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INTRODUCTION 

The U.S. Air Force (USAF) Environmental Compliance Assessment and Management Program 
(ECAMP) is an effective and comprehensive system to evaluate environmental compliance at 
individual USAF installations. The ECAMP assessment is typically performed by a team of experts 
from the installation's Major Command (MAJCOM) Headquarters, and is often augmented with 
technical contractor support. As directed by Air Force policy: an "external" ECAMP assessment 
is required at a minimum of every three years for each installation. In the intervening years, each 
installation is required to perform an "internal" ECAMP assessment, with its own personnel and 
resources. Even though team composition differs, the internal and external ECAMP assessments 
are likely to be very similar in scope, objectives, and deliverables. 

Just as with the external ECAMP, an internal ECAMP is performed in conformance with the 
13 major environmental compliance categories, or protocols, identified in The Environmental 
Assessment and Management (TEAM) Guide? The explicit guidance of Air Force Instruction 
(AFI) 32-7045~ notwithstanding, installations have numerous opportunities to both expand the scope 
of their internal ECAMP assessment and to modify the manner in which it is conducted, thereby 
greatly enhancing the benefits to their installation. 

For over nine years, Argonne National Laboratory (ANL) has supported several Air Force 
MAJCOMs in performing their external ECAMP assessments. More recently, ANL has also had 
the opportunity to provide technical support and training at individual installations during their 
preparation and conduct of internal ECAMP assessments. From that experience, we have learned 
that the quality and value of the internal assessment is enhanced by making it a vehicle for training, 
planning, and interaction among organizations. Various strategies and techniques have been 
successfully employed to derive maximum benefit and insight from the internal assessment process. 
Experiences that involve expanding the scope and objectives of internal assessments to meet 
specific goals are presented. The expansion of scope and objectives include preassessment training, 
planning, and evaluator interactions as part of the overall internal assessment process. 

ESTABLISHING THE SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES 

Installations have considerable latitude to expand the scope and objectives of their internal 
ECAMP assessments as well as to modify the manner in which they conduct their assessments. At 
a minimum, the internal assessment should satis@ the requirements of AFI 32-7045. The 
assessment must be conducted and reported in a manner consistent with the Instruction. Beyond 
that, however, options for introducing additional objectives are available and should be considered. 
Expansions of assessment objectives can be very narrow in their application or sufficiently broad 
to evaluate installationwide environmental management system and policies. Expanding objectives 
can, in fact, broaden the complexion of the internal assessment from being simply an exercise in 
compliance measurement to becoming an instrument for environmental planning and education. 
The internal assessment can also be used as a means of recognizing the achievements of 
organizational units in environmental protection. 
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Expansions in scope and objectives could, for example, include the following: 

Confirmation that various plans and strategies developed to ensure or 
promote compliance are sufficient for their intended purposes and 
compatible with other existing directives, 

Verification that base-specific plans and directives are uniformly understood 
and consistently implemented by all organizations, 

Evaluation of the effectiveness of environmental training and awareness 
programs, 

Review of the effectiveness of horizontal and vertical communication 
mechanisms within and among organizations, 

Identification and basewide communication of successful pollution 
prevention initiatives, 

Verification of the sufficiency of both personnel and equipment resources 
dedicated to environmental compliance, 

Introduction of special program emphasis by targeting areas of poor 
performance in past ECAMPs for scrutiny, and 

Verification that previously selected remedies were successful in eliminating 
the symptoms and root cause of past problems. 

This is not to suggest that the conventional objectives of the ECAMP assessment, that is 
comprehensive evaluations of environmental compliance, be abandoned or replaced by a 
management audit involving any or all of the above objectives. Rather, by expanding the objectives 
of an internal ECAMP to include some analysis of the management systems that underlie an 
installation’s environmental compliance effort, the increasing complexity and sophistication of those 
systems are acknowledged, and their correct course of development and evolution is confirmed. 
When performed in conjunction with conventional ECAMP assessments, management system 
evaluations provide a reading of immediate compliance status, plus some confirmation that the 
observed compliance is the result of sound management programs and not serendipity. 
Management system analysis also provides an early identification of systemic program weaknesses, 
only some of which will manifest themselves directly as noncompliant conditions. 

One easily appreciated example of expanded assessment objectives involves the hazardous waste 
program and, specifically, the waste management systems that have been established at most 
installations. Many installations have implemented detailed hazardous waste management 
procedures. Any such existing procedures are the primary vehicle established by the installation 
to ensure regulatory compliance and cost-effective environmental management. These procedures 
articulate responsibilities for all individuals involved in the generation and management of 
hazardous waste. Federal and applicable state requirements are expected to be incorporated into 
installation-specific hazardous waste management procedures. Violations of those requirements 
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discovered during a traditional ECAMP can sometimes reflect weaknesses in the installation’s 
hazardous waste procedures. However, the procedures are likely to contain many 
installation-specific requirements that are otherwise outside the scope of any federal or state 
regulatory program. Establishing additional internal assessment criteria that examine 
installation-specific requirements results in data that go beyond federal or state compliance 
requirements and speak directly to each organization’s adherence to the installation’s procedures. 
Even though variances from the installation’s procedures may not directly constitute violations of 
state or federal regulations, they should nevertheless be of interest to program managers and senior 
management officials. 

Confirming the adequacy of training for individuals involved in hazardous waste generation and 
management is another closely related objective that can be addressed in an expanded-scope 
internal assessment. Evaluating against this objective speaks directly to the adequacy, in part, of 
the implementation effort associated with the installation’s hazardous waste management 
procedures. Here, especially, weaknesses identified in the training programs will not necessarily 
result in findings of noncompliance in a conventional ECAMJ? assessment since federal and state 
training requirements are vague and nonspecific except for those that apply to individuals working 
at permitted hazardous waste facilities. In all likelihood, installation-specific requirements set a 
higher standard for training than federal or state regulations. Although a properly conducted 
conventional assessment should evaluate against all installation-specific requirements, the 
assessment results in, at best, a determination that one or more of those requirements have not 
been satisfied. However, the conventional ECAMP assessment is not likely to provide information 
on whether those requirements were appropriate, ambiguous, well understood by the affected 
personnel, or sufficiently supported by policy and resource commitments. Thus, confirming that 
the standard is being met can be accomplished only through a review of the installation’s hazardous 
waste management program in terms of its function and administration. Not generally pursued in 
an external assessment, this line of inquiry is particularly well suited to an internal investigation. 
Only through such an exhaustive and meticulous review of program implementation can sufficient 
data be gathered to serve as the basis for management program improvement and refinement. 

Expansions in ECAMJ? objectives to include evaluations of management systems may, in some 
instances, involve the insertion of additional lines of inquiry. These expanded lines of inquiry are 
best established through collaboration between the installation’s environmental coordinator and 
each of the installation’s environmental program managers before the field assessment takes place. 
This collaboration should result in a definition of the explicit performance objectives for the 
management systems undergoing evaluation. Each performance objective must be supported by 
performance or evaluation criteria. It is important to note that management system analysis and 
compliance evaluations both rely to some extent on the same data. Data that demonstrate 
compliance are often prima facie evidence of sound management systems. However, fully 
evaluating the efficacy of the management system may require additional data. It is these 
additional data that need to be precisely identified before the evaluation begins. To have 
maximum effect, management system analyses should not be unilateral but should involve 
collaboration with authors of the management programs undergoing assessment as well as the 
organizations affected by those programs to ensure that the data that are gathered are correctly 
utilized and interpreted. 
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DESIGNING THE INTERNAL ECAMP 

To ensure the highest quality product, the scope of the internal ECAMP effort must be broadened 
in several critical areas, including establishing team composition and team dynamics, conducting 
team training and orientation, assuring data quality, developing findings and management action 
plans, and communicating the results for maximum impact. 

Building the Team 
Assembling a quality team of assessors is crucial to conducting a quality assessment. Intrinsic to 
achieving a high-quality,intemaLEGAMP assessment is establishing an evaluation team with 
sufficient knowledge ihd experience to effectively identify and apply increasingly technically 
complex regulations to what, in some instances, are equally technically complex installation 
activities and facilities. A variety of practical and logistical issues arise during the internal 
assessments that generally do not occur during externally-driven assessments. Some of these issues 
include, evaluator objectivity and expertise, management commitment, cross-functional fit, and team 

L-. 

dynamics* I 
Evaluator Objectivity and Expertise. Typically, internal ECAMP teams are made up largely of 
individuals from the environmental flight (CES/CEV) or Environmental Management (EM) office. 
Commonly, a program manager is assigned to evaluate his or her own program. While logical and 
expedient at first glance, this strategy compromises objectivity. The concept behind an ECAMP 
assessment is to obtain an unbiased view of a program so as to identify those shortcomings that 
have become invisible to the individuals most knowledgeable of and closest to the program. 
Individuals from a variety of organizations can help accomplish that objective assessment. 

In recent years, some of the USAF MAJCOMs have embraced the concept of Unit Environmental 
Coordinators (UECs). The UECs are liaisons between their respective organizations and the EM 
office, and are sometimes matrixed to an organization by the EM office. The UECs are excellent 
choices as internal ECAMP team members, especially if their organization has invested in their 
formal environmental training. 

Shop-level personnel, while perhaps not having the same levels of formal environmental training 
or experience, or having environmental compliance as only a minor part of their job. responsibilities, 
can nonetheless also be effective team members. However, it is important to recognize that their 
particular strength and contribution to the team is derived from their fundamental understanding 
of how their shop in particular, or the installation in general, actually functions. Shop-level 
personnel are particularly effective in evaluating an organization’s compliance with the 
installation-specific operating procedures to which their shop must adhere. 

Organizations not traditionally represented on internal ECAMP teams can also make substantial 
and important contributions. Three such organizations are the Judge Advocate’s (JA) office, the 
Contracts Office, and the Real Estate Office. 

Personnel from the JA office are capable of providing legal interpretations 
that are often necessary for a full understanding of regulatory requirements. 
While representatives from the JA office gain valuable practical perspective 
as ECAMP evaluators, they may provide greater benefit to the ECAMP 
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effort if their participation includes validation of findings and regulatory 
citations. 

e 

. 

Contracts personnel, specifically Quality Assurance Evaluators (QAEs), can 
be effectively used in determining whether contractors on base are meeting 
the environmental responsibilities specified in their contracts. As a follow- 
on resulting from their ECAMP experience, these QAEs have a greater 
appreciation of the necessary environmental controls that they must include 
and oversee in future contracts. 

Real Estate personnel can be very effective in identifying off-base properties 
and geographically separated units (GSUs) for which the installation has 
environmental responsibility. A recent audit of the ECAMP program by the 
Air Force Audit Agency4 was critical of the omission of GSUs from the 
scope of conventional ECAMPs. 

When expanded objectives have been introduced, additional considerations regarding the most 
appropriate team composition are also required. For example, the commitment to evaluate the 
effectiveness of installation-specific procedures is well served by including individuals on the team 
who are directly affected by those procedures. Conflicts of interest must of course be avoided, but 
such individuals are otherwise in the best possible position to recognize an organization's 
compliance with procedural requirements and evaluate potential obstacles to successful procedure 
implementation, because they may have faced such obstacles themselves. Here again, these team 
members are in a position not only to satis@ the internal assessment's primary objective of 
evaluating compliance, but can also coincidentally teach and distribute valuable information and 
practical guidance to the organizations with which they interact during and after the ECAMP. 

Management Commitment. Managers of individuals assigned to the assessment team must fully 
commit to supporting the team and its functions. This management commitment is best 
demonstrated by not distracting the evaluator during the assessment with routine job-related 
meetings, telephone calls, and assignments. Unfortunately, assessors are often expected to continue 
all of their normal functions while performing the internal assessment as an additional duty. 
Allowing full-time commitment to ECAMP duties guarantees that the assessment will be completed 
over a definite time frame that represents the desired ''snapshot in time." 

Another clear demonstration of management commitment to the internal ECAMP team involves 
participation from the installation's Command Section. Such participation provides significant 
credibility to the ECAMP process. More importantly, this Commander's representative, ideally the 
vice-commander and chair of the Environmental Protection Committee (EPC) serves as the Team 
Chief, thereby receiving first-hand experience in assessing the installation's environmental 
compliance status. 

Cross-functional Fit. By reviewing previous compliance findings or recent enforcement actions, 
problem areas can quickly be identified. Compliance problems often occur at the interface of 
different organizations or functional areas. Confusion may result when responsibilities are not part 
of a clear policy or operating procedure or when the different organizations do not have an 
understanding of each other's policies or requirements. An effective team building technique 
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employs evaluators from organizations that are routinely expected to coordinate their activities in 
roles reversed from their normal interactions. 

Individuals should be selected for the internal ECAMP team so as to give the team the greatest 
possible cross functionality. That is, the more widespread and varied the organizational 
representation on the team, the greater the likelihood that team knowledge and experience will be 
broad based, and the greater impact the internal ECAMP will make as a teaching instrument both 
during the assessment and beyond. 

In its final form, however, the composition of the internal assessment team may be more a matter 
of personnel availability than any other factor. Regardless of the team's final composition, it is 
important to assign individual team members assessment responsibilities that will exploit their 
individual knowledge and experience. At the same time, they must be provided the technical 
support in interpreting regulatory requirements and complex technology when necessary. 

Team Dynamics. Equally important to team composition is team dynamics. Whereas members 
of a typical external ECAMP team are independently knowledgeable about their protocols, this is 
not likely to be the case for all members of a typical internal ECAMP team. Overcoming this 
involves meeting both technical and administrative requirements of the ECAMP process as a team, 
rather than individually. Areas where this team approach has proven to be particularly useful 
include site inspections and personnel interviews. Often, even during external assessments, it is 
appropriate to allow evaluators to perform field assessments in pairs or groups, thus reflecting the 
natural relationships between the protocols that each is assigned. For example, it can safely be 
assumed that the point of use of hazardous materials is often also the point of generation of 
hazardous wastes. Consequently, pairing Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste protocol 
evaluators is effective since both are likely to want to see many of the same areas of the installation 
and talk with the same personnel. Such pairing also emphasizes the relationship between 
hazardous materials management and hazardous waste management in the minds of the individuals 
being assessed. Analogous pairings are equally appropriate for internal assessments and may be 
necessary to overcome the lack of experience of one or more of the evaluators. 

For an internal ECAMP, it may be appropriate to adopt an even more dramatic "team" approach. 
Allowing the entire team to assist in the evolution of raw data into valid findings, for example, 
takes greatest advantage of the collective team experience and knowledge. Developing each finding 
as a team may be time consuming and cumbersome, but it offers the best guarantee of correct 
application of regulatory and Air Force requirements. Allowing all team members to participate 
in the formulation of all findings increases the overall quality of the ECAMP process by making 
each individual team member more capable of bringing important information and perspective back 
to his or her respective organizations after the assessment is completed. 

Training the Team 
External ECAMP evaluators are expected to be proficient in the regulatory requirements that 
attend the environmental protocols for which they are responsible. To a lesser, but still reliable 
extent, external evaluators are also expected to be skilled in the techniques employed in field 
assessment and findings development. The same expectations cannot be safely held for internal 
ECAMP evaluators. Some manner of training and orientation should always be provided. To be 
fully effective, training must be sensitive to the team's composition and experience base. 
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In general, as team composition moves toward greater representation by shop-level personnel, 
training on individual protocols should move away from an academic recitation of the applicable 
regulations to a more empirical approach that highlights typical compliance deficiencies, in general, 
and the installation’s previous enforcement actions and ECAMP findings, in particular. In addition, 
examples, including photographs, of typical or actual findings should be presented with a discussion 
of sources of relevent data on which the finding is based. Care should be taken to discuss how 
supporting information is gathered and how regulatory requirements are applied to create the 
finding. Training provided in this format is less intimidating and prepares the evaluators for 
conducting effective field assessments. It is important to recognize, however, that while such 
empirical training can help to ensure the quality of raw data accumulated during field assessments 
and interviews, some additional support in identifying the precise regulatory requirement and 
developing the finding may still need to be provided. 

As a means of increasing the overall environmental knowledge and awareness of all team members, 
the entire team should be subjected to training for each of the ECAMP protocols. The 
interrelationship of protocols should be emphasized. The evaluators should leave the training 
session understanding that their area of responsibility is only a piece of the whole. Collectively, 
the team members should recognize that they are, indeed, part of a team with individual 
responsibilities that intertwine with all of the other team members. Adopting this team approach 
for the internal assessment is consistent with the manner in which the EPC is constructed and how 
it addresses its environmental management function. 

Although team training routinely involves discussion of environmental regulations, training in the 
key evaluator techniques needed for site inspections and personnel interviews is often overlooked. 
These skills, essential to a quality assessment result, are often not possessed by shop-level personnel 
whose routine job responsibilities are vastly different from their brief assignment as an ECAMP 
evaluator. Training on conducting proper.site inspections should acknowledge the types of activities 
at the installation that require evaluation and emphasize the safety hazards associated with such 
inspections. The training should include the selection and use of personal protective equipment 
where necessary. Interview techniques, including selecting the proper lines of inquiry to produce 
relevant data, identifying appropriate individuals from which to gather data, establishing a specific 
purpose for each interview, and bringing each interview to closure, also need to be emphasized. 

The training objective extends to familiarizing the evaluators with the contents and use of their 
individual Evaluator‘s Notebooks. Over the years, we have found that an inexperienced evaluator 
can be effective if equipped with the necessary information and documentation to perform his or 
her assessment. That means being prepared for the unexpected as well as being prepared to 
answer questions and share information with the individuals being assessed. To that end, we 
prepare protocol-specific Evaluator Notebooks for each team member. Each Evaluator Notebook 
contains the following: 

Environmental Quality Directive (AFPD 32-70)? 

Environmental Compliance and Management Program (AFI 32-7045); 

team’s itinerary, individual protocol assignments, and general information; 
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evaluator's reporting requirements; 

b 

protocol-specific example findings; 

protocol summary and findings from previous ECAMP evaluations; 

protocol checklist extracted from the TEAM Guide; 

protocol checklist extracted from the USAF Supplement to the TEAM Guide? 

protocol checklist extracted from the state supplement to the TEAM Guide; and 

appropriate state code excerpts. 

It is also desirable to have applicable Air Force Manuals (AFMs), Air Force Pamphlets (AFPs), 
Department of Defense Directives, and Executive Orders assembled in the team work area. 

Although the contents appear formidable, for most protocols (with the exception of Hazardous 
Waste and Hazardous Materials Management), the volume of material is manageable. The 
objective has been to provide all required information to the evaluator in the field, while 
understanding that much of the information will likely be unused during the assessment. However 
after the assessment, the Evaluator Notebooks have become a valuable training and reference 
resource for the installations and continue to be used. These notebooks are often the only source 
where all of the protocol-specific information resides in one place. 

During the familiarization session, it is most beneficial if the environmental coordinator (or 
program managers) provides programmatic overviews to the team. At this point, the team 
members are able to correlate the presentation with the protocol summary and previous ECAMP 
findings contained in their notebooks. In addition, the environmental coordinator can assist the 
team in "customizing" the checklists by removing inapplicable and irrelevant checklist items. Team 
training and orientation may need to address and support any additional objectives established for 
the internal assessment. For example, an objective to determine the effectiveness of the 
installation's hazardous waste management program may require that particular instruction be given 
by the hazardous waste program manager on the elements of the installation's hazitrdous waste 
program and how it is intended to be implemented at the installation. New or additional data 
requirements should also be defined. 

Assuring Data Quality 
Conducting site assessments, reviewing records, reports and plans, and interviewing key individuals 
are the data gathering activities typical of the ECAMP Process. Substantial attention must be paid, 
therefore, to guaranteeing that only the highest quality data are accumulated during the assessment. 
Improper or invalid findings will surely result from poor quality or incomplete data, and the overall 
value and credibility of the ECAMP assessment will be compromised. No amount of expertise 
applied after the fact can overcome poor quality of the raw data. Assuring data quality can best 
be accomplished with emphasis on the following: 
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providing team members with instruction on proper data gathering 
techniques to be employed during inspections and interviews; 

providing guidance to the evaluators on distilling facts from folklore, 
hyperbole, and anecdotal information; 

agreeing as a team to dismiss data from unreliable sources; 

corroborating facts that are most critical to defining compliance; 

requiring that all relevant data be used to support a finding or its remedy 
and that all contradictions in data be resolved before any of the data are 
used to support a finding; 

requiring that evaluators actually review the content of .critical documents; 
and not simply verify their existence; 

avoiding unnecessary or unsupported extrapolations from the data; 

developing findings and remedies to their fullest dimensions by identifying 
and understanding underlying problems and root causes and not just the 
visible symptoms; 

identifying solutions at their most fundamental level by involving the 
responsible organization in defining both the problem and its solution; and 

announcing a team philosophy that requires quality over quantity. 

Developing Findings and Management Action Plans (MAPS) 
During external ECAMP assessments, individual evaluators are responsible for formulating their 
own protocol-specific findings. In addition, the ECAMP methodology encourages all evaluators to 
cross feed information to other team members. The methodology relies on the individual 
evaluators to analyze data and to collect more if necessary. Although data and finding validation 
activities are performed, the individual evaluator's expertise remains the primary source for the 
development of the initial preliminary findings. 

Following the same course in an internal ECAMP assessment may prove unsuccessful. As noted 
earlier, establishing the broadest possible cross-functionality in the internal assessment team results 
in a similarly broad, collective, experience base. Nevertheless, the strengths of individual 
evaluators, although beneficial to the overall effort, may not be sufficient for them to independently 
meet their technical and administrative evaluation requirements. Rather, it may be more 
appropriate during internal assessments to actually review data and develop each finding as a team, 
with each team member contributing in accordance with his or her particular knowledge and 
experience. This can be most conveniently accomplished during the daily outbriefings. Once 
individual evaluators identify the data that they have collected, all team members can participate 
in team discussions to determine whether the data are sufficient to describe a compliance deficiency 
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and support a finding. This technique ensures that the fullest possible amount of team knowledge 
and experience is applied to the formulation of each finding and that team consensus has been 
achieved. Team members who represent 
organizations with compliance situations identical to those addressed in the finding gain a greater 
appreciation of the requirements and are better able to effectively carry that message back to their 
organization. Then an organization’s own independent evaluation can confirm that similar 
compliance issues and requirements are being successfully addressed. 

Subtle benefits also derive from this process. 

In the conventional ECAMP’s sequence of events, validated findings are distributed to the 
responsible organizations who are required, within some specified time frame, to develop and 
implement an appropriate remedy. In external assessments, this Management Action Plan (MAP) 
step begins in earnest after the ECAMP team has disbanded. Individual remedies are typically 
developed independently by the responsible organizations, coordinated by the installation’s ECAMP 
representative. Many valuable interactions, information exchanges, and finding iterations and 
clarifications are thus lost as a result of the timing for MAP development. This shortcoming is 
easily overcome during internal assessments since the team remains at the installation after field 
assessments are completed. Indeed, with respect to MAP development, internal teams have 
genuine advantages over their external counterparts. These advantages derive principally from two 
factors: 

as originators of the finding@) being addressed, team members are in the 
best position to offer clarifications and to verify that the selected remedy 
addresses the essence of the finding, and 

because of their direct knowledge of how their installation functions, as well 
as their individual work experience, internal team members are also 
especially adept at recognizing MAP remedies that will be both appropriate 
and practicable. 

Team participation in MAP development actually has its beginnings during field assessments. Once 
data are gathered that suggest a deficiency, the evaluators should engage personnel from the 
affected organization in discussions of possible remedies. During such discussions, evaluators whose 
own organizations have successfully dealt with a similar problem can recommend that experience 
as a possible solution. Regardless of when in the process they become involved, team members 
can make substantial contributions to ensuring that the MAP is both effective and efficient. 

Communicating the Results 
When the field activities of the assessment are completed and the findings are validated, the 
ECAMP coordinator is normally responsible for providing a briefing to the director of the EM 
office and often, to the installation commander. Normally, the ECAMP coordinator prepares the 
debriefing. However, when a team approach has been taken to develop the findings and MAPS, 
it is consistent and appropriate for the entire team to assist in preparinfg the debriefing materials. 
This ensures that the debriefing report reflects the perspective of each organization represented 
on the team. The ECAMP coordinator distributes findings to the respective, responsible 
organizations and requests that they develop MAPS that will remedy the identified deficiency. 
Although this process guarantees that the installation’s compliance vulnerability is reported to the 
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installation commander and that the identified deficiencies are individually addressed by some 
schedule, it fails to capitalize on other potential benefits. 

For example, although the ECAMP assessment is intended to be comprehensive, it may not have 
evaluated every location for all potential deficiencies. Consequently, only certain individuals and 
organizations are advised of the ECAMP findings. To ensure that all organizations are made 
aware of the installation's full compliance vulnerability, all findings should be distributed generically 
to all organizations. To avoid unnecessary embarrassment, nothing is lost if organizations and 
locations are removed, as long as the essence of the finding is communicated basewide. Therefore, 
even as the responsible organizations are addressing the specific deficiencies discovered in their 
areas of responsibility, all organizations should confirm the absence of similar deficiencies in their 
areas whenever there is the potential for such deficiencies to exist. They should further verify that 
the management systems and resources that they have established are appropriate and sufficient 
to prevent such occurrence. If the scope of the internal ECAMP had been expanded to include 
analysis of existing management systems, program managers will have the data necessary to correct 
weaknesses in those management systems that may have contributed to findings of deficiency. 
However, even when deliberate management system analyses are not conducted, program managers 
should still review findings in their areas for trends and similarities that may need to be addressed 
at both individual and programmatic levels. 

Finally, as a way to ensure that the ECAMP is an ongoing process rather than a discrete event, the 
team members themselves should provide reports to their respective organizations on the overall 
findings of the ECAMP and how individual discoveries, both good and bad, can affect the way in 
which their organization operates. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Internal ECAMP assessments need not mimic their external counterparts. Indeed, installations 
have numerous opportunities to amend both the scope and the administrative procedures of their 
assessments to provide maximum benefits to their installation. Installations also need to be 
sensitive to both the intrinsic obstacles and benefits that exist with internal assessment and adjust 
both scope and method objectives accordingly. Although it is often difficult for an installation's 
internal team to match the levels of knowledge and experience of a typical externd assessment 
team, the internal team members contribute significant knowledge regarding mission and structure 
of organizations; implementation of policies, plans, and procedures; and physical location of 
installation facilities. 

Finally, the internal assessment should be recognized as more than a simple evaluation of the 
installation's compliance status. The process provides the opportunity to evaluate and refine the 
management systems that have been put in place to ensure compliance. The process can also be 
used as a teaching instrument to increase environmental awareness on an installationwide scale and 
ensure consistent and effective compliance efforts from all organizations and tenants. The ultimate 
goal of any expanded internal ECAMP assessment should not be the delivery of just information, 
but "intelligence" regarding the installation's environmental compliance. 
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