  $184.19
. ATLVPS22FEBS FLO125/C09159 $346.98 $322.40 $346.98
ATLVPS22FEB9 DL1872/DL6641 . N $361.86 $204.90 $404.90  $361.86
ATLVPS22FEBO DL0B41/CO9214/CO9188 N $41396  $41260 $41396
ATLVPS22FEB9 DL1491 I Rt $172.20 $172.20 | $150.70
ATLVPS22FEBS9 pLi49t Y ; $208.20 e
ATLVPS22FEBY DL1100 X $172.20 $17220 .
ATLVPS22FEBY DL1100 Y $208.20
| ATLVPS22FEB9 DL1872INW1944 N  $357.21
ATLVPS22FEBY . AA2005/C09214/CO9188 R .. 342326
ATLVPS22FEBY | NWS71ONW1944 I $502.32
- ATLVPS22FEB9 DL6695/DL6641 CON . $16980 o
ATLVPS22FEBS | DL1143/C09159 N $322.40 $346.98
ATLVPS22FEBY AA2005/AA1460/CO9188 ! . $37260
 ATLVPS22FEBY ' DL1247/CO9214/CO9188 < N $45160 )
ATLVPS22FEB9 FL0501/C09214/C09188 | $553.60
ATLVPS22FEBY | AA1679/C09214/C09188 | $442.60

Figure 28: ATL-VPS STATISTICAL SUMMARY

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares 3 1 333% | 1 333% | 3 1000%| © 0.0%
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Displayed

_CACP

Fares
Displayed 3 1
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 6 2

33.3% 2 66.7% 3 100.0% 3 100.0%

33.3% 3 50.0% 6 100.0% 3 50.0%
CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 1
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
in all 4
Systems

N/A 2 100.0% 3 100.0% 6 100.0% 3 100.0%

16.7%

$304.42 . $29.58

$359.00 $333.95 $25.05 $10.20 $35.25
CILYPAIR! i 3 : 2 Solition: YT

| SANATL21FEB9 Y $390.23 - o $390.23 .
| SANATL21FEBY ) X $333.95 | 369.2 $369.20  $333.95

SANATL21FEB9 DL0228 Y $394.42 . $434.20 $394.42
. SANATL21FEB9Y C01041/C0O0720 $101.39° $101.93 -

SANATL21FEBS HP0347/DL0428 N $253.95 ©$253.95
| SANATL21FEBY US0154/US3545 $282.79 | $561.86

SANATL21FEBS _ NWO0276/NW0473 $319.07 $319.07

SANATL21FEB9 NWO186/NW 1434 $329.76 i

SANATL21FEB9 UAD594/UA0290 $394.42 $394.42

SANATL21FEBS CDL1174 X $369.20 $369.20 |

SANATL21FEB9 DL1174 Y $434.20
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SANATL21FEBS . DLO730
SANATL21FEB9 DLO730

| SANATL21FEB9 DL5930/DL0202

| SANATL21FEBY  DL5958/DL1746
(SANATL21FEB9 _  DL1798
SANATL21FEB9 DL1798
SANATL21FEB9 DLEB55
SANATL21FEB9 NWO1B6/NW 1438
SANATL21FEB9 C05186/C06434
SANATL21FEBY HP0156/HPO612
SANATL21FEBY  UA0336/UA0136.
SANATL21FEB9 NW7041/NW6720
SANATL21FEB9 CO5276/COB473
SANATL21FEB9 AA1406/AA1390
SANATL21FEBY CO0142/C01820
'SANATL21FEBY | US6324/USB072
SANATL21FEB9 AS0463/AS8000
SANATL21FEB9 AA1426/AA4444
SANATL21FEBY | DL1892/DL1592

Z<KXKX<2Z<XX
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$369.20
$434.20

$439.90 |

$43990
$369.20 |

Report and Findings - Revision IV
May 5, 2005

$369.20

$439.90

343990

$369.20

$434.20
$462.40

$389.40
$350.40
$256.40
$464.90
$389.40 -
$399.40
$384.90

$512.40

$1,291.40

$547.40
$665.40 |
$439.90

29: SAN-ATL STATISTICAL SUMMARY
e " =

Pair (CP)
Fares

Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems

1

N/A

2 28.6%

1 25.0%

3 27.3%

2 66.7%

28.6%

25.0%

27.3%

100.0%

6 85.7%

4 100.0%

10 90.9%

10 100.0%

1 14.3%

4 100.0%

5 45.5%

5 100.0%
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% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inalt 4
Systems

9.1%
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$25.05

$29.58 -

$10.20

$10.20

T CIYPAR. OTALELIGHTS || Carmier [ DTS [ Fetiveier I

. ATLSAN22FEB9 DL1793 X $333.95 : $369.20 :
ATLSAN22FEBY  DL1793 Y $39442 $434.20 $394.42
ATLSAN22FEB9 UA0293/UAD501 $204.65  $240.40 | $204.65
ATLSAN22FEBO  UA0469/UAD421 $21954 $21954.
ATLSAN22FEB9 US6220/U86927 [ $223.25 | | $223.25
ATLSANZ22FEB9 : DL1059/AA1675 N $325.59 . $325.59

 ATLSAN22FEB9 AA1347/AA1675 . §32559 . $325.50
ATLSAN22FEB9 NW1429/NW0189 $329.76 ) o $329.76
ATLSAN22FEBY | US6499/US6021 $34325 $343.25
ATLSAN22FEBS : AA1117/AA0B53 $360.93 | $360.93
ATLSANZ22FEBS . DbLo273 Y $434.20 $434.20
ATLSAN22FEB9 DLO907/DL5967 Y 843990 $43990
ATLSAN22FEBY  DL1461/DLOS6T Y $43990
ATLSAN22FEBY | UAOBT3/UA1183 832440
ATLSAN22FEB9 AA1981/AA1815 $272.40
ATLSAN22FEB9 AS6027/AS0580 $547.40
ATLSAN22FEBY  DLO193/US6303 N _se3040
ATLSAN22FEBY AA2263/AA0465 $370.40
ATLSAN22FEB9 ' CO1424/CO0733 $384.90 -
ATLSAN22FEB9 - US6503/US6035 $608.40 :
ATLSANZ22FEB9 C05088/C05187 $389.40
ATLSAN22FEBY  AS6001/AS0518 $547.40

| ATLSAN22FEB9  HPO530/HPO709. . §8940

. ATLSAN22FEB9 DL1299/DL5967 Y  $439.90

Figure 30: ATL-SAN STATISTICAL SUMMARY

ot
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YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems

16.7%

1 20.0%

2 33.3%

1 100.0% 1

2 100.0% 2

20.0%

100.0%

33.3%

100.0%

5 100.0%

1 100.0%

6 100.0%

6 100.0%

2 40.0%

1 100.0%

3 50.0%

3 100.0%

BA

$04.88

$7.12

7$1020

Use or disclosure of the data contained on this sheet is subject to the restriction on the title page of this document.

&
$67.00 $62.33 $4.67 $10.20 $14.87
CITYPAIR, OTALFLIGHTS!| Cai 7 [FedTravels , VT
. PNSATL21FEB9 _ : DL1704 $62.33 . $77.20 $77.20 | $62.33
| PNSATL21FEB9 DL1704 | $94.88 $112.20 . $94.88
PNSATL21FEBY 1 US2210/DL1010 $346.05 ! $346.05
 PNSATL21FEB  AA3412/AA1948 $424.18 547640 _$424.18.
 PNSATL21FEB9 C02718/C0O1620 $636.28  $699.90 ... %636.28
PNSATL21FEB9 DL3014/DL4326 N $640.93  $704.90 $704.90 ' $640.93
. PNSATL21FEBO 1S2210/U52209 | $683.72 $701.90 I $683.72
PNSATL21FEBS i US2210/UA3264 $683.72 | $683.72
PNSATL21FEB9 DL1402 X $77.20 $77.20
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PNSATL21FEBY DL1402
PNSATL21FEBY DL4439
PNSATL21FEB9 - DL4439

_PNSATL21FEB9  : DL0648
PNSATL21FEB9 DL0648 :
PNSATL21FEBY DL6420/DL0263
PNSATL21FEBY DL3014/DL1672
PNSATL21FEBS DL3236/DL4213
PNSATL21FEB9 | FLO424 i

_PNSATL21FEB9 : AA3826/AA1390
PNSATL21FEB9 C09147/DL1709
PNSATL21FEB9 €02143/C02872

| PNSATL21FEB9 US2248/US2929
PNSATL21FEBY | FL0420
PNSATL21FEB9 _ | AA3826/AA1096

186
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$112.20

$112.20
$77.20 .

 $112.20

$122.40
$593.90

ZZ K KX <X

$704.90

May 5, 2005

$77.20

s1720

$159.20

$376.40

_ $676.90

$551.90 -
$159.20
$476.40

. $430.70

Figure 31: PNS-ATL STATISTICAL SUMMARY

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
{dentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4

11.1%

1 20.0%

1 25.0%

2 22.2%

2 100.0%

1 20.0%

1 25.0%

2 22.2%

2 100.0%

5 100.0%

3 75.0%

8 88.9%

7 87.5%

0 0.0%

4 100.0%

4 44.4%

4 100.0%
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BASE

tus:

$94.88

$7.12

$62.33

$4.67

Carrier.:| 2 DTS " oV Trips
bLwoze o X $62.33 | $62.33
ATLPNS22FEB9  DL1079 Y $94.88 $94.88
CATLPNS22FEB9 | DL1143/DL6424 = X $62.33 $62.33 -
ATLPNS22FEB9  DL1143/DL6424 Y o : LT
ATLPNS22FEB9 AA1981/AA3829 | $304.19 $347.40 - $304.19
57/C0O9216 $31907 _..$319.07
“ATLPNSZ22 FL0177/DL6339 N $32558 $368.90
ATLPNS22FEB9 | DL1872/DL6592 N $343.26 1 $199.90 8343
ATLPNS22FEBY | DL4856 X “s17.20 $77.20
ATLPNS22FEB9 DL4856 Y $112.20 ;
ATLPNS22FEB9 | DLO281 X $77.20
ATLPNS22FEBY  DLO0281 Y $11220 0
[ ATLPNS22FEB9 DL4841 Y $1M220.  $11220
ATLPNS22FEB9 | FLO177/DL6359 N '$325.58
ATLPNS22FEBY DL1872/NW3678 N : $364.65
ATLPNS22FEBS DL4326/DL2603 N $704.90 |
ATLPNS22FEB9 FLO421 . Lo 818920 0
ATLPNS22FEB9 NWOB19/NW3678 29190
ATLPNS22FEB9 | US0582/US2212 $250.90 . .
ATLPNS22FEBS C02873/C0O3329 $609.90 :
ATLPNS22FEBS - FL0O125/D1.6424 N $348.40 $305.12
ATLPNS22FEB9 - AA1197/AA3827 . $347.40
. ATLPNS22FEB9 US2714/082211 $250.90

Figure 32: ATL-PNS STSTISTICAL SUMMARY

. Description®

DT

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares

1 20.0%

1

20.0% 5 100.0%

1 20.0%
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Displayed

_CACP

Fares
Displayed 4 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 4 100.0% 4 100.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 9 3 33.3% 3 33.3% 9 100.0% 5 55.6%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 3 100.0% 3 100.0% 9 100.0% 5 100.0%
tdentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 2
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inal4
Systems 22.2%

Table 39: LAX-ABQ 21FEB05

CA ASE
CWN $153.0 $142.33 ; $1068 .
$132.00 $12279  $9.21 $10.20 $19.41

I SCIHYPAR i OFALELI L [iCarmer HlaipTSR Solitions | Goving
| LAXABQ21FEBY . WN1163 X 812279, $14220 $122.79
_ LAXABQ21FEB9 WN1163 ) Y §14233 63.20 $142.33
LAXABQ21FEBY HPO743/HP0204 . $166.51 $199.40 |
LAXABQ21FEBY ' UAB098/UA1422/UAG616 - $307.91
LAXABQ21FEBS UA0284/UA0437 ‘ $307.91 $351.40 | $307.91
| LAXABQ21FEBY | UA1480/UA1428/UAB616 $307.91 ) . $307.91
 LAXABQ21FEB9 WN1762 X $142.20 $142.20
LAXABQ21FEB9 WN1762 o Y $163.20 ;
. LAXABQ21FEB9 WN1152/WN0434 Y L $173.40 $168.40
LAXABQ21FEBY | HP0262/HP0204 , ‘ $166.51
LAXABQ21FEBS UAT480/UA1428/US8412 $272.56
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| LAXABQ21FEB9 UAO504/F94337
LAXABQ21FEB9  , UAD504/US6525
LAXABQ21FEB9 UA1216/UA6616

_LAXABQ21FEBY  FI0408/F94339
LAXABQ21FEBY AA2430/AA0389

| LAXABQ21FEB9 HP0610/HP0202

| LAXABQ21FEB9 HP0315/HP0202
LAXABQ21FEB9 AA2416/AA0649
LAXABQ21FEBS FO0532/F94337

| LAXABQ21FEBY DL1852/DL3980

189

eTS /DTS Fare Audit
Report and Findings - Revision IV
May 5, 2005

'$351.40
$436.39

$433.40
$199.40

$307.91
_$317.21

$199.40 |

$433.40
$185.70
$295.40

- $307.91

Figure 33: LAX-ABQ STATISTICAL SUMMARY

< Description

tra

DT.

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
in all 4
Systems

N/A

20.0%

1 33.3%

1 50.0%

2 40.0%

2 100.0%

33.3%

50.0%

40.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

2

33.3%

100.0%

60.0%

66.7%

Table 40: ABQ-LAX 22FEB05

[ Contract Carrier. CPR:

YCA

[ -BASE "] USHax’

ther: ] Totl Tax/Other |

WN

$153.00

$142.33

$10.67

$8.70.

$19.37

Use or disclosure of the data contained on this sheet is subject to the restriction on the title page of this document.
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L CA e
$132.00 $122.79 $9.21 $8.70 $17.91

TYPAIR BTS: | 'FedTraveler:|: “e2 Solitions [ :GovTrin
ABQLAX22FEB9 ) : $14233 ¢ $161.70 $161.70 - $142.33
ABQLAX22FEBS | HP0654/UA6519 $120.00 $120.00
ABQLAX22FEBY UA0458/UA0039 $$138.14 $349.90 - $138.14
ABQLAX22FEBS HP0654/HP0027 $166.51 $197.90
ABQLAX22FEBS __  DL3786/DL04T9 : 518790
ABQLAX22FEB9 AA0862/AA1435 ' $271.63 $310.90 ,, K
ABQLAX22FEBY | AA2202/AA2427 528838 , _ $288.38
ABQLAX22FEB9 UAQ458/UA1437/UA6100 | $307.91
ABQLAX22FEBS WNO0785 X : $140.70 $140.70
ABQLAX22FEB9 WNO785 Y $161.70 ;
ABQLAX22FEBY  WN1424 X _§14070°  $140.70
ABQLAX22FEB9 WN1424 Y $161.70 ¢ .
ABQLAX22FEB9 WNO793/WN0857 N $125.90 $87.90
ABQLAX22FEB9 WNO793/WNO0857 Y $171.90 : i
_ABQLAX22FEBY | WNO301WN1107 Yoo 817190 #7190
ABQLAX2OFEB9 . FOA330/F90417 $184.20 $307.91
ABQLAX22FEB9  AA1648/AA2445 i ... $358.90

| ABQLAX22FEB9 us6608/US7279 I : $622.90
ABQLAX22FEBS UA0298/UA0055 . $349.90
ABQLAX22FEB9 AA2202/AA2421 .. $32890
ABQLAX22FEBS AA1414/AA2453 L . $358.90
ABQLAX22FEBY  UA0298/AA0441 .. 834990
ABQLAX22FEB9 HP0180/HP0024 : $197.90
ABQLAX22FEB9 i UA7751/UA0533 $1,066.90
_ABQLAX22FEB9 - DL39B4/DLO945 .....S22090
 ABQLAX22FEBY _ HP0654/HP0702 ‘ ... $16651
: ABQLAX22FEBQ UA458/UA1437/UAB100 1 $307.91
Figure 34: ABQ-LAX STATISTICAL SUMMARY
p
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 5 1 20.0% 1 20.0% 5 100.0% 2 40.0%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 2 0 0.0% o] 0.0% 2 100.0% 2 100.0%
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Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 7

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inalt4
Systems 1
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems

N/A

14.3%

1 14.3% 1

1 100.0% 1

191

14.3% 7

100.0% 7
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100.0%

100.0%

4 57.1%

4 100.0%

Contract Carrier.
NONE

Table 41: DTW-AZO 21FEBO5

5

53 YR A £ 210 AL : i3
_DTWAZO21FEB9 | UA0331/DL1643/DL5184 $112.56
DTWAZO21FEBS AA1775/DL1643/DL5184
DTWAZO21FEBY . NW1557/UAG894 $789.77
DTWAZO21FEBS - NW1557/UA6894 $197.21
_DTWAZO21FEBY NW1S57/UAGB94 | $23442 . -
DTWAZO21FEBS | NW3721 $169.30 . $192.20 $19220  $169.30
DTWAZO21FEBS  NW5810 $192.20 $192.20
DTWAZO21FEB9 NW3501/NW9338 $368.40 | $508.40
DTWAZO21FEB9 . DL5199/DL5082 $232.40
DTWAZO21FEB9  NW1557/DL1643/DL5184 19721
DTWAZO21FEBS . NW1557/DL1643/DL5184 $696.74 - o
DTWAZO21FEBY AAO755/AA4141 $149.77 . $181.40 $149.77
DTWAZO21FEBS . AAO591/AA4069 $141.40
DTWAZO21FEBY | NW3503/NWg352 $368.40
DTWAZO21FEBS  DL5901/DL5084 . 523240 o
DTWAZO21FEB9 | UA0331/UAGBY4 $149.77 . $14140 - $149.77
DTWAZO21FEBY | UAO145/UA5844 $141.40
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| DTWAZO21FEBY  UAO145/AA4141
DTWAZO21FEBY NW1235/AA4069

 DTWAZO21FEB9 UA0483/AA4069
DTWAZO21FEBY  NW1583
DTWAZO21FEBY | NW1235/DL1643/DL5184 |
DTWAZO21FEBY AA0591/DL1643/DL5184
DTWAZO21FEBS | US6969/DL1643/DL5184
DTWAZO21FEBY US6971/AA4141

Table 42; AZO

Report and Findings - Revision IV

811256

$112.56

$121.86
$159.07

eTS /DTS Fare Audit
May 5, 2005
$181.40 $149.77
$141.40  $112.56
$141.40
$192.20 o
$112.56
$112.56
$121.86
$159.07

["Contract

NONE

ITYPAIR'

'OTALFLIGHTS?

- FédTravel

AZODTW22FEBY | AAA303INW370
_AZODTW22FEBO | AA4303/NW370 [
AZODTW22FEB9 AA4303/AA1514 112.56 - $141.40 o L $112.56
AZODTW22FEB9 NW0743 e $169.30 | $192.20 $192.20 ' $169.30
AZODTW22FEB9 AA4303/AA1672/NW1008 - $519.53 $344.60 $298.61
AZODTW22FEBS  AA4303/AA1672INW1008 | $29861  $344.60 _ $298.61
AZODTW22FEBS NW1580 o ) $192.20  $169.30
AZODTW22FEB9 NW2864 $192.20 | $19220
AZODTW22FEBY - UAGBA4T/UAQB92 518340 $339.40
AZODTW22FEBS AA4266/AA1766 $166.40 $166.40
AZODTW22FEB  AA4303/NW0370 _$141.40 $112.56
AZODTW22FEBY . AA4266/NW1238 $372,60 .
AZODTW22FEB9 AA4266/NW1238 $141.40
AZODTW22FEBY ' DL5084/DL5274/NW3229 $446.60
Table 43: ORD-MLI 21FEB05
[EContract Carrier.CPP. ‘USitax Total. Tax/Other |

AA $13.88 $10.20 $24.08

$159.00 $11.09 $10.20 $21.29

1 CITYPAIR 75 [ FedTravelt 2 Solutions? | GovIrip |
ORDMLI21FEB9 AA3925 47.91 ., $169.20 $169.20 ; $147.91
ORDMLI21FEB9 AA3925 $185.12 - $209.20 $185.12

Use or disclosure of the data contained on this sheet is subject to the restriction on the title page of this document,
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| ORDMLI21FEBS
ORDMLI21FEB9

DL5460/DL5150
UA5601

ORDMLI21FEBY
ORDMLIZ1FEBY

ORDMLI2IFEBY

ORDMLI21FEBY

US8563
UAO799/NW5637
USB815/NW5637
UA5591

ORDMLI21FEB9
ORDMLI21FEBS
ORDMLI21FEBS

Figure 35: ORD-MLI STA
- o1

NW1240/NW3739
NWO0395/NW5637

. USB564

193

$143.72

 §147.91
$157.21
$190.69
$586.97

| $190.69 -

eTS /DTS Fare Audit
Report and Findings - Revision IV
May 6, 2005

$174.90

$179.20

$267.40 |
$225.40

$179.20 |

$143.72
| $147.91 .
 $157.21

| $190.69

$586.97

$147.91

. $220.77

| $190.69

TISTICAL SUMMARY
55 Lol & &3

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares

Displayed 1
_CAcP

Fares
Displayed 1
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 2

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 1
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems

N/A

50.0%

1 100.0%

1 100.0%

2 100.0%

2 100.0%

1 100.0%

1 100.0%

2 100.0%

2 100.0%

1 100.0%

1 100.0%

2 100.0%

2 100.0%

0

1

1

1

0.0%

100.0%

50.0%

100.0%

Table 44: MLI-ORD 22FEBO05S

[ contractCarri

FUS tax

[ Total Tax/Other |

L BA

$13.88

_ $10.20

$24.08

Use or disclosure of the data contained on this sheet is subject to the restriction on the title page of this document.
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$159.00 $147.91 $11.09 $10.20 $21.29
> TOTALFLIGHTS |G '+ [ FedTraveler: ovTrip::
{ MLIORD22FEB9 AA3G26 Y 2 $209.20 $185.12
i MLIORD22FEB9 | UA5638 ] $147.91 $169.20 $147.91
| MLIORD22FEB9 us8578 $157.21 $157.21
 MLIORD22FEBS US7706 1 $440.93
MLIORDZ22FEB9  ~AA3924 = X | .. $169.20 | $169.20 .
MLIORD22FEB9 AA3924 Y $209.20 -
MLIORD22FEB9 usgs29 i $179.20 -
MLIORD22FEB9 UAB964 $169.20 :
MLIORD22FEB9 UAS593 | ool 8189200 $147.01
MLIORD22FEB9 1 Us7708 ‘ $440.93

Figure 36 MLI-ORD 22FEB05

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares

Displayed 2 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0% 1 50.0%
_CACP

Fares
Displayed 1 4] 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 3 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 3 100.0% 2 66.7%

CC Flights
Disptaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 3 100.0% 2 100.0%
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
in all 4
Systems 1
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 33.3%

Page 74

Use or disclosure of the data contained on this sheet is subject to the restriction on the title page of this document.



THE CORPORATE
SOLUTIONS GROUP

195

eTS / DTS Fare Audit
Report and Findings - Revision IV
May 5, 2005

Table 45: MRY-LAX 21FEB05
I Gontract Catrier GPP 2YC!

BASE [T US

UA $78.14 _ $5.86 $10.20 $16.06
; “Contract |

: OTALFLIGHTS | Carrier: {FedTravele GovTrip:]
MRYI . UAB221/UA0BIT - Y $104.40 $78.14 |
MRYLAX21FEBS _  UAB221/UA0979 Y $104.40 $104.40 $78.14
| MRYLAX21FEB9 | UAB221/UA0BSS Y $78.14  $10440  $104.40 ' $78.14
_MRYLAX21FEBY UAB221/UA0B88 Y 87814 $104.40  $78.14
MRYLAX21FEB9 UAB221/UA0B58 . Y $104.40
MRYLAX21FEBS  UA6088 Y | $78.14 $94.20 $94.20 | $78.14
MRYLAX21FEB9 US8244/US6327 _$24000 $240.00
MRYLAX21FEB9 US8244/UST7251 | | $240.00 ' $240.00
MRYLAX21FEB9 ' USB244/UA09TY . $273.48 $273.48
- MRYLAX21FEBY UAG139 Y $94.20 $94.20
MRYLAX21FEB9 WN1832 $43.20
MRYLAX21FEB9 UA6459/UA1265 Y $104.40 $104.40
MRYLAX21FEB9 ~ UA6089 = Y $94.20 $94.20
MRYLAX21FEBS  USB8244/US6227 $278.40 ,
MRYLAX21FEB9 HP6491/HPO702 | $255.40
MRYLAX21FEB9 UAB221/US6064 N $232.55

Figure 37 MRY-LAX STATISTICAL SUMMARY

Hptic

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed

Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Filights
Displaying
Correct CP

N/A

5 55.6%

0 0.0%

5 55.6%

5 100.0%

5 55.6%

0 0.0%

5 55.6%

5 100.0%

66.7%

0 0.0%

6 66.7%

6 100.0%

9

100.0%

0.0%

100.0%

100.0%
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Rate

Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 3
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 33.3%

; St et .- Total/
$78.14 $5.86 | $10.20 $16.06 ;
N/A
OTALFEIGHTS:[ ¢ 7% e2:Soliitions s
UAB0S0 Yoo 97814 e . STBAA
LAXMRY22FEB9 | HPB389/HP6132 $240.00 . $255.40 - $240.00
 LAXMRY22FEB9 UAB128 LY $94.20 $94.20  §78.14
LAXMRY22FEBY  _ UAQOTO/UA6224 Y 810440 $10440
LAXMRYZ22FEB9  WNO0569 - $65.20 | R
LAXMRY22FEBS AA3025 . . . $268.20 i $78.14
LAXMRY22FEB9 . AA1958/UA6224 N : $440.40
LAXMRY22FEB9 . UAD990/UAB456 Y $104.40

Figure 38: LAX-MRY STATISTICAL SUMMARY

ripti
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 4 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 3 75.0% 2 50.0%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed o] 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total CP
Fares 4 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 3 75.0% 2 50.0%
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Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 0
% of
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 0.0%

1 100.0%

2

197

100.0% 3
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100.0%

May 5, 2005

2 100.0%

“Contract Carrier CPF

Table 47. ELP-DFW 21FEBO0S

BASE}

$133.95 . $10.05 ;

$73.49 $5.51

SIEYRA TOTALFLI
ELPDFW21FEB9 AA1134 X
ELPDFW21FEBY AA1134 Y
. ELPDFW21FEB9 C00174/C0O0759
ELPDFW21FEBY HPO709/HP0544
ELPDFW21FEBY DL3407/DL2919
ELPDFW21FEBY DL3012/DL3036
ELPDFW21FEB9 DL3012/DL3024
_ELPDFW21FEBY ' HPE431/HPE240
_ELPDFW21FEBY _  AA0444 Y
ELPDFW21FEBY | AA1876 X
| ELPDFW21FEB9 AA1876 Y
ELPDFW21FEB9Y AA17TO/AA2325 N
ELPDFW21FEBY HP709/CO1558/CO1059

. $73.49 : $73.49
1 $133.95 $152.70 $133.95
$101.39 $123.40 ~$101.39
$132.09 $253.90 1313200
' $370.23 $332.40 $412.40 | $370.23
$412.40 $412.40
$412.40
$253.90 :
$152.70 . .
$87.70
$152.70 !
$440.90 $793.49
$408.37

Figure 39: ELP-DFW STATISTICAL SUMMARY
R - - -

Page 77

Use or disciosure of the data contained on this sheet is subject to the restriction on the title page of this document.



198

eTS/ DTS Fare Audit
SOLUTIONS GROUP Report and Findings - Revision IV
May 5, 2005

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares

Displayed 3 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 3 100.0% 0 0.0%
_CACP

Fares
Displayed 2 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 5 2 40.0% 2 40.0% 4 80.0% 0 0.0%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 2 100.0% 2 100.0% 4 100.0% 0 0.0%
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems o]
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inal4
Systems 0.0%

& ‘ i Tax/Othed
$144.00 $133.95 $10.05  $10.20 $20.25

Table 48: DFW-ELP 22FEB05
Coniract :

BASE ta¥

$79.00 7 $73.49 $5.51 $10.20 $15.71

OTALFLIGHTS:
DEWELP22FEBY  AAN467

$73.49

DFWELP22FEBY  AA1467 $13395  $15420 $133.95
DFWELP22FEBY  HPO027/HPO421 $13200  $25540  $132.09
DFWELP22FEB9  CO0414/C02395 L $133.02 ;  $133.02
DFWELP22FEB9  COO0414/UA0765/UAB699, $1399
DFWELP22FEB9  HP0890/HP0421 B '$271.63  $226.60 $271.63
DFWELP22FEBY  AA1511/UAOT43/UAGGS7 N $30186
DFWELP22FEB9 DL3010/DL3238 $370.23  $383.90
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DFWELP22FEBY  F90417/F94016 $386.97  $100.40 o
DFWELP22FEBY  DL3221/DL2940 $383.90 $413.90
DFWELP22FEB9  DL3010/DL3228 $413.90
DFWELP22FEBS  ‘DL2917/DL3376 ; $409.40
DFWELP22FEBY  AA0571 X $89.20,
DFWELP22FEBY  AA0571 Y $154.20 , ;
DFWELP22FEB9  CO414/UAQ765/UAG699 1$139.99
DFWELP22FEBY  AA2015/HP6163/HP6357: N 5203.72
DFWELP22FEBY  AA0603/HP6332/HP6357 N  $204.65
DFWELP22FEBY  CO3265/HP0623/HP6357; 1$259.53
DFWELP22FEBY  AA3689/UAT43/UAB6I7 N $301.86
DFWELP22FEBY  F90847/F94014 ; . '
DFWELP22FEB9  AA2328/AA0423 N © $640.40
DFWELP22FEB9  UA7685/UA6699 $158.90
DFWELP22FEBY _ UA0447/UAB695 $95.90
Fi

re 40: DFW-ELP STATISTICAL DATA

TS

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares

Displayed 2

_CACP
Fares

Displayed 2

Total CP
Fares
Displayed

forCcC 4

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP

Rate N/A

identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4

Systems 0

% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

0.0%

1 50.0%

1 50.0%

2 50.0%

2 100.0%

1 50.0%

1 50.0%

2 50.0%

2 100.0%

2 100.0%

2 100.0%

4 100.0%

4 100.0%

0 0.0%

0 0.0%

0 0.0%

0 0.0%
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Table 49: BWI-ATL 21FEB05

|:Coritract Carriet:CPP

ASE

USH:

DL $108.84 |  $8.16 $10.20
$87.00 $80.93 $6.07 $10.20 $16.27
; ) OTALFLIGHTSY DT : Sofutions .G
BWIATL21FEB9 DL0651 X . $80.93°  $9720 .  $97.20 ° $80.93
BWIATL21FEBS DLO651 Y 1 $108.84 | $127.20 $108.84
BWIATL21FEB9 C02546/C0O2000 $86.04 $112.90 . $86.04
| BWIATL21FEB9 US1451/US2929 $90.23 | $90.23
'BWIATL21FEBY | CO2861/CO4296 $213.02 . $21302
BWIATL21FEBS US1151/DLOS5T N $24372 i $243.72
BWIATL21FEB9 DL1490 | X $97.20 $97.20
BWIATL21FEBS DL1490 Y $127.20
BWIATL21FEBY ' DL0221 X $97.20 $97.20
BWIATL21FER9 DL0221 Y $127.20 -
| BWIATL21FEB9 | DL1653 X  $97.20 $97.20
| BWIATL21FEB9 DL1653 Y $127.20 ;
BWIATL21FEB9 : DLO287 Y $127.20 . $127.20
BWIATL21FEB9 DL1003 Y X $127.20 $127.20
'BWIATL21FEB9  DL1893 X | $97.20 |
BWIATL2IFEBY | DL5734/DL068S Y §13290
_BWIATL21FEBY  FLO4T1 $224.20
BWIATL21FEB9 FL0443 i $224.20 |
BWIATL21FEBY | UA2722/UA3280 35790 |
BWIATL21FEBY | UAOB41/UA0454 | $13290 " 20418
BWIATL21FEB9 = FLO461/FLO112 $229.90
(BWIATL21FEBY  UAS843 $8520
BWIATL21FEB9 US2494/DL1122 N $399.40 |
BWIATL21FEBY | AAOS77/AAOT25 $22040 R
BWIATL21FEBY  AA1201/AA1145 $189.76 |
BWIATL21FEB9 UA2658/DL0551 N $243.72

Fig

41: BWI-ATL STATISTICAL SUMMARY
e —r -

] ption

YCA City-

Pair (CP)

Fares 7 1 14.3% 1 14.3% 7 100.0% 2 28.6%
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Displayed

_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
ldentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
in alf 4
Systems

12

N/A

8.3%

201

1 20.0% 1

2 16.7% 2

2 100.0% 2

20.0%

16.7%

100.0%

eTS /DTS Fare Audit
Report and Findings - Revision IV

4 80.0%

11 91.7%

11 100.0%

May 5, 2005

5 100.0%

7 58.3%

7 100.0%

Table 50 ATL-BWI 22FEB05

“BASE. v )
DL $117.00 $108.84 | $8.16 $10.20 . $18.36
$87.00 $80.93  $6.07 $10.20 $16.27
[FedTravele 2 Solutions = | GovTripy|
LY 810884 910884
: - . DLO87T2 X $80.93 - $97.20 . $80.93
- ATLBWI22FEBY US1679/US3152 $86.04  $112.90 $86.04 |
. ATLBWI22FEB9 US0582/US0418 $90.23 $90.23
ATLBWI22FEBY FLO177/FLO472 . $165.58 | $196.90 $165.58
ATLBWI22FEBY AA1981/AA1664 . $20582 $338.40 - $295.82
| ATLBWI22FEB9 DL5716 X $97.20 $97.20
ATLBWI22FEB9 DL5716 Y $127.20 N
| ATLBWI22FEBS DLO261 X $97.20 $97.20
ATLBWI22FEBQ DLO261 Y $127.20 :
| ATLBWI22FEBY DL1426 X 89720 . %9720 ¢
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ATLBWI22FEB9 DL1426 Y $127.20

ATLBWI22FEB9 DL4482 N $888.40 |

ATLBWI22FEB9 DL4482 N $938.40

ATLBWI22FEB9 FL1754 - $22420
ATLBWI22FEB9  US2860/US4149 | $117.40

ATLBWI22FEBY | AA2263/AA2096 $207.40

ATLBWI22FEBY DL1529 X $97.20 .
. ATLBWI22FEBS US1679/UA4029 : $352.56
| ATLBWI22FEB9 UA2455/UA2696 $371.47 :
| ATLBWI22FEBS UA2455/USO418 | $371.17
ATLBWI22FEB9 US0582/UA2696 ! $380.47

 Descriptio

YCA City-
Pair (CP)

Fares
Displayed

_CACP

Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
ldentical CP
Flights
Appearing
in all 4
Systems

22.2%

1 25.0%

1 20.0%

2 22.2%

2 100.0%

25.0%

20.0%

22.2%

100.0%

4 100.0%

5 100.0%

9 100.0%

9 100.0%

0 0.0%

4 80.0%

4 44.4%

4 100.0%

Table 51: SFO-MRY 21FEB05

[ContractCarrer PP [ &

otal Tax/Other. |
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$177.67 | $1333 $10.20 $23.53

L SCITYPAIR R TS+ [FedTraveler | . 62 Solutions...| . GovTrp
SFOMRY21FEB9 UAB456 $177.67

SFOMRY21FEB9 UA6222 $201.20 $201.20  $177.67 :
SFOMRY21FEB9 UA6224 $201.20 $201.20  $177.67 -
SFOMRY21FEBY | UAB428 $20120 $201.20
SFOMRY21FEBY US8289 . $186.97
SFOMRY21FEBS | USB8288 $186.97

'Description

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares

Displayed 4
_CACP

Fares
Displayed 0
Totai CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 4

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A
ldentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 0
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 0.0%

25.0% 2 50.0% 3 75.0% 3 75.0%

0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

25.0% 2 50.0% 3 75.0% 3 75.0%

100.0% 2 100.0% 3 100.0% 3 100.0%

Table 52: MRY-SFO 22FEB05
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‘Contract Carrier. CPP [ .2

WAL

: I T . TS 2 Solut ovTrip |
| MRYSFO22FEB9 UAB225 Y $17767 . $201.20 $201.20 | $177.67
 MRYSFO22FEB9  USB8286 $177.67 $177.67
[ MRYSFO22FEB9  UA6459 . Y  $501.20 $201.20

MRYSFO22FEB9 UA6221 Y ) $201.20 $20120°
MRYSFO22FEB9 UA6231 Y $201.20 $201.20 : $177.67

Figure 44: MRY-SFO STATISTICAL SUMMARY

bt
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares

Displayed 4 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 4 100.0% 4 100.0%
_CACP

Fares
Displayed 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 4 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 4 100.0% 4 100.0%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 1 100.0% 2 100.0% 4 100.0% 4 100.0%
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 1
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems 25.0%
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Table 53: TUS-DFW 21FEB05
| Contract Carrier CPP] YC “Oth Total Tax/Other:]
AA $260.77 : $20.23 $8.70 $28.93
$189.00 $175.81 $13.19 $8.70 $21.88
SELCITYPAIR: : wek :
TUSDFW21FEB9 , Y  $26977 . $298.70
TUSDFW21FEBY | AA1720 X [ $17581  $197.70  $197.70 $175.81
TUSDFW21FEB9  AA1720 . v | $298.70 $298.70
TUSDFW21FEBY | US6346/HP0542 ;29200 $292.09
TUSDFW21FEB9 HP6563/HP6240 $306.97 - $348.90 $306.97
TUSDFW21FEB9 : HP6351/HP0542 | $306.97 $348.90 $306.97
TUSDFWZ1FEB9  AA0323 X s197.70 $197.70
TUSDFW21FEB9 | AA0323 Y " $298.70 o
TUSDFW21FEB9  AAO552 X 819770 $197.70  $175.81
TUSDFW21FEB9 AA0552 Y $298.70
TUSDFW21FEB9 AA1014 Y $298.70 © $298.70 $269.77
TUSDFW21FEBY = AA1002/AA2329 =~ N $56490 $56490
TUSDFW21FEBY | AA1412/AA2341 N $564.90
_TUSDFW21FEBY | CO1850/CO0759  $513.40
TUSDFW21FEB9 | UA7262/UAD490 $852.39
TUSDFW21FEB9 : CO1820/C00315 | $613.40 |
 TUSDFW21FEB9 _ _ DL3968/DL0597 L...548590 N S
TUSDFW21FEB9 | UA0234/HP0542 | . $332.90 | .1 $306.97 |

ript

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares

Displayed 5

_CACP
Fares

Displayed 3

Totai CP
Fares
Displayed

for CC 8

Figure 45: TUS-DFW STATISTICAL SUMMARY
e

1 20.0%

1 33.3%

2 25.0%

2 40.0%

2 66.7%

4 50.0%

5 100.0%

3 100.0%

8 100.0%

3 60.0%

3 1060.0%

6 75.0%
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CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4

Systems 2

% of
Identicai CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

N/A

25.0%

2 100.0%

206
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% 8

100.0%

6

100.0%

$189.00 $175.81 $13.19 $10.20 $23.39
: (PAIR OTALFLIGHTS Tave ons & GovItp
DFWTUS22FEB9 L AA1107 $269.77 $300.20 $300.20 | $269.77 :
DFWTUS22FEB9 AA1633 $175.81 | $175.81 |
. DFWTUS22FEB9 | UA1133/UA1231 | 817162
DFWTUS22FEB9 DL1697/DL3965 _ _ $171.62
_DFWTUS22FEB9  US6889/US5888 1 $185.11
 DFWTUS22FEB9  HPB439/HP6438 $306.97 $306.97
. DFWTUS22FEB9 AA2324/AA1843 N : $437.40 $437.40
DFWTUS22FEB9 AA2332/AA1061 N $64540 $818.40
DFWTUS22FEB9  AA2382/AA1069 N $437.40
DFWTUS22FEB9 | DL1810/DL3960 ~ $487.40
_DFWTUS22FEB9  : HP0027/HP6435 $350.40 .
- DFWTUS22FEB9 C0O0414/C0O3294 $214.90 |
DFWTUS22FEB9  F90417/F94179 _..823240 R D
_DFWTUS22FEBY DLO770/DLO857 _ $359.50 . $315.35
DFWTUS22FEBY | HP0421/HP6439 $433.60
DFWTUS22FEB9 | F90847/F94171 $232.40
DFWTUS22FEB9 US6885/US5888 $404 .40 :
DFWTUS22FEB9 - AA1007/HPB437 N $434.40 . $390.69
DFWTUS22FEBY AA1245/F94179 N $338.60

Figure 46: DFW.-TUS STATISTICAL SUMMARY
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escription
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 1 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 1 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 2 2 100.0% 2 100.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 2 100.0% 2 100.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
in all 4
Systems 1
% of
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 50.0%

DL $370.00 $344.19 $8.70 $34.51

$280.00 $260.47  $19.53 $8.70 $28.23

25 CITYPAIR - [ TOTALELIGHTS!
SATATL21FEBY - DL0224 .
SATATL21FEB9 - DL0627/DL1617

DTS | FedTraveler | e2 Solitiol - GovItip:
. $344.19 . $378.70:  $378.70  $344.19
$256.28 $294.40 $256.28 |

| SATATL21FEB9 DL1594 $260.47 $288.70 - $288.70 | $260.47
SATATL21FEB9 CO0264/DL1116 $256.74 | $256.74
SATATL21FEBS  NWOS30/DL0680 $643.72 -
SATATL21FEB9 ' DL1195 Y ) $378.70 - $378.70
SATATLZ1FEB9 DL2708/DL4213 N $493.40  $493.40
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SATATL21FEBY
SATATL21FEBQ
| SATATL21FEBS

_SATATL21FEBS

DL3063/DL1672

. DLOB8Y/DLOBSE

UAO642/UA0454

.£00264/CO2872

SATATL21FEBY | AA1214/AA0725
SATATL21FEB9 C00264/C0O4301
SATATL21FEBS NWB6464/NW6850 *
 SATATL21FEB9  US7123/US6474_
_SATATL2FEB9 | NW6210/NW7620
SATATL21FEBS NW6464/NW8120 |
SATATL21FEBS . HP6161/HP0612

N
Y
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$493.40
$384.40 I

$340.00

| $368.38

$492.09

e | $492.09
$345.90
$367.40

$543.40 . $492.09

 $308.90 $269.77

$543.40 ;
$543.40
$452.90

Figure 47 SAT-ATL STATISTICAL SUMMARY

escription

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CAcCP
Fares
Displayed

Total CP

Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4

Systems

40.0%

1 33.3%

3 60.0%

2 66.7%

2 100.0%

2

33.3%

100.0%

60.0%

66.7%

3 100.0%

2 100.0%

5 100.0%

5 100.0%

2 66.7%

1 50.0%

3 60.0%

3 100.0%
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Table 56. ATL-SAT 2
| Contract Garrier Y€ ‘BASEL:]1US tax ‘Oth Fotal Tax/Other |
DL $370.00 $344.19 © $25.81 ; $10.20 $36.01
$280.00 $260.47 $19.53 $10.20 $29.73
; ITYPAII OTAEFLIGHTS FedTraveler Solutions. v Gov Ty
| ATLSAT22FEB9 DL1480 | $26047  $290.20 1 $290.20 - $260.47
| ATLSAT22FEBY DL1480 1934419 $38020 1 .33 i
_ATLSAT22FEB9 DL1059/AA1503 15256 . . . $152.56
ATLSAT22FEB9 AA1347/AA1503 $152.56 $184.40 $152.56
| ATLSAT22FEB9 UAQ469/1AQ0669 $256.28 | $256.28 |
. ATLSAT22FEB9 . NWO0819/NW5735 $260.47 $295.90 $260.47
. ATLSAT22FEB9 US6499/US7120 $26977 $31040.  $269.77:
_ATLSAT22FEBY  DL1872/DL6937 N $445.58 | $494.90 $445.58 ¢
| ATLSAT22FEB9 C05819/CO7996 $834.42 . ; 383442
ATLSAT22FEBS DLO407 X ; $290.20 ¢ $290.20
ATLSAT22FEB9 . DLO407 Y $380.20 :
ATLSAT22FEB9 DL4213/DL3154 | N  $444.90 $494.90
 ATLSAT22FEB9 DL4326/DL2958 = N %4490 B SR
ATLSAT22FEBS AA2263/AA0659 _$12740  $127.40
| ATLSAT22FEBY AA1981/AA1079 $184.40 :
ATLSAT22FEBY | CO1424/C0O0779 $261.90 )
| ATLSAT22FEB9 DL4529 . X $290.20 $290.20  $260.47 |
ATLSAT22FEB9  ~ DL4529 Y 538020
ATLSAT22FEBY  UAQB73/UA0550 - _$443.40
. ATLSAT22FEB9 C02873/C00379 $305.90 |
ATLSAT22FEB9 AA1197/AA2015 $127.40 |
(ATLSAT22FEBS DLO185/AA06S9 | N ..831240
ATLSAT22FEBY = . AAD4ST/AA1244 _$18440 .

Figure 48: ATL-SAT STATISTICAL SUMMARY

S
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 3 100.0% 0
_CACP 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 3 100.0% 3 1
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Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 6 2 33.3% 3 50.0% 6 100.0% 3 50.0%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 2 100.0% 3 100.0% [§] 100.0% 3 100.0%
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 1
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems 16.7%

6.2 10 Complex Markets

DTW - AZO (Detroit — Kalamazoo) data appear above in 25 frequently traveled markets.

[emyPAR - i
DAYCVG21FEB9 | DL5754 $380.47 | $419.20 $41920 | $380.47
DAYCVG21FEB9  DL5756 ‘ ..5269.20 41920
DAYCVG21FEB9 DL5753 g $269.20 $419.20

Table 58: CVG-DAY 22FEB05 _
[ Contract Carrier,CPP:
NONE

" BASE- |- US tax [ Total Tax/Other |
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N/A

: I : : ‘[ Govirip:]
: CYGDAY22FEBS DL5756 | $380.47 $269.20 $419.20 | $380.47
CVGDAY22FEBg . DL5756 $380.47 $269.20 |  $419.20  $380.47

BY 21FEBO5

&%

..1.$25581

Tib]

.FedTravele :
81

$265.81 °  $282.00 . $282.00 | $2565.

[ Contract |

[T T CITYPAR. S TOTALFLIGHTS **5 Carrig FedTraveler
. GRKDFW21FEB9  CO9555/C02225 ] o i
 GRKDFWZ21FEB9 AA3414 ; $96.74 . $154.20 | $154.20
. GRKDFW21FEBY  AA3356 $133.95 §$154.20 $154.20
| GRKDFW21FEBY CO3259/AA3630 $156.28 $169.90 |
GRKDFW21FEBY = CO9555/C02523 $201.86 $232.90
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GRKDFW21FEBY ' CO9555/C0O9556/AA3244 |
GRKDFW21FEB9 CO9555/CO9556/AA3244
GRKDFW21FEBY  C03259/C03264
GRKDFW21FEBY | AA3684
_GRKDFW21FEB9  AA3308
GRKDFW21FEB9  CO9555/C00759
GRKDFW21FEBS . CO3309/CO1815
 GRKDFW21FEBS  CO3309/AA1669
| GRKDFW21FEB9 . CO2071/AA3798
| GRKDFW21FEBS = AA342(

212
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. $285.59
$1,067.90
$304.18

eTS /DTS Fare Audit
May 5, 2005
$285.:
e . $285:
$342.90 - |
.. 311420 596

¥ ($154.20
$218.90

$179.90
$169.90
$509.90

$114.20 |

able 62: DFW-GRK 2.
ey ST

“Contract Carri

2FEB05

>

CITYPAIF DTS+
DFWGRK22FEB9 $96.74
| DFWGRK22FEBY  AA1511/C09527 | $438.15
DFWGRK22FEB9 = AA1511/C09527 . §156,28
DFWGRK22FEBY £01981/C0O2070_  $165.58
DFWGRK22FEBY  CO0414/C09527 $165.58
DFWGRK22FEBY  AA3619/CO2070 $212.09 $229.90
| DFWGRK22FEB9 $114.20 $114.20
DFWGRK22FEBY $114.20 $114.20
DFWGRK22FEBY  C00258/CO958 $179.90
| DFWGRK22FEBY | AA3591/C09527 $252.90

_Table 63: RIC-IAD 21FEB05

CITYPAI

TOTALFLIGHT:

RICIAD21FEBS
| RICIAD21FEB9
RICIAD21FEB9
RICIAD21FEBY

| US3646/US4924

UA4465/UAT7906
US3646/US8167

US2732/US3743/UST695 |

$381.85
$424.19
$474.88
$523.72

32290

$476.40 - $424.1
$530.90 $530.90 : $474.¢
$523.7
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RICIAD21FEB9 US2732/US8126 .
| RICIAD21FEB9 UA3659/UA3442/UAS962
| RICIAD21FEB9 UA3659/UA3743/US7965
_RICIAD21FEB9  UA3659/UA3743/US7965
_RICIAD21FEBY ' UASO10

RICIAD21FEB9 UAT965 ,

RICIAD21FEB9 Us0110/US8129

RICIADZ1FEB9 UA3659/UA7192
' RICIAD21FEB9 | UA2368/UA7194

RICIAD21FEBY | US4920/US3634
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$548.83 $610.40 | $548.¢
$780.47 $780.¢
. $825.11
.§107628
; L $317.20 %4220,
$317.20 ¢ $425.20 © $386.(
$435.40
$403.%
$454.40
$322.90 :

Table 64: IAD-RIC 22FEB05S

AR

TYPAI

TALFEIGHT.

DTS

IADRIC22FEBY | UA7194/UA2447/UA3195 $217.67
(JADRIC22FEB9 US8129/US0958/UA3195 .$867.91
UIADRIC22FEBS  US8129/US0958/UA3195 Tsooe07 L
JADRIC22FEBY .. US8129/US4149/US3656 £ $386.04 ] .. $386.04
JADRIC22FEB9 UA7981 $3s6.04 $317.20 $425.20 - $386.04
IADRIC22FEB9 UAT194/US0325 $403.72 ,
ADRIC22FEBY  UAT1941UA2229 saoar2 $403.72
IADRIC22FEB9 UA5346/UAd441 [ $413.02 o
IADRIG22FEBY US8120/US0325 : $327.40 $435.40 | $386.04
IADRIC22FEBY US4921/US3553 $430.90 | $381.85
IADRIC22FEB9 UA4493/UA4441 $476.40 | $424.19
IADRIC22FEBY UA7914/US0325 [ Tsa03.72
IADRIC22FEBY | USB120/UA2229 j w302
Table 65: DTW-DAY 21FEB05
[ Contract Cartior.CPF YA~ [ Total Tax/Other |

NONE N/A

N/A
&2 Solutions = GovTrip-|
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DTWDAY21FEBS | AAD591/AA4309 $10046  $128.40 . $100.46
| DTWDAY21FEBY  UAO331/UAS606 $10046  $12840 $128.40 | $100.46
DTWDAY21FEBS | AA1775/UA5606 © $100.46 $128.40 $100.46
'DTWDAY21FEB9 | NW1557/UAB606 $100.46  $128.40 $100.46
DTWDAY21FEB9 NW1557/UA7915 . $100.46
_DTWDAY21FEBO | AAO775/AA4195 10046 B
DTWDAY21FEBY  UAO145/AA4195 $10046  $128.40 $100.46
DTWDAY21FEB9  AA1775/US7915 L $109.76 - $138.40 $109.76
| DTWDAY21FEBY | NW1557/US7915 $109.76 $109.76 .
DTWDAY21FEB9 | UAD145/US7916 $109.76 | $109.76 '
DTWDAY21FERQ US6971/AA4195 $109.76 : $109.76
_DTWDAY21FEBY  NW3326 $32837  $338.20 $363.20 $328.37
"DTWDAY21FEBS - Nw3183 - $338.20 $363.20
DTWDAY21FEB9 DL5901/DL5756 $343.9Q P
DTWDAY21FEB9 DL5200/DL5057 ¢ $343.90
DTWDAY21FEB9 NW3098/NW5164 $599.40
_DTWDAY21FEB9 _ AAO755/AA4195 _$12840
 DTWDAY21FEB9 | CO7353/C03238 . $353.90
DTWDAY21FEBY | UAO145/UAG983 $128.40
DTWDAY21FEB9 UA7124/UA7883 $376.40 ¢
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LRCITYPAIRY D15 | FedTravele

DAYDTW22FEBY , $13767  $168.40
' DAYDTW22FEBS  AA4314/NW1240 $137.67 | ~ | $137.67
| DAYDTWZ22FEBY . UAG976/UA5461 $137.67 $168.40 $137.67
| DAYDTW22FEBY  CO2288/COT7356 $324.18 $353.90:  '$324.18
 DAYDTW22FEB9 | NW5833 $328.37  $33820 $363.20 $328.37
| DAYDTW22FEBY  FLO444/NW0215 | $348.84 ‘ . $348.84
DAYDTW22FEBS  FLO444/NW0215 $390.70 $348.84
' DAYDTW22FEBO | CO2288/NW3099 $445.58 $445.58
DAYDTW22FEB9 ' DL5754/NW3506 $481.87 $481.87
_DAYDTW22FEB9  US7890/US7502 $76186
 DAYDTW22FEB9  NW3160 $338.20  $363.20 ,
'DAYDTW22FEBS . NW3168 $338.20 | $363.20 .
| DAYDTW22FEBY . NW3164 ~' $363.20
DAYDTW22FEB9 ' NW5304/NW3099 $509.40 -
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| DAYDTW22FEBS
DAYDTW22FEBS9
| DAYDTW22FEB9

DAYDTW22FEB9

DAYDTW22FEB9
DAYDTW22FEBY

DL5756/DL5203
AA4313/AA1514
DL5753/AA5201
NW5106/NW5496
DL5753/DL5199
UA7890/UATAT1
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$343.90
$128.40
$388.40

 $686.40 |

$343.90 .
$376.40

ITYPAI OTALFLIGHTS! T dTravel olitionsi LGovT
| CHOCLT21FEB9 US4199 $240.93 $269.20  $240.93
 CHOCLT21FEB9 UA5522/UAT 145 $283.25 $324.90 $283.25
_CHOCLT21FEBY UA3200 . .$318.20  $287.44
CHOCLT21FEBS DL4145/DL0819 820582 . $295.82
. CHOCLT21FEB9 UAB522/UST742/US0725 | $590.70 ¢ :
CHOCLT21FEBS UAB522/US7742/US0725 : $887.44 .
CHOCLT21FEB9 | UA5522/US7874/U8S2975 | 0 $89070 Lo | $590.70
_CHOCLT21FEB9 UAB522/US7550 | $590.70 o - $590.70
CHOCLT21FEB9 US2¢72 .. ... . . $269.20 $269.20 = $240.93
CHOCLT21FEB9 UA3940 $319.20
. CHOCLT21FEB9 UA3668 $319.20 $319.20
| CHOCLT21FEB9 Us2985 $269.20 $269.20 | $240.93
CHOCLT21FEBS UA3196 317700 31770
| CHOCLT21FEBY. UA5522/US7742/US725 . $590.70
| CHOCLT21FEBS  UA5520/UA5301 $324.90
. CHOCLT21FEB9 UA1979/UA7909 $633.90
CHOCLT21 . DLATOT/UA3023 ..$684.40 _
CHOCLT2 © UAB520/UAT845/UA1757 $520.10

Other: ] Total-Tax/Other’]
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CLTCHO22FEB9 - US2676
CLTCHO22FEBS  UA3695
CLTCHO22FEBS  DL5249/DL5041
CLTCHO22FEBY ' US2242/US7739/UA7909
CLTCHO22FER9 . US2707/US7880/UA7909
CLTCHO22FEBS US0122/UA7909
_CLTCHOZ2FEBY  USO122/UAT909
CLTCHO22FEB9  UA2258/UA7814/UA5509 |
CLTCHO22FEBS US1455/UA7816/UA7909
CLTCHOZ22FEB9 . US1455/UA7816/UAT909
CLTCHO22FEBS Us4282
CLTCHO22FEB9 UA3141
CLTCHO22FEB9 UAT7248/UA5523
CLTCHO22FEBY | DL5692/DLSO71
CLTCHO22FEB9 - DL1473/D1L4145
CLTCHO22FEB9 Us4061
_CLTCHO22FEBY  US4016 _ o
_CLTCHO22FEBY  UAT132/UA7909
CLTCHO22FEBY UA2098/UAT909
CLTCHO22FEB9 UA1988/UA7909

eTS /DTS Fare Audit
Report and Findings - Revision IV
May 5, 2005
. $240.93 $267.70 - $240.93
(528744 $317.70 $317.70 . $287.44
| $385.58 $383.40 . $385.58
. $590.70 $590.70
$590.70 $590.70
($59070 . 8590.70
$887.44 .. $590.70
$630.22
$765.11
| $630.22 !
$267.80
e JS317T0
$323.40
. 538340
$336.90
$267.70
....5267.70 (3267700
$323.40 I
$323.40 . $283.25
$323.40 '

HNLOGG21FEB9

HA0136

HNLOGG21FEB9

151488

HNLOGG21FEB9

T

HNLOGG21FER9

HAQ156

HNLOGG21FEB9

AQ1488

HNLOGG21FEBS

AQ5488

HNLOGG21FEB9
HNLOGG21FEB9
|HNLOGG21FEB9
'HNLOGG21FEB9

Aqror2

HAO116

'NW4900

AQO204

'HNLOGG21FEB9

HA0206

'HNLOGG21FEB9

{HNLOGG21FEB9

HAO31E

$60.47 $70.7 $70.70
1 $62.33 $62.33
$287.45 $287.45
‘ $70.70 $60.47
$72.70
$114.70,  $139.70,
B T sroro
$70.70 $70.70°
T 831470
" $69.00, $70.70

$70.70

$70.70
$70.70
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HNLOGG21 T AQO206

HNLOGG21FEB9 NW4924

HNLOGG21FEB9 HA0126

HNLOGG21FEB9 HA0106 o0
HNLOGG21FEB9 HA0114 ~ §r070 e
FRGGGoTFERs K838 0T
HNLOGG21FEB9 AQ0062 $69.00
HNLOGG21FEBY AQO110 $70.70
HNLOGG21FEB9  AQ0220 $70.70
HNLOGG21FEB9 NWO0085 $50.700
HNLOGG21FEBS AQO266 $69.00

P CFLIGHTS 2
OGGHNL22FEBS | AQO063 o $60.47  $70.70 . $60.47
OGGHNL22FEBY 1S1243/1S1133 $62.33
OGGHNL22FEB9 151451 96233
OGGHNL22FEBY | AQS5243/AQ5133 $126.51 $126.51 :
| OGGHNL22FEBY | 1S1243/AQ5243 | $184,19 .
OGGHNL22FEB9 AQ5243/151243 $224.66 .
OGGHNL22FEBY | NW4939 $287.45
OGGHNL22FEBS  HAQ0115 $70.70 $70.70
OGGHNL22FEB9 | AQO267 $70.70 | $60.47
OGGHNL22FEB9 HAQ155 $70.70. $70.70 | $60.47
OGGHNL22FEBS  AQ0203 $69.00 $70.70
OGGHNL22FEB9 NW4923 - $314.70
OGGHNL22FEBY ' HA0133 $70.70 $70.70
OGGHNL22FEBY HA0207 e $70.70
OGGHNL22FEB9 HAD0525 $70.70 $70.70
OGGHNL22FEB9 . HAO315 $70.70
OGGHNL22FEB9  ° NW0086 $59.70
OGGHNL22FEB9 AQ0245 _$70.70 |
OGGHNL22FEB9  AQO207 $69.00
OGGHNL22FEBY | AQ5249 $114.70
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Table 71: MDW-SDF 21FEB05 _
[ Contract Carrier GPP ] 7 72 ¥¢

NONE_

STOTALFLIGHTS
MDWSDF21FEBS . TZ4290/US2573
 MDWSDF21FEBY  TZ4290/US2573
 MDWSDF21FEB9  FL0825/DL0530
MDWSDF21FEBS | FLO825/DL0530
 MDWSDF21FEBY  FLOB21/DL4682
MDWSDF21FEB9 | DL5313/DL5666
 MDWSDF21FEBY ' TZ4290/UA3627
MDWSDF21FEBY _ CO5367/C05295
_MDWSDF21FEBY _ NW1184/NW1129 -
| MDWSDF21FEBS _  TZ4296/UA3939
MDWSDF21FEBS | WNO0412
MDWSDF21FEBY | WN1074
MDWSDF21FEBS | WNO0554

: $394.42 ¢

$380.90 $336.74
($336.74 . $306.90 . $336.74
1 $34419  $388.90 | $344.19
1 $336.74 . $388.90 | $344.19
$344.19 ' )
$357.67 . $403.40 $403.40 | $357.67
$360.93 B o $360.93
. $317.90 ; $514.90
R $209.40 .
. $306.90 :
$77.21 $91.70 - $91.70 - $77.21
%9170 ... 89170
..$91.70 _$91.70

Table 72: SDF-MDW 22FEB05

ntract Carrier CPP
__NONE
N/A
TYRAI ¢ :
SDFMDW22FEBY . DL5G60/NW2858/NW 1421 : §246.50
 SDFMDW22FEBS | DL5661/NW2870/NW0531 | : $305.1
SDFMDW22FEBY WNO276 - s77.21 $91.70 $91.70  $77.2°
 SDFMDW22FEBY | NW3219/NW1891 , | $177.20 $200.40 | $209.40  $177.2(
SDFMDW22FEB9 | DL5661/NW2858/NW 1421 $670.70 | $246.5;
SDFMDW22FEBS | DLE6G1/NW2858/NW 1421 _ 524652 . 82465
SDFMDW22FEB9 . CO7472/C0O6891 $461.40 L $514.90 - $461.4(
SDFMDW22FEBY | WN1611  $91.70 $91.70
. SDFMDW22FEBS | DL5761/DL5313 $313.40 $403.40
SDFMDW22FEBY  NW5148/NW5137 $213.90
SDFMDW22FEBS | CO2068/C0O2102 $313.40
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SDFMDW22FEBS | NW1524/NW 1421 © $209.40

Tablg 732 |AH-SJT ?1 FEBOS
“Contract Carrier CPP!
NONE

L CITYPAII D 7 rif 76250l & )
_JAHSJT21FEB9  ~ CO9529 . $131.50  $131.50  $120.00 | $120.0C
_AHSIT21FEBY  AAOTOBIAA3419 , . 8t3286
IAHSJT21FEBS AA3630/AA3419 R $152.56
IAHSJT21FEBS CO9556/AA3244/AA3669 $223.90 : $189.30  $189.3¢
IAHSJT21FEBS CO9556/AA3244/AA3669 $223.90 ; $689.76 = $189.30
CIAHSJT21FEBY | CO2523/AA3419 ) $22570  $225.70 $198.14  $198.14
IAHSJT21FEBS AA3410/AA3419 . $236.70  $236.70  $208.37  $208.37
IAHSJT21FEB9 AA3410/AA3419 $314.70 $236.70 . $208.37  $208.37
IAHSJT21FEBS CO9540/AA3324/AA3419 ; « $239.53  $239.53
IAHSJT21FEBY CO9540/AA3324/AA3419 $729.76 | $239.53
IAHSIT2IFEBY | CO9540/AA3296/AA3669 524850  $23953 $23953
1AHSJT21FEB9 C09525/AA3266/AA3669 o $287.91 | $287.91
IAHSJT21FEBY. AAOTOB/AA3417 - $314.70 $176.70

IAHSJT21FEB9 AAO708/AA3417 ' $176.70 $176.70

IAHSJT21FEBY AA3410/AA3439/C09543 | $574.60

| IAHSJT21FEBY CO9525/AA3258/AA3383 | $308.90 ) )
(IAHSJT21FEBY | CO9540/AA3296/AA3269 o )
IAHSJT21FEB9 CO2078/AA3419 $225.70

IAHSJT21FEBS C09519/AA3244/AA3669 22390

IAHSJT21FEBS CO09515/AA3266/AA3669 . $308.90 ~ $287.91
IAHSJT21FEB9 CO2225/AA3439/C09543 | $63860 |

IAHSJT21FEBY | CO9515/AA3254/AA3419 848390

Table 74: SJT-lkAH 22FEBO5
[ Contract Carrier CPI

Total Tax/Other”

NONE
N/A
I CITYPAIR: - TOTALFLIGHTS art J
| SUTIAH22FEBY  : CO9552 - $120.00 . $136.00 © $120.00
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SJTIAH22FEBS AA3384/AA3689 ‘ $207.90 $259.20 $259.20 $207.90
SJTIAH22FEBY AA3384/AA0825 ($22512 $250.20 $259.20 + $225.12
. SUTIAH22FEB9 AA3384/C03265 0 $234.42  $269.20 - $234.42
'SJTIAH22FEBO | AA350/AA3349/C0O9534 1928791 B ) -
| SITIAH22FEBS | AA3384/AA3385/C0O2537 $666.05 ~  $636.40 ; $666.05
SJTIAH22FEBY AA3550/AA3349/C09534 $715.81 $308.90 o $287.91
SJTIAH22FEBY c09530 $136.00 $136.00
SJTIAH22FEB9 AA3416/AA0645 $181.20 $181.20 ¢
SJTIAH22FEB9 AA3416/AA3837 $181.20 | $181.20
| SJTIAH22FEBY AA3416/AA3279/C0O9559 $373.40
SJTIAH22FEB9 AA3416/C02529 $191.20
SJTIAH22FEBY AA3416/CO0614 $191.20
SJTIAH22FEB9 AA3384/AA1079/CO0307 $406.40
SJTIAH22FEBS AA3384/AA0659/CO1578 $406.40
SJTIAH22FEBY = AA3384/AA0603/CO0540 $350.90
SJTIAH22FEBO  AA3550/AA1841/CO0532 ..$306.40
SJTIAH22FEBS C05992 $136.00
SJTIAH22FEBS AA3416/AA1904/CO1632 $306.40
SJTIAH22FEBS | AA3416/AA3427/C0O9520 | $413.00
SJTIAH22FEBY AA3416/AA3385/C0O2537 $558.40
6.3 10 International Markets
Airport-specific air and tariff searches were conducted precisely targeted to those airport
codes provided by the Government.
Table 75: FRA-IAD 21FEB04 (* Includes USD $25.00 F
['contract Carri SAYCA e b BASER T s Other 2L ax/Other]
UA $575.00* | $14.10 $49.95 | $64.0
$407.00 $432.00*  $14.10 $49.95 $64.05
CITYPAIR TOTALELIGHT! &2 Soltitions: L+ GovTrip,|
| FRAIAD21FEB9 . UAS030/UAQ937 = Y $575.00 | $653.15 $653.15 : $575.00
FRAIAD21FEBS | UA8811/UA0919 Y $654.85 $654.85
| FRAIAD21FEB9 UAB950/UA0S03 X $501.95 $501.95 |
FRAIAD21FEBS | UAB950/UA0903 Y $644.95
FRAIAD21FEBS US5603/US6231 $755.35
FRAIAD21FEB9 Us0893/US8125 - $502.85
FRAIAD21FEB9 UA8922/UA0915 X $512.35
. FRAIAD21FEB9 UAB922/UAD0915 Y $655.35
FRAIAD21FEB9 UA8853/UA5959 N $540.20
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Figure 49: FRA-IAD STATISTICAL SUMMARY
<+ | Contract [+.° DTS > |v - GovTrip- .
« x| 'Carrier.’ ~ [ N
Description’ | .’
YCA Ctty-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 4 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 4 100.0% 2 50.0%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 1 50.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 6 1 16.7% 1 16.7% [ 100.0% 3 50.0%

I

E2 Solutions -
L E %of .
Flights - CC

Yeof of 0,0 L%
i Flights. .. CC_.|'Flights " €C .

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 1 100.0% 1 100.0% | N/A N/A N/A N/A
ldentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 1
% of
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systemns 16.7%

Table 76: IAD-FRA 22FEBO5 (* Includes USD $25.00 Fuel Surcharge)
[ Contract Carrier PP | . ~" YCA - | BASE | Stax'|. . Other.. | Total Tax/Other |
UA $550.00 $575.00  $14.10 $7.00 $21.10
T CA .
$407.00 $432.00*  $14.10 $7.00 $21.10

[ Contract |
l CITYPAR | TOTALFLIGHTS | Carrier | DTS | FedTraveler | &2 Solutions. ] Govirip |
IADFRA22FEBY AAD437/AAC070 X $346 00 $374.10 $346 00
IADFRA22FEBY AADA3TIAACOTO Y $691.10
JADFRA22FEB9 DL7856 $573.10 $552 00
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‘Description

Figure 50: IAD-FRA STATISTICAL SU
Cieoaa | pContract [ i
Lo Carrier -,
- {CC) .

ot

MMARY

~ E2 Solutions -
. - %of
Flights. " CC-.

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Totat CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inalt4
Systems

% of
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

1 50.0%

0 0.0%

0

1

1

0

50.0%

0.0%

1 100.0%

1 100.0%

2 100.0%

N/A N/A

N/A

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

N/A

Table 77: LHR-1AD 21FEBOS {* Includes USD $25.00 Fuel Surcharge)

[ Contract Carrier CPP | ' YCAL,

7

o 1 "BASE™| UStax:| ~.:Other . -] Total Tax/Other |

UA $365.00 $390.00°  $14.10 $74.75 $88.85
oA
$284.00 $309.00*  $14.10 $74.75 $88.85
Coniract
[ CITYPAIR | TOTALFLIGHTS | Carier | DTS | FedTraveler | _e2 Solutions | GovTrip- |
LHRIAD21FEBY co8241 $4.653.44
LHRIAD21FEBS UA0923 X $309.00 $307 55 $397 55  $309.00
LHRIAD21FEB9 UA0923 Y $390 00 $478 55 $390.00
LHRIAD21FEBY UA4822/UA0951 Y $390.00 $496.05 $496 05
LHRIAD21FEB9 UA0919 X $397.55
LHRIAD21FEBS UA4B42/UADS47 Y $486.35 $486.35
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LHRIAD21FEBS UA4864/UA4855 N $2,692 45 $2,692.45
LHRIAD21FEB9 UAQI29/UA0366 X $404 55 $404 .55
| LHRIAD21FEB9 UAQ929/UA0366 Y $485 55
LHRIAD21FEB9 AAQ101/UAS409 $497 96
LHRIAD21FEB9 AAQ109/UAG981 $422.05
LHRIAD21FEB9 AADO87/AA4050 $464.55
LHRIAD21FEBS AADOBT/AAL050 $632.55
LHRIAD21FEBS UABB12/UAQS33 X $411.758
LHRIAD21FEB9 UABB12/UA0933 Y $492 75

Figure 51: LHR-IAD SYAT!STICAL SUMMARY
Lol Contract oY '
[

DTS =

Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
{dentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems

N/A

11.1%

3 33.3%

3 100.0%

20.0%

25.0%

22.2%

100.0%

5 100.0%

3 75.0%

8 88.9%

N/A N/A

N/A

40.0%

75.0%

55.6%

N/A

Table 78: AD-LHR 22FEBOS5 (* Includes USD $25.00 Fue) Surcharge)

{ Contract Carrier CPP | YCA | _BASE" | Ustax‘] Other ~ ] Total Tax/Other |
UA $365 00 $390.00°  $14.10 $7.00 $21 10
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$284.00 $309.00°  $14.10 $7.00 $21.10
Contract _
[ CITYPAIR. -~ | TOTALFLIGHTS | Carrier | DTS -] FedTraveler | : e2 Solutions | GovTrip |
JADLHR22FEB9 UA0922 X $309 00 $330.10 $330.10  $309.00
IADLHR22FEB9 UA0922 Y $390 00 $411.10 $390.00

Description |: (€

Figure 52: IAD-LHR STATISTICAL SUMMARY

TR

DTS

“FedTraveler” - | -

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares

Displayed 1
_CACP

Fares
Disptayed 1
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 2

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems 1
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

N/A

50.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0% 1

100.0% 1

100.0% 2

100.0% | N/A

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

N/A

1 100.0%

0 0.0%

1 50.0%

N/A N/A

Table 79: FCO-PHL 21FEBOS5 (* Includes USD $25.00 Fuel Surcharge)

[ Contract CarrierCPP | .. - -

YCA

[ BASE [ ustax |

Other

[ Total Tax/Other |

us

$834.00

$859.00"

CA

$624.00

$649.00*

$14.10

$14.10

$34.

$34.15

15 $48.26

$48.25
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CITYPAIR -

[ TOTALFLIGHTS

| Carrier.” | - DTS - [ FedTraveler | -e2 Solutions -[.-Govi

FCOPHL21FEBS
FCOPHL21FEBD
FCOPHL21FEBS
FCOPHL21FEB9
FCOPHL21FEBS
FCOPHL21FERS

Us0003
Us0003
UA2703
DLOO71/DL1012
DLG149/CO3421

AAB295/AAB212/UA2850

X
Y

$424.00
$859.00

$1.448.74

$697.15
$907.15

$792.15
$845 65
$751.35

$472.15

Figure 53: F

Larrle
Description’| .&

oo

.
%

YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

N/A

50.0%

1 100.0%

1 100.0%

2 100.0%

1 50.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

50.0%

1

1

2

N/A

100.0% 1

100.0% 8]

100.0% 1

N/A N/A

N/A

Table 80: PHL-FCO 22FEBOS (* Includes USD $25.00 Fuel Surcharge)

[ Contract Carrier cPP | YCA:. | BASE |UStax] - Othér - | Total TaxiOther |
us $834.00 $859 00° $14.10 $700 $21.10
" CA
$624 00 $649.00* $14.10 $7.00 $21.10
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[—Contract
[ 4. CITYPAR - [ TOTALFLIGHTS | Carrier | -DTS.*] FedTraveler |--e2 Solutions ~ | GovTrip |
PHLFCO22FEBY C02155/DL8243 $1,426.60

Figure 54: PHL-FCO STATISTICAL SUMMARY
-1 7| Contract DIS .
4yt [Carrders | L cE s %of L)
Description | = (CC)i" | Flights - CC
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 0 4] 0.0% 0 0.0% ] 0.0% 0 0.0%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% [ 0.0% 0 0.0%
Totai CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 1] 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

: | .FedTraveler ‘' E2 Solutions -
. s . %O

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
tdenticai CP
Flights
Appearing
inalt 4
Systems 0
% of
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 0.0%

Table 81: ICN-IAD 21FEB05
[ Contract CariercPP [ . YCA . | BASE |UStox | Other .| Totel Tax/Other ]
DL $552.00 $552.00 $14.10 $43.35 $57.45
CA
N/A

Contract
|___CITYPAIR - [ TOTALFLIGHTS | Carier | DTS | FedTraveler | ~e2 Solutions - | Goviip |
ICNIAD21FEB9 DL7863/AA4044 N $864 45 $871.45
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Figure 55: ICN-JAD STATISTICAL SUMMARY

Ry L %of . .. %of Yeof.
Description:| * | Flights’ . CC. | Flights . CC: PFlights. . CC «
YCA City-
Pair (CP)

Fares
Displayed 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
_CACP

Fares
Displayed [§] [} 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 4] 0 0.0% [ 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 0
% of
\dentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 0.0%

Table 82: JAD-ICN 22FEB0S

[ Contract Camrier CPP [ ** YCA .~ |+ BASE | USitax- |.. Other. . :] Total Tax/Other]
DL $552.00 $552.00  $14.10 $7.00 $21.10
‘CA_ .
N/A
Contract
[ CITYPAIR ' | TOTALFLIGHTS | Carier | _DTS. | FedTraveler | 2 Solutions | GovTrp -]
IADICN22FEB9 UA0891/UA4661 $1.419.00  $1.447.10 $1,419 00
IADICN22FEB9 UAB400/KE082 $2,024.00 $2.024.00
IADICN22FEBY AAS112/IKEO038 $304.60 $2,054.60
IADICN22FEBD USB383/KE0038 $2,024.00 $804.60 $2,05460  $2,024.00
IADICN22FEBY USB579/US6215 8605.10 $577.00
IADICN22FEBY UAD837/UADB93 $577 00
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Figure 56: JAD-ICN STATISTICAL SUMMARY
I “Contrdet 7. DTS = =1:
] Coeo | Carriers) i %ol (k.-
Description (CC)
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 0 0 0.0% s} 0.0% [ 0.0% 0 0.0%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 0 0 0.0% 4] 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 4] 0 0.0% 1] 0.0% (4] 0.0% [ 0.0%

- FedTraveler,
e of

Flights: CC. |

“CC_| Flights -/

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems [¢]
% of
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 0.0%

Table 83: FRA-PHL 21FEBOS (" Includes USD $25.00 Fuel Surcharge) } _
[Contract Carrier CPR T 7+ -YCA %] +BASE |*UStax |-* Other . 1Total Tax/Other]

us $459.00 $484.00*  $14.10 $49.75 $63.85
"CA
$398.00 $423.00*  $14.10 $49.75 $63.85
| Contract |
[ CITYPAIR | " | TOTALFLIGHTS | Carrier. - | DTS- | FedTraveler | _e2 Solutions | GovTrig -]

FRAPHLZ1FEBS Us0893 X $382.00 $486.85 $382 00
FRAPHL21FEBY Us0893 Y $484.00 $547.85 $445.85 $484.00
FRAPHL21FEBY UA0945/UA2238 $423.00 $299.85 $229 00

FRAPHL21FEBY US5603/U80351 Y $553.35 $520.35

FRAPHLZ1FERS US0193/US0846 Y $553.35
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FRAPHL2TFEBS US0193/U81282 Y $536.35

FRAPHL21FEBY UABB41/UA3859 $492.35

FRAPHL21FEB9 NWOOS1/NW1784 $3,337.70

FRAPHL21FEBS UADS45/UAC884 $341.85

FRAPHL21FEBS DLB357/DLB342 $1,211.35

FRAPHL21FEBSY COU051/CO3476 $1,753.35

FRAPHL21FEB9 UAB800/UA2703 $2.278.55

FRAPHL21FEBS UAB922/UA2727 $3,470.35

FRAPHL21FEBS DLO015/DLOY30 $483.85

FRAPHL21FEBS UA9161/UA2743

$2,204.22

$3,125.56

0

Cont

"Description | . (gr

Figure 57: FRA-PHL STATISTICAL SUMMAR

i FedTraveler ..|
: Syl

YCA City-
Pair (CP)

Fares
Displayed

_CACP

Fares
Displayed 1
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inal4
Systems 1
% of
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

N/A

20.0%

1 25.0%

1 100.0%

1 50.0%

1 25.0%

1 100.0%

40.0%

1 50.0%

NIA

50.0% 4

100.0% 0

§0.0% 4

N/A N/A

80.0%

N/A

Table 84: PHL-FRA 22FEB 05 (* Includes USD $25.00 Fuel Surcharge)

{ Contract Carrier CPP |

- YCA

BASE | UStex |

Other

I Total Tax/Other }
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us $459.00 $484.00*  $14 10 $7.00 $21.10
T eA
$398.00 $423.00*  §$14.10 $7.00 $21.10

Contract _

[~ -CITYPAIR :i.: | TOTALFLIGHTS | Carrier .| DTS | FedTraveler | -e2 Solutions. | Govirip ]
PHLFRA2FEBS AATTB7/AADOT0O $280 00 $280.00
PHLFRA22FEBS US1193/US0192 Y $2,585.60 $574.00
PHLFRA22FEB9 UA2337/UA0944 $257.10

Pair {(CP)
Fares

Displayed 1 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
_CACP

Fares
Displayed 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% [ 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 1 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A [ 0.0% [ 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems ¢}
% of
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 0.0%

Table 85: HNL-NRT 21FEBO05 (" Includes USD $16.00 Fuel Surcharge)

[ Contract Carrier CPP.|- . . * YCA .- [ BasE “T'Ustax |- Other - -] Total Tax/Other |
UA $240 00 $256 00*  $14.10 $5.50 $19.60
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$18500 $201.00*  $14.10 $5.50 $19.60

Contract

|~ CITYPAIR, - | TOTALFLIGHTS | Camer = | DTS | FedTraveler |. e2 Solutions. | GovTrip |

HNLNRT21FEBS UAD879 X $201 00 $22060 $201.00

HNLNRT21FEBY UA0879 Y $256.00 $275.60
HNLNRTZ1FEBS AAT237 $822.60
HNLNRT21FEB9 UAQ867 Y $275.60

Descni)tlo:{'

YCA City-
Pair {CP)
Fares

Displayed 2 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 4.0%
_CACP

Fares
Displayed 1 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 3 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 3 100.0% 0 0.0%

CC Fiights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 2 100.0% 1 100.0% | N/A N/A N/A N/A
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 0
% of
tdentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 0.0%

Table 86: NRT-HNL 22FEBOS5 (* Includes USD $16.00 Fuel Surcharge)

['Contract Carrier CPP | - YCA | BASE “JUStax | Other - | Total Tax/Other |
UA $240.00 $256.00° $14.10 $36.35 $50.45
cA -
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$185.00 $201.00* $14.10 $36.35 $50.45
Contract
[~ CIIYPAIR - | TOTALFLIGHTS | Camier -| DTS | FedTraveler | e2 Solutions. | GovTrip]

Na flights wfin policy

Figure 60: NRT-HNL STATISTICAL SUMMARY _
W Contract. TS | .vGovTrip. §.
T d % of .

 Description.
YCA City-
Pair (CP}
Fares
Displayed 0 0 0.0% [¢] 0.0% 0 0.0% Q 0.0%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 0 0 0.0% 4] 0.0% Q 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
forCC ] 1] 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NA N/A N/A
ldentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems [¢]
% of
ldentical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 0.0%

Table 87: ORD-FRA 21FEBOS5 {* Includes USD $25.00 Fuel Surcharge)

[ Contract Carrier CPP | - YCA 7~ | BASE | UStax .| _ Other. | Total Tax/Other |
UA $336.00 $361.00°  $14.10 $7.00 $21.10
CA
$154.00 $179.00*  $14.10 $7.00 $21.10
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Contract
[T CityPAIR. | TOTALFLIGHTS | Carrier | DTS - | FedTraveler | “e2 Solutions- | - GovTrip.]
ORDFRAZ1FEB9 UAQ454/UA8830 X $179.00 $207.10 $207.10 317900
ORDFRA21FEBY UA0454/UA8830 Y $361.00 $389.10 $361.00
ORDFRAZ1FEB9 AA2278/LH0423 $1,981.00 $1,981.00
ORDFRA21FEBS UAQ944 X $179.00
ORDFRA21FEB9 AA2321/AA0070 $406.10 $378.00
ORDFRA21FEB9 UAOG78/UABB38 Y $387.60
ORDFRA21FEBY UAOE10/UA0916 X $207.10 $207.10
ORDFRA21FEBY UA0610/UAD916 Y $389.10
ORDFRAZ1FEB9 AA2276/UAB836 N $2,032.60
ORDFRA21FEB9 UAO532/A8836 Y $387.60
ORDFRAZ1FEB9 UAOB638/UAB838 Y $387.60
Figure 61: OR
. o i ""vGoVTr;ip; N
: J (s B \.z‘: . _:f' ""‘f.':bf-
Destription | " . | Flights  CC.-’ | Fligh
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 5 1 20.0% 1 20.0% 5 100.0% 4] 0.0%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 3 1 0.0% 2 0.0% 2 0.0% 2 0.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
forCC 8 2 25.0% 3 37.5% 7 87.5% 2 25.0%
CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 2 100.0% 3 100.0% | N/A N/A N/A N/A
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems 1
Y% of
Identicat CP
Flights
Appearing
inail 4
Systems 12.5%
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Tabie §8: FRA-ORD 22FEBO03S (* Includes USD $20.00 Fuel Surcharge)

[ Contract Carier cPP-] * -~ YCA.. . [ BASE | UStax |:- Other .-+] Total Tax/Other |
UA $336.00 $361.000  $14.10 $49.95 $64.05
. CA- -
$154.00 $179.00"  $14.10 $49.95 $64.05
Contract l
[« CITYPAIR 3. | .TOTALFLIGHTS. | Camief-; |+ DTS - [ FedTraveler | » 82 Solutions | GovTrip:]
FRAORD22FEB9 UAQ945 X $179.00 $242.85 $242.85 $179.00
FRAORD22FEB9 UA0945 Y $361.00 $424 85 $361.00
FRAORD22FERS AABT29/AA0055 $175.00 $179.00
FRAORD22FEB9 UABO22/UA0S43 X $259.35 $259.35
FRAORD22FEBS UAB922/UAD943 Y $441.35
FRAORD22FEB9 UABB53/UAGS37 X $248.35 $248.35
FRAORDZ2FEBS UABBS3/UA0S3T7 Y $430.35
FRAORD22FEB9 UABB25 Y | $424.85
FRAORD22FEB9 AAB311/AAB200 $257.15
FRAORD22FEBY AABSTTIAACOBT $258 85
FRAORD22FEBO NWO05 1/NW 1453 $440.65
FRAORD22FEBY UABS11/UA0949 X $258.85 $258.85
FRAORD22FEBS UAB811/UA0949 Y $440.85
FRAORD22FEBS UA0941 N $257.70
1

Figure 62: FRA-ORD STATISTICAL SUMMARY

‘DTS

Descrfﬁtion
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 5 1 20.0% 1 20.0% 5 100.0% 0 0.0%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 4 1 0.0% 1 0.0% 4 0.0% 4 0.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC g 2 22.2% 2 22.2% 9 100.0% 4 44.4%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 2 100.0% 2 100.0% | N/A N/A N/A N/A
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4 1
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Systems

% of

Identical CP

Flights

Appearing

inalt4

Systems 11.1%

Table 89: ATL-FRA 21FEB05 ,

[{Contract Carrier CPP-| . __YCA" .3 -| BASE | UStax' |.» Other ? *i] Total Tax/Other |

DL 532500 325 $14.40 $7.00 $21.10
e

[ CITYPAIR . «FTOTALFLIGHTS [ Carrier | DTS . FFedTraveler. | 82 Solutions-. .| GovTrip |
ATLFRAZ1FEB9 AAD491/AAGOT0 $543.10  $543.10 $350.00
ATLFRA21FEB9 US1108/US0894 $350.00

Figure 63: ATL-FRA STATISTICAL SUMMARY
i .o o] Coniract.

~ :1: FedTraveler
% of

SN e T
| Descrip ! vFl?’g!j}}s
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares

Displayed 4] 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% [ 0.0%
_CAcCP

Fares
Displayed 0 0 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0% [ 0.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 0 0 0.0% ] 0.0% 1] 0.0% 4] 0.0%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inali 4
Systems 0
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% of
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems
Table 90: FRA-ATL 22FEB05S
Contract Carrier CPP | -~ YCA. ... | BASE:[- UStax. | . Other . 1| Total Tax/Other ]
_bL $325.00 $325.00 $14.10 $49.75 $63.85
A
N/A
[ Contract | B
. CITYPAIR: . | TOTALFLIGHTS. | Carrier. | 1. DTS | FedTraveler | e2 Solutions: | Govrp-
FRAATL22FEB9 DLOO1S Y $325.00 $388.85 $388.85 $325.00
FRAATL22FEBY UAD945/UA0468 $252.00 $322.85 $252.00
FRAATL22FEBY DL8389/D1.0029 N $1,185.35 $554.35 $474.00
FRAATL22FEBS DL8357/DLO05 N $1,185.35 $554.35
FRAATL22FEB9 DLO049/DL1861 Y $395.85 $395.85
| FRAATL22FEBS DLO049/DLO1T3 Y $395.85
FRAATL22FEBY NW8332/NW8621 $1,004.28
FRAATL22ZFEBY AAQQT7 1/AA1390 $327.85
FRAATL22FEBY US0893/DL0439 N $552.85
FRAATL22FERS US0893/US0369 $420.85
" FRAATL22FEBY CO0051/CO1151 ] $366.35
FRAATL22FEBY NWOOS1/NW 1555 $325.00 $429.65 $325.00
Figure 64: FRA-ATL STATISTICAL SUMMARY
W7 Contractl DTS o T GovTrip.- - |7 FedTraveler
s |- Carrier | R 1% o
| Description | (CC) | "1 Flights = °CCY
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 3 100.0%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 0 0.0% [ 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 3 100.0%
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CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 1 100.0% 1 100.0% | N/A N/A N/A N/A
ldentical CP
Fiights
Appearing
inalt 4
Systems 1
% of
Identical CP
Fiights
Appearing
inail 4
Systems 33.3%

Table 91 ORD-LHR 21FEBOS5 (* Includes USD $25.00 Fuel Surcharge) ]
[ Contract Carriet CPP, |+ .5*YCA .- . . BASE .|#US tax. | . %Other | Total Tax/Other |

AA . $345.00 $370.00” $14.10 $7.00 $21.10
- CAL
$177.06 $202.00°  $14.10 $7.00 $21.10
. _ } ] Contrgcﬂ _ I ] ” o

[ CITYPAIR " | TOTALFLIGHTS] Carrier. - |2 DTS "+ | FedTraveler | ' ¢2 Solitons | Goving ]
ORDLHRZ1FEBY  AA00S0 X $202.00 $223.10 $22310 $202.00
| ORDLHR21FEB9  AADOS0 Y $37000 $391.10 $370.00
ORDLHRZIFEBS | UA0922 $202.00

r_!ﬂgu[_é: 65 ORD-LHR STATISTICAL SUMMARY

;Contract; DTSi | GovTrip
I o : b AL Yofs
Déscription ... Flights.- ' €€}
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 1 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%
_CAcCP
Fares
Displayed 1 1 0.0% 1 0.0% 1 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 2 2 100.0% 2 100.0% 2 100.0% 1 50.0%
CC Flights
Displaying N/A 2 100.0% 2 100.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

% of
identical CP
Fiights
Appearing
inall4
Systems

50.0%

Table 92: LHR-ORG 22FEBOS {* Includes USD $25.00 Fuel Surcharge)

[ Contract Carriér CPP"R< " “YCA . - |~ BASE | UStax.] * Otlier__ [ Tofal Tax/Other ]
AA $345.00 $370.00*  $14 10 $74.75 $88.85
~_CA
$177.00 $202.00*  $14.10 $74.75 $88.85
|- Contract | .

[ ciyPaR .« I TOTALFLIGHTS [~Carrer [. DTS + | FedTraveler, | e2 Solttions.q.). GovIrip|
LHRORD22FEBS AADDB7 X $202.00 $290.55 $290.55 $202.00
LHRORD22FEBS AAD087 Y $370.00 $458.55 $370.00
LHRORD22FEBS UAD929 $202.00 $290.55 $290.55 $202.00
LHRORD22FEBO UA4864/UA4821 $3,188.45
LHRORD22FEBY UABB10/UAGG41 $304.75
LHRORD22FEBY UAS384/UA9391 $1,647.75
LHRORD22FEBY AAB239/AAE200 X $316.25
LHRORD22FEBY AAB239/AAE200 Y $492.25
LHRORD22ZFEBS AAB554/AA0041 X $310.75
LHRORD22FEB9 AAB554/AA0041 Y $478 75
LHRORD22FEBY AADOS7/AA2359 Y $500 55
Figure 66: LHR-ORD STATISTICAL SUMMARY

Contract |- -~ DTS.. Goanp FedTr’aveler‘ _E2 Solutions™
B | Carrier {7 %of Shof. 1v o - %of
Description” (cc) | Fiights ;' ¢cC Fh_g_ thhts 25 CC - FIM ce -
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Dispiayed 4 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 4 100.0% 0 0.0%

_CACP

Fares 3 1 0.0% 1 0.0% 3 0.0% 1 0.0%
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Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC 7 2 28.6% 2 28.6% 7 100.0% 1 14.3%

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A 2 100.0% 2 100.0% | N/A N/A N/A N/A
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems 2
% of
Identicat CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems 28.6%

Table 93: JAD-MUC 21FEB05 { iIncl des USD $25.00 Fuel Surcharge)

[Contract Canjer.CPR | | "BASE [ Ustak. [ T5Other .. -] Tolal Tax/Other |
UA $594.00° $14.10  $7.00 $21.10
$495.00 $520.00° $14.10 $7.00 $21.10
] Contract
[ CITYPAIR __|-TOTALFLIGHTSY Cairier .| ;DTS- |.FedTravelac | 62 Solutions - | GovInp |

No flights wiin policy

Figure 67: IAD~MUC STATISTICAL SUMMARY

: Contract . pIs. ¢ i[ » FedTraveler” »EZSohmons
j ~Camer Lo Y%of |l s %of
- Description: | .{CC) . Flights ~ CC i/’ Flights ¢t
YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
_CACP
Fares
Displayed 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Totai CP
Fares 0 4 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
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Displayed
for CC
CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A - N/A
identical CP
Flights
Appearing in
alt 4 Systems 0
% of identical
CP Flights
Appearing in
ail 4 Systems 0.0%
Table 94: MUC-IAD 22FEBOS5 (* Includes USD $25.00 Fuel Surcharge)
[Contract Carmief CPP | = &, YOA = . ' |+'BASE ‘| UStax:|~" -Othet .| Total Taw/Other |
UA $563.00 $594.00"  $14.10 $41.55 $55.65
TEeA
$495.00 $520.00*  $14.10 $41.55 $55.65
['Contract. |
"CITYPAIR ' |, . Rouling’ - | Carer .| DTS | FedTraveler |- e2'Solutions,_ | GovTnip}
MUCIAD22FEBS UABB85/1JA0919 X $409.00 $482.35 $409.00
MUCIAD22FEB9 UABB85/UAC919 Y $594.00 ) $594.00
. MUCIAD22FEB9 DL8197/DL 8232 $409 00 $662.05 $409.00
i MUCIAD22FEBY UAB8776/UA0937 X $409.00 $592.25 $481.25 $409.00
MUCIAD22FEBY UAB776/UA0937 Y $666.25
MUCIADR2FEBY UA0903 X $409.00 $575.55 $464.55 $409.00
MUCIAD22FEBS UAD903 Y $649.55
MUCIAD22FEBY UAB947/UA0917 X $602.85 $491.85
MUCIAD22FEBS UAB947/UAD917 Y $676.85
MUCIAD22FEBS DLO131/DL5151 $742.55
MUCIAD22FEB9 UAZ102/UA0951 Y $665.15
MUCIAD22FEBS UABI73/UAB827 Y $676.85
MUCIAD22FEBS UAB8S5/1UA0366 Y $656.55
Figure 68: MUC-IAD STATISTICAL SUMMARY
. Contract | .- DTS ,GovTrip ~ | . FedTraveler : | : E2 Solutions .
cud ) Carrier |t e Shof S TTs %o [ T%ef| P %of"
Description (CC)y > | Fiights - CC - ['Flights - - CC | Flights * .CC | Flights .. CC
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YCA City-
Pair (CP)
Fares
Displayed
_CACP
Fares
Displayed
Total CP
Fares
Displayed
for CC

CC Flights
Displaying
Correct CP
Rate
Identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall4
Systems

% of
identical CP
Flights
Appearing
inall 4
Systems

1

NIA

18.2%

14.3%

0.0%

36.4%

25.0%
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14.3% <] 85.7% 0 0.0%

0.0% 3 0.0% 4 0.0%

36.4% 9 81.8% 4 36.4%

25.0% | N/A N/A N/A N/A
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l 7.0  Summary

While Section 5 of this report cites three brief examples to illustrate audit findings, these
may be regarded as illustrative of the overall findings as described in the detailed data.
The data show that while the booking systems portray a high number of contract fares
accurately and consistently, there are anomalies and deficiencies in both contract displays
and competitive market displays. None of the systems appears to fully address the €TS
design criteria, which call for inclusion of potentially lower-cost services beyond typical
GDS displays.

Indeed, in the illustrations discussed here, only FedTraveler succeeded in portraying the
lowest cost service (a non-GDS offering on Southwest) in the Monterey-Los Angeles
scenario. This is interesting as E2 Solutions uses Sabre technology as its basic platform,
and Southwest services are theoretically available through Sabre.

It is not possible to describe which GDS is used in all cases throughout the audits, as this
varies and the information is not available from the user interfaces provided for the audit.

Because the logic incorporated into the systems may not necessarily display the lowest
fares in every instance, a potential for missed cost reduction opportunities remains.

As discussed in Case Study 1 (page 20), significant display anomalies were noted that
have yet to be fully explained and cannot be attributed to system parameter settings,
based upon information thus far provided. Because the logic incorporated into the
systems does not necessarily display the lowest fares or comprehensive
schedule and fare information in every instance, the potential for missed cost
reduction opportunities remains.

We find many of the design criteria incorporated in the tools challenging and
believe these may impact customer perceptions. As one example, DTS and
GovTrip portray only one-way fares, focusing upon City Pair Program contract
rates but possibly not considering the wider range or market prices available.

While one point of view is that the wide variations in display logic and fare
inclusion between the systems is positive, in that it extends more platform choice
to federal agencies, we take the considered view that this course will hinder
traveler adoption of the products, create confusion among federal agency
customers, and dampen traveler confidence in TS, as the traveler attempts to
make comparisons between eTS-based quotes and publicly available sources.

Taken together, the picture we are left with is one of several systems with widely
divergent operational characteristics that, based upon our observations of their
performance, require further refinement in order to fully address the eTS mission.
We believe that considerably more objective external input, specifically into
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elements of user information management, decision support, and interface,
would materially enhance the performance and capabilities of the products.

We further suggest that further audit activity is appropriate to clarify the reasons
for observed anomalies and verify that vendor implementations of program and
product designs conform with Government standards.
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} 8.0 Recommendations

‘What follows are specific recommendations, both for subsequent audit performance and
respecting ¢TS and its operation in general. These are based both upon our direct
observations and analysis of the audit data and our considerable industry experience.

Scope of the Audit

Our current audit conditions produced several areas of imprecision. For example,
FedTraveler was not available in a production mode, and we cannot speculate as to
whether the operational anomalies observed are attributable to the testing environment
we were using or to some other cause. We also lacked sufficient data to completely audit
FedTraveler and E2 Solutions reservations, as detailed fare identification information was
not available. We recommend working with the affected vendors to stage a further audit
that addresses these deficiencies.

Further, the current audit describes only a “moment in time” picture of a few routes and
services. Assessing a wider and ongoing audit sample would allow a more accurate
assessment of cost reduction opportunities either captured through eTS or lost as a result
of system performance anomalies.

Benchmarking

As discussed in this report, we believe establishing a statistically valid performance
benchmark for federal travel programs will allow a clear and unambiguous assessment of
the success of eTS as a whole, and the relative success of the eTS vendors severally, in
delivering, sustaining, and enhancing cost reduction opportunities for the Government.
We strongly encourage the Government to move forward with this project.

Platform Refinement

We strongly advocate developing greater consistency between the TS service platforms,
both as to service displays and also respecting other operational characteristics. This
should be achieved by further refining ¢TS design and operational criteria, together with
further evaluation of vendor products to ensure compliance and consistency. Care must
be taken to ensure that the eTS vendor services more actively take the rapid and dynamic
developments in the corporate market into account (as has always been an TS goal).

This activity is critical, as traveler adoption of the products will center in their ability to
adequately anticipate user requirements and portray their capabilities in an engaging,
attractive, and useful manner. Based upon our observations, this process should be
accelerated considerably from present levels.

Subsequent Audit Phases
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Our proposal for audit services to the GSA includes a number of activities comprising
subsequent phases. We believe this initial audit clearly demonstrates the need for
comprehensive, robust, and ongoing audits. Vendor performance, as shown by the audit,
varies considerably both as to inclusion of appropriate services and rates and the
appropriate portrayal of those rates. Many of the anomalies observed are difficult to
rationalize and will severely affect the success and sustainability of the eTS program if
left uncorrected.

No system uniformly offered either the best or most appropriate fares in all settings,
which makes an ongoing audit and creation of relevant performance benchmarks
imperative.

‘We are convinced that moving forward with the audit process, together with the
additional recommendations made in this report, are the practical means to identify and
correct current and ongoing operational and design deficiencies.

| 9.0 Appendix

Appendix I Data output for specific city pairs audited
Appendix II: All screen captures for all audited systems

Appendix III: Database tables used to generate data output

The appendix material has been provided to the Government under separate cover on
CD-ROM.
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2.0 Abstract

The Corporate Solutions Group® (The CSG) was awarded a task order by the
GSA eTravel Program Office for a Fare Audit of the three operational platforms
used by the eTravel System (eTS) and the Defense Travel System (DTS).

The purpose of the task order awarded is to support successful deployment and
use of the eTS and DTS by establishing the planning, auditing, and reporting
required to determine vendor performance in providing the best available fares,
in compliance with government policies.

This task order was placed under the GSA Travel Services Solutions (TSS)
schedule. The project is divided info three individual steps and relevant
deliverables. This report outlines the deliverable under “Step B” of the task
order.

The scope of Step B requires The CSG to:

1) Confirm that the City Pair base fares (e.g., YCA, _CA, elc) offered
through the four distinct reservation platforms referenced above and
which comprise part of the Government's City Pair Program (CPP) are
correctly listed within the four predominant GDS (Amadeus, Galileo,
Sabre, Worldspan).

2) Recommend necessary corrections, if errors are identified.

Task B was accomplished by a detailed audit of individual GDS fare and rules
data records, as evaluated by CPP contracted fare data as provided by the
Government. Variances in how CPP-based fares are applied in specific booking
scenarios were also assessed.

This was a point-in-time audit where the most current CPP fares database made
available to us at the time was used to check against the four GDS.

The report summarizes data on an exception basis for the CPP as a whole as
observed. The nature of specific exceptions are characterized by type. Further
sections describe findings organized by GDS, rules exceptions, and the report
concludes with specific recommendations.
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13.0 Methodology

The Audit period began with the downloading of the CPP database on February
10, 2005. Fare Audit then created a new database by adding fields to the
original along with a data entry program to facilitate the tracking of the audit
results. The GDS audit began on February 14, 2005 and continued for four (4)
weeks, ending on March 14, 2005.

The Audit was performed as follows:

17,384 individual audit checks performed on the four (4) GDS (Sabre,
Galileo [Apollo], Worldspan, and Amadeus)

4,346 CPP audits for each GDS

Each individual audit consisted of entering a command in the reservation
systems for a fare guote for the corresponding from the CPP database. The date
used for the fare quote was set for several weeks in the future and was irrelevant
since the CPP fares are supposed to be static until they expire in September
2005. A sample GDS query in Sabre was as follows: FQABQDCA15MARGOV-
DL (fare quote for Albuquerque to Washington-Reagan for March 15, 2005
specific to government fares for the contract carrier Delta Air Lines.) This
example is only for illustrative purposes as the individual GDS query commands
differ from system to system. The responses to the GDS queries were reviewed
by the auditors based upon the following criteria;

1. Did the YCA, _CA and Business fares match those that were listed in
the CPP database?
a. Yes = Checked-off in the database as reviewed and
correct/compliant.
b. No = Description of error was entered into the database by the
auditor and a screen shot was taken.
2. Do the rules reflect any restrictions beyond capacity controls?
a. Yes = Resfrictions were noted and if routing errors were
presented, routing numbers were entered
b. No = Checked-off in the databases as reviewed and
correct/compliant.
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Upon the completion of the 17,384 individual reviews, all errors were verified by a
lead auditor for accuracy. Queries were run against the completed database to
generate the tables used in the report.

4.0 Executive Summary

The CSG observes that, when the size and operational complexity of the CPP
are considered, the audit revealed general presentation of data consistent with
the terms and provisions of the CPP. There were a number of variances
observed, however, which generally fall into three categories:

1) Data Improperly Loaded or Maintained in the GDS

2) Differing Interpretations as To Relevant Operational Conditions and
Restrictions between Contract Carriers and the GSA

3) Non-Compliance With the Terms and Conditions of the CPP

Specific data variances (item 1 above) are further characterized by type in
Section 4 of this document. These are illustrated with examples from the audit
data and specific corrective measures are discussed for the relevant types.

We note that, while the existence of variances is clear, these characterizations
are partially conjectures, as The CSG has been unable to contract source
documents from the GSA. We have relied, therefore, upon abstracts and
assessments of these contracts provided by the GSA.

From an audit perspective, however, this approach and limitation does not allow
us to express an unqualified opinion as to the degree of operational compliance
represented in the observed carrier pricing scenarios. Note that the scope of this
audit is limited to operational performance and it is not our intent to perform a
comprehensive financial audit of the contracts or of CPP pricing.

Access to source document data becomes relevant where differences as to
applicable terms, conditions, and specifications exist between the parties to the
contracts, as is true in this situation.

We are hopeful that further discussions with the Government will allow additional
data to be disclosed prior to delivery of our final report and that this will altow us
to refine and enhance our operations-based opinion of CPP fares as portrayed
by the GDS, and to offer specific recommendations to cure deficiencies.
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ITEM ORIG DEST €C  Y€A XCA BUS SABRE ERROR APOLLO ERROR AMADEUS ERROR WORLDSPAN ERROR
2 ABO 1AH WN 16000 12600 000 [ENPIRESO2APRK ”‘ixmzs TTAPR Exmzs GZAPK ]F@ms G2 AR
3 ABO PNS DL 5IE00 38000 000 [YCA449.00 VCA 4009 IRTEHED VCaA1 0

32 ABY DCA DL 46600 #2600 000 [YCA419.00-QCA £19.00 !\_'CAJWDO~QCA419,00 ACA 0 QUA 30 ECAM')O%Q(AHOO“

35 ABY 1AD DL 43800 39500 000 [YCASIOGO QCL 3900 [YCA41900-QCA H900 HYCASL30 YCA41900 . (KA 41960

102 ALB SR US 40000 33000  0M0 YCA 416,50 - HCA 366,60

Figure 1: GDS Fare Representation Example

Referring to Figure 1, several error conditions are noted by way of example. ltem
25 shows a valid fare not portrayed in any of the GDS. items 39, 52, and 55
shows an incorrect fare level in favor of the Government (note that the error is
not consistent across all four GDS), in that the fares portrayed are less than the
contract amount. ltem 102 illustrates an error in the carrier's favor but limited to

a single GDS.
TTEM ORIG DEST CC YCA XCa  BUS SABRE ERROR APOLLO ERROR AMADEUS ERROR 'WORLDSPAN ERROR
2068 MDW  MSP TZ 7000 000 349.00 INOBUSFARE INOBUS FARE INO BUSFARE {NO BUS FARE
2118 MIA SIU AA 32000 20200 49300 NOBUSFARE INO BUS FARE FYCA 345 50 - VCA 308.60 - {INO BUS FARE
INO BUS FARE
2 MIA STT AR 38800 32700 33200 [NOBLIFARE INO BUS FARE YCA 384.60 - NO BUS NO BUS FARE
[FARE
2123 MIA TLH DL 18500 16500 000 VCALITO YCA 17500 YCA 17750 YCA 17500

Figure 2: Further GDS Fare Representation Example

Referring to Figure 2, we observe similar conditions and in addition several
situations where valid fares fail to appear in several (but not always every) GDS.

In other settings we also observe situations where carriers appear to have
disqualified routings based upon code-share arrangements (contrary to CPP
contract terms as described to us by the Government),

This exception pattern is widely repeated across all the audited data (the
examples shown are only representations). This evidences situations where
both Government financial interests and the integrity of the CPP are not
adequately projected by current portrayals of CPP data by the GDS. These
situations may be corrected by a combination of:

1 Repeated and continual auditing for compliance and data errors.

2) Auditing for accurate portrayal of fare terms and conditions by the
carriers, as defined by CPP contracts.

3) More aggressive contract compliance monitoring, based upon the
application of audit resuits.
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It is important to recognize the difference between the correction of processes as
opposed to individual incidents. The integrity and effectiveness of the CPP is
enhanced to the degree process correction can be undertaken and maintained

over time.

We suggest the following specific process steps:

1)
2)
3)

4)

7)

Conduct a detailed analysis of each identified variance, grouping errors
by type and by vendor.

Examine documents on a test basis to ascertain the cause of the error
and establish when it entered the database.

Plan and execute specific remedies based upon each error-type and
the correction required.

Where vendors are responsible for typographical errors, a plan must
be adopted to require and enforce consistent data and presentation
quality.

The Government should adopt and enforce a CPP data quality
initiative as concerns GDS and airline vendors that is verified by audit.

GDS data presentations should be audited again to assess the
success of these corrective measures. Based upon the results of this
audit, corrective measures may be modified and re-implemented.

A systematic, routine audit should be initiated to enforce database
quality on the part of CPP vendors and protect the integrity of the
program. The results of such audits should be used as input to vendor
program management discussions, negotiations, and operations
planning for the CPP.
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|5.0 Key Findings

The audit shows that a majority of the fares and rules loaded into the four GDS
(considered collectively) are correct. 4,346 CPP markets were audited in total
and of those, 348 routing errors were identified, and 324 pricing errors were
identified. This represents an error rate of 8% and 7.46% respectively. A number
of instances were identified wherein errors exist. These errors may be
characterized as follows:

a) Incorrect Validity Dates

Referring to Figure 3 (below), we see that item 25 portrays an incorrect expiration
date. As the error is replicated in each of the GDS, the assumption is that the
error is caused by flaws in a data source upon which the GDS are dependant.

The resolution for this error type is an evaluation of source documents and
subsequent transmittal stages prior to the time GDS data updates are committed.

Figure 3: Summary GDS Error Hustration

IEM ORIG DEST <C YCA NCA  BUS SABRE ERROR APOLLO ERROR AMADEUS ERROR. TORLDSPIN ERROR
23 ABO  IaH WK 16000 12800 000 [EXPIRES02APR [EXPIRES 02 APR W EXPIRES 02 APR EXPIRES 02 APR
39 ABQ PNS DL 51800 38100 006 [YCAS9.00 YCA 43000 YCAJILI0 IYCA 41500

$) ABY DCA DL 46600 42800 000 [VCa41000-QC4-1900 [IYCA418.00-QCA 17006 |NCA42130-QCARNH (1 410.00- QLA 00

55 ABY 1aD DL 43800 30800 00C [YC4:1990.QCAIS00 ll?c,uxqmnc.«mpo?i&"cmnso YCA 41900~ QCA 419,00
162 ALB SV US 40000 350.00 200 YCA 219,60 - HCA 366 00

b) incorrect Fare Amounts

Referring again to Figure 3 {above), we see that items 39, 52, and 55 portray
pricing errors common to multiple GDS. The assumption again is that the
commonality of identical errors illustrates a deficiency in data upon which the
GDS depend or in the transmittal process.

The Amadeus errors differ in each case as to amount, however the amount of the
variance is identical in each case, indicating that, while the same underling data
errors are evidenced, there is also a variance in the manner Amadeus calculates
and applies ancillary fees and charges. This pattern is repeated throughout the
sample.

The resolution for this error type is an evaluation of source documents and
subsequent transmittal stages prior to the time GDS data updates are committed.
Further, an analysis of source documents should be undertaken in connection
with Amadeus specifically, so that a common understanding as to appropriate
charges and computation logic can be produced.
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We note that error conditions exist affecting Amadeus only, as with item 102.
This indicates that, while transmission irregularities prior to GDS database
commits may exist (in all cases), there are also transmission or more likely load
difficulties specific to this vendor that must be resolved through direct dialogue.

c) Omitted Fare items

Referring to Figure 4 (below), we see that valid contract fares are omitted from
each of the GDS. As shown in item 675, the valid business fare does not appear
in any GDS, indicating a data or transmission error prior to GDS database update
commits. Moreover, unique error conditions exist for Amadeus, which vary from
patterns previously referenced (also illustrated by item 847). This indicates
unique load process or logic errors that must be resolved through dialogue with
that vendor.

The transmission or source data errors are resolvable in the same manner
referenced for other error conditions.

Figure 4: Summary GDS Error Hiustration

ITEM ORIG DEST CC YCs& XCx  BUS SABRE ERROR AMADEUS ERROR WORLDSPAN ERROR

2 BEWI TAH DL 30000 2000 060 [YCAIRO0 NCA2L 30 |YCA269OD
675 BWI ST AA 19200 25900 43800 [NOBUS FAKE VC3 30560 VCA 275 60~ |[NO BUS FARE
MO BLSFARE
66 BZN SLC DL 40500 35500 000 [YCAJIR00 YCA 39550 [YCA 389 06
N OCAE SIU DL 400 000 S1300 WCA 95,60
79 OCHS  TUS DL SOS00 WSO 0 F,\ EEY z[m 39900 YCA 0150 I\'m 495.00 }
837 (LT SR US 34500 35000 0.00 YCA 362 80« HCA 166 60

d) Typographical Errors

Referring to Figure 5 (below), we see that item 1,033 portrays an omitted fare
condition wherein a valid XCA fare is not porirayed in any of the GDS. The XCA
fare is incorrectly shown as the YCA fare, indicating a likely typographical error in
source documentation.

This error type may be resolved by a review of database source documentation,
cross-checked by contract and award documentation.

Figure 5: Summary GDS Error lllustration

TTEM ORIG DREST C€C YCA XCA  BUS SABRE ERROR APOLLO ERROR AMADEUS ERROR WORLDSPAN ERROR
9B VG PDX DL 50200 38200 000 [YCA 48500 YA SR 00 YCA 490 50 YCA 43300
99 V6 TPA DL 39000 26606 000 IYCA 3000 YCA 359.90 jYCa 361 30 YCA 35906

1033 DAY VPSS NW 35100 32300 000 FHCIINM NORCA YCA 323.00 - KO XCA YCA 325 50- NOXCA 'YCA 323.00 - NOXCA
FARE [FARE [FARE FARE

1037 DCA  DLH  AA 24400 18400 Q00 NOAAFARE NO AAFARE INOAAFARE IND AA FARE
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e) Contract Management

In some settings airlines incorrectly apply terms and conditions of the City Pair
Program to exclude valid services, such as where code shares exist. These are
represented in the sample data through some instances where no specific carrier
fares are said to exist.

This condition can be corrected by requiring more specific conformity by contract
carriers to the terms and conditions of their awards and of the City Pair Program
generally. Verification of ongoing compliance may be achieved only through
routine performance audits.

f) Routing Restrictions

The airlines incorrectly apply routing restrictions to a significant number of CPP
markets. Although The CSG could not view actual CPP contract awards to verify
that routing restrictions imposed are indeed non-compliant, The CSG reviewed
the CPP Solicitation documents and had discussions with individuals who are
responsible for the CPP program who assured The CSG that routing restrictions
are non-compliant.

This condition can be corrected by requiring more specific conformity by contract
carriers to the terms and conditions of their awards and of the City Pair Program
generally. Verification of ongoing compliance may be achieved only through
routine performance audits.
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[6.0 Detail by GDS {

The following tables portray audit-derived data errors by GDS and provide added
examples of the error-types and conditions described in the prior section.

[ 6.1 Amadeus f

Table 1: Amadeus Error Detail

Item

Origin l Destination | ‘ Airline |

YCA || XCA | Business | Amadeus Error
Fare | Fare Fare .

;
5 25 ~f ABQ ;| AH ] | i [EX
; [ ABQ PNS | DL I I YCA 451.50
[ 52 [ ABY DCA | DL [ 486 | 426 0 |[YCA42150-QCA
1 f f ;‘ 1l 42150
| [ ABY IAD | DL [438 j 38 [ 0 | YCA 42150
§ 102 || ALB ‘ SJu j us 1 400 | 350 ’ 0 ' YCA 416.60 - HCA
! 5 ‘ f j 36660
ATL [ DL | 525 || 425 0 T YCA'534.50 - QCA
i /| 434.50 ;
BWI [ NW [ 573 | 383 0 i YCA 582.55 - MCA
| 392.5_3
DCA I AS [ 499 || 379 0 [YCA50850-LCA
: % ; _..11.388.50
IAD [ NW [ e21 || 348 0 YCA 63050 - MCA |
; ; o 357.50
MSP [ AS [ e85 I 419 0 YCA 694.50 - LCA
| 142850 ‘
ORD | AS 469 || 339 0 | YCA47850-QCA
? 4o Lo 184850
SEA [ AS [ o | 0 ‘ YCA 548.55
SLIC | DL [ 598 [ 498 | 0 YCA 607 .50 - HCA
‘ I | R 1.1 N
evG | bt | 384 319 [ 0 ‘,,,,,1YCA361 0
HNL [ DL [ 507 |[ 407 0 YCA 516.50 - KCA
e bl il L 141650
SiU [ DL [ 475 0 | 561 YCA 49160 - BUS _
SR | RN ORI | NN e 57760..“,“
LS Lot e [ 0 [ 643 z1 YCA 495.60
sJu AA 300 [ 266 | 450  [YCA316.60-VCA
~ f ‘ 282,60 - NO BUS
[ Sra[BL | SiC [ DL |45 [3%5 [ 0  [YCA39150
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| tem |

Origin |

Destination |

Airline || YCA

XCA

Fare

Business 1;
_Fare

Amadeus Error

441

PHX

140

110

| [NOXCAFARE

HNL

364

273

[YCA 37353 - KCA
| 28253

473

“isP

196 |

|| NO AA FARE

L t

466 :l BOS 1
I l

I

496 [ BOS |

RIC

169

§im§XPIRES 30 APR

503

SJu

376 |

YCA 39160 - VCA
350,60 - NO BUS
_FARE

537

900 |

| YCA501.50

FAl

672 }

I YCA681.50-MCA
|| 469.50

5%

_HNL

| YCA 84950

1
582 [ B
i
602 |

IAH

300 ||

H YCA271.50

675 || BWI

SJuU

292

275.60 - NO BUS
FARE

i YCA 308.60 - VCA

696 ;{ BZN

SLC

405

Il YCA 39150

723 || CAE |

SJU

479

| YCA 495.60

759 || CHS |

TUS

505

[ YCA 50150

847 [ CLT

SJuU

546 |

[ YCA562.60 - HCA
1| 466.60

a76 [ Y]

MHT

529

[ YCA 35550 - NO
XCA FARE

879 | cos |

CVG

500

1| YCA 481,50

%6 [ cos |

VPS

491

[ YCA 45150

954 [ CVG |

DSM

450

l YCA 381.50

957 || CVG |

FAT

570

[YCA 50150

968 || CVG

LGA

447

[YCA 44150

870 [ CVG |

Mch

|| YCA 38150

MCO

400

| YCA 361.50

977 | CVG |

D

420

_[VeAaiis0

982 | CVG |

PDX

502

[ YCA 49050

999 [ cvG ¢

TPA

396

|| YCA 36150

1033 l DAY

VPS

351

o o] o] ojjoj ool ol olol ol

[YCA32550-NO
| XCA FARE

1037 | DCA |

24 [

o

[ NOAA FARE

1046 ; DCA

FAI

549

TYCA55850-LCA |

... 458.50

e i T

I
|
|
I
I
l
I
l
[971 [ cve Q'
1
i
l
|
[
|
|

|
|
|
|
|
]
w10
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

i e 30150 N
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item ;(Origin 1 Destination l

Airline || YCA
| Fare .

XCA

Fare |

| Business

Amadeus Error

Fare |

479

249

YCA 488.50 - VCA |
| 258.50

343 |

[VeRsats0

89

| NO BUS FARE

| HCA 201.50

215 .

[ LCA173.50

(
|
|
5|
|

75

[ YCA 191.60 - HCA
166.60

588

| YCA595.50

130

i

“[VCA 13750 -XCA

| 106.50

506 i

321

i YCA 51550 - VCA
i1 330.50

149

| NO BUS FARE

199 [

497

444

YCA 513.60 - XCA
460.60 - NO BUS
FARE

TZ

| NOTZFARE

UA

[ YCA 52050

UA

1 NO UA YCA - AA

DL

360 ‘

2490

'TYCA 369.50 - KCA
| 249.50

374

333

YCA 390.60 - VCA
349.60 - NO BUS
FARE

384

338

YCA 400.60 - VCA |
354.60 - NO BUS
FARE

199

NOUSFARE

749

YCA 758.50 - MCA
| 508.50 ‘

589

/| YCA 598.55

270

| NO YCA FARE

394

_ycAsris

418

ojolojolo

i

i

329

493

YCA 345.60 - VCA
308.60 - NO BUS
FARE

244

| NO AA FARE
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i

| item |

Airline || YCA |
| Fare

| Origin ;j Destination |

XCA Business Amadeus Error
| Fare | Fare |

IAH DL

205

D
PO

| YCA39150

‘al

|

N

~sic bL

»

o L [ ] T

| YCA710.50

co_|[ 7ot

~JAX co [ 7% [YCA 807.50

olololololo oo

S UA | 345 | } YCA 35450 - TDG

| 184.50

UA [ 200 | 0 [ YCA20850

MCH 0 { YCA 807.50 - VCA

il 308.50

MCO UA 0 | YCA69350-SCA

1| 39250

MSP NW [ 623 | 0 TYCA 63250 - BCA |

|| 562.50

MSY co [ 732 | "0 | YoAT4158

ORD 360 "YCA378.50-BCA |

PDX UA 195 | [YCA204.50

PHL UA [ 283 [ YCA 292,50

PHX UA 380 i[ YCA 389.50

SAN UA~ [ 295 | [YcA30450

|
i
|
i
|
|
|
|
AA i 598
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

|
|
|
i
|
684 * 383
|
i
|
|
|
|

ol olololo
ol olololo

SEA UA [ 250 | [ 'YCA 259.50

SFO YCA 418.50 - KCA
268,50 -NOBUS

FARE

Tz | 409 [ 258 || 560

SLC DL 490 390 0 | YCA 499.50 - KCA

|| 399.50

TSWF UA | 232 0 [ YCA24150

SNA UA 379 0 1| YCA 388,50

co

[ ¢ : : :

TPA 798 0 | YCA®B07.50

!

§JU | AA | 215 | 160 | YCA 231.60-VCA
| 206.60 - NO BUS
| FARE

[AH [ OKC [ WN [ 121 [ 101 | 0  [EXPRESO2APR

IAH SIU bL 7790 [ YCA 395,60 - BUS

1

| 806.60

379

_TUL_[CWN[05 [ | 0 | EXPRESO2ZAPR

I
e h
f

w
N
»

MCO TZ [ 13 | 105 349 [ NOBUS FARE
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| item || Origin |

Destination

Airline } YCA

| Fare

XCA

Fare ||

Business

Fare

} Amadeus Error

1856 | JFK

SJu

615

TYCA42660-VCA |
| 381.50 - NO BUS
| FARE

JFK

STT

622

YCA 431.60 -NO
| BUS FARE

KTN

SEA

[YCA378.54

LiH

TYCA314.50 - VCA
| 195.50

MDW

,,;1 =

| NOBUS FARE

MLB

330

| YCA501.50

0GG

[YcAzss0

_PnS

Jer.

I NODL FARE

PWM

101

|| NO AAFARE

SJu

422

I YCA483.60-VCA
| 438.60-NOBUS |
| FARE

SAT

VPS

NW

353

258

| YCA 345.60

| SJC

TUS

HP

140

70

| KCA 112,50

SJU

STT

162

122

i| NO BUS FARE

“VPS

Bt

387

|| YCA 42150

| TPA

VPS

Us

189

NO US FARE

CVG

HNL

DL

695

525

| YCA704.50 - KCA
i 534.50

!

3

1
[2497 [ sLC

|

l

MCI

SNA

[ EXPIRES 30 APR

[ 3030 | BOS

YOW

"'vcA 28630

’’’’’ CHI

BZE

| YCA494.00-HCA
1.394.00 :

YOW

400

250

| YCA421.75-VCA
i| 263.72

CHi

UA

174

| YCA207.82-QCA
11.189.55 ,

-,f
[3042 | CHI

|

|

PPN

Us’

169

| NO US FARE

SJu

309

I[VCA 32560 - VCA
| 290.60 - NO BUS
_LFARE

YPS

199

NO US FARE

_MKE

TZ

85

~ [NOTZ FARE

MU

219

49

~ [NOTZFARE_

“MSP

TZ

70

~ | NOBUS FARE

SJu

329

292

i

[YCA34560-VCA
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['item | Origin | Destination | Airline || YCA || XCA 1} Business | Amadeus Error

Fare | Fare | .

{308.60 - NOBUS
LFARE

552 ’} YCA 38460—NO

STT 327

[YCA2z750
YCA 39150 ;
TYCA51850- HCA
| 34950 ;

YCA 300.60 - VCA
268.60 - NO BUS
FARE

0 Il NO US FARE

0 il YCA 324.60 - HCA |
| 21780

0 [MCA34150
0 || NO DL FARE

0 | NO US FARE
0

0

PIT [T
SLC 350
SEA 340 }

|
_TH [ bt 165 |
@ |
| |
|

SJu I AA 252 426

TPA
SJuU

201

SYR 344

TPA

SLC 363

289

[ YCA37150

TYCA 366.60 - HCA |
| 305.60 i

SJu

[ 2413 [ RDU |

|
|
|
|
{ 316

0 | YCA 422.82-MCA |
342.20

HOU [ 278 | DDG 3409.00

PAR | AA
DL

250 YCA 432.50 - KCA

i
%
I
|
500 i 400
!
t
%
|
|

YOW I

| CAE |

OKC PFN

| OKC SJU {[ YCA 476.60

ool oljjlo

0
0 | NODLYCAFARE
0
0

ONT SAV

{
3122 I{ HOU

I

i

[

[

| YCA'501.50

269 621 1 NO AA FARE

NYC [ YmMa 103 TYCA 134.72 - KCA

|
~CUR { AA
|

Yow [ co

[NYC

YCA 15085 - VCA
14147

-
»N
©

NYC YTO

P
B2
R=11

DCB 2750.00

YCA 133.65 - QCA |
123.97

SEA UA

-
puy
w

“BZE Us

H H

o

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
_Tus | bL | 519 ¢
|
|
l
;
|
|
|
|

|

|
1 i o[

[ |

i |

WAS [YCA418.00 - HCA |
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["item l Origin ' Destination |

Airline ? YCA XCA | Business } Amadeus Error
| Fare | Fare | Fare

| 318.00

MBJ [ DL | 323 | 403 [NOBUSF

YMQ UA 0 |[YCA20782-QCA |

:1.189.55

Yow | US 0 3 YCA 377.67 - MCA

"0 [ YCA169.12-VCA
i1.147.62

; 31962
Us

seL DL [ 680 T 1360 | NOBUS FARE |

YHZ DL 220 0 \ YCA 239.00 - KCA

1.194.92

YTO 0 il YCA 356.17 - VCA

| 313.17

UA_ [ 350 2560 || NO BUS FARE

UA ] 222 x

|
I
|
329 ii 289
i
|

0 | NOYCA-NOXCA |
FARE |

DL | 188 0 i1 YCA204.60 - KCA

1.140.10

YCA 356.17 - VCA

YHZ
i1 313.17

329

YQB CO | 410 | | YCA443.25

0 |[YCA 486.25 - FICA
| 265.87

YMQ us 450

DL 0 i YCA 404.55 - KCA

| 297.05

374

“RAP 500 [ YCA42150

RIC 500 | [YCA 50150

ILM | YCA3091.50

olololo

EWR 168 [ NO YCA FARE

SJu 425 679 || YCA 441.60-ACB

| 695.60

uT 288 || [YCA 42150

H

BOL i 589_|| [YcAsseso

BOS | 640 | | YCA 649,50

_ DEN 459 [ YCA 46850

[ DFW 520 R

BTW. 7 [ [Yearz2s0

EWR 550 [YCABS950

— GEG 589 | [ YCA 598.50

ololololo o olioco

IAH

L)
[}

(]
o]

|
|
|
l
|
!
395 1
!
|
|
|
|
]
|
1
|

oclololo o olololo

609 1 YCAB18.50
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:’ Origin } Destination |

Airline | YCA | XCA

! | Business |
_|_Fare

Amadeus Error

| Fare |

LAS

GEN]

| YCA 62850

417 |

| YCA 48650

554

[ YCAB63.56

MCO

559

| YCASE850

MEM

625

[ YCA634.50

OAK

[YcAeoBs6

ONT

| YCA 638,50

PDX |

/[ 'YCA 588.50

—PHL

|
617 [

[ YCA 626.50

_PHX

599

[ 