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Jack Bell had been working in the position of deputy
under secretary of defense for logistics and ma-
teriel readiness (DUSD(L&MR)) for 18 months when
Randy Fowler, DAU professor of logistics, inter-
viewed him in December 2006. Bell talked about

the many challenges and opportunities facing defense lo-
gistics, from supporting soldiers in some of the most dif-
ficult terrain on the planet to continuing to work trans-
formational issues and drive materiel readiness into all
aspects of the procurement process. 

Q
Mr. Bell, please tell us a little bit about your roles and re-
sponsibilities. 

A
The deputy under secretary for logistics and materiel
readiness has specific Title 10 responsibilities of two types.

The first is to advise the under secretary for acquisition,
technology and logistics on logistics and materiel readi-
ness issues and policy questions; and the second is to
provide program oversight of all the logistics and materiel
readiness and sustainment operations that go on in the
military services, in the defense agencies, and in the CO-
COMs [combatant commands]. 

Q
As a former executive in private industry, how do you com-
pare the complexity and the breadth of challenge of this
job with what you experienced as a leader in the private
sector? 

A
In the private sector, I worked in both the airline and rail-
road industries. I had considerable knowledge and ex-
perience in the logistics arena. There is simply nothing,
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anywhere in the world, that compares with the complexity
of operations that we conduct here in the U.S. Depart-
ment of Defense. People talk about Wal-Mart or Dell, but
Wal-Mart would never in their remotest imagination think
about supporting stores in the mountains of Afghanistan
or in the deserts of Iraq. 

One of the things that we’ve learned from the global war
on terror is that we have the ability to deploy and sup-
port soldiers anywhere in the world. Our people involved
in logistics are doing an outstanding job. 

Q
You have been heavily engaged with stability operations
in Afghanistan and Iraq. What are the top logistics prior-
ities arising from these operations? 

A
Unlike most AT&L offices, L&MR also has a major mis-
sion supporting the current warfighting effort, working
with the COCOMs and the military services. In this area,
L&MR is responsible for updating policy guidance and
providing program support in a dynamically changing
warfighting environment. DLA—the Defense Logistics
Agency—the major defense agency reporting to L&MR,
is a key player in COCOM and military service support. 

This aspect is really important in terms of defining who
we are. For example, DLA is substantially focused on sup-
porting warfighting needs at the same time it is working
with L&MR, TRANSCOM [the U.S. Transportation Com-
mand], and the Services to integrate supply chain opera-
tions to improve its effectiveness and efficiency.

Our Transportation Policy Office is also focused in the
same way, working with the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense offices, the Services, and the COCOMs on policy
guidance and program support, addressing such issues
as sealift policy, transportation of fallen comrades, emer-
gency airlift needs, and finalization of the DoD instruc-
tion for TRANSCOM’s distribution process owner role. In
addition, they played a key role in negotiating a landmark
memorandum of understanding between DoD and the
Department of Transportation to allow TRANSCOM to
participate in DoT’s fitness reviews of actual and appli-
cant civil reserve air fleet carriers. 

We have established a new program support office in
L&MR that focuses on providing direct support for the
COCOMs and the military services in addressing urgent
logistics and related issues in support of the global war
on terror. Three major efforts are already under way in
this area.

First, L&MR has deployed a team of consultants under
L&MR leadership to assist the Multi-national Security and
Transitional Command Iraq in accelerating the develop-

ment of logistics and sustainment capabilities of the Iraqi
security forces, a key to their becoming self-supporting. 

Second, L&MR is supporting a U.S. European Command
request for assistance in integrating reconstruction and
development efforts with more traditional military roles
in support of the NATO transition into Afghanistan. In this
effort we assembled a multinational reconstruction data-
base and created a template for a provincial reconstruc-
tion team handbook to support transitions from outgo-
ing military teams to their incoming successors. We also
facilitated the assignment of a staff person to Brussels to
monitor provincial reconstruction team activities in
Afghanistan.

And we have recently organized an OSD materiel readi-
ness committee to expedite decisions on urgent materiel
readiness issues in the forward areas.

Q
I think these operational questions regarding Iraq and
Afghanistan are of real interest to our readership. What
are some of the logistics lessons learned from Operation
Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom?

A
As I indicated earlier, we have demonstrated that we have
the ability to effectively support warfighting efforts any-
where in the world. Our program support and oversight
mission mandates that we also look at the efficiency and
effectiveness of ongoing operations. We approach the
task as a program-support mission. We are very oriented
to field operations. I visited the theater about three times
in 2006, meeting with the senior leadership to find out
what we can do to more effectively support them. 

The Iraq support issue addresses a fundamental challenge
we have in the global war on terror: intervening in a host
country to deal with transnational terrorist operations.
We are in a country that is not developed or whose ca-
pabilities to provide their own security have been vastly
undermined by the terrorist organizations. We have sub-
stantial capabilities within DoD to train, equip, and sus-
tain these forces; but it requires a significant amount of
effort and coordination. We have not only to train the
people, but to furnish them with equipment that strate-
gically aligns with us, and to enable them to provide their
own logistics support organically. 

In both Afghanistan and Iraq, the previous regimes did
not pay any attention to considerations of sustainment
and maintenance. So a significant effort for us at L&MR
is to support the COCOMs in this effort.

Q
At DAU we train delegations—so far only Afghan delega-
tions—mainly on the contracting process and sustain-
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ment. Their questions are very fundamental. It is rewarding
to work with those folks. 

A
When you get involved in sustainment issues in host coun-
tries that have no culture or experience in their own op-
erations, the questions become incredibly basic—so basic
that we often don’t even teach them here in our logistics
courses. 

For example, a guy says, “I need to build a building. So I
need some adobe bricks and some bags of cement.” Here,
because we are so used to having national stock num-
bers or local stock numbers on defined products, we could
just order adobe bricks and bags of cement. But in dif-
ferent parts of the world, such standards are not enforced.
Reconstruction agencies would order cement and get
bags of cement marked “for export to Afghanistan ONLY”
(for example) that could be as much as 50 percent dirt. 

Many agencies were buying adobe bricks that were not
kiln-fired, so within two or three seasons of snow and
rainstorms, the building was gone. Even for procedures
as simple as buying rebar, we need to provide basic train-
ing: What is the product being bought, and how do you
specify it? Then we need to establish the principle of in-
specting what is ordered, both at the factory and the ware-
house. They can order a Kalashnikov AK-47 from any-
where, but without inspection, they might receive a new
one that doesn’t even work. These basics—defining your
product, inspecting the product at the site, factory-in-
specting the product when it is delivered—concepts that
are so fundamental to procurement and logistics man-
agement in the developing world, have to be taught.

Q
What are some of the other key logistics opportunities or
challenges that you have noticed in terms of stability op-
erations in both Afghanistan and Iraq?

A
Both Afghanistan and Iraq represent severe tests of our
logistics capabilities because of limited port access to for-
ward areas, as well as the big three maintenance
headaches: dust, heat, and in Afghanistan, high altitudes. 

However, our major challenge has been operating over
non-secure lines of communication in the face of explo-
sive growth in the use of improvised explosive devices.
We have had to rethink the use of ground transportation
and the integration of strategic and tactical airlift. We have
also made significant advances in our capabilities for pre-
cision air-drops.

Q
How much do we spend annually on logistics? Are there
any plans or strategies to get logistics costs down?
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A
The baseline information we have was in connection with
the Quadrennial Defense Review and related to fiscal year
2005. It confirmed that out of the $450 billion DoD bud-
get, the logistics enterprise represents $112 billion, or
about 24 percent of that. It also involves slightly over one
million personnel, both civilian and military, working for
DoD. 

Q
That’s a shocking figure to a lot of people; they just don’t
think about the people component of logistics costs. 

A
About 60 to 75 percent of the total cost of a weapons sys-
tem or a major end item of equipment is in the sustain-
ment logistics phase. Of that percentage, probably 40 per-
cent is labor cost.

Q
Let’s move into the strategic framework. For the last 10
years or better, logistics transformation has been an in-
tegral component of the Department’s efforts to transform
the entire enterprise. As we review the policy-making lit-
erature and Under Secretary Ken Krieg’s objectives, we
see an emphasis on things like knowledge-enabled logis-
tics, achieving cost-effective joint logistics, and so forth.
We’d like your comments on how those initiatives, among
others, are really integral to our future logistics strategy. 

A
Our overarching goal, as defined in the AT&L objectives,
is to provide cost-effective, joint logistics support for the
warfighting effort. Under that, we have three specific ob-
jectives that are transformational in nature. 

One is to integrate what we call life-cycle management
principles into both the “Big A” acquisition process and
into all the follow-on sustainment activities, including
legacy systems that are already deployed. 

The second is to make sure we achieve what we call a
seamless integrated operation within supply chain oper-
ations, which have many organizational boundaries to
cross. It should be seamless from the time of procure-
ment, when it enters into the system here at DoD, until
it is delivered to the user. 

The third goal is to strengthen the logistics management
skills of the DoD staff, whether they are involved in ac-
quisition, or logistics and sustainment, and whether they
are in the Services or at the OSD level.

Those are all transformational in nature, and necessary.
We now fight jointly, where formerly we fought in indi-
vidual Services, each of which had its own supply lines.
The cost of sustainment is a significant portion of the DoD

budget. And under the global war on terror, we have to
have the capability to deploy and support our troops all
over the world. That part of our global logistics process
is very complicated and very expensive. 

Q
You mentioned the importance of joint logistics. One of
the key things in making joint logistics happen is getting
cooperation and collaboration among the Services and
agencies to move towards those joint staffs and joint lo-
gistics goals. Are you noticing a willingness to collaborate
and get serious about being joint?

A
I don’t have a whole lot of historical perspective, having
arrived here only about two years ago; but what I hear
and certainly observe at this time is that we have a team
of senior leaders within DoD who really want to work
more effectively on a joint basis. Part of that is personal-
ities involved: many of our senior leaders think jointly
and have served jointly under the global war on terror.
Part of it is the fact that we all realize we have to wage
war effectively and cost effectively, and that knowledge
tends to overcome some of the resistance to change and
some of the territorial issues that at one time apparently
existed within the Services. As a result, there is much
more of a collaborative approach with the Services at the
joint level and with the COCOMs. 

The cost of major weapons systems is driving us to joint
solutions. We don’t have the luxury of having a separate
fighter or attack aircraft for the Navy or the Air Force. To
a large extent, we are increasingly moving to joint con-
cepts for rotary wing aircraft and we are already moving
in that direction for armored and tactical vehicles. 

Q
At the The DoD Maintenance Conference and Symposium
in October, you led a panel that addressed a lot of these
strategic challenges. You also put a nice emphasis on the
efforts occurring with reset. We’d appreciate some of your
senior leader insights about how you think that it is going.

A
In both Iraq and Afghanistan, we’ve shifted from the ex-
peditionary mode to a sustainment basis of operations.
That involves some significant changes in our focus.
Warfighter requirements become more predictable, and
we can plan ahead more effectively. We also begin to
gather up unused, excess materiel and redeploy it where
it is needed in theater and elsewhere in the world to sup-
port our requirements. And we are moving equipment
and weapons systems back to our depots to be reset.

We generate an enormous amount of scrap. We have
more than 20 million pounds of clean metal scrap over
in Iraq today. We are in the process of disposing of and
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selling it off into the scrap markets so that as we draw
down operations, we are not overwhelmed with a huge
amount of materiel that has to be retrograded. Wars pro-
duce lots of junk, and excess materiel flows into forward
areas as planned requirements do not materialize. We
must address early what we are going to do with haz-
ardous materials, scrap metal, and items that can’t be re-
turned to the United States, such as canvas tentage. 

The Army got $17.1 billion in its appropriation from Con-
gress and I believe that the Marine Corps got $5.5 billion
for the reset of their materiel. The funding triggers the
beginning of major retrograde movement of equipment
that is in need of reset and that has been left in theater
until funding was available to move it and induct it into
the maintenance depots. Right now, we have major mus-
cle movements in our distribution processes within Iraq
and Afghanistan, getting items to major points for retro-
grade. In most cases, these are surface retrograde points
and they come out of ports. That involves a huge amount
of sealift capability that we have to coordinate as well as
some airlift on high priority items that have to be inducted. 

That effort will go on; it is funded for the current fiscal
year at the levels I just described, but that effort of reset-

ting our equipment to meet future needs will probably
continue for about two years after the end of our active
combat operations over there. 

Q
We read a lot about network-centric operations and net-
work-centric logistics, and it seems that in the area of lo-
gistics that has manifested itself in a kind of a bumper-
sticker program called “Sense and Respond.” Do you see
sense and respond logistics changing the way our processes
work within the big logistics enterprise? 

A
The term “sense and respond” covers a lot of aspects of
what we are doing. Part of sense and respond is know-
ing where our inventory is within the distribution process
so that when it’s needed, it can be most efficiently ex-
pedited and put in the distribution process to get there.
A lot of what we are doing now is reclaiming excess ma-
terials that got shipped into theater that are now in the
wrong locations and need to be brought back into the
system. We call that real-time asset visibility. 

What we are working for in the future perspective is to
make RFID [radio frequency identification] tagging uni-
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versal, so we have real-time asset visibility, which is a key
part of the sense and respond. What we now have is thou-
sands of containers of materiel that we need to inspect
and then reposition elsewhere to support those efforts.

Sense and respond is more often referred to in connec-
tion with predictive onboard diagnostics for major
weapons systems and equipment. We are in a steep learn-
ing curve in installing those onboard diagnostics and in
building the database of experience that will give it pre-
dictive value. I would say this will be one of the more sig-
nificant efforts that will, in the future, contribute greatly
to a decrease in logistics and maintenance costs. 

The final area is to get all the various systems tied to-
gether in a net-centric way that allows us to see the ma-
teriel and be able to quickly move it wherever it’s needed
across the organizations involved in supply chain opera-
tions. TRANSCOM and the Defense Logistics Agency have
undertaken a significant effort to integrate their systems
to talk to each other. We now have to interface that com-
bined system with the efforts that are under way with the
Air Force, Army, Navy, and Marines Corps systems as they
track their own assets so we can get a total global visi-
bility. Network-centric operations are key to effective op-
erations and reducing costs, mainly in reducing the re-
quired inventory. 

Q
Let’s turn to the acquisition domain. How do you perceive
the effectiveness over time of logistics and particularly
the emphasis on designing for supportability? 

A
Some time ago, there was much more emphasis in major
weapons development in dealing with the unholy triad
of acquisition cost, delivery schedule, and operating per-
formance in the acquisition system; and if one or more
of those ends up getting out of whack, sacrifices were
often made, sometimes in the long-term sustainability of
the weapons system. 

We’ve been effective in raising awareness on the impor-
tance of life cycle sustainment within the acquisition com-
munity. Just the simple knowledge that the total system
life cycle costs are 60 to 75 percent in the sustainment
phase begins to put more emphasis on looking at sus-
tainment implication of design and cost proposals. As
you know, we are on the cusp of getting some really se-
rious traction and integrating life cycle management into
procurement in a couple of ways.

One is that the Joint Requirements Oversight Council
has approved a new KPP—key performance parame-
ter—“materiel availability.” It has a cost component,
and it has materiel readiness and materiel availability
as a reliability component. Putting those in the concept

during the periods prior to Milestone A and Milestone
B and having to demonstrate before the commitment
to production in Milestone C, create the groundwork
for integration of life cycle maintenance into acquisi-
tion processes. 

The real test will come as we make the decisions about
allowing weapons systems to advance through those mile-
stones if they have not adequately addressed those re-
quirements. There are some basics that have to be in-
cluded in that concept of maintainability and reliability.
For example, getting government-use intellectual prop-
erty rights to sophisticated weapons systems and com-
ponents is critical for us. In almost every case, DoD has
to sustain a major weapons system far beyond the time
that the vendor and its subcontractors are manufactur-
ing the components or even have interest in manufac-
turing components to support the weapons systems. 

We have not paid adequate attention to getting complete
documentation of all components from the vendor. We
also have to get life cycle management principles em-
bedded into our acquisition programs, embedded into
the contracts at the very beginning of the developmen-
tal phase.

The new KPP is going to be helpful. I think we’ve also
learned enough through performance-based logistics to
understand the importance of getting these costs under
control during the design phase. 

Q
That is a far-reaching, well-connected answer to a big
issue: acquisition and logistics integration.

A
This is actually the number one priority in L&MR for the
next two years: to achieve integration so that the life cycle
management principles are embedded in our major ac-
quisition programs and in our major sustainment pro-
grams going forward. 

Q
I’d like to think that DAU would have a big part in helping
you do that. It’s not just a matter of reshaping logisticians’
attitudes, but of reshaping PMs’ and contractors’ attitudes
as well. 

A
There are three components to staff development, if we’re
going to achieve this transformation state we’re talking
about. One is that we need state-of-the-art training for
the acquisition professionals who have to begin integrat-
ing this thinking in their own experience and in their own
analysis. Second, we have to provide professional devel-
opment for our logisticians so they are sensitive to life
cycle sustainment issues in their own logistics areas. Third,
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we must develop continuing career development learn-
ing for our logistics and acquisition professionals. We need
to keep them abreast of emerging concepts and tech-
nologies in logistics management. 

We have established a requirement that all staff in the
LM&R organization have a professional development plan
that addresses their needs and that their supervisor agrees
is the appropriate next step in their professional devel-
opment. 

Q
I’d like to follow up on the new KPP you mentioned. The
Joint Requirements Oversight Council endorsed the im-
plementation of a new materiel availability KPP with sup-
porting KSAs—key system attributes—of materiel relia-
bility and ownership cost for all major defense acquisition
programs and select ACAT II and III programs. Is that pol-
icy already effective?

A
It is effective for all future weapons systems that have to
come up through Milestones A, B, and C.

Q
Is there any way to back-fit that same kind of policy pres-
sure with respects to an availability KPP on legacy pro-
grams as they come through the acquisition process with
major milestone decisions?

A
Certainly to the extent that major components are being
replaced—for example, engines for airframes—you could
build that in. But at the same time, we have regular re-
views of in each of the Services to see how their materiel
readiness is affected by the cost and the reliability aspects
of their own maintenance programs; so a significant part
of our emphasis for the legacy systems is on looking at
the ongoing sustainment operations and helping the Ser-
vices to identify the issues they need to address. 

Q
There has been a huge emphasis on bringing about ac-
quisition/logistics integration through total life cycle sys-
tems management. It is a policy still today and as far as
I know a lasting policy that will probably evolve. Have you
been satisfied with what you perceive to be DoD’s imple-
mentation of the total life cycle policy?

A
Let me back up and talk about the relationship of life cycle
management principles to a lot of other things we are
doing. As you think about the different terms, whether it
is CPI [continuous performance improvement], CBM+ [con-
dition-based maintenance plus], or PBL—they are really
all parts of this much broader topic we call life cycle man-
agement principles. 

What we have been doing in separate efforts like CPI or
PBL is to attack different aspects of the logistics and sus-
tainment requirements. What life cycle management is
about is saying, let’s look at all of those components. We
can shoot for realignment for more effective CPI, which
reduces cycle time, reduces inventory requirements, and
usually results in improved quality—that’s one dimen-
sion. And we can turn to CBM+, which shows we don’t
have to automatically replace the fan blades on this en-
gine; the system will indicate when it is beginning to mal-
function, so we don’t throw away the flying hours pre-
maturely. It’s all part of life cycle management. It’s all
going to significantly improve reliability and ultimately
reduce cost. 

Q
A little perspective before asking this question: The PMs
I encounter in the classroom are largely saddled with the
responsibility or accountability for implementing total life
cycle systems management across the life cycle. They often
say it’s a bit of a flawed policy because the money 
doesn’t follow their responsibility. They say that if we had
control or at least more visibility of the money inputs and
outputs, we could do a better job with total life cycle sys-
tems management. Do you think it is a reasonable policy
evolution to perhaps invest more of that financial authority
in the program manager, who is in some degree account-
able for the life cycle systems management platform?

A
It’s not a flaw in the policy—it’s a flaw in program fund-
ing and accountability. Traditionally, acquisition execu-
tives rotate to other jobs or other programs before the
sustainment implications of their acquisition decisions
are fully understood. Establishing a KPP on materiel readi-
ness and sustainment costs requires that the trade-offs
at least be identified for assessment before the design is
locked up and production begins.

Q
The cousin to total life cycle management is performance-
based logistics. We’re about seven or eight years into PBL
implementation across the Services, with our industrial
partners helping us with many of these strategies. How
would you assess the progress and the success that we’ve
had with PBL types of initiatives and strategies? 

A
The PBLs have been surprisingly successful, particularly
when the vendor is a PBL provider. It is the first time in
weapons systems acquisition history that we have aligned
the interest of the vendor and the customer to improve
reliability in the system.

That has been a significant benefit. A second benefit,
which is not as commonly recognized but is significant,
is that the PBL contract often eases the problem of a
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weapons system upgrade. The military services, as PBL
customers, pay for equipment availability—an O&M
cost. The PBL contractor has the flexibility to upgrade
components to achieve better performance and/or re-
liability.

We are beginning to focus on the importance of con-
ducting CPI processes on operations before we establish
the baseline for contractor performance. If you have an
inefficient operation that hasn’t been leaned out or that
hasn’t applied CPI, then the vendor can often get target-
cost performance improvements out of doing a lean event,
not out of improving the real cost performance of a
weapons system or its long-term cost. We need to think
about how we position the processes we use as the ven-
dor’s benchmark for improvement. 

One of the things we also recognize is that our private
sector partners are often more effective at project and
program management for sustainment programs than
we are. They have the flexibility to adapt to changing
requirements, changing behaviors, or changing perfor-
mance of these weapons systems; and they have great
experience in managing the systems they design and
build.

Another area we need to consider is the structure of the
initial PBL contracts. If the contractor has squeezed most
of the operational efficiencies and reliability improve-
ments out of the initial contract, they may have very lim-
ited appetite for being a contractor on the second or third
generation, particularly as systems become obsolete. We
need to think very carefully about how to structure the
initial and subsequent terms to create the right balance
of incentives for us and for our partners. 

Q
When we invented the PBL policy in 1998-99, we realized
that there was an issue in what we call the competitive
base, in trying to understand how that base would remain
competitive in the evolution of these strategies. Even at
that time we were exploring options of 3PLs [third-party
logistics] and 4PLs [fourth-party logistics] and organic
depots to compete because—as you said—the Lockheed
Martins and the Boeings will lose the appetite once they’ve
got the margin out of tech-refresh. That issue—the com-
petitive base, the financial enablers, and the length of time
to contract on PBL—were the issues in 1999, and they are
still largely the issues today. 

A
Yes, it’s a particularly difficult challenge when we look at
the growing importance of electronics and chips and cir-
cuit boards in our weapons systems. At a certain point in
time, no manufacturer of chips or sophisticated circuit
boards or flash systems is going to be interested in sup-
porting the relatively small volume necessary to meet our

requirement because it doesn’t remotely meet the min-
imum scale of economic operations. 

That is and will continue to be a significant challenge to
us, requiring us to think very differently about compo-
nent design. It will involve much more of an input-out-
put mode in performance, not a structural design mode
in which “it looks just like this.” Otherwise, we waste the
opportunity to take advantage of more advanced tech-
nology to create the same performance outcomes. 

Q
I want to get your perspective on performance-driven out-
comes and how you see PBL fitting within that architec-
ture. 

A
The performance-driven outcome is really talking about
a shift in the way we think about providing weapons sys-
tems to the warfighter. Where we once measured the in-
puts by the number of aircraft on the line and/or fully
mission-capable, the real question now is availability for
tasking at a given moment in time. 

We have thought more about how to integrate the COCOM
requirements with changing technology. For example, a
COCOM commander wants the ability to deliver bombs
with a 100 percent success rate on four targets simulta-
neously. Technology has turned that requirement for air-
craft on its head. Instead of needing four aircraft to en-
sure a hit on target with dumb bombs, today one aircraft
can deliver four smart bombs effectively on four differ-
ent targets.

Q
The PBL has always been driven by readiness platforms,
but we knew that the next evolution was CBL—capabil-
ity-based logistics—and that it doesn’t matter whether
you’re talking tankers or missiles or whatever—the com-
batant commander has a certain capability he or she
wants. That is what the PEO and the PDO architecture
is going to do: embrace a whole lot more than just that
platform-centric view that was really PBL in order to
get that operational capability out there. I think that’s
the shift I hear you describing. 

A
The difference is the PBL partner cannot make the geo-
graphic decision about the deployment of capability, so
the Services, who have to make that decision, have to be
very closely integrated with the PBL partner to know with
a high degree of predictability what the aggregate stream
of requirements is by location and how to support that
with weapons availability for tasking.

Q
Mr. Bell, thank you for taking time to talk to Defense AT&L. 
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