Military Mobility Coalition Advocate Summary

Issue: DOD Personal Property Movement and Storage

Advocate #: 104-02

Interviewee: Linda Rothleder (LR), Principal

Organization:  Military Mobility Coalition (MMC)

Date of Interview: June 26, 2002

Basic Background:

· In 1994, the Military Traffic Command received complaints from about 50% of DOD personnel for trouble they had relocating.  LR said that figure was probably low, though, “because people are used to it and know they won’t get anywhere complaining.”

· LR is a contract lobbyist hired by “relocation managers” in 1995 to contact SecDef Cohen to make the case that the private sector could do a better job moving personnel than the DOD.  LR said, “the program hadn’t been touched in 25 or 30 years and that private move managers didn’t exist back then” [during the Viet Nam era].  Cohen agreed to study the issue and arranged a working group at the Military Transportation Command (Transcom).  She then arranged to have the relocation managers create the Military Mobility Coalition, which she is the only lobbyist.

· She also lobbied Congress and got the House Armed Services Committee to commission a GAO study.  She claimed the GAO found that the moving and storage program had a negative effect on personnel retention and military readiness. LR said that the problem is that DOD personnel are ordered to move so often and they’re only entitled to have personal property shipped and stored.  Also, each move takes about a total of 400+ hours per family.

Prior Activity on the Issue:

· Transcom working group created

· 3 pilot programs initiated

· House Armed Services Readiness Subcommittee held hearings in 1998

Advocacy Activities Undertaken:

· Participated in Transcom working group meetings

· Direct lobbied Secretary of Defense

· Direct lobbied Armed Services and Appropriations Subcommittee members

Future Advocacy Activities Planned:

· Continue participating in working group (next meeting is August 30)

· Continue direct lobbying

Key Congressional Contacts/Champions:

· Representative Herb Bateman, chair of Armed Services Readiness Subcommittee

Targets of Direct Lobbying:

· Direct lobbied Secretary of Defense

· Direct lobbied Armed Services and Appropriations Subcommittee members

Targets of Grassroots Lobbying: none mentioned

Coalition Partners (Names/participants): LR mentioned Cen-Dant as a participating company, but did not expand when probed.

Other Participants in the Issue Debate: LR mentioned Ryder and Allied as the leading moving companies, and also mentioned the American Moving and Storage Association and the HHGFAA.

Ubiquitous Arguments and Evidence:

· LR argues that “quality of life” is their primary concern.  She supports this argument by citing the DOD and GAO studies of low satisfaction among personnel and the success of the pilot program that had better satisfaction.

· “We’ll focus on minimizing disruption to the family.  Moving is not our primary function.  It’s a whole process, and move managers can improve the process.”

· “It’s NOT too expensive.  It’s actually cheaper.”  She mentioned that private move managers were more efficient than the DOD.

· “The program hadn’t been touched in 25 or 30 years and that private move managers didn’t exist back then”

· She claimed the GAO found that the moving and storage program had a negative effect on personnel retention and military readiness. LR said that the problem is that DOD personnel are ordered to move so often and they’re only entitled to have personal property shipped and stored.  Also, each move takes about a total of 400+ hours per family.

Secondary Arguments and Evidence: none mentioned

Targeted Arguments, Targets, and Evidence: none mentioned

Nature of the Opposition: Moving and storage companies that are currently eligible for contracting with DOD to move personnel property oppose the move managers’ efforts to change the program.

Ubiquitous Arguments and Evidence of the Opposition:

· “This is a $1.7 billion market.  It’s 12-15% of carriers’ business, so they don’t want the competition.”

Secondary Arguments and Evidence of the Opposition: none mentioned

Targeted Arguments, Targets, and Evidence of the Opposition: none mentioned

Described as a Partisan Issue: no.

Venues of Activity:

· House Armed Services Committee

· House Armed Service Readiness Subcommittee

· House Defense Appropriations Subcommittee

· Transcom working group

· Secretary of Defense

Action Pending or Taken by Relevant Decision Makers:  The Transcom working group will hold a meeting on August 30 to discuss their findings from the 3 pilot programs.  The group is expected to make a recommendation to the SecDef by the end of September.  The Secretary may then propose to change the regulations on personnel moving and storage.

Policy Objectives and Support for/Opposition to the Status Quo: Move management companies oppose the status quo.  LR said their goal is to “add other movement services to the list of entitlements.”  Their goal is also “protecting move managers to qualify [for contracts], with no strings attached.”

Advocate’s Experience: Tenure in Current Job/Previous Experience: LR said she has been an independent contract lobbyist for about 20 years, and has been working on this issue since 1994.

Reliance on Research: In-house/External: LR has relied on GAO and DOD research.

Number of Individuals Involved in Advocacy: 1.

Units in Organization Involved in Public Affairs/Policy: 1.

Advocate’s Outstanding Skills/Assets: LR knew the issue well, and seemed confident that they would be successful in achieving their goals because DOD tends to outsource non-military services and because House Armed Service committee members and Secretaries Cohen and Rumsfeld have expressed support.

Type of Membership (None, Institution, Individuals, Both): institutions.

Membership Size: not obtained.

Organizational Age: MMC started in 1995.

Miscellaneous: LR is supposed to fax me a letter to Secretary Rumsfeld outlining their arguments.

