Lockheed Martin Advocate Summary

[ISSUE IDENTIFIER]
Issue: C-130 Procurement

Advocate: Chuck Monro, Director Airlift Programs (direct phone 703-413-5706; chuck.b.monro@lmco.com) and John ???, C-130 Production Manager in Marietta, GA

Date of Interview: June 24, 2001

Basic Background: The Lockheed Martin Corporation (LM) has been producing the 4-engine, turbo-propeller C-130 since it was originally designed for use the Korean War.  Many of these original models are still in use by the US Air Force, US Air Force Reserve, the 51 Air National Guard forces (all 50 states and the District of Columbia), the US Marine Corps, and the US Coast Guard.  The C-130 is the only mid-size, mid-range troop- and equipment-transport plane. 

After the Viet Nam War, the Carter Administration shifted to the Total Force Policy that integrated all Active, Reserve, and National Guard forces under the direction the Department of Defense.  “The key point here is the Guard and Reserve forces do not have access to the Pentagon’s budget and to the President’s budget.  It has traditionally been a hand-me-down type of thing.”  Because of the post-Viet Nam draw down, the Air Force relegated the C-130 to their unfunded priority list and stopped annually requesting Congress to purchase them.  The consequence was a rapid decline LM’s C-130 sales because, while the US is not the only government to purchase C-130s, it has always been LM’s largest customer.  “If for whatever reason, you don’t make that budget process and you’re left out and you’re stuck on what I call the second team—what they call the unfunded priority list, in other words things that they want but can’t afford.  You have to develop other means.  You have to create the desire, the want, the need for—through other channels.”  To accomplish the goal of selling more planes and sustaining the production line, Monro was appointed in 1978 to direct the Airlift Program to lobby Congress to “add-on” C-130s to the Air Force budget to maintain their production line.  “We saw sales drying up and we needed to create more market.  So we went and collaborated with the Air National Guard that had the oldest, ricketiest old airplanes—pre-C-130 even, you know, WWII airplanes.  They wanted to get modernized.  We put together a group of people.  We worked with the National Guard Bureau in the Pentagon, worked with the National Guard Association here in town, which is the Guard’s representative body to the Congress, we worked with the individual state Guard Associations and the Air Mobility Unit within that state—that wants to get the newest, the best, in tactical airlift—meaning the C-130.”  

LM’s C-130 sales and marketing program is essentially an annual congressional and administrative lobbying effort for two reasons.  First, the C-130 is designed primarily for military, rather than commercial, use; consumers of LM’s product are governments, not private companies.  Second, Congress annually reauthorizes the Department of Defense and appropriates money for personnel, operations, and equipment procurement.  Because the stock of is aging, is that today’s pilots Chuck Monro describes LM’s primary C-130s sales pitch mostly comes down to demonstrating the national security need, whether real or fabricated. 


In the 1990s, Monro work closely with Georgia Senator Sam Nunn, who chaired the Senate Armed Services Committee, and Speaker Newt Gingrich, to procure C-130s as congressional “add-ons.”  Because of the powerful positions of those two members of the Georgia Congressional delegation, LM’s efforts on Capitol Hill were highly successful even without generating much grassroots support or arguing for the national security need for more planes.  After Senator Nunn’s retirement and Speaker Gingrich’s resignation and the increased prominence of Senator John McCain who argued that C-130 add-ons were wasteful, “pork” expenditures, Monro needed to change strategies.  LM worked closely with Representative Saxby Chambliss (R-GA), a relatively senior member of the House Armed Services Committee, to generate support in the House for the Pentagon to include C-130s in their annual budget request.  In 1998, Chambliss’ office sent a bipartisan letter to the Air Force Secretary, signed by over 60 members of the House, to convince the department to include the new C-130J “Hercules” model in their budget request (see copy of letter in file).  The Air Force did not immediately include them in the budget, but did conduct an overall review of their C-130 inventory and upgraded the plane on its unfunded priority list.  The inventory report provided the evidence of a national security need to modernize the stock of C-130s.   The report also laid out a plan, or “road map,” of which units were to receive the new planes as they were acquired.  


Monro has since used the road map to target members of Congress who have eight-plane units in line to be modernized.  “You’re talking a set of airplanes—which is normally eight per unit—which are half a billion dollars each.  Throw in a whole bunch of spare parts, support, training, and all that, and all of the sudden you’re getting into real money.  The fact is that in today’s environment, the fact is that you can’t do a unit in one year.  It takes two or three, or maybe longer to get all of those eight airplanes.  That is the reason why we maintain and develop multiple customers that are more or less on the front line—as oppose to the ‘you’re first, you’re next’ etc.  So we’ve got for example right now, we’ve got Mississippi, Rhode Island, California, Pennsylvania, and Little Rock with the Actives.  So we’ve got five delegations.  We’ve got 5 sets of important senators and congressmen that want airplanes now.”  So, LM lobbies for C-130 procurement in the current and forthcoming fiscal years.


Prior Activity on the Issue:  See background for the 23-year history of Monro’s annual lobbying/sales campaign.  Additionally, LM generates grassroots support from Reserves and National Guard units (who are seeking to get hand-me-downs from the Actives), National Guard Adjutants General, parts manufacturers, and employees.

Advocacy Activities Undertaken:  Rather than a typical lobbying campaign for a single issue, LM follows a routine process that corresponds with the annual DOD authorization and appropriation cycle.  Also, Monro tends not to do any substantive lobbying in writing; rather, most of his efforts are in-person meetings and phone conversations with members and staff.  The advocacy process generally follows these steps:

· Early in the annual process, generate grassroots support by lobbying Reserves and Guardsmen. “Those people—those Guardsmen—in their cities and states are reasonably political people.  First of all they are older—this is part-time for most of them—they have civilian jobs, they’re in the community, they’re dentists, doctors, lawyers.  Any walk of life you can think of.  They know their politicians.  And so they jointly take the case to their state delegation, but usually concentrate on the members of the delegation that are usually aligned with the Armed Services Committees or Appropriations Committees.  And they go and make the case.  We guide them.  We sort of make sure they don’t fall into pit falls and go off into tangents—which has only been through lots of years of experience—not letting these guys get two lists.”

· Coordinate vendors, or C-130 parts manufacturing companies, to lobby their Senators and MC (this portion is done by the production manager in Georgia)

· Directly lobby targeted National Guard Adjutants General and in two or three states to convince them that they need to modernize a specific C-130 unit in their respective Air National Guard forces (gets them lined up for future grassroots)

· Directly lobby members of the Senate and House Armed Services and Appropriations Committees

· Directly lobby members of the Georgia Congressional delegation because the C-130 is assembled in Marietta, GA.

· Directly lobby Senators and MCs who have a C-130 parts production facility within their state or district (see handout that matches C-130 parts to the city in which they are produced)

· Directly lobby Senators and MCs who have a Air Force Reserve or Air National Guard base with an aging C-130 unit

Monro also summarized his activities as, “something that our accounting people have a hard time with.  Probably 80% of my time is thinking, collecting, disseminating information about the pulse of the Hill.  My time on the…is probably 10%, or direct conversations by phone, by email, or personal visits.  It’s probably 10% of my time, keeping in touch by what you call a lobbying capacity.  But my expenses are almost 100%.  Se how far out of balance that is.”  He has a staff of junior lobbyists that assist him and periodically retains legislative consultants.  He described consultants: “Actually the ones that are most effective are individuals, not firms.  Not law firms.  As far as I’m concerned they’re the biggest waste of money in the world.  They’re too impressed with themselves.  It’s the truth.  They cannot get down to this level and get that engrossed in the details.  If you don’t get in the details, you cannot operate this type of system”  “So I’ve got people that came off the Hill.  That were special staffers on Armed Services Committees or Appropriations.  I’ve got people who were in the service, that were legislative liaisons for the Air Force.  And those that have also been in private industry.   But people who are well-versed and know the program, and know the people.  I’ve got one consultant that really doesn’t do anything for me other than talk to a couple key staffers on the Senate defense Appropriations subcommittee.  But he’s worth his weight in gold.  In today’s world when you think of these law firm retainers that are 400, 500, a million, two million dollars a year…I’m paying a guy $5000 a month and I’m getting real value.” “I think the answer is that we couldn’t do it all.  And one of these relationships, with one of our consultants and certain segments of the hill, are long-term trusted relationships that go back 20 or more years.  They have worked together and know each other, and know each other’s families, and know each other’s kids.  That’s what counts.  And then, another thing I like to do, too.  If I’m after to find out you know, ‘is he going to do this.  Is he going to put money into this airplane?’  I’ll send one consultant in and talk to him, and I’ll get the answer back.  If I feel very confident about the report I’ve gotten, then that’s that.  If not, I’ll take another consultant and send him in to see if he comes back with the same answer.  If he doesn’t, I’ll try to figure out a way to send a third one in.  Or I’ll go myself, or the lobbyist here will go, until you finally know for sure.  Because you can’t develop your strategy to support your position because it’s going favorably for you or to try to fix what is going wrong…unless you really know what’s going on.”

Future Advocacy Activities Planned:  LM’s strategic lobbying plan changed this year because the Air Force did, for the first time since Viet Nam, include a request for 4 C-130s in their budget.  For the first time in the programs’ 23-year history, LM is not lobbying solely for an add-on.  However, they are still following the same process to try to include more than just those four requested in the FY 2002 authorization and appropriations bills.  Monro indicated that he will adjust his strategy next year depending on this year’s outcome.

Key Congressional Contacts/Champions:

· Representative Saxby Chambliss (R-GA, Armed Services Committee member/subcommittee chairman)

· Krister Holladay, Chambliss Deputy Chief of Staff and former Legislative Director for Representative Newt Gingrich during his term as Speaker

· Representative Walter Jones (R-SC), represents district where USMC Parris Island base is located; a former Marine, Jones is informally known as one of the leaders of the group of pro-USMC members known as the “Marine Corps Mafia”

· Senator Tim Hutchinson (R-AR), founder/chair of the Senate C-130 Modernization Caucus; AR has both an Air National Guard need for a new squadron and a parts manufacturer

· Senator John McCain (R-AZ), has reputation for arguing against government waste and has, in the past, attempted to exclude the purchase of new C-130s (Dell Bull, Legislative Fellow for military affairs)

Targets of Direct Lobbying: 

· Georgia delegation

· House and Senate Armed Services and Appropriations Committee members

· Senators and MCs with C-130 squadrons or parts manufacturers in their districts or states

· National Guard Adjutants General and Governors’ offices

· The Secretary of the Air Force, Office of Legislative Liaison

Targets of Grassroots Lobbying: 

· House and Senate Armed Services and Appropriations Committee members

· Senators and MCs with C-130 squadrons or parts manufacturers in their districts or states

Coalition Partners (Names/participants):

· Parts manufacturers (mostly small contractors with no Washington presence)

· US Air Force Legislative Liaison (most important)

· US Coast Guard Legislative Liaison

· US Marine Corps Legislative Liaison

· National Guard Bureau (the office within the Department of Defense that interacts with state National Guard units)

· National Guard Association (NGA)

· Reserve Officers Association (ROA)

Other Participants in the Issue Debate: Citizens Against Government Waste (David Williams, VP of Policy)

Ubiquitous Arguments and Evidence: National Security need Chuck: “It’s the requirements.  The nation needs.  We’re short on airlift” “Aging…obsolescence of products.”  “These airplanes are…older than the pilots that are flying them.  Their grandfathers were flying those airplanes.  Now, you want to talk about obsolescence.  Getting rid of that vehicle…that in and of itself is a requirement because it’s out of date.  It’s not capable of performing a mission.  Do you want to send your son into combat in something your granddaddy was flying?”

Secondary Arguments and Evidence: John, in response to opponents’ pork argument: “McCain doesn’t think you need them at all…McCain’s whole thing is that anything in the President’s budget he doesn’t want in there.  You’re forgetting that in the Constitution whose job it is to equip the Army and Navy—it’s Congress.  They have the final say.  Much like my boss—I request a budget; I would like a much larger budget than what he gives me.  And that’s kind of what Congress is doing…adjusting the budget.”

Targeted Arguments, Targets, and Evidence:  

· National Security: To key committee members, they primarily argue for the national security need for new C-130s 

· Jobs: To colleagues with parts manufacturers in districts, the argument is to maintain jobs and local economic benefits.

· BRAC-proofing: To colleagues with aging C-130 squadrons, the argument is that the bases in their districts are vulnerable to be eliminated by a Base Relocation and Closure (BRAC) Commission in the near future.  If a local military base is closed, then the reliable federal and related jobs will be eliminated. Chuck: “It goes a lot further than just the airplane, the tank, or the jeep.  Everybody knows it too—we’re back to BRAC—we’ve got too many bases.  We got too many people in the military.  We’ve got too many civilians working in the military.  You can’t fire people in the government.  So it’s a painful, slow process.”  
Nature of the Opposition:  “McCain’s whole thing is that anything in the President’s budget he doesn’t want in there.”  Opposing groups and MCs do not oppose the C-130 product per se, but oppose the means by which LM and supporters have traditionally acquired C-130s.  They argue that C-130s are simply pork to benefit companies and employees in states and districts where manufacturing companies are located.  The C-130 has been often been selected as a particularly heinous abuse because of its large price-tag and because the Air Force has not requested them since the Viet Nam era, until this year.   Also, opponents accuse C-130 supporters of bypassing the routine budgetary process.

Ubiquitous Arguments and Evidence of the Opposition:  Pork projects/government waste  Paraphrased McCain, speaking in Georgia as a presidential candidate “‘We don’t need any more C-130s.  We’ve got a C-130 for every schoolyard in the United States.’”  He mentioned this because, to him, it was a foolish thing to say in Georgia.

Described as a Partisan Issue: No

Venues of Activity: 

· Air Force Secretary

· House and Senate Armed Services Committees

· House and Senate Appropriations Committees

· Senate floor

Action Pending or Taken by Relevant Decision Makers:  The FY2002 DoD Authorization and Defense Appropriations bills pending in both House and Senate.

Policy Objectives and Support for/Opposition to the Status Quo:  LM’s broad policy objective is to get C-130s into the annual budget request, which it has not done until this year.

Advocate’s Experience: Tenure in Current Job/Previous Experience:  Monro has been in his current position for 23 years and with the company for 33.  John was originally hired as an engineer, then received an MBA and was promoted to manage production; he has been with the company 18 years and in management for 14.

Reliance on Research: In-house/External: Every year, LM conducts an economic study and produces market scenario reports to demonstrate that spending funds now will save money in the long run when personnel operations and maintenance costs are taken into account.  Additionally, they now rely on the Air Forces own internal review of their C-130 stock and the report on the national security need to acquire more planes. John indicated that their evidence tends to be, “Market-support, justification, and the trade studies, so forth.  Most of that stuff’s done in-house.  Now when you say that…justification to the Pentagon, that’s much more than on the Hill.  It’s really not as in-depth on the Hill as you would think.  What they care about is jobs.  That’s what it’s all about.”  “Well, it’s scenario-based.  Take our new airplane.  Why are you replacing 30-year-old airplanes?  The trend analysis on your operations and maintenance is going out of sight.  Your 30-year life cycle cost of the airplane and doing a service-life extension of the airplane versus buying new.  We show them where you can save a billion dollars over a 30-year life cycle.  Other scenarios: we’ve got a stretch version now that can carry 40% more troops.  So in deployment, you can do this with, say 25% less airplane, less exposure, less cost, less personnel, less pilots.”

Units in Organization Involved in Public Affairs/Policy:  The company is headquartered in Georgia, but has a large lobbying staff in Washington.  “The legislative staff are assigned to the business units and there are basically 4 companies within Lockheed—aeronautical, systems integration, electronic.  We are so big that we a competing against each other.  

Advocate’s Outstanding Skills/Assets:  Monro’s institutional memory and reputation at the Pentagon and on the Hill are an immeasurable asset to LM.  I would equate his personal reputation to be a nearly incalculable asset or goodwill, like a brand name.  His tenure makes him likely the only advocate/participant/supporter that has consistently worked on C-130 procurement for the life of the program, including MCs and Pentagon officials.

Miscellaneous: Excellent interview.  Monro was enthusiastic about helping and really knowledgeable person about C-130 procurement in LM, and probably the most informed in Washington.  

