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Prologue
In 1998, the Secretary of Defense designated the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) as DoD's Executive Agent for matters related to the Basel Convention, the international treaty governing transboundary shipments of hazardous waste. This new responsibility is consistent with DLA's Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service (DRMS) mission, and their experience in managing materials and waste generated by DoD operations worldwide. 

To execute this responsibility, DLA formed a joint Basel Coordinating Group, which included functional and legal representatives from the Services and other DoD organizations affected by Basel. To gain a better understanding of the impacts of Basel and extend the network of officials with Basel expertise, DLA convened an internal DoD workshop on July 13-14, 2000.1 Participation included diverse representatives and stakeholders throughout the Federal government. This document summarizes the proceedings of this workshop. 

The specific purposes of the workshop were to:

· Increase level of knowledge within DoD about the Basel Convention

· Explore the context in which Basel really matters to the DoD, especially the readiness implications of hazardous waste disposal overseas, with emphasis on contingency situations

· Identify the ways in which the Basel Convention affects DoD operations, including DLA's hazardous waste mission

· Initiate a broad forum for sharing ideas and current developments so that DoD can be better informed for actions related to Basel. 

Representatives from Joint Commands, all uniformed services, OSD, the Department of State (DoS), the Department of Commerce (DoC), the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Congressional staffers, and DLA attended. 

  



Welcoming Address
D.H. Stone, Rear Admiral, SC, USN
Director, Logistics Operations, DLA
Admiral Stone opened the workshop by welcoming attendees on behalf of Ms. Sherri Goodman, Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security) and Lt. Gen. Henry T. Glisson, Director, DLA. The Admiral emphasized the importance of the Basel Convention and the need for integrating sound hazardous materials management into all aspects of DoD operations, including contingencies. He made his case by relating his personal experience in 1987 when he led the first battle group tasked to comply with the new ban on plastic disposal at sea. He emphasized that DoD needs to be concerned about the Basel Convention in dealing with US and international regulations governing hazardous waste disposal.

Basel and HW disposal are readiness issues, and impact the way the forces operate. I know because I lived it. In 1987, I was on a carrier with a ranger battle group deployed to the Indian Ocean. We were the first group to operate under the new rule that prohibited the dumping of plastic waste to sea. We had about 5,000 people, 80 aircraft, plus 6 other ships. You would be amazed at how much plastic waste these ships generated. There was little planning, and no tools. Our first thought was to consolidate the waste in the hangar bays. We soon discovered the bays would be full about halfway through our deployment. That wouldn't work. Our next option was to hold the plastic at the source. By mid deployment the tri-wall trash bins became a safety issue. Finally, we began planning shore trips based on our need to do something with our plastic. We eventually contracted to have the plastic disposed of, only to see it being towed back out to sea by the contractor for disposal. 

By the time the DoD was engaged in peacekeeping efforts in Kosovo and Bosnia, things had changed and environmental stewardship was rightly implemented on a life cycle basis. Contingency support teams included DRMS members, and decisions regarding hazardous waste were made up-front. This integrated, up-front planning is the spirit of the Basel Convention. It is also the template for all DoD operations in the future.



Basics of Basel - Provisions & History 
Sharron Philo
Associate General Counsel, Installations and Logistics
Office of General Counsel, DLA

History and Status of the Basel Convention


US Status on the Basel Convention



The US has signed, but not ratified, the Convention. The DoD and US are currently participating in COPs (Conferences of the Parties) and working groups in an observer status. There is desire and some degree of optimism that Congress might pass implementing legislation so the US could ratify the Convention in the next few years. In the absence of ratification, it is DoD policy to comply with the provisions of the Convention to the extent possible. 

The overarching goal of Basel is achieving environmentally sound management (ESM) of wastes internationally. In the 1980s, increasingly stringent environmental regulations led to higher waste disposal costs in developed countries. As a result, companies began trying to reduce their disposal costs by shipping their wastes to developing countries. This led to a UN meeting in Basel, Switzerland in 1989, at which 132 Parties, including the European Union (EU), signed the Basel Convention.2 The treaty entered into force on May 2, 1992. The US has signed, but not ratified, the Convention. As a result, the US is not a Party to the treaty. However, the DoD and US 

Basel URL's 

United Nations:
http://www.unep.ch/basel/
Basel Action Network (an NGO):
http://www.ban.org 

are currently participating in COPs (Conferences of the Parties) and working groups in an observer status. There is desire and some degree of optimism that Congress might pass implementing legislation so the US could ratify the Convention in the next few years. In the absence of ratification, it is DoD policy to comply with the provisions of the Convention to the extent possible. The US is among a very small number of countries, and the only major developed country, that is a non-Party. Other non-Parties include Afghanistan, Iraq and Haiti. 

Ratification would be in the best interest of the US. Draft legislation is currently going through interagency coordination, however, there are differing perspectives and sticking points that complicate the process, including some DoD issues.

Agency Roles
The DoS is the US lead for negotiations, and the EPA is responsible for domestic implementation. The Department of Justice (DoJ) plays a role because the treaty requires Parties to implement criminal penalties for some Basel violations. DoD Environmental Security has overall DoD responsibility for Basel, but has designated the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) as the lead Executive Agent. Other key agencies with a role in Basel include DoC, DoT, USCG, CEQ, OMB, and NOAA. Non-governmental organizations (NGO's), such as the Basel Action Network and Greenpeace, as well as private industry also actively advocate various positions on the Basel Convention. The primary reason the United States has not ratified the Basel Convention is because of early industry opposition. 

Impacts on DoD
Basel is playing an increasing role in contingency operations, even though waste is usually disposed of in the place it was used, producing no transboundary flow. However, in some countries and many specific DoD operational locations, technology does not exist to dispose of specific waste materials produced by DoD. As a result, DoD must move waste across national borders. 

Waste generated at US facilities overseas and disposed of locally is an activity not covered by the Basel Convention. However, if the waste is shipped back to the US (or to a third country) the shipment is considered a transboundary movement that does trigger Basel compliance. In this instance, the country of export would be the host country (not the US). In some instances, US SOFAs have been accepted as a Basel Article 11 agreement to cover shipment. As another example, waste generated on-board a US ship is not subject to Basel. Basel does apply, however, when waste is picked up from a US installation in a country that is a Basel Party and transported back to the US or another country for disposal (because this would be a 'transboundary shipment'). The Basel Convention provides a very specific definition of hazardous waste. Only Parties to the Convention may submit amendments to these definitions. 

Basel Principals
There are 3 overarching principals for operating under Basel:

1. Minimize hazardous waste generation 

2. Treat and dispose of waste in its country of origin 

3. Minimize transboundary hazardous waste shipments, but if necessary move waste to a place it can be disposed of in a manner consistent with environmentally sound management (ESM) principals. 

The treaty obligates Parties to practice ESM. In addition to disposing of materials in a way that is protective of the environment, the treaty requires basic safety documentation such as manifests and approvals from disposal facilities in advance of waste arriving for disposal. 

Key Articles of the Basel Convention
There are 29 Articles in the Convention. Some key articles include:

Article 4 gives Parties the right to prohibit importation of hazardous waste, and requires other Parties to adhere to that prohibition. Article 4 also prohibits Parties from trading waste with non-Parties unless an agreement as described in Article 11 is in place. The US maintains that Status of Forces Agreements (SOFAs) fulfills Article 11 requirements, but not all countries agree with this interpretation. 

Article 5 requires Parties to designate a competent authority for Basel responsibility. In the US, this is the EPA. 

Articles 6 and 7 require explicit notification and informed consent by the country of export, the country of import and all transit countries. All notifications and consents must be in writing. Shipments cannot proceed until all agreements are in hand. This can take a long time.

Article 8 requires exporting countries to take back waste if disposal according to ESM practices cannot be completed. 

Article 9 makes illegal trafficking in hazardous waste a criminal offense. This includes falsifying approvals, or not obtaining them in the first place. 

Article 11 recognizes Parties' sovereign rights to enter into bilateral, multilateral and regional agreements for the purpose of enabling Parties to make shipments to non-Parties, outside of the Basel Convention, provided that these agreements are both consistent with ESM principles and registered in advance with the UN office in Basel, Switzerland. 

Article 15 establishes meetings called Conferences of the Parties (COP), harmonizes definitions, and allows protocols in such areas as liability. Liability protocols are of concern to the US, and created issues for DoD recently. This Article also allows the US to participate in Basel in an observer status.

Article 11 Agreement
The US interprets US Status of Forces (SOFA) agreements as meeting the requirements of Article 11, but this view is not universally shared. 


Keynote Address
Curtis Bowling
Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Force Protection), and 
Bruce de Grazia
Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental Quality)

Curtis Bowling 

Policy Gaps
The Basel Convention and hazardous waste issues present a classic 'pay me now or pay me later' conundrum. The DoD overseas cleanup program is a legacy and growing problem. DoD is being called upon regularly to account for hazardous waste practices at current and former installations worldwide. 

"The Basel Convention and hazardous waste issues present a classic 'pay me now or pay me later' conundrum. The DoD overseas cleanup program is a legacy and growing problem. DoD is being called upon regularly to account for hazardous waste practices at current and former installations worldwide." 

Curtis Bowling
Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
(Force Protection) 
The DoD has policy gaps regarding compliance with Basel. Department of Defense Directive (DoDD) 4715.1 provides broad policy guidance. It is intended to be overarching and enduring and applicable worldwide. 

DoDD 4715.5, our overseas guidance document, applies to overseas installations, but excludes overseas US military vessels in order not to impede the warfighter. But guidance is silent about activities that occur off-installation. In our efforts not to tie the hands of the warfighter, have we created a policy gap? Despite our status as a non-Party and our policy gaps, DoD's policy is that excluded activities shall still be conducted in accordance with applicable international agreements, such as Basel. 

Working with Allies
Foreign Military Sales (FMS) is also an important issue with our allies. For example, the Abrams tanks posted in Egypt just went through their maintenance cycle, and we're now trying to figure out what to do with the hazardous waste. The solution offered by the Egyptian military was to dig a hole in the desert and dump it. 

"In our efforts not to tie the hands of the warfighter, have we created a policy gap? DoDD 4715.5… excludes overseas vessels…but is silent about activities that occur off-installation. Despite our status as a non-Party and our policy gaps, DoD's policy is that excluded activities shall still be conducted in accordance with applicable international agreements, such as Basel." 

Curtis Bowling
Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
(Force Protection) 
In another situation, Canada asked to use our hazardous waste disposal contract, but DoD said no. The main reasons for saying no involved workload for the limited people available to manage the contract, and concern over liability issues. It would be better to have a process for resolving these issues beforehand. Clearly, we need to work with our allies to find more acceptable solutions to these problems. 

Resources to Meet Basel Requirements 

The Inspector General (IG) is looking into hazardous waste in the European Command (EUCOM). This was prompted by concerns that DRMS had adequate people in Europe. Environmental Security is looking into the issue. Regionalization may bring greater efficiencies. The Navy is pioneering the regional hazardous waste/hazardous waste management idea in Puget Sound. The idea deserves a close look and perhaps duplication elsewhere. 

DoD also needs to quantify the workload during exercises and contingencies. Exercises are easier to quantify. Activity-based deployments are harder. Location-based deployments need to be integrated with threat planning. For example, we had no plan to remove hazardous waste from Rwanda, Somalia or Haiti. We had good plans to handle the waste in-country. The contingency planning process includes projecting requirements for exercises and deployments in order to develop operating procedures for where we'll deploy next, and how we'll operate in those contingencies. Important issues DoD needs to work include: 

· Making sure DRMSI has sufficient staff to meet planning requirements 

· Deciding how to proceed with hazardous waste disposal when the US is a partner in a joint international command 

· How to oversee hazardous waste operations and hazardous waste contractors at installations overseas 

Process Issues 

Planning for overseas contingencies includes many unknowns. Requirements can change for host nation standards or regional standards. An increasing number of countries wish to renegotiate their SOFAs and associated requirements. DoD must have a process to plan for these variables. 

Oversight of hazardous waste contractors overseas must be provided, and it must be a team effort. Emerging requirements include new host nation agreements. Do we need a new structure to deal with countries of the EU? This is a concern shared by the Environmental Security staff. Contingency operations are currently excluded under OEBGD. However, what do we do in circumstances like Hungary where we've been operating for several years? This appears to be a "mushy area" or a policy gap. 



Bruce de Grazia 

The Flying Dutchman - How Not To Dispose of PCBs 

The real story of the "Seattle PCB Ship" is like a Wagnerian opera. Just as the captain of the Flying Dutchman is destined to sail the world continuously until he finds true love, so is the PCB ship. Everyone in DoD hopes its PCB containers will soon find true love. 

"The story of DoD's "Flying Dutchman" PCB ship highlights a bigger problem: how do we manage all of our existing and future PCB's, at all contaminant levels, and get the whole DoD PCB-free within the next five years?" 

Bruce de Grazia
Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Environmental Quality) 
Background 

Initially, the US just wanted to clear up a storage area in Japan that contained PCBs and safely dispose of them. The DoD was removing PCBs from its facilities, including those overseas, and the objective was to dispose of the PCBs generated at Japanese installations safely and legally. The PCB shipment from Japan has revealed how a number of well-meaning provisions of U.S. law, laws of other countries, Basel requirements and politics can collectively produce unintended consequences, and undermine efforts to responsibly dispose of hazardous waste. 

There were two obstacles to achieving this seemingly innocuous mission: 

· The Basel Convention, and 

· The Sierra Club lawsuit that forced the EPA to enforce a provision in the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) that prohibits any foreign-manufactured PCBs from being imported into the US, even for destruction. 

Sierra Club v. EPA


The Sierra Club, in Sierra Club v. EPA, 118 F3d 1324 (1997) petitioned the US 9th Circuit court to prohibit EPA from allowing the import of PCBs in any concentration. As a consequence of the Sierra Club's victory, DoD cannot bring foreign-manufactured PCB's into the US, the host county, or a third country for disposal, even if they are under 50 ppm. 
What Went Wrong
No one who played a role in moving our PCBs from Japan did anything wrong. To the contrary, everyone involved went beyond the call to do everything possible to accomplish the mission. However, the result was inevitable because of the politics involved – this was a no-win situation from the beginning - a real life 'Flying Dutchman' situation. 

Under the SOFA between the US and Japan, the US must utilize materials and services of Japanese origin in all of our facilities. Accordingly, the PCBs in question came from transformers manufactured in Japan. The PCBs were carefully tested and divided into two groups: those with concentrations under 50ppm and those with concentrations over 50ppm. The ship in question was carrying PCBs with concentrations less than 50ppm, and was originally destined for Canada. Canada does not regulate PCBs under 50ppm concentration, and the Canadian government was notified in advance and agreed verbally to accept the shipment for destruction at a Canadian facility. 

Once the shipment became the subject of public furor, the Canadian government balked and the ship was stalled in Seattle in a "free trade zone" area of the port, which is legally considered to be outside of the U.S., for customs purposes. However, the longshoremen refused to offload the PCBs, so they couldn't be stored. The material headed back to Japan. This did not please the Japanese Government. 

Japan maintains that it has no PCBs in the country and is able to assert this because of their testing methods. They test only for leachate, and not directly for presence of PCBs. They insisted that we remove the recently returned PCBs within 30 days. The US looked for an alternative, longer-term storage location for the material until a permanent disposal location could be found. The DoD held task force meetings involving all stakeholders to decide what to do next. They arrived at 3 options:

1. Guam - the US was told there would be riots in the streets if we tried to dock the ship in Guam.

2. Johnson Atoll - a wildlife refuge, and DoS didn't like this solution, especially since the chem.-demil operation there is scheduled to end soon. DoS was very sensitive to having it become known as a hazardous waste storage location.

3. Wake Island - US property, not a wildlife refuge, and no local population to object. 

Wake Island was chosen and the PCBs are there today. Our goal is to move the material to a proper disposal facility by 31 December 2000. We would like to find permanent disposal for all remaining PCB material in storage in Japan by the same date. 

Lessons Learned
· DoD failed to account for all the potential political problems or develop response strategies. DoD worked through its Japan desk, and with the Japanese government. The Japanese sent embassy personnel to talk to the OSD staff. There were questions in the Japanese Diet about why the material was still there, and how it got there. In Canada, the Environment Minister got hammered over why US waste was being disposed of in Canada. 

· While the US and Canada do not regulate PCBs at less than 50ppm, some states and countries, including Japan, do. In the US, TSCA controls PCBs differently than other hazardous wastes. TSCA is absolute, and does not allow the weighting of risk. EPA cannot grant an exemption from EPA, especially following the Sierra Club case.

· Negative publicity was a critical factor contributing to the diplomatic breakdown. Environmental NGOs engaged in fear mongering, and prompted the longshoreman's strike. We clearly need to do a better job of working with NGOs. DoD currently needs to develop a strategy for addressing their concerns. 

· An element of better outreach to the media and NGO's DoD must develop more sophisticated risk communication strategies with the.

· US should accept its' own waste. The US should not look to third countries to accept waste we would not want to accept ourselves. In this case TSCA prohibits us from bringing the Japanese manufactured PCBs into the US, even though they were used only on US military base in Japan. 

It is politically difficult to explain to other countries why our domestic laws keep us from disposing of our own waste. I was trying to discuss some aspects of Basel with a French diplomat at one of the Basel meetings, but was unable to get past the question "When is the US going to become a Party?" It is hard to be a meaningful participant in a treaty to which the US is not Party 

PCB Situation Highlights Broader Issues
The story of DoD's "Flying Dutchman" PCB ship highlights a bigger problem: How do we manage all of our existing and future PCBs, at all contaminant levels, and get the whole DoD PCB-free within the next five years? This goal includes PCBs contained in equipment and the equipment only. It does not include remediation of contaminated soil or solid PCBs. It may be premature to set a date, by which the DoD will be PCB free, but we will meet with the Services' and Major Commands (MACOMS) to develop plans to deal with both liquid and solid PCBs, which could have the same or different dates. 

"It is politically difficult to explain to other countries why our domestic laws keep us from disposing of our own waste. I was trying to discuss some aspects of Basel with a French diplomat at one of the Basel meetings, but was unable to get past the question "When is the US going to become a Party?" It is hard to be a meaningful participant in a treaty to which the US is not Party." 

Bruce de Grazia
Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Environmental Quality) 
DoD needs individuals with skills and experience in risk communications up front as these problems arise. The DoD did not violate Basel in the PCB case. Because Japan would not give Basel notification, we had to take the materials where they weren't considered hazardous waste. Japan denies it has a PCB problem, so it won't give Basel notification for PCBs. 

The OEBGD currently excludes contingencies, and provides no time limit for contingencies to operate outside OEBGD requirements. For example, we've been in Hungary for years now. This probably represents a policy gap that needs to be filled. Another respondent noted that the OEBGD applies only to installations, and not to tent cities. It is unclear when the transition occurs, but establishing a permanent installation requires negotiation with the host government. As stated by Mr. Bowling in his presentation, this probably represents another policy gap. 



Overseas Management of Hazardous Waste

- Current Practices and Issues 

Jim Carr, Esq.
Audrey Weber
Kellie Birch
Counsel for DRMSI
Environmental Specialist 
for Pacific & CENTCOM
DRMS International
DoD has a sophisticated and ambitious pollution prevention program, a 150-page guidance document, and laudatory principals outlined in DoDI 4715.5. Nevertheless, despite best efforts to minimize waste at the source, the reality is that DoD operations still generate significant quantities of hazardous wastes around the world. 

Jim Carr, Esq.
Counsel for DRMSI 
DoD has a sophisticated and ambitious pollution prevention program, a 150-page guidance document, and laudatory principals outlined in DoDI 4715.5. Nevertheless, despite best efforts to minimize waste at the source, the reality is that DoD operations still generate significant quantities of hazardous wastes around the world. DoD needs to deal directly with the political and public parties interested in the environmentally sound management of that waste. 

Practical Basel Basics
The Basel Convention embodies noble goals, but achieves mixed results, largely because of the way it is interpreted. Basel has significantly complicated contingency operations. For example, 

"DoD is present in over 140 countries, operates about 519 fixed facilities, has 3.5 million employees, owns or operates 18 million acres of land, and has a $270 Billion budget. No company comes close in terms of size and diversity of operation, and the scale of their overseas operations. There are no templates for DoD to follow - we must take the lead." 

Jim Carr, Esq.
Counsel for DRMSI 
shipments of hazardous waste from US bases in Incirlik, Turkey back to the US for safe disposal have been stalled because Spain refused to allow waste to transit the Straits of Gibraltar. At other times, receiving permission from the government of Panama for waste to transit the Panama Canal has been problematic. These situations arise out of our efforts to dispose of waste in the most environmentally responsible manner. The biggest single issue complicating DoD's waste management work in the field is being a non-Party and our need for Article 11 agreements. Because the US is a Non-Party, some of our closest allies cannot receive US-generated waste 

Scale of DoD Operations
Party v. Non-Party


"The biggest single issue complicating DoD's waste management work in the field is being a non-Party and our need for Article 11 agreements. Because the US is a Non-Party, some of our closest allies cannot receive US-generated waste. " 

Jim Carr, Esq.
Counsel for DRMSI
DoD is a large operation. DoD is present in over 140 countries, operates about 519 fixed facilities, has 3.5 million employees, owns or operates 18 million acres of land, and has a $270 billion budget. No corporation comes close in terms of size and diversity of their overseas operations. All other operations are sufficiently smaller and different in nature than DoD's that their models do not apply. There is no organization from which DoD can extract meaningful lessons learned, because no other organization engages in operations on the scale of DoD. There are no templates for DoD to follow; we must take the lead. As a result, the DoD developed the OEBGD to govern operations overseas, a unique publication. 

Differing Compliance Standards
Another complication is evolving overseas compliance standards. In the US, the Federal Facilities Compliance Act, case law and other sources create clear compliance standards for DoD operations. We are treated like everyone else. Special status for DoD in the US is gone. SOFAs usually require the US to "respect" host country laws. "Respect" in this context is a vague term. Does it mean comply? Executive Order (EO) 12088 says to comply with standards of general applicability. DoD interprets that to mean substantive requirements, but not procedural requirements. 

Every locale has a different set of standards. There are multiple, evolving national standards; areas without standards or even governments; different degrees of disposal capability and access; lack of transportation infrastructure; and hostile surroundings. For example, Turkey possesses adequate disposal technology, but won't let the US use it. They view it as importation, which they don't allow. As a note, for those who like the idea of no environmental standards, be assured that life isn't necessarily good without the EPA. 

Vague International Law Creates Confusion
International Law is also vague in that it requires us to comply with multiple treaties, some that conflict. In these cases, it's hard to determine which conflicting requirement takes precedence, and the consequences can be unpleasant if the wrong one is chosen. Other complications include: 

· Overlapping legal regimes/choice of law clause. Contractors may select between complying with the Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR) and their domestic laws. In a host nation court dispute, a completely different set of standards and precedents are brought to bear, and the DoD may not be able to prevail. 

· Differing customs control. Foreign customs sometimes apply host country customs rules to our shipments. This complicates complying with manifesting and notice provisions because they are different in each country. 

For example, in a case involving the Treaty of Rome, a prosecutor in Naples interprets the SOFA clause requiring that we "respect" local laws to mean that we will also comply with procedural requirements. In Italy, we require Italian contractors to obtain any necessary permits as part of the contract. Because one of our contractors did not follow procedures correctly, a US employee in Italy is charged with customs violations. When everything is done by contract, it can create these types of issues. One consequence of using contractors is that we lose control. This affects our ability to ensure ESM, and contractors often do not treat liability issues seriously. The DoD often finds itself in the position of being both the regulator and the client.

As nations strengthen their environmental laws, we are finding that our Final Governing Standards (FGS) are becoming out of date because host nation laws are becoming more stringent. This sometimes generates a conflict between the default US RCRA standard and host nation laws. FGS are being rewritten to recognize the increasing number of nations with adequate laws. In countries where the host military has an environmental mission, the DoD will likely do a better job of working within their system. 

Cultural and Philosophical Differences Complicate Transactions
Culture and philosophies differ between host countries. Examples include waste phobias, business ethics (collusion and bribery), the extent to which information is shared (secrecy creates mistrust in the absence of TRI disclosure), and host nation sensitivity to acknowledging any releases. Other examples are environmental totems. These include differential enforcement on national treasured resources, such as forests in Germany; and disposal methods that are acceptable locally, but might not meet our standards of ESM. 

In some cases, foreign companies don't want to contract with the US. In others, competition and collusion among and between contractors and subcontractors becomes a fine line that is interwoven with business customs of the country. We were informally advised in one country that if we wanted the barrels moved, it would help if there were a carton of Marlboro cigarettes on each barrel. Business behavior we would consider corrupt, such as collusion and bribery, are common cultural practice in some countries and it's difficult to get business done without practicing local customs. 

Liability is a Big Unknown Overseas
Liability is not standard overseas. In the US, CERCLA sets the standards. Overseas, our contractors are hired to work with the regulators, including obtaining all permissions, but it doesn't always work that way. 

Politics and Public Relations Aren't Always Rational
Politics and public relations play a strong role in international hazardous waste issues. We must constantly deal with perceived risks, environmental issues as surrogates for real issues, and press reaction/public opinion. Hazardous waste and foreign military actions are both newsworthy, and can be an easy source of unwanted or deserved press. Because environmental issues can be visible and emotional, they can be used as surrogates to advance other agendas. It's easier for the press to target the US overseas.

Practical Matters Present Real Impediments
There are also more serious issues regarding the status of our contractors. In Kosovo, one of our contractors suffered a life-threatening injury, but we weren't allowed to medivac him out. Under military rules, he did not have the status as part of the force. 

The physical layout of our bases overseas also complicates the situation. Overseas, discrete bases are not standard. They are often small, fenced parcels in urban areas, rather than large contiguous parcels of land like those in the US. This makes transportation difficult because loads of hazardous waste must travel on local roads more frequently. 

More rapid personnel rotation overseas also creates problems. For example, in southwest Asia (SWA) personnel can rotate every 3 months. The education process, which requires familiarization with Basel requirements, host nation laws and local situations, is inconsistent with the rotation schedule. The resulting steep learning curve certainly points to the need for substantially expanded training.

Because of unfamiliar legal systems, foreign criminal jurisdiction, and evolving cleanup standards, it can be difficult to hire good people to implement treatment and disposal programs. For example, Italy has joint and several perpetual criminal liability for individuals. People are reluctant to accept positions with this level of personal risk. 

DRMS has been tasked with the DoD hazardous waste mission by various DoD directives and instructions. The Army was the largest DoD generator internationally in FY1999, with a total disposal of 29 million pounds in the EUCOM AOR. There are combinations of requirements that result in prohibiting any disposal in a particular country, or requiring that some waste streams to be disposed of locally while others are segregated for third country disposal. Inadequate local facilities or lack of access to local facilities frequently necessitate transboundary shipments for third country disposal. 

It can be difficult to qualify foreign contractors to handle hazardous wastes. Extensive interviews and high costs for translation both during interviews and of contracts can be involved. DRMSI currently conducts business in 13 languages and contracts must include about 300 different waste streams. Since most DoD workers overseas are actually native English speakers, it makes less sense than might seem logical to produce contracts in the host country language. As a result, DoD employs contract translators. Price analysis is also complicated because quotes come in using different currencies, each with separately fluctuating exchange rates. The Euro should help ameliorate this problem when it is fully implemented in 2001. 

Foreign contractors must be able to understand and sign contracts in English, certify that they are familiar with Basel notification requirements, and provide both a transportation plan and a detailed operations plan. Contractors must provide a detailed outline of the disposal process that meets standards in the contract, and demonstrate the ability to execute a detailed tracking system for the waste. Over 50% of prime contractors have the capability to handle the entire task themselves. The remaining contractors must create teams with subcontractors to perform some of the tasks under the process. 

Analytical laboratory certification overseas is not the same as EPA CLP. DRMS contracts require equivalent standards to those set by the EPA. Some countries have good standards, such as Germany, but others have poor standards or no standards. 

Finally, changing national relationships and situations also impact DRMSI's ability to carry out its mission. This includes strikes, demonstrations and harassment of our contractors. For example, there were strikes in Greece over our participation in Kosovo that hampered our operations. 

Limited Options and Complex Arrangements for Transboundary Shipping
Maritime transport represents the most economical means of moving waste. However this modality is not without its problems. Hazardous waste is not a preferred cargo. It is controversial, it violates the green policies of some shipping companies, and it may constrain the ships' ability to opportunistically stop at additional ports to pick up new cargo. Finally, the shippers believe the Basel Convention conflicts with maritime law, which allows free unload anywhere with notice. It would be easier to use military assets for waste shipment, but hazardous waste disposal is very low on the US military shipping priority list.

Transit, as defined by Basel, is interpreted by some countries to mean "traveling through" and for others notification is required only if you are stopping or offloading. This raises questions about when and where Basel notifications are required. 

Overland shipping is another option in some places. Third country overland disposal is easy in Europe. It is impossible in the Middle East, where disposal is limited to in-country waste. In Asia, geography makes overland transport a non-issue. In Asia, governments are also hesitant to sign notifications because they are unwilling even to acknowledge the wastes are present, as illustrated in the Seattle PCB ship saga. PCBs from Korea go to the Netherlands for disposal. Lithium battery recycling is not available in Japan, and, Japan will not sign notification for export, so used batteries are accumulating. In Europe, the UK will not allow transshipment. Rules are different all over, making for a complex patchwork of agreements and hazardous waste flow. 

Contracting Options for Transnational Hazardous Waste Shipping and Disposal
DoD has international disposal contracts in 29 countries for exercise and contingency support, as well as on-going operations support. Services include a full range of hazardous waste management activities in addition to disposal. Cultural barriers are significant. Foreign cultures frequently require much more formal communication. In many cultures, first names are reserved for people with long-term personal relations. When US officials use first names, they inadvertently cause offense. Business transactions also sometimes involve more 'non-business conversation' or indirect resolution of conflict. It is intensely important to recognize how different cultures deal with an individual's status and personal distance, and to address personal touching mores. 

The acquisition process to put an international disposal contract in place includes:

· Working with the generator to determine requirements.

· Working with the generator to structure the contract around his priorities (e.g. best value, best price, past performance). Frequently past performance and price receive equal weighting.

· Ensuring sufficient contract management, including careful manifest tracking.

Types of contracts used include Blanket Purchase Agreements (BPAs) (used in exercise operations to good effect), IDIQs (more flexible than BPAs), requirements contracts (such as cradle-to-grave tracking), and best value contracts (emphasizing price competition). 

Different exercise operations generate different types and volumes of hazardous waste, from "everything" including PCBs, hazardous waste and excess foreign properties, to just POLs and soils contaminated by POLs. Other services include tank cleaning, waste identification and analysis, management services, transportation, training, permit renewals, and others. 

Managing Hazardous Waste From Contingencies and Exercises
DRMS was constrained in the early days of Kosovo, given the location of forces, including coalition forces, in its efforts to structure contracts that met mission requirements. In Bosnia, the UN acted as the Basel authority and signed Article 11 agreements submitted by the commander of KFOR. This arrangement worked smoothly. 

Crocodile, our most recent exercise with Australia, produced a full range of wastes, but figures on quantities would have to be researched. Cobra Cold produced only POL, with no hazardous waste. It produced about 5 metric tones of POL waste. 

The Principal Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense, Environmental Security, sponsors an extensive program involving contacts with other militaries to create a better understanding of environmental philosophies. However, there is often not much follow up to establish a more in- depth understanding that would enable better handling of these issues during contingencies and exercises.



State Department Perspectives
Deborah Grout
US DoS, Office of Environmental Policy
Basel Status
"The State Department advocates US ratification of the Basel Convention. Our current status as a 'Non-Party' is the genesis of many of our Basel-related problems." 

Deborah Grout
US Department of State, Office of Environmental Policy 
The State Department advocates US ratification of the Basel Convention. One important reason is that the implementing legislation would provide the authority to enable the US to better control hazardous waste exports to ensure responsible handling. The US cannot currently stop hazardous waste exports we know will not be properly handled. Becoming a Party also strengthens our position in other multilateral environmental issues and improves our "waste" relationships with other countries. Ratification also provides our domestic waste handlers access to international markets in waste and recycling. Parties also have a much more meaningful role in determining the terms of the treaty than observers. For example, the Basel Ban would have looked much different, or may not have happened at all, if the US had been a Party. Our current status as a "non-Party" is the genesis of many of our Basel-related problems. 

The State Department is working towards ratification. In 1990 the US signed the Convention and in 1992 the Senate gave its advice and consented to ratification. The US now needs implementing legislation to grant the new authorities needed before it can ratify the treaty. For example, we have the authority to regulate wastes under RCRA but not the legislative authority necessary to prevent the export of wastes as required under Basel. Several attempts were made to get this implementing legislation passed prior to the adoption by the Convention of the Basel Ban. 

A number of countries have signed and ratified the Basel Convention without the ability to fully implement it. 

The Basel Ban
The Basel Ban resulted from an agreement between the G77 (developing countries) and the EU. The G77 wanted the developed countries to stop the waste at their own borders rather than depending on the less developed countries or certain enforcement capability within the developing countries. The EU also decided to keep all their wastes within the EU. An advantage of this 

Basel Ban


The 1995 Ban Amendment calls for prohibiting exports of hazardous wastes for any purpose from developed countries to developing countries. In order to enter into force, the Ban amendment must be ratified by 62 of the Parties present at the time of adoption. To date, 17 countries have ratified this amendment. 
position for the EU is to support regional trade in recyclables that are, or contain, Basel wastes. The Basel Ban is currently a long way from being ratified by a sufficient number of countries to put it into force. Approximately 20 countries have ratified the Ban, with about 65 needed for adoption. Nevertheless, the resulting controversy over the Basel Ban has stymied final implementing legislation before the Congress. Moreover, the version of the Basel Convention to which the US Senate gave its advice and consent does not include the Ban. 

Consequences of Congress's Failure to Ratify Basel
The US' failure to ratify Basel has eroded our credibility in other international negotiations, where it is frequently cited as a lack of environmental commitment by the US. Our failure to ratify has also created a perception that the US 'wants to dump its waste in developing countries'. In addition, ratification would also allow our domestic waste recycling and reclamation industries to gain access to the international markets in those goods. Currently, Parties to the Conference are precluded from trading with non-Parties (such as the US), leaving us only Haiti, Afghanistan and a few other non-Parties as potential trading partners. Finally, being a Party would allow the U.S to participate in the continuing development of the Basel Conventions programs and decision-making. 

Ratification Process

The ratification process includes all agencies and departments that wish to participate. They form a negotiating team under circular C-175 authority held by the Secretary of State. C-175 is also accomplished prior to signing the document. If the document is approved by all agencies, Senate advice and consent is needed for significant treaties. The instrument of ratification follows a determination of the US's ability to implement the treaty. This ability can take the form of an executive order, administrative regulations, or legislation. DoS is currently in its third attempt to obtain Senate ratification. 

International Liability Under Basel
Recently, an Ad Hoc Working Group of Legal and Technical Experts of the Basel Convention produced the first international liability protocol. This protocol is increasingly becoming the basis for international liability protocols under other conventions and agreements. The Basel liability protocol: 

· Applies to most treatment and disposal options from the time transboundary movement starts until the notification of completion of disposal has occurred.

· Applies to whomever signs the notification form. The notifier is liable until the disposer has taken possession of the waste.

· Does not apply to countries that are Parties to certain Article 11 agreements and have notified the UN Secretariat, arguably such as US SOFAs. Increasing numbers of European countries are hesitant to continue Article 11 agreements because they don't wish to enable disposal in Europe. The ability of the US to continue to rely on SOFAs as meeting the Basel requirements for an Article 11 agreement is tenuous.

· Includes exemptions for damage from armed conflict, Acts of God, compliance with compulsory measures of public authority, or wrongful intentional conduct of a third party. 

· Provides for joint and several liability and right of recourse.

· Requires both the notifier and disposer to carry insurance or other financial guarantees. 

· Sets minimum limits of liability. Parties may unilaterally increase the limits, but not lower them below the minimum.

· Permits direct action against the insurer.

Implications of Basel on Ship Scrapping
Ship scrapping is being affected by Basel in two ways:

· Technical guidelines for ESM ship scrapping are being developed

· Legal definition of when a ship becomes a waste, and the responsibilities of the flag country.



EPA Perspectives
Anna Tschursin
US EPA, Office of Solid Waste
EPA Position and Role

"The EPA supports ratification of the Basel Convention in accordance with the 1994 principles (pre- "Basel Ban" amendment)." 

Anna Tschursin
U.S. EPA, Office of Solid Waste 
The EPA supports ratification of the Basel Convention in accordance with the 1994 principles (pre- "Basel Ban" amendment). The US can ratify the Convention without ratifying the Ban, and the EPA has no plans to recommend ratification of the Basel Ban amendment. The presumption underlying the Ban is that OECD countries have always been, and will be in the future, able to responsibly control waste imports, and that non-OECD countries never have or will ever be able to prohibit importation of waste. The EPA believes this is flawed.

The EPA is the United States' "competent authority" for notification, implementation, and enforcement of Basel programs. Basel requires an exporting country to notify the competent authority of the importing country of the shipment. Ratification of Basel has other resource concerns for the EPA because it would also be the implementing agency. 
Implementing Legislation Would Give EPA New Authorities

The US currently has minimal regulations governing imports of hazardous waste, with the exception of PCBs, which are regulated under TSCA. As a result, EPA does not possess the authority it would need if the US ratified Basel. Congress would have to grant new statutory authorities to EPA to enable it to implement US obligations under Basel. Other authorities Congress would have to grant before the US can ratify the Convention include the authority to: 

· Regulate all Basel waste (including biomedical and household waste)

· Prohibit any export that we believe will not be managed in an ESM

· Re-import illegal or mismanaged waste shipments 

This implementing legislation would take the form of an amendment to RCRA, rather than freestanding legislation. The legislation would enable EPA to issue regulations as needed and would be sufficiently self-implementing to allow formal ratification immediately. 

TSCA regulates PCBs and bans their importation, regardless of concentration, into the US. Basel requires re-import of any illegal or mismanaged waste exports, including PCBs, which the US currently cannot do. Current draft legislation would amend TSCA to allow return of illegally exported PCBs only. 

Current draft legislation being developed by the EPA in cooperation with the State Department and other Executive Branch agencies includes the following principles:

· No changes to exchanges with Canada and Mexico.

· Exports to OECD countries will proceed as is for five years, after which some additional restrictions will be enacted.

· Exports of hazardous waste for recycling would be allowed only if a prior finding shows that it would be managed in an environmentally safe manner. This can be compared to a "guilty until proven innocent" principal.

· Export of hazardous waste for final treatment and disposal outside of North America would be subject to higher standards and additional scrutiny.

· Export of waste to any country that has formally stated that it does not wish to receive it will be prohibited. 

EPA Position on DoD Basel Problems

EPA sympathizes with some of the unique problems Basel poses for the DoD: 

· Return of government waste from non-Basel Parties (e.g. Kosovo)

· Exports from countries which are Basel Parties but which will not forward a notification (e.g. Japan)

· PCB import ban under TSCA 

A provision in the 1994 principles enable the US government to repatriate wastes that have been generated overseas, provided they have always stayed within US government control. 

Technical assistance and capacity building programs in other countries would enable treatment and disposal locally, and minimize transboundary shipments. The US does provide this type of international assistance currently. The US could save money by strengthening host nation ability to dispose of hazardous waste, as this would reduce transportation costs for the DoD to ship the waste to a third country. Foreign Military Sales revenue could also be invested for this purpose. 



Congressional Perspectives 

Dick Frandsen
Committee on Commerce, U.S. House of Representatives
Passing legislation is always difficult for issues that are not visible to the public. From the Congressional perspective, the primary impediments to passing the implementing legislation to ratify Basel have included:

· No strong political push from the business community or environmental NGOs to ratify Basel.

· Some of the Basel implementing legislation introduced in 1991 provided for a definition of "environmentally sound management" that is less strict than US requirements. This included auditing facilities on foreign soil. Some other countries objected to the right to audit (Canada). It was also opposed by some hazardous waste disposers (Laidlaw, Inc.) but not by others (Waste Management, Inc.).

· The "Basel Ban" caused domestic business groups, such as the Business Recycling Coalition, to initially oppose ratification, but they have reversed their opposition, and now support ratification under certain circumstances.

· In 1998 the State Department notified Congress that it strongly supported ratification, but Congress has not received a legislative proposal. 

Other issues include:

· What are the obstacles to ratification? No push from the business community Outside of the Administration, Congress 'just doesn't hear from people' about this issue. Significantly, no administration proposal has yet been received by Congress. 

· How will the Ban amendment be dealt with in the implementing legislation? Some environmental groups feel that we must deal with the Ban. 

· How will adoption of the liability protocol impact the implementing legislation? 

· Will there be an attempt to implement other agendas beyond just Basel, such as the import of foreign-manufactured PCBs, which is vehemently opposed by NGO's? 

· Does the draft legislation establish a competitive advantage for certain private companies? 

· Do SOFAs constitute an Article 11 agreement? 

· Most of the members of Congress who have historically introduced Basel implementing legislation are no longer around to champion this legislation.

· Finally, the case still needs to be made of the negative consequences from not ratifying Basel. 

Basel is not the only international treaty relating to toxic materials and waste that requires implementing legislation. Others include

· PIC treaty (requires amendment to TSCA)

· POPs treaty (will require amendment to TSCA)



Industry Perspectives
Bob Reiley
U.S. DoC, Office of Metals, Materials, and Chemicals
(Mr. Reiley addressed issues of concern to both the DoC and the materials recycling industry.) 
Concerns About Basel
First, Basel doesn't distinguish between recycling and disposal. DoC was concerned that through the Basel Ban the EU was trying to limit international trade in recycling materials for economic benefit of EU. Specifically, there is concern that the EU is trying to keep recyclable materials (commodities) within the EU, rather than letting them be sent to their economic competitors (Tiger economies). The trade issues in Basel have taken primacy over the environmental implications in the mind of industry. Some at DoC predict an increase in trade between OECD countries because of the restrictions in the Basel Convention; and these problems associated with transit through intermediary countries (e.g. in-transit countries) will further disrupt trade. 

At the same time, the EU has ratified its own parallel ban on shipments outside the EU (parallel to the Basel Ban). This proliferation of commerce restrictions is also problematic. 

Similarly, DoC feels that there is insufficient attention to pollution prevention, in favor of simply enacting outright bans on types of products. DoC is concerned that the simple policy fix (a ban) may restrict trade and not be conducive to driving pollution prevention program growth. 

All of these concerns lead industry to believe that the US is better off being an active participant, and having a voice in how the guidelines and rules are developed, rather than being a passive recipient of decisions. However, industry isn't actively lobbying Congress now, in part, because they first want to see specific implementing legislation. They do have some concerns about what the legislation says about the EPA's export authorities. They also want to know that any new requirements on US industry would not place them at an economic disadvantage. For example, if EPA develops a facility ESM certification program, would international parties also be required to maintain such facilities to trade with the US? 

Distinguishing Between Trade in Recyclables and Disposal 
In an attempt to distinguish between recyclable materials and waste, the US actively participated in a Basel technical working group. The solution was to develop lists, which are contained in Annex 8 and Annex 9. Some materials are included in both lists, and the distinguishing characteristic is whether the material exhibits specific characteristics. 

Industry has been successful in influencing the move of many items of concern from being banned to the "good list", thereby allowing international trade in those items. Consequently, some industry groups historically working the issue no longer feel a pressing concern. Their requests have been granted, so lobbing is starting to decline. Industry funding and attention to Basel is declining just as it is becoming more pressing at DoD, and faces potential implementation by Congress. 

Basel and Trade Patterns
Basel is affecting trade patterns. For example, if Annex material is to be shipped from England to Italy, it must be transshipped through many other countries. Notice and consent are needed from each country, and this raises prices and takes time. To complicate the situation, if a shipment from England to Portugal stopped without prior planning in Rotterdam for consolidation, it would not be possible to get any materials off the ship because notice and consent would not have been arranged. 

The EU Ban pre-empts the Basel Ban. For some, the best way to solve the waste issue is not to have waste. Nickel cadmium batteries are "bad actors". The EU solution was to ban NiCad batteries. This upset the US industry, which continues to be concerned that the EU solution is to simply ban products. This is a growing problem and becoming more problematic. 

"Ship scrapping is becoming a big issue. The International Maritime Organization (IMO) will not take care of the ship scrapping issue. It is uncertain the DoD will be exempt when a ship is declared a hazardous waste. " 

Bob Reiley
U.S. Department of Commerce
Office of Metals, Materials, and Chemicals 
During the early days of Basel, the G-77 countries solidly supported actions to keep materials from going into their countries. But they are now discovering they aren't getting the materials they need to support their industries. Countries like Brazil, India, and the Philippines are speaking up. With all these issues that will affect trade, there is a growing consensus within industry that the US is better off having a voice as a Party than not being a Party. 

However, both industry and government are experiencing "Basel fatigue." Initially, the Recycling Coalition formed as an industry group for the purpose of lobbying, and was very well funded. However, industries whose materials showed up on the "good" list lost interest and are leaving the Recycling Coalition. This is happening just as issues that affect the DoD are becoming increasingly important. 

Among the issues important to DoD is ship scrapping. Within Basel, ship scrapping is becoming a big issue. The International Maritime Organization (IMO) will not take care of the ship scrapping issue. It is uncertain that DoD will be exempt when a ship is declared a hazardous waste. 

We can trade in scrap with countries where we have a bilateral agreement. 



Office of Secretary of Defense Perspectives
Bob Taylor
OSD Deputy General Counsel, Environment & Installations 

DoD supports all of the basic premises of the Basel Convention and is committed to the proper management of all hazardous waste that the DoD generates. 

Bob Taylor
DoD Deputy General Counsel 
DoD Policy
DoD supports all of the basic premises of the Basel Convention and is committed to the proper management of all hazardous waste that the DoD generates. Basel commitments are integrated into the absolute requirement that we are able to fulfill our missions around the world. Basel does not appear to contemplate activities of one State within another. We prefer to dispose of the waste in the country where it was generated, if ESM facilities are available. Unfortunately, such disposal facilities are not always available.

SOFAs - Enabling Mechanisms for Managing DoD Waste Overseas
DoD regards SOFAs as agreements or arrangements that are within the meaning of Article 11 of Basel. However, it is important to note that this is not a universally held opinion. Where SOFA language specifically addresses waste issues, DoD is in a stronger position to argue the SOFA does meet the requirements of Article 11. 

Going forward, contingency planners must be aware of Basel constraints. Up-front arrangements should include means for the US to meet its Basel obligations, including use of Article 11 (e.g. 

. . ."contingency planners must be aware of Basel constraints. Up-front arrangements should include means for the US to meet its Basel obligations, including use of Article 11 (e.g. NATO operations, UN authorizations) agreements. "

Bob Taylor
DoD Deputy General Counsel
Environment & Installations 
NATO operations, UN authorizations) agreements. Since many Basel parties are opposed to Article 11 agreements in principle, because they view them as a loophole, DoD may not want to rely only on Article 11 agreements. This is not because they aren't legal, but because internationally they are viewed with antipathy, and might not be accepted as sufficient. While DoD recognizes this situation, particularly in areas with hostile governments or no governments, Article 11 agreements are currently the only path forward, until we become a Party to Basel.

DoD Position on Implementing Legislation to Ratify Basel
Finally, it is paramount that any implementing legislation not impose additional barriers, such as requiring foreign facilities to adhere to standards as stringent as those in the United States. Subjecting ship scrapping to Basel would impose a burden on EPA that would be very difficult for EPA to meet. 



Military Contingency Planning: An Introduction 

Kevin Dodge, LTC, USA
DLA Logistics Readiness Center 

"These (environmental) plans are important to DLA, and to DoD's mission. The DLA Contingency Support Team has about 24 DLA people working in Kosovo. In Bright Star, a recent exercise, there were inadequate packaging, labels, and other equipment needed to properly deal with waste. " 

Kevin Dodge, LTC, USA
DLA Logistics Readiness Center 
Environmental Contingency Planning 

JOPES, the Joint Operations Planning Execution System, is used to plan for contingencies. Appendix L addresses environmental issues. This document is designed to provide joint commanders and planners with a capability to plan and execute contingency plans. Each Commander in Chief (CINC) has his own support center. These (environmental) plans are important to DLA, and to DoD's mission. The DLA Contingency Support Team has about 24 DLA people working in Kosovo. In Bright Star, a recent exercise, there were inadequate packaging, labels, and other equipment needed to properly deal with waste. 

There are two types of planning: deliberate (associated with peacetime planning) and crisis action planning (contingency planning). DLA is developing a supporting plan for an exercise with Korea, and using it as a template for developing supporting plans for all of the other theatres. There are four kinds of plans: OPLAN, CONPLAN, CONPLAN with TPFDD, and a Functional Plan. These plans are reviewed on a two-year cycle. DLA will ultimately develop a supporting plan from the Korean template for each of the OPLANs, CONPLANs and Functional Plans. 

These plans are important to DLA, and to DoD's mission. The DLA Contingency Support Team has about 24 DLA people working in Kosovo. In Bright Star 97, there were inadequate packaging, labels, and other equipment needed to properly handle the waste. In the Bright Star 99 exercise, we learned from the mistakes we made during the Bright Star 97 exercise, and the plan worked much better. 

Planning for Basel Requirements During Contingencies
DoD would like to use the Basel Secretariat to help facilitate bringing these issues to the Parties, and help lay the groundwork for an understanding of how Basel would work in such situations. The Security Council may also address this issue, which leads to the need to reconcile the positions of the Secretariat and Security Council. 

Germany was very aware of Basel issues during the Kosovo conflict, and of the waste being generated by the Kosovo Forces, or KFOR. This is a growing issue. Germany insisted on notification to cover waste generated by all participating nations, not just the US. Macedonia wrote a letter to the UN asking if Basel considered the military KFOR commander's notification valid. The Basel Secretariat gave a verbal response that it would be OK. 

It is important that Basel address peacekeeping implications in future technical working groups. If the US were a Party, it could organize a group of Parties with similar interests to approach the Secretariat to see how they would address the matter, thereby beginning an effort to address the issue. Key to a favorable review would be cooperation of the largest possible coalition of Parties with common interests. 



Planning, Policies and the Role of the Executive Agent 

Bill Nicholls
Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense, Environmental Security
(Mr. Nicholls recently arrived from the EUCOM staff, where he served as the environmental specialist.) 
". . .the path forward includes institutionalizing the lessons learned and obtaining buy-in from the warfighters. This can be accomplished by establishing realistic expectations that allow them to execute their mission, including their environmental mission. " 

Bill Nicholls
Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Environmental Security) 
Kosovo Background 

USEUCOM has executed 20 contingency operations since 1996. EUCOM is designated the executive agent for environmental issues in the theater. 

The NATO-led Balkan contingency operation consists of 33 nations formed into 3 multinational Divisions. The operation was initially predicted to last 12 months, and environmental planning was based on that estimate. Under the 1995 Dayton Accords, the following operations were established: 

· Joint Endeavor, which served for a 12-month term

· Joint Guard, which served for the subsequent 30 months, and

· Joint Force, which was established in 1998 and is still in operation today 

Transitioning from Contingency to Installations
The operation went directly from tents to C-huts, skipping middle phases such as hardened tents. They also built the only two fully operational wastewater treatment plants in Kosovo, using the Logistics Civil Augmentation Program (LOGCAP). The operation also had its own hazardous waste management system. Transit agreements were created for shipping US wastes only. The US deliberately chose not to set the precedent of shipping waste generated by allies, partly to get the UN to step up to the plate, and secondly to minimize the risk to US personnel associated with operating in a hostile theatre.

The Commanders' role, in priority order, is to:

· Complete the mission

· Protect the force

· Protect US interests (liability)

· Spend money wisely

· Demonstrate environmental stewardship

In order to build the base camps, the US had to clean up hazardous waste that was contaminating the property before its arrival. 

The commander's roles and responsibility expressly lists "demonstrate environmental stewardship'. There are some doctrine, policy and guidance gaps in overseas contingencies, including gaps in guidance for:

· Fixed facilities

· Conflicts 

A book has been developed for the soldier, and is given to all soldiers that arrive in the theater. It tells them how to perform their environmental responsibilities. 

Plans and Policies for Contingency Operations in Europe
Contingency operations are governed by a series of policies and guidelines ranging from the Basel Convention to the Dayton Accords. Planning for environmental operations in a contingency operation must include a number of challenges. Included are the degree of threat as well as its duration and intensity; the "rules, regulations and expectations"; the existing environmental infrastructure, if any (e.g. treatment, storage and disposal facilities); available military lift capacity for environmental needs (usually a low priority); and LOGCAP contractor support and viability of commercial/governmental resources. Participants were very positive about the role and efficacy of the LOGCAP contract. 

There were significant problems initially with moving waste out of the region. There were 3 signatories to the Dayton Accords - Croatia, Boznia-Herzegovina, and the Republic of Yugoslavia. The Dayton Accords are silent on waste and environmental issues. The US had not signed, so there was no way to get hazardous waste out of the region. Eventually, a Hungarian Omnibus agreement was crafted that required us to participate in permitting regimes. Under this agreement, the US does have to satisfy procedural requirements of host nation laws. It took 11 months to move the first waste shipment out of Kosovo. This problem needs to be addressed at the OSD and DoS level. 

Using Lessons Learned
The path forward includes institutionalizing the lessons learned and obtaining buy-in from the warfighters. This can be accomplished by establishing realistic expectations that allow them to execute their mission, including their environmental mission. In the international community there is increasing pressure to get the United States to ratify the Basel Convention. 

There is an important need for training, and to provide access for environmental professionals to the planning and decision-making processes. 

Annex L is the environmental document that is part of the contingency planning JOPES. 



Executing the Hazardous Waste Disposal Mission During Contingency Operations
Ms. Miriam Alonso
DRMS 

DRMSI in Kosovo 

Costs for disposing of hazardous waste during contingency operations are high. During Kosovo/Macedonia/Albania, the U.S. disposed of: 

· 1,912,055 lbs. costing $1,369,872

In Hungary/Bosnia/Croatia, the U.S. disposed of: 

· 15,240,264 lbs. costing $3,559,114

Ms. Miriam Alonso
DRMS 
There were a number of difficulties getting started in Kosovo, and some successes as well. DRMSI teams played with the executive agents and the operations planning groups. They established accumulation points at all places waste would be generated. DLA had a contract in place in 6 months, which is very fast under these circumstances. There was a lack of drums in Macedonia, so they used a Bosnia contract to get them trucked in. There were no local disposal facilities.

Practical Impediments
The Basel Convention can pose obstacles during contingency operations:

· Finding competent authority.

· Countries declining transit approval.

· They have 60 days to review; if they decline, the whole process must be restarted. In Kosovo they had 60 waste streams. Each waste stream required a notification for each facility, showing each transit. It cost about $500 per notification.

· The fastest waste movement was in Albania (5 months).

· Underestimating quantities generated. If quantities exceed the estimate the notification process must be re-initiated.

· The last minute nature of these operations delays/compresses the traditional notification process, so DoD is inevitably behind the curve on the manifest/notification process.

· Notification must be made for each individual waste stream.

Practical logistics issues can be hurdles also. Small, narrow roads are inadequate for hazardous waste loading operations. The large forklifts and cranes necessary to load the milvans and seavans may not be in-country. The political environment is inevitably complicated. Authorities change their minds after agreements are made, border customs stop shipment of supplies and/or hazardous waste, there are long waiting lines at borders, and truckers sometimes strike against NATO. There are frequent strikes because NATO gets first priority at borders, and this antagonizes commercial truckers. Personnel turnover is extremely high and the training curve is long and steep. Moreover, each rotation wants to change procedures. 

Some of the allied nations were either shipping the waste back to their countries for disposal, or contracting locally for disposal. In the latter case, the waste was simply being dumped in a ditch. There were no controls, and no check up on contractors. These countries started coming to the US for help. 

Lessons Learned
· Provide units with start-up supplies from day one.

· Use a single contractor to do all hazardous waste management. Right now it is split between LOGCAP and DRSO. 




	DISCUSSION GROUPS
The Workshop included four discussion sessions on two topics; The Impact of Basel on Contingency Operations, and Disposing of PCBs - Hazardous Waste Disposal and Readiness. Participants divided into two groups and each group discussed both issues in separate sessions.
THE IMPACT OF BASEL 
ON CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS
Session Goals: 

· Identify resources available for contingency planning.

· Identify shortfalls that prevent adequate contingency planning, including policy and guidance gaps.

· Identify actions DoD could take to bridge the gap between available resources and requirements.

Mr. Jeff Shelton from DLA led these breakout sessions, with assistance from Mr. Bill Nicholls of the ODUSD(ES) staff.

Issue: Guidance for Contingency Operations
There is currently no guidance to commanders that tells them about their environmental requirements or expectations of environmental stewardship. DoD has awarded to conduct a gap analysis on policy, guidance and doctrine in this area. The results should provide a roadmap for developing these documents. An example of the type of guidance needed would be an environmental section of the CINC OPLAN. 

One of the most fundamental disconnects is that the current planning system is incompatible with Annex L to the JOPES. While it is an excellent document that contains detailed planning guidance and some important lessons learned; it is inadequate to conduct planning to the level of detail necessary. One of the biggest concerns is that logistics in general, and environmental considerations in particular, are on the periphery. It is important to make sure commanders understand the significance of environmental requirements, and that not executing them correctly leads to more costly liability and an obligation to clean up later. 

Issue: Applicability of Pollution Prevention in Contingency Operations
Better control of hazardous materials and waste generation would help reduce quantities. Implementing the hazardous materials pharmacy concept 3 reduces waste, but it is only implemented as the mission matures. Another problem is new materials, those that have never been used, are put into accumulation points as waste. Departing troops want to get rid of material before they leave. Pharmacies are more difficult to operate overseas because operations are often "locationally fragmented", making it harder to transit from one user to another. 

Issue: Access to Early Planning
Operators must be part of the solution. Environmental factors must be integrated into doctrine and guidance documents. They must be an integral part of the entire mission from earliest planning through execution. Plans must be prepared in adequate detail to enable warfighters to conduct the operation unencumbered, and to minimize the environmental footprint of the operation. This doctrine must be part of the "3" series of documents in order to be read by the operators. If it is only in the "4" series, only logisticians will read it, which is like singing to the choir. 

At the end of Desert Storm, we had 4 ½ acres of hazardous waste, and there was NO DRMS involvement early in the process. It is important to bring DRMS into the planning process early. Issues such as security and the problem of allowing contractors into the planning process must be overcome. If contractors can gain access to work on our nation's most sensitive weapons programs, we ought to be able to figure out a way to give them access to contingency planning. Especially considering that CNN knew about the operation before DRMS was cleared to begin contract actions. Others noted that DRMS manages to provide hazardous waste contract services in the "black world", which are often in places supporting programs that officially don't exist. If they can do this, they ought to be able to become more involved in contingency planning. 

DLA needs access to threat briefings and other available intelligence in order to understand the type of infrastructure and other support available in countries that CINCs regard as "red." This refers to the "red-yellow-green" convention CINCs use to designate the results of threat assessments conducted for specific countries and regions. 

Issue: Knowledge of Local Resources 
Local information about areas CINCs designate as "red" would help DLA support the warfighter more quickly and efficiently. For example, Defense Supply Center Philadelphia has an innovative program called the Industrial Base Extension Program (IBEX) for improved contingency management planning for the subsistence commodity.4 Essentially, DSCP has contracts with companies in various world regions to provide continuing reports on the availability of subsistence, logistical assets, personnel assets and other capabilities needed to provide subsistence support to a contingency operation. DSCP uses these reports to prepare contingency plans. Each of the IBEX contractors can also be called upon to execute the contingency plans. Something as simple as acquiring the equivalent of a yellow pages for these areas would be helpful to DLA's planning. 

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) could also be used by DLA to identify topography, water supplies, roads, and other local conditions that affect their ability to support the warfighter. Base camp planning would also benefit from this information. While maneuver commanders dictate camp location, there could be a number of options that offer equal tactical advantage. However, some might be easier to support logistically than others. Commanders should welcome the opportunity to simplify their logistics requirements. In Bosnia, there were 35 such base camps. 

Waste disposal facilities in many countries are terrible. Strengthening local capability to handle industrial waste is a mission of a number of UN bodies, such as the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), the United Nations Environment Programme's Economic, Technology and Industry Office (UNEP-TIE), the World Bank and the Global Environment Facility (GEF). It might be worth investigating whether one of these organizations would be willing to provide funds for the US to construct these facilities in order that they could be available for economic development of the operation. 

Having these facilities available locally would reduce disposal costs and reduce disposal time significantly by eliminating the need for transportation, packaging the waste to IMO standards, and providing Basel notifications. 

The Air Force is developing a checklist by Area of Responsibility (AOR) through a contract under the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE). AFCEE is very familiar with the pharmacy concept, and at operational bases the pharmacy supports, rather than impedes, the delivery of other support services to the operators. 

Is there some consistency in materials and waste streams that could be integrated into training scenarios? If it differs by theater, it could be tailored to the type of training or exercise. Medical waste is becoming an increasingly important issue, and should be added to future planning considerations. Proof of disposal is also becoming an issue. The Army's Center for Health Promotion and Preventative Medicine (CHPPM) has developed some guidance for hazardous waste in field activities. 

Issue: Including Materials for the HW Mission in the Logistics Pipeline
"Push packages" are standard sets of materials that travel with deploying units. Unfortunately, they cannot be tailored to the theater or contingency. As a result, hazardous materials end up in places where they have no use at all. For example, they all contain fluids to help engines start in cold weather, and such materials went straight into the hazardous waste flow in Desert Storm. As a result, they cost money to buy, ship, store, transport, store again, and dispose of as hazardous waste. They occupy space in the logistics pipeline, and contribute nothing to the mission. DoD ought to have more sophisticated ways of tailoring "push packages" to local needs. 

An anecdote was offered relating to assistance the US provided to Venezuela last year following severe flooding. US troops were positioned at the airport, which was 3km downwind of the seaport. Chemicals washed off the shore and into the bay. The magnitude of the spill was such that it turned the bay purple and there were a number of underwater explosions. UNEP came in to help out. Military chemical protection gear is not designed to protect against industrial chemicals, only chemical weapons. As a result, we had to purchase 3M masks commercially. 

A contingent of Hungarian officers visited a US facility, and was surprised to see the US protecting tank cars of hazardous waste. 

A consensus of the group was that issues of host and allied nation assistance in managing materials and waste must be high on the OSD agenda, and OSD must be willing to engage the State Department to help.

Issue: War Gaming and the Environmental Mission
War games and exercises lack environmental requirements. Environmental requirements need to become a part of mission-essential training. War games and exercises must play the environmental mission so troops will know it exists, and have some sense of the requirements. Units need practice executing the environmental mission. Cooperative Lantern 2000 is an exercise that included an environmental scenario. 

Today, there are no materials, drums or other equipment necessary to manage materials and waste available when the troops hit the ground. The biggest problem with shipping drums is their cubes. Three solutions were offered: 

· Get the need for collapsible drums into JOPES

· Put the need for drums into LOGCAP contracts

· Ship consumables, such as oil, water and others, in drums that can be used for hazardous waste after the consumable is used

The experience we've gained since Desert Storm is not being institutionalized, and this is a problem. It is not that the lessons learned are not being recorded, but that they are not being read before the next operation. Everyone is reinventing the wheel and recording their own lessons learned and adding them to the archive. Lessons learned should be put into forward planning documents and not just into archive. 



DISPOSING OF PCBs
HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL AND READINESS 
Session Goal: Identify what would it take to be liquid PCB-free at overseas US bases by 2002.

Policy Gaps Identified:

· Do we/should we test for PCBs with concentrations under 50 ppm? 

· There are multiple, perhaps inadequate, international testing standards. Should we establish a specific standard? 

· Broaden inventory beyond utility systems to include other sources, like weapons & radar. 

Background: The US has authority to re-import PCBs of domestic manufacture; Sierra Club v. EPA prohibits the import of foreign manufactured PCBs. This is primarily a problem in Japan because of our SOFA, which prescribes purchase of Japanese goods and services. However, the Sierra Club might still challenge the re-import of US-manufactured PCBs, and the distinction would not likely survive.

Utility privatization is not mandated overseas. Therefore it does not impact the PCB-free goal. DoD is currently disposing of 5 million lbs. of PCB per year. 

One year ago DoD submitted a Report to Congress on foreign-manufactured PCBs outlining the barriers precluding import for disposal.5 This report includes an inventory of 3.5 million lbs. of foreign PCBs in use/storage at non-continental US bases, of which 1 million lbs. are in Japan. The Report to Congress inventory should be scrubbed again, as it was prepared under a stringent deadline. The report projected that these PCBs would come out of service by 2003. 

Issue: Does DoD have an adequate inventory of liquid PCBs?
The definition of "PCB-free" needs to be better developed before we know what to inventory, or can develop a budget or timeline goal. Foreign nations still manufacture PCBs, though the US does not. Do we need to coordinate our efforts with other PCB-related international regulations, as DoT has done? 

Electric conduit and capacitors are solid sources and should not be included in the inventory. Should weapons and radar systems be inventoried? Some sealed systems don't lend themselves to testing. 

Are we testing liquid sources for levels under 50 ppm? Testing is not currently required under OEBGD; this is a policy gap. Sometimes they test but if the substances are under 50 ppm then they are labeled "non PCBs". Each country has a different level, so 50 ppm is not an internationally recognized threshold concentration. 

It was noted that some foreign countries require PCBs to be tracked. Domestically we need to notify fire departments of their location. This raises the question of how, if we have an inadequate inventory, we can fulfill our tracking and notification responsibilities? Finally, some sealed systems don't lend themselves to testing. 

DoD uses EPA SW-846 or ASTM methods. Different countries use different testing standards. For example, the Japanese use a standard (e.g. analytical laboratory test), which yields different results than our standards. Sometimes different laboratories use different test methods within the same country. Some countries might have a justification for use of other standards, and we should be open to listening to that reasoning. The dichotomy may be that the Japanese are looking at this for leachate potential (because the material would likely be disposed of in a landfill) while the US looks for total concentration. A Lab Quality Work Group is looking at laboratory issues such as this. Perhaps we need to test using both sets of tests, the ones the Japanese need for their disposal purposes and the ones we need for future disposal. We also need to look at the testing standards required by the country of disposal, as well as the country of origin. The group speculated that the EPA/ASTM standards might be more likely to be accepted internationally. 

There is a program that enables us to return materials/equipment to the host country. This could provide an end-game strategy to enable us to finally dispose of PCBs. 

Issue: Barriers exist to achieving the PCB-free by 2002 goal.
DRMS is not currently accepting PCBs for physical storage in Japan. The installations are responsible for paying to implement programs to achieve this goal. They currently have to take the budget out of other programs with higher risks or priorities at the installation level. 

Korea uses transformers of unusual voltage, and the systems are being systematically upgraded. If transformers were to be taken out of service before the upgrade is complete, they would have to be replaced twice. However, the upgrade process is slow due to lack of resources. Is there sufficient money and time to buy the new transformers? A schedule for changing out PCB-laden transformers already exists. If the existing schedule is changed, how will that exacerbate the problem? We don't know what bases will be closed/downsized - so we don't know where to prioritize and focus removal. Sometimes the transformers are part of a host country project, which necessitates renegotiating with the foreign country. 

It is financially wasteful to take out functional items just to replace them early. It was suggested that they get switched out as they reach the end of their useful life. It was also suggested that it is even wasteful to inventory systems that won't be replaced until the end of their useful life. This can be viewed as a costly, nonproductive step.

A "goal" for becoming PCB-free, per se, might be inappropriate, given the low risk to human health and the environment. It might also be inappropriate because the compound is amenable to being replaced at the end of its useful life, as an ongoing process. This might be an attempt to solve a political problem with a technical/operational solution. If we set a goal it should be risk-based, it should allow for some regular life cycle replacements (time phased), and it should realistically be tied to the budget. 

Perhaps rather than immediate removal, a better approach is to maintain PCBs in such a way as to secure ESM, much as we have done with asbestos-containing materials (e.g. encapsulation). A goal based on risk rather than time might be more appropriate. 

Issue: Does DoD have sufficient storage capacity to support a 2002 PCB-free program?
PCBs removed from service must be stored while they await destruction. DoD may not have adequate storage capacity for PCBs, and may need to creative partnerships with other organizations that have PCB storage capability. Storage availability and contracting capability are closely linked. 

If we begin to stockpile large amounts, it could draw attention to the stockpile in the public/press, and trigger a "Japan-like reaction". If we accelerate disposal, will we be perceived as "dumping" foreign-manufactured PCBs in third countries because we won't take them back here? Participants voiced the strong view that the increased activity brings a high likelihood of attracting undesired and complicating publicity. 

We must identify sufficient storage capacity before implementing wholesale removal of PCBs from service. Alternatively, the goal must be time phased in order to avoid a visible storage problem. The big issues are volume, location, and location of manufacture. 

Issue: What does DoD need to develop in terms of policy direction and timeline to achieve the 2002 goal? 
Participants were uncomfortable committing to a timeline, and pointed out that DoD utilities are already under funded, and currently receive only 40% of "must fund" amounts. The date of 30 Sept 2009 might work. It matches the deadline for the next update of the environmental governing standards. The goal must be set with consideration given to host country funding, MILCON funding, and environmental governing standards. The engineering community may not agree with the level of priority environmental community assigns to this issue. however, their buy-in is critical since both communities must agree on funding priorities. 

The inventories might need to be redone, which has both cost and time implications. Two of the military Departments already have PCB-free goals for domestic facilities, however the deadlines have already passed. The overseas goal has been "as soon as you can." DoD budgets in European and Korea have recently been decimated, and there are currently huge funding demands to meet other requirements. Given these realities, a phased-in goal, or a country-by-country goal may be more achievable. 

Issue: Phaseing-in a goal with an exemption or a country-by-country goal
Korea uses an unusual voltage, requiring Korean transformers and capacitors. Is this unique to Korea, or do other countries also present this problem? Do these anomalies underscore the desirability of a country-by-country goal? Does it make sense to set the country-by-country goal with the presence of disposal facilities in each country? If technically feasible, would it make sense to mandate replacing transformers with US-manufactured products containing PCB concentrations under 50 ppm? This would become a future disposal problem, but at least other countries would have the option of importing them for disposal. It can be a problem to use a US transformer in a foreign country where our transformers are non-standard. It might make more sense to negotiate "take back" with the country of manufacture. We need to incorporate different goals for out-of-service/into storage, and for final disposal, to allow for the realities of the transport/disposal issues. 

It may make more sense to develop a goal limited to PCBs at greater than 50ppm only, rather than completely PCB free. If the DoD took this path, the goal could change in the future to require completely PCB free, i.e., 0 ppm. It was unclear how to evaluate the impact on DoD of these possibilities. 

Issue: Is it possible to link the timeframe to the risk and cost of a PCB spill (e.g. Norfolk)?
DoD was given 10 years to change out their underground storage tanks (UST's), which posed a much greater environmental risk than PCBs confined in transformers. Such relative risk factors should be considered when setting a new PCB goal. PCBs present an environmental risk that seems less severe than the attention or budget being focused on them. 

The option of just putting new PCB-free oil into old equipment doesn't work because the shells leak PCBs back into the oil. In addition, it is easy to tell foreign from domestic manufacture in the laboratory because the PCBs have different "signatures." 

Issue: What can DUSD do that would help the most?
Set goals that give removal from high-risk areas first priority (e.g., a transformer in the middle of a maintenance facility is higher risk than one on a pole in the middle of a field). A fault tree analysis to identify the high-risk systems may be a useful exercise for DUSD and the Services to undertake. 

The program must be implemented through the utilities' infrastructures, as well as through the environmental lines of authority. Real Property Maintenance Accounts (RPMA) and MILCON monies are needed to conduct inventories. It is important that Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) include these requirements, and that they be reflected in the Service POM inputs. 

Negotiation is needed with Japan because they are funding and installing new PCB equipment, exacerbating an already untenable situation. Clearly, we must take strong action to stop the problem from getting worse. Some Services are reluctant to fund overseas work. Language could be put into the OEBGD via amendment that would require them to fund these overseas requirements. Such policies as DPG and OEBGD amendments must come from OSD at a high level, such as the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology & Logistics) (USD (AT&L)). 

Do we need a National Security exemption to allow re-import? An Assistant Secretary-level meeting is expected to take place at the White House this summer to determine which of four options DoD will pursue before the end of this Administration's term. These issues are in flux. 

DoD should voluntarily prepare and submit a follow-up Report to Congress to share the path forward on the foreign-manufactured PCB issue. 

It was suggested that DoD go through all specifications and eliminate any that call for PCB-containing materials. This is difficult because one can't just search for "PCB" specifications. Typically just transformers/capacitors etc. are identified. However, there is a precedent for such a search. During the early 90s, all the Services established a capability to search all technical requirements documents for ozone depleting substances. A similar effort could be launched to find PCB requirements. 

Appendix A
Points of Contact 


Appendix B
Acronyms
AFCEE
Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence

AOR
Area of Responsibility (e.g., CENTCOM's AORs include Northern Red Sea Region, South and Central Asia, Arabian Peninsula and Iraq, and the Horn of Africa region.)

BPA
Blanket Purchase Agreement

CENTCOM
Central Command

CEQ
President's Council on Environmental Quality

CENTCOM
Central Command, one of DoD's unified commands that exercises joint operational control of AORs

CERCLA
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act

CHPPM
Center for Health Promotion and Preventative Medicine

CONPLAN
Concept Plan

COP
Conference of Parties

DLA
Defense Logistics Agency

DoC
Department of Commerce

DoD
Department of Defense

DoDD
Department of Defense Directive

DoDI
Department of Defense Instruction

DoJ
Department of Justice

DoS
Department of State

DoT
Department of Transportation

DPG
Defense Planning Guidance

DRMS
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service

DRMSI
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service International

DUSD (ES)
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security)

EO
Executive Order

EPA
Environmental Protection Agency

EU
European Union

EUCOM
European Command

ESM
Environmentally Sound Management

FGS
Final Governing Standards

FMS
Foreign Military Sales

IG
Inspector General

IDIQ
Indefinite Delivery, Indefinite Quantity

JOPES
Joint Operations Planning Execution System (Appendix L addresses environmental issues) (See: http://www.afsc.edu/jpoc/lsn4/sld001.htm)

KFOR
Kosovo Forces

LOGCAP
Logistics Civil Augmentation Program 
(See: http://www.dcmc.hq.dla.mil/Cassites/Intl/cclogcap.htm) 

MACOM
Major Command

MAJCOM
Major Command

MILCON
Military Construction Program

NGO
Non-Governmental Organization

NOAA
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration

OEBGD
Overseas Environmental Baseline Guidance Document

OECD
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development

OMB
Office of Management and Budget

OPLAN
Operations Plan

PCB
Polychorinated Biphenyl

PIC Treaty
Prior Informed Consent Treaty

POM
Program Objective Memorandum - DoD's six year financial plan

POL
Petroleum, Oils and Lubricants

RPMA
Real Property Maintenance Account

SOFA
Status of Forces Agreement

SFOR
Stabilization Force

TSCA
Toxic Substances Control Act

TPFFD
Time-Phased Force and Deployment Data

UNIDO
United Nations Industrial Development Organization 

USCG
United States Coast Guard

UST
Underground Storage Tank



Notes:
1
Information about the conference, registration information, these proceedings and further background on the Basel Convention are available from the Defense Environmental Information Exchange (DENIX). The website is: https://www.denix.osd.mil/portal/page/portal/denix/international/OHWD
2  
The Official UN site is at: http://www.unep.ch/basel/. An independent organization, the Basel Action Network maintains a site at: http://www.ban.org/
3
The Pharmacy Concept is a management technique for minimizing the amount of hazardous materials issued. It consequently minimizes the amount of hazardous waste generated that requires disposal.
4
Subsistence commodities are commodities required for troops to subsist. Food and water are examples.



