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Basic Background:

You told me when we spoke in June 2002 that you were planning to begin your big lobbying push when members returned from the August recess.  Could you catch me up on what has happened with Maritime Security act reauthorization since then?

· “In Congress…well specifically in the House Armed Services Committee, MSP reauthorization was inserted as part of the larger Defense authorization bill.  The Defense authorization is now in conference, and as I’m sure you’re aware, a number of issues is holding that up.  But MSP is not one of them.  For instance there’s a “Buy American” thing that’s pretty controversial.  There’s pretty much general agreement on the MSP title, though.”

Can you tell me what exactly is in the Maritime Security provision?

· “Well, ironically, the literal text has not been released yet, so I can’t say for sure.  But what we’ve been told is that the MSP title will extend the program for an additional ten years, and will increase the fleet from the current 47 vessels to 60 vessels.  The industry was pushing for an increase so we were happy with that.  There’s full support of the major maritime unions and the shipping companies, as well as support from the Maritime Administration, DOD, we think the Administration is on board, and broad bipartisan support, Republicans and Democrats alike.  Both party leaders are on board.”

· “Presently each vessel receives up to $2.1 million a year.  We know that figure will increase on a sliding scale over ten years.  The scale is unknown right now, but will possibly start at $2.6 million and increase $200,000 each year, so after 10 years each ship could see $3.4 million a year.”

That seems to be pretty much what you were hoping for.  If we assume the Defense authorization goes through, do you consider this a big success?

· “Yes absolutely.  Again while we don’t know the details we’re happy with the title.”

When we last spoke you mentioned that you were working with a number of members of Congress.  Specifically you mentioned Hunter, Abercrombie, and Taylor in the House and Breaux, Inouye, and Lott in the Senate.  Are you still working closely with them, or are there other people in Congress that have been active on the issue?

· “Yeah.  Well now that it’s in conference…We still work closely with Duncan Hunter.  He’s the committee chairman, which automatically makes him the chairman of the conference committee.  We work closely with Abercrombie, and Stelton [sp?], a Democrat on Armed Services.  As far as the Senate.  We still work closely with members of the Commerce committee…Lott, Hollings, McCain, Breaux.  But it’s changed a little bit because those people are not in the conference committee.  It’s only members of the Armed Services committees.  This isn’t a problem though because we have general agreement on MSP.”

How about outside Congress?  Who have you worked most closely with and what other organizations have been active on the issue?

· “Well, the four major maritime unions.”  Who are they? “The Masters, Mates, and Pilots, which my organization is affiliated with, the Marine Engineers Beneficent Association, the American Maritime Officers Association, and the Seafarers union.” 
Could you perhaps tell me who in those organizations I could talk to about this issue? 

· “Terry Turner at Seafarers, Charles Crangle at the Maritime Officers, and David Pudman at Marine Engineers.”

How about shipping companies?

· “Yes of course.  All the major shipping companies have been actively involved.”  Who are the major companies? “Central Gulf, Waterman Lines, Maersk Limited Lines, the American President Lines.”

· “I would say the two most active were Central Gulf and Maersk.  You could talk to Chris Johnson at Central Gulf and Ken Gaulden at Maersk.”

When we talked last June, you said your main arguments in support of the program were one, national security, two economics and the need for import/export controls, and three cost, or that DOD would save money in the long run by investing in private vessels.  Are these still your arguments?

· “Yes.  Our arguments haven’t changed at all.”

Another issue we talked about…or a controversial part of the reauthorization…was that the shipping industry has changed a lot since the original act, and that many shipping companies are now foreign owned…?

· “Yes, that was definitely the biggest substantive issue, aside from the money of course.  I would say the amount of money to be authorized and the foreign subsidiary issue were the biggest issues.  The fact is that a number of US-owned companies were acquired by foreign interests.  So this led to the question of the degree to which a subsidiary should be involved in the program.  What controls should be put in so that foreign companies, and more importantly foreign governments who own or control those companies, don’t have undue influence over DOD priorities?  What happened was that there was a compromise.  In terms of the existing 47 vessels, they would all be given equal opportunity to participate provided that a majority of members of their board of directors were US citizens, and that the chief executive officer was a US citizen.  And that can’t change without Secretary of Transportation approval.  Now nobody actually expects that to be a problem, but adding that part put those at ease that were worried about people whose allegiance was elsewhere.  Now for the 13 new operating agreements, the ones other than the 47 existing operators, the process will encourage US-owned companies to compete for the agreements.  Hopefully American companies will see an opportunity, but if none even compete for the agreements, then they will accepted bids from foreign-owned subsidiaries.  Some people were holding strong, but then the DOD came out and said that this was acceptable.  Once we got the DOD stamp of approval the compromise was generally accepted.  Some people still objected on principle that our military dollars may be going to companies with allegiances elsewhere.  When TransComm commander General Handey testified it really wasn’t an issue any more.”

Oh, were there hearings specifically for this issue?

· “No he testified at what we call oversight hearings, and this was one of the issues he raised.  I guess he testified…when did we talk…  Yeah, he testified in October 2002 right after the August recess.  From that point on we generally had agreement on the issue.”

So at this point you are basically waiting for the conference committee to act.  When do you expect them to report a bill out, or to do anything at all?

· “Well it’s always so hard to tell.  But realistically, I think they have to do it by the end of the year.  With two wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, there’s no way that they can not report out a Defense authorization bill.  Politically the Republicans would be really hurt to be seen as not acting on defense issues.  So I expect the whole thing to be resolved by Thanksgiving.  Which means now we’re just sitting back waiting to see what happens.”

That was my next question. What other action will you be taking on this issue?

· “Well like anything around here this issue never ends.  First it’s not a sure thing that the conference committee will get their act together.  If it does, then we have to make sure that the reg’s say what we want them to.  The reg’s still have to be published, and we want to be sure they say the same thing as the law does.”

So you will be active with DOD in writing the regulations?  Who actually will be responsible for writing the regulations, will it be Transcomm or will it come from the Secretary?

· “Good question, we don’t know yet.  I think it will be jointly done by Transcomm and the Maritime Administration at the Department of Transportation.  That’s a detail in the provision that we’re just not sure of at this point.”
Now, assuming everything goes as expected, will you be involved at all in the process for the new 13 ships?

· “No.  It wouldn’t really be appropriate for us to get involved in the bidding stage.  We don’t want to be seen as favoring any one company over another.”

OK, so it seems like you really have your work cut out for you.  Before we end, would you say there’s anything else that I should be asking about this issue?

· “No, not really.  But you may want to check in with me again because you never know how things turn out.”

Miscellaneous:

· Patti was willing to do another follow-up to explain what happened in conference, and after.

