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Air Force Advocate Summary

Issue: C-130 Procurement

Advocate: Major George Meyers, with the Secretary of the Air Force, Office of Legislative Liaison (direct phone 703-697-6711; george.meyers@pentagon.af.mil)

Date of Interview: August 3, 2001 at Pentagon

Basic Background: See Lockheed Martin Advocate Summary.  The most important point to add from the Air Force perspective is that the agency is primarily concerned with its national security mission, not necessarily with maintaining jobs at manufacturing and assembly plants.  However, they remain cognizant of the political implications of local economic concerns and identify those Senators and MCs that have vulnerable AF bases or companies in their districts and states.  The strategic advocacy implications of C-130 procurement, which is not the most important program to their overall operations and management strategy, is that it is helpful in “getting a foot in the door” to MCs.  By identifying and targeting members with an interest in the C-130s and visiting their offices, the AF legislative liaison creates an opportunity to advocate for the new Lockheed Martin F-22 fighter and the Boeing C-17 (the large, long-range airlifter), both of which are higher priorities.

Prior Activity on the Issue: Until this year, the Air Force has not requested funding from Congress to purchase new C-130s.  Up until roughly 4 years ago, the Air Force simply listed the C-130 as a relatively low item on their unfunded agenda list.  At the time, the Secretary went so far as to state in his testimony before the Armed Services Committee hearing on Defense authorization that the Air Force would rather increase funding for C-17s and for the new F-22 fighter.  Since then, however, the Air Force priorities have come full circle because they are now working toward turning the C-130 program into a routine, budget-requested item.  In the FY2002 budget proposal, the Air Force requested 2 new C-130s and added an asterisk to the C-130 line on their unfunded priority list to indicate that they planned to request more in the future (note: the C-130 line was the 47th unfunded priority item, but was the only asterisked item).

Advocacy Activities Undertaken: 

· Testify before House and Senate Armed Services and Appropriations Committee

· Talk informally at least weekly to Lockheed Martin, Reserve Officers Association, and National Guard Association lobbyists and to staff to key MCs and committees, legislative liaison offices at the Marine Corps and the Coast Guard, and staff at the National Guard Bureau

· Send formal request letters to committee and subcommittee chairmen and ranking members

· Send informal letters to committee members and to targeted MCs not on relevant committees

Future Advocacy Activities Planned: The Defense and the AF Secretaries will testify before the requisite Appropriations subcommittees.  The legislative liaison will continually contact committee and MC staff to track progress of both pieces of legislation.

Key Congressional Contacts/Champions:

· Representative Saxby Chambliss (Krister Holladay), key champion on House Armed Services Committee

· Representative Walter Jones, leading supporter of increased funding for US Marine Corps

· Senator Tim Hutchinson (David Chandler), Chairman of the Senate C-130 Modernization Caucus members

· Senate C-130 Modernization Caucus members

· Representative Jerry Lewis (R-CA), Chairman of House Appropriations Defense Subcommittee, targeted because he supports giving new C-130s to the US Coast Guard to assist with fighting forest fires in California and other Western States

Targets of Direct Lobbying:

· Committee and subcommittee chairmen and ranking members

· Committee and subcommittee members

· MCs and Senators identified by “road map” as having AF bases with a need for roughly 160 new C-130s to replace old ones

Targets of Grassroots Lobbying: The AF does not conduct a grassroots campaign because it formally follows the organized chain of command.  Yet, they recognize the need for support from Air National Guard units and work closely with Lockheed Martin and the National Guard Bureau to identify procurement requirements and to follow grassroots developments (see Lockheed Martin Advocate Summary).

Coalition Partners (Names/participants): 

· US Marine Corps Legislative Liaison

· US Coast Guard 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)

· Lockheed Martin Corporation

Other Participants in the Issue Debate: 

· Senator John McCain (Dell Bull)

· Citizens Against Government Waste (CAGW)

Ubiquitous Arguments and Evidence: Strictly National Security: Meyers explained that their only interest in the C-130 program is its role in the Air Force/DoD’s broader readiness strategy.  The argument used to support this claim is the need to update old equipment to maintain the force.  The evidence to support this argument is a report completed in 199x that demonstrates the specific needs at AF bases and Air National Guard units throughout the US.

Nature of the Opposition:  Before the AF included C-130s in the budget, they did not really have an opposition because they did request them but implicitly expected them to be added to the annual appropriation.  Therefore, the AF was in a win-win position because they could identify their highest priorities in their budget request but would reasonably expect to receive new planes because MCs would inevitably add them to the budget.  As for Senator McCain’s argument that Congress should not add unrequested items to the Air Force’s budget because it was pork, they agreed because that money that would be spent buying C-130s would likely be spent on other Air Force projects.

Described as a Partisan Issue: No

Venues of Activity: Congress

Action Pending or Taken by Relevant Decision Makers:  The Air Force and Defense Secretaries will testify in September 2001 to both Senate committees and the House Appropriations Defense Subcommittee.  The House will likely take up the Defense Authorization Act in early September.

Policy Objectives and Support for/Opposition to the Status Quo:  The policy objective, likely to begin within the next year or two, is to make C-130 procurement “road map” a long-term, routine procurement program rather than an annual “add-on.”

Advocate’s Experience: Tenure in Current Job/Previous Experience:  Major Meyers has been an officer for 14 years and is a former pilot.  Prior to his post with the Legislative Liaison (which is a standard two-year rotation), Major Meyers spent two years at the Office of Acquisitions which is also part of the AF Secretary’s executive office at the Pentagon.  The Acquisitions office conducts the Secretary’s management and accounting tasks after equipment is authorized and money appropriated by Congress.  

Reliance on Research: In-house/External: The Air Force conducted a review of the C-130s in stock at Active Air Force Bases, Air Force Reserve units, and Air National Guard units to determine modernization requirements.

Advocate’s Outstanding Skills/Assets:  Major Meyers’ three-years experience in the Pentagon has helped him understand mechanics of procurement/acquisitions, its relationship to the Secretary’s strategic readiness plan, and relationships with MCs and interest groups involved in the process.

Miscellaneous: Very good interview, very personable and knowledgeable.  Willing to help in the future, but will likely be reassigned within a year to a new position.  Counterpart at Coast Guard Office of Acquisitions: Major Jeff Taylor (703) 607-3257.  See AF C-130 website description, saved on AOL.

