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 MR. PETER HUESSY:  I want to thank you for being here at this special event.  And I want 

to thank my friend David Sellin (ph) and particularly John Root at Raytheon, who are the 

supporters of this, and suggested that since my old friend Bob Bell was going to be in town we 

should hear from him. 

Bob has a three decade plus relationship with the series.  He was a staffer with Senator 

Nunn.  He was instrumental – and hoping he’d be one of our featured speakers every year. 

In the 1990s when Bob was at the National Security Council he was a speaker as well.  

He spoke here last decade, when he was with SAIC.  He spoke about Russian ballistic missile 

defense programs in an extraordinarily good briefing.  And then, of course, he is now the 

representative of the Secretary of Defense to NATO and is going to be speaking to us about 

EPAA, NATO, arms control and ballistic missile defense issues. 

 I also want to remind you – I want to thank Bod Fiedler, who is here, who is my 

colleague at ROA, who is one of the sponsors of our series.  As well, representing AFA, is Mary 

Ellen.  I want to thank her for being here today. 

 I want to remind you, my speakers choose the dates.  I’m sorry, but we do have four 

events next week, and one right after another.  We have General Shelton, who is the head of 

U.S. Air Force Space Command on the 16th; Jim Miller from OSD is on the 17th; Trent Franks is 

going to be talking about EMP and his new SHIELD Act, as well as the relevance there to missile 

defense, particularly the third site, that’s on the 18th; and then the 19th our friend Uzi Rubin will 

be coming here to speak about Middle Eastern perspectives on missile defense, missile threats 

and of course he’s going to talk about Syria. 

 On the 25th Barry Blechman and Bob Butterworth are going to have not a debate but a 

discussion on Global Zero and the relevance of nuclear weapons in today’s security.  That’s 

going to be a lunch.  It is hosted by the Marshall Institute and it will be here on the 25th. 
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On the 30th we have NNDO and Homeland Security to talk about the new worldwide 

framework for dealing with nuclear terrorism, that’s the 30th of July.  On the 31st is General 

Kowalski. 

And we also have a new event in September, probably around the 10th.  We will have a 

seminar on Chinese cyber warfare.  And we have one private sector speaker, but he’s working 

on trying to get General Alexander as our other speaker, but that may entail putting it off the 

record, which may happen. 

 So anyway, I want to just – if you have not signed up, AFA decided to change its web 

site, its email and its phone system all within the last couple of weeks.  So if you do go to the 

web site and look for Huessy’s Breakfast Series, go to featured events and there you will find 

my blog, the schedule, the transcripts.  We have now finished the transcripts of the Minot 

conference, which is my last point. 

We are not in full agreement yet, but I believe we will do a triad conference in Kings Bay 

around Veterans Day.  And we are going to hold a charity golf tournament the day before the 

tour of the base.  And I believe there will be a submarine, a Trident, in base, so we’ll see that.  

And then Friday before Veterans Day we’ll have the day-long conference until about 2 o’clock. 

 And so I’ll announce it to you as soon as I get the details done on that.  But what we’re 

trying to do is every 12 months do two triad conference, one here in Washington and one 

outside of Washington.  We did one in Minot, as you know, in May; and in September of last 

year we did one here in Washington. 

 So on behalf of Raytheon, our sponsor of today’s event, I want to thank you, Bob, for 

coming here, all the way from Brussels, for breakfast.  We look forward to your remarks, as we 

have in the past.  Would you give a warm welcome to my colleague and friend, Bob Bell? 

 (Applause). 

 MR. ROBERT BELL:  Well, Peter, it is a great pleasure to be back with you.  As I recall, this 

series began back when this country was trying to figure out what to do with the MX missile.  

And we needed to try to come up with some comprehensive approach on the basing mode, 

retaliatory doctrine and an arms control approach.  And you were the man on the scene to start 

focusing our attention on that. 

 Peter and I have been friends, as he said, for over 30 years, with this series.  It’s 

remarkable to come back but still see the success of it.  If you just look at this list of speakers, in 

terms of current people and positions, military and civilian, that have key responsibilities here, 

and wise old heads from the past who can provide some perspective, you just have to think if 



you did nothing else in this town but put this on your calendar every day you’d be as informed 

as anybody. 

 Washington is a very political town and a lot of celebrities, and I’m glad to see, Peter, 

that this series is now called Peter Huessy’s Congressional Breakfast Seminar Series.  That tells 

me he’s on his way to true Washington celebrity status, when you get your name into the 

event.  The only thing you’re missing, Peter, is you’re still stuck at the stage where you’re using 

both of your names, Peter Huessy.  You really achieve celebrity status when you get it down to 

one name, like Brianna or Cher or something.  Once I come and I see a program that say’s 

Peter’s Congressional Breakfast Series, I’ll know you’ve truly done it.  But then, you’ve got a 

couple more decades for it on that, right? 

 (Laughter). 

 I’m over here on a combination of leave and then driving down to ACT in Norfolk tonight 

for a NATO series, so it’s a bit of pleasure, a bit of work, but I thought it would be a useful 

opportunity to come back to this breakfast series and update you in a sense on where NATO is 

with its missile defense programs.  NATO is not on summer recess yet.  Amazingly, it’s July but 

there’s still a few ambassadors around.  In fact, I think there are about 20 out of 28 that will be 

attending an all day off site workshop tomorrow on NATO missile defense, going through sort 

of all the operational details of how a scenario would actually unfold with command and 

control arrangements and exactly what that O5 (ph) or commander on the Aegis ship has in 

front of him and doesn’t have in front of him in terms of computer assisted guidance, rules of 

engagement, target selection, to inform his or her decision about what incoming RVs to 

intercept.  So I figured since NATO is working on missile defense this week, we could get you 

focused on it as well, with your forbearance. 

 I’ll keep it short, I hope, because the benefit of these breakfast series, as Peter has 

demonstrated across three decades, has been the Q&A.  But I wanted to try to frame, from 

three different angles – at the Air Force Academy they taught me don’t have more than three 

points ever, so I’m limiting it to three points – but three different angles, what the implications 

are of the administration’s decision this spring to cancel the Phase 4 of the European Phased 

Adaptive Approach.  So I’m going to address that in terms of the implications for Russia, the 

implications for homeland defense, and the implications for European contributions to the 

overall architecture. 

 Just to set this up in terms of background, you’ll recall that EPAA came in at the 

beginning of the Obama administration as a substitute for what had been called the third site.  

And this is important – the terminology is important – particularly in the context of the 

cancellation of Phase 4, because there’s a reason that the Bush administration had called the 



proposal they had the third site, which is that that was supposed to be, you got it, the third site, 

the first site being California and the second site being Alaska.  The concept that informed the 

Bush plan was to make the missile defense system for protecting the American homeland more 

robust to give you more battlespace, and particularly for the East Coast shoot-look-shoot 

option, by putting interceptors in Europe.  And instead of proposing to put the same GBIs that 

are in California and Alaska in Europe, since the battlespace was more constrained if the threat 

was coming from Iran, the decision was to go forward with a system that was untested but 

likely to be easily mastered, which was a two-stage version of the three-stage GBI. 

 Now that was designed expressly to strengthen the defense of the United States.  In 

time, the previous administration got into a dialogue with Europe and NATO about sort of the 

European dimension of the third site, but it was informed principally by an instinct to 

strengthen our own defenses of the homeland.  And as far as I know, there was no plan or 

intention whatsoever to put the third site under NATO command and control, in other words 

under SACEUR wearing his NATO hat, as opposed to EUCOM and NORAD in a strictly U.S. chain 

of command. 

 So the decision to go to EPAA differed in important respects other than just the 

technology and the platforms from the third site, in that EPAA was going to be a phased, 

bottom up approach that in time, originally by 2020, would get you to an interceptor 

specifically the SM3 2B, that could do in effect what the third site, two-stage GBI had been 

intended to do.  That was supposed to be online by 2017.  Under the Obama approach you 

would get that homeland defense protection by 2020, if we’d held to the original schedule. 

 And the other important distinction was the decision of the Obama administration from 

the beginning to optimize the missile defense on European defense, starting with shorter-range 

threats, medium-range threats, IRBMs, and then get at the end of the day to the homeland 

defense.  Congress, of course, very early on put importance on the getting to that stage, in 

terms of having an interconnection between what was going in Europe and protecting the 

American people as well.  So let me then just address what the implications are now that the 

administration has decided not to go forward with that last phase, Phase 4, of the EPAA, leaving 

it at Phase 1, 2 and 3 in Europe.\ 

First, of course, there are important implications for Russia.  The decision to cancel 

Phase 4 by the administration was not actually informed by Russia being a factor in the 

equation.  The issue that we were facing, in terms of the decision on Phase 4, was the solution, 

or the unavailability of a solution to a physics problem. 

 The issue with Phase 4, quite simply was, was it possible to build a solid propellant 

interceptor that would be fast enough to have the capacity to intercept an ICBM, small enough 



to fit within the existing Mark-41 VLS launcher infrastructure on our Aegis fleet – and that was 

important for cost reasons because the Navy didn’t want to have to retrofit the ships – and  

available soon enough to be responsive to the intelligence community’s estimates of when an 

Iranian ICBM might become available which could strike the United States?  And that estimate, 

which is in the public domain, of course, was 2015. 

 So already from the beginning, either the third site or EPAA were late, if you will: GBI 

coming onboard by 2017, EPAA by 2020.  But as time went forward and as our defense 

industry, which is well represented I’m happy to say here this morning, pursued their concept 

analysis on this, it became increasingly clear that this whole test question was perhaps a bridge 

too far.  If the parameters were solid fuel, the Navy didn’t want liquid fuel on their ships; small 

enough to not have to change the architecture of the ships; fast enough to hit an ICBM; and to 

be available 2020 or sooner to be responsive to the threat, in time the Obama administration 

came to realize that that was a bridge too far. 

 If you changed any of those variables, you might have been able to change the answer.  

If you could have gone to liquid fuel, you could have gone faster.  If you could have had a bigger 

ship with a bigger missile with solid fuel, you could have gone faster but then you would have 

had to change the infrastructure.  If you said we can wait until 2025 until we get it, then you 

would have more time to work the problem. 

 And informing all of this, of course, was a realization that in the background we did have 

an intercept capacity using the existing GBIs on the West Coast, to protect the East Coast.  This 

was an exercise, as I said at the beginning, whether it was the third site or EPAA, to try to make 

our defenses more robust, to give them a higher percentage of being effective in the actual 

scenarios.  But it wasn’t a case of all or nothing. 

 So the decision to cancel Phase 4 was taken because no one could answer this test 

question without changing any of the variables.  It was hoped that this might be noticed in 

Russia, in the sense that the Russians from the beginning had been claiming that Phase 4 was 

an existential threat to the credibility of their strategic deterrent.  We had spent some time, the 

last several years, pointing out that that was a bogus argument, that it was not informed either 

in physics or in logic or in U.S. strategic doctrine.  The Russians didn’t want to hear that 

argument, and we weren’t really getting very far in terms of changing that equation.  But once 

Phase 4 was cancelled, of course, we were interested, it’s fair to say, about what the Russian 

reaction would be, since Russia has linked missile defense to a lot of other issues, including 

future rounds of strategic arms reductions.  And the fact is that since Phase 4 has been 

cancelled, the Russian position has basically been that nothing has changed.  I mean, to be sure, 

they are still studying the Obama proposals, and to be sure the administration’s offers for joint 

centers and cooperation on missile defense, including at the strategic level not just the tactical 



level, remain on the table.  But Russia essentially is saying they’re not impressed and their not 

persuaded that anything fundamental has changed. 

 At first blush, that seems like an impossible conclusion to reach, if their original position 

was that Phase 4 was a problem, and then Phase 4 goes away, and they say nothing has 

changed.  But what has changed, of course, is the Russian attitude.  Their perspective on missile 

defense itself has evolved, and over time they have begun to put their attention more on sort 

of the aggregate global capacity of U.S. missile defenses, and not so much on this particular 

phase or the NATO-commanded defense in Europe.    

What the Russians are looking at increasingly now is the total capability of the U.S. Aegis 

force, which is substantial, as it should be, given all of the regional threats we face around the 

world and the reliance we put on Aegis as a missile defense option to reinforce our strategies in 

those regions.  They’re looking at the GBI force, including the decision now to expand it, and 

they’re looking at sort of what they consider the uncapped potential for expansion, either 

technologically or in terms of numbers, of those two components.  And they still have generals 

who can do a worst-case analysis that at least from their perspective leads to some strategic 

anxiety that an American bolt out of the blue: ICBM, SLBM, B-2 bomber attack on Russia could 

produce enough damage to their strategic deterrent that if you took all 41 of our Aegis ships 

and put them in Baffin Bay we could deflect and contain their ragged retaliation. 

It goes back to some of the old MX days, Peter.  And it’s a little frustrating, I have to say, 

to even have to have that conversation with our friends in Russia because it is so passé, but 

there you are.  That’s the debate we’re having with Russia and it will go on, I think, for some 

time. 

 The second area I wanted to talk about is the implications of the cancellation for CONUS 

defense.  I think it’s important to say at the outset that Phase 3, of course, is relevant to the 

challenge we face in protecting the homeland in terms of missile defense threats.  Certainly 

Phase 3 beyond protecting our forces in Europe, which is not something we’re disinterested in 

particularly if you’re part of that force in Europe, but Phase 3 in Europe under NATO C2 protects 

sort of the early phases of our eyes and ears for our homeland defense in Europe, specifically 

the BMEWS radars in the United Kingdom and in Greenland.  So it’s relevant in that sense. 

 And again, as I pointed out at the beginning, we’re doing this in the context of the GBI 

deployment on the West Coast that is physically capable of protecting the East Coast.  But 

we’re at the margins of that equation and you don’t get a second shot.  It’s, of course, the case 

– and I’ve been well briefing by people in this room and companies that are here today 

prominently – about options that are in front of us, at least based on their calculation, where 

Phase 3 could be modified in fairly slight ways to make it even more relevant to the homeland 



defense problem, specifically by putting an additional TPY-2 radar in Eastern Europe, say 

Romania or Bulgaria. 

Bulgaria was offering to be a host site for the TPY-2 that ended up going into Turkey.  

But with the deployment of a second TPY-2 into Eastern Europe, at least according to industry’s 

calculations, which have been very reliable in the past I might say, you could bring Aegis SM-3 

IIA, the Phase 3 interceptor for NATO, into the homeland defense equation, whether those SM-

3 IIAs were on Aegis ships that could sail up from Norfolk and deploy off the East Coast, or 

whether you went to a land-based Aegis ashore, if you will, option for the Northeast in the 

same way that we’re going to put Aegis ashore in Romania and Poland. 

That is not part of the administration plan.  I want to be clear on that.  And there’s a 

reason why it’s not part of the administration’s plan, and that’s because the administration’s 

perspective on this itself is evolving.  Part of the decision in February, of course, was to 

announce that the administration was going to review options for strengthening the East Coast 

dimension of the homeland defense missile defense challenge, to proceed with the 

environmental impact statement as Congress had directed and as people here on the Hill have 

been legislating, and to inform its own analysis of a range of options to make the homeland 

defense more robust; one of which, of course, would be to take GBIs themselves and deploy 

them at an East Coast site, such as Fort Drum just to name one possible location. 

So we in the administration will be working through that analysis.  I’m not going to 

suggest any likely outcome here, of course, and future budget submissions.  I’m sure the 

administration’s thinking on this will progress as well.  My point is just that European missile 

defense as it’s now truncated, if you will, at the Phase 3 stage, is not in any way now irrelevant 

to this equation.  It’s very relevant to the equation in different dimensions. 

I’ll close, then, by just sketching out some implications of all of this, and specifically the 

decision to cancel Phase 4 for the European dimension of EPAA.  By European I mean what the 

26 allies that are on the other side of the Atlantic bring to the game.  Canada, of course, is part 

of the picture.  It’s paying its common funded share of the C2 backbone.  But interestingly 

enough, in the same way that Canada opted out of NORAD for missile defense purposes, 

Canada has opted out of EPAA for defense purposes.  So the challenge of EPAA is to defend 

NATO Europe, which does not include Canada.  Canada does not want to be defended by EPAA, 

unless the current government changes its position.   So when I talk about what the allies can 

bring to the fight, if you will, we’re thinking what skin they can get into the game.  I’m talking 

about what the 26 allies in Europe can add to supplement the huge contribution, of course, the 

United States is already making with the EPAA. 



Now as I said, the objective of the NATO missile defense, as we agreed at the Lisbon 

Summit in 2010 and then reaffirmed it at the Chicago Summit last year, is to protect all of NATO 

Europe: the territory, the population and the forces.  It’s important to take just a second to say 

what that means.  It doesn’t mean putting the Navy on picket duty for total defense, 24/7, 365 

days a year.  In fact, right now there are no Aegis ships assigned to NATO C2, even though we 

declared an interim capability for NATO at the Chicago Summit. 

The reason is that NATO’s missile defense is dependent on and based on threat analysis 

and indications of warning.  In the same way that the U.S. goes through Defcon levels, NATO 

has established readiness levels for missile defense.  And only if we reach certain stages, based 

on threat assessment and indications and warnings, would NATO ask the United States to 

actually shop (ph) or OpCon the Aegis ships to NATO C2.  The only thing that’s shopped right 

now, if you will, is the TPY-2 radar.  Obviously your eyes and ears need to be up 24/7, 365, but 

the shooters themselves don’t have to be engaged unless you think the international security 

situation requires it. 

So the concept that NATO is following is we will have the capacity to protect any place in 

NATO Europe.  And essentially that runs from the Azores to Greenland to the eastern 

boundaries of Turkey.  But we’re not going to be defending everything all the time.  We’re 

going to defend where we have to defend based on our assessment of what needs to be 

defended. 

And to do that, though, you can’t wait until the crisis upon you to put in place the 

decisions about where the defensive positions are, what the rules of engagement are, what the 

prioritizations are in terms of which population centers, which industrial centers, which 

governmental centers, which military bases, will be defended.  All of that has to be pre-planned 

and those Aegis assets have to be pre-informed with rules of engagement so that if a crisis is 

upon you, within days you would have the defense in being stood up. 

So what NATO did prior to Chicago – NATO a lot of people didn’t think NATO could do 

this when consensus was required among 28 sovereign nations – NATO in a very interesting 

exercise a year and a half ago over the course of two months made about 15 separate decisions 

at the North Atlantic Council level on all of these issues about rules of engagement, 

prioritization lists, and most interestingly enough of all, where the initial defensive positions 

would be established, what NATO calls SDOs.  And that stand for Strategic Deployment Option, 

SDO.  And it’s literally a strategic deployment option. 

It’s NATO saying if we have to activate this defense by plugging the Aegis shooters into 

the surveillance ,TPY-2 radar system we have with the command and control position – 

infrastructure -- in place, where do you send the ship?  If you waited until the threat was upon 



you and you got into that debate, it might be an interesting debate.  But we agreed basically 

before Chicago on an initial defensive position for the Aegis, which I won’t go into in an 

unclassified session, of course, that could protect in the Eastern Mediterranean; and a second 

position if the threat was a little more diverse than we thought. 

So as we then move to realize our commitment to provide full protection for NATO 

Europe, and as the interceptor range is increased as we go from SM-3 1A to the 1B to the 2A, 

basically what NATO will be doing is meeting to discuss and agree on additional SDOs in other 

parts of the Mediterranean; and eventually in other seas in Europe so that by the time you get 

to Phase 3, together with the capabilities of the Aegis ashore in Romania and Poland, you have 

the physical capacity to protect all of Europe.  Now if you had to protect all of Europe all of the 

time, and have all of the SDOs required to provide geographic coverage of the huge area that 

NATO Europe is – Azores to Greenland to Eastern Turkey – obviously you’re going to need quite 

a number of SDOs.  And this is where the cancellation of Phase 4 comes into play. 

You can all do the math in your head.  If you don’t have the Phase 4 interceptor, the SM-

3 IIB with its longer range, and you’re dealing with shorter-range interceptors, you need more 

SDOs to cover the same space.  It’s that simple. 

So the message that we’ve taken to our European friends and allies is that they might 

consider this, now that Phase 4 is not going to be part of the architecture, and ask themselves 

how robust do they want the defense of Europe to be?  Given that we’re committed with our 

Aegis assets, and particularly with the four Aegis that are now in the process of being forward 

deployed in Rota, Spain, to be able to make sure that we can get to any of the SDOs in sufficient 

strength to protect that part of Europe that would seem to be threatened in any particular 

crisis.  If the Europeans want more confidence that the defense will be more in-depth, that you 

can fill more of the SDOs simultaneously, that you could have more shoot-reload, shoot-reload, 

shoot options in a protracted engagement, that you could have more ships at each SDO so that 

you would have the capacity to withstand a larger (rate ?) size if the adversary shot more 

missiles at you than the opening salvos, then that’s going to have to be done with European 

contributions.   

Because even without the pivot to Asia, or the rebalancing I guess I should say to Asia, 

there are real limits to how much of the U.S. Aegis force our European allies can reasonably 

expect that we’re going to allocate to Europe on any given day, or even in any given crisis.  The 

pivot itself, of course, as Ash Carter has made clear, means that 60 percent of our naval power 

is going to be in the Pacific.  That only leaves 40 percent for the rest of the world, and NATO 

only gets to call on a certain part of that. 



Of course, if we’re talking canonical Article V, like we dealt with in the Cold War, maybe 

the United States is all-in.  But short of that kind of situation that doesn’t exist today, if it’s a 

regional threat, there are probably practical limits on how many Aegis ships can come.  We can 

allocate enough to make sure that we have the physical capacity to defend. 

With the Aegis ashore and the four ships out of Rota, if they were all surged in the same 

day, which is a stretch, but if that happened you could cover four of these SDOs.  And with the 

Aegis ashore, I think you can get full geographic coverage of all of Europe.  But it’s a very thin, if 

you will, defense 

So we put the issue to our European allies, are you happy with that?  Are you content 

with that?  Or, do you want to be more into this game?  And that’s the current discussion we’re 

having. 

To be sure, the Europeans are in the game already with substantial contributions to the 

architecture.  Basically that starts with German, Dutch, Spanish and Greek Patriots.  It includes 

the French-Italian Astor Santee System. 

It includes MEADS, if the Italians and the Germans can find a third partner for 

acquisition, those countries have made clear they will contribute MEADS to the architecture.  It 

includes host nation support, of course, from a number of allies for the Aegis ashore facilities, 

the radars and the ships at Rota.  It includes from the French dedication of a over-the-horizon 

radar and their upcoming Spirale early-warning satellite launch detection system. 

And in the maritime domain, it includes quite a substantial inventory of ships that have 

sensors that are interoperable with the NATO missile defense, and allies that participate 

through the maritime TMD forum in exercising with our Aegis ships so even if they’re not 

missile defense equipped ships, they can ride shotgun, if you will, with an Aegis shooter and 

provide the anti-submarine air defense – other options to help protect the Aegis ship in its 

missile defense role.  So the Europeans are in the game and they’re in the game particularly in 

that they’re all paying 77 percent of the expense – which is one billion Euros, which is even 

more than one billion dollars – of upgrading the NATO ALT-BMD command and control 

backbone to have it be the command nexus for the missile defense architecture.  That, by the 

way, is not hypothetical.  Today, in Turkey, there are U.S. , Dutch and German Patriot batteries, 

six of them, deployed along the Syrian border operating at this hour under NATO C2, under the 

ALT-BMD system, through the Ramstein NATO headquarters, providing the command and 

control backbone for that missile defense deployment.  And the allies pay, through common 

funding, 77 percent of those costs and the deployment of a multi-national contingent from a 

number of NATO allies that are onsite maintaining the C-2 for those batteries that are in 

Turkey. 



But what the Europeans are not playing, the game that they have not opted into so far, 

is sea-based upper tier, nor for that matter land-based upper tier.  So if they want to get into 

that game with an Aegis-like capability, for example like a pooled SM-3 interceptor purchase, 

then they’re going to have to recommit and in effect change their thinking about the 

importance of being part of that game. 

At the Chicago Summit, the heads of state all signed a declaration encouraging our 

European allies to contribute more to the missile defense architecture. But it was sort of like a 

sense of the Congress resolution, it was not binding.  And, in fact, when push comes to shove 

most European allies are stressing that missile defense has sort of been treated as a special 

case at NATO where the contributions are to be voluntary.  And right now, given the imperative 

of dealing with austerity in Europe, when you have countries that are jettisoning entire mission 

areas, like the Dutch deciding not to do armor, the Belgians deciding not to have artillery 

anymore, no country stepping up to do electronic warfare or suppression of enemy air defense 

for air operations, it’s very difficult for them to decide to take on a new mission area that 

they’re not into yet.  Even though their defense industries have proposals on the table for land-

based or sea-based upper tier capabilities, there’s no ministry of defense resource commitment 

yet in Europe to bring the Europeans into that game. 

We will continue to work that problem.  One of the reasons they haven’t done it yet, 

beyond austerity, is that to get them in the game at all at Lisbon, to get the consensus decision 

that was very challenging from 28 allies to have NATO take on territorial missile defense in the 

first place, we basically said all you need to do, the bill you will get, is to spend this billion 

dollars for ALT-BMD expansion into territorial defense.  So we have to take it in steps, because 

some of the Europeans are saying, wait a minute, three years ago you said all you wanted from 

us was this, and now you’re saying you want more. 

And the answer is, yes, our thinking has evolved on that.  The threat is continuing 

unabated.  And given the total strategic picture, it would be helpful if they came into this game 

with programs of their own.  It’s not clear whether we can get that in the near future, but it will 

be one of our objectives to pursue, particularly in the context of an upcoming summit next 

year.  And with that, I will stop and take any of your questions. 

(Applause). 

MR.  :  Can you characterize a bit the reaction that we’ve had from the Eastern 

European countries that are hosting the Aegis ashore sites, Poland and Romania, to the change 

in EPAA, specifically the cancellation of Phase 4?  I know the Poles were initially quite 

concerned.  And how would you characterize those views today? 



MR. BELL:  Well, there’s a lot of history here and memories are long in Eastern Europe, 

and not just recent history, memories of World War II and security commitments from Western 

allies that were not fulfilled.  So you always have to have a careful conversation with our friends 

in Poland, and not just in Poland, when something changes.  They want immediate reassurance 

that the fundamentals are untouched. 

The cancellation of the third site, of course, was a traumatic event across parts of 

Eastern Europe.  I think the headline in the major newspaper in Prague was, “Radar Cancelled, 

Russians Win.”  That’s sort of – and particularly in Poland, I think they thought the rug had been 

completely pulled out from under them.  So it sort of came as a – I won’t say welcomed 

surprise, but a reassuring reality that within a year the Russians had figured out that even 

though the site had been cancelled, what was coming in its place in many ways had capabilities 

beyond what the third site would have provided.  And their complaints and protests then 

served to remind our Eastern European friends that there was a substantial defense coming 

their way. 

In the context of cancelling Phase 4, my sense of what the Poles and Czechs and 

Romanians and others to the east most wanted to hear was that the Aegis ashore phase of 

EPAA, which starts very quickly in Phase 2 in Romania and in Poland in 2018, that it is going 

forward unabated.  Because what they want most, I think, is the physical reassurance of 

American boots on the ground.  They want to see an American military presence in their 

country in a high profile program like Aegis ashore. 

In Poland, for example, they put tremendous stock in the F-16 rotation with a 

detachment that’s at one of their airfields and we bring in F-16s, when we’re not suffering from 

sequestration, of course.  By the way, Monday was my first furlough day, so fortunately Peter 

didn’t ask me to speak on Monday. 

(Laughter). 

But the East Europeans take great comfort from seeing things like F-16 rotations, Patriot 

deployments into their countries.  In this case, Aegis ashore will be sort of the physical 

embodiment of the American commitment to Article V.  So their question was, can we be sure 

that in announcing that Phase 4 was cancelled, which for them involved upgrading in 2020 the 

missiles that were going to initially be deployed in the Aegis ashore facilities, that the Aegis 

ashore facilities are coming online on schedule?  And once we said categorically yes and yes, I 

think the people were relatively calmed. 

MR.  :  You talked about the administration reviewing options for greater East Coast 

defense.  Obviously up the street there’s a debate going on in Congress about the same subject.  

Can you give any sense of the timing relationship between the administration review and when 



other things are likely to be finished?  I know you can’t comment specifically about a lot of 

details, but any comment you can give on sort of how broad the range is that you’re thinking 

about, would be interesting. 

MR. BELL:  According to this schedule that I have in front of me for Peter Huessy’s 

Congressional Seminar Series, on the 17th of July Jim Miller is going to be here. 

(Laughter). 

I think that is a great question to ask my boss.  I haven’t checked in with Jim since I got 

over here on home leave last week.  But not to be flip about it, because it’s an important 

question, I don’t know the answer.  It’s an important question.  I think an important step was 

taken in February when the administration agreed to proceed with the environmental impact 

statement and to review these options.  And we’ll see where that goes. 

It’s not a subject that’s under debate at NATO.  I mean, if you ask a European (perm-rep 

?) if he had a view about whether it made more sense to put a GBI location at Fort Drum or to 

have Aegis ashore somewhere in the northeast or to have deployment options pre-planned to 

enhance U.S. defense by having Aegis ships come to the northeast homeports in North America 

and enhance that with another TPY-2 radar somewhere in Europe, I think you’d get a very blank 

look back in response.  So it’s not a NATO issue per se.  The homeland defense component of 

the EPAA has never been front and center in terms of the NATO debate per se. 

MR. HUESSY:  Bob, I have a question dealing with the Russian attitude about not only 

Phase 4 but our missile defenses in general.  General Abramson said the other day that when 

the Russians – he asked one of the senior Russians, what assumptions are you making about 

the speed of our interceptors to make you feel that they are aimed at your ICBM capability to 

retaliate over the pole towards America?  And the Russian general officer said 12 kilometers 

per second. 

If you do a literature search you cannot find that mentioned anywhere in any discussion 

of the Russian objections to either EPAA or our own missile defense, in the literature or in the 

media.  So I don’t think anybody really – if they asked the Russians and got an answer, it wasn’t 

made public.  To what extent do we feed the Russian bear, so to speak, by constantly trying to 

explain to them their objections aren’t real. 

I mean, they’re real in their minds, but they don’t have validity.  Because the Russians 

know they can make noise in that area and get us to work towards making concessions (from ?) 

some people here on the Hill.  We put ourselves in that cul-de-sac, as opposed to saying – I 

don’t know if you’ve been diplomatically simply dismissing what they have to say.  But I know 



what John and others – in the Bush administration, Brian Green – how many times they tried to 

rework that formula to tell them, this is not a threat to your strategic forces. 

MR. BELL:  Well, I think there’s a difference between making unwise concessions to the 

Russians to try to play off or address what they say their strategic anxiety is, and making 

concessions, which we’ve not done and shouldn’t do, on the one hand, and talking to them.  

And I would hope that we could always talk to them objectively and calmly.  We did establish 

some years ago the NATO-Russia Council, which was a major innovation at NATO. 

When the NATO-Russia Council meets, with the 28 NATO allies and Russia sitting in a 

circle at a table alphabetically, and it’s not 28 versus one, it’s just 29 countries.  It’s like the 

North Atlantic Council with every one of the 29 having a veto and consensus required for any 

decision.  So when the NATO-Russia Council meets it’s our best faith effort to engage the 

Russians as serious actors, and have serious discussions about serious problems. 

In this case, of course the Russians were very exercised about the SM-3 IIB even though 

its speed was projected somewhere upward of five, but certainly nowhere near 12 kilometers 

per second.  So if they were prepared to threaten retaliatory strikes on Western European allies 

over a five kilometer per second interceptor, you can only imagine what their position would 

have been if they actually thought it was going to go 12 kilometers per second.  But we spent a 

lot of time trying to explain to them why the physics equation couldn’t be solved in terms of the 

intercept scenario that they were putting out, where their ICBM fields are, where the 

deployments were going to be. 

But as I said at the beginning, in time it became obvious that really wasn’t the issue.  

Where the Russians have come out is to say we’re not going to be happy unless you agree to 

legally binding, treaty imposed restrictions on the number of interceptors and the technological 

capabilities of those interceptors.  And there is no way that we can say yes to either of those 

propositions, even if you assume the ABM Treaty were still in place, and it’s not and has not 

been for a decade, and life has gone on. 

And we have deployed fewer GBIs than the ABM Treaty in its second form would allow: 

in fact, less than half of the interceptors that the revised ABM Treaty itself allows for; less than 

one-fourth of the original number of interceptors that the ABM Treaty envisioned, which was 

200.  We’ve got 44. 

We have fewer GBIs deployed than Russia has GBIs deployed around Moscow.  As you 

remember from my SAIC briefing of a couple of years ago, they’ve got 68 around Moscow in a 

third generation, and they’re talking about deploying a fourth generation.  So it’s a bit of 

chutzpah that with a straight face you can be sitting at the NATO-Russia Council and have a 

Russian representative lambast you for having 44 GBIs on the argument that who knows, 



tomorrow or the next year it may be 200 and then 1,000 and then 3,000, so you have to agree 

now to a limit. 

It’s the same thing with the technological restrictions.  They’re saying yes, you cancelled 

the SM-3 IIB, but you’ve redirected some of that money into kinetic kill technology 

development, and who knows what may come out of that?  So at the end of the day, since you 

can’t objectively address what they say their specific concerns are, you’re talking about 

perceptions of intent and perceptions of interstate relationships.  Our argument is you’re 

assuming facts not only not in evidence but facts that are contrary to any logical analysis of 

what our budget situation – even if we solve sequestration – would allow.  So instead of putting 

everything on hold or worse, threatening retaliatory strikes into the Baltics or making military 

redeployments like nuclear systems that are bordering NATO, and modernization programs at a 

pace that haven’t been seen since early Reagan days, why don’t we just talk this through and 

calm down?  And that’s what the NATO-Russia Council is supposed to do and that’s what we’ll 

continue trying to do. 

MR. :  Hi, I’m – (off mic).  In the early days intercept wasn’t the big thing, it was the early 

warning.  We were going to provide early warning to the allies, which probably is only helpful 

for forces that are prepared or for populations that are prepared, which would be Israel and the 

U.S. in the 1960s.  Is warning still a factor?  You mentioned the French, are they going to 

continue with warning and are we going to (distributed warning ?)? 

MR. BELL:  Yes, the answer is yes.  The Vigilance (ph) early warning system has actually 

progressed quite well operationally in terms of installation and downlinks into allied capitols 

and key military nodes.  It was interesting to me, when I went to visit the U.S., Dutch and 

German Patriot deployments in Turkey in the spring, was the extent to which all three allies are 

getting this total situational awareness direct fusion picture down to the battery level.  In the 

case of those batteries along the Syrian border, every time the Syrians launch a Scud – and 

there have been hundreds, literally hundreds launched so far in this civil war – most of them 

are going south to north on a straight line to the cities that the three countries have deployed 

Patriots to defend. 

And as you all know, being missile defense experts, from having attended Peter’s 

breakfasts’ all these years, you know that until you get burnout you can’t project an impact 

point because you don’t know what the boost phase is going to – how long it’s going to go on.  

So in the early moments of those Scud launches, which are going from southern Syria basically 

up towards Aleppo, if you’re in one of those Patriot batteries it’s coming at you.  Let’s be clear, 

it’s coming at you.  And they’re getting a total fused picture with all of our assets in terms of 

identity of that launch and identification of the threat and then updating the projected impact 

point. 



But there’s a couple of very interesting minutes there where the crews have to assume 

the Scud is going to hit them.  And, of course, there have been a couple of Scuds that have 

overshot already during the last month and gone further than they thought.  So it’s not an 

academic anxiety.  Once that warning is given, they have to assume the missile is going to hit 

Turkey.  Among other things, not only does that make for some nail biting moments in the 

Patriot unit, these guys and gals have to be on their toes 24/7, 365. 

They shut down all the civil air traffic going into major cities like Adana because they’ve 

got to assume the Scud may hit the airport.  It’s only when the boost phase ends and they can 

refine the projected impact point, that they can take the alert status back down and let civil 

traffic and normal life resume in southern Turkey.  So these guys are sort of living the same 

experience that you had in Tel Aviv in the Gulf War, but without anything hitting Turkey yet.  If 

anything ever hits Turkey, it’s going to be a very interesting change in the strategic and political 

dynamic. 

MR. HUESSY:  Robert, I have to say that’s extraordinary.  Has anyone got a question? 

MR. ROD KEEFER:  Yeah, Rod Keefer with Northrop Grumman.  I’m not a missile defense 

guy, but this is the first time I’ve heard someone talk about the ring around Moscow.  But if we 

have 44 and they have 68, would you equate their third generation or fourth generation to 

what we have?  In other words, what’s comparable, and why in the world wouldn’t it be in the 

administration’s interest to get that kind of information out there?  It’s almost like, we have 

missile defense and the Russians do too. 

MR. BELL:  Well I can’t answer your second question.  If you had been here – and I’m 

sure there are reasons you weren’t – but if you had been here for my speech the last time I was 

here that Peter referenced when I was with SAIC, the whole point of that was to try to get on 

the table the fact that the Russians have a substantial missile defense program.  And it wasn’t 

just an isolated thing I was doing for SAIC.  The State Department picked up on that and I was 

sponsored in my corporate hat for two groups travelling around Poland and the Czech Republic 

giving that same briefing so that our friends in Europe understood that this was not just a one-

sided equation.   

Now to be fair, the Gazelle interceptors, even though they’re third generation, are 

nowhere near as capable as our GBIs.  I’m setting aside the failed test launch this week.  But 

setting aside that problem, if you just look at the success rate of our intercept program, 

particularly in the SM-3s, I think we have a much more capable system both in terms of range 

and hit-to-kill technology, because the Gazelles probably would require a nuclear warhead to 

be effective. 



But the doctrine, to me, is what’s important.  For the Russians, protection of Moscow 

equates to homeland defense.  I mean, essentially, the purpose of their missile defense system 

is to secure the survivability of the command system, which means the government, to buy 

enough time, if you will, to try to get people into shelters or out of Moscow so that the 

government survives. 

If they define it that way, then it’s obviously a priority for them.  The fact that they’ve 

gone through these generational improvements in their missile defense interceptors around 

Moscow in the face of a defense budget before it had been devastated, and that they now have 

announced programs to go to a new generation Gazelle and to develop a new GBI equivalent 

longer-range interceptor that could reach out conceivably over Poland, like the old Gorgon 

interceptors that they decommissioned, tells me that they take missile defense seriously.  And 

we need to constantly remind them of that when they are lambasting us for having quote-

unquote “too robust a missile defense program.” 

MR. KEEFER (?):  Was their generation – (off mic)? 

MR. BELL:  I think the current Gazelle probably dates back to the late ‘80s.  It’s all 

available in Jane’s, of course.  These are not secret programs.  The lecture I did for SAIC was all 

taken from unclassified sources, which I found itself to be remarkable, how much information is 

out there.  But no one, it seems, had quite pulled it together before. 

MR. HUESSY:  Bob, that was extraordinary.  We really appreciate it.  And I want to thank 

John and Raytheon for their support.  That was very well done, sir.  Thank you. 

MR. BELL:  Thank you. 

(Applause) 

MR. HUESSY:  We will see you next week with General Shelton. 

 


