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MOVING THE LAW OF OCCUPATION
INTO THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY

Major Breven C. Parsons’

“IT SOMETIMES TURNS OUT THAT OCCUPYING IS HARDER THAN FIGHTING.” —
MICHAEL WALZER, 1935 - PRESENT.!

. INTRODUCTION

Despite occupation law’s originally relevant and useful framework,
occupants have deliberately avoided applying it for nearly a century.
Additionally, international law and its supporting rationale have evolved
significantly in the past century. As a result, the law of occupation has become
somewhat of an afterthought for both occupants and military planners, much like
disregarded rules of etiquette, which are frequently dismissed as outdated or
impractical.” But if they are adjusted to account for modern cultural norms, the

" Judge Advocate, United States Marine Corps. Presently assigned as Deputy
Branch Head, Judge Advocate Division, Military Law Branch, Headquarters,
United States Marine Corps. LL.M., 2008, The Judge Advocate General’s Legal
Center and School, United States Army, Charlottesville, Virginia. J.D., 1995,
University of Kansas School of Law. B.A., 1992, University of Kansas.
Previous assignments include Officer-In-Charge, Legal Team Echo, LSSS, 1st
MLG, Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, August 2006 to May 2007; Deputy
Staff Judge Advocate, Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, October 2005 to
July 2006; Battalion Judge Advocate, 1st Battalion, 5th Marines, March 2005 to
September 2005; Command Services Officer, Marine Corps Base, Camp
Pendleton, June 2004 to March 2005; U.N. Military Observer, Republic of
Georgia, July 2003 to January 2004; Civil Law Department Head and Senior
Defense Counsel, Navy Legal Service Office, Yokosuka Japan, 2001-2004;
Trial Counsel, MCAS Miramar, California 1998-2001. This article was
submitted in partial completion of the Master of Laws requirements of the 56th
Judge Advocate Officer Graduate Course.

! MICHAEL WALZER, ARGUING ABOUT WAR 168 (2004).

2 See generally EYAL BENVENISTI, THE INTERNATIONAL LAW OF OCCUPATION
3-189 (2004) (providing a thorough study of the law of occupation and case
studies from World War I to modern times). See also Michael Ottolenghi, Stars
and Stripes In Al-Fardos Square: The Implications for the International Law of
Belligerent Occupation, 72 FORDHAM L. REv. 2177 (2004) (stating, “[t]he
dormant nature of the law of occupation leads to questions about its scope,
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rules of etiquette, like the law of occupation, may still be useful for regulating
human behavior. This article will argue that, while portions of the law of
occupation remain useful, the law must be updated to provide a viable
framework for modern occupations. This article will also offer a basic
framework for a proposed modern law of occupation.

Two developments over the course of the past century have rendered
the law of occupation less practical and less effective. First, occupants have
consistently ignored the law of occupation over the past century.’ Examples
dating from Germany’s occupation of Belgium during World War I to the
American and British occupation of Iraq starting in 2003 set forth a thorough
history of occupants who have failed to apply the law of occupation.” When
nations fail to apply international law, its status may be cast into doubt, and in
the case of the law of occupation, the practice of avoiding the application of the
law has caused it to lose legitimacy.’

Second, the philosophical underpinnings® of the law of occupation have
undergone significant changes, including a shift in the concept of sovereignty
and an emerging debate over the application of human rights during times of
international armed conflict or occupation. International law arguably now
recognizes that a nation’s sovereignty derives from the population and does not
rest with the ruling party.” That is, self-determination has emerged as a

application, and relevance to a modern occupation situation.”); Major Nicholas
Lancaster, Article, Occupation Law, Sovereignty, and Political Transformation:
Should the Hague Regulations and the Fourth Geneva Conventions Still be
Considered Customary International Law?, 189 MiL. L. REv. 51 (2006)
(arguing that the law of occupation as set forth in the Hague Regulations and the
Fourth Geneva Convention has been systematically ignored since 1949 and
therefore should not be considered customary international law).

3 At best, nations have applied the law in a highly selective fashion. See, e.g.,
BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 32-190 (illustrating with several case studies from
the early 20" century to the early 21* century the failure of states to follow the
law).

* See discussion infra Part I1.D.

> See, e.g., Lancaster, supra note 2, at 67-69 (discussing the question of how
norms may lose their status as customary international law).

® The law of occupation dates from the period of limited war and can be
originally seen as a contract among elite ruling parties of nations to ensure those
in power remained in power after the cessation of hostilities and any occupation.
See discussion infra Part II.

7 See discussion infra Parts III, IV.
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recognized human right. ® In turn, the right to self-determination has changed
the way nations govern occupied territories, and has given occupants a rationale
to justify transformative’ actions which do not comport with the law of
occupation.lO For example, in Iraq, the United States and Britain, with U.N.
approval, deviated from the strict application of the law of occupation’s
conservationist principle'' (which forbids the occupant from making major or
permanent changes to the occupied territories’ governmental system, economic
system or social institutions) '* with the stated purpose of allowing the Iraqis to
exercise their right of self-determination.

The growing debate over the importance of international human rights
norms has also challenged one premise underlying the entire law of war, with
the law of occupation as a subset. There is now some question whether human
rights set forth in international treaty law not traditionally included as a part of
the law of war must be applied during either international armed conflict or

¥ This article will include self-determination as a subset of human rights. See
Grant T. Harris, The Era of Multilateral Occupation, 24 BERKELEY J. INT'L L. 1,
17-18 (2006) (stating, “[t]he international human rights regime encompasses
various rights, including the right to self-determination); but see BENVENISTI,
supra note 2, at 30, 210 (referring to the emerging international recognition of
individual and “communal rights” as two of the trends influencing the
“discretion of the occupant in prescribing policies for the administration of the
occupied territories.”) The author, Professor Benvenisti, describes individual
rights as personal rights, including human rights, while he describes self-
determination and self-rule as “communal rights.”

® Professor Adam Roberts uses the term “transformative occupation” to describe
occupations “whose stated purpose (whether or not actually achieved) is to
change states that have failed, or have been under tyrannical rule,” and those
that, “in the name of creating the conditions for a more democratic and peaceful
state . . . introduce[s] fundamental changes in the constitutional, social,
economic, and legal order within an occupied territory.” Adam Roberts,
Transformative Military Occupation: Applying the Laws of War and Human
Rights, 100 AM. J. INT’L L. 580 (2006).

As a result of these underlying changes, legitimate reasons for military
intervention and occupation have arguably increased. Military forces now
occupy territory for a variety of reasons including, among others, operations to
provide humanitarian relief and even transform entire governmental systems.
See discussion infra Parts II1.D, IV.C.

""" See discussion infra Part II1.D.2.

2 The conservationist principle also includes the proposition that the ousted
ruling party returns to power upon the conclusion of hostilities. See discussion
infra Part II.A-B.
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military occupation, or whether the law of war still overrides these other human
rights treaties during a time of war or occupation.” Given these two
developments, it is evident the law of occupation needs to be updated.

Part II of this article will outline the framework of the law of
occupation and will highlight recent developments in the law, including the
troubling questions surrounding the usefulness of the law of occupation and
whether an updated treaty could remedy such concerns. Part III will use
historical examples to illustrate the state practice of avoiding the law of
occupation. These historical examples highlight the tension between the
existing law and state practice and underscore the necessity to update the law of
occupation. Part IV will discuss some of the proposed theories for changing the
law of occupation and will argue for an international treaty built upon the
current law, with four major components. Those components include: 1)
creating a mechanism for multilateral international oversight of the occupant’s
activities, 2) requiring U.N. approval or other multilateral agreement for the
system of administration of the occupation, 3) incorporating by reference certain
human rights to solidify the application of those rights within the lex specialis of
the law of occupation, and 4) allowing for departure from the conservationist
principle in limited cases with legitimate transformative objectives."*

" The majority view is that the law of war is a “lex specialis,” or a specialized
set of laws which apply to the exclusion of other international and domestic law
during armed conflict. See Michael J. Dennis, ICJ Advisory Opinion on
Construction of a Wall in the Occupied Palestinian Territory: Application of
Human Rights Treaties Extraterritorially in times of Armed Conflict and
Military Occupation, 99 AMm. J. INT’L L. 119, 141 (2005) (arguing that, “[t]he
best reading of the interrelationship between the human rights treaties involving
economic, social, and cultural rights and international humanitarian law is that
international humanitarian law should be applied as the lex specialis in
determining what a state's obligations are during armed conflict or military
occupation.”) Additionally, some human rights may be considered to have
attained the status of customary international law. See discussion infra Part
IL.D.

" For instance, in cases of great necessity, the law of occupation should be
updated to provide a framework for internationally sanctioned humanitarian
interventions resulting in U.N. monitored occupations. See discussion infra Part
IV.B.
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1. FRAMEWORK AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE LAW

Sometimes referred to as “belligerent occupation,””® the law of

occupation developed as a subset of the law of war and is derived from both
customary international law'® and treaty law as set forth in the Hague
Regulations of 1907, ' the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949, '* and the 1977
Additional Protocols to the Geneva Conventions of 1949 (hereinafter Additional
Protocols I and IT)."” The Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 supplemented the
Hague Regulations of 1907 in the wake of widespread violations of the law and
the perceived need to protect innocent civilian populations after World War I1.%°

'3 “Belligerent occupation” is a term of art under the law of war and was largely
in use in the first half of the last century. See GERHARD VON GLAHN, LAW
AMONG NATIONS: AN INTRODUCTION TO PUBLIC INTERNATIONAL LAW 774 (6th
ed. 1992).

' Customary international law is defined as “a general and consistent practice
of states followed by them from a sense of legal obligation.” The definition
contains two elements: 1) the widespread and uniform practice of states and 2)
engagement in the practice out of a sense of legal obligation, also known as
“opinio juris.” RESTATEMENT (THIRD) OF FOREIGN RELATIONS LAW OF THE
UNITED STATES § 102(2) (1987).

"7 Hague Convention No. IV Respecting the Laws and Customs of War on Land
and its Annex: Regulations Concerning the Laws and Customs of War on Land
art. 42-56, 36 Stat. 2277, 205 Consol. T.S. 277, (Oct. 18, 1907) [hereinafter
Hague Regulations]. The Hague Regulations codified certain portions of the
law of occupation that were already considered customary international law.
See, e.g., Roberts, supra note 9, at 582 (discussing the prohibition against
annexation as a rule of customary international law); BENVENISTI, supra note 2,
at 8 (opining that Article 43 of the Hague IV was an expression of previously
existing customary international law) (citing 1 TRIAL OF THE MAJOR WAR
CRIMINALS BEFORE THE INTERNATIONAL MILITARY TRIBUNAL 253-54 (1947),
also published in 41 AM. J. INT’L L. 172, 248-9 (1947)).

'® Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of
War art. 47-78, Aug. 12, 1949, 6 U.S.T. 3516, 75 U.N.T.S. 287 [hereinafter GC
Iv].
' Protocol Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, and
relating to the Protection of Victims of International Armed Conflicts (Protocol
I), June 8, 1977, 16 1.LL.M. 1391 [hereinafter Additional Protocol I]; Protocol
Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, and relating to the
Protection of Victims of Non-International Armed Conflicts (Protocol II), June
8, 1977, 16 I.L.M. 1492 [hereinafter Additional Protocol II].

0 See discussion infra Part IL.D.
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Additional Protocols I and II to the Geneva Conventions of 1949 further updated
the protections afforded to civilians.”> The Additional Protocols’ focus on
human rights also reflected the growing debate over the applicability of human
rights laws during armed conflict or occupation.”” Finally, there is a growing
scholarly discussion over the modern law of occupation and what it
encompasses.

A Original Framework of the Law of Occupation

The starting point for the traditional law of occupation® is the
framework set forth in the Hague Regulations of 1907.** Once the factual test
for occupation as defined by Article 42 of the Hague Regulations is met, the full
body of the law of occupation, including treaty law and customary international
law, is triggered and applies to the occupant. Article 42 states that, “[t]erritory
is considered occupied when it is actually placed under the authority of the
hostile Army. The occupation extends only to the territory where such authority
has been established and can be exercised.””

Amplifying guidance for this threshold test is set forth in the United
States Department of the Army Field Manual 27-10, The Law of Land Warfare
(hereinafter Field Manual 27-10).*° Field Manual 27-10 states that the law of

*! See Lancaster, supra note 2, at 62-63.
2 See BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 188.
» The “traditional law of occupation” is used here in juxtaposition to the
separate legal doctrines of “debellatio” and modern United Nations (U.N.)
sanctioned occupations (sanctioned either by U.N. Security Council Resolution
or by consent of the occupied nation) which will be discussed below in Part III
and which fall outside the law of occupation framework. Although debellatio
and U.N. authorized occupations are legal regimes that fall outside the
traditional law of occupation, factually, they appear to trigger the application of
the Hague Regulations. These legal regimes have also allowed the occupant to
make sweeping transformational changes to the government, economic system
and political systems that are precluded by the traditional law of occupation
discussed in this section. It is questionable whether this traditional law of
occupation still exists. See discussion infra Parts I1.D, III.
z: Hague Regulations, supra note 17, art. 42.

Id.
26 U.S. DEP’T OF ARMY, FIELD MANUAL 27-10, THE LAW OF LAND WARFARE
para. 351— 448 (18 July 1956) [hereinafter FM 27-10]. FM 27-10 establishes
detailed guidance for military occupations for the U.S. military with specific
citations to the applicable Hague Regulations and Geneva Conventions.
Notably, FM 27-10 states that “[t]he rules set forth in this chapter apply of their
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occupation is triggered by a hostile invasion, “as a result of which the invader
has rendered the invaded government incapable of publicly exercising its
authority and . . . successfully substituted its own authority.””’ Whether the
invading force has crossed the threshold from mere invader to occupant is a
question of fact.™® To be an occupant, and not a mere invader, the would-be
occupant must take “firm control of the area with the intention of holding it.”*’
Moreover, the occupation must be “actual and effective.”® In other words, the
amount of territory under occupation is determined by the occupant’s ability to
effectively exercise authority.

Once the law of occupation is triggered under Article 42 of the Hague
Regulations of 1907, an occupant is subject, at a minimum, to the requirements
set forth in that document and the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949.%' Article
43 of the Hague Regulations of 1907, sometimes referred to as the mini-
constitution of the law of occupation,* reflects two concepts: 1) the recognition
that sovereignty does not pass to the occupant™ and 2) the requirement for the

own force only to belligerently occupied areas, but they should, as a matter of
policy, be observed as far as possible in areas through which troops are passing
and even on the battlefield.” Id. para. 352.

7 1d., para. 355.

5 1d.

*1d. para. 352.

% FM 27-10, para. 356. FM 27-10 also sets forth factors for determining
whether occupation is “actual and effective.” The factors include, among others,
the defeat of organized resistance in the area, the establishment of measures to
exercise authority by the occupant, and the ability to send troops to make
authority felt within a reasonable time in the occupied district (the amount
required is not dispositive — merely enough to exert control). Also, the “mere
existence of” a fort or local resistance groups do “not render occupation
ineffective.” Id.

! Hague Regulations, supra note 17, art. 42-56; GC IV, supra note 18, art. 47-
78. The occupant is also arguably subject to the applicable provisions of
Additional Protocols I and II depending on the nation and whether it has ratified
those treaties, and depending on which provisions are considered customary
international law. See discussion infra Part I1.C.

32 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 9 (stating, “Article 43 is a sort of
miniconstitution for the occupation administration; its general guidelines
permeate any prescriptive measures or other acts taken by the occupant.”)

3 The limitation on the passing of sovereignty is blandly stated in the first
phrase, “[t]he authority of the legitimate power having in fact passed into the
hands of the occupant.” See BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 8; Hague Regulations,
supra note 17, art. 43.
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occupant to “take all measures in his power to restore and ensure, as far as
possible, public order and safety,*® while respecting, unless absolutely
prevented, the laws in force in the country.” As Part III below will show,
occupants have often invoked the exception to the second requirement
(contained in the phrase “unless absolutely prevented”) to circumvent the
prohibition against changing the indigenous laws in force prior to the
occupation.*®

B. Philosophical Bases for the Law of Occupation under the
Hague Regulations of 1907

Prior to the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949, the Hague Regulations
of 1907 codified the law of occupation, incorporating some of the prevailing
intellectual notions of the time.”” The concepts of limited war, social
Darwinism, sovereignty as residing in the ruler or central government, laissez-
faire government, and occupation as a trusteeship provided the philosophical
bases for the treaty.”® The law of occupation under the Hague Regulations was
essentially an agreement among state elites, which ensured their return to power
even if temporarily ousted from their territory during a period of limited war.*’
For, during the century leading up to the Hague Regulations, war was
understood to be limited to fighting between armies, largely avoiding the

* Professor Benvenisti provides guidance for defining both “restore and ensure”
and “public order and safety.” The definition of “restore” includes taking
immediate acts to bring daily life as far as possible back to the state prior to the
start of hostilities. In general, to “ensure” encompasses the duty to preserve the
status quo, although occupants’ interpretations of this over the years have varied
widely. “Public order and safety” should be defined as “public order and civil
life.” This corresponds to an occupant’s duty to the local inhabitants to allow
return to normal daily life, including social and economic life. Professor
Benvenisti also notes that occupants have invoked these requirements to justify
lawmaking (prescriptive measures) in occupied territories. BENVENISTI, supra
note 2, at 9-12.

* Hague Regulations, supra note 17, art. 43.

%% See discussion infra Part IILA.

37 BENVENISTL, supra note 2, at 26-27.

*1d. at 6, 26-29.

39 1d. at 27-28 (stating, “the ousted sovereign was ready to concede this much in
order to ensure maintenance of its bases of power in the territory against
competing internal forces”); Lancaster, supra note 2, at 53-54.
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civilian population.” Sovereignty remained with the ousted ruler or ruling
41
party.

Furthermore, the theory of laissez-faire government also prevailed in
this period, holding that the best type of government was one that interfered
minimally in its citizens’ lives.” It flowed logically from laissez-faire
governance that an occupant should interfere as little as possible with the
existing legal systems in the occupied territory. Thus, Article 43 of the Hague
Regulations® requires the occupant to maintain the status quo and to preserve
the “sovereign rights of the ousted government” until a negotiated settlement
returns the ousted government to power.**

In order to accomplish these goals, under the Hague Regulations, the
occupant is required to act as a trustee for the ousted sovereign government
rather than for the indigenous population.*” Moreover, although the occupant
must refrain from changing the status quo, the Hague Regulations require the

% “War was seen as a match between governments and their armies; civilians
were no more than the cheering fans of the fighting teams. Thus, civilians were
left out of the war, and kept unharmed as much as possible, both physically and
Elconomically.” BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 27.

5 g

Hague Regulations, supra note 17, art. 43.

See BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 27 (stating “[t]he minimalist conception of
war and the war effort made possible a conception of a laissez-faire type of
government even in wartime”); Lancaster, supra note 2, at 54 (citing GERHARD
VON GLAHN, THE OCCUPATION OF ENEMY TERRITORY 7 (1957) and
BENVENISTI, supra note 2).

* See VON GLAHN, supra note 15, at 774. Additionally, the trusteeship concept
continues to be a bedrock principle of the law of occupation today, but it now
requires the occupant to act in trust for the indigenous population. See Kristen
Boon, Legislative Reform in Post-conflict Zones: Jus Post Bellum and the
Contemporary Occupant's Law-Making Powers, 50 McGIiLL L.J. 285, 294
(2005) (stating, “[h]istorically, trusteeship is manifest in the U.N.'s trusteeship
system, under which member states and the UN together undertook to promote
the political, economic, social, cultural, and educational well-being of the
territory's inhabitants. Trusteeship is also implied by the obligations placed on
occupying powers under the Geneva Conventions™); see also Brian Deiwert, A
New Trusteeship For World Peace and Security: Can An Old League of Nations
Idea Be Applied to a Twenty-First Century Iraq?, 14 IND. INT'L & COMP. L. REV.
771 (2004) (for a discussion on the origins of the trust concept in international
law).
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occupant to establish a system of government to control the occupied territory,
or a “direct system of administration.”® Articles 44 through 56 of the Hague
Regulations of 1907 further define the duties of an occupant in administering the
government.*” Included are rules setting forth baseline protections for civilians,
rules pertaining to the use and requisitioning of civilian and state property, rules
regarding the collection of taxes on behalf of the state, and rules on levying
monetary contributions from the civilian population.*® The rules are minimal, in
keeping with the concepts of the laissez-faire and limited war, especially when
compared to the later framework set out in the Fourth Geneva Convention of
1949. The rules do, however, provide a baseline framework for the occupation
government.*’

As the last century progressed, especially after World War II, wider
acceptance of modern notions of governance challenged these philosophical
bases and provided occupants a rationale to justify non-compliance with the
existing law.” Specifically, the notions of sovereignty and self-determination
have become intertwined in the past sixty years and have altered the trusteeship
concept underlying the law.”' Thus, a significant tension in the law has
developed, especially during occupations where the ousted sovereign’s method
of government does not reflect the right of self-determination.’”” Despite this
conceptual shift in one of the underpinnings to the original law of occupation,
the general framework established by the Hague Regulations remains a viable
part of the law of occupation. Most importantly, the requirement to refrain from

% This phrase is not found in the Hague Regulations. Professor Benvenisti

states that the establishment of a system of direct administration was implied in
Article 43 of the Hague Regulations. BENVENISTIL supra note 3, at 4-5. Articles
48-56 also discuss rules to which the occupant must adhere and use the term
“administration of the territory.” Hague Regulations, supra note 17, art. 48-56.
j; Hague Regulations, supra note 17, art. 44-56.

Id.
* Id. On the other hand, comparing the relatively few prohibitions and
allowances in these regulations to the more robust provisions of the Fourth
Geneva Convention of 1949 leaves one with the impression that the provisions
of the Hague Regulations of 1907 are somewhat Spartan. GC IV, supra note 18,
art. 47-78. Moreover, for U.S. forces, FM 27-10’s administrative framework is
much more detailed. FM 27-10, supra note 26, para. 351-448.
?1) See discussion infra Part I1.D.

Id.
2 “This general awareness was bound to find its way into the law of
occupation, and diminish the claim of ousted elites to return to areas they had
controlled before the occupation but in which they did not continue to enjoy the
support of the indigenous population.” BENVENISTI, Supra note 2, at 106.

10
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changing the occupied territory’s governmental, economic, and social systems
remains an essential part of the law of occupation except in limited cases of
transformative occupations, as discussed below.>

C. The Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 and the 1977
Additional Protocols to the Geneva Conventions of 1949.

The four Geneva Conventions of 1949 followed in the wake of World
War II and the atrocities committed by the Axis Powers largely during
occupations.™ The Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 had at least three
significant effects on the law of occupation.” First, the Convention introduced a
minimal bill of rights for the occupied population® and shifted “attention from
governments to the population.”’ This shift, in many respects, redefined the

33 See discussion infra Parts II1.D, IV.

> See, e.g., Dennis, supra note 13, at 119 (explaining that, “[t]he atrocities
committed during World War II served as a catalyst for the development of the
Covenants, as well as the Geneva Conventions of 1949 . . .”); Harris, supra note
7, at 6 (stating, “[t]he Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 was crafted as a result
of the World War II experience to better extend the protections of the laws of
war to civilians and to further address the rights and duties of occupying
powers.”)

> Professor Benvenisti argues that there were two significant contributions:
“[f]irst, it delineates a bill of rights for the occupied population . . . [s]econd, it
shifts the emphasis from political elites to peoples.” BENVENISTI, supra note 2,
at 105. This article argues there were three significant contributions, the third
being the expansion in application of the law of occupation. Additionally, it is
arguable that the protections of property rights in Part III, Section III, and the
construct of a Protecting Power could be added to this list as significant
contributions to the law; however, the Protecting Power concept has been
largely disregarded. GC IV, supra note 18, art. 9, 52, 55, 59-61, 71, 72, and 74-
76 (applying the “Protecting Power” concept to the protections contained
therein); FM 27-10, supra note 26, para. 15-19 (discussing the application of the
Protecting Power concept to the four post-World War II Geneva Conventions);
BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 204-207.

% GC1v, supra note 18, Part III, Sections I, III. Section I sets forth rights for
protected persons during both armed conflict and occupation while Section III
sets forth rights specifically designed to apply during occupations.

" This conceptual change showed that the “decision to dedicate the Fourth
Geneva Convention to persons and not to governments signified a growing
awareness in international law of the idea that peoples are not merely the
resources of states, but rather that they are worthy of being the subjects of
international norms.” BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 105-106.
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law of occupation by focusing protections on the affected civilian population
during occupation.®® The shift to emphasize the protection of the population
occurred in tandem with the emergence of the principle of self-determination.
International law began to recognize that a nation’s sovereignty arose from its
people rather than from a ruler’s divine right to govern. Second, to some
degree, it changed state practice. Occupants now generally attempt to
administer the government on behalf of the indigenous population and not the
ousted ruling party.” Third, the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 attempted
to broaden the application of the law of occupation to “all cases of partial or
total occupation of the territory of a High Contracting Party, even if the said
occupation met with no armed resistance.”*

The Additional Protocols to the four Geneva Conventions of 1949 were
intended to supplement the conventions’ protections provided to civilian
populations.®" Additional Protocol I also recognized the growing international
acceptance of the right of self-determination® and highlighted the increasing

% The Fourth Geneva Convention “shifts the emphasis from political elites to
peoples.” BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 98, 105.

%% See discussion infra Part I11.C, D.

% GC IV, supra note 18, art. 2; see also Harris, supra note 8, at 6 (stating, “[o]f
particular importance, the Fourth Geneva Convention attempts to reduce
ambiguity in the application of the law of occupation by explicitly clarifying that
the Convention applies to any case of occupation, thus incorporating any kind of
non-treaty based occupation,” (citing GC 1V, art. 2 and 4)); Roberts, supra note
9, at 603 (stating, “[a]fter the entry into force of the 1949 Geneva Conventions,
it became doubtful whether a claim could ever again be made that an occupation
fell outside the framework of the laws of war, or would not be subject to certain
conservationist provisions.”).

%! The preamble to Additional Protocol I states, among other things, ““[b]elieving
it necessary nevertheless to reaffirm and develop the provisions protecting the
victims of armed conflicts and to supplement measures intended to reinforce
their application.” Additional Protocol I, supra note 19, preamble, para. 3.
Additional Protocol II “supplements and expands the guarantees of humane
treatment expressed in Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions.”
Lancaster, supra note 2, at 65 (citing Additional Protocol II, supra note 19, art.
75).

62 See Lancaster, supra note 2, at 62-64. Also, “[tJhe US has not signed or
ratified either Protocol of 1977. However, the United States does consider the
majority of their provisions to reflect customary international law.” 1d. at 65
(citing Michael J. Matheson, Remarks, Session One: The United States Position
on the Relation of Customary International Law to the 1977 Protocols

12
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emphasis on the application of human rights during times of conflict.”’
However, another potential contribution of Additional Protocol I never took root
in state practice.**

Additional Protocol I attempted to improve the system devised in the
four Geneva Conventions of 1949% by establishing the role of a protecting
power. This protecting power was to oversee the occupation by requiring each
party (occupant and occupied nation) to either designate a protecting power, or
allow the International Committee of the Red Cross to suggest a protecting
power.®®  Unfortunately, this promising idea of an oversight mechanism to
regulate the conduct of the occupant, “as a matter of fact . . . does not improve
on the Geneva system.”®’

Despite the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 and the Additional
Protocols’ contributions to the law of occupation, the law remained out of touch
with the reality of occupation on the ground. For example, in spite of the
apparent broadening of application of the law of occupation, the cases of
occupants avoiding its application continued to rise after the four Geneva
Conventions of 1949 and the Additional Protocols were entered into force.*®
Additionally, even though the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949°s bill of rights
expanded protections afforded to civilians, some have called the Convention’s
contributions to the law of occupation “little more than a repetition of the Hague
Regulations.”®  Indeed, the protections provided in the Fourth Geneva

Additional to the 1949 Geneva Conventions, in 2 Am. U. J. INT'L L. & PoL’Y
419 (1987)).

6 “IH]uman rights considerations play a prominent role in both the Geneva
Convention and the Additional Protocol I.” BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 98-
190; see discussion infra Parts II.D, I11.D, IV.B.

64 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 206-207.

6 Article 9 of the Fourth Geneva Convention attempted to establish a system
requiring Protecting Powers to be appointed, stating “[t]he present Convention
shall be applied with the cooperation and under the scrutiny of the Protecting
Powers whose duty it is to safeguard the interests of the Parties to the conflict.”
GC 1V, supra note 18, art. 9. However, the conventions “do not prescribe the
procedure for appointing and recognizing the protecting powers.” BENVENISTI,
supra note 2, at 204.

5 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 204-207.

%7"1d. at 206-207.

8 See Roberts, supra note 9, at 604; BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 98-190
(discussing examples of occupations from the entry into force of the four
Geneva Conventions of 1949 to present).

59 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 106.

13
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Convention of 1949, as well as the Additional Protocols, may still not be enough
to fully protect civilians--especially during prolonged occupations.”” Perhaps
this is one reason the scholarly debate over the application of human rights law
during occupations continues.

D. The Modern Law of Occupation

The law of occupation appears to no longer exist in its traditional form,
set forth above.”! Rather, the current state of the law is unclear. If it can be said
that there is a modern law of occupation, it appears to be a hybrid of the
traditional law of occupation and a framework for approval of the method of
occupation via U.N. Security Council resolution.”” Two developments--state
practice and shifting concepts underpinning the law of occupation--have
continued to affect the law of occupation since the entry into force of the Fourth
Geneva Convention of 1949 and the Additional Protocols of 1977. First, state
practice has been to continue to avoid application of the original framework of
the law of occupation. Occupants have occupied territory, frequently with
transformative purposes,” but they have not applied the original framework of

0 1d. at 105-90; Harris, supra note 8, at 10.

! Some writers argue that a modern law of occupation under a U.N. framework
already exists. BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at xi-xviii (arguing that the modern
law of occupation has changed with recent state practice, especially in Iraq).
Other writers argue that the status of the law of occupation is in question. See,
e.g., Lancaster, supra note 2, at 51. A third set of writers argues that the law has
not changed but should be modified to account for modern notions of human
rights and state practice. See, e.g., Davis P. Goodman, Note, The Need for
Fundamental Change in The Law of Belligerent Occupation, 37 STAN. L. REV.
1573, 1600 (1985); Harris, supra note 8, at 10.

2 See Harris, supra note 8, at 25-26; Goodman, supra note 71, at 1600;
BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at xi-xviii.

3 Qccupations with transformative purposes are a subset of occupations where
occupants have failed to apply the law of occupation, and they are the central
question of Professor Roberts’ article Transformative Occupations. He
addresses therein whether it is “legitimate for an occupying power, in the name
of creating the conditions for a more democratic and peaceful state, to introduce
fundamental changes in the constitutional, social, economic, and legal order
within an occupied territory,” and whether the original law of occupation is
relevant to these types of occupations despite their inherent conflict with the
conservationist principle of the law. He argues that the law of occupation is still
relevant and useful and offers two suggestions to make it more relevant: first,
“the application of international human rights law, which offers principles and
procedures that can help to define the means and ends of an occupation,” and

14
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the law.”* Second, while state practice continues to highlight a general lack of
respect for the law of occupation, the debate over the applicability of recently
accepted human rights norms during times of occupation has also challenged the
notion that the law of occupation continues to exist in its original form.”

The state practice of ignoring the law of occupation and engaging in
transformative occupations has impacted the modern law of occupation
significantly.”® Transformative occupations can be included within the general
category of occupations during this time frame which did not apply the
traditional law of occupation.””  These occupations have significantly
complicated the application of the law of occupation.”® In these cases, both

second “the involvement of international organizations, especially the United
Nations, that can assist in setting or legitimizing certain transformative policies
during an occupation.” He also cautions that his proposed framework does not
grant a right of military intervention for transformative purposes. Roberts,
supra note 9, at 580.

™ “Many post-Cold War military actions have been characterized by a tendency
to avoid being seen as occupations, or even being thought of as amenable to the
application of occupation law.” 1d. at 604.

> See, e.g., BENVENISTI, supra note 2; Harris, supra note 8, 25-26; Michael J.
Matheson, United Nations Governance of Postconflict Societies, 95 AM. J. INT’L
L. 76,79 (2001) [hereinafter Matheson, U.N. Governance].

6 See Roberts, supra note 9, at 580-622; BENVENISTI, supra note 2, 59-190;
discussion infra Part I11.D.

7 See Roberts, supra note 9, 601-620.

" One illustrative example of this complication is the statement of the
applicability of the law of occupation by U.S. forces during “rule of law”
operations in the CENTER FOR LAW AND MILITARY OPERATIONS (CLAMO) Rule
of Law handbook. “Article 43 of the Hague Regulations and Article 64 of the
Fourth Geneva Convention direct occupants to preserve and adopt existing
systems of government. When applicable, these provisions may present
obstacles to rule of law projects that modify existing legal regimes and
institutions. Exceptions are primarily related to establishing and maintaining
security and observance of fundamental humanitarian norms. The occupation
phase of Operation Iraqi Freedom presented Judge Advocates with just such a
challenge. Reform of Iraqi criminal, commercial, and electoral systems required
legal authorization superior to the restrictive norms of occupation law.” CTR.
FOR LAW AND MILITARY OPERATIONS, THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL’S
LEGAL CTR. AND SCH. & JOINT FORCE JUDGE ADVOCATE, U.S. JOINT FORCES
COMMAND, RULE OF LAW HANDBOOK: A PRACTITIONER’S GUIDE FOR JUDGE
ADVOCATES 65 (2007). Although the Rule of Law Handbook includes a caveat
that it does not apply to nation-building projects, it is hard to say where the line

15
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individual nations and U.N. coalitions have occupied territory and exercised
governmental authority in the territory, engaging in what may be termed “nation
building.”” The U.N. has engaged in these types of occupations, under the
heading of transitional administrations,* on numerous occasions since the end
of World War IL*"  The United States and British occupation of Iraq and the
U.N. transitional administration in Kosovo both required significant rebuilding
of governmental structures, political systems and infrastructures.** In addition,
the U.N. “occupation by consent in Cambodia, Bosnia, and other missions in
which agreements with the relevant sovereign powers ceded to the UN mission
rights and duties approaching elements of sovereignty” are examples of de facto
occupations.*® These examples occurred where the occupied territories required
substantial development of new governmental structures.** The amount and

between nation building and stability and security operations occurs--especially
given the language above regarding modifying Iraqi governmental systems. Id.
" For purposes of this paper, “nation building” is a subset of transformative
occupations. One article defines nation building as “the use of armed force in
the aftermath of major combat to promote a transition to peace and democracy.
Other terms, such as peacebuilding [sic], peacekeeping, or state-building capture
only elements of this paradigm.” Seth G. Jones & James Dobbins, The U.N.’s
Record in Nation Building, 6 CHI. J. INT'L L. 703, 704 (2006); see also Sean D.
Murphy, Nation Building: A Look at Somalia, 3 TUL. J. INT'L & Cowmp. L. 19, 20
(1995) (stating, “[m]ore commonly, however, the terms nation-building or
peace-building are used to refer to situations where the international community
uses highly intrusive means to rescue a state from a breakdown of law and order.
Such a situation typically begins with the outbreak of civil warfare among
competing factions and eventually leads to widespread civilian deaths and the
flight of refugees into neighboring countries.”)

% The U.N. has occupied and administered territory, although not under the
rubric of the traditional law of occupation. See Harris, supra note 8, at 25-26.

81 “UN expertise in the practice of nation-building and the previous
involvement of international actors in the occupied territory also propel
occupants toward multilateralism. The UN has built-up vast experience in,
among other places, East Timor, Bosnia, and Kosovo, thus providing powerful
advantages to being included in nation-building efforts.” Id. at 41.

%2 See discussion infra Part IILE.

% This article will use “de facto occupations” to mean those where the occupant
occupied and controlled the territorial government in fact but did not apply the
law of occupation.

% Harris, supra note 8, at 32.
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extent of rebuilding involved with these types of occupations went far beyond
the limits of the law of occupation.®

The purposes behind transformative occupations™ conflict with the law
of occupation’s conservationist principle requiring the occupant to govern in
trust for the temporarily ousted sovereign and to respect the laws in force in the
occupied territory.”” Thus, there has been an attempt among scholars to adjust
the law of occupation to apply to transformative occupations.® This attempt to
adjust the law has merit, for there are limited cases, such as a humanitarian
intervention,* where an occupant’s transformative goals may be justified under
international law.”” Given that these types of occupations will likely continue

% For example, the United Nations Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo
(UNMIK) appointed a U.N. Special Representative to the Secretary General
with sweeping powers to govern, legislate and administer the territory of
Kosovo under U.N. Security Council Resolution 1244. See discussion infra Part
1LE.1.

8 Roberts, supra note 9, at 580.

%7 See discussion supra Part II.A; Hague Regulations, supra note 17, art. 43.

% Professor Adam Roberts, for example, argues that the original body of the
law of occupation can still be useful in large part, but that in cases where there is
a perceived need for transformation, the occupant should seek U.N. or other
international approval. Roberts, supra note 9, at 580-623.

¥ There is a debate over whether a right of humanitarian intervention exists
outside of a U.N. Security Council approval of use of force. See Michael J.
Burton, Legalizing the Sublegal: A Proposal for Codifying a Doctrine of
Unilateral Humanitarian Intervention, 85 Geo. L.J. 417 (1996) (discussing
whether there is a right of humanitarian intervention for nations outside of the
framework of the U.N. Charter.); Daphne Richemond, Normativity in
International Law: The Case of Unilateral Humanitarian Intervention, 6 YALE
H.R. & DEv. L.J. 45 (2003) (arguing that a right of humanitarian intervention
exists and that “the ambiguous normative regime currently governing unilateral
humanitarian intervention provides an adequate legal framework for such
intervention.”)

% Although Professor Roberts urges U.N. approval as the legal mechanism to
allow humanitarian intervention, he states, “[t]here is scope for a nuanced view
that allows for some possibility of humanitarian intervention even without
specific Security Council authorization. In such a view, it is neither logical nor
helpful to frame the consideration of interventions in humanitarian crises in
terms of a general ‘right’ of humanitarian intervention.” Roberts, supra note 9,
at 581; see also discussion infra Part III.E.
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into the foreseeable future,”' the law should be updated to accommodate the
unique problems they present.

The second development that has impacted the law of occupation is the
growth of international recognition of the importance of human rights since
World War II. While occupation law’s human rights protections were expanded
by the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 and Additional Protocols, the
ratification and implementation of various human rights conventions illustrated
the growth of international recognition of certain human rights outside the law
of occupation framework and supports an argument that these rights should be
considered customary international law. °* If these rights are customary
international law, nations must apply them within the framework of the law of
occupation.”

There continues to be much debate in the international community
surrounding the applicability of human rights conventions during times of war,
armed conflict, or occupation. % However, the United States’ view is that the
law of war applies as a lex specialis, exclusive of all other bodies of law during
these times, while human rights treaty law generally applies to nations with
regard to their treatment of persons within their own territory. * The United

o See, e.g., MICHAEL E. O’HANLON, EXPANDING GLOBAL MILITARY CAPACITY
FOR HUMANITARIAN INTERVENTION 17-49 (2003) (studying the number of
global troops available for humanitarian intervention and arguing that roughly
twice as many troops are necessary to prevent future humanitarian catastrophes).
%2 For example, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
(ICCPR) and the European Convention on the Protection of Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms (ECHR) contain fundamental human rights that may
now be considered customary international law. See, e.g., Dr. Gorian Sluiter,
The ICTY at Ten: A Critical Assessment of the Major Rulings of the
International Criminal Tribunal over the Past Decade: International Criminal
Proceedings and the Protection of Human Rights, 37 NEw ENG. L. REv. 935,
939-940 (2003) (discussing the application of the ICCPR and ECHR in certain
criminal cases and questioning whether some of the rulings indicate that they
reflect customary international law.)

% See Roberts, supra note 9, at 595; see also Lancaster, supra note 2, at 65-69.
% See Dennis, supra note 13, at 120 (stating “[t]he precise relationship between
the two bodies of law remains unclear.”)

% RULE OF LAW HANDBOOK, supra note 78, at 65 (stating “during combat
operations the United States regards the law of war as an exclusive legal regime
or a lex specialis. Under this view, the law of war operates to the exclusion of
competing legal frameworks such as human rights law”) (citing Dennis, supra
note 13).
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States agrees, however, that certain human rights have attained the status of
customary international law and that they are applicable at all times.”® Due to
the ongoing debate, it may be a confusing task to determine which human
rights’” should apply specifically during an occupation. An updated law of
occupation should attempt to clarify the issue.

In addition to the confusion caused by the debate over applicability of
certain human rights, another change to the philosophical underpinnings of the
law is challenging the law’s usefulness. The right of self-determination,” as a
subset of international human rights law, is arguably the right that has most
significantly impacted the law of occupation.” The increased recognition of the
right of self-determination has undermined the basic policy of the traditional law
of occupation’s conservationist principle'® and overlaps with the justification
for transformative occupations.'”’ While the traditional law of occupation as

% RULE OF LAW HANDBOOK, supra note 78, at 66-67 (stating that the U.S.

military policy is to apply customary human rights norms in all operations, and
enumerating specifically that protection from “genocide; slavery; murder or
causing the disappearance of individuals; torture or other cruel, inhumane or
degrading treatment or punishment; violence to life or limb; taking of hostages;
punishment without fair and regular trial; prolonged arbitrary detention;
systematic racial discrimination; failure to care for and collect the wounded and
sick; consistent patterns of gross violations of internationally recognized human
rights” is to be considered a customary human rights norm).

7" Of course, this refers to human rights not already included in the Fourth
Geneva Convention’s minimal bill of rights. GC IV, supra note 18, Part III.

% For purposes of this article, this refers to political self-determination as
opposed to individual self-determination. Political self-determination is defined
by the American Heritage Dictionary as “freedom of the people of a given area
to determine their own political status; independence.” THE AMERICAN
HERITAGE DICTIONARY 1112 (2d College ed. 1985).

% See, e.g., BENVENISTI, supra note 2; Harris, supra note 8, at 17-18 (stating,
“[a]dditionally, the form of government is becoming a human right in and of
itself rather than merely a means to protect other rights. The international human
rights regime encompasses various rights, including the right to self-
determination, that collectively add up to the right to an effective system of
government in the long-term”); Youngjin Jung, In Pursuit of Reconstructing
Iraq: Does Self-Determination Matter?, 33 DEeNv. J. INT'L L. & PoL'y 391
(2005).

1% BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 107-190.

19" The application of human rights norms during occupations includes allowing
the occupying powers the opportunity to “justify certain transformative policies
on the basis that these are the best way to meet certain goals and principles
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established by the Hague Regulations of 1907 focused on the preservation of the
status quo on behalf of the ousted sovereign, the modern law of occupation
should take into account that sovereignty is a product of a social contract and
derives from the people.'” The law of occupation should be updated to account
for the emergence of the right of self-determination as paramount among other
human rights norms.

In sum, if there exists a modern law of occupation, it is unclear exactly
what it encompasses. As discussed in Part III below, the practice in most recent
years has been to apply some sort of hybrid of the traditional law of occupation
and U.N. Security Council Resolutions which have allowed for departure from
the conservationist principles of the law. Regardless of whether one accepts the
proposition that a modern law of occupation exists, ad hoc application of parts
of the traditional law of occupation or the failure to apply it altogether calls into
question its legitimacy and efficacy and creates a problem with enforcing the
law upon a “recalcitrant occupant.”'® Furthermore, if the law of occupation’s
status as customary international law and its enforceability in general are called
into serious doubt, which they appear to be, then it follows that the law should
be updated.

1. APPLICATION OF THE LAW: CASE STUDIES

During the twentieth century, state practice and the evolution of the
concepts of sovereignty and self-determination gradually eroded the law of
occupation. After the era of limited war ended, nations began to apply the law
of occupation in an ad hoc fashion, mostly when it was beneficial to their
interests. During World War I and prior to World War II, occupants applied the

enshrined in international human rights law, including the right of self-
determination.” Roberts, supra note 9, at 620.

192 See BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 107 (stating, “the modern law of
occupation has to consider also the claims of peoples as distinct subjects of
international law”); Harris, supra note 8, at 25-26. Michael Walzer discusses
sovereignty as deriving from a social contract. MICHAEL WALZER, JUST AND
UNJUST WARS, A MORAL ARGUMENT WITH HISTORICAL ALLUSIONS 53 (4th ed.
2006) [hereinafter WALZER, JUST AND UNJUST WARS].

1% “The issue of enforcing the law of occupation on the recalcitrant occupant
has become more problematic than ever before . . .. Most of the post-World
War II occupations were not administered according to the principles of the law
of occupation; rather, most occupants asserted claims for exclusive control . . ..
As a result of these factors, the law of occupation nowadays faces a double
challenge; a challenge to the principles that underlie the laws of occupation, and
a challenge to their enforceability.” BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 107.
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term “occupation” to their actions, but still failed to apply large portions of the
actual law of occupation.'™ The German Occupation of Belgium from 1914 to
1918, discussed below, is one example of this phenomenon.

Moreover, the law of occupation has greatly eroded since the end of
World War II and through the second half of the last century. This is due in part
to the Allied occupations of Germany and Japan after World War II, and
application of the doctrine of debellatio. This doctrine proclaimed that the
sovereign governments had ceased to exist and therefore the constraints of the
Hague Regulations did not apply.'” Furthermore, despite the Fourth Geneva
Convention’s attempt to broaden the application of the law of occupation,
occupants continued to avoid application of the law.'”  Transformative
occupations became more commonplace after the cold war.'”” One example of a
transformative occupation where the occupants failed to fully apply the law of
occupation was the American and British occupation of Iraq in 2003-2004. The
occupants failed to follow the strict requirements of occupation law even though
they eventually recognized the application of the body of law'® as stated in U.N.
Security Council Resolution 1483."” In sum, state practice since World War I
has cast the law of occupation into a state of confusion and disuse which calls its
status into question and highlights the need for change.

A German Occupation of Belgium during World War |

The German occupation of Belgium during World War I represents one
of the earliest departures from the law of occupation as it stood after the Hague
Regulations of 1907."" Germany invaded neutral Belgium on 4 August 1914, at
the beginning of World War I, under the pretext that “‘[r]eliable information’
showed that French forces intended to march through the Meuse Valley via

104
105
106
107
108

BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 32-58.

See discussion infra Part 111.B.2

See Roberts, supra note 9, at 600; BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 98-190.

See Roberts, supra note 9, at 604.

See discussion infra Part 111.D.2.

199°5.C. Res. 1483, U.N. Doc.S/RES/1483 (May 22, 2003).

% Both Germany and Belgium signed and ratified the Hague Regulations of
1907. Both parties signed the Hague Regulations on 18 October 1907. Belgium
ratified the convention on 8 August 1909, and Germany ratified it on 27
November 1909. A list of signatories and parties is available online. ICRC
Website, International Humanitarian Law,
http://www.icrc.org/ihl.nsf/WebSign?ReadForm&id=195&ps=P (last visited
Dec. 1, 2008).
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Namur to attack Germany.”'"" Germany occupied Belgium from August 1914
to November 1918.'"? As Germany exercised firm control over the territory and
set up a civilian- and military-administered government,'”* the full body of the
law of occupation should have been triggered. However, Germany either
applied the law of occupation only in its self-interest or violated it altogether.'"*
Although it appeared that some German officials recognized the application of
the Hague Regulations,'”” the German administration of Belgium was nearly
entirely subject to Germany’s self-interests.''® The German Chancellor,
Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg, while publicly avowing that the German
invasion and occupation of Belgium was a purely defensive necessity, privately
expressed that “the country ‘must be reduced to a vassal state,” . . . and ‘must
become economically a German province.””""”  German actions followed that
private agenda as Germany squeezed the Belgian economy for its own benefit,
deported and jailed thousands of Belgian workers, pursued a policy of splitting
the country along ethnic and geographic lines, and burned and looted Belgian
towns and villages during the initial invasion, the occupation, and the retreat.'"®

U LARRY ZUCKERMAN, THE RAPE OF BELGIUM: THE UNTOLD STORY OF

WORLD WAR I 13 (2001) (citing GREAT BRITAIN, COLLECTED DIPLOMATIC
DOCUMENTS RELATING TO THE OUTBREAK OF THE EUROPEAN WAR: THE
BELGIAN GREY BOOK, 309-311 (1915)).

12 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 32.

'3 “The German Imperial Cabinet established what it called a ‘Government
General’ in most of the occupied area.” The rear area of the combat zone was
administered by military commanders. Id. at 32.

14 See ZUCKERMAN, supra note 111.

15 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 33.

1% Professor Benvenisti notes many of the German transgressions of the law of
occupation in his discussion of this occupation. BENVENISTI, supra note 2 at 33-
40. However, Professor Benvenisti’s recap of the occupation is mild compared
to that of Mr. Zuckerman, which makes a compelling case that the German
occupation violated the law of occupation far more significantly than previously
believed. On the other hand, Mr. Zuckerman tempers his recitation by noting
that early reports of German atrocities, such as rape and mutilation stories, were
widely over-reported. ZUCKERMAN, supra note 111, at 120-141.

""" ZUCKERMAN, supra note 111, at 78-79 (quoting Hugh Gibson Papers, Box
31, letters to Gibson’s mother, Jul 1914 — Jan 1915). Hugh Gibson was the
Secretary of the U.S. delegation in Brussels during the initial occupation. Id. at
24.

""" Even the German retreat in October and November of 1918 left a swath of
destruction “twenty miles wide” as the German army “deported able-bodied
men,” destroyed infrastructure including railways, coal mines, factories, and
canals, and looted the countryside and villages, piling carts and vehicles with
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At the time the Hague Regulations of 1907 were signed, the framers’
intent was that the lawful rights of an occupant to regulate and prescribe laws
under Article 43 should be minimal.'"” The German occupation of Belgium,
however, was the first of many to show that occupants would be involved in
every aspect of the occupied territory’s government and daily life."*® Germany
regulated the coal and oil industries to accommodate the German war effort and
its internal industry. Germany also regulated supply and demand over food
supplies and agriculture, established strict controls over Belgian banks,
prescribed new taxes and a levy of contributions from the local population, and
requisitioned manufactured goods, livestock, agricultural produce, industrial
supplies, and machines for use in Germany.'”' German officials couched most
of these actions as an exercise of Germany’s authority as an occupant under the
Hague Regulations. However, the effect of the measures “was to give the
occupant exclusive and immediate control of every facet of public and private
enterprise in Belgium.”'** As did the Belgians, the majority of English and
American scholars of the time expressed the position that the German measures
went far beyond the allowances of Article 43 of the Hague Regulations of 1907.
Given the broad language of that Article, however, and the lack of bright line
rules for an occupant’s allowable prescriptive measures, it is difficult to say
exactly where the line was crossed.'”

ER)

“all they could carry, including chickens, rabbits, and pigeons.” The retreating
army “column looked like a ‘horde of Gypsies rather than an army on the
march.”” ZUCKERMAN, supra note 111, at 216 (quoting Van Swygenhoven
memoir, AP, no. 29:28).

19 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 44-48. Additionally, the “general emphasis
should be laid on maintaining the status quo,” and “no conflicting acts [of law
by the occupant] would be permitted unless (for example) the public order had
deteriorated significantly.” Id. at 13.

120 1d. at 47.

12l For example, “[f]ifty-seven times during 1916 they decreed requisitions for
commodities as varied as horses, machine tools, wool, mattresses, cocoa, tires,
cloth and elastic, and the copper tubing in breweries.” ZUCKERMAN, supra note
111, at 142-187. The effects of the requisitions upon Belgian civilians included,
among other things, civilian deaths resulting from acute food shortages. See
also BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 33-40.

122 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 37.

12 Germany’s claims regarding what measures were allowed under the Hague
Regulations of 1907 were “undoubtedly exaggerated”; however, the Belgians
denied the validity of all of Germany’s occupation measures. This position was
also viewed to be “extreme.” Id. at 45-46.
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Germany further flouted the law of occupation through its nefarious
deportation and public works policies. Germany began deporting Belgians to
work in Germany in 1916 after it suffered military setbacks caused by an Allied
offensive at Somme and the French defense of Verdun.'** The German Ministry
of War requested 400,000 Belgian workers be provided “forcibly, if need be” for
German industry.'” Moritz von Bissing, the German Governor General, was
reluctant to provide the workers.'”® He cited “avoidance of a flagrant violation
of the provisions of the Hague Convention” among other reasons for refusing
the initial order.'”” Despite his objections, however, Germany began the forcible
deportation of Belgian workers to Germany in October of 1916.'**

Deportations continued throughout the occupation and even during the
German retreat.'”  Similarly, Belgian workers were forced to labor on projects
that aided the German war effort. When 190 Belgian railway workers at two
state railway arsenals refused to work, they were deported. *° The policy of
deportation and forced labor clearly violated the Hague Regulations of 1907 -
specifically, the prohibitions against forced labor for “operations of war” and
collective punishments, and the requirement to respect the “family honour and
rights” and the “lives of persons.”"!

124 ZUCKERMAN, supra note 111, at 148-49.

% 1d. at 145.

126 Id

127 Id

128 Upon arrival, the deportees were kept in nine prison camps in northern
Germany called “allocation camps” where the men slept on the floors of
unheated buildings without bedding and were fed a breakfast of 150 to 250
grams of bread, and lunch and dinner of watery soup. In 1916 alone, “the
occupiers had shipped almost fifty-five thousand Belgians to Germany and
almost forty-seven thousand to northern [occupied] France.” Recalcitrant
workers were sent to “discipline camps” known as “hell’s premises” where
conditions were far worse. Id. at 142-164.

129" Zuckerman, supranote 111, at 142-164.

B0 0d. at 112.

B! Hague Regulations, supra note 17, art. 23, 46, 50. Not surprisingly, the
Allied Commission to inquire into war crimes after the war listed deportations
and internment of civilians under inhumane conditions as two war crimes
committed by the Germans during the occupation. M. Cherif Bassiouni, World
War |: “The War to End All Wars” and the Birth of a Handicapped
International Criminal Justice System, 30 DENV. J. INT'L L. & POL'Y 244 (2002).
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Germany also engaged in a major restructuring of the Belgian
government, seeking to split the country into two separate territories.”*> Under
Flamenpolitik,'**> Germany attempted to divide Belgium geographically along
ethnic lines into the territories of Wallonia and Flanders. Germany supported
“Flemish leaders and exploit[ed] their quarrel with the Walloons, to split
Belgian loyalties and later, perhaps, divide the country geographically.”'**
Germany used a minor pre-existing tension between the Walloons and the
Flemings regarding the official language as a pretext to declare that Flemish was
the official language of certain areas near the border,'** to “reopen the university
[of Ghent] as a Flemish institution,”'*® and finally, in 1917, to divide the country
into separate local governing bodies of Wallonia and Flanders."”” Although the
majority of Flemings opposed this policy,"** in December of 1917 the Council of
Flanders, a puppet of the German occupation government, declared Flemish

132 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, 42-44; ZUCKERMAN, supra note 111, at 78, 149-
151.
13 German politicians developed the theory of Flamenpolitik to support the
goal of dividing and subjecting the country to German rule. The theory held that
“Belgians had no nationality, and that Latin Walloons and Germanic Flemish
were irreconcilable. Flamenpolitik further supposed that Belgium had never
been independent but had always leaned towards France, thanks to the dominant
Walloon minority. Therefore, if encouraging (or pretending to encourage)
Flemish aims reversed the trend, the Flemish would look to Germany, and
Belgium would never again conspire to France. And even if a peace treaty

required German withdrawal . . . Germany would retain influence over the
Flemish.” ZUCKERMAN, supra note 111, at 78-79.
B4 1d. at 78.

15 The only real divide among the two ethnic groups prior to the war was the
issue of securing equal status for the Flemish language. That issue was being
handled politically within Belgium without serious turmoil. BENVENISTI, supra
note 2, at 41-43.

¢ Despite being a symbol of some Flemish resistance, when the German plan
to make the University a Flemish institution was announced, most of the pro-
Flemish professors “spurned the gift.” ZUCKERMAN, supra note 111, at 146-147.
137 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 43.

138 ZUCKERMAN, supra note 111, at 165-69; BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 43.
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independence. '*° Germany’s attempt to split the country in two was widely
considered to have violated the conservationist principle of Article 43.'*

Further attacks on the conservationist principle of the Hague
Regulations of 1907 followed in the wake of Belgian protests to the policy of
Flamenpolitik. ~ When the Belgian Court of Appeals ordered the public
prosecutor to bring a case against the councilmen for violating the Belgian penal
code, which forbade any attempt to change the form of government, Germany
had two of the arrested councilmen released.'*! The highest court in Belgium
“suspended its sessions in protest.”’** Germany followed up on this judicial
revolt by deporting three Court of Appeals justices, barring Belgian magistrates
from pursuing cases, and ultimately substituting “German criminal and civil
courts for Belgian.”'® German military courts had already been handling
charges against both Belgians and German military personnel and civilians, but
this final measure represented “the complete dissolution of the indigenous court
system.”"*  Germany could hardly have been said to have been “absolutely
prevented”'® from respecting the laws in force in Belgium prior to the
occupation by a chain of events set in place by its unlawful attempt to
restructure the nation.

The German occupation of Belgium during World War I presaged a
century of state avoidance of the law of occupation and highlighted the
weaknesses of the Hague Regulations of 1907. According to Professor
Benvenisti,

[t]wo fundamental problems surfaced in this occupation. The
modern occupant, it was found, can no longer be considered
the impartial trustee of indigenous private interests, as the
framers of the Hague Convention had envisioned. Rather, the
occupant is more likely to be an interested party, with short-

39 On 4 February 1917, two hundred Flemish leaders, sponsored by Germany,
demanded the separation of Belgian administration into Flanders and Wallonia.
The Germans monitored meetings to ensure the Flemish radicals “stayed within
bounds.” ZUCKERMAN, supranote 111, at 186.
140" The policy was also “one of the most criticized policies of the Germans.”
BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 47.
:; ZUCKERMAN, supra note 111, at 197-8.

Id.
'3 The courts were run by German judges and staff and even the court language
became German. Id. at 198.
144 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 41.
%> Hague Regulations, supra note 17, art. 43.
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and long-term objectives, with effective power to implement
those objectives, and with the opportunity to couch them
within the language of Article 43.'*

He notes that a second problem was the lack of clear guidelines for the
occupant with regard to changing the status quo, and points out that the Hague
Regulations of 1907 do not set forth any “internationally accepted goals for the
occupation administration to pursue.”'¥’

Germany’s occupation of Belgium also highlighted another serious
flaw in the law of occupation. The law lacked a mechanism to provide either
oversight of the occupant or enforceability of the law of occupation against the
occupant. Even if the law of occupation set forth in the Hague Regulations of
1907 had provided more detailed limits to an occupant’s authority, without an
oversight mechanism, Germany would still have been able to circumvent the law
to serve its own self-interest. Moreover, the attempted enforcement of
violations of the law of occupation after the war was all but a farce."* As Mr.
Zuckerman argues, the failure to enforce the violations of the law and challenge
the military doctrine of necessity, which had been invoked by Germany as a
legal excuse for its actions, opened the door to future violations of the law of
occupation, and the law of war in general, by Germany.'* As he states, “the
number of criminals the victors could have punished in 1919 was less important
than challenging [the doctrine of] necessity,"”® a pernicious doctrine that the
German Army had cited since 1871 and that had survived the war intact,” and

146 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 47.

7" The Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 first delineated internationally
accepted goals. Id. at 47.

148 ZUCKERMAN, supra note 111, at 270-274; see also, Bassiouni, supra note
131.

149 Mr. Zuckerman also argues that the failure of the allies to punish the German
aggression and occupation contributed, in part, to Germany’s actions during
World War II. Germany was emboldened by the lack of punishment in the wake
of its brazen disregard for the law. He argues that the Allied failure to pursue
trials and reparations for violations of the law of war by the Germans was
partially responsible for the early skepticism over the holocaust during World
War II. ZUCKERMAN, supra note 111, at 270-274; see also, Bassiouni, supra
note 131.

130 The escape clause of Article 43 of the Hague Regulations derives directly
from the doctrine of military necessity. As Professor Benvenisti states, “[i]t
seems the drafters of this phrase viewed military necessity as the sole relevant
consideration that could ‘absolutely prevent’ an occupant from maintaining the
old order.” BENVENISTI, Supra note 2, at 14.
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“[t]he world had to know the truth in case Germany rode to battle again because
if she did, necessity was likely to ride with her.”"®" Thus, this early failure to
enforce clear violations of the law of occupation foreshadowed and perhaps
contributed to the next 80 years of occupants’ repeated defiance of the law.

In sum, the German occupation of Belgium during World War I
provided ample evidence that the framework for the law of occupation set forth
by the Hague Regulations of 1907 was lacking. Despite the evidence, scholars
of the time were content to consider the German actions an aberration that
would not be repeated often, and were hesitant to challenge the existing
framework.!”? As the case studies set forth in the next sections show, those
scholars were mistaken. The German occupation was simply the first of many
examples of the failure of the law of occupation to provide a reliable framework
to regulate an occupant’s behavior.

B. Allied Occupations after World War |1

At the end of World War II, because of the atrocities committed by the
Axis powers,'” the Allied plan for the occupation of Germany and of Japan
included ensuring the removal of those in power and completely restructuring
the organs of power that supported the policies promoted by the defeated
sovereigns.>* In their place, the Allies would establish a democratic system.'
To that end, the Allies at the end of the war declared a state of debellatio,
arguing that the German and Japanese sovereign governments had ceased to
exist due to their unconditional surrenders.'*® Debellatio, or subjugation, refers

131 ZUCKERMAN, supra note 111, at 275.

132 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 45-46.

'3 Many of these atrocities occurred during the Axis Powers’ occupation of
several nations, especially the German occupation of European nations and the
Japanese occupation in China and Southeast Asia. “The three Axis powers,
Germany, Italy, and Japan, completely ignored the basic tenets of the law of
occupation.” Among other violations of the law, the Axis Powers annexed
territory, set up puppet states to rule foreign states and took measures to
comprehensively transform local legal systems, all in clear violation of Article
43 of the Hague Regulations. BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 60-66.

" 1d. at 91-96.

155 1d. at 91; see also Jared Wessel, The Demilitarization of Palestine: Lessons
from the Japanese Experience, 11 U.C. DAvis J. INT'L L. & PoOL'Y 259 (2005)
(discussing the theory of debellatio as applied to Japan as a model for solving
the Palestinian conflict).

136 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 91-96. At the time there was some debate over
whether to apply the law of occupation in Germany or to invoke the doctrine of
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to the ancient legal doctrine that applies where a “party to a conflict has been
totally defeated in war, its national institutions have disintegrated, and none of
its allies continue to challenge the enemy militarily on its behalf.”'>’ The
conditions of debellatio had to have been met before a victorious party could
invoke the doctrine.'™ The conditions were “a purely factual matter,” so if, for
example, the national institutions remained intact, there could be no factual
debellatio.

In Germany, where the Nazi regime had largely fled or been taken into
custody and Hitler had committed suicide, the factual conditions for debellatio
had arguably been met. '** Therefore, in the case of Germany, the doctrine
permitted the transfer of sovereignty to the Allies, and the Allies’ measures were
internal matters governed by domestic laws and not by the law of occupation.'®’
This position with regard to Germany was generally accepted by courts and
scholars at the time.'®" On the other hand, in Japan, while the unconditional
surrender was signed, there was not necessarily a disintegration of the national
institutions.'®  Although the Allies invoked the doctrine of debellatio for the
sweeping changes they made, a better legal argument is that the terms of
surrender, “sufficiently broad to enable the occupant to implement . . .
fundamental changes of Japan’s laws and institutions,” were what allowed the

debellatio. Some argued that the escape clause language of Article 43 of the
Hague Regulations requiring respect for the laws in place “unless absolutely
prevented” would permit the Allied measures taken to obliterate the Nazi
system. Id. at 91-92 n.135.

B71d. at 92. Furthermore, “[a]though debellatio is an ancient concept of
international law, there is no general consensus on its distinction from, and
relationship to, other concepts like subjugation, conquest, and annexation. Some
define debellatio as the ‘extermination in war of one belligerent by another
through annexation of the former's territory after conquest, the enemy forces
having been annihilated.”” Wolff Heintschel Von Heinegg, The Rule of Law in
Conflict and Post-Conflict Situations: Factors in War to Peace Transitions, 27
HARvV. J.L. & PUB. POL'Y 843, 851 (2004) (citing Karl Ulrich-Meyn, Debellatio,
in 1 ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PUBLIC INTERNATIONAL LAW 969 (Max Planck Inst. for
Comparative Pub. Law and Int'l Law ed., 1992) (defining debellatio)).

138 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 92.

7 1d. at 92-93.

1991d. at 93-94.

11 Id. at 93 nn.143, 144. However, “[w]hile the Allies’s title to Germany was
not challenged, its logical consequence, namely the inapplicability of the law of
occupation . . . was convincingly tested,” by German scholars and the
International Committee of the Red Cross. Id. at 94 n.145.

192 BENVENISTI, Supra note 2, at 92-93.
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Allies to lawfully effect the necessary changes to transform the government in
Japan.163

In any case, the Allies invoked debellatio as legal justification for the
sweeping transformative measures they took in both countries. The Allied
measures, especially the transfer of sovereignty, were not permissible under the
law of occupation.'® Since that time, the doctrine widely has been considered
dead.'® The case study of the Allied use of debellatio, however, is helpful to
illustrate that the de facto occupants could not rely upon the law of occupation in
a situation wherein the occupants believed transformative change was a moral
imperative.'®® As the next sections will discuss, there are other instances where
transformative change in an occupation may be lawful, but debellatio as a means
of accomplishing that change should remain a legal footnote. The law of
occupation should be modified to allow for transformative change only in the
appropriate context and under the appropriate supervision.

"% 1d. at 93.

1% “The foundation upon which the entire law of occupation is based is the
principle of inalienability of sovereignty through actual or threatened use of
force.” Id. at 5.

195 Several scholars including Professor Benvenisti have declared the doctrine
no longer exists. See, e.g., BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at xi, 94-96; Harris, supra
note 8, at 20 (noting that “[s]overeignty now rests in the people, not in the
government, and can no longer be permanently transferred to the victor of the
war. International law now outlaws aggressive war and rejects annexation, and
debellatio is simply not politically palatable in modern times.”)

1% Although use of the phrase “moral imperative” connotes justification outside
the law, the Allies used moral arguments to justify the removal of regimes which
were “contemptuous of human rights and the modern notions of legality.”
BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 91- 92 n.135 (quoting BRITISH WAR OFFICE, THE
LAW OF WAR ON LAND, BEING PART III OF THE MANUAL OF MILITARY LAW 143
n.1 (1958)). Moreover, Nazism “lies at the outer limits of exigency, at a point
where we are likely to find ourselves united in fear and abhorrence,” and is “an
ideology and a practice of domination so murderous, so degrading even to those
who might survive, that the consequences of its final victory were literally
beyond calculation, immeasurably awful.” WALZER, JUST AND UNJUST WARS,
supra note 102, at 253.
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C. Occupations since the Four Geneva Conventions of 1949

Despite the broadened application of the law of occupation in the
Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949,' occupants since that time have
systematically avoided the application of the law of occupation.'® The one
exception to this statement is Israel in the occupied territories after the 1967
war.'® Outside of this exception, occupants have come up with alternate legal
theories to avoid application of the law, including requests for intervention from
the occupied nation, attempts to annex territory, disputes over title to territory,
and limited scale operations inside another state’s territory which did not trigger
the law.'”® Regardless of the different rationales for ignoring the law, the effect
of this state practice is that it calls into question the status of the law of
occupation and again highlights the need to update the law to make it realistic
and enforceable.'”

Of course, changing the law merely to reflect state practice would not
make sense if there were not at least a rational and moral policy shift underlying
the state practice. Obviously, not every occupant who has avoided the
application of the law has had such a legitimate goal in avoiding the law of
occupation.'” On the other hand, where the shift in state practice has been
made to accommodate the rise of the importance of human rights and the right
of self-determination, the practice should be reflected in the law.

17 See discussion supra Part II.C.

1% See, e.g., Ottolenghi, supra note 2; BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 149-190.

1 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 107-149.

170 professor Benvenisti chronicles several occupations and their justifications
outside of the law of occupation. Among others, he submits that the Soviet
occupation of Afghanistan, the Vietnamese occupation of Cambodia, and the
U.S. occupation of Grenada and Panama relied upon requests for intervention
from the occupied nation while the Iraqi occupation of Kuwait, the Moroccan
occupation of the Western Sahara, and the Indonesian occupation of East Timor
were examples of attempts to annex territory. Id. at 149-184.

"I “This avoidance of recognition of occupation status served as a major
stumbling block to international scrutiny of the conduct of most occupants.” Id.
at 190. Professor Benvenisti provides two strategies to remedy this problem: 1)
to emphasize that the law applies regardless of claims to the contrary and stress
human rights application, and 2) to “explore existing enforcement mechanisms
that could be used” to authoritatively state when the law of occupation applies
and to set forth the occupant’s duties. Id.

172 See discussion supra Part ITL.A.
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D. United Nations Governance and the Coalition Occupation
of Iraq

United Nations (U.N.) governance occupations, such as those in East
Timor and Kosovo'” and the American and British occupation of Iraq in 2003,
are instances of transformative occupations requiring resort to legal authority
outside the traditional law of occupation framework. Despite the fact that the
U.N. in Kosovo, and the American and British multilateral coalition, exercised
firm control over territory and the local governments (a de facto state of
occupation), these occupations occurred under legal frameworks authorized by
the UN. Charter and the approval of the UN. Security Council.'™ U.N.
Security Council Resolution 1483, recognizing the state of occupation after the
fact, stated that the law of occupation applied to the U.S. and Great Britain in
Iraq, while at the same time allowing the transformation of Iraq into a
democratic nation.'”” As was the case with the Allied occupation of Germany
and of Japan and the corresponding invocation of the doctrine of debellatio, the
legal framework invoked in these cases to allow changes to the system of
government was clearly outside the traditional framework of the law of
occupation. Given that the current state of global affairs means that such
occupations are likely to continue,'’ this section will discuss these types of
occupations to outline potential models to update the law of occupation.

1. United Nations Administered Occupations

A recent example of a relatively successful U.N. administered
occupation with transformative objectives is that of Kosovo. After the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) campaign against Serbian forces in the
former Yugoslavia'” attempted to restore order in Kosovo, the territory was in a

173 See Matheson, U.N. Governance, supra note 75, at 78 (discussing examples
of U.N. governance).

17 U.N. Security Council Resolution 1272 established the U.N. Transitional
Administration in East Timor. S.C. Res. 1272 U.N. Doc.S/RES/1272 (Oct. 25,
1999). U.N. Security Council Resolution 1244 established the U.N. Mission in
Kosovo (UNMIK). S.C. Res. 1244, U.N. Doc.S/RES/1244 (June 10, 1999).
U.N. Security Council Resolution 1483 recognized the occupation in Iraq and
established its framework. S.C. Res. 1483, U.N. Doc.S/RES/1483 (May 22,
2003).

173 See discussion infra Part D.2.

176 See, e.g., O’HANLON, supra note 91, at 17-49.

"7 The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) mission began as an air
campaign which lasted from 23 March 1999 to 10 June 1999. It continued
under U.N. Security Council resolution 1244, passed on 10 June 1999, as
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state of near collapse.'”® Based on the belief that the “the chaotic situation

would present a continuing, acute threat of escalating violence and regional
instability, as well as a serious humanitarian crisis,”'”” the U.N. Security Council
adopted Resolution 1244'® under Chapter VII of the U.N. Charter. This
Resolution set forth, among other things,

an international civil presence in Kosovo in order to provide
an interim administration for Kosovo under which the people
of Kosovo can enjoy substantial autonomy within the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia, and which will provide transitional
administration while establishing and overseeing the
development of provisional democratic self-governing
institutions.”"®!

Given this mandate, the Secretary General created a civil administration, the
U.N. Interim Administration in Kosovo (UNMIK), and appointed a Special
Representative to the Secretary General** (SRSG) to run it.'®

Kosovo Force (KFOR), with ground troops entering the territory on 12 June
1999. KFOR Website, Conflict Background,
http://www.nato.int/KFOR/docu/about/background.html (last visited Dec. 18,
2008).
178 See Matheson, U.N. Governance, supra note 75, at 78 (stating, “[b]y the
conclusion of the NATO campaign, the province was in a state of economic and
social chaos. Out of a total population of about 1.7 million, 800,000 Kosovars
had fled or been driven out of the province and as many as 500,000 others had
been internally displaced; most of these refugees followed NATO troops back
%r719to Kosovo, but many found their homes and possessions destroyed or stolen.”)
Id.
180§ C. Res. 1244, UN. Doc.S/RES/1244 (June 10, 1999).
181" See Matheson, U.N. Governance, supra note 75, at 78 (citing SC Res. 1244,
para. 10 (June 10, 1999)).
82 There have been six Special Representatives of the Secretary General
(SRSQG) since the inception of UNMIK. The current SRSG is Mr. Joachim
Rucker, from Germany. About UNMIK: United Nations Interim Administration
in  Kosovo  website [hereinafter =~ About  UNMIK  webpage],

http://www.unmikonline.org/intro.htm (last visited Oct. 11, 2008).
18 See Matheson, U.N. Governance, supra note 75, at 78.
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The U.N. Mission in Kosovo functioned alongside the Kosovo Force
(KFOR),"™ the international security force authorized by U.N. Security Council
Resolution 1244, and “was unprecedented in scope and complexity.”'® It
granted the SRSG “all executive authority with respect to Kosovo.”'*® The
SRSG’s powers included appointing and removing civil administrators and
judicial officials and administering “all funds and property of the FRY and the
Republic of Serbia in the territory of Kosovo.”"®” Although the SRSG retains
the ultimate authority, UNMIK is currently divided into four “pillars,” each of
which are administered by a separate international organization or entity.'®®
Those include: 1) the Civil Administration pillar, led by the U.N., 2) the Police
and Justice pillar, also led by the U.N., 3) the Democratic and Institution
Building pillar, led by the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE), and 4) the Reconstruction and Economic Development pillar, led by
the European Union (EU).'¥

At the outset of the mission the SRSG, being vested with “all
legislative and executive authority with respect to Kosovo, including the
administration of the judiciary,” via UNMIK, had to determine how to
govern.'” He did this through a series of regulations, the first of which stated
that all laws prescribed by the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) prior to
the UNMIK administration remained in force so long as they did not conflict
with new regulations promulgated by UNMIK.'”' After objections were lodged
by the indigenous Albanians,'”” however, the SRSG issued a new decree
declaring that the prevailing law would be that in place prior to the FRY’s
removal of Kosovo’s autonomy.

'8 KFOR’s current troop strength is 17,000. NATO Force to Stay in Kosovo
Despite  Uncertain  Future, Agence France-Presse, Dec. 7, 2007,
http://www.defencetalk.com/news/publish/army/NATO _force
to_stay_in_Kosovo_despite_uncertain_future110014505.php. In mid-2002, the
troop strength was about 50,000. O’HANLON supra, note 91, at 35.

> Matheson, U.N. Governance, supra note 75, at 78.
%6 1d. at 76, 79.
187 Id
1:2 About UNMIK webpage, supra note 179.

Id.
12‘1) Matheson, U.N. Governance, supra note 75, at 80.

Id.
192 “However, this action did not go far enough for Kosovar Albanians and the
newly appointed Kosovar judges, who considered FRY laws to have been ‘part
and parcel of the revocation of Kosovo's prior autonomous status and an
instrument of oppression since then.”” 1d.
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Since UNMIK'’s inception, the SRSG has “functioned as a general
lawmaking authority over a wide range of subjects.”’  Much like the
previously discussed occupation of Germany in Belgium during World War I,
UNMIK has exercised substantial lawmaking powers. Such sweeping legal
reforms would likely have violated the law of occupation’s conservationist
principle in Article 43 of the Hague Regulations of 1907; however, they
occurred outside that legal framework and under the lawful authority of the U.N.
Charter framework.'**

In addition to finding the appropriate law to apply, the SRSG had the
task of setting up the interim political structure to provide for self-government
within an autonomous Kosovo.'” To that end, in June of 2002, UNMIK set up
the provisional government and in October of 2004 general elections were
held."”® As a result, the government currently consists of a 120-member
assembly of ministers led by a Prime Minister selected by the President.'”” The
President’s job is limited, as his “main function is to take action in the field of
external relations in coordination with the SRSG following consultations with
the political parties in the Assembly.”'”® The President has “the power to
dissolve, in agreement with the SRSG, the Assembly.”'” UNMIK, however,
still exercises broad authority in Kosovo, which would not be lawful under the
law of occupation.

The future of Kosovo is uncertain. KFOR is still providing external
and internal security for Kosovo due to the failure of the Serbians and Kosovar
Albanians to agree on the status of Kosovo.”™ Most recently, Kosovo’s
parliament declared its independence, setting off a wave of controversy among
the European Union, the United States, and Russia.?®'  With the status of
Kosovo remaining unsettled, UNMIK will likely have to remain in place for
some time to come.*”?

3 1d. at 81.
% 1d. at 76-81.
195 Matheson, U.N. Governance, supra note 75, at 81.
1% UNMIK Fact Sheet, 3-4, April 2007,
http://www.unmikonline.org/docs/2007/Fact_Sheet apr 2007.pdf.
197
Id.
198 Id
199 Id
200 Id
21 BBC News Online, Kosovo MP’s Proclaim Independence, BBC Website, 17
February 2008, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/7249034.stm.
22 gee, e.g., UNMIK Press Release, 17 Jan 2008, UNMIK/PR/1721,
http://www.unmikonline.org/dpi/
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Despite this uncertain future, the UNMIK administration in Kosovo
appears to be a short term success. If one measures success in terms of
improved security, and a functioning self-determinative government, the Kosovo
story potentially illustrates an effective model of how to administer an occupied
territory. The U.N. framework employed provides a useful model for an
updated law of occupation by illustrating the effectiveness of a multilateral
method of administering the territory during a transformative type of
occupation. Furthermore, this model, relying as it has on U.N. oversight and
approval from the beginning, has international legitimacy that other de facto
occupations may not; the next example will further illustrate this point.

2. The American and British Occupation of Iraq

The legal framework for the 2003 American and British occupation of
Iraq is a hybrid of a U.N. Security Council authorization and the law of
occupation. The American and British governments justified the military
invasion in March of 2003 both under a theory of self-defense and through
recourse to prior U.N. Security Council Resolutions authorizing force against
Iraq in the First Gulf War in 1991.*” During the earliest phase of the
occupation of Iraq in 2003, the occupants did not use the term “occupation,”
arguing that the facts did not trigger the law of occupation.*** Despite this early

pressrelease.nsf/0/2C8FB116D3D6266FC12573D30055AB47/$FILE/pr1721.pd
f (noting improvements in the areas of return of refugees and internally
displaced persons, successful elections in November 2007, and greater freedom
of movement, while admitting to continued problems with living conditions,
radical groups and intimidation of voters, and resolving to continue to work
towards the successful implementation of UNSC Resolution 1244.). Also, as of
November 2007, the UNDP reported that Kosovo continued to “face serious and
persisting problems” including an extremely high incidence of poverty and
unemployment (44%) and environmental problems, among others. Where will
Kosovo be in 2015? Second Millennium Development Goals Progress Report,
Focus Kosovo 6, November 2007, available at:
http://www.unmikonline.org/pub/focuskos/dec07/Focus_K_36_ENG_web.pdf.
23" See Charles Pierson, Preemptive Self-Defense in an Age of Weapons of Mass
Destruction: Operation Iragi Freedom, 33 DENV. J. INT'L L. & POL'Y 150,
152-155 (2004) (for a discussion of the arguments made by the U.S. prior to the
invasion of Iraq in 2003). This article will not discuss the legality of the initial
use of force.

2% As Professor Benvenisti points out, the U.S. did not recognize an occupation.
According to a memorialized Q&A session with W. Hays Parks, most scholars
believe a de facto state of occupation existed by this point. BENVENISTI, supra
note 2, at ix; but see David J. Scheffer, Future Implications of the Iraq Conflict:
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posturing, both the U.N. and the occupants recognized the application of the law
of occupation by May 22, 2003.> U.N. Security Council Resolution 1483
established the legal guidelines for the occupants, including the paradoxical
admonition to fulfill the law of occupation’s obligations under the Hague
Regulations of 1907 and the Geneva Conventions of 1949 while calling for
transformational change to the government and political system of Iraq.>"

Although the occupants were handed a legal mandate for
transformative change, they were legally obligated to adhere to the rest of the
law of occupation; arguably, they failed to do so. In failing to provide enough
troops to secure the peace and prevent an insurgency, the occupants arguably
failed to properly safeguard the civilian population as required under Article 43
of the Hague Regulations of 1907 and Articles 27 and 64 of the Fourth Geneva
Convention of 1949”7 Other failures may be judged best by the light of
history; however, some writers have argued that such failures include the
inability to provide basic services for health, hygiene, and medical care; not
allowing humanitarian supplies into the country; causing massive
unemployment; failing to restore vital public services in a timely manner;””® and
the profiteering of American and British contractors and politically connected
officials.*”

Beyond Occupation Law, 97 AM. J. INT’L L. 842 (2003) (stating that “[w]hen
the armed forces of the United States and the United Kingdom invaded Iraq and
exercised control over its territory, the law of occupation immediately began to
apply to their actions.”) It also should be noted that the U.S. military is bound
by Department of Defense regulations to comply with the law of war in all
military operations other than war regardless of the official U.S. position on the
applicability of the law. U.S. DEP’T OF DEFENSE, DIR. 5100.77, DOD LAW
OF WAR PROGRAM para. 4 (9 Dec. 1998), updated in 2006 by U.S. DEP’T
OF DEFENSE, DIR. 2311.01E, DOD LAW OF WAR PROGRAM para. 4 (9
May 2006); CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF INSTR.
5810.01C (31 Jan. 2007).

25§ C. Res. 1483, UN. Doc.S/RES/1483 para. 5 (May 22, 2003); Scheffer,
supra note 204, at 842.

26 S C. Res. 1483, UN. Doc.S/RES/1483 (May 22, 2003).

7 Hague Regulations, supra note 17, art. 43; GC IV, supra note 18, art. 27, 64.
2% Scheffer, supra note 204, at 854-856 (listing several possible violations of
the law of occupation).

% See, e.9., MICHAEL WALZER, ARGUING ABOUT WAR 167 (2004) (arguing that
“[t]he distribution of contracts to politically connected American companies is a
scandal. . .. [T]here has to be someone regulating the conduct of the companies
— not only their honesty and efficiency but also their readiness to employ, and
gradually yield authority to, competent Iraqi managers and technicians.”)
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Poor policy decisions may have caused some of these failures,
including the failure to protect civilians in the wake of a broad insurgency. Two
of these policy decisions, the “de-Baathification” order and the dissolution of the
Iraqi Army, also arguably violated the law of occupation.’'® High on the agenda
of L. Paul Bremer III’s Coalition Provisional Authority’s task list was the “de-
Baathification” of Iraqi society.”'' De-Baathification consisted of a plan for the
sweeping removal of members of the Baath party from government positions.
There were over two million Baath Party members in Iraq, and membership was
a prerequisite for almost all government jobs, including the police force.*'

Even if the transformative objective of regime change were allowed,
the complete removal of all these Iraqi citizens from their livelihoods and
important administrative positions was a bridge too far.*"* Tt is difficult to see
how removing an entire group of government workers from their livelihoods
was a part of the political change envisioned by U.N. Security Council
Resolution 1483. Not only was it inadvisable as a method of administering the
country as an occupant and possibly contrary to the law of occupation,”* but it

219 See, e.g., MICHAEL ISIKOFF & DAVID CORN, HUBRIS, THE INSIDE STORY OF
SPIN, SCANDAL, AND THE SELLING OF THE IRAQ WAR 224-225 (2006); Scheffer,
supra note 204, at 855.

21 L. Paul Bremer III was the head of the Coalition Provisional Authority
(C.P.A)), replacing Jay Garner. Following the President’s directive to uproot
“all remnants of Saddam’s hated regime,” Bremer issued the order of “de-
Baathification” on 12 May 2003 despite objection from his own staff. ISIKOFF,
supra note 210, at 224-225.

212 Id

213 See WALZER, JUST AND UNJUST WARS, supra note 102, xi (“Even when a
humanitarian crisis has rightly triggered intervention, we can still hope to
minimize the coercive imposition foreign ideas and ideologies”). Walzer rightly
points out that political transformation does not come with the right to make
“cultural” transformation. Of course, drawing this line is one of the major
problems with any transformative occupation. There may be no culture of self-
government, or large portions of the population may be left out of the governing
party. The point is that transforming a government comes with a great
responsibility to try to understand the indigenous culture before embarking upon
a complete overhaul of the government. It also comes with a great responsibility
to avoid arrogantly grafting one’s own system onto another.

1% This point is arguable depending on how much room the U.N. Security
Council gave the C.P.A. in derogating from the conservationist principle.
Professor David Scheffer believes the policy was not allowable under
international law. Scheffer, supra note 204, at 855 (stating that “acts or
omissions” which might be violations of the law of occupation include
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is also frequently cited as one of the largest contributors to the instability that
later plagued Iraq and led directly to the current insurgency. *'° Whether the
insurgency was preventable by a strict adherence to the law of occupation in
Iraq by the two occupants remains debatable.*'®

In light of the above failures and the novel legal framework employed,
the occupation has sparked a fair amount of debate with regard to the law of
occupation. Professor Benvenisti declares the occupation of Iraq “the most
significant development in the law of occupation in recent years.” 2"’ Professor
Adam Roberts opines that the legal framework under U.N. Security Council
Resolution 1483 illustrates how human rights law has become part of the law of
occupation; he also points out that the fact has “curiously” been ignored “in
some American discussion” of the topic.”'® Additionally, both of these authors
argue that U.N. Security Council Resolution 1483 purported to allow for
deviation from the conservationist principle of the Hague Regulations.”" This is
an understandable sentiment, as U.N. Security Council Resolution 1483 called
upon “all concerned to comply fully with their obligations under international
law including in particular the Geneva Conventions of 1949 and the Hague
Regulations of 1907,” while also allowing for wide-ranging transformation of
the Iraqi government to a self-representative form of democracy.”’

“[a]ctions by the occupying powers that create unemployment on a massive
scale, including among local police, Ba'ath Party members, and the Iraqi armed
forces, notwithstanding the importance of defeating the ideology that dominated
these groups™).

1> Removing all the civil servants, police and military left a power vacuum and
an absence of qualified people to run the government. Mr. Bremer apparently
knew this at the time, but stated ironically that, “de-Baathification will be
carried out even if at a cost to administrative efficiency.” ISIKOFF, supra note
210, at 224.

216 As pointed out by Professor Scheffer, however, the insistence by the U.N.
and the occupants on referring to the law of occupation as the governing body of
law may have created legal liability for the above failures. Scheffer, supra note
201, at 855.

217 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at viii — ix.

1 See Roberts, supra note 9, at 598 (arguing that human rights conventions
“can play an important role in some situations that either constitute occupations,
or closely resemble occupations in certain key respects.”).

219 BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at viii — ix; but see Roberts, supra note 9, at 598
(questioning whether the resolution truly provided legal grounds for the C.P.A.’s
transformative measures precisely because the law of occupation was cited and a
U.N. administration framework was not used.).

220 S.C. Res. 1483, UN. Doc.S/RES/1483 (May 22, 2003).
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While Professor Adams questions the legality of the transformative
measures allowed, Professor Benvenisti believes that these measures were not
only legal but also became part of an updated law of occupation.””' Professor
Benvenisti argues that the following modifications were made to the law of
occupation: 1) the integration of human rights law, including the concept that
“sovereignty inheres in the people;”*** 2) the ability to transform a system of
government during occupation; 3) a change from the Hague Regulations of 1907
concept of a disinterested occupant to that of a “heavily involved regulator;” and
4) the development of an international oversight mechanism.””> Whether these
occurrences truly constitute modifications to the law of occupation, however,
remains a point of debate.

Regardless of whether one example of a U.N. Security Council
Resolution, in correspondence with the factual occupation, actually can
constitute such changes, the continuing debate illustrates again the need to
clarify and update the law. The occupation of Iraq is an example of how
mismanaged transformational occupations are an ill fit with the traditional law
of occupation. The lessons learned should be put to use in further developing
the law of occupation.

(AVA UPDATING THE LAW OF OCCUPATION

As can be seen from case studies highlighting the problems with the
law of occupation and the resulting legal debate over the status of the modern
law of occupation, there is a need for change. Recognizing that the law of
occupation is still relevant and useful for modern occupations, there are four
significant components that should be included in an updated law of occupation:
1) a method for international oversight of the occupant’s activities; 2) a
requirement for U.N. approval or other multilateral agreement for the system of
administration of the occupation; 3) the inclusion of certain human rights in
order to clarify the application of those rights within the lex specialis of the law
of occupation, the right of self-determination and self-governance being
paramount among these rights; and 4) a method to handle transformative
occupations.

21 See BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at xi (stating “Resolution 1483 can be seen as
the latest and most authoritative restatement of several basic principles of the
contemporary law of occupation.”)

2 1d. at xi.

23 1d. at xi-xii. Professor Benvenisti calls international oversight a “necessary
addition to a law that virtually lacked effective international mechanisms to
monitor occupants’ decision making as being compatible with the law.”
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The next question is how to incorporate these components into the law
of occupation. The continuing debate over the status of the law and whether
some of these suggested updates already exist in the law clearly demonstrates
that there is no consensus on that point.”** Due to the lack of clarity and
consensus on this point, the law of occupation treaty framework should be
updated with a new treaty. Even an attempt to draft such a treaty could help to
clarify the issues (despite objections that such consensus will never be reached
and that attempting to update the law in treaty form is fruitless).”” In addition,
given the complexity of the issues that should be included in the updated treaty
discussed below, a treaty would be much more useful in providing clarity to the
law than ad hoc reference to various other sources of law such as U.N. Security
Council Resolutions and various human rights treaties.

A Multilateral Oversight Mechanism and United Nations
Approval of the Mandate

Given that the history of occupation in the past century is rife with
examples of abuses of the law of occupation,”® it is clear that a mechanism to
ensure international oversight of occupations would be useful in every type of
modern occupation. Here, three issues are addressed: 1) how to best formulate
the oversight mechanism’s powers; 2) what the composition of the oversight
mechanism should be; and 3) who should provide the mandate for the oversight
mechanism. To fully address these issues, a new treaty should establish robust
powers for the proposed oversight mechanism and ensure its universal
application, ensure that the mechanism is multilateral in composition, and
require the U.N. to establish the mandate in every case of occupation.

The first issue to be addressed is how to formulate the international
oversight mechanism to ensure it is robust enough to deter potential abuses of
the law of occupation. Modern occupations continue to illustrate the likelihood
of occupants to violate the law of occupation.””” The occupation of Iraq, among
others, illustrated how poor planning and management can result in disaster and
possible legal liability.”® The international oversight mechanism could remedy
these types of recurring problems if it is allowed to review, approve and monitor

% See discussion supra Part ILD.

3 See Roberts, supra note 9, at 622 (stating that the case for attempting to
“secure a formal modification of the Hague Regulations and the Fourth Geneva
Convention to make allowance for transformative occupations, especially in the
light of human rights law . . . is weak.”)

225 See discussion supra Part II1.

227 See discussion supra Part III.

228 See discussion supra Part IT1.D.2.
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the occupant’s security plan and method of governance prior to implementation.
The proposed treaty should ensure the oversight agency is empowered to do all
of these things. Moreover, any treaty should require the universal application of
the oversight mechanism. *** It is clear that nearly every instance of occupation
that has been studied over the past century could have benefitted from such a
mechanism.”*

The second issue to be addressed is how to constitute an oversight
mechanism. It should be a multilateral coalition of nations. Reliance upon a
single nation or entity that is not multilateral would surely provoke attacks upon
its legitimacy by some. The agency could be a U.N. agency, another
international organization, such as the OSCE or NATO, or an ad hoc multilateral
coalition. A multilateral oversight agency would provide the most international
legitimacy®' and greatest deterrence to abuses of the law. In turn, by deterring
abuses of the law of occupation and providing the occupation with international
legitimacy, there would arguably be a potential calming effect upon any
insurgency. This model has already been in development in the case of U.N. de
facto occupations and has been used with moderate success in cases such as that
of UNMIK in Kosovo.**

The third issue to be addressed is who should provide the mandate for
the oversight mechanism. Regardless of the membership of the oversight
mechanism, at present, the U.N. Security Council is the only body capable of
providing the mandate to the oversight agency given its prior experience,
recognized legitimacy and flexibility. The U.N. governance model already
exists and has been put into practice in several instances.” The U.N. has been
involved as a de facto occupant on multiple occasions since its inception and has

29 The attempt to fashion an oversight mechanism by the four Geneva

Conventions of 1949 and Additional Protocol I has been a failure. Requiring the
parties or the International Committee of the Red Cross to choose the protecting
power did not work. Accordingly, the oversight mechanism proposed here
should ensure the procedures for the appointment of the oversight mechanism
are more detailed and enforceable than the previous attempt. See discussion
supra Part I1.C, and accompanying notes.

2% See, e.g., BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 32-190.

1 “political legitimacy is a primary reason to multilateralize [sic] an
occupation because international political legitimacy of the occupation is, in
some cases, the ultimate litmus test of the success of the military intervention.”
Harris supra note 8, at 38.

32 See discussion supra Part IILD.

33 See discussion supra Part IT1.D.1.
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developed the most competence in handling multilateral occupations.*
Moreover, a separate U.N. mandate could be tailored to each specific case
allowing flexibility.”> The U.N., with its prior experience, is best qualified to
fashion the method of oversight that will provide a workable set of rules that can
be tailored to the particular type of occupation. **® Thus, the oversight
mechanism should have robust powers, should apply in every occupation, and
should maintain a multilateral membership, and the U.N. should provide the
basic mandate for oversight.

B. Including International Human Rights Law and the
Right of Self-Determination

Human rights norms have clashed with the original philosophical
underpinnings of the law of occupation set forth in the Hague Regulations over
the past sixty years. This clash has sparked a debate over whether human rights
norms not already included in the law of occupation framework should apply
during times of occupation.”” Human rights treaties have potentially
established human rights as norms that should be included in the law of
occupation framework. Additionally, the right to self-determination is one
which consistently creates tension in cases of occupation with transformative
intent. An updated law of occupation should attempt to resolve these tensions
by determining which rights should be included in the law, and clarifying their
application.

24 See discussion supra Part III; see also Thomas M. Franck, Collective

Security and UN Reform: Between the Necessary and the Possible, 6 CHI. J.
INT'L L. 597, 598 (2006).

3 “The UN acts as a gatekeeper to legitimacy through its ability to confer (or
withhold) an international seal of approval on occupations.” Harris, supra note
8, at 25. Professor David Scheffer argues a U.N. mandate serves several
purposes, including, among others, promoting legal flexibility in handling
transformative occupations and avoiding possible legal liability of the strict
requirements of the full application of the law of occupation. Scheffer, supra
note 204, at 855.

36 For instance, according to Professor David Scheffer, the U.N. could provide
a specific mandate that allows significant deviation from the law of occupation
for transformative occupation. In Iraq, “[i]deally, that mandate would
implement (1) those principles of occupation law (particularly humanitarian and
due process norms) that remain relevant . . . and (2) other principles of modern
international law pertaining, for example, to human rights, self-determination . .
. to create a legal regime uniquely suitable for the territory in question.”
Scheffer, supra note 204, at 853.

37 See discussion supra Part I1D.
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1. Human Rights

The rise in importance of international human rights law in the latter
half of the twentieth century arguably now requires an occupant to apply
minimum international human rights norms regardless of any possible conflicts
with the lex specialis of the law of war.”** Several writers have offered solutions
to this conflict. This section will discuss some of these theories as a baseline for
the debate over how to clarify this issue for an updated treaty law of occupation.

Professor Benvenisti argues that one solution to the problem of the
failure of states to appropriately apply occupation law is to “emphasize that the
law of occupation applies without respect to the different claims regarding the
relevant territory, and at the same time to concentrate on the elaboration of
human rights.”*’ He argues that the American and British occupation of Iraq,
and UN. Security Council Resolution 1483 of May 22, 2003,** explicitly
recognize that human rights law operates in occupied territories “in tandem with
the law of occupation,” and “may thus complement the law of occupation on
specific matters.”**" Similarly, Professor Goodman sets forth a framework for
the application of human rights norms to the law of occupation. ***  His

28 e, e.g., Goodman, supra note 71, at 1600.

% BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at 190. Professor Roberts also believes that
application of international human rights norms by way of reference to human
rights conventions in certain instances provide a model for the law of
occupation. Roberts, supra note 9, at 600-601 (specifying eight instances where
“human rights conventions can play an important role in some situations that
either constitute occupations, or closely resemble occupations in certain key
respects.”)

2075 C. Res. 1483, 9 5, U.N. Doc.S/RES/1483 (May 22, 2003).

241 See BENVENISTI, supra note 2, at xi; moreover, it is important to note that as
the Hague Regulations require that the laws in force in the occupied territory be
respected, in occupied countries that are parties to human rights treaties, the
occupant may be bound by the human rights treaties by operation of the law of
occupation. Hague Regulations, supra note 17, art. 43. However, in occupied
nations that have not acceded to human rights treaties, the application of the
norms of these human rights treaties would be subject to the argument that they
did not apply. This is another demonstration of why specificity of the applicable
human rights is important. It is essential to provide a uniform application of
human rights in all occupations.

222 Goodman, supra note 71, at 1598 (stating, “some rules should be addressed
to nations not inclined to follow the generally accepted norms expressed as
international law and accepted by the community of nations. These rules would
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framework calls for “mak[ing] a start with domestic human rights standards”
and argues that “many of the enumerated rights [set forth in international and
regional human rights conventions] should be guaranteed in a belligerent
occupation as well.”** He specifies that fundamental social rights of education,
welfare, economy, baseline legal rights, and political rights should be
guaranteed under an updated law of occupation regime.*** Both of these authors
supply meritorious proposals for applying human rights norms to the law of
occupation. However, unless such proposals are actually incorporated into an
updated treaty, there will be no clarity with respect to which rights apply and
when.

This article will not attempt to set forth an all-inclusive list of human
rights to be included should a treaty be drafted; however, two proposals stand
out. First, it is paramount to keep the law flexible given that the facts of each
particular case may vary greatly.’* For example, in a transformative
occupation, some political rights might have to be curtailed in the short term
while in the long term (should the occupation continue) these same political
rights should be reinstated. Second, the law should be clarified to ensure that
the principle of necessity as represented in Article 43 of the Hague Regulations
is not invoked as a rationale to violate human rights. The phrase “unless
absolutely prevented” represents a vague and over-exercised exception to the
conservationist principle which has been used to abuse basic human rights, as
demonzitérated in the case of Germany’s occupation of Belgium during World
War .

2. Self-Determination
Should an updated treaty be put into place, the right of self-

determination must also be addressed. Arguably, self-determination, as a subset
of human rights, is now recognized as an inalienable right.**’ In that vein, it is

give notice to all nations of the minimum standards of occupation acceptable to
civilization. The rules would have the additional virtue of permitting officials of
ggn—victorious, errant nations to be tried as criminals.”)

Id.
> 1d. at 1600-06.
5 See id. (arguing “[w]hile it would be tempting to prescribe detailed standards
for various types and levels of changes . . . such standards would be too fact-
specific to apply generally, and would certainly lose their contemporaneous
nature over time.”)
246 See discussion supra Part IILA.
7 See discussion supra Part IL.D. In addition, the United Nations Charter
declares that among its purposes is: “[tJo develop friendly relations among
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not surprising that scholars have recognized the right of self-determination as a
guiding principle for the law of occupation.”*® Professor Benvenisti declares the
principle of self-determination as the “existence of a major qualification to the
concept of territorial integrity that forms the basis of the law of occupation.”**
It is apparent that the right of self-determination was used as just such a
qualification in the case of the occupation of Iraq in 2003, as it formed the basis
for the U.N. Security Council Resolution allowing for sweeping transformative
changes to the status quo.”” Given the broadly accepted application of this right
and its use as justification for transformation in recent occupations, the right
should be incorporated in an updated treaty defining the law of occupation. The
right of self-determination must be balanced with the conservationist principle,
but it must not be left out of the equation. This concept of self-determination, as
an emerging human right norm, overlaps with the consideration of
transformative objectives and how they should be addressed in the updated law.

C. Occupations with Transformative Objectives

Assuming occupants, including U.N. authorized multilateral forces,
will continue to have transformative objectives in some cases in the foreseeable
future, the law of occupation must account for these types of occupations.”'
Occupations with transformative objectives should be handled by at least two
constructs in an updated law. First, the requirement discussed above for reliance
upon a U.N. or other international oversight mechanism will be imperative in

nations based on respect for the principle of equal rights and self-determination
of peoples . . .” UN. Charter art. 1; see also Jung, supra note 99, (stating,
“Throughout the twentieth century, however, the international community has
gradually accepted this theory as one of the most robust principles of
international law. It is even believed to constitute a part of jus cogens.”) (citing
Mitchell A. Hill, What The Principle of Self-Determination Means Today, 1
ILsA J. INT’L & Comp. L. 119, 120-23 (1995) and Report of the International
Law Commission, U.N. GAOR, 56th Sess., Supp. No. 10, at 207-08, U.N. Doc.
A/56/10 (2001)).

¥ See BENVENISTI, supra note 2, 175-177 (discussing international reaction to
the creation of Bangladesh as an entity independent from Pakistan and arguing
that the claim of Bangladeshi self-determination and the international repulsion
of the Pakistani measures to suppress that claim, “overcame the traditional
concern for sovereignty and territorial integrity of the occupied Pakistani
territory.”)

*1d. at 176.

230 See discussion supra Part I11.D.2.

B! “The need for foreign military presences with transformative political
purposes is not going to disappear.” See Roberts, supra note 9, at 618.
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cases of transformative occupation to prevent abuses of this sweeping power. >

Second, as Professor Adam Roberts points out, transformative objectives should
be limited to extreme cases.”” Contrary to his argument,” however, the
proposed exception to the conservationist principle for transformative objectives
should be formalized in an updated treaty. The proposed treaty would ensure
the exception occurs only rarely. It would further establish a mechanism for
overseeing the occupation by notifying the occupant that its conduct will be
regulated and that it may be subject to liability for violations of the law. In sum,
the problem of transformative occupations can be tackled by strong international
oversight and by putting a system in place designed to address concerns prior to
the occurrence of an invasion.

V. CONCLUSION

State practice, modern notions of sovereignty, and the rise of human
rights have marginalized the usefulness of the original law of occupation
framework. Nearly every modern occupant has avoided applying the law in
whole or in large part during de facto occupations. The law must be updated to
make it relevant to modern notions and practice. Applying these new principles
in an ad hoc manner to the old framework will not suffice to make the law
flexible and coherent.

The new framework should implement strong international oversight,
afford human rights protections, address the potential for transformative
occupations, and remain flexible enough to address the multitude of modern
military operations that amount to de facto occupations. At the same time, a
new law should not jettison the old model; the traditional conservationist
approach to the local political, economic, and social system should still be
applied as far as possible. Finally, it is not enough to continually revisit the

22 This section will not repeat the proposal for an oversight mechanism;

however, it is important to note that such a mechanism, if given broad enough
powers, should assist in preventing problems. See discussion supra Part IV.A.
3 “Only in exceptional circumstances are occupations likely to bring about a
successful democratic transition in a society. There is ample ground for
skepticism about the propositions that democracy can be spread by the sword,
and that the holding of multiparty elections in itself constitutes evidence that a
society is moving beyond authoritarianism.” Roberts, supra note 9, at 580.

% Professor Roberts does not believe an updated treaty for the law of
occupation would remedy the problem of transformative occupations. Rather he
promotes an ad hoc approach “to secure a variation in the application of the law
by obtaining a resolution from the UN Security Council (or other major
international body) setting out the goals of the occupation.” 1d. at 622.
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ongoing debate over the possible modifications to the law; only by attempting to
update the law in writing can the law be moved forward in a useful, transparent,
and authoritative manner.
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I. INTRODUCTION

As temperatures in the Arctic rise,” regional tensions between the five
competing Polar nations, i.e., Denmark, Norway, Canada, Russia, and the
United States (U.S.), likewise begin to increase.” Locked away beneath the floor
of the icy Arctic Ocean are potentially vast amounts of oil and gas deposits.
For the past several years the Arctic ice has continued to recede, allowing
greater access to shipping in the Arctic.’” An Arctic Ocean free of ice opens the
possibility of energy exploitation as well as a more direct route for shipping to
transport goods and fuel between Europe and Asia through the so-called
Northwest Passage.’

On August 2, 2007, 7 a Russian Federation submersible placed a small
titanium Russian flag on the Arctic Sea floor directly beneath the North Pole.®

* See Barry Hart Dubner, On the basis for Creation of a New Method of

Defining International Jurisdiction in the Arctic Ocean, 13 Mo. ENVTL. L. &
PoL’y REV. 1 (2005) (discussing the need to create a novel jurisdiction called an
“Arctic indicator”).

 See id., discussing the rising tensions in the region dealing mainly with
Denmark.

* Ben Leapman, Denmark joins race to claim North Pole, TELEGRAPH,
available at
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/main.jhtml?xml=/news/2007/08/12/wpole112.
xml (last updated Aug. 14, 2007) (noting that “The U.S. Geological Survey has
estimated that the Arctic has up to 25 per cent of the world’s undiscovered oil
and gas.”); see generally R.R. CHURCHILL AND A. V. LOWE, THE LAW OF THE
SEA 141 (Prof. Dominic McGoldrick ed., Juris Publishing 1999) (1983).

5 See Arctic Sea Ice Shatters All Previous Record Lows, National Snow and Ice
Data Center (NSIDC), Press Release, Oct. 1, 2007,
http://nsidc.org/news/press/2007_seaiceminimum/20070810_index.html
(discussing the fact that any sea going vessel for the first time could have
traversed the Northwest Passage in 2007 without the aid of an ice breaker).

% Doug Struck, Russia’s Deep-Sea Flag-Planting at North Pole Strikes a Chill
in Canada, WASH. PosT, Aug. 7, 2007, at A8. Further discussion of the
Northwest Passage and the validity of global warming are beyond the scope of
the present article.

7 Mike Eckel, Russia defends North Pole flag-planting, Aug. 8, 2007,
http://www.usatoday.com/tech/science/2007-08-08-russia-arctic-

flag N.htm?csp=34 (showing a picture of the Russian Arctic expedition leader,
Artur Chilingarov, holding a photo of the Russian flag placed on the Arctic Sea
floor, with the photograph dated, “02.08.2007”).

¥ Leapman, supra note 4.
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After planting the flag, the expedition leader, Artur Chilingarov, angered many
by stating, “Russia must win. Russia has what it takes to win. The Arctic has
always been Russian.”® Even as Russia extolled the expedition team members
as heroes,'’ Russian officials attempted to minimize the significance of the event
by arguing that the flag does not represent a Russian claim to the sea floor under
the North Pole,'' but was merely a symbol of its scientific achievement, no
different than when the U.S. planted its own flag on the moon.'

Canada, the United States, and Denmark were quick to respond to
Russia’s actions. Canadian Foreign Minister Peter MacKay stated that, “[1Jook,
this isn’t the 15th century. You can’t go around the world and just plant flags
and say ‘We’re claiming the territory.””"> Soon after, Canada announced its
intentions to build two new military bases in the Arctic and to build a deepwater
port at Nanisivik, Baffin Island, to help secure its national interests in the
region.'"* The United States expressed a similar intention to increase its own
presence in the Arctic. For instance, Admiral Thad Allen, Commandant of the
U.S. Coast Guard, declared his intention to increase U.S. “Arctic Domain
Awareness.””> The Coast Guard intends to build a new station at Barrow,
Alaska,'® and to increase Coast Guard patrol flights to the North Pole,'” while at
the same time continuing its ongoing efforts to map the Arctic Sea floor.'

’ Eckel, supra note 7.
0 1d.
""" See Staff Writers, Russia Guided By International Law in Its Polar Shelf
Probe, Aug. 7, 2007,
http://www.terradaily.com/reports/Russia_Guided By International Law In It
s Polar_Shelf Probe 999.html (discussing that “when explorers reach an
unexplored point they leave flags there”).
12 See Eckel, supra note 7, discussing the fact that the Russian Foreign Minister,
Sergey Lavrov, believes that the U.S. flag planting on the moon and Russia’s
flag planting on the Arctic Ocean are comparable.
1 Staff Writers, supra note 11.
'* Leapman, supra note 4.
5" Admiral Thad Allen, Commandant of the U.S. Coast Guard, Address at the
2007 Innovation Expo (Nov. 1, 2007),
http://cgvi.uscg.mil/media/main.php?g2 itemld=185784.
16 Matthew L. Wald and Andrew C. Revkin, New Coast Guard Task in Arctic’s
Warming Seas, Oct. 19, 2007,
http://www.nytimes.com/2007/10/19/us/19arctic.html.
7 Coast Guard Conducting First North Pole Flight, Press Release, Oct. 25,
128007, http://www.piersystem.com/go/doc/786/179980/&printerfriendly=1.

Id.
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Denmark has gone even further by announcing its intention to also lay claim to
the North Pole in order to counter Russia’s claim.'’

The international uproar was more pronounced because of the context
in which Russia planted its flag on the Arctic Sea floor. Russia’s actions came
on the heels of its formal submission to the Commission on the Limits of the
Continental Shelf (Commission). In its submission, Russia proposed extending
its sovereignty over the Arctic Sea floor up to and including the North Pole.*
Arguably, this marked the beginning of increased competition for resources on
the Arctic seabed and has significantly increased tensions in the region. The
increase in regional tension has helped spotlight several problems under
international law that are inherent in the process of extending a coastal state’s
sovereignty over the continental shelf beyond its 200 nautical mile Exclusive
Economic Zone (EEZ).”!

Russia’s efforts to extend its claim of sovereign control over the Arctic
Sea floor, up to and including the North Pole, have been procedurally consistent
with its obligations under Article 76 of the 1982 United Nations Convention on
the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS III).** However, Russia’s claim is excessive and
runs afoul of the substantive law under the same article of UNCLOS IIL
Because of continuing uncertainty regarding the limited science” of the
continental shelf and the Commission’s application of that science to the law,
predicting the exact outcome of Russia’s claims to the Arctic Sea floor is
problematic.  The validity of Russia’s claim ultimately depends on its
conformity with the recommendations of the Commission in accordance with
UNCLOS III. Based on what is currently understood about the geology and

' Leapman, supra note 4.

20 Letter by the Secretary General of the U.N. dated 20 Dec. 2001 ((Reference:
CLCS.01.2001.LOS (Continental Shelf Notification), see Table 1. Point No. 31,
coordinates 90.0000 N, 0.0000 E)).

1 See infra notes 101-105 and accompanying text, explaining a coastal state’s
rights to exploit the resources in its EEZ.

" See CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, discussing the fact that the 1958
Geneva Convention on the Continental Shelf was one of four conventions
governing international oceans law. These four conventions are sometimes
referred to as UNCLOS 1. A second conference held in 1960 to address the
issue of the limits of the territorial sea is often referred as UNCLOS II, but did
not conclude with an adopted agreement. The conference which began in 1973
and concluded with the adoption of the United Nations Convention on the Law
of the Sea in 1982 is often referred to as UNCLOS III.

» See infra note 124 and accompanying text for an explanation of “limited
science.”
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geomorphology”* of the seafloor beneath the North Pole, the presumed basis of
Russia’s claim, and the express language of Article 76 of UNCLOS III,
international law should prevent a Russian claim from extending as far north as
the North Pole. This conclusion is by no means absolute, and the Commission
could eventually provide Russia with a favorable recommendation.
Furthermore, the lack of transparency, due to the Commission’s rules of
confidentiality, may impede procedural accountability.

This article will analyze the legal impact of Russia’s controversial flag-
planting in conjunction with its excessive claim over the North Pole on the
Arctic Sea floor and conclude that both acts are unsupportable under
international law. Before exploring the significance of Russia’s act of planting a
flag in Section III,* it will be necessary to first discuss the historical bases for
claiming sovereignty over a state’s continental shelf in Section II,*® and discuss
some of the root causes of the inherent problems of continental shelf law.
Section IV will explain why Russia’s claim is not supportable under either treaty
or customary international law, but is uncertain due to problems in the use of
science.”” Finally, Section V will offer a few concluding thoughts regarding
continental shelf law.*®

1. HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF CONTINENTAL SHELF LAW

Modern treaty law has all but foreclosed the ability of a state to extend
its sovereignty beyond its current borders, including its maritime boundaries.”’
Treaties such as UNCLOS I, UNCLOS III, the UN. Charter, the Antarctic
Treaty, and the Outer Space Treaty all contain provisions which operate to
prevent a nation from extending its sovereignty beyond its existing borders.*
However, both treaty and customary international law provide for one notable
exception to the general rule prohibiting state expansionism: continental shelf
law. Assuming a coastal state’s effective compliance with the applicable treaty
governing its continental shelf, UNCLOS I or UNCLOS III, or the principles of

24
25
26
27
28
29

See infra notes 99-102 and accompanying text for definitions of these terms.
See infra notes 139-73 and accompanying text.

See infra notes 29-138 and accompanying text.

See infra notes 174-280 and accompanying text.

See infra notes 281-88 and accompanying text.

See generally Bernard H. Oxman, Centennial Essay: The Territorial
Temptation: A Siren Song At Sea, 100 AM. J. INT’L L. 830, 831 (2006)
(discussing the influence that modern international law has had on the historical
“temptation” of nations to expand their sovereignty on land and at sea).

30 See generally infra notes 155-60 and accompanying text, discussing a general
prohibition against the extension of sovereignty.
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customary international law, a coastal state may legally extend its sovereign
rights to the seafloor beyond its current maritime boundaries. The historical
compromises made during the development of continental shelf law helped sow
the seeds of UNCLOS III’s unique combination of law and limited science.'

A. The Truman Proclamation

By 1930, customary international law recognized a nation’s legitimate
right to claim not only the waters of its territorial sea, but the seabed and subsoil
beneath.*”> During the middle of the 20™ century, nations began to take a greater
interest in laying claim to the resources of the ocean floor.*®> Until this time,
nations lacked the technical ability to exploit the resources of the deep ocean
floor.™ As these technical skills developed, nations began to assert their
sovereignty over the resources of the continental shelves.*

In 1945, President Harry S. Truman made the first clear assertion that
the continental shelf, contiguous to a coastal state, constituted part of the state
and was therefore subject to its sovereign power.’®  President Truman
proclaimed, “[tlhe Government of the United States regards the natural
resources of the subsoil and seabed of the continental shelf beneath the high seas
but contiguous to the coasts of the United States, as appertaining to the United
States, subject to its jurisdiction and control.”®” Truman’s theory was that
because a continental shelf is attached to the continental landmass, the
“contiguous” nature of shelves to the land area of a nation makes extension of
state sovereignty to them “reasonable.”® The Truman Proclamation was almost

*! See infra note 124 and accompanying text.
32 See CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, at 142-43 (discussing the fact that
before 1930, coastal states gained proprietary rights to submarine resources by
“exploiting” those resources. One of the earliest examples of exploitation of the
ocean seafloor was United Kingdom mining operations from the shore out under
the ocean off of Cornwall. Another early example of gaining proprietary rights
to submarine resources through exploitation was France’s sponge fisheries
beyond the territorial sea off Tunis).
3 Thomas H. Heidar, Legal Aspects of Continental Shelf Limits, in LEGAL AND
SCIENTIFIC ASPECTS OF CONTINENTAL SHELF LIMITS 20 (Myron H. Nordquist,
g?hn N. Moore & Thomas H. Heidar eds., 2004).
s g
3% CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, at 143; see also Presidential
Proclamation No. 2667 (Sept. 28, 1945).
z; CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, at 144.

Id.
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universally accepted in the international community and has become known as
one of the few historical examples of customary international law developing
spontaneously.*’

The Truman Proclamation articulated a nation’s legitimate right to
extend its sovereignty over its continental shelf. Yet the Proclamation itself did
not articulate any boundaries or limits as to what a state may consider as
belonging to its continental shelf.*” Attached to the Proclamation was a Press
Release, which attempted to define the continental shelf as extending up to a
depth of 600 feet of water.*! It is, however, unclear what legal effect, if any, the
international community gave to the attached press release.

Soon other claims were made that would greatly affect future
definitions of the “continental shelf.” For example, Chile, Ecuador, and Peru
agreed to claim sovereign rights over the seabed and subsoil out to a distance of
200 nautical miles despite the fact that their continental shelf does not extend
out to 200 nautical miles.*” Such claims to the sea floor not based on the
existence of a continental shelf helped provide yet another criterion for
determining the limits of the continental shelf, that of distance from a state’s
coastline rather than depth of water. The notion that nations could claim the sea
floor without an accompanying physical continental shelf inspired a new
concept in maritime law—that of an EEZ with its accompanying rights over
natural resources, including the seafloor and subsoil beneath.*

¥ See RESTATEMENT (THIRD) OF FOREIGN RELATIONS LAW OF THE UNITED

STATES § 102 (1987)(discussing a State's sovereignty over its "continental shelf
as the natural prolongation of the land territory of the coastal State." President
Truman’s Proclamation in 1945 is generally cited as the “classic” example of
"instant customary international law" due to the speed with which similar claims
were made by other coastal States); see also Heidar, supra note 33, at 21, citing
the Truman Proclamation as a “classic example of the formation of a new rule of
customary law.”

%0 See CHURCHILL AND LOWE, infra note 4, at 146 (discussing the fact that the
Truman Proclamation did not set a “seaward limit” on the continental shelf).

4 Heidar, supra note 33, at 21.

*2 Id. The basis for this claim was the fact that these three countries have a
greatly reduced continental shelf. Although this claim encompassed aspects of
the seafloor that did not include a geomorphologic feature called “continental
shelf,” all of the claimed area would eventually be part of the legal definition of
a “continental shelf.”

* CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, at 160.
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Thus, customary international law recognized a nation’s right to extend
its sovereignty over the resources of the seafloor beyond the traditional maritime
boundary of only 3 nautical miles* so long as the extension was over an
appurtenant continental shelf. The effect of the emerging custom of continental
shelf law was that all a coastal state need do to extend its sovereignty was
simply to define the continental shelf as it pleased and lay claim to the
accompanying resources. It was the uncertainty over what constituted a
“continental shelf” that led the international community in 1958 to seek a more
exact definition in a convention.

B. The 1958 Geneva Convention on the Continental Shelf

In 1950, the International Law Commission (ILC) commenced a study
to consider the international law governing the high seas.* Part of the study was
devoted to developing a more useful definition of the “continental shelf.”*® By
1951, the ILC produced draft articles that included a definition of the continental
shelf based on the notion of “exploitability.”””’ The ILC then changed the basis
of its definition from exploitability to that of a fixed depth of water.* The

4 Heidar, supra note 33, at 20; see also CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, at
77-78 (discussing the history of the 3 nautical mile territorial sea claim. The
“cannon-shot” rule is often cited as the basis of setting a nation’s territorial sea
limit. However, as Churchill and Lowe explain, at the time of the emergence of
the “cannon-shot” rule, cannons did not necessarily fire out to a distance of 3
miles. However, the “cannon-shot” was one method used by coastal states to set
the breadth of its territorial sea. Another method was the “fixed distance” rule,
which set the limit out to the “Scandinavian league” or 4 miles. Three miles was
adopted by the United States in 1793. Soon 3 miles was generally adopted by
other states and the “cannon-shot” rule became associated with the method of
setting the 3 mile territorial sea limit).
4 2 CENTER FOR OCEANS LAW AND PoLicy, UNITED NATIONS CONVENTION
ON THE LAW OF THE SEA 1982: A COMMENTARY 828 (Myron H. Nordquist, et.
?61. eds., 1993) [hereinafter A COMMENTARY].

Id.
7 1d. “Exploitability” means that a nation may claim sovereign rights over a
continental shelf out to a distance where the nation still has a realistic ability to
actually take advantage of the shelf’s resources. Once the water gets too deep or
the technical skill becomes inadequate to exploit the resources, the nation’s
sovereignty ends.
* 1d. A “fixed depth” basis would prevent any further extension of a nation’s
sovereignty beyond that point where the continental shelf slopes down to a set
depth of water. Any portion of the shelf that might continue to extend beyond
that point would be unavailable to the nation for sovereignty purposes.
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reason for changing the basis of the definition was the concern felt by some
countries that the “exploitability criterion” would cause conflict between nations
due to “vagueness.”® Soon after, the ILC incorporated both the exploitability
and depth-based criteria into its definition of a continental shelf.® Thus, the
1958 Convention on the Continental Shelf (UNCLOS 1) defines the continental
shelf as extending:

(a) to the seabed and subsoil of the submarine areas adjacent
to the coast but outside the area of the territorial sea, to a depth
of 200 metres or, beyond that limit, to where the depth of the
superjacent waters admits of the exploitation of the natural
resources of the said areas; and (b) to the seabed and subsoil
of similar submarine areas adjacent to the coasts of islands.”'

In comparison to the Truman Proclamation, the ILC’s definition provided only
slightly more guidance regarding the extent of national claims over the
continental shelf and it offered no additional guidance as to the nature of the
continental shelf itself. Under the ILC regime, a nation could choose either of
the two criteria to determine the extent of its claim over the continental shelf.’
A nation could choose the depth criteria, where the extent of its claim would be
limited to a distance where the water reached a depth of 200 meters, or the
exploitability criteria, where the extent of its claim was limited to a distance
where a nation could realistically exploit the natural resources of the seafloor.>®
Clearly, the most advantageous choice a nation could make to extend its
continental shelf under UNCLOS I was the exploitability criteria. The depth
criteria could be easily determined and thus final, but the exploitability criteria

4 CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, at 146.

A COMMENTARY, supra note 45, at 828.

31 Geneva Convention on the Continental Shelf art. 1, Apr. 29, 1958, 15 U.S.T.
471,499 UN.T.S. 311 [hereinafter 1958 Convention].

> See generally A COMMENTARY, supra note 45, at 828 (discussing the
influence of the Inter-American Specialized Conference on Conservation of
Natural Resources: The Continental Shelf and Marine Waters in 1956 on the
ILC’s decision to keep the option of the exploitability criterion, in addition to
fixed depth, as one of the methods available to a coastal state to help it
determine the extent of its continental shelf).

33 See generally CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, at 146 (discussing the
notion that it was believed that the exploitation of the continental shelf beyond a
depth greater than 200 meters was unlikely in the near term).
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offered a coastal state the chance to continue to extend its sovereignty out
further to sea as technology advanced.>

As with the Truman Proclamation, the only real limit inherent in the
definition of the continental shelf under UNCLOS I is the implied limit that a
nation’s claim must be confined to a continental “shelf.” This limit is at least
implied from the title, that is, a coastal state may claim the submerged
continental shelf of the continental land mass “adjacent” *° to its coast.
Unfortunately, UNCLOS 1 provided no guidance on this point because the
continental shelf definition provided no scientific criteria with which to
determine the characteristics of a continental shelf.® Without a clearer process
for a nation to determine what was and was not part of its continental shelf, a
state could simply begin the exploitation of the sea floor as far out as it could
reach providing some colorable scientific argument that the submerged land was
part of its continental shelf. Without a better definition for continental shelf no
state could challenge another coastal state’s claim even if it possessed more
accurate scientific data of the characteristics of the submerged land in question.

Although UNCLOS 1 was widely accepted by the international
community, the convention was criticized for its inherent ambiguities regarding
the limits of the continental shelf. For example, in 1969, the General Assembly
of the U.N. issued a resolution criticizing the convention’s lack of precision in
the definition describing the “limits of the area over which a coastal State
exercises sovereign rights for the purpose of exploration and exploitation of the
natural resources.”’  That same resolution also argued that “customary
international law on the subject was inconclusive.™®  The international

> See generally Heidar, supra note 33, at 22-23 (discussing the fact that many
feared that under the exploitability criterion the development of new technology
might enable nations to lay claim to the whole ocean floor).
> See generally CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, at 147 (discussing the use
of the word “adjacent” in relation to the 1958 Convention’s definition of the
“continental shelf.” Churchill and Lowe noted that the use of “adjacent” . . .
raised questions: was it intended to restrain the seaward limit of exploitability,
or did it simply mean that, to qualify as continental shelf, the sea bed must be
one continuous mass, unbroken by troughs or depressions?”)
%% See generally A COMMENTARY, supra note 45, at 873 (discussing the fact that
the definition of the continental shelf as set forth in Art. 76 of UNCLOS III is a
juridical definition. UNCLOS III followed the “approach which has been taken
since the articles drafted by the ILC in 1956.” The ILC articles laid the
foundation for the definition of the continental shelf in the 1958 Convention).
z; See id., at 829 (quoting Gen. Ass. Res. 2574 A(XXIV) of 15 Dec. 1969).

Id
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community was concerned with two main issues regarding the 1958 Convention.
They were concerned first that technological advances in the near future would
render the exploitability criteria “unsatisfactory,” and second, that the emerging
notion of the “common heritage of mankind”® over the oceans and their
resources “made it essential to define the limits of the national jurisdiction over
the continental shelf.”®® Thus under UNCLOS 1, a coastal state is free to define
the limits of its continental shelf; so long as a coastal state restricts its claim to
its adjacent continental shelf and does not exceed a distance beyond either 200
meters in depth or a distance beyond where it has the technical ability to exploit
the resources, it may legally lay claim to the territory.®'

As carly as 1958, it became apparent that without a more precise
definition of what constituted a continental shelf, nations would soon obtain the
ability to exploit any part of the ocean floor, regardless of depth.® In 1969, the
International Court of Justice (ICJ) considered the question of continental shelf
delimitation in the 1969 North Sea Continental Shelf Case.” This case would
have a “big influence” on the future development of continental shelf law under
UNCLOS 11.%

C. The 1969 North Sea Continental Shelf Case

In 1967, the governments of Denmark, Germany, and the Netherlands
requested that the ICJ decide “[w]hat principles and rules of international law
are applicable to the delimitation as between the Parties of the areas of the
continental shelf in the North Sea . . . .”*> Prior to requesting ICJ intervention,
Denmark and the Netherlands had purported to delimit the continental shelf

%% The “common heritage of mankind” is based on the notion that there exists a
portion of the oceans and their resources that may not be claimed by any one
state and that the international community as a whole should enjoy the resources
of the high seas and their accompanying sea beds and subsoil on an equitable
basis. See generally CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, at 227 (quoting Gen.
Ass. Res. 2749 (XXV), 17 December, 1970).

8 A COMMENTARY, supra note 45, at 829.

6! This sentience is written in the present tense because UNCLOS 1 is still the
law for some coastal states, including the United States, which have not yet
ratified or acceded to UNCLOS III.

62 See generally CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, at 145-47.

5 North Sea Continental Shelf (F.R.G. v. Den./F.R.G. v. Neth), 1969 1.C.J. 3
(Feb. 20, 1969).

64 Heidar, supra note 33, at 22.

5 North Sea Continental Shelf, supra note 63, at 9-11.
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boundary as between themselves per the provisions of the 1958 Convention.®
Both Denmark and the Netherlands enjoy comparatively convex shorelines in
comparison to Germany’s concave shoreline, which sits in between the other
two countries.”” By applying the equidistance provision of article 2 to derive the
continental shelf boundaries, Denmark and the Netherlands left to Germany a
comparatively small triangle-shaped continental shelf area,” despite the fact that
Germany’s shoreline, although concave, is roughly the same length as that of the
other two nations.”” ICJ adjudicated the case in 1969 and announced its
decision.”” The decision had a profound impact on the development of
continental shelf law. In the North Sea case, the ICJ stated that the:

most fundamental of all rules relating to the continental shelf,
enshrined in Article 2 of the 1958 Geneva Convention, though
quite independent of it,—namely that the rights of the coastal
State in respect of the area of continental shelf that constitutes
a natural prolongation of its land territory in to and under the
sea exists ipso facto and ab initio, by virtue of its sovereignty
over the land, and as an extension of it in an exercise of
sovereign rights for the purpose of exploring the seabed and
exploiting its natural resources. In short there is here an
inherent right.”!

This pronouncement reconfirmed the status of the Truman Proclamation as a
firmly rooted principle of customary international law.””

The ICJ was the first to employ the phrase “natural prolongation,””
though the Truman Proclamation was first to recognize the concept that a nation
is entitled to that portion of the submerged landmass that constitutes an
“extension of the landmass from the coastal nation” using a similar phrase,

% 1d. at 15-17.

¢7"1d. at 16-18.

% 1d. at 18.

®1d. at 51.

"% North Sea Continental Shelf, supra note 63, at 3.

'1d. at 22.

72 See generally CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, at 144-45 (discussing the
fact that “[s]o firmly was the principle of coastal State rights over the
continental shelf established that in 1969 . . .” the ICJ stated, among other
things, that continental shelf rights are an “inherent right”).

> A COMMENTARY, supra note 45, at 843, n.4.
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“naturally appurtenant.”” Although UNCLOS I was in existence and had been
ratified by the Netherlands and Denmark, the third state party to the 1969 North
Sea Continental Shelf Case, Germany, had only signed but never ratified the
convention.”” As such, UNCLOS I was binding only between the Netherlands
and Denmark and not on Germany, to which only customary international law
applied.”® Thus, the ICJ did not apply UNCLOS I to derive those principles that
should govern the delimitation of the continental shelf among the three parties.”’
Instead, the ICJ focused on several key principles, rooted in the Truman
Proclamation, to adjudicate the North Sea Case.”

The first principle was that the continental shelf is the “natural
prolongation”” of the coastal state’s land territory.*® The second principle was
the notion that the delimitation of the continental shelf, as between nations, must
be determined by agreement.®’ The third principle was that the delimitation
should be decided upon equitable principles.*> The drafters of UNCLOS I

™ Presidential Proclamation 2667 of Sept. 28, 1945, “Policy of the United
States with Respect to the Natural Resources of the Subsoil and Sea Bed of the
Continental Shelf,” 10 Fed. Reg. 12,303 (Oct. 2, 1945) (stating that “. . . the
continental shelf may be regarded as an extension of the land mass of the coastal
nation and thus naturally appurtenant to it”).

> North Sea Continental Shelf, supra note 63, at 25.

76 1d. at 25-26.

77 1d. at 46.

™ See id., at 39 (discussing the fact that ICJ held that some provisions of
UNCLOS 1 may be reflective of customary international law and some
provisions did not. For example, the ICJ reasoned that Article 12 of the
Convention allowed nations to make reservations to any part of the Convention
except articles 1-3, as they were “ones which, it is clear, were then regarded as
reflecting, or as crystallizing, received or at least emergent rules of customary
international law relative to the continental shelf....” On the other hand, the ICJ
held that Article 6, regarding the equidistance principle, did not reflect
customary international law). See infra note 80 and accompanying text.

7 See generally supra notes 75-76 and accompanying text (discussing the fact
that although the Truman Proclamation does not use the phrase ‘“natural
prolongation” the language of the Truman Proclamation clearly inspired this
principle).

% North Sea Continental Shelf, supra note 63, at 31.

°l1d. at 48

%2 |d. See also id. at 34, in which the ICJ quotes from the Truman
Proclamation: . . . such boundaries shall be determined by the United States and
the State concerned in accordance with equitable principles.” The ICJ further
states that “[t]hese two concepts, of delimitation by mutual agreement and
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expressly included only one of these three fundamental principles in the articles
of that convention, i.e., mutual agreement®® While accepting the three
principles as general principles of international law, the ICJ also rejected the
notion that UNCLOS I should have universal application regardless of a party’s
status vis-a-vis the Convention. For example, the ICJ rejected as customary
international law the principle of “equidistance.” As the court stated, “[e]quity
does not necessarily imply equality.”™

In addition to listing what it considered to be governing principles of
customary international law regarding the continental shelf, the ICJ also defined
the continental shelf as:

an area physically extending the territory of most coastal

States into a species of platform....The appurtenance of the

shelf to the countries in front of whose coastlines it lies, is

therefore a fact, and it can be useful to consider the geology of

that shelf in order to find out whither the direction taken by

certain configurational features should influence delimitation

because, in certain localities, they point-up the whole notion of

the appurtenance of the continental shelf to the State whose

territory it does in fact prolong.™
In using the phrases “species of platform,” “configurational features,” and the
term “geology” to describe the continental shelf, the ICJ effectively recognized
the legitimacy in considering not only the physical shape of the continental
shelf, called “geomorphology,” but also the composition of the submerged

delimitation in accordance with equitable principles, have underlain all the
subsequent history of the subject.” The ICJ did not provide an exact definition
of what exactly constitutes “equitable principles.” But see id. at 48 (ICJ stating
that at the very least the parties should (1) negotiate in good faith, (2) consider
all of the facts and various methods of boundary delimitation, including
equidistance, and (3) not allow the shelf claim of one party to encroach upon the
natural prolongation of another party’s shelf.

%3 1958 Convention, supra note 57, at art. 6.

% North Sea Continental Shelf, supra note 63, at 45; see also id. at 20 (noting
that equidistance is, under UNCLOS I a mandatory rule of law set forth in
Article 6 that states that in the absence of agreement, “. . . all continental shelf
boundaries must be drawn by means of an equidistance line . . . a line every
point on which is the same distance away from whatever point is the nearest to it
on the coast of each of the countries concerned”).

% 1d. at 49 (emphasis added).

% 1d. at 51.
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physical feature in question, more broadly called “geology.” Physical shape
and composition as factors in determining a coastal state’s continental shelf
were eventually incorporated into UNCLOS 111, as well as a third factor having
nothing to do with shape or composition, the legal continental shelf. Ultimately,
the Court’s three principles of “natural prolongation,” delimitation by
agreement, and agreement based upon equitable principles, would help lay the
foundation of continental shelf law in UNCLOS III.

D. The 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the
Sea—Article 76

The provisions of UNCLOS III dealing with a nation’s sovereign rights
over its adjacent submerged land are convoluted and confusing, to say the least.
These complex negotiated provisions of UNCLOS III were designed to help
ensure that coastal states are able to enjoy, to the maximum extent reasonable,
all the submerged natural resources adjacent to their coasts.*® The provisions of
UNCLOS III offer a coastal state two methods whereby it may assert continental
shelf rights. A coastal state may look to either the EEZ provisions of articles 55
to 75 or the continental shelf provisions of article 76 of UNCLOS III to help
preserve its sovereign rights over its submerged natural resources adjacent to its
coasts.””  However, it is still a challenge to determine exactly what the
continental shelf is and how to find its outer limits.

During the many years that UNCLOS III was being negotiated, the
international community struggled to derive a definition of the continental shelf
that would satisfy various competing interests. Nations with little or no
continental shelf, for example, argued that distance from the coastline should be
the main criteria in determining the limits of the continental shelf, namely 200
nautical miles.” However, more industrialized nations, such as the United
States, the Soviet Union, and Canada, did not wish to cede any portion of their
continental shelves that extended beyond 200 nautical miles.”’ The international
community compromised on this point and created a hybrid legal regime
governing the continental shelf that took into account both the interests of

%7 See infra notes 104-105 and accompanying text for definitions of these terms.
% See generally CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, at 149 (discussing the
fact that provisions of UNCLOS III essentially allow coastal states to seek
“inclusion within national jurisdiction of substantially the whole of the
continental margin . . .”).

“ 1d., at 145.

% A COMMENTARY, supra note 45, at 831.

! CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, at 148.
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nations with little or no continental shelves and those with continental shelves
extending beyond 200 nautical miles.”” Article 76 of UNCLOS III provides:

The continental shelf of a coastal State comprises the seabed
and the subsoil of the submarine areas that extend beyond its
territorial sea throughout the natural prolongation of its land
territory to the outer edge of the continental margin, or to a
distance of 200 nautical miles from the baselines from which
the breadth of the territorial sea is measured where the outer
edge of the continental margin does not extend up to that
distance.”

Thus, Article 76 preserves the right of nations to extend their sovereignty over
the sea floor out to a distance of 200 nautical miles, or further if their continental
shelves extend out beyond that distance. As a compromise provision, Article 76
sought to address the various interests of the international community.”* In
order to derive an agreement that would appease all the parties, the negotiating
states were compelled to include an additional compromise on the issue of
continental shelf claims beyond 200 nautical miles with those espousing the
notion that the seabed was the “common heritage of mankind.”*> UNCLOS III
balanced these interests by requiring a nation that exploits its continental shelf
beyond 200 nautical miles to make contributions to be distributed back to more
developing states.”®  Although scholars have felt compelled to demur the
characterization that this section is particularly controversial,”’ it was the

%2 Heidar, supra note 33, at 22-23.

%1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, Art. 76(1),
December 10, 1982, U.N. document A/Conf.62/122, reprinted in 21 L.L.M.
1261-1354 (1982) [hereinafter 1982 Convention].

% A COMMENTARY, supra note 45, at 834.

% 1d. at 832-36. See supra note 60 and accompanying text for a discussion of
the “common heritage of mankind.”

% See 1982 Convention, supra note 93, at art. 82.

7 See John Norton Moore, United States Adherence to the Law of the Sea
Convention: A Compelling National Interest 29 (May 12, 2004) (unpublished
prepared testimony before the House Committee on International Relations, on
file with the Center for Oceans Law and Policy, University of Virginia)
(discussing why the belief that ratifying UNCLOS III will subject the United
States to an international tax is invalid: “Similarly, the Convention provides for
minimal revenue sharing for oil and gas development in areas beyond the 200
mile economic zone. Such revenues, which would amount to an average of two
to five percent over the life of a well, were an enormous bargain for the United
States as payment in return for our obtaining sovereign rights over resources in
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negotiations dealing with the process of determining the character and outer
limit of a nation’s continental shelf that make the provisions of Article 76 of
UNCLOS III problematic to this day.”®

1. EEZ Rights to the Sea Floor

There are two methods a nation may look to in order to justify
establishing its sovereign rights over the sea floor adjacent to its coasts: EEZ
rights and continental shelf rights.”” During the development of continental
shelf law under the UNCLOS III regime, another important legal principle was
also under development, the EEZ. The provisions of the EEZ are located in Part
V of UNCLOS III and allow a coastal state sovereign rights for purposes of
exploration and exploitation over all resources in the water column, or on the
seabed and subsoil adjacent to its territory out to a distance of 200 nautical
miles.'” Although the EEZ provisions of UNCLOS III do not expressly provide
coastal states automatic continental shelf rights, the collective result of those
provisions is the right to regulate not only the resources of the water column
above the seafloor but also the resources of the seafloor itself within the EEZ.
For example, Article 60 of Part V gives a coastal state the exclusive right to
construct, authorize, and regulate any artificial islands, installations, and
structures within the EEZ in addition to the state’s right to regulate the natural
resources within the water column, to the exclusion of all other states.'®® The

an area of the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles that is roughly
equivalent to the size of California. That is, we retain ninety-five to ninety-eight
percent of the value of the future resources in this area beyond the 200 mile
economic zone placed under United States resource jurisdiction by the
Convention. Indeed, the revenue sharing system adopted was drafted by a
representative of an American oil company on our law of the sea industry
advisory group and has been perfectly acceptable to the oil industry. And even
beyond the great bargain that was the purchase of Alaska, in this case not a
penny is due until seven years after production begins. Moreover, once again,
the distribution of any such revenue to the states parties, including revenues
from this small royalty from all production beyond 200 miles from other
nations, would be subject to a United States veto™).

% See generally CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, at 149 (stating that
“[d]espite its detail, the formula in the 1982 Convention leaves room for
considerable uncertainty”).

* 1d., at 145.

1001982 Convention, supra note 93, arts. 56-60.

191 See id., arts. 60-62. The right to exclude all other nations from the EEZ from
exploiting the living resources or the resources of the seafloor does not include
the exclusion of navigational rights or over-flight rights over the EEZ.
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rights granted in the EEZ provisions have nothing to do with the physical
characteristics of the ocean floor. Therefore, a coastal state exercising its rights
under Part V automatically enjoys the rights commensurate to possessing a
continental shelf, even if it does not have a scientifically-defined continental
shelf. As the ICJ has stated, “although there can be a continental shelf where
there is no exclusive economic zone, there cannot be an exclusive economic
zone without a corresponding continental shelf.”'**

2. Juridical Continental Shelf Under Article 76

Article 76 sets forth a “juridical definition” of the continental shelf and
not a definition based solely on science.'” The terms “geology”'® or
“geomorphology”'® are not to be found within its definition of continental shelf,
despite the fact that the use of such sciences is a necessary function when
applying Article 76 to any nation’s shelf claim. The practical effect of using a
juridical or legal definition of the continental shelf instead of a pure scientific
definition means that a coastal state may enjoy the rights of possessing a
continental shelf over areas where no submerged land structures, which might
otherwise be labeled as a geologic'® or geomorphic'”’ continental shelf, exist.
Likewise, a coastal state may be limited from enjoying continental shelf rights
over areas of the seafloor that possess physical structures that could be labeled a
continental shelf, but because of compromises in the development of Article 76

192 See A COMMENTARY, supra note 45, at 826 (quoting from the 1985

Continental Shelf case (Libyan Arab Jamahiriya/Malta), 1985 1.C.J. 4, 33, para.
34. Thus, a coastal state may claim sovereign rights over a continental shelf
without having to also claim the rights and responsibilities of an EEZ, however,
the converse is not true).

193 A COMMENTARY, supra note 45, at 873.

1% Webster’s Third New International Dictionary of the English Language 949
(1976) (defines the term “geology” as “the geologic features of an area: the
attributes of rocks, rock formations, or rock constituents of a district . . .”).
Thus, geology is the broad science dealing with more than just earth formation,
but also its composition.

19 1d., defining “geomorphology” as “a science that deals with the land and
submarine relief features of the earth’s surface and seeks a genetic interpretation
of descriptive aspects and of dynamic and structural geology in its explanatory
phase.”

1% See supra note 104 and accompanying text. The word “geologic” is the
adjective form of “geology.”

197" See supra note 105 and accompanying text. The word “geomorphic” is the
adjective form of “geomorphology.”
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of UNCLOS 1II, are not considered a part of the legally-defined continental
shelf.

Recall that this provision defines the continental shelf as “the seabed
and subsoil of the submarine areas that extend beyond its territorial seas
throughout the natural prolongation of its land territory . . . to a distance of 200
nautical miles . . . where the outer edge of the continental margin'® does not
extend up to that distance.”'” Thus, if a coastal state has a continental shelf that
does not extend up to 200 nautical miles the state may still claim full “sovereign
rights”'' to the seafloor and subsoil up to 200 nautical miles. Because the law
allows for continental shelf rights with or without the existence of a continental
shelf, continental shelf rights based on the EEZ or Article 76 up to 200 nautical
miles are called a “juridical” continental shelf.

3. The Geologic or Geomorphologic Continental Shelf

The distinction between a juridical continental shelf and a geologic or
geomorphologic (physical) continental shelf is an important one to understand
when considering a claim beyond the 200 nautical mile limit. Much of the
process of determining a coastal state’s continental shelf rights beyond 200
nautical miles is based on a mix of both the legal shelf and the physical shelf.
Geology and geomorphology gain greater significance when attempting to
determine the outer limits of the continental margin, beyond 200 nautical
miles.'"" By the same token, the scientific nature of a continental shelf that did
not extend beyond 200 nautical miles becomes less important.''?

1% See 1982 Convention, supra note 93, at art. 76(3) (discussing the fact that
the “continental margin comprises the submerged prolongation of the land mass
of the coastal State, and consists of the seabed and subsoil of the self, the slope
and the rise. It does not include the deep ocean floor with its oceanic ridges or
the subsoil thereof); see also Heidar, supra note 33, 24-25 (discussing the fact
that the phrase “continental margin” is often used to describe the
geomorphologic or physical continental shelf. Distinguish the continental
margin to that of the juridical phrase “continental shelf,” which may or may not
correspond to the continental margin).

191982 Convention, supra note 93, at art. 76(1).

10 1d. at art. 77(1).

11" see generally Dave Monahan, Determination of the Foot of the Continental
Slope as the Point of Maximum Change in the Gradient at Its Base, in LEGAL
AND SCIENTIFIC ASPECTS OF CONTINENTAL SHELF LIMITS 99-116 (Myron H.
Nordquist, John N. Moore & Thomas H. Heidar, eds., 2004) (discussing the
process, including the scientific processes, of determining the foot of the
continental slope. Determining the foot of the continental slope is necessary
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The incorporation of the term “continental margin™'"* in the definition

of the continental shelf was a major step forward in guiding states in the
establishment of their continental shelf rights beyond 200 nautical miles. The
continental margin is the actual physical geomorphic structure commonly
referred to as a continental shelf, which includes the shelf, its slope and its rise,
but doesn’t include the deep ocean floor.''* The coastal state must choose one
of two methods in determining the edge of its continental margin, which starts
from the foot of the continental slope as a reference point.'”” Article 76(4)(a)(i)
or (ii) allows a coastal state to push the outer limit of its continental margin so
long as the conditions listed in 76(4) are not reached.''® Once the conditions are
met the continental margin is set.''” Each coastal state is free to choose the
option it finds to be most advantageous in setting its outer margin boundaries.
Like UNCLOS I, UNCLOS III also provides both a distance and a depth
criterion to limit the extent a coastal state may seek to extend its continental
margin.

when determining the extent of the shelf beyond 200 nautical miles. The
process of how this is accomplished is beyond the scope of this article).

"2 In theory, geologic and geomorphologic factors could be important to a
coastal state when determining the outer limits to a continental shelf that does
not extend beyond 200 nautical miles. If a state wished to claim its geologic or
geomorphologic continental shelf, but did not want the responsibilities
commensurate with EEZ rights, including management of the water and its
resources, the state could do so under article 76 of UNCLOS III without
invoking EEZ rights. In such a case, the scientific factors needed to chart the
outer limit of the continental shelf might then become important. The author
knows of no such case among nations.

'3 See supra note 108 and accompanying text.

1% See supra note 108 and accompanying text; See also generally infra Fig. 2
onp. 55.

15 See supra notes 131-33 and accompanying text for a brief overview of the
“foot of the continental slope.”

" For an excellent review of how this is accomplished, see Dave Monahan’s or
Richard T. Haworth’s articles in the LEGAL AND SCIENTIFIC ASPECTS OF
CONTINENTAL SHELF LIMITS 91-121 (Myron H. Nordquist, John N. Moore &
Thomas H. Heidar, eds., 2004). A full discussion of this process is beyond the
scope of this article.

"7 For example, a nation may continue out along the seafloor until the thickness
of the sedimentary rock is at least 1 per cent of the shortest distance from such
point to the foot of the continental slope or until reaching a point 60 nautical
miles from the foot of the continental slope. See generally 1982 Convention,
supra note 93, at art. 76(4).
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The definition of the continental margin requires states and the
Commission to use scientific data to assist in determining certain benchmark
characteristics inherent in a continental margin.'" Because the continental
margin consists of the seabed and subsoil of the shelf, slope, and not the deep
ocean floor, Article 76 infused the science of geomorphology and geology as the
silent partner in the definition of the continental margin.'” At the same time,
the drafters of the Article rejected other forms of science that might have been
useful in making these assessments. For instance, in 1976 and again in 1979,
Japan introduced a proposal to incorporate a “crustal criterion™? into the
definition of the continental margin, and each time the proposal was rejected.'”'
A crustal criterion would have required coastal states to not only consider the
form, structure, and composition of the continental margin, but also which type
of crust the formation in question was a part, continental crust or the crust of the
deep ocean floor.

Using crustal science to help determine the boundary between the
continental margin and the deep ocean floor is a logical tool in accomplishing
the task of determining the continental margin because the formation in
question, such as a ridge, either is or is not composed of the same crust type as
that which composes the coastal state out to its continental margin. However,
no such criterion was included in Article 76’s definition.'” The negotiating

'8 See supra note 108 and accompanying text.

"% See Steinar Thor Gudlaugsson, Natural Prolongation and the Concept of the
Continental Margin, in LEGAL AND SCIENTIFIC ASPECTS OF CONTINENTAL
SHELF LIMITS 63 (Myron H. Nordquist, John N. Moore & Thomas H. Heidar,
eds., 2004) (noting the use of the “scientific term continental margin, which in
its essence is a geomorphological concept™).

120 Webster’s Third New International Dictionary of the English Language 547
(1976) (defines the term “crustal” as “relating to a crust, especially of the earth
and moon: Crust is defined as ‘the outer part of the earth composed essentially
of crystalline rocks and varying in thickness from place to place . ..””).

12! Harald Brekke and Philip A. Symonds, The Ridge Provisions of Article 76 of
the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea, in LEGAL AND SCIENTIFIC ASPECTS
OF CONTINENTAL SHELF LIMITS 175-77 (Myron H. Nordquist, John N. Moore &
Thomas H. Heidar, eds., 2004); see also Gudlaugsson, supra note 119, at 65.

122 See Brekke and Symonds, supra note 121, at 175 (discussing the fact that the
reason the “crustal-type criterion” is so potentially useful is because “[t]here are
distinct differences in the composition and origin of oceanic and continental
crust. The distinction is so profound that oceanic and continental crusts are
regarded as the Earth’s two most fundamental crustal types.” Thus, because one
of the goals of continental shelf law is determining all those portions of the
submerged shelf that are the “natural prolongation” of the continent in question,
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states deliberately decided not to make crustal science an express part of the
definition.'® Because the drafters of Article 76 refused to incorporate crustal
science into the definition, the concept of a continental margin is itself a legal
term, that is, a determination of the continental margin that is not obtained by
pure science but by a mix of limited science and law.'**

Because of the decision not to include crustal or tectonic'* science as a
criterion in the definition of the continental margin, coastal states are left with
limited geology regarding continental shelf composition and geomorphology,
the study of continental shelf shapes and formation. One scholar argues that
shape plays a more significant role than geology in Article 76.'*° It appears the
drafters of Article 76 intended to emphasize geomorphology as the primary
science to be used when assessing the outer edge of the continental margin.
Some have concluded that the “submerged prolongation” phrase in the definition
is synonymous with “geomorphology.”*’ This conclusion is based not only on
the fact that crustal science was rejected by the drafters, but also because of the

it would have been useful to know upon what crust type the continental margin
was affixed, continental crust or oceanic crust).
'3 1d. at 180.
124 See generally Harald Brekke and Philip A. Symonds, The Ridge Provisions
of Article 76 of the UN Convention of the Law of the Sea (June 25-27, 2003)
(published PowerPoint Presentation on CD attached to the back cover of LEGAL
AND SCIENTIFIC ASPECTS OF CONTINENTAL SHELF LIMITS (Myron H. Nordquist,
John N. Moore & Thomas H. Heidar, eds., 2004) (given as part of a presentation
in Reykjavik in 2003. The accompanying notes attached to slide #16 discuss the
fact that the concept of the continental shelf departs from strict science, thus
“any kind of landmass (irrespective of crustal type) may generate a continental
margin in the sense of the Convention . . .”). The science of Article 76 of
UNCLOS III is called limited science because the drafters of the Article refused
to include crustal science as a criterion for continental margin determinations
despite the potential usefulness the information would have in distinguishing
continental formations from those of the deep seabed.
123 Webster’s Third New International Dictionary of the English Language 2348
(1976) (defines the term “tectonic” as “of or relating to the deformation of the
earth’s crust, the forces involved in or producing such deformations and the
resulting rock structures and external forces”).
126 Gudlaugsson, supra note 119, at 73-74. Gudlaugsson was discussing a
debate between which science was more applicable to Article 76 of UNCLOS
111, geology or geomorphology. In this context, geology was being used more
narrowly, referring to geology more as a signal for crustal science, not for the
{1217ore general term encompassing all the earth sciences, such as geomorphology.
Id. at 69.
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]

definition’s inclusion of the terms “shelf,” “slope,” and “rise,” all terms that
denote shape and form.'*® The argument is that the geomorphologic criteria of
the continental margin will help prevent coastal states from using pure geology,
such as an appeal to crustal science, to “bypass” the criteria in order to extend its
claim out beyond what was intended by Article 76.' Thus, the concept of
natural prolongation maintains its important role in the process of determining
what is and is not part of the continental margin. For example, a submerged
structure that has broken off of the continental margin of a coastal state will
possess many of the same geologic properties as its parent land mass. If the
structure has drifted out onto the deep ocean floor such that it is now surrounded
by the crust of the deep ocean floor, the principle of natural prolongation should
preclude the coastal state from a successful claim to the structure, unless it falls
within 200 nautical miles.

The drafters of Article 76 also introduced another very “geomorphic”
concept for determining the outer limits of a continental margin: the “foot of the
continental slope.”** As a coastal state attempts to trace out the exact boundary
of the outermost edge of its continental margin, Article 76 requires coastal states
to do so in relationship to the foot of the continental slope. The foot of the slope
is found by applying the following language: “[i]n the absence of evidence to
the contrary, the foot of the continental slope shall be determined as the point of
maximum change in the gradient at its base.”"*' Once the foot of the continental
slope is determined, specific points are located and established in accordance
with Article 76(4). '** The points created following the process in Article 76 did
not fall on the foot of the continental slope, but form the basis of the outer edge
of the continental margin, usually located further out from the foot of the slope.

%% 1d. at 73-74.

22 1d. at 77.

1301982 Convention, supra note 93, at art. 76(4); see also Dave Monahan, supra
note 111, at 97-98 (who uses the phrase “geomorphic foot of the slope” when
discussing the possibility that the foot of the slope may need to be determined by
methods other than simple geomorphic methods, but possibly by geophysical
means; i.e., the concept of the foot of the slope may not be totally geomorphic).
11 1982 Convention, supra note 93, at art. 76(4). A thorough evaluation of how
this process works is beyond the scope of this article.

B2 1d. at art. 76(4), discussing the fact that the outer edge of the continental
margin is determined in one of two ways, either by: “a line delineated in
accordance with paragraph 7 by reference to the outermost fixed points at each
of which the thickness of sedimentary rocks is at least 1 per cent of the shortest
distance from such point to the foot of the continental slope”; or “a line
delineated in accordance with paragraph 7 by reference to fixed points not more
than 60 nautical miles from the foot of the continental slope.”
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The practical effect of this is that the continental margin may in fact include
parts of the deep ocean floor that are not part of the actual physical continental
shelf. Once the points are established, the points may be connected in
accordance with Article 76(7)"** such that the resulting outline designates the
outer most edge of the continental margin and consequently the full extent of the
coastal state’s continental shelf.

4, Restrictions Under Article 76

If Article 76 only contained the provisions regarding the location of the
foot of the continental shelf and the process of finding the outer edge of the
continental margin, it might be possible for a coastal state to locate the
outermost edge of its continental margin well out into the middle of the ocean.
One such methodology might be by following a ridge'** that is located near the
coastal state out into the ocean, using the rules located in Article 76(4) and (7).
But Article 76 places restrictions on how far out a coastal state may seek to push
its claim. Article 76 states:

[t]he fixed points comprising the line of the outer limits of the
continental shelf on the seabed, drawn in accordance with
paragraph 4(a)(i) and (ii), either shall not exceed 350 nautical
miles from the baselines from which the breadth of the
territorial sea is measured or shall not exceed 100 nautical
miles from the 2,500 metre isobath, which is a line connecting
the depth of 2,500 metres. '*°

Article 76 further states:

[n]otwithstanding the provisions of paragraph 5, on submarine
ridges, the outer limit of the continental shelf shall not exceed
350 nautical miles from the baselines from which the breadth
of the territorial sea is measured. This paragraph does not
apply to submarine elevations that are natural components of
the continental margin, such as its plateaux, rises, caps, banks
and spurs.'

133 1d. at art. 76(7).

* The question of ridges and the restriction of their use to base a continental
shelf claim will be discussed at length in part IV of this article. See infra notes
217-54 and accompanying text.

135 See 1982 Convention, supra note 93, at art.76(5).
136 1d. at art. 76(6).
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The restrictions in Article 76, especially the restrictions regarding “ridges,” are
very important in the evaluation of Russia’s claim to the Arctic Sea floor up to
and including the North Pole, and will be discussed in greater detail later in this
article."’

Over the years, Article 76 has evolved into a much more useful guide
for coastal states and the international community in determining the character
and extent of a nation’s continental shelf rights, despite some lingering
deficiencies in its provisions.'*® The Truman Proclamation enunciated the
customary international legal principle that a coastal state has sovereign rights to
its adjacent continental shelf, but provided no indication as to the limit of those
rights. UNCLOS I attempted to set the limits of continental shelf rights, but was
itself subject to compromise, in the form of the exploitability criterion, opening
the door to the potential for excessive continental shelf claims. The 1969 North
Sea Case helped solidify the Truman Proclamation as customary international
law, but did not itself provide any significant assistance in determining the
seaward extent of continental shelf limits other than attempting to provide its
own definition of the continental shelf. Article 76 of UNCLOS III attempted for
the first time to truly characterize the nature of the continental shelf in terms of
the legal shelf and the physical shelf, and to provide limits on how far out a
nation may claim. But as a product of compromise and limited science, Article
76 opens the door, however slight, for nations to push the boundaries of what is
intended. For example, by not providing a firm definition of what constitutes a
“ridge,” Article 76 could enable a nation to circumvent the restrictions imposed
on “ridges.” Thus, a nation like Russia might feel justified in claiming the ocean
floor along a ridge up to a point well beyond the limit of what might otherwise
have been intended by the drafters of Article 76, if the ridge in question could be
redefined as something else, such as a “submarine elevation.” In so doing,
Russia might also feel it is justified in placing its flag on that same point, a point
located beyond where Article 76 should otherwise allow.

7 See infra Section IV.C.

1% See generally A COMMENTARY, supra note 45, at 841-42 (discussing the fact
that UNCLOS 1II introduced a “new definition of the continental shelf.” This
definition “introduced some precision with respect to the delimitation of the
outer limits of the continental shelf . . . .” This definition was in stark contrast to
the “inherent ambiguity and imprecision of the exploitability criterion . . .”
found in the definition of UNCLOS I).
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1. THE SIGNIFICANCE OF PLANTING THE RUSSIAN FLAG

In the summer of 2007, Russia planted its flag on the Arctic Sea floor
directly beneath the North Pole. The degree to which Russia believes that
planting its flag on the Arctic Sea floor may assist its claim to the sea floor
beneath the Pole is unclear. Contrary to its assertions, Russia’s act of planting a
flag on the Arctic Sea floor represented more than merely a symbolic gesture of
scientific discovery, at least to its neighbors. Although planting a flag does not
constitute a legal method of acquiring territory under modern international law,
it may represent an act of provocation inconsistent with the spirit of a nation’s
obligations under international law.'* Nor do Russia’s actions equate to those
of Apollo 11 in 1969 when the U.S. planted its flag on the surface of the moon,
because the U.S. made its intentions to not lay claim to the resources of the
moon clear to the world well before the landing.'*

Russia was the first country to make a submission to the Commission
to extend its continental shelf well beyond 200 nautical miles.'*! It is ironic that
Russia should be first to attempt to do so, since it was the USSR in 1978 that
proposed that no shelf claim should exceed 300 nautical miles from a nation’s
baseline.'** Soon after Russia made its submission to the Commission in 2001,
the Commission recommended that Russia resubmit its claim over the central
Arctic Ocean, which includes the North Pole.'* It appears that Russia has yet to
do so."™ Because the details of the Commission’s recommendation are

19 See infra notes 152-56 and accompanying text.

140 See Anne M. Platoff, Where No Flag Has Gone Before: Political and
Technical Aspects of Placing a Flag on the Moon, Aug. 1993 (discussing
President Nixon’s inaugural address in January 1969, where he spoke of the
international aspects of space exploration and purpose of the establishment of a
Committee of Symbolic Activities for the First Moon Lunar Landing), available
at http://www.hq.nasa.gov/office/pao/History/alsj/alsj-usflag.html.

141" Peter F. Croker, The Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf, in
LEGAL AND SCIENTIFIC ASPECTS OF CONTINENTAL SHELF LIMITS 217 (Myron
H. Nordquist, John N. Moore & Thomas H. Heidar, eds., 2004).

142" A COMMENTARY, supra note 45, at 856-57.

43 Croker, supranote 141, at 218.

144 See Statement by the Chairman of the Commission on the Limits of the
Continental Shelf on the Progress of Work in the Commission, Twenty Second
Session, New York, 11 August-12 September 2008 CLCS/60, Item 16 pg. 12
(indicating that the only update of the Russian submission is the Commission’s
rejection of a recommendation that it resubmit its original 2002 summary of its
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confidential, one can only guess at what the Commission felt was lacking in
Russia’s submission. However, what is clear is the fact that planting a flag, in
and of itself, is inadequate to base a claim of national sovereignty to the
seafloor.'*’

A What’s in a Flag?

A flag is “a national standard . . . carried by soldiers, ships, etc., and
commonly displayed at forts, businesses and many other suitable places.”'** As
the definition implies, a national flag is commonly displayed at locations over
which that flag’s nation has some sort of authority or control, such as on ships,
by soldiers, and over military forts. But in the past, flags were used for more
than reggesenting national identity; they constituted part of the “discovery
ritual.”

The U.S. Supreme Court recognized the once-common practice of
states when it provided, “Discovery is the foundation of title, in European
nations, and this overlooks all proprietary rights in the natives.”'*® In the latter

recommendation that Russia resubmit its submission regarding the Central
Arctic area) (available at
http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N08/523/33/PDF/N0852333.pdf?0O
penElement).

45 See generally Alfred-Maurice De Zayas, Territory, Discovery, in 4
ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PUBLIC INTERNATIONAL LAW, 839, 840 (Rudolf Bernhardt
ed., 2000) (characterizing the action of “erecting of landmarks and the hoisting
of flags on a few points of the discovered territory . . .” as “symbolic
annexation” equating to “inchoate title” only that may lapse if not perfected by
some other action, such as the “classical modes” of effective occupation,
accretion, or cession).

146 BLACK’S LAW DICTIONARY 638 (6th ed. 1990).

"7 Mike Nizza, Why Plant a Flag at the North Pole, Aug. 6, 2007,
http://thelede.blogs.nytimes.com/2007/08/06/why-plant-a-flag-at-north-pole/,
(quoting Robert J. Miller Finders Keepers in the Arctic? The Doctrine of
Discovery is still alive in the modern world, Los Angeles Times, OpEd (Aug. 6,
2007), available at

http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-

iller6aug06,0,60191 .story?track=rss).

8 Johnson v. M’Intosh, 21 U.S. 543 (1823) (discussing aboriginal and
European title to North America. The case also states, “This principle was, that
discovery gave title to the government by whose subjects, or by whose authority,
it was made, against all other European governments, which title might be
consummated by possession”).
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half of the 20th century, one scholar argued that planting a flag would be a
required element for any nation to lay claim to a celestial body."* Although
scholars reject the notion that planting a flag alone is adequate to legally stake a
claim to a celestial body, the concept was regarded as a necessary factor among
others in making such a claim."® Nevertheless, however legally significant the
use of flags may have been in the historical practice of nations in acquiring new
territory, such actions are no longer legally binding on nations. '*'

B. Modern Treaty Law vs. Custom

International treaty law has supplanted the customary use of discovery
and conquest as legitimate means of extending national sovereignty. For
example, when the United States sent Apollo 11 to the moon in 1969, the
governing principles of the Outer Space Treaty of 1967"* would have enjoined
any attempt by the U.S. to claim the moon through the “discovery ritual” of
planting the U.S. flag in the lunar dust. This treaty expressly states, “[o]uter
space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, is not subject to national
appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or by any
other means.”"> Similarly, the cumulative effect of other international treaties

149 Michel Smirnoff, The Legal Status of Celestial Bodies, 28 J. AIR L. & COM.
385, 391 (1961-1962).
150 Id.
I See generally De Zayas, supra note 145, at 841-42 (stating, “[t]oday the
concept of discovery is primarily of historical interest. De Zayas also states, . .
. in the light of the United Nations Charter and prevailing standards, the concept
of discovery, effective occupation and historical titles have been rendered
obsolete with respect to territories inhabited at the time of discovery and
colonization.” But see Santiago Torres Bernardez, Territory, Acquisition, in 4
ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PUBLIC INTERNATIONAL LAW, 831, 835 (Rudolf Bernhardt
ed., 2000) (discussing that although occupation may be used under some limited
circumstances by a nation state to acquire new territory, “occupation can only be
effected in respect of a terra nullis . . . .” or empty land. Bernardez also states, “
. . . the concept of terra nullius excludes a priori from its field of application
both territories subject to State sovereignty and areas constituting res communis
or the common heritage of mankind . . . .” As discussed earlier, (Supra note 59
and accompanying text), the deep ocean floors are considered to be the common
heritage of mankind and not subject to any one nation’s claims).
132 Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration
and Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies art. 2,
%ct. 10, 1967, 18.3 U.S.T. 2410, TIAS No. 6347.

Id.
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governing the relationships between states, such as the U.N. Charter,"”™ or
UNCLOS 1 and III,'* is that States are foreclosed from using conquest or
discovery as a basis to legitimize a claim to new territory.'*

Nevertheless, the act of planting a flag has lost none of its symbolic
significance and even retains some residual legal significance as a custom of
national practice in the absence of a governing treaty. Russia’s action of

'3 FREDERIC L. KIRGIS, JR., INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS IN THEIR LEGAL
SETTING 12 (West Publishing Co. 1993) (quoting U.N. Charter art. 2(4), which
prohibits the use of force, because the Charter expressly prohibits nations from
threatening the territorial or political integrity of another nation. Art. 2(4) states,
“[a]ll Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use
of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or
in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations”).
Thus, unless a nation is willing to cede its own territory to another, all nations
must respect current boundaries, whether on land or at sea, or resolve the matter
in a manner consistent with international law, such as by mutual agreement or
resolved by the International Court of Justice (ICJ). See The Antarctic Treaty,
Dec. 9, 1959, 12 U.S.T. 794; TIAS 4780. See also 19 Int’l Legal Materials 860
(1980) (discussing art. 4, para. 2, which states, “[n]o acts or activities taking
place while the present Treaty is in force shall constitute a basis for asserting,
supporting or denying a claim to territorial sovereignty in Antarctica or create
any rights of sovereignty in Antarctica. No new claim, or enlargement of any
existing claim, to territorial sovereignty in Antarctica shall be asserted while the
present Treaty is in force”).

135 See 1958 Convention, supra note 51, at art. 2, discussing the fact that
UNCLOS I forbids any state’s attempt to subject any part of the high seas to its
sovereignty; see also 1982 Convention supra note 93, arts. 89-137 (discussing
virtually the same concept as in art. 2 of the 1958 Convention, which also
forbids any state’s attempt to subject any part of the high seas to its sovereignty.
In addition, art. 137 provides, “no State shall claim or exercise sovereignty or
sovereign rights over any part of the Area [defined as “the seabed and ocean
floor and subsoil thereof, beyond the limits of national jurisdiction,” art. 1, para.
1] or its resources, nor shall any State or natural or juridical person appropriate
any part thereof. No such claim or exercise of sovereignty or sovereign rights
nor such appropriation shall be recognized”). A nation may seek to extend its
sovereignty over its continental shelf; however, such a claim must be based on
the provisions of the two governing treaties on the issue, UNCLOS I & III.

3¢ See generally Bernardez, supra note 151, at 836 (discussing the fact that
there are few if any undiscovered places on the earth not already “under the
territorial sovereignty of an existing State . . . or subject by treaty to a special
international regime”).
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planting its flag was made subsequent to its 2001 submission to the Commission
on the Limits of the Continental Shelf, in which it claimed that the area under
the North Pole was part of its continental shelf, imbuing the flag planting with a
heightened sense of legality,"’ even if none actually existed.

C. A Flag of Peace?

Although flags have clearly been used to symbolize more than
ownership or control over an area or people, there is no question that it is the
context governing the use of a flag that makes the difference between a flag of
peace and a flag of provocation. In 1996, Greece and Turkey almost went to
war when a group of Turkish journalists climbed atop a disputed but uninhabited
island in the eastern Aegean Sea and planted the Turkish flag.'® Thereupon, a
series of flag plantings ensued between the two countries.'” Fortunately, the
two parties were able to resolve the dispute before military hostilities
commenced.'® One of the necessary concessions required of the two nations in
order to reduce tensions was an agreement not to plant their flags on the
disputed island.'®!

The dispute over another island provides yet another example of how
planting national flags within a particular context can raise tensions between
nations. On July 20, 2005, the Foreign Defense Minister of Canada paid a visit
to Hans Island, a small island between Canada and Denmark, located between
Ellesmere Island and Greenland.'® Shortly after the visit, the Canadian military

37 Much of this argument is based on the discussion later in this paper, in that
the Commission may only make a recommendation to the submitting state,
which then, in turn, makes a binding claim regarding the extension of its shelf.
See infra notes 189-196 and accompanying text.

138 Holbrooke: Greece, Turkey were on verge of battle, 6:30 p.m. EST, Jan. 31,
1996,

http://www.cnn.com/world/9601/turkey greece dispute/01-31/index.html  (last
visited Nov. 29, 2008).

159 Id.

160 Id.

11 See id., discussing the fact both sides were “willing to guarantee through the
United States that neither side would put troops or its flag on the island.”

12 Christopher Stevenson, Hans Offl: The Struggle for Hans Island and the
Potential for Ramifications for International Border Dispute Resolution, 30 B.
C.INT’L & CoMP. L. REV. 263, 266-67 (2007). Part of the significance of Hans
Island is that it sits in the middle of a narrow waterway between Greenland and
Canada that could be used to circumnavigate North America in lieu of using the
Northwest Passage further south.
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planted the Canadian flag on the island and raised a small stone marker.'®
Denmark condemned the action, calling it an “occupation.”’™ Denmark then
sent its own military expedition to the island. Tensions had been increasing over
the island since 1973.'"°> Both sides visited the island over the years to raise
flags and leave markers in order to demonstrate their superior claims.'®
Fortunately, the two nations agreed to discuss the matter, which helped to defuse
the situation.'®” Although a degree of calm has returned between the two
countries since meeting, the issue has not been fully resolved.

Russia’s comparison of its flag planting to that of Neil Armstrong
planting the U.S. flag on the moon'® is disingenuous. It may be true that both
the United States and Russia were motivated by more than the mere desire to
celebrate scientific achievement'® in their desire to be the first to plant their
flags on the moon and on the Arctic Sea floor respectively. The similarities end
there. In 1969, NASA went to great lengths to ensure that the world did not
misinterpret the U.S. lunar landings as a land-grab of the moon.'” It is arguably

163 Id

1% 1d., quoting Anne Mcllroy, Hans Off My Island, GUARDIAN UNLIMITED,
Aug. 30, 2005, available at
http://guardian.co.uk/elsewhere/journalist/story/0,7792,1559064,00.html) (last
visited Oct. 2, 2005); see also Denmark Calls for Talks on Arctic Island Dispute,
CTV.CA, July, 28, 2005, http://www.ctv.ca/servlet/Article-
News/story/CTVNews/1122473659796 1178828597 s name=&no_ads=.

19 Stevenson, supra note 162.

166 Id

167 Id

1% See Eckel, supra note 7, discussing the fact that the Russian Foreign
Minister, Sergey Lavrov, believes that the U.S. flag planting on the moon and
Russia’s flag planting on the Arctic Ocean are comparable.

1 See George J. Annas, The Man on the Moon, Immortality, and Other
Millennial Myths: The prospects and Perils of Human Genetic Engineering, 49
Emory L. J. 753, 760 (2000) (discussing U.S. motivations for going to the
Moon); see also Yuri Zarakhovich, Russia Claims the North Pole, July 12, 2007,
http://www.time.com/time/printout/0,8816,1642905,00.html (discussing Russian
motivations for going to the bottom of the Arctic Ocean).

170 See Platoff, supra note 140, discussing the fact that NASA considered
planting the flag of the United Nations (UN) instead of the U.S. flag, only to
have the idea rejected by Congress because the mission had been U.S. funded,
not U.N. funded. In addition, NASA set up a Committee on Symbolic Activities
for the First Lunar Landing whose job it was to help ensure that the correct
message was sent to the world about U.S. intentions concerning the Moon. The
Astronauts did take up a plaque that stated, “Here men from the planet Earth
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this contextual difference of manifest national intentions to extend sovereignty
that makes Armstrong’s flag one of peace and Chilingarov’s'’! flag one of
provocation.

The situations discussed above demonstrate how the mere use of a
national flag, in conjunction with an already sensitive regional dispute, may
serve to further threaten regional peace and security as it did in the Aegean and
in the Arctic. Planting a flag on the Arctic Sea floor and stating that, “[t]he
Arctic has always been Russian,”'”* following a formal submission to extend
Russian sovereignty over the Arctic Sea floor before resolution of the claim,
constitutes a provocative act not in keeping with the obligations of modern states
under the U.N. Charter to live together “as good neighbors.”'”?

AVA RUSSIAN CLAIMS TO THE NORTH POLE ARE NOT
SUPPORTED UNDER INTERNATIONAL LAW

Although Russia has complied with the procedural requirements under
UNCLOS 1III for a state to seek an extension of its continental shelf in the Arctic
Sea, science and the law should act to prevent Russia’s substantive claim on the
North Pole. Because Russia has ratified UNCLOS III, Russia is bound by its
provisions regarding the extension of its sovereignty over the seabed beyond
200 nautical miles.'” The physical characteristics of the Arctic Sea floor
provide circumstances that limit Russia’s claim under the North Pole. The
Arctic Sea’s geomorphology and geology are factors that cannot be changed,
even if Russia or the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf
ultimately chooses to characterize certain submerged formations favorably
toward Russia’s claim. Unfortunately, because of continued uncertainty as to
the definitions of what constitute the continental margin, the deep ocean floor,
and ridges, it is unlikely but still possible that an argument may be made for
Russia’s claim.'”

first set foot upon the moon July 1969, A.D. We came in peace for all
mankind.”

"I Chilingarov was the leader of the expedition that planted the Russian flag on
the Arctic Sea floor beneath the North Pole. See supra note 7 and
accompanying text.

172 See supra note 9 and accompanying text.

!> U.N. Charter pmbl.

7% See infra notes 176-84 and accompanying text.

17> See generally infra note 236 and accompanying text, discussing the fact that
the definition of a submerged structure, such as a “ridge,” is “variable” and must
be considered on a case-by-case basis; see also generally Brekke and Symonds,
supra note 121, at 170, discussing the fact that the “ridge issue directly affects
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A. Article 76 of UNCLOS 111 Governs

As a threshold matter, it is important to identify which conventional
and customary international legal principles govern Russia’s continental shelf
extension claims. As stated earlier,'”® continental shelf law is governed mainly
by UNCLOS I, UNCLOS III Article 76, and customary international law.
Russia is a party to UNCLOS 1, having ratified that agreement in 1960."”” Until
April 11, 1997, Russia had not ratified UNCLOS III. 178 Russia shared the same
reservations to ratification of UNCLOS III as other industrialized nations,
stemming mainly from problems dealing with deep seabed mining.'” Once
Russia’s concerns were addressed to its satisfaction by the 1996 Agreement
relating to the Implementation of Part XI of the Convention (Agreement), Russia
ratified UNCLOS III and has remained a party ever since.'™ To determine
which treaty governs the question of Russia’s continental shelf claims, we turn
to the rules set out by the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties
(Convention on Treaties).'"®' As a party to the Convention on Treaties, Russia is
bound by its provisions on matters regarding treaty interpretation and
application.'®

Article 26 of the Convention on Treaties provides that, “[e]very treaty
in force is binding upon the parties to it and must be performed in good faith.”'®*

the delineation of the outer edge of the continental margin under article 76, and
the margin and the ridges are subject to the same principles and provisions.”

176 See supra notes 29-30 and accompanying text.

7" William E. Butler, The Soviet Union and the Continental Shelf, 63 Awm. J.
INT’L L., 103 n.1 (1969).

178 etter, Secretary General of the U.N., Receipt of the submission made by the
Russian Federation to the Commission on the Continental Shelf, Ref. No.
CLCS.01.2001.LOS (Dec. 20, 2001) (available at
http://www.un.org/Depts/los/clcs_new/clcs_home.htm).

17" See CHURCHILL AND LOWE, supra note 4, at 21.

'8 See generally id., at 19-22.

181 Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, Jan. 27, 1980, 1155 U.N.T.S.
331, 8 I.LL.M. 679 [hereinafter Law of Treaties]; see also, KIRGIS, supra note
154, at 216, stating that the United States is not a party to the Convention on
Treaties, but considers most of the provisions of the Convention to be customary
international law, with the possible exception of the Convention’s procedural
provisions.

82 W. E. Butler, National Treaty Law and Practice: Russia, 33 STUD.
TRANSNAT’L LEGAL POL’Y 152 (2003).

'8 Law of Treaties, supra note 181, at art. 26.
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In Russia’s case, it has ratified two treaties that deal specifically with continental
shelf law, namely UNCLOS I and UNCLOS III. Russia, having ratified
UNCLOS 1III, is bound to observe Article 311 of that Convention which
explains, “[t]his Convention shall prevail, as between States Parties, over the
Geneva Conventions on the Law of the Sea of 29 April 1958.”'%* Although
Russia is a party to UNCLOS 1, all provisions of UNCLOS III that otherwise
limit or are incompatible with UNCLOS I will prevail. This point is extremely
important because it means that whereas UNCLOS T left much doubt as to what
might limit a nation’s claim over the continental shelf, UNCLOS III provides a
great deal more guidance and restrictions on a nation’s ability to claim a
continental shelf. It is to this standard that we look to evaluate Russia’s claim.

B. The 2001 Russian Continental Shelf Submission

Among the most pronounced limitations placed upon a State Party to
UNCLOS III wishing to extend its claim over the continental shelf beyond 200
nautical miles is the requirement that it submit the information justifying its
claim to the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf as per Article
76."% As the first nation to make such a submission under UNCLOS III, Russia
has led the way for other nations who have also issued their submissions to the
Commission.

1. Submissions to the Commission

Article 76 requires, “[iJnformation on the limits of the continental shelf
beyond 200 nautical miles from the baselines from which the breadth of the
territorial sea is measured shall be submitted by the coastal State to the
Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf.”'®® The Commission plays
a major role in the process of establishing a coastal state’s continental shelf
beyond 200 nautical miles under UNCLOS III. The provisions of Article 76
relating to the Commission apply only for the purpose of governing the
determination of the outer limits of a coastal state’s continental shelf that exceed
200 nautical miles from its baseline."®” A coastal state must submit the
“particulars of such limits to the Commission along with supporting scientific
and technical data as soon as possible.”'*®

184
1

1982 Convention, supra note 93, at art. 311.
Id. at art. 76.

186 Id

187 Id

188 1d. at art. 4 to Annex IL.

0
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Once the Commission has received a nation’s submission on the limits
of its continental shelf, “[t]he Commission shall make recommendations to [the]
coastal State on matters related to the establishment of the outer limits of the
continental shelf.”"** The Commission may also provide, when requested by the
coastal state, scientific and technical advice while the state prepares to submit its
information regarding the limits of the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical
miles." If a coastal state establishes the outer limits of its continental shelf in
conformity with the recommendations of the Commission, the state’s established
limits are final and binding."”’ Thus, the role of the Commission is not to
establish the outer limits of the continental shelf, but merely to offer a
recommendation regarding the same.'*?

The secretary of the Commission described the role of the Commission
as a scientific body working within the context of UNCLOS III and not as a
court of law.'” Despite this express distinction between the role of the
Commission and that of a coastal state, the practical effect of the last sentence of
Article 76(8) is very different. A state’s establishment of the outer limits of its
continental shelf appears to be clearly “final and binding” only if it is based on
the Commission’s recommendations and, at least in one scholar’s opinion, only
with regard to states party to UNCLOS IIL'* Thus, the Commission’s role is
more than a mere scientific advisor of states party to UNCLOS IIL'> The
Commission arguably holds the key to finality and legality. This leaves open
the question of whether any state party to UNCLOS III that establishes the outer
limits of its continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles without or over the
recommendations of the Commission can actually be final or binding on the
international community. The answer appears to be in the negative.'*®

The Commission is also entitled to make its own determination as to
what constitutes a “ridge” under Article 76 of UNCLOS III. The Commission is

1982 Convention, supra note 93, at art. 76(8).

10 1d. at art. 3(1)(b) to Annex II.

P11d., at art.76(8).

See supra note 189.

Alexei A. Zinchenko, Emerging Issues in the Work of the Commission, in
LEGAL AND SCIENTIFIC ASPECTS OF CONTINENTAL SHELF LIMITS 225-26
(Myron H. Nordquist, John N. Moore & Thomas H. Heidar, eds., 2004).

14 "See generally Heidar, supra note 33, at 32 (arguing that establishment of the
outer limits of the continental shelf on the basis of the Commission’s
recommendations is binding on all states party to UNCLOS III, but not to non-
party states).

195 See generally id.

1% See generally id.
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not bound by any one definition of “oceanic ridge” or “submarine ridge.”
According to the Commission’s Scientific and Technical Guidelines, the
Commission expressly recognizes that these terms are not specifically
defined."” As the Commission’s guidelines point out, “[i]t seems that the term
‘ridge’ is used on purpose, but the link between the ‘oceanic ridges’ of
paragraph 3 and the ‘submarine ridges’ of paragraph 6 is unclear. Both terms
are distinct from the term ‘submarine elevations’ of paragraph 6.”'%*

The Commission’s guidelines further explain that crust types will not
be used as the only factor in distinguishing ridge types.'” As regarding ridges,
the Commission is to be guided by “scientific and legal considerations.”**
Because the Commission has stated that it would not solely consider factors
dealing with the science of the earth’s crust when determining the difference
between an oceanic ridge and a submarine ridge, the Commission will be
compelled to balance both scientific and legal considerations.  The
Commission’s guidelines provide, “[a]s it is difficult to define the details
concerning various conditions, the Commission feels it appropriate that the issue
of ridges be examined on a case-by-case basis.”””' Because of the intermingling
of science with the law and the rejection of the use of pure geology when
distinguishing submerged formations, it seems problematic that any one
definition may be derived to definitively guide coastal states or the Commission
to a consistent application of Article 76.

Not only must coastal states and the Commission rely on this mix of
limited science and the law to establish a nation’s continental margins, but the
Commission’s rules of confidentiality prevents peer review of the process the
Commission might follow to accomplish this goal’” Annex II of the
Commission’s Rules of Procedure require the Commission to maintain as secret
any portion of a coastal state’s submission that the coastal state has marked

7 Scientific and Technical Guidelines of the Commission on the Limits of the
1Cgl;)ntinental Shelf, 52 CLCS/11 (May 13, 1999).

Id.
2 1d. at 54.
200 Id.
21 See supra note 197, at 55.
92 gee generally Zinchenko, supra note 193, at 226-27 (discussing the “marked
interest . . . expressed in scientific circles, primarily among geologists,
geophysicists, and lawyers who assist coastal states in the preparation of their
submissions to the Commission.” Those interested in the Commission’s
recommendations have raised questions of “sufficiency” of scientific data relied
upon, submitting state conformity to requirements of UNCLOS III, and the
desire to resolve any “allegations” of “withholding scientific information™).
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confidential.®® It is the Commission’s view that submitting countries have

proprietary rights over the scientific data used to establish their outer continental
margins.”* The Chairman of the Commission recognized that the question of
confidentiality is an issue of concern for the international community,”” but
indicated that the Commission has no plans to change its procedures on the
matter.?®® However, to address the concerns of the international community, the
Commission decided to issue executive summaries of a general nature regarding
submissions and recommendations, but containing no confidential
information.””’

The troubling aspect of the Commission’s confidentiality rules is the
“lack of transparency’™ in such an important body. If the only role the
Commission played was to give advice, keeping confidential the particulars of
submissions and subsequent advice makes sense. However, the legality and
finality of a coastal state’s continental shelf claims beyond 200 nautical miles
depends on its conformity with the Commission’s recommendations.”” This
lack of transparency weakens the ability of the international community to
monitor the legitimacy of submissions made to the commission and the work of
the Commission itself.

The ability of coastal states and the Commission in consistently
applying Article 76 to determine the outer limit of the world’s continental
margins beyond the 200 nautical mile limit is untested and uncertain because it
has not happened yet. Therefore, it would be impossible to predict with
certainty how the Commission might act regarding Russia’s eventual re-
submission regarding its continental shelf claims beneath the Arctic Ocean.

203 Rules of Procedure of the Commission on the Limits of the Continental

Shelf, Thirteenth Session

New York, 26-30 Apr. 2004 CLCS/40, Annex II pg. 22-23.

2% Croker, supranote 141, at 219.

205 Id

29614, at 216.

27 Zinchenko, supra note 193, at 228.

2% See Gundmundur Eiriksson, The Case of Disagreement Between a Coastal
State and the Commission, in LEGAL AND SCIENTIFIC ASPECTS OF
CONTINENTAL SHELF LIMITS 252 (Myron H. Nordquist, John N. Moore &
Thomas H. Heidar, eds., 2004).

299 See supra notes 193-96 and accompanying text.
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2. Russia’s Submission to the Commission

On December 20, 2001, Russia submitted its claim to the
Commission.”" Unfortunately, the particulars of the submission are unknown to
everyone except Russia and the Commission, making it difficult to assess the
submission’s legality. On December 20, 2001, the same day that Russia made
its submission, both the Commission and the Secretary General issued
summaries of that submission.”!' The Secretary General’s summary provided
details regarding Russia’s claims to the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical
miles affecting areas in the Barents and Bering Seas, and the Sea of Okhotsk,*"
as well as the North Pole in the Central Arctic Ocean.””® In June of 2002, the
Commission adopted its recommendations regarding Russia’s submissions and
issued them to Russia accordingly.’ Just as the Commission keeps the
particulars of the submissions it receives secret, except for what it releases in
executive summaries, the Commission also keeps the advice it gives to
submitting countries secret, except for a summary of that advice. In Russia’s
case, the United Nations General Assembly issued a Report of the Secretary
General on Oceans and the Law of the Sea containing a brief summary of the
Commission’s recommendations.”’> As regarding the central Arctic Sea, the
Commission recommended that Russia make a revised submission based on the
Commission’s findings listed in its recommendations.”'® To date, Russia has yet
to provide the Commission a revised submission.

Although we do not know the exact basis for Russia’s claims to the
Central Arctic Sea as far north as the North Pole, the next section will argue that

19 Croker, supra note 141, at 217. See also infra Appendix B to view the chart
that Russia included within its submission. The shaded areas are those portions
of the Arctic Sea floor that Russia claims as its extended continental shelf
beyond 200 nautical miles. The bold red lines represent the 200 nautical mile
limit.

211 gee Letter CLCS.01.2001.LOS (Continental Shelf Notification) Dec. 20,
2001; See also Letter by the Secretary General of the U.N. dated 20 Dec. 2001
(Reference: CLCS.01.2001.LOS (Continental Shelf Notification).

12 Issues relating to Russian continental shelf claims affecting the Barents,
Bering, and Okhotsk Seas is beyond the scope of this article.

13 See supra note 211 and accompanying text. The Secretary General summary
letter includes Table 1. Point No. 31, describing the North Pole, namely the
coordinates 90.0000 N, 0.0000 E, as part of the Russian claim).

214 Croker, supra note 141, at 218.

215 General Assembly Report 57™ Session, dated Oct. 8, 2002 para. 41.

216 Croker, supra note 141, at 218.
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Russia’s shelf claim over the North Pole does not appear to satisfy the
requirements of Article 76 of UNCLOS III, based on the assumption that Russia
is considering the Lomonosov Ridge to not be a ridge at all, but merely a
submarine elevation.

C. Article 76 of UNCLOS 111 and the Exclusion of “Ridges”

The status of ridges in Article 76 is important because the provisions of
the Article impose restrictions upon how ridges may be used as the basis to
extend continental shelf rights. In addition, how a submerged land structure,
like the Lomonosov Ridge, is defined can determine whether that structure will
be subject to the ridge restrictions under Article 76 or not. It seems apparent
from the chart that accompanied Russia’s 2001 submission®'” to the Commission
that Russia attempted to use the Lomonosov Ridge as a “submarine elevation”
and not a “ridge” to justify its claim to extend the outer limits of its continental
shelf on the Arctic Sea floor up to and including the North Pole.

1. The Lomonosov Ridge

The Arctic Ocean Basin is made up of “. . . the deep central part of the
Arctic Ocean . . . underlain by oceanic crust that is separated from the
surrounding continental shelves by continental slopes” making up three main
continental bordering landmasses.”'® Located on the Arctic Sea floor are three
roughly parallel “oceanic ridges™' that run from the Eurasian landmass to the
North American landmass, namely the Alpha-Mendeleev Ridge, the Lomonosov
Ridge, and the Gakkel Ridge.”® The Lomonosov Ridge is the middle of the
three oceanic ridges and runs nearly directly beneath the North Pole.””' The
ridge is approximately 1500 km long and approximately 50 to 70 km wide,
rising approximately 3 km above the Arctic Sea floor.””> Scholars have
provided various explanations as for the origins of the Lomonosov Ridge.

7 See infra Appendix B.

218 Arthur Grantz, Treatment of Ridges and Borderlands, in LEGAL AND
SCIENTIFIC ASPECTS OF CONTINENTAL SHELF LiMmiTs 201, 208-209 (Myron H.
Nordquist, John N. Moore & Thomas H. Heidar, eds., 2004).

219 Id
2% See infra Fig. 1, p. 52.
221 Id.

222 See W. Jokat, G. Uenzelmann-Neben, Y. Kristoffersen & T.M. Rasmussen,

Lomonosov Ridge-A Double-Sided Continental Margin, 20 GEOLOGY 887
(1992).
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Although the exact origins of the ridge are not entirely clear,” it is generally
accepted that the ridge is of “continental origin.”*** Specifically, it is believed
that the Lomonosov Ridge is a “continental sliver** that detached from the
Barents-Kara continental shelf and moved to its current position through sea
floor spreading.”*® Another scholar explains that it appears that the southern end
of the Lomonosov Ridge, the edge located closest to the Russian “Laptev”
continental shelf, disconnected from that shelf in the past and “. . . moved as a
separate plate”*’ to its current location, supporting the contention that the ridge
is of continental origin. Regardless of the ridges’ origin, the same scholar
concludes that the three Arctic ridges, including the Lomonosov Ridge, “were
either constructed upon oceanic crust . . . or lie between areas of oceanic crust
created by seafloor spreading.””*® This means that the Lomonosov Ridge is not
currently part of any of the surrounding continental margins**’ because it is
surrounded by oceanic crust, not connected to continental crust, even if the ridge
may be made of continental material.

23 See Wilfried Jokat, The Sedimentary Structure of the Lomonosov Ridge

between 88° N and 80° N, 163 GEOPHYS. J. INT. 698, 701, (2005) (discussing
the origins of the Makarov-facing margin of the Lamonosov Ridge).

24 1d. at 700.

225 See Y. Kristoffersen & N. Mikkelsen, On Sediment Deposition and Nature
of the Plate Boundary at the Junction Between the Submarine Lomonosov Ridge,
Arctic Ocean and the Continental Margin of Arctic Canada/North Greenland,
225 MARINE GEOLOGY 265, 267, (2006) (discussing the geological and
oceanographic setting of the Lomonosov Ridge).

226 See Martin Jakobsson, First High-Resolution Chirp Sonar Profiles from the
Central Arctic Ocean Reveal Erosion of the Lomonosov Ridge Sediments, 158
MARINE GEOLOGY 111 (1999).

227 See Grantz, supra note 218, at 208.

228 |d

% 1d. at 208-209.
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|.” ¥

Fig. 1 The Lomonosov Ridge is encircled by a yellow dotted oval. See Andy Armstrong,
The Joint Hydrographic Center and the Center for Coastal and Ocean Mapping, Research
and Education in Hydrographic and Ocean Mapping, slide #28, unpublished PowerPoint
Presentation, http://www.csc.noaa.gov/mcsd/briefs/'unh 2.ppt. ~ The above graphic was
annotated and modified by the author for the convenience of the reader and the availability
of space on this page.

2. Key Definitions within Article 76

There are several important terms used in Article 76, the meaning of
which can help determine whether a coastal state may be justified in seeking to
extend its continental shelf rights beyond the 200 nautical mile limit. For a
coastal state to make such a claim the nation must first determine the extent of
its “continental margin.” Article 76(5), provides:

The fixed points comprising the line of the outer limits of the
continental shelf on the seabed, drawn in accordance with
paragraph 4 (a)(i) and (ii), either shall not exceed 350 nautical
miles from the baselines from which the breadth of the
territorial sea is measured or shall not exceed 100 nautical

&9
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miles from the 2,500 metre isobath, >*° which is a line
connecting the depth of 2,500 metres.”!

A review of this provision reveals that without some restriction the 2500 meter
isobath provision could potentially allow a coastal state to extend its continental
shelf claim to a distance that exceeds 350 nautical miles from its baseline so
long as the depth of the continental margin never dips below 2500 meters. The
reason is because the language states that the outer limit boundary of the
continental shelf “either shall not exceed 350 nautical miles from the baselines .
.. or shall not exceed 100 nautical miles from the 2500 metre isobath . . ..”**
Thus, in theory, if the 2500 meter isobath is not reached until a distance of 350
nautical miles, the coastal state may then add an additional 100 nautical miles
beyond that distance, giving the nation a continental shelf of roughly 450
nautical miles from the baseline.

Article 76 places restrictions on a coastal state’s use of the 2500 meter
isobath provision, namely that the continental margin may not include the “deep
ocean floor,” “oceanic ridges,” or may not exceed 350 nautical miles when
dealing with “submarine ridges.”” These restrictions do not apply to the
geomorphic formations referred to in Article 76 as “submarine elevations.”***
Knowing the definitions and characteristics of the preceding terms is also key to
knowing the extent a coastal state may seek to push out its continental shelf
rights under Article 76.2°

UNCLOS 1III does not define the terms listed in the preceding
paragraph. As Symonds and Brekke have pointed out, the issue of ridges is
“variable in nature” and will continue to cause disagreement in their

230 CONTINENTAL SHELF LIMITS: SCIENTIFIC AND LEGAL INTERFACE 325 (Peter
J. Cook & Chris M. Carleton eds., 2000) (“isobath” is defined as “[a] line
representing the horizontal contour of the seabed at a given depth.”)

211982 Convention, supra note 93, at art. 76(5).

2 See generally supra footnote 231 and accompanying text (emphasis added).
33 See 1982 Convention, supra note 93, at art. 76(3)-(6), discussing the fact that
if a particular ridge is an oceanic ridge, then it is part of the deep ocean floor and
may not be used to calculate the extension of the continental shelf beyond 200
nautical miles. If the ridge in question is a submerged ridge, then the ridge may
be used to calculate the extension of the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical
miles, but not more than 350 nautical miles.

341982 Convention, supra note 93, at art. 76(6).

5 See infra Appendix C.
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interpretation.”*® During the negotiations for UNCLOS III, a group of ten states
recommended a definition for “submerged oceanic ridges” as “long narrow
submarine elevations formed of oceanic crust, in such a manner that the outer
limit of the continental shelf in areas of such ridges does not exceed the . . . 350-
mile distance.”™’ Later, Japan recommended that the issue of “ridges” be
further defined to include “ridges formed of oceanic crust.”>* However, as was
discusse(zi”earlier, the notion of including a crustal criterion to Article 76 was
rejected.

6 Pphilip A. Symonds and Harald Brekke, Scientific Overview of Ridges

Related to Article 76 of the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea, in LEGAL
AND SCIENTIFIC ASPECTS OF CONTINENTAL SHELF LIMITS 161 (Myron H.
Nordquist, John N. Moore & Thomas H. Heidar, eds., 2004).

37 A COMMENTARY, supra note 45, at 867.

238 14
39 See supra note 121 and accompanying text.
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DEEP OCEAN FLOOR

IOUTER EDGE OF CONTINENTAL MARGIN

SLOPE, RISE, & FOOT

ISHELF EDGE

Baseline Baseline Baseline

Fig. 2 The diagram is viewed as though looking down on to a coastal
state’s shoreline. Objects 1-3 are “ridges.” Objects 1 & 2 are
“oceanic ridges” because they are surrounded by the deep ocean
floor. Object 3 is a “submarine ridge” because it falls within the
continental margin. Obiect 4 is a “submarine elevation.” such as a

During the development of UNCLOS III the International Hydrologic
Organization (IHO) defined “oceanic ridge,” “deep ocean floor,” and
“submarine ridge.” *** The IHO defined “oceanic ridge” as “[a] long elevation
of the deep ocean floor with either irregular or smooth topography and steep
sides.”' The “deep ocean floor” was defined as “[t]he surface lying at the
bottom of the deep ocean with its oceanic ridges, beyond the continental
margin.”**  Finally, the IHO defined “submarine ridge” as, “[a]n elongated
elevation of the sea floor, with either irregular or relatively smooth topography

20 A COMMENTARY, supra note 45, at 876.
241 Id.
242 Id
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and steep sides which constitutes a natural prolongation of land territory.”** As
for the definition of “submarine elevation,” Brekke and Symonds derive the
following definition:

Consequently, a submarine elevation that, along its entire
length, shares geologic characteristics and origin with the
landmass of the coastal State, and that forms an integral part
of the continental margin based on the foot of the continental
slope, may be categorized as being an elevation that is a
natural component of the continental margin of that State.***

With the exception of Japan’s proposal to include a crustal criterion as part of
the definition of ridges and elevations, and arguably Brekke and Symonds’ use
of the term “geologic” in their definition of “submarine elevation,”** all of the
preceding definitions focus mainly on characteristics having to do with shape or
formation. However, as Brekke and Symonds have argued, form alone is not
enough to distinguish between a “submarine ridge” and a “submarine
elevation.”**®

The definition of the continental margin in Article 76**" offers one of
the first express limitations on what may be included in the definition of the
continental margin. The continental margin may “not include the deep ocean
floor with its oceanic ridges or the subsoil thereof.””*® Thus, if the submerged
geomorphic structure adjacent to a coastal state protruding out beyond 200
nautical miles actually constitutes the deep ocean floor such as an “oceanic
ridge,” then the coastal state’s claim will be limited to a distance of 200 nautical
miles.*” Fig. 2, ridge 1 offers a conceptual example of this set of facts.
Typically, no part of an oceanic ridge is subject to a coastal state’s jurisdiction,
unless part or all of it is situated within that coastal state’s EEZ. Ridge 1.A of
Fig. 2 is subject to the coastal state’s jurisdiction, even though the ridge is
“oceanic.” However, no other part of ridge 1 beyond 200 nautical miles may be

2 1d. at 880.

" See Brekke and Symonds, supra note 121, at 189, discussing the definition
of “submarine elevation” and also noting that Article 76 provides some
examples of submarine elevations, e.g., plateaus, rises, caps, banks, and spurs.
Fig. 2, object number 4 depicts a “submarine elevation.”

" See supra note 144 and accompanying text.

246 gep Symonds and Brekke, supra note 236, at 160.

z:; 1982 Convention, supra note 93, at art. 76(3).

F
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subject to its claim. Ridge 2.B of Fig. 2 is not subject to the coastal state’s
jurisdiction because it an “oceanic ridge” and falls beyond 200 nautical miles.

Article 76 places another limitation on the extension of the continental
margin. Paragraph 6 further forbids a coastal state from claiming as part of its
continental margin beyond 350 nautical miles “submarine ridges.””" Because a
submarine ridge extends out from the continental margin it constitutes a natural
prolongation of the coastal state and may therefore be subject to a greater degree
of claim by the coastal state, but still subject to limits. Thus, the furthest
distance from the baseline of a coastal state that may be claimed as the
continental margin upon a “submarine ridge” is 350 nautical miles.”'
Regardless of the fact that the 2500 meter isobath had not yet been reached by
nautical mile 350, the measuring stops, and the outer edge of the continental
margin is set at 350 nautical miles.”* Fig. 2 ridge 3.C provides a conceptual
example of the total distance along ridge 3 the costal state may extend its
jurisdiction. Any portion of the ridge beyond 350 nautical miles may not be
subject to the costal state’s claim.

If the formation in question is in fact a “submarine elevation,” such as a
plateau, then a coastal state is not automatically prevented from pushing its
continental margin out beyond 350 nautical miles.”® The only inherent limit
would be that the state may not push the outer edge of its continental margin out
beyond 100 nautical miles from the 2500 meter isobath line.”* Fig. 2 object 4.D
depicts a submerged geomorphic structure that falls within the foot of the slope
of the continental margin. As such, the coastal state in Fig. 2 would not only be
entitled to object 4.D, but also E, because a submarine elevation will possess its
own continental margin, including foot, rise, and slope. This could constitute a
considerable distance out into the open seafloor, thus making the distinctions
between an “oceanic ridge,” “submarine ridge,” and “submarine elevation” very
important.

3. Analysis of Russia’s Claim Under Article 76

In the case of Russia’s claim over the central Arctic Ocean, the exact
meaning of the preceding terms is potentially of paramount importance when it

20 1d. at art. 76(6).
251 Id
2 1982 Convention, supra note 93, at art. 76(6).
253
Id.
24 See Brekke and Symonds, supra note 121, at 189 (discussing that a
submarine elevation is “a natural component of the continental margin” if it is
located “within the common envelope of the foot of the continental slope™).
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comes to making a claim as far north as the North Pole. An examination of the
graphic Russia included with its submission to the Commission located in
Appendix B indicates that the basis of Russia’s claim to extend its continental
shelf to the North Pole must be based on the Lomonosov Ridge formation.**®
The graphic depicts a cone shaped area reaching as far as the North Pole®°
indicating the area Russia intends to claim as its extended continental shelf.
Located directly in the middle of the shaded area is the Lomonosov Ridge,
which runs almost directly under the North Pole and continues in the direction
of Greenland and Canada.””’

The distance between Russia and the North Pole easily exceeds 350
nautical miles from its nearest baseline.”® Russia’s northern most baseline
boundary is located at the Polyarnyy Glacier on the north edge of Komsomolet
Island,” approximately 534 nautical miles from the North Pole.”® However,
the beginning point for the measurement of Russia’s continental margin cannot
start from Komsomolet Island and then proceed toward the North Pole, but must
begin approximately where the Lomonosov Ridge begins. The reason for this is
because of the basic customary international law principle of ‘“natural
prolongation.”*®'  For Russia to claim all of the submerged land between
Komsomolet Island and the North Pole the submerged land would need to be the

2

[

> See infra Appendix B.

256 Id.

257 Id.

238 1J.S. DEP’T OF DEFENSE, MARITIME CLAIMS REFERENCE MANUAL 489, 508
(23 June 2005), available at
http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/corres/html/2005 I m.htm [hereinafter
MARITIME CLAIMS MANUAL].

> 1d. at 508.

260 This figure is based on calculations made by the author in Google Earth
version 4.1. by taking the latitude and longitude of Russia’s northern most
baseline point from the Maritime Claims Reference Manual, See supra note 244,
and measuring the distance in nautical miles to the North Pole.

! See North Sea Continental Shelf, supra note 63, at 31, discussing the fact
that “whenever a given submarine area does not constitute a natural-or the most
natural-extension of the land territory of a coastal State, even though that area
may be closer to it than it is to the territory of another State, it cannot be
regarded as appertaining to that State . . . .” The ICJ concluded that a deep
trough between Norway and the rest of the North Sea shelf was adequate to
interrupt the natural prolongation of Norway’s land territory, such that the shelf
could not be considered to be adjacent to Norway despite its close proximity to
its coast.
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natural extension of its territory with no interruption.”> An examination of the
map Russia provided in its submission to the Commission®” located in
Appendix B reveals that there is a large gap between Komsomolet Island and the
North Pole,”* called the Eurasian Basin.*® Like the trough between Norway
and the rest of the North Sea shelf,”® the Eurasian Basin interrupts the natural
prolongation of the submerged land from Komsomolet Island to the North Pole.
It would be improper to calculate distance from Komsomolet Island over the
Eurasian Basin to the North Pole because the continental margin does not
maintain its continuity”®’ and therefore is not the natural prolongation of Russia.
It appears that Russia must agree with this assessment because its chart indicates
that its extended continental shelf claims proceed around the Eurasian Basin, not
across it.”® Russia’s claim runs along the length of the Lomonosov Ridge
toward the North Pole, not from the direction of Komsomolet Island but from
Benn;%ta Island,* located approximately 790-800 nautical miles from the North
Pole.

The evidence would appear to support the conclusion that the
Lomonosov Ridge is an “oceanic ridge” and part of the deep ocean floor.””" As
such, the ridge may not be used as the basis to support Russia’s claim.
However, if the Lomonosov Ridge is a “submarine ridge,” then Russia would be
able to argue for an extension of its continental margin along the length of the
ridge toward the North Pole, as it has done.?” However, the outer limit of the
continental margin would still fall well short of the North Pole because of the
350 nautical mile limit when using a “submarine ridge” to justify expansion of

262 | d
263 See infra Appendix B.
64 1d. See also Fig. 1 supra.
265 Ron Macnab, The Outer Limit of the Continental Shelf in the Arctic
(published PowerPoint Presentation on CD attached to the back cover of LEGAL
AND SCIENTIFIC ASPECTS OF CONTINENTAL SHELF LIMITS (Myron H. Nordquist,
John N. Moore & Thomas H. Heidar, eds., 2004) (given as part of a presentation
in Reykjavik in 2003. The graphic on slide #5 clearly shows a large basin
located approximately between Komsomolet Island and the North Pole. The
basin is called the Eurasian Basin).
266 See supra note 261 and accompanying text.
267 See generally Gudlaugsson, supra note 119, at 68.
6% See infra Appendix B.
269 | d
70 These facts and figures are based on calculations made by the author in
Google Earth version 4.1.
j:; See supra notes 224-29 and accompanying text.

Id.

=

=

v
8

=

96



Naval Law Review LVII

the continental shelf.”” Finally, if for the sake of argument the Lomonosov

Ridge is a “submarine elevation,” then the 350 nautical mile limit does not
automatically apply as it does with submarine ridges.”” Assuming that the
Lomonosov Ridge formation never dips below 2500 meters in depth, Russia
could conceivably continue to push its claim along the elevation toward the
North Pole. Under these circumstances, the only limitation to total Russian
control of the entire Lomonosov Ridge formation would be Article 76(10) which
provides, “[t]he provisions of this article are without prejudice to the question of
delimitation of the continental shelf between States with opposite or adjacent
coasts.””® On the other end of the Lomonosov Ridge is Greenland (Denmark)
and Canada.””® Presumably, Denmark and Canada could make similar claims to
the Lomonosov Ridge formation and push their own claims, until the three
nations derive an equitable delimitation of the formation. As stated earlier, the
facts indicate that the Lomonosov Ridge was once part of the Eurasian
landmass, but has since broken off and moved to its current position.*”’
Although the Lomonosov Ridge shares geologic characteristics with the
landmass of its continental origin, the ridge is now surrounded by the deep
ocean floor and is therefore an “oceanic ridge” of the deep ocean floor. Thus,
Russia is not permitted under UNCLOS III to use the Lomonosov Ridge as
justification to extend its continental shelf claim along its length to the North
Pole.

Whether Russia may still be able to sustain a claim to the North Pole
greatly depends on how the Commission will categorize the Lomonosov Ridge.
It is unclear exactly what future recommendations the Commission will issue
regarding Russia’s claim. The indications are that the Commission, at the very
least, does not consider the Lomonosov Ridge a “submarine elevation.” In 2001,
a research group concluded that most of the Arctic Sea floor was juridical
continental shelf of one country or another.””® However, once the Commission’s
summary of its recommendations was released, the research group revised its
conclusions regarding the Lomonosov Ridge to indicate that the central portions
were not part of the extended continental shelf of Russia.””> The reason for the
group’s modification of the ridge’s classification was due to unconfirmed

273 1982 Convention, supra note 93, at art. 76(6).

274 |d

25 1d. at art. 76(10).

276 See infra Appendix B.

277 See supra notes 223-234 and accompanying text.

278 Ron Macnab, The Outer Limit on the Continental Shelf in the Arctic Ocean,
in LEGAL AND SCIENTIFIC ASPECTS OF CONTINENTAL SHELF LIMITS 302
(Myron H. Nordquist, John N. Moore & Thomas H. Heidar, eds., 2004).

7791d. at 305.
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reports that the Commission took issue with Russia’s characterization of the
280
ridge.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In a twist of irony, it was the Soviet Union that recommended during
UNCLOS III negotiations in 1979 that continental margins not include “ocean
ridges,” yet it is Russia that is now attempting to use the Lomonosov Ridge to
justify its claim to the North Pole.®' It appears that science would conclude that
the Lomonosov Ridge constitutes an oceanic ridge of the deep ocean floor,?*?
making Russia’s claim to extend its continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles
along the Lomonosov Ridge unsupportable under UNCLOS III.  The
Commission is not, however, bound by pure science when making its
recommendations.”® Even if the Commission finds that the Lomonosov Ridge
is a “submarine ridge,” a claim to the North Pole would still be unsupportable
under UNCLOS III because the North Pole is much further away than 350
nautical miles from Russia. In addition, the symbolic act of planting a flag
under the North Pole, however impressive, will not change the geology of the
Arctic Sea floor beneath, nor lend any more legal credibility to Russia’s claim.

The future over the sovereign rights of the seafloor beneath the North
Pole is still very much in question due to the uncertainty in applying limited
science to Article 76 of UNCLOS III. Nations are not allowed to review the
particulars of Russia’s submission to the Commission, nor are they allowed to
view the particulars of the Commission’s recommendations back to Russia.
This “lack of transparency’*** makes peer review and oversight over the process
difficult, if not impossible. Once Russia acts in accordance with the
recommendations of the Commission, Russia’s actions are final and binding
upon the international community.”™® This deficiency does not exist under
UNCLOS I. However, UNCLOS I remains woefully inadequate in assisting
coastal states in determining the extent of their continental shelves. This is not
to say that a coastal state cannot legally make a claim to extend its rights to its
outer continental shelf without first being a party to UNCLOS III, because it can
do so under customary international law.”* However, such a claim would lack
legitimacy because the criteria for determining the outer limits of the shelf

250 1d. at 303.

281 A COMMENTARY, supra note 45, at 862.

%2 See supra note 224-29 and accompanying text.
% See supra note 199 and accompanying text.

284 Eiriksson, supra note 208, at 252.

% See supra note 191 and accompanying text.

86 See supra note 44 and accompanying text.
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would be arbitrary, unilaterally derived, and driven by self-interest, opening the
door to excessive claims the world over. Likewise, coastal state claims to the
outer continental shelf may be legally made under UNCLOS I, but would again
lack legitimacy. The exploitability criterion of UNCLOS I opened the door for
excessive continental shelf claims that were only in the interest of those nations
able to exploit the deep ocean floor, that is at least until other nations attempt to
do the same thing. A global feeding frenzy to the world’s ocean floors is in no
country’s interest. Despite the deficiencies in its continental shelf provisions,
UNCLOS III still represents a great improvement to UNCLOS I by providing
greater guidance to coastal states in determining the extent of their continental
shelf rights.

Since Russia made it submission to the Commission in 2001, the Commission
has received fifteen more submissions, representing the outer continental shelf
claims of Brazil, Australia, New Zealand, Ireland, France, Spain, the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Norway, Mexico, Barbados,
Indonesia, Japan, the Republic of Mauritius and the Republic of Seychelles,
Suriname, and Myanmar.”*’ Russia’s 2001 submission was the shot that
sounded around the world, starting a race of nations to claim the final frontier
left on earth. If, as Emerson says, the “sea is the key to all the lands,”*%
UNCLOS III is the key to the sea and its natural resources in a world striving to
adhere to the rule of law.

7 http://www.un.org/Depts/los/cles_new/clcs_home.htm (last visited Dec. 28,
2008).
88 See supra note 1 and accompanying text.
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Appendix A.
Article76
Definition of the continental shelf

1. The continental shelf of a coastal State comprises the seabed and subsoil of
the submarine areas that extend beyond its territorial sea throughout the natural
prolongation of its land territory to the outer edge of the continental margin, or
to a distance of 200 nautical miles from the baselines from which the breadth of
the territorial sea is measured where the outer edge of the continental margin
does not extend up to that distance.

2. The continental shelf of a coastal State shall not extend beyond the limits
provided for in paragraphs 4 to 6.

3. The continental margin comprises the submerged prolongation of the land
mass of the coastal State, and consists of the seabed and subsoil of the shelf, the
slope and the rise. It does not include the deep ocean floor with its oceanic
ridges or the subsoil thereof.

4. (a) For the purposes of this Convention, the coastal State shall establish
the outer edge of the continental margin wherever the margin extends beyond
200 nautical miles from the baselines from which the breadth of the territorial
sea is measured, by either:

(i) a line delineated in accordance with paragraph 7 by
reference to the outermost fixed points at each of which the
thickness of sedimentary rocks is at least 1 per cent of the
shortest distance from such point to the foot of the continental
slope; or

(i) a line delineated in accordance with paragraph 7 by
reference to fixed points not more than 60 nautical miles from
the foot of the continental slope.

(b) In the absence of evidence to the contrary, the foot of the
continental slope shall be determined as the point of maximum change
in the gradient at its base.

5. The fixed points comprising the line of the outer limits of the continental shelf
on the seabed, drawn in accordance with paragraph 4 (a)(i) and (ii), either shall
not exceed 350 nautical miles from the baselines from which the breadth of the
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territorial sea is measured or shall not exceed 100 nautical miles from the
2,500 metre isobath, which is a line connecting the depth of 2,500 metres.

6. Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph 5, on submarine ridges, the outer
limit of the continental shelf shall not exceed 350 nautical miles from the
baselines from which the breadth of the territorial sea is measured. This
paragraph does not apply to submarine elevations that are natural components of
the continental margin, such as its plateaux, rises, caps, banks and spurs.

7. The coastal State shall delineate the outer limits of its continental shelf, where
that shelf extends beyond 200 nautical miles from the baselines from which the
breadth of the territorial sea is measured, by straight lines not exceeding
60 nautical miles in length, connecting fixed points, defined by coordinates of
latitude and longitude.

8. Information on the limits of the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles
from the baselines from which the breadth of the territorial sea is measured shall
be submitted by the coastal State to the Commission on the Limits of the
Continental Shelf set up under Annex II on the basis of equitable geographical
representation. The Commission shall make recommendations to coastal States
on matters related to the establishment of the outer limits of their continental
shelf. The limits of the shelf established by a coastal State on the basis of these
recommendations shall be final and binding.

9. The coastal State shall deposit with the Secretary-General of the United
Nations charts and relevant information, including geodetic data, permanently
describing the outer limits of its continental shelf. The Secretary-General shall
give due publicity thereto.

10. The provisions of this article are without prejudice to the question of
delimitation of the continental shelf between States with opposite or adjacent
coasts.
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Appendix B.

See Letter, Secretary General, Receipt of the Submission by the Russian
Federation to the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf,
CLCS.01.2001.LOS (Continental Shelf Notification) (Dec. 20, 2001). This map
was attached to the letter.
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Explanation: The shaded areas are those that Russia claims to be
part of its continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles under
Article 76 of UNCLOS III. The bold red lines represent the 200
nm limit of the EEZ as measured from the baseline of Russia
represented by the very thin red lines outlining the land. This chart
was annotated by the author.
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Appendix C.
Types of seafloor high Art. 76 province that it Max. extent of continental
relates to shelf
Oceanic ridge Deep ocean floor 200 nautical miles
Submarine ridge Continental margin 350 M
Submarine elevation Continental margin 350 M or 2500 m isobath + 100
M, whichever is greater

See Philip A. Symonds and Harald Brekke, supra note 236, at 144 (discussing
the “ridge provision” of Article 76). This chart was reproduced from Table 1
located on the same page with only slight changes to formatting to fit the page.
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NEW MODEL FOR DISASTER RELIEF: A
SOLUTION TO THE POSSE COMITATUS
CONUNDRUM

Timothy E. Steigelman®
I INTRODUCTION

A hypothetical: on a bright spring morning in southern California, the
roads are clogged as usual with people on their way to work. Between 7:45 and
8:15, the predictable traffic jams are interrupted by a series of explosions
throughout the region. In a matter of minutes the freeways in the greater Los
Angeles area are brought to a standstill. Simultaneously, dozens of gas stations
in the area explode, along with several petroleum depots nearby.

Over the course of the morning, it becomes clear that several major
traffic arteries in southern California were attacked by improvised explosive
devices (IEDs). The target selection was deliberate, as revealed by a consistent
method of attack and their occurrence at or near the busiest freeway
interchanges. The most congested freeways in the country become little more
than parking lots as frustrated, scared motorists leave their cars on the road to
seek shelter. The attacks cause multiple casualties and incited panic. Fires rage
and black smoke billows across southern California. The combination of attacks
on the freeways and the petroleum infrastructure strike a purposeful blow to the
California economy.

The area is paralyzed by fear and nothing moves on freeways that are
now effectively sealed by the abandoned cars. A car explodes outside a federal
building in Long Beach, and another outside the Los Angeles police
headquarters. Casualties are unknown, but believed to be high. Southern
California is under siege.

The Governor, recognizing the threat exceeds the capability of local
and state police, calls up available members of the National Guard. They report

* J.D. Candidate, University of Maine School of Law; M.A., University of
Maryland; B.S., United States Naval Academy. The author wishes to thank
Professors Melvyn Zarr and Charles Norchi at Maine Law, and Professor
Stephen Wrage from the Naval Academy, for their support and guidance.
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for duty by day’s end. A state-level response to a localized disaster is well
understood and well rehearsed. But, on the other coast, the President determines
that the attacks require a federal response and, as Commander in Chief, orders
federal troops to prepare to move into California to secure the area, prevent
future attacks, and reassure the citizenry. The appearance of uniformed troops
in response to national disaster is more unusual and ad-hoc.

A question: is it legal? Can the President send federal troops to restore
peace and uphold the rule of law within the United States? The unsettling
answer is “maybe.” The equivocation is due, in some part, to the Posse
Comitatus Act (PCA). This law prohibits the domestic use of federal troops to
enforce civil law." But not only is the Act as it stands poorly understood, it also
is being modified rapidly. Since September 11, 2001, the PCA has been the
subject of academic® and legal debate,’ as well as Congressional revision.*
Commentators recommend a range of options, from scrapping the PCA
entirely,’ to amending it,° to keeping it in place without alteration.” Congress

' 18 U.S.C. § 1385 (2000).

2 See generally Linda J. Demaine & Brian Rosen, Process Dangers of Military
Involvement in Civil Law Enforcement: Rectifying the Posse Comitatus Act, 9
NYU J. LEG. & PuB. PoL’Y 167 (2005); Joshua M. Samek, The Federal
Response to Hurricane Katrina: A Case for Repeal of the Posse Comitatus Act
or a Case for Learning the Law?, 61 U. Miam1 L. REvV. 441 (2007).

? John A. McCarthy, et al., Posse Comitatus and the Military’s Role in Disaster
Relief, DISASTERS AND THE LAW 50 (Daniel A. Farber & Jim Chen eds., 2006).

* See 10 U.S.C.A. § 2567 (West 2007) (effective Oct. 17, 2006); repealed by
National Defense Authorization Act of 2008, Pub. L. No. 110-181, §1068, 122
Stat. 3 (2008) (10 U.S.C.A. § 333 (West 2008)).

5 See Lieutenant Colonel Donald J. Currier, The Posse Comitatus Act: A
Harmless Relic from the Post-Reconstruction Era or a Legal Impediment to
Transformation?, STRATEGIC STUD. INST. (2003).

% See Demaine & Rosen, supra note 2 at 250; see also John R. Longley III,
Military Purpose Act: An Alternative to the Posse Comitatus Act—
Accomplishing Congress’s Intent With Clear Statutory Language, 49 Ariz. L.
REv. 717, 718, 740-41 (2007); Ashley J. Craw, A Call to Arms: Civil Disorder
Following Hurricane Katrina Warrants Attack on the Posse Comitatus Act, 14
GEO. MASON L. REV. 829, 850-56 (2007).

7 See Samek, supra note 2 at 465. See also Christopher Ligatti, The Legality of
American Military Troops Engaging in Law Enforcement in the Event of a
Major Terrorist Attack, 41 NEw ENG. L. REv. 199, 240-41 (2006) (providing a
survey of several posse comitatus articles and opinions). Other authors simply
bemoan the erosion of civil liberties, counting down the impending demise of
posse comitatus. See Nathan Canestaro, Homeland Defense: Another Nail in the
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seems similarly conflicted, repealing after only two years a 2006 law meant to
clarify the PCA.®

A case study: the PCA was at issue most recently during Hurricane
Katrina. While there were a multitude of causes for the devastating loss of life
wrought by the storm and its aftermath, a substantive contributing factor was an
endemic misunderstanding about posse comitatus regarding whether and how
the President could order federal troops into a domestic disaster area. As will be
discussed below, the power struggle regarding federal troops became a major
point of contention, exacerbating an already slow disaster response.

The implicit goal of the PCA is a desire to keep the federal military out
of the traditional state role of law enforcement. The challenge is to articulate the
law in a way that upholds the tradition while also supporting effective disaster
relief. The cost for not doing so, as seen in the Hurricane Katrina response, is
the unnecessary loss of American lives. In the event there is a large-scale
manmade disaster in the United States, a clear and ready application of the law
will be even more urgent. The law as it stands probably affords the President all
the power necessary to restore order after a disaster using federal troops.” But
as recent experience during Hurricane Katrina shows, the PCA as currently
applied is insufficiently clear for lawmakers, military, and first responders to
avoid posse comitatus proscriptions.

In order to address the lack of clarity, this article explores the limits of
the domestic use of the federal military under the Posse Comitatus Act, and
recommends a way to combine the valued goals of the PCA with an effective
domestic disaster response. An ideal solution would be sub-statutory, that is, a
solution effectuated within the executive branch, not requiring new legislation.
Each new law generates unforeseen second and third-order effects; indeed,
recent Congressional attempts to clarify the PCA have already been repealed.
Instead, this article provides what has been missing from the academic debate of
Posse Comitatus to date: a workable and timely solution for domestic disaster
response that respects the goals of Posse Comitatus.

Coffin for Posse Comitatus, 12 WasH. U. J.L. & PoL’Y 99, 143-44 (2003);
Lieutenant Colonel Mary J. Bradley et al., The Posse Comitatus Act: Does It
Impact the Department of Defense During Consequence Management
Operations?, ARMY LAw. 68, 72-75 (2007); Matthew S. Belser, Martial Law
After the Storm, 35 S.U. L. REv. 147, 221 (2007).

¥ See 10 U.S.C. § 2567 (effective Oct. 17, 2006), repealed by National Defense
Authorization Act of 2008, Pub. L. No. 110-181, §1068, 122 Stat. 3 (2008) (10
U.S.C.A. § 333 (West 2008)).

? See Samek, supra note 2, at 465.
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To that end, this article reviews the Act’s history, its role in the
Hurricane Katrina response, and recent PCA legislation, and then outlines and
applies a new model based on current analogs. Part II is a primer on the PCA
and how it works, including its history, exceptions, and jurisprudence. Part III
examines how a misapplication of the PCA was unnecessarily burdensome to
federal disaster relief following Hurricane Katrina, showing what can go wrong
when the law is misapplied. Part IV explores how Congress reacted to Katrina
with legislation meant to clarify the PCA—then proceeded to reverse course
little more than a year later. Part V looks at current government analogs that
might be adapted when re-thinking domestic disaster response under the PCA.
Part VI recommends a plan synthesizing the PCA with effective disaster relief,
and applies the new model to the above hypothetical.

1. PRIMER: PCA MEANING, EXCEPTIONS, AND HISTORY
A Beginnings of the Act

The Posse Comitatus Act'® is not just a mere regulatory proscription,
but is in fact a criminal statute:

Whoever, except in cases and under circumstances expressly
authorized by the Constitution or Act of Congress, willfully
uses any part of the Army or the Air Force as a posse
comitatus or otherwise to execute the laws shall be fined under
this title or imprisoned not more than two years, or both."!

Posse comitatus is Latin for “power of the county,” and is defined as “[a] group
of citizens who are called together to help the sheriff keep the peace.”’” The
plain text of the statute makes it a federal crime to use any portion of the Army
or Air Force to enforce the law.”> While the Navy and Marine Corps are not
mentioned in the statute, internal regulations place similar restrictions on the use
of these military branches as well."* Simply saying that the military may not

1‘: 18 U.S.C.A. § 1385 (West 2008).

Id.
"2 BLACK’S LAW DICTIONARY (3rd pocket ed. 2006).
18 U.S.C. § 1385 (2008).
4 U.S. DEP’T OF DEFENSE, DIR. 5525.5, MILITARY SUPPORT TO CIVIL
AUTHORITIES 13 — 21 (15 Jan. 1993) hereinafter DOD DIR. 5525.5]. See also
U.S. DEP’T OF NAVY, SEC’Y OF THE NAVY INSTR. 5820.7C, COOPERATION WITH
CIVILIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICIALS 5 (26 Jan. 2006) [hereinafter
SECNAVINSTR 5820.7C] (recognizing that DOD DIR 5525.5 applies PCA
proscriptions to the Navy and Marine Corps, though not required by statute).
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enforce the law, however, only begins the inquiry. A full understanding of the
law requires an historical, textual, and legal inquiry.

1. Posse Comitatus Antecedents

The concepts behind the PCA predate the republic. A national army is
perhaps the most threatening arm of a federalized government, and the Framers
feared its reach. In The Federalist No. 26, Alexander Hamilton underscored the
wisdom of requiring funding for an army to be reauthorized every two years, as
required in the “new Constitution.”"> He predicted this biannual debate over a
standing army would provide the states with the opportunity to focus their
citizenry on any possible “encroachments from the federal government.”'®

James Madison also felt a standing army was “dangerous, at the same
time that it may be necessary.”'’ He agreed with Hamilton that “the best
possible precaution against danger from standing armies is a limitation of the
term for which revenue may be appropriated to their support.”'® Their opinions
reflect the mood of the Framers and their arguments convinced the burgeoning
nation to ratify the newly drafted Constitution.”” The fact that this coordinated
propaganda campaign addressed and downplayed the reach of a federal military
is evidence of an historical American distrust of a standing army.?

'> THE FEDERALIST No. 26, at 139 (Alexander Hamilton) (Clinton Rossiter ed.,,
1999). See also U.S. CONST. art. 1, § 8, cl. 12.

' THE FEDERALIST No. 26, at 140 (Alexander Hamilton) (Clinton Rossiter ed.,
1999).

'7 THE FEDERALIST No. 41, at 225 (James Madison) (Clinton Rossiter ed., 1999).
¥ 1d. at 227.

1 Charles R. Kesler, Introduction to THE FEDERALIST PAPERS, i, viii (Clinton
Rossiter, ed., 1999).

0 Interestingly, the Constitution memorializes distrust only in federal ground
forces. The Constitution grants Congress the power to “raise and support
Armies,” with appropriations limited to two years. U.S. CONST. art. I, § §, cl.
12. State militias, however, were authorized and armed by Congress, with no
similar requirement for periodic reauthorization, id. at cl. 16, even though state
militias could be called into federal service. Id. at cl. 15. Similarly, Congress
may “provide and maintain a Navy,” id. at cl. 13, but is not constitutionally
required to periodically review funding for naval forces. Id. This disparity
between the constitution’s treatment of land and naval forces shows America’s
historical wariness towards a standing army, also evidenced by the text of the
Posse Comitatus Act. 18

U.S.C.A. § 1385 (West 2008).
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Once the Constitution was ratified, Congress established the federal
District Courts with the Judiciary Act of 1789. %' The Act also provided the
courts with U.S. Marshals.”> The U.S. Marshals, in turn, used the local citizens
as the common law “power of the county,” or posse comitatus, to help the
Marshal enforce the laws as needed.” Federal soldiers were not often used by
the Marshals, and for the century between the American Revolution and passage
of the PCA, it remained an open question as to whether the federal marshals
could legally require military members to become part of a posse comitatus.**

While the nascent court system developed and matured, deep and
abiding distrust of federal troops remained part of the national psyche. Chief
Justice Burger acknowledged this fact in a hotly contested case about domestic
military surveillance, writing that there exists

[a] traditional and strong resistance of Americans to any
military intrusion into civilian affairs. That tradition has deep
roots in our history and found early expression, for example,
in the Third Amendment's explicit prohibition against
quartering soldiers in private homes without consent and in the
constitutional provisions for civilian control of the military.
Those prohibition[s’] . . . philosophical underpinnings explain
our traditional insistence on limitations on military operations
in peacetime.”

That traditional insistence dates back at least as far as Madison and Hamilton,
who penned the opening volleys addressing the distrust of federal military
power. This distrust carried forward 100 years from the nation’s founding, and
under somewhat different circumstances, led to the passage of the original Posse
Comitatus Act.

21 An Act to Establish the Judicial Courts of the United States, 1st Cong., 1
Stat. 73 (1789).

2 d.
5 Currier, supra note 5, at 2.
21d. at2 - 3.

 Laird v. Tatum, 408 U.S. 1, 15 (1972).
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2. Passage

Congress passed the PCA during Reconstruction.”® During that time,
the earlier wariness of central federal authority intruding on states’ rights was
strengthened by new political and racial concerns. The catalyzing events
leading to Posse Comitatus were repeated uses of the federal army to intervene
in antebellum Louisiana, Arkansas, and South Carolina; these interventions
affected state politics, and were necessary to keep the peace in the face of
dangerous elements such as the Ku Klux Klan or armed factions striking at the
state governments.27 The introduction of federal troops, perceived as an insult to
state sovereignty, made domestic use of the military a major issue in the election
of 1876.®® As a result, the 45th Congress, with recently repatriated southern
congressmen, passed the original Posse Comitatus Act as part of the army’s
appropriation bill.*’ Though there was much discussion about the historical
wariness towards a centralized government,” the background of Reconstruction
and contemporaneous racial retrenchment made clear the intent of Posse
Comitatus was to prevent further federal meddling in southern states’ internal
affairs.’’ From this ignoble beginning came the longstanding law that has come
to represent a general respect for civilian supremacy in law enforcement.

A. Posse Comitatus in Context

Having explored the historical antecedents and passage of Posse
Comitatus, a fuller understanding of the law’s operation requires learning about
the Act’s function in both Constitutional and statutory context, along with
judicial interpretation. This inquiry will later inform a recommendation for an
effective, Posse Comitatus-compliant, disaster relief plan.

1. Constitutional Underpinnings

Several Constitutional provisions provide the framework for analyzing
the PCA. The Constitution requires the President to “take Care that the Laws be

%18 U.S.C.A § 1385 (West 2008) (originally passed June 18, 1878). See also
Currier, supra note 5, at 3.

*7 Currier, supra note 5, at 4-5.

* Gary Felicetti & John Luce, The Posse Comitatus Act: Setting the Record
Straight on 124 Years of Mischief and Misunderstanding Before Any More
Damage is Done, 175 MIL. L. REv. 86, 112 (2003).

2 Currier, supra note 5, at 5.

*1d.

3! Felicetti & Luce, supra note 28.
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faithfully executed.”? Additionally, the President is the Commander in Chief of
the federal armed forces, and state militias when in federal service.”® Congress’s
powers under the Constitution are equally relevant to the PCA. Congress funds
and regulates the federal military,” and funds and regulates the state militias.*
Additionally, Congress is empowered to pass laws “provid[ing] for calling forth
the [state] Militia to execute the laws of the Union, suppress Insurrections and
repel Invasions.°

2. Statutory Exceptions

There are two broad categories of statutory exceptions to the PCA. The
first category refers to insurrections, and is Congress’ guidance to the President
concerning the employment of state militias and federal troops domestically.’’
The second category of exceptions, the one most pertinent to this discussion, is
Congress’ instructions to the President concerning use of the military to assist
civilian law enforcement.®

32 U.S. CoNST. art. I, § 3.

31d. at § 2.

*1d. atart. I, § 8, cl. 12 — 14.

¥ 1d. at cl. 16.

1d. at cl. 15.

710 U.S.C. §§ 331 — 334, 12406 (2000). For a thorough treatment of the
insurrection statutes, see Stephen I. Vladeck, The Field Theory: Martial Law,
the Suspension Power, and the Insurrection Act, 81 TEMPLE L. REV. 391, 432-
436 (2007).

® 10 US.C. §§ 372 — 382 (2000). Other authors include the Defense
Department’s Immediate Response Authority as part of similar discussions. See
Ross C. Paolino, Note, Is it Safe to Chevron Two-Step in a Hurricane? A
Critical Examination of How Expanding the Government’s Role in Disaster
Relief Will Only Exacerbate the Damage, 76 GEO. WASH. L. REv. 1392, 1401-
02 (2008). The Immediate Response Authority is not addressed in this piece
because the directive creating the authority is an intradepartmental regulation
creating civil Department of Defense emergency response coordinators, and
implementing the Stafford Act, discussed infra. U.S. DEP’T OF DEFENSE, DIR.
3025.1, MILITARY SUPPORT TO CIVIL AUTHORITIES 1-2 (15 Jan. 1993)
[hereinafter DOD DIR. 3025.1]. Additionally, regarding the “Immediate
Response” specifically, it is a power granted to local commanders immediately
following a disaster when communication with higher headquarters is
unavailable. 1d. at 7. Law enforcement may perhaps be exercised in such an
exigency, but such an allowance is, at best, implicit. Id. at 7-8. The Immediate
Response Authority, therefore, is an individual commander’s decision to use
available troops before a full-scale recovery effort is launched, akin to the
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The guidance for the President in responding to insurrection is
permissive, granting the President the discretion to call forth the militia “as he
considers necessary.” These “calling forth” statutes, as they are referred to,
give the President explicit power to use state militias and federal military forces
in specific circumstances.*’ Some examples include restoring order in the event
of insurrection against a state,*' quelling rebellion or other unrest against federal
authority,* responding to threat of invasion, ** and restoring order after a major
public emergency.*

While the “calling forth” statues give the President wide latitude, the
law enforcement statutes are more specific, and can be read as enabling
legislation. The law enforcement statutes grant power directly to the Secretary
of Defense® to share equipment and facilities,*® information gleaned through
surveillance,”’” and even military training and uniformed experts, with law
enforcement.” While these statutes seem to allow a blurring of the lines
between military and civilian law enforcement, accompanying sections state that
these laws are not intended to grant any greater law enforcement powers to

commander of the Presidio using federal troops to help fight fires after the San
Francisco earthquake of 1906. Because this piece addresses disaster response
from the federal level, the Immediate Response authority will not be discussed
any further.

10 U.S.C. §§ 331 (2000).

* The term “militia” is generally used today to refer to the National Guard, and
that will be its use in this article. National Guard Bureau, About the National
Guard, http://www.ngb.army.mil/About/default.aspx, (last visited Nov. 20,
2008). Though not discussed further herein, it is interesting to note that several
states continue the tradition of maintaining separate state militia organizations.
These organizations include the Maryland  Defense Force,
http://www.mddefenseforce.org/ (last visited Nov. 20, 2008); the Texas State
Guard, http://www.txsg.state.tx.us/ (last visited Nov. 20, 2008); the Alabama
State Defense Force, http://sdf.alabama.gov/default.htm (last visited Nov. 20,
2008); and the New York Guard, http://dmna.state.ny.us/nyg/nyg.html (last
visited  Nov. 20, 2008), and New York Naval Militia,
http://www.dmna.state.ny.us/nynm/naval.php (last visited Nov. 20, 2008).

10 U.S.C. § 331.

“1d. at § 332.

$1d. at § 12406.

*1d. at § 333.

* See, e.g., 10 U.S.C. § 372(a).

%10 U.S.C. §§ 372, 374.

410 U.S.C. § 371 (2000).

10 U.S.C. § 373.

113



2009 A Solution to the Posse Comitatus Conundrum

military members than was present before the laws’ passage.*’ The Constitution
provides for Congressional regulation of Presidential power with respect to use
of the military and militia domestically. The PCA generally forbids military
members from acting as civil law enforcement. In short, the “calling forth”
statutes give the “when,” and the military law enforcement statutes provide the
“how” for statutory PCA exceptions.

3. Judicial Interpretation

By deciding cases and controversies in light of this constitutional and
statutory framework, the judiciary at once illuminates and obfuscates the PCA,
related laws, and the many common law exceptions.

a. Related Case Law

Judicial interpretation of the “support to law enforcement” statutes
suggests a narrow reading of Posse Comitatus proscriptions. The text of the
PCA applies only to the Army and Air Force.” It is conceivable to extend the
law’s proscriptions to the Navy, as a handful of courts have interpreted the
PCA.>" The majority view, however, gives Posse Comitatus a narrow reading,
allowing the Navy, operating in international waters, to provide indirect support
to law eglzforcement missions, even when the missions depend upon that military
support.

However, though most courts read PCA proscriptions narrowly, most
courts also grant the President broad discretion with respect to the insurrection
and calling forth statutes. In one stark example, a federal appeals court
abrogated its power in this area of law:

[T]he decision whether to use troops or the militia (National
Guard) in quelling a civil disorder is exclusively within the
province of the president. The Courts also have made it clear
that presidential discretion in exercising those powers granted

10 U.S.C. §§ 375, 387.

10 US.C. § 1385. Early drafts of the act included naval forces in the
proscriptions. The language was dropped in the final version. See Felicetti &
Luce, supra note 28, at 111.

*! United States v. Kahn, 35 F.3d 426, 431 n.6 (9th Cir. 1994).

52 See, e.g., United States v. Rasheed, 802 F.Supp. 312, 325 (D. Haw. 1992); and
State v. Short, 775 P.2d 458, 459 (Wash. 1989).
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in the Constitution and in the implementing statutes is not
subject to judicial review.”

In that case, not only was the President ruled the sole authority to declare when
insurrections were occurring, but the court also denied the existence of a cause
of action, on constitutional and statutory grounds, against the President for
damages caused by his failure to protect property when declining to exercise his
“calling forth” power .>*

Just as there is generally no cause of action against a President who
fails to exercise his authority under the “calling forth” statutes, so do most courts
similarly disallow suing the government for taking affirmative steps in
preparation for using the “calling forth” powers. For example, in 1963,
Governor George Wallace sought an injunction to prevent federal troops from
being placed within Alabama.” In a terse single paragraph, the Supreme Court
cited one of the “calling forth” statutes as authority for “alerting and stationing
military personnel in the Birmingham area.”>® Finding the President’s actions
were within the statute, and moreover that the statute did not provide a cause of
action, the Court dismissed Wallace’s complaint.’’

Courts are reluctant to contravene the President’s broad authority under
the “calling forth” statutes. In one case involving a coal mine strike, a federal
court refused to certify the need for federal troops to quell civil unrest, as
requested by the plaintiff coal company.”® Claiming violence was a certainty if
they attempted to move coal past striking miners, the coal company requested
certification of a state of insurrection as one alternative form of relief.”’
Denying the request, the court reasoned that the President’s power to send
troops into a state was a decision left entirely to the executive branch, to the
exclusion of the judiciary.® Additionally, once the President declares territory

33 Monarch Ins. Co. v. District of Columbia, 353 F.Supp. 1249, 1255 (D.D.C.
1973). See also Martin v. Mott, 25 U.S. 19, 30-32 (1827) (entrusting the power
to declare the existence of an insurrection solely to the President).
>* Monarch Ins. Co., 353 F.Supp. at 1257 — 61.
> Brief for Plaintiff at 11, Alabama v. United States, 1963 WL 81838 (U.S.
1963).
%% Alabama v. United States, 373 U.S. 545, 545 (1963).
57

Id.
3% Consolidated Coal & Coke Co v. Beale, 282 F. 934, 936 (S.D. Ohio 1922).
*1d. at 934 — 35.
%1d. at 936.
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to be in a state of insurrection, that designation remains in effect until the
President declares the insurrection to be over.*!

Taken together, judicial interpretation of the law enforcement and
“calling forth” statutes show a reluctance to infringe upon the sphere of the
executive branch in many areas of the law that overlap with the PCA. Beyond
mere statutory interpretation, however, the judiciary has several modes of
analysis to determine when an executive branch action oversteps the bounds of
the PCA.

b. Tests for PCA Violations

There are three methods of analysis that courts use to determine
whether the PCA has been violated. After an exploration into each of the three
tests, the tests will be applied to a real fact pattern, to demonstrate their relative
probity.

“The first test [is] whether civilian law enforcement agents made
‘direct active use’ of military personnel to execute the laws.”®* This “direct
active use” interpretation of the PCA language applies to military personnel,®
including “any unit of federal military troops of whatever size or designation to
include one single soldier or large units such as a platoon or squadron.” When
first articulated in United States v. Red Feather,® the court held as a matter of
law that the PCA could not be violated by sharing material resources between
the military and law enforcement.®® However, defendants could defeat criminal
charges by successfully proving that military personnel had assisted law
enforcement.”” The charges in Red Feather alleged the defendants impeded law
enforcement officers who were “lawfully engaged in the lawful performance of
[their] official duties.”®® If the defendant could prove that law enforcement
violated the PCA by using members of the Army or Air Force to enforce the

%! Hamilton v. Dillin, 88 U.S. 73, 95 (1875).

62 United States v. Yunis, 681 F. Supp. 891, 892 (D.D.C. 1988).

6 United States v. Red Feather, 392 F. Supp. 916, 921- 22 (D.S.D. 1975). See
also 10 U.S.C. § 375 (passed in 1981, this statute effectively codifies the Red
Feather holding and prohibits the military from directly participating in search,
seizure, or arrests).

% Red Feather, 392 F. Supp. at 922.

1d. at n.63.

% Id.at 924.

71d. at 923 — 24.

8 18 U.S.C. § 231(a)(3) (2000).
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civil laws, the police were necessarily acting unlawfully, which would defeat the
charge.”

Perhaps most interesting to the “direct and active use” test is that, after
finding a possible PCA violation, the Red Feather court went out of its way to
limit the impact of its opinion.”” The court drew a distinction between military
personnel executing the laws, as proscribed by the PCA, and aiding civilian
investigations, which courts generally allow.”"  This distinction between
executing the laws and assisting investigations is generally considered correct
and unambiguous. In any event, this test of “direct and active use” is perhaps
the clearest and easiest of the three PCA tests to apply.”

The second test weighs whether the “‘use of any part of the Army or
Air Force pervaded the activities of the civilian law enforcement agents.”” First
articulated in U.S. v. Jaramillo™, the “pervaded” test is akin to a “totality of the
circumstances” analysis.”” Jaramillo, like Red_Feather, was a criminal case
arising from the events at Wounded Knee in 1973,” and again one of the
charges required law enforcement officers to have been acting lawfully.”” The
court drew attention to the actions of Colonel Volney Warner, U.S. Army, and
the unique role he played during the standoff.” Col. Warner received orders to
report to Wounded Knee to observe events, and advise the Defense Department
whether or not federal troops were required.” Although Col. Warner advised
against the need for troops, his observation crept towards advice to law
enforcement, and his advice arguably crossed the line into assistance.*® Col.
Warner recommended the law enforcement officers change their rules of
engagement, and provided military vehicles to law enforcement officials.

% Red Feather, 392 F. Supp. at 923 — 24.

01d. at 924 — 25.

"'1d. See also Burns v. State, 473 S.W.2d 19 (Tex. Crim. App. 1971); United
States v. Walden, 490 F.2d 372 (4th Cir. 1974).

72 See also United States v. Hartley, 796 F.2d 112, 115 (5th Cir. 1986) (passing
information from the Air Force to Customs did not amount to “direct
participation of the military”).

3 United States v. Yunis, 681 F. Supp. 891, 892 (D.D.C. 1988) (quoting United
States v. Jaramillo, 380 F. Supp. 1375, 1379 (D. Neb. 1974)).

™ United States v. Jaramillo, 380 F. Supp. 1375, 1379 (D. Neb. 1974).

" 1d.. at 1381.

% 1d. at 1376.

71d.

" 1d. at 1379 — 80.

7 Jaramillo, 380 F. Supp. at 1379.

%01d. at 1379 — 80.
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Because one condition for using the vehicles was that the police use tactics
prescribed by Col. Warner, the colonel’s conditions became de facto orders that
were promulgated to the law enforcement officers."’

On the basis of these facts, the court acquitted the defendants.** Being
careful to stop short of an explicit finding of a Posse Comitatus violation, the
court held that Col. Warner’s participation raised a reasonable doubt, under the
PCA, as to whether the law enforcement personnel were acting lawfully.** In
short, there likely was a PCA violation by Col. Warner, because his participation
in the stand-off at Wounded Knee “pervaded the activities” of civilian law
enforcement.®

“The third [and final] test is whether the military personnel subjected
citizens to the exercise of military power which was regulatory, proscriptive, or
compulsory in nature.”  Another case arising from the Wounded Knee
standoff, U.S. v. McArthur® first formulated this test, finding the earlier “direct
and active use” and “pervade” tests inadequate.®” The court in McArthur applied
a “regulate, proscribe, or compel” test to the same facts discussed in Red
Feather and Jaramillo.*® Taking Col. Warner’s presence at Wounded Knee to
be preparatory in nature, and his advice to civilian law enforcement to be
incidental, the court in McArthur ruled that Warner’s assistance did not run
afoul of the PCA.¥ The court reasoned that it was the civil authorities who gave
the orders, so that Warner’s advice did not compel civilian law enforcement to
do anything; therefore, the PCA was not violated.”

Applying these judicial tests to another factual scenario will better
illustrate the three analyses of the PCA. For example, imagine if an Air Force

*Id.

2 1d. at 1381.

1.

8 Jaramillo, 380 F. Supp. at 1379.

% United States v. Yunis, 681 F. Supp. 891, 892 (D.D.C. 1988).

% Monarch Ins. Co. v. District of Columbia, 353 F.Supp. 1249 n.53 (D.D.C.
1973).

%7 United States v. McArthur, 419 F. Supp. 186, 194 (D.N.D. 1975).

*Id. at 193.

*1d. at 195.

% 1d. at 194 — 95. The court in McArthur does not make the “regulate,
proscribe, or compel” test as clearly distinct as was perhaps intended. In fact,
the court circles back to the “pervade” test, almost rhetorically challenging the
Jaramillo court on its conclusion. McArthur, 419 F. Supp. at 195. Though there
may only be a fine conceptual difference, the third test is still a useful point of
view for evaluating possible PCA violations.
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helicopter pilot flew a search mission to help civilian law enforcement capture a
fugitive.”’ During the search, the pilot lands in a field and injures a bystander
when debris is sent flying by the helicopter’s rotor downwash.”” In a resulting
civil action, the plaintiff seeks to hold the government liable for the pilot’s
actions, arguing that the aerial search was within the pilot’s scope of
employment.”

To help illustrate the differences between the three tests and discover
any disparity in result, the fact pattern above will be analyzed with each test.
First, the “direct and active use” test would almost certainly find that the law
enforcement officials violated the PCA. By flying search patterns, the military
pilot was a direct and active participant in the fugitive search. Just as the
defendant in Red Feather was allowed to prove active participation in the law
enforcement action, here, the helicopter pilot seems both an archetype of “direct
and active use,” as well as a modern analogue to the mounted cavalry helping
the sheriff track down a cattle rustler. Because it was prohibited when on
horseback, so too is the “direct and active use” of a military helicopter
prohibited by the PCA.

The second test, whether military assistance “pervades” the law
enforcement action, is less satisfying when applied to the above facts. The
helicopter pilot, depending on the storyteller, could be either the linchpin of the
whole search operation, or a mere last minute addition, unimportant to the
overall search. Given the Jaramillo decision and the extent of Col. Warner’s
egregious direction in the Wounded Knee standoff, the pilot above probably did
not violate the PCA. The pilot was in the air and had some part in directing the
search by communicating with the civilian law enforcement, but there is no
suggestion that the pilot set conditions and rules like Col. Warner. Because the
pilot’s participation likely helped shape the search, however, in a manner that
was somewhat pervasive, the pilot’s assistance could run afoul of PCA under the
“pervade” test; there is no clear answer using this test.

Finally, the “regulate, proscribe, or compel” test is almost certainly not
violated on the above facts. Just as the McArthur court used the same Wounded
Knee facts and found no violation, the pilot in the above facts would likely not

! Facts in this hypothetical are drawn from Wrynn v. United States, 200 F.
Supp. 457 (E.D.N.Y. 1961).

“Wrynn, 200 F. Supp. at 465.

% 1d. In Wrynn, though the court did not reach the question, removing the
federal government’s liability, as the court did, should have allowed the plaintiff
to pursue a tort claim against the pilot personally. Restatement (Third) of
Agency § 7.01 (2006).
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violate the PCA under this test. Although the pilot’s input to the search may
have amounted to some level of control, the pilot’s direction and
communications cannot fairly be considered regulation, proscription, or
compulsion. The McArthur court was focused on the fact that the colonel’s
advice had to be enforced by a supervisory law enforcement officer. Similarly,
the pilot’s descriptions of what he did or did not see would probably have been
advisory, and the law enforcement personnel on the ground could continue to
direct their search however they saw fit, regardless of what the pilot said. It
seems, then, that unless a military member directs civilians on threat of force, or
exercises some unequivocal authority over a civilian, the “regulate, proscribe, or
compel” test is very difficult to violate.

As the preceding discussion illustrates, each of the three tests looks at
different aspects of military involvement in law enforcement. For that reason,
all three tests must be kept in mind when suggesting a working model for
disaster relief.

Having reviewed the foundational case law and political antecedents of
Posse Comitatus, the next analysis turns to a recent example of
misunderstanding the law. Exploring the damage caused by misapplying the
PCA will highlight the need to clarify the system, so that the military may
legally and effectively perform domestic disaster relief.

1. HURRICANE KATRINA: POSSE COMITATUS AS IMPEDIMENT

Hurricane Katrina became a Category Five hurricane while swirling at
sea on August 28, 2005.”* The storm was 150 miles across, and at the time was
predicted to produce flooding nearly twenty feet above normal tidal levels.”
The damage wrought by the storm itself, as well as by the slow response and
misapplication of Posse Comitatus, reveals the need to revise the way federal
troops are provided to disaster relief efforts.

A. Storm Damage

Hurricane Katrina was the most destructive natural disaster in
American history; it was the deadliest American disaster in eight decades, and
adjusted for inflation, the storm and its aftermath exceeded property damage in
any previous natural disaster.” There were an estimated 1,330 deaths caused by

% STEPHEN FLYNN, THE EDGE OF DISASTER xix (2007).
95
Id.
% The White House, The Federal Response to Hurricane Katrina: Lessons
Learned 5-9, in DISASTERS AND THE
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the storm and flooding, and more than 1 million evacuees.”’ Property damage
neared $100 billion, including the destruction of 300,000 homes.”

Economic and environmental maladies have beset the Gulf Coast since
the storm: unemployment, damaged infrastructure, oil spills and other toxic
hazards, and the loss of hundreds of thousands of residents who may never
return to their homes in Louisiana and Mississippi.”” An incredible 90,000
square miles of land were devastated, an area the size of the United Kingdom.'"
One commentator likens the enormity of the storm to the damage that a nuclear
detonation would cause.'”" The storm’s formation off the Gulf Coast was an act
of nature that could not be averted. The government’s response to the disaster,
however, was itself disastrous.

B. Slow Federal Response

It is hard to imagine a city more poorly situated topologically to
weather a heavy storm than New Orleans. It has been slowly sinking into the
swamp for centuries, and presently averages an elevation six feet below sea
level, with some sections eleven feet below sea level.'” It has been said that but
for the levee system, “much of the city would be a shallow lake.”'*

Because of the unique geographic features and the region’s propensity
for hurricanes, the idea of a hurricane hitting New Orleans was contemplated
well before August 2005. In fact, the near-miss of Hurricane Georges in 1998
spurred New Orleans to plan for a major hurricane disaster. The city received
funding five years later, and the region ran a hurricane response exercise called
“Hurricane Pam” in 2004.'” Many of the shortcomings discovered in Hurricane
Pam were replayed with real life consequences following Hurricane Katrina.'®

LAw 2, 2-4 (Daniel A. Farber & Jim Chen eds., 2006).

7 1d. at 4-5.

*1d. at 3.

*1d. at 4-5.

1% {J.S. Senate, Hurricane Katrina: A Nation Still Unprepared, in DISASTERS
AND THE LAW 5, 6 (Daniel A. Farber & Jim Chen eds., 2006).

"I FLYNN, supra note 94, at xx.

21d. at 48.

103 Id

4yus. Senate, supra note 100, at 7.

1% 1d. See also Paolino, supra note 38, at 1392-94 (discussing Hurricane Pam as
foreshadowing Katrina).
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In spite of these preparations, however, the federal government was
slow to provide assistance to the region when Hurricane Katrina hit. And this
was not for a failure to recognize the seriousness of the situation. On August 28,
2005, while Katrina moved towards New Orleans, President Bush had already
declared Louisiana and Mississippi disaster areas.'® The President spoke with
the governors of Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, and Mississippi, and urged
residents in the storm’s path to evacuate, although it was probably too late by
the time he made his short speech.'” Though he referred to federal agencies
that would assist in disaster relief, conspicuously absent from his remarks was
any mention of military assistance.'”™ Weeks later, the Department of Defense
was unable to pinpoint exactly when the military was first contacted and
requested to assist with storm recovery.'®”

The first uniformed presence in New Orleans was, not surprisingly, the
Louisiana National Guard.'"” Some members were sent to the Superdome,
where they kept order fairly well for a time.'"' The enormous crowds
challenged the relatively small number of Guardsmen present, however, and the
ultimate consensus was that the Guard overpromised and under delivered aid to
the evacuees.''” This may have been affected by the overseas deployment of
much 1?35 40 percent of the National Guard of Louisiana and surrounding
states.

In a gesture of solidarity, Governor Bill Richardson of New Mexico
sent a contingent of his own state’s National Guard to Louisiana to assist in the
recovery.''*  Embarrassingly for the Defense Department, the New Mexico
National Guard arrived in Louisiana before any federal troops.'” Inexplicably,

1% DouGLAS BRINKLEY, THE EDGE OF DISASTER: HURRICANE KATRINA, NEW
%QLEANS, AND THE MISSISSIPPI GULF COAST 100-01 (2006).

108 :g

1991d. at 100.

1014, at 421.

" BRINKLEY, supra note 106, at 421.

12 JED HORNE, BREACH OF FAITH: HURRICANE KATRINA AND THE NEAR DEATH
OF A GREAT AMERICAN CITY 52 (2006).

'3 BRINKLEY, supra note 106, at 416. See also PHILLIP CARTER, REBUILDING
AMERICA’S RESERVES, PROGRESSIVE POL. INST. POLICY PAPER (2007), available
at http://www.ppionline.org/documents/RebuildingReserves111407.pdf.

!4 BRINKLEY, supra note 106, at 421.

514, at 422.
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the federal troops at Fort Polk, a mere 270 miles from New Orleans, were
bypassed, and the 82d Airborne was sent from North Carolina instead.''®

The President was slow in ordering the troops to leave for Louisiana as
well.  As one author editorializes, “[i]f the Pentagon had been purposely
keeping the troops from Louisiana, it could not have done a better job of causing
delays.”'"”  Although it is still unclear why the federal troops were so slow to
respond,''® it is undeniable that the political battle and legal confusion around
Posse Comitatus were contributing factors.

The delayed, piecemeal military response to Katrina is indicative of the
problems surrounding use of Posse Comitatus. To borrow a phrase, assistance
delayed is assistance denied. Four days after Katrina hit, while the disaster in
Louisiana deepened, President Bush had yet to provide meaningful federal
relief.'"® As news from Louisiana kept getting worse, the Bush administration
began to slowly piece together a plan that included federalizing the Louisiana
National Guard.'” Louisiana Governor Kathleen Blanco and President Bush
were at odds over this idea. The White House argued for federalizing the troops
but Governor Blanco strongly opposed the proposal.'””' She opposed a federal
takeover of her state militia as a sign of failure of her own governance,
particularly as a member of the opposing party, and did not feel this was a
necessary measure to secure the needed aid."

Ultimately, Governor Blanco neither requested nor acquiesced to the
President’s request to federalize the Louisiana National Guard, and the President
declined to do so without her support.' In the midst of this political infighting,
people were dying. '** It would be another 36 hours before the cavalry arrived in
the form of 30,000 federal troops.'” In the interim, the Louisiana National

1%1d. at 417.

"71d. at 421.

18 .

"9 BRINKLEY, supra note 106, at 562-63.

201d. at 563.

121 Id

122 Id

3 1d. at 565.

12 During this time, Governor Blanco’s office was dogged by reporters asking
why she had not declared a state of emergency—when she had in fact done so
three days before the storm struck. Apparently, the White House promulgated
that misinformation, and the rumor would not go away. HORNE, supra note 112,
at 97.

125 Id
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Guard successfully evacuated the Super Dome on a shoestring and began
evacuating the Convention Center. While there was still work to be done, the
cavalry arrived too late to help the overwhelmed Guard with much of the initial
relocation and relief.'*®

C. Analysis

1. Could the President Legally Send Federal Troops?

Under the insurrection statutes'?’ and the Constitution,128 the President
did have the power to federalize the National Guard of his own accord, and
command them as if they were regular federal troops.'” The White House,
Governor Blanco, and the National Guard Bureau, however, fought over the
legal effect of federalizing the National Guard."*® Ultimately, opting not to
federalize the state militia was probably more about public perception than legal
authority.”®' It would have been heavy-handed to grab the National Guard out
from under the governor; federal suppression of an insurrection in Louisiana,
after all, was one of the historical impetuses for passing Posse Comitatus in the
first place.”** The Bush Administration wanted the governor to publicly request,
or at least quietly acquiesce in, federalizing the National Guard.'*?

Rather than forcibly recharacterize state militia into federal troops, the
President opted to send 30,000 regular army troops into Louisiana.'** This was
clearly acceptable under the PCA. Likewise, however, Posse Comitatus would
not have been offended by federalized National Guardsmen. Because the area
was lawless and individuals were being denied their rights, the President’s
powers under the insurrection statutes would have allowed him to restore order
with federalized troops.'”> After the Katrina disaster, one commentator who
fully understood the President’s constitutional and statutory authority
unequivocally laid the blame for the slow response at the feet of the
Administration: “[i]t’s utterly clear that [the president has] the authority to

126 1d. at 567.

12710 U.S.C.A. §§ 331-334 (West 2008).
128 U.S. CONST. art. II, § 2.

129 BRINKLEY, supra note 106, at 569.

30 HORNE, supra note 112 at 96. See also BRINKLEY, supra note 106, at 416,
487, 563-69.

B3I BRINKLEY, supra note 106, at 569.

132 Currier, supra note 5, at 4-5.

13 BRINKLEY, supra note 106, at 569.
B41d. at 417.

13510 U.S.C.A. §§ 331-334.
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preposition assets and to significantly accelerate the federal response . . . . [He]
did not need to wait for the state.”'*®

2. Would Troops Have Helped?

Before discussing solutions to the legal impasse compounding the
Katrina disaster, it is worthwhile to explore whether having troops in place
earlier would have been helpful. Despite the huge outcry when the troops did
not show up, there are commentators who believe that the military should have a
lesser role in disaster relief than currently envisioned."” Similar if less informed
commentary argues that military systems “such as fighter jets, tanks, heavy
weaponry, and battleships, are simply not appropriate for law enforcement or
disaster relief purposes.”’*® Without quibbling,"** this reductive view ignores
the experience from Katrina and other recent disasters which definitively show
how helpful a military response can be in the face of calamity.

In a 1993 report, the Government Accountability Office (GAO)
concluded that the Defense Department “is the only organization capable of
providing, transporting, and distributing sufficient quantities of items needed” to

136 [yvOR VAN HEERDEN & MIKE BRYAN, THE STORM: WHAT WENT WRONG AND
WHY DURING HURRICANE KATRINA—THE INSIDE STORY FROM ONE LOUISIANA
SCIENTIST 147 (2006).

17 Kathleen Tierny, et al., Metaphors Matter: Disaster Myths, Media Frames,
and their Consequences in Hurricane Katrina, 604 ANNALS AM. ACAD. POL. &
Soc. ScI. 57, 76-78 (2006).

138 Dan Bennett, Comment, The Domestic Role of the Military In America: Why
Modifying or Repealing the Posse Comitatus Act Would Be a Mistake, 10 LEwIS
& CLARK L. REV. 935, 945 (2006).

139 Bennett’s ultimate conclusion is not inaccurate, finding that the laws
currently in effect are sufficient to allow for

effective disaster relief while respecting a historical split between civil and
military authority. Id. at 953-54. However, like his broader point discussed
supra in the text, Bennett’s assertion about military hardware, sans citation, is
unencumbered by fact. Glaring questions arise, such as why indeed fighter jets
would be ordered into a disaster area, when helicopters would be a much more
suitable platform; or why a “battleship” would be sent to a disaster area when an
amphibious ship (discussed supra in text) would make more sense. Moreover,
there has not been a single American battleship in commission since the U.S.S.
MISSOURI (BB-63) was decommissioned the second time in 1992. U.S. Navy,
A Short History, http://www.navy.mil/navydata/ships/battleships/bbhistory.asp
(last visited Nov. 21, 2008).
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respond to a disaster."”” Working together in the early aftermath of Katrina,
Coast Guard and National Guard helicopters and boats rescued 2,000
individuals.'""' The Texas Air National Guard supplied rescue helicopters,'**
Army personnel restored and maintained order on the streets,'” and the Navy
provided six ships to “serve as the launch pad for amphibious and air operations
to deliver supplies . . . [and] establish a foothold . . . as massive recovery efforts
continue[d].”"** One of them, the amphibious ship U.S.S. IWO JIMA (LHD-7),
hosted “thousands of police, fire and rescue personnel . . . onboard during
recovery operations[,] and Iwo Jima operated as the central command and
control hub,” thus becoming the floating command center and the emergency
workers” hotel for the recovery effort.'**

In addition to these tangible contributions, the military’s intangible
contribution to the Katrina recovery effort was significant: the people wanted to
know they were safe. There is one account of gunmen firing at doctors on the
roof of a New Orleans hospital.'*® While there were some National Guardsmen
present protecting the hospital staff,'"’ had the Army’s 82d Airborne Division
arrived earlier, they could have provided a highly visible show of force to
counteract the sense of lawlessness and vigilantism compounding the civic
breakdown.

The responses of those living through Katrina’s aftermath show how
welcome military assistance is in time of need. When the New Mexico National
Guard arrived, one soldier was greeted with a sigh of relief and told by a state
utility worker that “there’s a million ways [to] help. I’m so glad to see you.”'*
The “can-do” attitude, operational readiness, and organizational skills that the

140 v AN HEERDEN & BRYAN, supra note 136, at 148.
“!'1d. at 100-101.
“21d. at 103.
'3 Tierny, et al., supra note 137, at 72. See also BRINKLEY, supra note 106, at
photo pages after 492 (picture of red-bereted 82d Airborne soldiers in downtown
New Orleans; the caption states that the “primary goal was to establish law and
order in the streets of New Orleans”).
144 Mike Jones, lwo Jima Arrives to Assist Hurricane Katrina Recovery Efforts,
U.S. NAvVY, Sep. 5, 2005, available at
http://www.news.navy.mil/search/display.asp?story _id=19913.
43U.S. Navy, Fact File: Amphibious Assault Ships,
http://www.news.navy.mil/navydata/fact_display.asp?cid=4200&tid=400&ct=4
(last visited Nov. 21, 2008).
1:: BRINKLEY, supra note 106, at 488-89.

Id.
¥ 1d. at 422.
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New Mexico militiamen brought with them served as a morale boost for the
state workers who were overwhelmed; they were grateful for the help.'®
Though not a rescuer by trade, New Orleans Councilwoman Jackie Clarkson
tried to get on a boat herself and perform rescues.””® Instead finding her niche
working communications, Councilwoman Clarkson wished that the military had
responded sooner, saying, “[g]ive me the Army, Marines, and Navy anytime. If
they had come in, everything would have been better.”"!

It is likely that the GAO was right: the military is the organization best
equipped to respond to large scale disasters in a short period of time. In order to
prescribe a workable method to allow that response within the bounds of Posse
Comitatus, recent legislation surrounding the law needs to be explored to see
whether a statutory solution would be effective.

V. RECENT DEVELOPMENTS: CONFUSION REIGNS

In the past six years, there have been three major changes to statutes
impacting Posse Comitatus. Before recommending a sub-statutory solution, an
exploration of the most recent statutory changes to Posse Comitatus is
appropriate to evaluate the efficacy of a statutory solution.

A “Sense of the Congress”

In the wake of September 11, 2001, Congress passed a law that
“reaffirmed” its view of “the continued importance and applicability of the
Posse Comitatus Act.”'®* Enacted as part of the Homeland Security Act of
2002," this law describes how Congress believes the PCA is still relevant to
federal law enforcement, and that it “has served the nation well in limiting the
use of the Armed Forces to enforce the law.”'>* The statute goes on to state the
non-controversial idea that the PCA is not a complete barrier to the use of
federal troops, and that the President retains many powers to employ troops
domestically if required to respond to an emergency.'”” The insurrection

149 |d

014, at 359-60.

31 BRINKLEY, supra note 106, at 360.

1326 U.S.C.A. § 466 (West 2007).

13 Demaine & Rosen, supra note 2, at 213.
136 U.S.C. § 466(a)(3).

153 1d. at §466(a)(4).
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statutes and the Stafford Act'*® are cited as specific exceptions to the PCA that
may be invoked when necessary."”’

All of this verbiage serves no functional purpose other than creating a
cross-reference to already existing and effective federal statutes. One
commentator noted that this “sense of Congress” is not binding, as it neither
compels nor prohibits.'”” Note that after the title and heading “Findings,” the
law states that “Congress finds” the substantive portion of the statute that
followed.'” Because Congress found, rather than amended or altered any pre-
existing law, its contents are simply the expression of an opinion.'®® The
beginning of the final section of the statute declares that “Congress reaffirms the
continued importance” of Posse Comitatus.'" All this finding and reaffirming
shows that, at least in 2002, Congress was relatively happy with the state of the
law regarding PCA and the domestic use of the military.

B. The Warner Amendment

The statutory status quo did not last. Having weathered September 11,
2001, with a mere reaffirmation of existing law, Posse Comitatus and related
laws were due for an overhaul after the incredible loss of life following
Hurricane Katrina. This overhaul lasted about fifteen months, and was recently
repealed.

While working on the 2007 National Defense Authorization Act, both
Houses considered the lessons of Hurricane Katrina.'® The White House
similarly tried to look ahead to a different plan for the next major disaster, when
military and civilian officials might better coordinate for a more effective

136 See infra for discussion of Stafford Act.

1576 U.S.C. § 466(a)(5).

1% See generally Demaine & Rosen, supra note 2, at 214-218. See also Marbury
v. Madison, 5 U.S. 137,

177 (1803).

1396 U.S.C. § 466(a).

160 See Demaine & Rosen, supranote 2, at 213-14.

116 U.S.C. § 466(b).

12 Michael Greenberger, Yes Virginia: The President Can Deploy Federal
Troops to Prevent the Loss of a Major American City From a Devastating
Natural Catastrophe, 26 Miss. C. L. REv. 107, 121 (2006 — 2007).
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response.'®® It was in this environment that 10 U.S.C. § 333, one of the major
“calling forth” statutory exceptions to the PCA, was changed.'®*

The 2006 version of the statute, called the “Warner Amendment,” more
explicitly stated the circumstances in which a President may “call forth” the
militia. The latter half of the 2006 version of § 333 retains the entirety of the
original, allowing the President to intervene when a domestic condition “hinders
the execution of the laws of a State.”'® An additional relatively minor change
required the President to notify Congress when he invoked the law.'®®

The biggest change, however, added a list of specific instances in
which the President could act. The original version limited the President to
intervening in the event of “insurrection, domestic violence, unlawful
combination, or conspiracy.”'®” Under the Warner Amendment, however, § 333
allowed the President to intervene in the event of “natural disaster, epidemic, or
other serious public health emergency,” in addition to the original list.'® It
seems a stretch that the idea of “natural disaster” is so removed from “domestic
violence” or “unlawful combination,” as to give a policy maker pause when
planning to send relief to a storm ravaged area. Indeed, the lessons of Katrina
clarify how easily a natural disaster may give rise to violence within the ravaged
area. However, at least one commentator believed that the Warner Amendment
“remove[d] all doubt about the President’s ability to decide unilaterally to use
federal troops to respond to a massive disaster.”'® If that is accurate, perhaps
Congress accomplished its goal by passing the Warner Amendment. It was a
short-lived victory.

C. Repealing the Warner Amendment

Little more than a year after updating § 333 to clarify the President’s
powers to send federal troops into disaster areas, Congress removed the
articulated list provided in 2006. Opposition to the Warner Amendment
included governors, National Guard lobbying organizations, and congressmen

163 Id

164 John Warner National Defense Authorization Act of 2007, Pub. L. No. 109-
364, § 1076, 120 Stat. 2404, repealed

by National Defense Authorization Act of 2008, Pub. L. No. 110-181, §1068,
116%2 Stat. 3 (2008) (current version at 10 U.S.C.A. § 333 (West 2008)).

166 :g

167 1.

168 Id

1% Greenberger, supra note 162, at 121.
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on both sides of the aisle.'”” House Armed Services Chairman Ike Skelton (D-
Mo.) stated that when complaints from state governors and others began to
accumulate, his committee decided that the old law should be put back in
place.'”' These complaints included letters from two governors to the House
and Senate Armed Services Committees, demanding that the Warner
Amendment’s “egregious intrusion upon the sovereignty and prerogatives of
state governments [ ] should be stricken.”'”

Though the White House expressed a desire to keep the new
Amendment in effect, few spoke out to keep the changes. In comments that cut
to the heart of whether the Warner Amendment should be repealed, National
Guard commander Lt. Gen. H. Steven Blum testified in April 2007 that the
Warner Amendment would not have helped the response to Hurricane
Katrina.'” With its major justification pulled out from under it, the 2006
Warner Amendment was repealed. The 2008 National Defense Authorization
Act restored the original language of § 333, ending the supposed clarifications
contained in the Warner Amendment.'”*

The Warner Amendment was a failed attempt to solve Posse Comitatus
problems without disrupting the policy goals represented by the law. In other
words, it was a statutory attempt to avoid throwing out the baby with the
bathwater. As Lt. General Blum made clear, however, a statutory list detailing
the President’s “calling forth” powers would probably not prevent another
Katrina-like disaster response.'”” A more fruitful approach would honor the
Posse Comitatus policy concerns separating the military from civilian law
enforcement. A more clearly demarcated boundary, set in place by a quick sub-
statutory solution, would allow for effective military disaster response in a
domestic context.

170 John M. Donnelly, Bowing to Robust Lobbying by U.S. Governors, Members
of Congress Appear Poised to Repeal a Law Enacted Just a Year Ago that
Expanded the President’s Power to Invoke Martial Law, CQ ToDAY, Oct. 19,
127(1)07, available at http://public.cq.com/docs/cqt/news110-0000026909356.html.
172 :g

173 |d

7% National Defense Authorization Act of 2008, Pub. L. No. 110-181, §1068,
122 Stat. 3 (2008) (current version at

10 U.S.C.A. § 333 (West 2008)).

'3 Donnelly, supra note 170.
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V. CURRENT MODELS AND NEW ORGANIZATION

Two current organizational models are explored below. Together, the
models can be synthesized to find a legal avenue to provide domestic military
disaster relief, while still honoring the goal of keeping the military out of day-to-
day law enforcement. These methods and models have as much to do with law
and regulation as they do with training and coordination, which will be made
clearer as each model is discussed and applied in turn, followed by a discussion
of statutory limitations and recent developments.

A The National Guard’s Shifting Chains of Command

The National Guard is the modern incarnation of the militia.'”® The
National Guard usually exists as the state militia and becomes part of the federal
military, to the exclusion of state duties, when ordered to active federal
service.'”’  In normal conditions they serve under the governors of their
respective states. '’*  When called into federal service, however, they serve
under the President as Commander in Chief of the military.'”” This shifting
chain of command, from state to federal authority, from governor to President,
could provide a useful model for the federal military in disaster relief. To more
fully understand how the National Guard is shared by state and federal officials,
it will help to examine the missions particular to each sovereign, and then
examine disaster relief as a shared mission.

1. Unique State Mission: Drug Interdiction

The National Guard is specifically authorized to directly assist their
respective state law enforcement agencies in performing law enforcement roles

176 National Guard, About the National Guard,
http://www.ngb.army.mil/About/default.aspx (last visited November 21, 2008).
17732 U.S.C. § 325 (2000). See also Perpich v. Dep’t of Def., 496 U.S. 334,
347-49 (1990) (explaining the mutually exclusive roles of state militia member
and federal soldier).

178 Perpich, 496 U.S. at 343-44. This dichotomy extends beyond the power at
the top of the chain of command.

See 10 U.S.C. § 12405 (2000) (applying U.S. Army and U.S. Air Force
regulations to the National Guard and Air National Guard when militia members
are called into federal service). See also O’Toole v. United States, 206 F.2d
912, 917 (3rd Cir. 1953) (explaining that National Guardsmen take an oath to
obey the orders of their respective governors, as well as the orders of the
President).

17 U.S. CONST. art. I, § 2.
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within the state, as allowed by the law of each state.'®™ Funding is done at the
state level, with some unusual contributions from the federal government. For
example, federal law even allows the Secretary of Defense to fund state counter-
drug missions performed by a state National Guard."™'

At first glance, such a grant of authority for state militia and funding by
the federal government seems to conflict with the Posse Comitatus Act. The
PCA, however, includes an exception for “circumstances expressly authorized
by the Constitution or Act of Congress.”'®* Additionally, even if the text of the
PCA did not include such an exception, the intent of the PCA is not endangered
because National Guard members, when serving in their state capacity, are not
part of the federal Army, regardless of funding.'"® Command and control is
retained at the state level. When a state National Guard is called into federal
service, however, the militia’s nature changes to become a federal entity.'*

The Sixth Circuit addressed the status of the National Guard when
performing state law enforcement duties in Gilbert v. United States.'"® In
Gilbert, the Kentucky National Guard worked with a state anti-drug task force,
and arrested the defendants for multiple drug violations."®® The defendants
sought to challenge their arrest, claiming that the Posse Comitatus Act should
bar the Kentucky National Guard from serving as a law enforcement entity.'*’
The court, however, highlighted the difference between the National Guard
serving as a state or federal entity: because the anti-drug task force was a state
entity, the Kentucky National Guard was serving in its state capacity, and this
remained the case even though there were federal civilian agents included in the
task force."™ It was irrelevant that the guardsmen were drawing their pay from
federal funds, or that they “looked and acted like soldiers.”'™® The key fact to
whether the Guardsmen were in a federal or state status was whether the
President or state governor was the ultimate authority issuing orders. Because

i:? 32 U.S.C.A. § 112 (West 2007).
Id.
18218 U.S.C. § 1385.
'8 United States v. Hutchings, 127 F.3d 1255, 1258 (10th Cir. 1997).
'8 See e.g. 10 U.S.C. § 12405 (2000) (applying federal military regulations to
the National Guard after being called into federal service).
185 Gilbert v. United States, 165 F.3d 470 (6th Cir. 1990).
%0 1d, at 471-72.
57 1d. at 472.
58 1d. at 473.
189 |d.
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the governor maintained control of the guardsmen and the counter-drug
operation, the guardsmen served in a state status, and the PCA did not apply.'”

As the Gilbert case shows, law enforcement may be undertaken legally
by the National Guard. Law enforcement generally, and counter-drug
operations specifically, may be undertaken by the state militia. The Gilbert
court had little trouble upholding an arrest and seizure made by a Guardsman,'"’
while federal law requires administrative regulations to prevent the federal
military from doing the very same.'? The key fact is that the Kentucky National
Guard was working for the state of Kentucky at the time of the actions under
scrutiny. This key distinction underscores the importance of shifting chains of
command between the federal and state levels. This uniquely state mission of
the National Guard can be contrasted with its uniquely federal missions.

2. Unique Federal Mission: Overseas Deployment

A brief history of the laws of the National Guard is necessary to frame
the discussion of overseas deployment of the National Guard. In 1916,
Congress turned the nascent National Guard from a system of affiliated state
organizations into one federal organization administered separately by the
states.'”® More than a distinction without a difference, this centralized structure
maintained the state character of the militia, but gave the federal government the
power to turn state militia members into federal troops when necessary.'” Soon
after the statutes were enacted, the Supreme Court ruled that membership in the
National Guard did not preclude units being called forth to federal service.'”
Because the militia could be called into federal service, there was neither

0 Gilbert, 165 F.3d at 473. Additionally, the court cited 32 U.S.C. § 112
(2000), the congressional authorization for federal funding of state-organized
counter-drug missions performed by the National Guard. This statutory
reasoning was an alternative ground, however, and is given relatively short
treatment compared to the lengthy discussion about the varying chains of
command between state and federal authority. 1d. at 473 — 74. See also United
States v. Benish, 5 F.3d 20, 25-26 (3rd Cir. 1993) (similarly holding that state
militia may assist with law enforcement because PCA applies to the Army and
Air Force, but not the National Guard).
! Gilbert, 165 F.3d at 472-73.
210 U.S.C. § 375.
ii Perpich v. Dep’t of Def., 496 U.S. 334, 343-44 (1990).

Id.
195 Arver v. United States, 245 U.S. 366, 387-88 (1918).
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constitutional nor statutory restriction against former state militia members
being sent abroad when the President so directed.'*®

More recently, however, the Governor of Minnesota sought to enjoin
the federal government from sending members of the Minnesota National Guard
abroad for training exercises.'”” In Perpich v. Department of Defense,'* the
Governor of Minnesota argued that the constitutional power of the President to
call forth the militia does not allow the President to send National Guard
members abroad for training unless the governor grants permission.'” The
gubernatorial permission requirement was amended only a few years prior to the
case; the previous version of the law had required the governor’s permission to
federalize National Guard troops.”” The amendment limited the scope of the
gubernatorial permission requirement, specifying that:

[t]he consent of a Governor described in subsections (b) and
(d) may not be withheld (in whole or in part) with regard to
active duty outside the United States, its territories, and its
possessions, because of any objection to the location, purpose,
type, or schedule of such active duty.*"’

Governor Perpich, however, contended that Congress unconstitutionally
narrowed the governor’s power to prevent foreign deployment of National
Guard personnel **

For many of the same reasons that an earlier Court allowed the
President to send militia members abroad,”” the Perpich court upheld the law as
amended.”™ The court reasoned that although National Guard members were
not sent abroad during peacetime before the 1950s, the statutory scheme
required that once the National Guard is called into federal service, the state’s
hold over the guardsmen is temporarily suspended.”” With no further hold over

1% Cox v. Wood, 247 U.S. 3, 6 (1918).
7 Perpich, 496 U.S. at 337-38.

98 1d. at 343-44.

91d. at 336-39.

2014, at 336 — 37.

2110 U.S.C.A. § 12301 (West 2007).
292 Perpich, 496 U.S. at 337.

203 |d. at 344-45, 349

204 1d. at 347-49.

205 Id
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the militia member, then, the state governor has no constitutional authority to
prevent the federalized National Guard member from being sent abroad.**

The key point for this discussion is that the Perpich case shows how
the federal government has the power to send National Guard troops overseas
after asserting authority over the militia.®”’ The governor’s brief in Perpich
implicitly admitted that the state governors have no power to send their militias
abroad.”®™ Perpich shows a mutually exclusive chain of command wherein state
authority ends, and federal authority takes over.”” As a result, the overseas
deployment of state militia members is uniquely within the province of the
federal executive.”'’

This federal power over state militias is clearly evidenced in the present
conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan, where significant portions of the deployed
forces are federalized National Guard troops.”'' For instance, the National
Guard website states that “at one point in 2005, half of the combat brigades in
Iraq were Army National Guard - a percentage of commitment as part of the
overall Army effort not seen since the first years of World War I1.7*'* With
state militia members fighting the nation’s wars half a world away, it is an easy
step to conclude state and federal authority over the National Guard is an all-or-
nothing proposition — in other words, the exercise of the President’s authority

206 Id.

27 perpich, 496 U.S. at 347-49.

2% |d. at 344.

% See U.S. CONST. art. I, § 8, cl. 10 — 15 (detailing the military powers of the
legislative branch); id. at cl. 16 (states will train the militias with Congressional
assistance); U.S. CONST. Art. II, § 1 (President as the executive), id. at § 2, cl. 1
(President as Commander in Chief); id. at § 2, cl. 2 (foreign policy powers of the
President curbed by Senate approval of treaties); U.S. CONST. art. VI (the
Constitution and federal laws are the supreme law of the land); U.S. CONST.
amend. X (powers not granted to the federal government nor the states are
reserved for the people). A state’s only role in military and foreign policy, it
seems, is to train its militia.

219 perpich, 496 U.S. at 351-352. See also id. at 352 (leaving open the question
of whether or not it would be unconstitutional to strip governors of the ability to
object to foreign militia deployment, due to governors’ emergency preparedness
responsibilities; without answering the question, the court’s tone is skeptical).

211 The National Guard, About the National Guard,
http://www.ngb.army.mil/About/default.aspx, (follow National Guard History
hyperlink to “2002 Global War on Terror”) (last visited Nov. 21, 2008).

2121d. The Air National Guard was also deployed, notably to Afghanistan. Id.
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ends state control over its National Guard, as in the case with overseas
deployments. But that is not the case.

3. Disaster Response and Civil Order: State and Federal
Overlap

Domestic responses to emergencies are perhaps the best known uses of
the National Guard. Key to this discussion is the fact that both state and federal
authorities may exercise control over National Guard troops while responding to
domestic emergencies.

The National Guard is normally a state entity, and as such the
governors may call upon their respective militias to assist in time of
emergency.”® The historically common use of this power was to respond to
provide disaster relief and to calm civil unrest.”"* In fact, the use of National
Guard troops for disaster relief was so common that several states had standing
agreements to provide troops to respond after hurricanes.*

One infamous example of a militia acting under state control was
Governor Faubus’ order sending the Arkansas National Guard to Little Rock
Central High School to prevent its racial integration in 1957.*'® The District
Court for the Eastern District of Arkansas issued an injunction ordering Faubus
to stop using his militia to obstruct the court-ordered integration.”’’  Faubus
argued that, as governor, he had the power to employ his militia, and needed to
do so to preserve order”'® Unimpressed, the appellate court upheld the
injunction, effectively ordering the governor to stop impeding integration.”'’

Most pertinent to this discussion, however, was that the Faubus court
was careful to maintain the governor’s appropriate sphere of action. The

213 STEVE BOWMAN ET AL., CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, HURRICANE
KATRINA: DOD DISASTER RESPONSE

7 (2005). [hereinafter “CRS KATRINA”]

2 1d. at 20-21.

P 1d. at 7-8.

216 Faubus v. United States, 254 F.2d 797, 801 (8th Cir. 1958). There are many
examples of the National Guard

responding to emergencies under state authority, but disaster response rarely
makes for instructive jurisprudence, which was the key consideration for picking
this case as the explanatory example.

*'1d. at 803.

>'% 1d. at 805-806.

*"”1d. at 807-808.
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contested injunction from the district court “expressly preserved to Governor
Faubus the right to use the Arkansas National Guard for the preservation of law
and order,” provided that such use did not hinder the constitutional requirement
to integrate schools.””” Similarly, the federal government did not challenge the
governor’s authority to use the militia within the state to enforce the law.*'
Though opposed to the way Faubus employed the militia, the courts and the
executive branch agreed that Faubus maintained the power as governor to use
the militia to assist in keeping the peace, as long as that use did not otherwise
break the law. Imprudent and even illegal use of the state militia did not require
the governor to relinquish command of his forces.

State authority, however, is not the only way in which National Guard
troops may be employed for disaster relief or for domestic disturbances. The
“calling forth” statutes, discussed supra, provide the President with ample
opportunity to employ the militia in a variety of situations. *** This calling forth
of the militia was employed in 1794, in President Washington’s response to the
Whiskey Rebellion.*”’

Further complicating the National Guard’s shifting lines of authority is
the fact that federal power over the militia is not a singular choice. There are at
least three options, including state use of the National Guard,”* federal
authority provided under the “calling forth” statutes, and the procurement
authorizations of the Stafford Act.*® Under the Stafford Act, the President may
“direct any Federal agency . . . to utilize its authorities and the resources granted
to it under federal law . . . in support of State and local assistance response or
recovery efforts.”*® The Stafford Act emergency powers include the power of
the President to use the military for disaster relief, and do not preclude
federalized militia members from being called into service domestically, though
not for law enforcement.””’

20 1d. at 798.

! Faubus, 254 F.2d at 805.

2210 U.S.C. §§ 331 — 334 (2000).

22 THOMAS P. SLAUGHTER, THE WHISKEY REBELLION: FRONTIER EPILOGUE TO
THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION 196 (1986). The language of Washington’s
proclamation closely follows current language at the end of 10 U.S.C. § 334.

“* PCA does not apply to state militias when under state control. CRS
KATRINA, supra note 213, at 7.

2342 U.S.C. §§ 5121 — 5207 (2000).

226 42 U.S.C. § 5170a (2000).

227 JENNIFER K. ELSEA, CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, THE USE OF
FEDERAL TROOPS FOR DISASTER ASSISTANCE: LEGAL ISSUES 5 (2007)
[hereinafter “CRS Legal”]. Whether the federal troops were regular federal
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There is yet another way that governors may employ their own militias
for disaster response, beyond the normal state use of the militia. A National
Guard member may be called to duty under state authority while receiving
federal pay,”*® in what is called “Title 32” status.”’ The statute allows National
Guard members to “perform training or other duty . . . [in] [s]upport of
operations or missions undertaken by the member's unit at the request of the
President or Secretary of Defense.””" Though it is not intuitively obvious from
the text of the statute, this “Title 32 status” provides enough flexibility for
militia members to perform state missions, and remain under control of the
governor, while the federal government foots the bill.>*' Title 32 status is a
useful National Guard status to avoid PCA proscriptions for disaster relief,
because the federal government is better positioned than the states to ensure
adequate funding, while the National Guard units are already physically present
in the disaster area.””

While the substantive details of the National Guard and Title 32 status
are interesting, they are collateral; the point is that the National Guard already
has at least three distinct authorities,”> whether under state control, federal
control, or the hybrid Title 32 status, with alternating reporting authority as
required. This idea of shifting chains of command between federal and state
authority might provide more options when deciding how best to respond to a
domestic emergency.

Army or federalized National Guard troops, they would still be subject to the
PCA because the Stafford Act is not itself a PCA exception. Id. See also 18
U.S.C. § 1385 (2000) (PCA exceptions must be “expressly authorized by the
Constitution or Act of Congress”).

2832 U.S.C. § 502(f) (2000).

229 CRS KATRINA, supra note 213, at 8. For a thorough discussion of this duty
status and its historical development, see generally Christopher R. Brown, Been
There, Doing That in a Title 32 Status, ARMY LAW, May 2008, at 23.

2032 U.S.C. § 502(F).

#! CRS KATRINA, supra note 213, at 8. The Defense Department authorized
Title 32 status for disaster relief following Hurricane Katrina. See Brown, supra
note 229 at 32.

2 CRS KATRINA supra note 213 at 8-9. See also Brown, supra note 229, at
33, explaining why PCA does not apply to National Guard members serving in
Title 32 status.

233 A fourth duty status may exist when a National Guard unit commander is
authorized to serve simultaneously in both a federal and state capacity. 32
U.S.C.A. § 325 (West 2008). This is a small percentage of the overall troop
levels, and not significant enough to affect disaster relief planning.
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4, National Guard Model Applied

A multiple option approach is very helpful in organizing a disaster
response utilizing the National Guard. As Congress allowed and the courts
endorsed, National Guard troops may be employed by federal or state authority,
or even under state authority while taking broad direction from the federal
government.

A similar approach with multiple options could be employed with
federal troops. To allow federal troops to assist in domestic disaster response
and avoid Posse Comitatus proscriptions, entire units should be allowed to be
temporarily transferred to the Department of Homeland Security. It is notable
that there is already at least one model wherein organizations and individuals
shift reporting authority between different executive branch departments.

B. Coast Guard Integration with the Navy
1. Inter-Service Assignment

The United States Coast Guard, an armed, uniformed service, is in the
unique position of being able to operate under military or civilian authority.
Federal law defines the Coast Guard as “a service in the Department of
Homeland Security, except when operating as a service in the Navy.””* The
Coast Guard operates as part of the Navy “[u]pon the declaration of war if
Congress so directs in the declaration or when the President directs.””> When
this happens, the Coast Guard is effectively part of the Department of Defense,
because “[w]hile operating as a service in the Navy, the Coast Guard shall be
subject to the orders of the Secretary of the Navy.”**°

There is historical precedent for such an interdepartmental shuffle.
Throughout its history, the Coast Guard and its forerunner organizations have
fought alongside Navy sailors and vessels.”” Near the outbreak of World War

414 US.C.A. § 1 (West 2008). See also 5 U.S.C.A. § 2101 (West 2007),
defining the Coast Guard as part of the armed forces, irrespective of the
executive department with which the service is working.

314 U.S.C.A. § 3 (West 2008). See also 14 U.S.C.A. § 4 (West 2008), stating
that Navy regulations apply to the Coast Guard when the Coast Guard operates
as part of the Navy.

B614US.CA. §3.

B7U. S. Coast Guard, The Coast Guard at War,
http://www.uscg.mil/history/h_militaryindex.asp (last visited Nov. 21, 2008).
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II, President Roosevelt ordered the entire Coast Guard into duty as part of the
Navy.?® Its duties as part of the Navy included traditional Coast Guard
missions of search and rescue and port security, as well as Navy missions of
convoy duty and amphibious landings.>*® Folding one entire armed service into
another demonstrates that organizational lines of authority can be altered and
rewritten as required by the exigencies of an emergency situation.

In addition to administratively moving the entire Coast Guard between
cabinet-level departments, federal law provides for assigning Coast Guard units
or individuals to the Navy as needed. In statutory language that gives the
respective secretaries of the Navy and Homeland Security latitude to make their
own determinations, Congress permits the two service secretaries to make
“available to each other such personnel, vessels, facilities, and equipment, and
agree to undertake such assignments and functions for each other as they may
agree are necessary and advisable.”*** One manifestation of this broad grant of
administrative discretion is that the Coast Guard maintains a staff presence
overseas at the headquarters for the U.S. naval forces in the Persian Gulf,
providing expertise and training assistance.' There are also Coast Guard
vessels currently on station in the Persian Gulf.*** These overseas deployments
of Coast Guard personnel and vessels show that sharing personnel and resources
between the Navy and Coast Guard is possible and sustainable at the unit level.

On a smaller scale, the Secretary of Homeland Security and Secretary
of Defense may coordinate to place individual Coast Guard Sailors aboard Navy
vessels in order to make arrests and conduct search and seizure.”* The specific
statutory allowance for such placements is necessary because, in addition to
Posse Comitatus proscriptions, the Department of Defense is generally
prohibited from making arrests or conducting search and seizure.***

28 14,
29 14,

014 U.S.C.A. § 145 (West 2008).

2! See Press Release, U.S. Naval Forces Central Command, Coast Guard Patrol
Forces Southwest Asia Changes

Command (July 25, 2006) (http://www.cusnc.navy.mil/articles/2006/139.html).
2 CG Relieves Cutter Skipper in Persian Gulf, NAvY TIMES, Feb. 20, 2008,
http://www.navytimes.com/news/2008/02/coastguard_skipper relieved 080219
wi/.

10 U.S.C.A. § 379 (West 2008). The presence of Coast Guard personnel as
law enforcement officials does not limit the range of responses available to the
military. See 14 U.S.C.A. § 637 (West 2008).

2410 U.S.C.A. § 375 (West 2008). Like the PCA proscriptions, this section’s
prohibition is not ironclad. A law seemingly inspired by Fourth Amendment
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In order to make arrests at sea without running afoul of federal law, the
Navy uses Coast Guard personnel as law enforcement officers. These
individuals most commonly perform counter-narcotics missions, whereby the
Navy searches for and pursues the drug runners, but the Coast Guard Law
Enforcement Detachment (LEDET) boards the smuggling vessel.** As the
chase winds down and the LEDET prepares to board, the Navy vessel hoists the
Coast Guard ensign,”*® and in a nearly metaphysical transformation suddenly
becomes a Coast Guard ship, the grey hull and missile launchers
notwithstanding.**’” The LEDET conducts the boarding, perhaps supplemented
by Navy sailors. But as the sole law enforcement personnel present, the Coast
Guardsmen in the boarding party will be the ones to search the vessel, seize
whatever cargo or other evidence may be necessary, and arrest smuggling
suspects if required.>** This elaborate process allows the Navy to conduct law
enforcement at sea, assisted by personnel from its sister service, the Coast
Guard.

2. Coast Guard Model Applied

The shifting of personnel, staffs, vessels, and even an entire uniformed
service between cabinet-level departments shows that the federal government is
capable of large, complex changes in organizational structure and reporting
authority. Applying that model to disaster relief, and combining it with the
National Guard model discussed above, the military departments should be able
to shift forces from the Department of Defense and into the Department of
Homeland Security in order to respond to emergencies.>*

concerns, this statute prevents the Department of Defense from conducting
search and seizure except as “otherwise authorized by law.” Id.

5 Douglas Daniels, How to Allocate Maritime Responsibility Between the Navy
and Coast Guard in Maritime Counterterrorism Operations, 61 U. Miawmi L.
REV. 467, 483 (2007).

46 The Coast Guard ensign, consisting of sixteen vertical red and white stripes
and the service’s coat of arms, is its flag. It is the unique symbol of that
service’s authority at sea. For a more complete explanation, see Daniels, supra
note 245, at 483; see also 33 C.F.R. § 23.15 (2004).

7 Daniels, supra note 245, at 483.

248 Id

9 See Felicetti & Luce, supra note 28, at 182. Before the creation of the
Department of Homeland Security, authors Felicetti and Luce mentioned, in
passing, shifting forces between executive branch departments, similar to the
plan examined herein. Their thought recommended a statutory authorization to
temporarily assign military forces to the then-prospective Department of
Homeland Security. Id. The separate contribution of this article is to show that
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As an example, if there were a need for aerial search and rescue
following a disaster, Air Force helicopters should be made available to help in
the search. That is not a change from how federal forces currently conduct
disaster relief, but applying the National Guard and Coast Guard models would
make the transition and operations smoother. Rather than have Air Force
officials direct the movement and employment of the aircraft in response to a
disaster, the Air Force would follow a model like the Coast Guard: the
helicopters, their crews, and logistical support would be turned over to the
Department of Homeland Security. The Pentagon would be out of the picture,
and the helicopter pilots and squadron commander would report to the civilian
Homeland Security rescue coordinator, rather than to the Defense Department.
Like the Title 32 National Guardsmen who are paid by the federal government
but work for the state, these helicopter pilots and aircrew would be paid by the
Department of Defense, but would work for the Department of Homeland
Security.

This model could be applied to any kind of federal military forces:
infantry units could be assigned to restore order after a disaster, amphibious
ships could be sent to provide logistical and medical support, and so forth. For
the limited purpose of providing assistance, the detached people and forces
would become Homeland Security personnel and assets, and then would return
to the Defense Department when no longer needed. While such a scheme may
sound like legal hair-splitting, it is based on well-trod legal ground consistent
with established National Guard and Coast Guard practice regarding authority
shifting and force sharing.

C. Statutory Stumbling Block

The National Guard and Coast Guard models show that executive
departments are capable of sharing individuals and organizations between
different authorities and departments. This comment, however, argues that a
sub-statutory solution would be both expedient and effective. As discussed
above, there are specific statutory allowances for shifting reporting
responsibility for the National Guard*” and the Coast Guard.”' A sub-statutory

temporary reassignment of military forces is possible under the current statutory
scheme, feasible under current practice, and maintains proper respect for the
Posse Comitatus Act. Additionally, this article fleshes out Felicetti & Luce’s
insightful passing comment in a comprehensive manner to show how it can be
brought to fruition.

010 U.S.C. §§ 331 — 334 (2000); 32 U.S.C. § 502(f) (2000); 42 U.S.C. §§
5121 — 5207 (2000). See also U.S. CONST. art. II, §2, cl. 1 (granting the
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solution would have to use existing federal law to allow federal military forces
to shift into the Department of Homeland Security.

The entering argument supporting this recommended course of action is
that the President is the Commander in Chief of the armed forces.”* Because
the Departments of Defense and Homeland Security are both statutory creations
within the executive branch, it would not offend the Constitution for the
Secretary of Homeland Security, rather than Defense, to temporarily take control
of a military force for the purpose of augmenting domestic disaster relief.

The statutory scheme currently in place presents a two-fold problem for
implementing the models described above. First, the statutes must allow, or at
least not foreclose, such a shuffling of forces. Secondly, Posse Comitatus itself
must be addressed; a recommendation that puts the federalist values of the PCA
into action is only helpful if the recommendation itself does not run afoul of the
PCA. As discussed below, the current statutes leave room for such departmental
restructuring which respects Posse Comitatus.

There is sufficient room in federal law for the President and Secretary
of Defense to reorganize the Defense Department by shifting forces, even to
another department. Specific statutory provisions allow the Secretary of
Defense to transfer or reassign “any function, power, or duty,” in order “to
provide more effective [or] efficient” operation.”® Further, the law explicitly
allows that, in time of “hostilities or imminent threat of hostilities,” the President
may authorize the transfer or reassignment of “an officer, official, or agency [of
the Department of Defense],” even if those duties are otherwise entrusted to the
Department of Defense by law.”* Use of this statute for a PCA solution turns
on a relatively generous interpretation of “hostilities or imminent threat of
hostilities;” perhaps hostilities could be interpreted to include domestic
disturbance or threat of a domestic disturbance following a disaster. Certainly
some Hurricane Katrina survivors would have believed that the lawlessness
following the storm constituted a “threat of hostilities.”

Case law interpreting this transfer authority shows a historically wide
swath of discretion for decisions of the Secretary of Defense. In Perkins v.
Rumsfeld, the Sixth Circuit upheld the Secretary of Defense’s decision under his

President Commander in Chief status over state militias when “called into the
actual service of the United States™).

B114US.C.A. §§ 145,379 (West 2008).

321U.S. CoNsT. art. II, §2, cl. 1.

2310 U.S.C § 125(a) (2000).

4 1d. at § 125(b).
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transfer authority.”® Secretary Rumsfeld decided to move a communications
equipment repair facility out of Kentucky, and plaintiffs, including the Kentucky
congressional delegation, brought suit.>® In a terse opinion, the Sixth Circuit
held that “the authority to transfer functions from one military establishment to
another is vested in the Secretary of Defense by Congress pursuant to 10 U.S.C.
§ 125”7 Interestingly, the text of § 125°s transfer authority does not require
maintaining functions within the Department of Defense. This lack of
specificity, combined with judicial deference to the Secretary of Defense’s
decisions, and the § 125 allowances for the President to transfer any defense
agency in time of emergency, leads to a helpful inference.”® Taken together,
one can permissibly conclude that the current statutory scheme allows the
transfer of federal military forces from the Department of Defense to the
Department of Homeland Security.

1. Background on Memoranda of Understanding

Once the forces are in the Department of Homeland Security, however,
Posse Comitatus may still prove an impediment. In order for military and
civilian leadership to have a clear understanding of lines of authority, and to
avoid violating the PCA, a memorandum of understanding ought to be signed in
advance of any emergency.

Memoranda of understanding are relatively common instruments used
to show agreement between parties. Though informal, a court may consider a

3 Perkins v. Rumsfeld, 577 F.2d 366, 368 (6th Cir. 1978). Donald Rumsfeld
was the named defendant because the case originated while he served his first
term as Secretary of Defense. Defense Department, Donald H. Rumsfeld,
http://www.defenselink.mil/specials/secdef histories/bios/rumsfeld.htm (last
visited Nov. 21, 2008).

*% perkins, 577 F.2d at 367-68.

»71d. at 368. See also Armstrong v. United States, 354 F.2d 648, 649 (9th Cir.
1965) affirming 233 F. Supp. 188 (S.D. Cal. 1964) (9th Circuit agreed with
District Court reasoning granting discretion to Secretary of Defense to shut
down a naval repair facility).

238 But see DAVID M. WALKER, SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS: THE 9/11
COMMISSION REPORT, HOUSE MISC.

Doc. No. B- 303692, at *25, 2004 WL 3104800 (Comptroller General’s report
indicating that federal law placing command of military forces in the hands of
Secretary of Defense would require statutory change before those military forces
could be reassigned.)
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memorandum of understanding sufficiently definite to enforce it as a contract.**

Memoranda of understanding may be signed between a multitude of parties,
including nations,”® between the government and private industry,”®' between
private parties, > between a military department and a U.S. territory,”® and
between two different offices within the same executive branch.** In short,
parties from both outside and inside the government may agree to a
memorandum of understanding.

The legal effect of memoranda of understanding is not uniform.
Though a memorandum could be construed as a contract, courts will not
necessarily bind the government to every memorandum signed. In Missouri ex
rel Garstang v. Department of the Interior, the plaintiff brought a freedom of
information challenge based on a memorandum of understanding between a
corporation and the federal government.””® Created by several states, the public
corporation entered into a memorandum of understanding with the Army Corps
of Engineers and the Fish & Wildlife Service.”®® Federal law allowed the Fish &
Wildlife Service to provide unspecified assistance to the corporation, and the

2% See Bauer v. Roman Catholic Diocese, 457 N.Y.S.2d 1003, 1004 (App. Div.
1982) (holding the memorandum “appears to state the essential or material terms
of the contract”).

260 Self-Powered Lighting, Ltd. v. United States, 492 F.Supp. 1267, 1274-75
(S.D.N.Y. 1980) (upholding a memorandum of understanding between U.S.
Defense Department and the United Kingdom). See also Standing Rock Sioux
Tribe v. United States, 182 Ct. Cl. 813, *2 (1968) (memorandum of
understanding signed between the United States and the Sioux American Indian
nation).

261 Sweetwater, A Wilderness Lodge LLC v. United States, 72 Fed. Cl. 208, 211
(2006) (memorandum of understanding signed between the Forest Service and a
private business).

%62 Great Western Bank v. Office of Thrift Supervision, 916 F.2d 1421, 1425
(9th Cir. 1990) (memorandum of understanding between two banks prior to
merger).

263 Abreu v. United States, 468 F.3d 20, 24-28 (1st Cir. 2006) (memorandum of
understanding between the Navy and Puerto Rico, regarding pollution at the
Vieques range).

264 United States Dep’t of Justice v. Fed. Labor Relations Auth., 39 F.3d 361,
363 (D.C. Cir. 1994) (memorandum of understanding between Department of
Justice’s Office of Professional Responsibility, and the department’s Inspector
General, regarding internal investigations).

265 Missouri ex rel. Garstang v. United States Dep’t of Interior, 297 F.3d 745,
747-750 (8th Cir. 2002).

2% 1d. at 747.
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memorandum of understanding established that the assistance would be in the
form of the federal agency paying for a full-time coordinator to run the
corporation.” In ruling for the corporation, the Eighth Circuit ruled that “[t]he
provision of federal resources, such as federal funding, is insufficient to
transform a private organization into a federal agency.”**® This ruling implicitly
condoned the memorandum of understanding as a mechanism to fund the
corporation, while showing that such a memo does not require federal oversight
of a recipient of federal funds.

Similar reasoning could be used if the concerned cabinet officials were
to sign a memorandum of understanding to shift military forces within the
executive branch. The memorandum of understanding in Garstang did not turn
the corporation into a federal entity; similarly, if a memorandum of
understanding provided for the transfer of military units to Homeland Security
for disaster relief, that mechanism should not transfer the military character of
the units into the Department of Homeland Security. In other words, if federal
funds, provided based on a memorandum of understanding, do not create a
federal agency, neither should federal forces, provided based on a memorandum
of understanding, create another military service. Therefore, a memorandum of
understanding is an effective conduit for transferring certain uses for military
assets to the Department of Homeland Security without shifting ultimate control
of the assets, or changing the character of the Department of Homeland Security
while it controls the assets.

2. Memorandum of Understanding as Firewall

A memorandum of understanding ought to be employed as the
document to execute a plan to shift forces between executive branch
departments. The memorandum would cement relationships between the
Departments of Defense and Homeland Security, and clarify, in advance, that
sharing military forces in time of domestic emergency is encouraged. Such a
memo would ideally be signed by the Secretaries of Defense and Homeland
Security, as well as the Attorney General. The Secretary of Defense would sign
on as the force provider, agreeing to detach units to the Department of
Homeland Security as agreed upon by the two secretaries, or as directed by the
President.”” The Secretary of Homeland Security would sign as the department

267 Id

**1d. at 750.

69 As discussed supra, the statutory authority for such transfer of military forces
flows from the power vested in the Secretary of Defense and the President in 10
U.S.C. § 125 (2000).
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official that would receive the forces, and supervise the newly-acquired
Homeland Security personnel and assets during disaster relief operations.

The Attorney General’s signature would be central to making the
memorandum effective. The Attorney General would sign the memorandum to
underscore the sound legal footing of the transfer of forces agreement, indicating
that assets shifted to the Department of Homeland Security are acting both
within the law and in compliance with the PCA. Posse Comitatus is a federal
criminal statute,”’® so assurances by the top federal prosecutor would assuage
fears of prosecution under the PCA.*"!

Perhaps the best way to ensure the solidity of a Department of Justice
agreement to refrain from prosecuting possible PCA violations would be to
incorporate the common law PCA tests as the language that limits the memo’s
protection. In other words, the Attorney General could agree not to bring PCA
charges, provided that personnel acting under the memo do not employ military
forces (1) as direct, active participants in civil law enforcement,”’”* (2) so as to
pervade the activities of civil law enforcement,”” or (3) to regulate, proscribe, or
compel the activities of civilian law enforcement.””* A memorandum so limited
would amount to the Attorney General agreeing that as long as the PCA is not
violated, there will be no federal charges under the Act.””

210 18 U.S.C. §1385 (2000). The criminal sanctions of the law have never been
enforced. Nathan Canestaro, Homeland Defense: Another Nail in the Coffin for
Posse Comitatus, 12 WAsH. U. J.L. & POL’Y 99 (2003).

"' The Los Angeles Riots are a good, relatively recent example of such fears
adversely affecting disaster response. The commanding general of federal
forces sent to quell the riots was convinced that Posse Comitatus prevented him
from using military forces to enforce the law. President George H.W. Bush,
however, issued a proclamation directing the rioters to cease and desist. Such a
proclamation should have been a clear signal that the President was invoking his
statutory powers to stop an insurrection. The general’s hesitation over Posse
Comitatus shows he was misinformed. Currier, supra note 5, at 12. See also 10
U.S.C. §§ 331-334 & 12406 (2000).

22 United States v. Yunis, 681 F.Supp. 891, 892 (D.D.C. 1988); United States v.
Red Feather, 392 F. Supp. 916, 922-25 (D.S.D. 1975).

23 United States v. Jaramillo, 380 F. Supp. 1375, 1379-81(D. Neb. 1974).

™ United States v. McArthur, 419 F. Supp. 186, 193-194 (D.N.D. 1975).

75 Whether such a memorandum could be binding upon individual U.S.
Attorneys and their assistants, whether prosecutors would be estopped from
prosecuting good faith infractions, and how Department of Justice policies affect
prosecutorial discretion are interesting ideas beyond the scope of this discussion.
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This memorandum provides an effective way to memorialize an
agreement between the executive branch departments concerned. Military
commanders, civil servants, and disaster relief coordinators would all be on
notice that sharing military members and units between the Department of
Defense and the Department of Homeland Security is not only legal under PCA,
but encouraged as appropriate.

D. Baby Steps: NORTHCOM and the National Response
Framework

Without going quite so far as formalizing an agreement in writing,
there is already some movement in the direction of an organized military
response to domestic disasters. The relatively recently established U.S.
Northern Command is the lead military agency for coordinating disaster relief,
while the federal government’s National Response Framework is another small
step mostly in the right direction.

1. U.S. Northern Command

In October 2002, the United States Northern Command
(NORTHCOM) came into existence. A product of reaction to September 11th,
it is a federal military organization whose mission is “to provide command and
control of Department of Defense homeland defense efforts and to coordinate
defense support of civil authorities.”””® The NORTHCOM duties most pertinent
to this discussion are the planning, organization, and execution of homeland
defense missions.””’

NORTHCOM has very few permanently assigned military forces;
instead, forces are assigned to NORTHCOM as required by the President and
Secretary of Defense.””® In practice, NORTHCOM serves as something of a
clearinghouse for domestic emergency relief. For example, in early 2007, when
harsh winter storms closed hundreds of miles of interstate and killed at least 13
people, NORTHCOM coordinated a relief effort.”” From all appearances, the
federal military did not take charge of the rescue operations. Instead, National
Guard units from nearly a dozen states were deployed under their own

276 U.S. Northern Command, About USNORTHCOM,
http://www.northcom.mil/About/index.html, (last visited Nov. 21, 2008).
277

Id.
278 Id
2 Jim Greenhill, National Guard Rescues People, Cattle After Severe Winter
Storms, U.S. NORTHCOM NEWSs, Jan. 5, 2007 available at
http://www.northcom.mil/News/2007/010807.html.
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cognizance, along with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
and state emergency organizations, as organized by NORTHCOM.**

Using the federal military Northern Command as a clearinghouse for
domestic disaster relief is not the role recommended herein. Nevertheless,
having a standing organization with the sole purpose of coordinating disaster
relief can only help the confused process that was so muddled during the
response to Katrina. As a positive sign, in August 2007, NORTHCOM
coordinated the deployment of an Army unit to St. Thomas in advance of
Hurricane Dean’s arrival. Though NORTHCOM did not command the team in
St. Thomas, it provided a communications node and helped liaison with FEMA
to get the team there in advance of the storm.”' Sending and communicating
with an advance team may not demonstrate a total victory over the problems of
Katrina, but it is at least a start.

NORTHCOM recently gained an active duty Army brigade.® The
unit is the 3rd Infantry Division’s 1st Brigade Combat Team, from Fort Stewart,
Georgia, assigned to NORTHCOM on October 1, 2008.**> The assignment is
the first time an active unit has been assigned to NORTHCOM en masse. The
brigade is expected to be attached for a year, and then replaced by a new unit.***
The NORTHCOM brigade is expected to be on call to respond to domestic
disasters, including chemical, biological, nuclear, and natural disasters.?®

There seems to be a mismatch between the NORTHCOM brigade’s
training and its planned purpose. The brigade commander discussed impending
training to use the Army’s “first ever nonlethal package,” including traffic
control equipment and nonlethal weapons including shields, batons, beanbag

280 Id
281 press Release, ARNORTH Deploys Team in Preparation for Hurricane Dean
Arrival, U.S. Northern Command (Aug. 16, 2007)
(http://www.northcom.mil/News/2007/081607.html).
2 Press Release, U.S. Northern Command Gains Dedicated Response Force,
U.S. Northern Command (Sep. 30, 2008)
gg[tp://www.northcom.mil/News/2008/093008.htm1).

Id.
¥ Gina Cavallaro, Brigade Homeland Tours Start Oct. 1, ARMY TIMES, Sept. 7,
2008, available at
http://www.armytimes.com/news/2008/09/army_homeland 090808wy/.
285 Press Release, Patti Bielling, Exercise Readies First Units for NORTHCOM
Assignment, U.S. Army (Sept. 29, 2008) (http://www.army.mil/-
news/2008/09/29/12779-exercise-readies-first-units-for-northcom-assignmenty/).
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bullets, and Tasers.”*® The commander explained that “because of this mission,”
the NORTHCOM brigade was “the first to get [the nonlethal weapons
package].” However, nonlethal weapons are only intended for use in foreign
war zones, to the exclusion of domestic use.”™® It is interesting that the domestic
disaster response mission enables the NORTHCOM brigade to get the nonlethal
weapons first, and yet the brigade is not intended to use those nonlethal weapons
domestically. Training the army as a domestic constabulary is problematic; the
mismatch between training and justification raises the question whether the
permanent assignment of an active duty infantry brigade to train for civil
disaster response is really the right solution for domestic disaster relief.

2. National Response Framework

In addition to establishing NORTHCOM, the federal government has
recently adopted the National Response Framework, “a guide that details how
the Nation conducts all-hazards response — from the smallest incident to the
largest catastrophe. This document establishes a comprehensive, national, all-
hazards approach to domestic incident response.”**

In pertinent part, the new Framework maintains separate and clear lines
of authority between civil and military organizations in disaster relief. In
responding to an incident, the Framework envisions a FEMA representative
leading the recovery, or a Department of Homeland Security official
coordinating directly with the Secretary following severe disasters.””” Though
these civilian officials would be in charge of a disaster response operation and
assign tasks to other federal agencies, the positions’ descriptions are silent on
whether that supervision extends to military forces.”"

In defining the responsibilities of military representatives, however, the
Framework requires the military commander “be co-located with the senior on-

286 Cavallaro, supra note 284.

287 | d

288 Id.

% Department of Homeland Security, National Response Framework (NRF) —
Fact Sheet, available at
http://www.fema.gov/pdf/femergency/nrf/NRFOnePageFactSheet.pdf (last
visited Nov. 21, 2008).

% Department of Homeland Security, National Response Framework:
Frequently Asked Questions, *6, available at
http://www.fema.gov/pdf/emergency/nrf/NRF_FAQ.pdf (last visited Nov. 21,
2008).

21 4.
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scene [civilian] leadership . . . to ensure coordination and unity of effort.”*

Based on this language, it would seem that under the Framework, the military
commander does not answer to the civilian Homeland Security official leading
the recovery effort. Retaining forces squarely within the military command
structure, as the Framework does, does not address the Posse Comitatus
problem.

3. The 2008 Hurricane Season: Lessons Learned?

NORTHCOM’s responses during the 2008 hurricane season were
probably better than 2005, but the Posse Comitatus Act was still unaddressed.
When Hurricane Gustav came ashore on September 2, 2008, the Louisiana
National Guard began search and rescue missions, and quickly shifted to food
and water distribution upon realizing that was the greater need.”” The
Mississippi National Guard pre-positioned equipment and troops, and because of
problems after Hurricane Katrina, were better able to anticipate what aid would
be needed where.”*

At the national level, Defense Secretary Gates authorized up to 50,000
National Guardsmen to be mobilized to respond to Hurricane Gustav, if
necessary.”””  The guardsmen were to serve “under the control of the
governors,” which probably means in a Title 32 status.”® Under Secretary
Gates’ authorization, at least 14,000 guardsmen were mobilized, evacuating
17,000 people from New Orleans and 600 special needs medical patients from
the region.””” In addition to evacuation by land and air, the Guard also
conducted 24-hour security patrols in New Orleans.””® Following Hurricane Ike,

2214, at *7.

293 pregs Release, Louisiana Guard’s Focus Shifts to Food, Water Distribution,
Department of Defense (Sept. 4, 2008)
(http://www.defenselink.mil/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=51031).

2 Press Release, Michael J. Carden, Mississippi Guard Applies Lessons
Learned from Hurricane Katrina, Department of Defense (Sept. 3, 2008)
(http://www.defenselink.mil/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=51016).

% Press Release, Ellen Krenke, Gates OKs Call-up of 50,000 Guard Troops for
Hurricane Support (Sept. 2, 2008)

gléttp ://'www.defenselink.mil/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=51007).

297 :g
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active duty military contributions included search and rescue missions and
logistical preparations both ashore® and afloat.*”

The response provided was largely adequate to respond to Hurricanes
Gustav and Ike. But, at risk of minimizing the damage brought to the Galveston
area, it was fortunate that the damage and human suffering were not on the same
scale as that following Hurricane Katrina. The 2008 hurricane season left the
current framework relatively untested. It remains an open question how this
level of response would function if the National Guard troops patrolling New
Orleans after Gustav were overwhelmed either by evacuees or lawless banditry
on a city-wide scale. In other words, the Posse Comitatus Act is still the
elephant in the room for disaster response planning. The 2008 hurricane season
did not fully test either NORTHCOM or the National Response Framework
insofar as transitioning to a full-scale active military relief effort. For that
reason, the recommendation below could improve the current Framework, and
create a workable model for military assistance in disaster recovery.

VI. THE WAY AHEAD
A. Recommendation

Using a model like the shifting chains of command for the National
Guard, and the Coast Guard’s shifting between the Department of Homeland
Security and the Department of Defense, national disaster response could be set
up for better coordination. Using these models, the President should be able to
order either federal forces or nationalized militia forces into the Department of
Homeland Security, and then Homeland Security would take operational control
of those units. There is no constitutional problem implicated, as the President
remains the Commander in Chief.””" This change of authority would be similar
to the way the Coast Guard, as a service, as units, or as individuals, can and do
move between the Department of Homeland Security and the Department of
Defense. Similarly, this recommendation would place military units under the
operational control of the Department of Homeland Security, shifting chains of
command the way National Guard units shift between state and federal
authority.

% Press Release, U.S. Northern Command Provides Additional Support in
Wake of Hurricane Ike, U.S. Northern Command (Sept. 13, 2008)
(http://www.northcom.mil/News/2008/0913081 c.html).

39 Elizabeth Merriam, Press Release, USS Nassau Responding to Hurricane ke
at ‘Best Speed,” U.S. Navy (Sept. 17, 2008)
(http://www.navy.mil/search/display.asp?story _id=39801).

O U.S. ConsT. art. 11, § 2.
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Once the President authorized the Department of Homeland Security to
take control of specified military forces, no further advice or permission would
be necessary from the Pentagon. The forces on-scene providing disaster relief
would report to the Department of Homeland Security on-scene coordinator,
who reports to the Secretary of Homeland Security.””> Just as when a Coast
Guard member directs Navy assistants during a drug seizure, a Homeland
Security relief coordinator directing military forces places the expertise in
charge of the wherewithal.

This is only a partial solution. Even if an infantry brigade were
temporarily assigned to the Department of Homeland Security, it would still
arguably be “any part of the Army or Air Force” as defined in the PCA.*® Tt is
possible to argue that when working for the Secretary of Homeland Security, a
federal Army brigade is no longer “part of the Army” per se. But as nothing in
PCA jurisprudence supports this contention, however, prudence requires more
process.

A memorandum of understanding would be a useful tool. The
Secretaries of Defense and Homeland Security could sign the memorandum,
whereby Defense would agree to provide military forces to Homeland Security
for disaster relief. To strengthen the legality of such a memo, the shuffling of
forces should perhaps only happen at the President’s direction, lending both
statutory’** and inherent Commander in Chief powers™” to the agreement.

With the Attorney General also signing the memorandum, civil and
military officials would be assured that good faith errors would not result in
prosecution under Posse Comitatus. The Attorney General would agree that the
contemplated actions were legal and did not violate the Posse Comitatus Act,
provided that the military forces involved were not direct, active participants in
civil law enforcement,' and did not pervade" or regulate, proscribe, or compel™
the activities of civilian law enforcement. This memorandum would reassure
leaders using military forces that they would not be prosecuted, and provide the
leaders’ legal advisors with relatively clear guidelines going into a disaster.

302 Department of Homeland Security, National Response Framework:
Frequently Asked Questions, *6, available at
http://www.fema.gov/pdf/femergency/nrf/NRF_FAQ.pdf (last visited Nov. 21,
2008).

393 18 U.S.C. §1385 (2000).

3% 10 U.S.C.A. § 125 (West 2008).

35 U.S. CoNsT. art. I, § 2.

153



2009 A Solution to the Posse Comitatus Conundrum

This recommendation does not implicate the traditional concerns
reflected in the PCA. Rather than reporting through the traditional military
channels, a unit temporarily assigned to the disaster relief effort would report to
the Department of Homeland Security. Moreover, the Department of Homeland
Security’s official in charge of the recovery effort would likely not need “to
execute the laws,” as a primary concern, when there is search and rescue and
evacuation to perform.*”’

Even if some law enforcement support were required during recovery,
the varying PCA tests might not be violated. The Department of Homeland
Security directing military forces during a recovery would almost certainly not
run afoul of the “regulate, proscribe, or compel” test. Recall that in formulating
that test, the court found no PCA violation when the civilian officials gave the
orders during the course of an operation.”® Disaster relief under the National
Response Framework, with a Department of Homeland Security civilian leading
the effort, would likely provide a similar level of protection from the PCA.*"”

The “pervade” test requires careful shepherding. When this test was
formulated, the court stopped short of finding an explicit PCA violation, but
found functionally the same in ruling that the colonel’s advice and direction
“pervaded the activities” of civilian law enforcement.*'® If this is the standard
applied, the Department of Homeland Security relief coordinator would have to
be careful to put civilians and state militia members in as many positions of
responsibility as possible, to avoid the contention that the federal military
“pervaded” the law enforcement. Assuming a disaster area were small enough,
or that there were ample National Guard and state and local law enforcement
and emergency responders, it is likely that a well managed relief effort would
not run afoul of the PCA. In any event, civilian leadership over the military
forces, following force realignment into the Department of Homeland Security,
would likely preclude a finding that military assistance “pervaded” the relief
effort.

306 1.
7 Some commentators believe, however, that even simple patrols to maintain
order after a disaster would run afoul of the PCA. CRS LEGAL, supra note 229,
at 5.

3% United States v. McArthur, 419 F. Supp. 186, 194-95 (D.N.D. 1975).

3% Cynically, one could argue that this test boils down to little more than asking
whether the person in charge is wearing a uniform. Such a superficial threshold
was met in McArthur, id., and would be met with a Department of Homeland
Security official leading the disaster relief.

319 United States v. Jaramillo, 380 F. Supp. 1375, 1379 (D. Neb. 1974).
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The “direct and active participation” standard might be yet more
difficult to clear, but not insurmountable. This test allows the military to
incidentally aid civilian investigators, but not to execute the laws.”'' Imagine
federal troops patrolling a city street after an emergency, like the 82d Airborne
Division did after Katrina. To avoid violating this test, federal troops’ presence
must be intended to keep the peace, rather than execute the laws. The relief
coordinator could follow the Coast Guard counter-drug model, and ensure that a
civilian law enforcement officer or state militia member is present with any
federal forces that might be called on to enforce the laws. Like the naval ship
that suddenly becomes a Coast Guard vessel for purposes of making a drug
arrest at sea, a mixed patrol of federal soldiers and state police could operate as a
bifurcated unit: the state militia or police enforce the law by making the arrest,
while the federal troops incidentally aid in the investigation, as is more
consistent with case law.>'?

Paradoxically, the bifurcated patrol would create exactly the situation
the PCA originally intended to avoid: local law enforcement bringing along the
federal Army to help enforce the law.”"® If a disaster area is so lawless that there
are insufficient law enforcement and state militia members present, there may be
no clear way to avoid PCA proscriptions. The Department of Homeland
Security-controlled troops are not well-suited for this eventuality. The most
viable option legally, if not politically, *'* under these facts would be for a
President to invoke the “calling forth” power and insurrection statutes,’” and
provide federal troops and federalized militia to enforce the laws as long as the
danger persists.

The working model, then, would be a two-step process, assuming the
period immediately following a disaster was particularly dangerous. In the first
step, the President would call forth the National Guard®'® in affected states,
neighboring states, and other states where the Guard could get to the disaster
area most quickly. Additionally, federal troops would be sent to stop any

j:; United States v. Red Feather, 392 F. Supp. 916, 924- 25 (D.S.D. 1975).

Id.
31318 U.S.C. § 1385 (2000).
31 HAROLD C. RELYEA, CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, MARTIAL LAW
AND NATIONAL EMERGENCY 4-5 (2005). Martial law is certainly legal under §
332, but it is unclear if a declaration of martial law is required to invoke § 332 to
quell a civil disturbance. In any event, as the experience in Hurricane Katrina
shows, federalizing the local National Guard or sending the federal Army into a
U.S. state uninvited may have ugly political consequences.
31510 U.S.C. § 331-334 (2000).
31610 U.S.C. § 332.
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violence. The first relief worker on scene need not be a soldier with a rifle, but
if there is violence in the area perpetrated by fellow victims, criminals, or
terrorists, the military could conduct peace enforcement operations. While the
military responds to secure the scene, the federal government would be
coordinating between Homeland Security and the affected state and local
leaders.

Posse Comitatus is not yet implicated, because the “calling forth” and
insurrection statutes are themselves statutory exceptions. As soon as possible,
the President should cancel his insurrection power, ending military management
of the situation, and turn the relief operation entirely over to the Department of
Homeland Security and state leadership.

At this point, the shifting lines of authority would be crucial. The
federal military units would be turned over to the Department of Homeland
Security to assist in any permissible way: logistical support, distributing aid,
search and rescue, medical support, liaison with federal military authorities —
essentially anything short of directly enforcing the civil law. The federal
military would not report to the Pentagon, but instead would temporarily report
to the Department of Homeland Security. The National Guard would revert to
either a state status or hybrid Title 32 status, avoiding PCA problems. The
National Guard members, along with civilian law enforcement, would provide
all of the direct law enforcement. If there should be an outbreak of violence, the
Department of Homeland Security would coordinate a response. Even if there
were violence, the federal military could respond with force as necessary,
provided that state militia and law enforcement were the individuals making
necessary arrests and otherwise enforcing the civil law. This would keep the
Department of Homeland Security coordinator and the subordinate military
commanders in compliance with the criminal prohibitions of the PCA.*"" As
long as the local military commanders, temporarily subordinate to the
Department of Homeland Security civilian leadership, were careful not to
directly or actively participate in law enforcement, they would not run afoul of
the law. The memorandum of understanding between the executive branch
heads should provide the clarity needed to ensure the PCA was not violated.

If a violent incident or trend were too great for the military forces on
hand, the only lawful way to reduce the violence and allow disaster relief to
continue would be for the President to once again invoke the calling forth
statutes for insurrections.’'® Federal troops involved in quelling the violence
would be permitted to directly and actively enforce the civil law for the brief

31718 U.S.C. § 1385.
3810 U.S.C. § 332-333.
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duration of the “unlawful obstruction,”' or the “domestic violence [or]

unlawful combination.”®”® The “calling forth” would start the process over
again, with the military taking the lead role in quelling the violence while
providing aid to those in need. As soon as violence abated, state militia and
police forces would resume sole responsibility for law enforcement, with federal
troops in supporting roles as described above. In any event, the memorandum of
understanding between the Attorney General, Secretary of Defense, and
Secretary of Homeland Security would provide metes and bounds of permissible
action, giving the clarity needed for a rapid response action.

This plan of action ensures the federal military can provide assistance
to those in need without violating Posse Comitatus. The original dislike of the
domestic use of the federal military is respected in this plan because the level of
coordination within the executive branch require transfer of individuals and
units to Homeland Security, so that the transferred units are temporarily not part
of the federal military. The memorandum of understanding would only be
effective to the extent that the individuals acted within the common law
standards for the PCA.

B. Application

To return to the introductory hypothetical, the explosions that rocked
Southern California have caused thousands of casualties by midday, mostly due
to the attacks on the petroleum infrastructure. Additionally, because the major
roadways are blocked, first responders are slow in responding to calls for
firefighting and medical assistance. Upon consultation with the state governors,
the President exercises his insurrection power, federalizes the National Guards
of California, Nevada, and Oregon, and sends the federalized National Guard
and all federal ground forces in the western United States into California,
providing physical security to the southern half of the state. Though the law
does not compel him to make such an agreement, the President assures the
governors that as soon as the situation is in hand, he will cancel the insurrection
power, and return the Guard troops to their respective governors’ control.

In addition to ground forces, helicopter squadrons from the military
services are ordered into the area to conduct search and rescue operations. The
Navy sends one amphibious ship to dock at Long Beach and serve as a floating
headquarters, while several other amphibious ships and aircraft carriers remain
at sea to provide secure helicopter landing platforms and hospital services.

3191d. at § 332.
32014, at § 333.
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While the military forces assemble and begin to secure the area, the
alphabet soup of government agencies investigate the attacks. Twelve hours
pass, and by nightfall federal investigators have an idea of the identity of the
perpetrators, and are formulating a plan to prevent further attacks. Federal
soldiers and armored vehicles patrol the streets, performing law enforcement
missions as allowed under the “calling forth” statutes.’'

When 24 hours pass without incident, the President declares that the
insurrection has passed, at least for the moment. By then the Homeland Security
response team has had time to assemble and organize. As soon as the President
cancels his insurrection power, the Homeland Security recovery coordinator
fully takes over disaster response.

Under the plan recommended in this article, the President leaves all the
federal military personnel in place, but turns them over to the civilian
Department of Homeland Security recovery coordinator. The California
National Guard is returned to state status for the governor to use as he deems fit,
while the Nevada and Oregon Guards are put on Title 32 status, and by
agreement of those two states’ governors, stay in California acting as state
agents.

The Homeland Security relief coordinator supervises the on-scene
military commander, who reports to him for the duration of the mission.
NORTHCOM monitors and coordinates from afar but has no control or
direction ability. The Department of Homeland Security coordinator and
military commander are both aware of the limitations outlined in the Posse
Comitatus memorandum of understanding, and take measures to employ the
military to help in the recovery effort, sending the National Guard or civilian
police for any law enforcement tasks. In so doing, neither the civilian
coordinator nor military commander violates Posse Comitatus. Because of
careful attention to the requirements of the law, disaster relief can legally go
forward with military assistance in a clear, concise, and rapid manner.

In the following days, disaster relief continues, with military assistance
provided at the direction of the Homeland Security coordinator. The plan to
prevent further attacks is successfully implemented, with regular patrols by both
police and military units reporting suspicious activity for further police
investigation. The squadrons and ships remain on scene for nearly two weeks,
providing medical support and emergency airlift until the roads can be reopened
for emergency responders, and soon thereafter completely cleared and reopened.
The Army units are released back to the Department of Defense within ten days,

32110 US.C. § 331-334.
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as patrols become less frequent, and the situation becomes smaller in scope and
within the capability of the National Guard. The loss of life was significantly
reduced by the quick availability of military hardware and personnel. Because
Posse Comitatus was understood in advance, it was no longer a point of
contention. The President and governor were able to quickly mobilize necessary
manpower to respond to the emergency.

C. Conclusion

The Posse Comitatus Act reflects a longstanding American tradition of
wariness towards military authority domestically. Respecting that historical
wariness requires keeping Posse Comitatus as an effective prohibition against
federal soldiers performing law enforcement.

Keeping the PCA while ensuring disaster response will require
flexibility from federal and state officials, and a commitment to keeping the
federal military out of law enforcement. Although a statutory solution is an
alternative, the repeal of the recent Warner Amendment shows that
Congressional solutions are not necessarily effective or permanent.

Legislation is not necessary. Working within the existing law while
taking sufficient steps to clarify actions is sufficient. Shifting responsibility
away from the federal military, directly to Homeland Security, is a good start.
Transferring military units to the control of the Department of Homeland
Security would maintain the spirit of Posse Comitatus, while limiting law
enforcement duties to state militia and civilian police would meet the letter of
the law. The Memorandum of Understanding would provide the clarity needed
to enable decisive action.

If the above recommendations are followed, effective disaster relief is
possible while respecting the goals the PCA. This plan will prevent another
political and legal battle over Posse Comitatus like the one experienced during
Hurricane Katrina. It allows the government to focus on the business of
providing vital assistance rather than arguing about process while lives hang in
the balance.
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MITIGATING COLLATERAL DAMAGE TO THE
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT IN NAVAL WARFARE:
AN EXAMINATION OF THE ISRAELI NAVAL
BLOCKADE OF 2006

Matthew L. Tucker®

“We conceive . . . that as an operation of war, Blockade will
continue.  Many modifications however, will probably be
introduced into the exercise of the right.””*

“[T]he real issue is how best to minimize the environmental impact
of military operations without constraining the military
commander with policies that have little chance of serious
consideration in wartime.””?

l. INTRODUCTION

On July 14 and 15, 2006, Israeli warplanes bombed the Jiyyeh power
plant, a facility located approximately eighteen miles south of Beirut, Lebanon.’
The power station contained several fuel tanks situated within one hundred feet

* Lieutenant, JAGC, U.S. Navy; J.D. magna cum laude 2008, California
Western School of Law; B.S. 1998, Texas A&M University; currently assigned
to Naval Legal Service Office Southwest, Branch Office Lemoore, California.
Special thanks to my wife Shelby for her support, confidence, and patience and
to Professor John Noyes, California Western School of Law, for his insight and
suggestions. The views expressed in this article are those of the author and in no
way reflect the official views or policies of the U.S. Navy or Department of
Defense.

' H. BARGRAVE DEANE, THE LAW OF BLOCKADE: ITS HISTORY, PRESENT
CONDITION, AND PROBABLE FUTURE 51 (1870).

* William H. Wright, Naval Warfare and the Environment, in 69 U.S. NAVAL
WAR COLLEGE, INTERNATIONAL LAW STUDIES, PROTECTION OF THE
ENVIRONMENT DURING ARMED CONFLICT 35, 35 (1996).

3 Bogonko Bosire, U.N. Fears Lebanon Qil Slicks Impact on the Environment,
CosMos, July 31, 2006, available at
http://www.cosmosmagazine.com/node/496.
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of the Mediterranean Sea.* At least two of those tanks were damaged in the
bombings’ and began to leak oil.° The tanks burned intensely for days,
scattering soot and debris for miles and turning the underlying sand into glass.’
But the biggest environmental concern was the nearly four million gallons of oil
flowing into the Mediterranean Sea.® The resulting slick slowly spread north to
the Sgyrian coast, polluting seventy-five miles of Lebanon’s coastline along the
way.

Oil spills present significant environmental problems anywhere, but
those problems are exacerbated by the geography of the Mediterranean Sea.
Because the Sea is almost entirely surrounded by land, there is “a relatively slow
renewal period of eighty to one-hundred years for its waters. The languid rate
of recharge delays dilution by oceanic waters and contributes to accumulation of
persistent hazardous pollutants.”'®  With that geography in mind, experts

*Id. During the first attack one of the tanks was damaged, but retaining walls
prevented the oil from spilling into the ocean. During the second attack a
second and third tank were damaged and the retaining wall destroyed, and the
oil flowed into the Mediterranean. U.N. Human Rights Council, Report of the
Commission of Inquiry on Lebanon Pursuant to Human Rights Council
Resolution S- 2/1, UN Doc. A/HRC/3/2, Nov. 23 2006, 9210 [hereinafter Report
of the Commission of Inquiry].

> Bosire, supra note 3.

6 Carol Huang, Oily Legacy of War Mars Lebanon Coast, CHRISTIAN SCIENCE
MONITOR, Aug. 23, 2007, at 6.

" Hassan M. Fattah, Casualties of War: Lebanon’s Trees, Air and Sea, N.Y.
TIMES, July 29, 2006, available at
http://www.nytimes.com/2006/07/29/world/middleeast/29environmental.html.
One environmental expert determined that most of the oil at the facility burned,
and the plume from the fires covered more than thirty miles, causing respiratory
illness for residents in that area and raining drops of oil within four miles.
Richard Steiner, Lebanon Oil Spill Rapid Assessment and Response Mission:
Final Report 3, Sep. 11, 2006, available at
http://www.greenline.org.lb/new/pdf files/document 2 lebanon oil spill rapid
_assessment_and_response _mission.pdf.

¥ Bosire, supra note 3.

o Huang, supra note 6, at 6.

' Dorit Talitman, The Devil is in the Details: Increasing International Law’s
Influence on Domestic Environmental Performance—The Case of Israel and the
Mediterranean Sea, 11 N.Y.U. ENVTL. L.J. 414, 420 (2003). Indeed, the coast of
Lebanon was heavily polluted before the conflict. But even with a relatively
modest amount of oil spilled, the effect of any spill in the ocean is significant.
Steiner, supra note 7.
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predicted that the coast of Lebanon could take ten years to recover from the
spill, that the fishing industry would take at least three years to recover, and that
residents in the region were at an increased risk of cancer as a result of the
“toxic cocktail” presented by the fuel oil.'' The presence of so much oil in the
water also threatened wildlife such as the endangered green sea turtle that lays
eggs on Lebanon’s beaches and the migratory bluefin tuna that pass through
coastal waters.'” The many coastal archaeological sites in the region'’ were also
directly threatened by the oil,'* prompting the United Nations Educational
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) to call for “urgent measures to
clean up the oil spill from the World Heritage edifices along the Byblos shore
line.”"® In economic terms, the spill is projected to have caused $200 million in
environmental damage and an additional $250 million in indirect costs.'® Such
costs are difficult for Lebanon, which has a gross domestic product of $24
billion,'” to bear.

The attack on the Jiyyeh power plant occurred in the midst of the
summer 2006 conflict between Israel and Hezbollah in Lebanon. That conflict
began during the night of July 12, 2006, when Hezbollah'® guerrillas crossed the

" Mark Kinver, ‘Damage is Done’ to Lebanon Coast (BBC News Aug. 8,
2006), available at http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/5255966.stm.
According to one expert, a rapid response is essential to containing a spill but
that was not possible because the spill occurred in the midst of a conflict.
"[IIntervention can help within the first 48-72 hours of the spill; we are already
20 days too late (speaking as of Aug. 8, 2006)." Id.

12 Fattah, supra note 7.

1% See http://whc.unesco.org/en/statesparties/Ib (last visited Dec. 29, 2008).

' UNESCO Mission Reports on War Damage to Cultural Heritage in Lebanon
(Sept. 19, 2006), available at http://whc.unesco.org/en/news/283 .  Most
significantly, the spill prompted a need to manually clean the stones at the base
of two medieval towers at Byblos. Id.

'3 1d. UNESCO noted that “major components of Lebanon’s cultural heritage
had been spared by the recent conflict.” Id.

'® Huang, supra note 6, at 6. The amounts are based on estimates by Greenline,
a nongovernmental organization in Lebanon. Id.

7 CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, THE WORLD FACTBOOK, available at
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/le.html  (last
visited Dec. 29, 2008).

'8 Report of the Commission of Inquiry, supra note 4, at 9 37.

Hezbollah is a Shiite organization that began to take shape

during the Lebanese civil war. It originated as a merger of
several groups and associations that opposed and fought
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“Blue Line” separating southern Lebanon and northern Israel.' Once in Israel
they kidnapped two Israeli soldiers and killed several others.?

It is likely that Hezbollah merely intended to draw Israel into a limited
skirmish that would lead to a prisoner exchange: Isracli soldiers for captured
members of Hezbollah.2! However, Israel considered the abduction an act of
war and blamed Lebanon® for failing to control Hezbollah’s actions along their
shared border.® Thus, instead of the anticipated border skirmish, Israel
commenced a full-scale war® with Lebanon and Hezbollah”® The UN

against the 1982 Israeli occupation of Lebanon. Hezbollah
has grown to an organization active in the Lebanese political
system and society, where it is represented in the Lebanese
parliament and in the cabinet. It also operates its own armed
wing, as well as radio and satellite television stations.

Id.

' Jacquelyn S. Porth, Political Dynamic Shifted During 2006 Israel-Hezbollah
Conflict: An Interview with International Peace Academy President Terje Roed-
Larsen, Oct. 16, 2007, available at http://www.america.gov/st/peacesec-
english/2007/October/20071016110513sjhtrop0.1880609.html.

20 7e’ev Schiff, Israel’s War With Iran, 85 FOREIGN AFF. 23, 25 (2006).

2! Paul Salem, The Future of Lebanon, 85 FOREIGN AFF. 13, 13 (2006). The
taking of prisoners was a common occurrence. On June 25, 2006 Hamas took
an Israeli soldier prisoner and international mediators had been negotiating his
release. 1d. At the time of the conflict, Israel was holding hundreds of
Palestinians and members of Hezbollah prisoner. Id.

2 Israel Imposes Lebanon Blockade, BBC NEws, July 13, 2006, available at
http://news.bbe.co.uk/2/hi/middle_east/5175160.stm [hereinafter Israel Imposes
Lebanon Blockade] ; Report of the Commission of Inquiry, supra note 4, q 41
(“Lebanese Prime Minister Fouad Siniora denied any knowledge of the raid and
stated that he did not condone it”).

3 Report of the Commission of Inquiry, supra note 4, at 9§ 269. An Israeli
spokesperson stated that “[t]he Lebanese government is openly violating the
decisions of the Security Council by doing nothing to remove the Hezbollah on
the Lebanese border, and is therefore responsible for the current aggression.” Id.

** The Israeli military chief of staff stated: “[I]f the soldiers are not returned, we
will turn Lebanon’s clock back 20 years.” Id. at § 43. Lebanon made several
requests to the UN Security Council for a ceasefire. Id.at 9 45.

25 Schiff, supra note 20, at 24. This conflict was not unique, as Israel remains at
war with Hezbollah in Lebanon and Palestinian militants, including Hamas, in
the Gaza Strip. New to this conflict, however, were the secondary actors of
Syria and Iran, which both played a significant role in the training and financing
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negotiated a cease fire that took effect on August 14, 2006, but sporadic fighting
continued for weeks as Israeli forces that had moved into Lebanon were
gradually replaced with members of the Lebanese army and the United Nations
Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFL).*®

The toll of the conflict was terrible. More than 1,000 Lebanese and 100
Israelis died during the eight-week war.”” Neither side won a clear victory,*
and many believe that the conflict ushered in a new, even more unstable era in
the Middle East.?® Israel was stunned by the fact that its military was unable to

of Hezbollah. Syria seeks the return of the Golan Heights, which it lost to Israel
in the Six Day War of 1967. Id.

% UN. S.C. Res. 1701 (2006). The unanimous resolution called on Hezbollah
to cease its attacks and for Israel to halt its military operations. It also provided
for an expansion of the UN Interim Force in Israel from a pre-conflict 2,000 to
15,000 and called for assistance from the Lebanese army to monitor the cease
fire. Notably, the resolution also banned the delivery of all weapons to
Lebanon, except for those intended for the Lebanese army. Id. While many
agree that the presence of the UNIFL and Lebanese army will stabilize the
region, the underlying problems remain as those forces are not expected to
actively disarm Hezbollah. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice commented:
“You have to have a plan, first of all, for the disarmament of the militia, and
then the hope is that some people lay down their arms voluntarily.” David
Shelby, Rice Expects Hezbollah to Disarm or Face International Pressure (Aug.
16, 2006), available at http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-
english/2006/August/20060816135155ndyblehs1.354617e-02.html. Some
commentators have warned that a much more substantial military force will be
needed, such as one provided by the North American Treaty Organization.
James Cooper, Op-Ed, International Force Without Much Force, SAN DIEGO
UNION TRIBUNE, Aug. 16, 2006.

*7 Report of the Commission of Inquiry, supra note 4, at § 13. “According to
Lebanese authorities, the conflict resulted in 1,191 deaths and 4,409 injured.
More than 900,000 people fled their homes.” Id.

* The head of an Israeli five-member investigative panel said at a news
conference that “Israel did not win the war. . .” 1d. While Hezbollah succeeded
in denying Israel a decisive victory, its victory was at the expense of Lebanon’s
infrastructure. According to Secretary Rice, “I would suggest that when the dust
clears, Hezbollah has a lot to answer for.” Shelby, supra note 26. Lebanon was
the undisputed loser in the conflict.

%% See Richard M. Haas, The New Middle East, 85 FOREIGN AFF. 2 (2006).
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secure a decisive victory.”® Hezbollah, while weakened, was emboldened and
used Israel’s perceived failure to claim victory.”' It continued to operate in
Southern Lebanon but promised to “refrain from any acts of violence against
Israel.”** Lebanon lay in ruins, its infrastructure® and economy® devastated by
the conflict.

A blockade was one of the primary methods of warfare used by Israel
in that conflict.”® Israel justified its use on the need to “block the transfer of
‘terrorists and weapons to the terror organisations [sic] operating in Lebanon.”*®
The blockade was multidimensional, drawing upon both sea and air assets.
Israeli naval vessels took station off of the coast of Lebanon, and the Israeli air
force imposed a “no fly zone” over the region.”” Combined with the bombing of
roads and bridges and the destruction of Lebanon International Airport, ** the
sea .angi9 air blockade served to effectively cut Lebanon off from the rest of the
world.

3% Schiff, supra note 20, at 28. “[T]he war has shaken Israel to its core. . . .
[L]arge groups of reserve soldiers [are] complaining about the war’s
mismanagement.” ld. at 28-29.
! See id.at 28 (“That an Arab militia could stand up to the IDF, the most
powerful military force in the Middle East, was counted a success,
notwithstanding Hezbollah’s heavy losses and the considerable destruction
wrought in Lebanon™).
2 1d.
» The destruction included “roads, bridges and ‘other’ targets such as Beirut
International Airport, ports, water and sewage treatment plants, electrical
facilities, fuel stations, commercial structures, schools and hospitals, as well as
private homes.” Report of the Commission of Inquiry, supra note 4, at § 76.
* TIsrael also targeted economic infrastructure such as factories and the
agricultural sector. Tourism also suffered for obvious reasons. Report of the
Commission of Inquiry, supra note 4, at §144-45.
% Israel Imposes Lebanon Blockade, supra note 22.
3% 1d. ““[T]he ports and harbours of Lebanon are used to transfer terrorists and
weapons by terrorist organizations operating against the citizens of Israel from
within Israel, mainly Hezbollah.”” Report of the Commission of Inquiry, supra
note 4, at 9§ 269.
37 James G. Stewart, The UN Commission of Inquiry on Lebanon: A Legal
Appraisal, 5 J. INT’L CRIM. JUST. 1039, 1057 (2007).
22 Israel Imposes Lebanon Blockade, supra note 22.

Id.
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France and Russia immediately criticized Israel’s decision to impose a
blockade, calling it a “disproportionate use of force.”*" That criticism mounted
when on July 14 and 15, 2006, Israeli military aircraft bombed the Jiyyeh power
plant, resulting in a massive oil spill within the remaining blockaded area."'

Clean-up efforts related to the Jiyyeh power plant oil spill did not
commence in earnest until after the war ended.*” The government of Lebanon
spent $15 million for the initial effort in August 2006, but competing priorities*’
quickly diverted already scarce funds and the effort was abandoned after six
months.* The Lebanese government reported that 60-70% of the oil was
cleaned up in that six-month effort.* Encouraged, residents began to once again
swim and fish in the Mediterranean.*® But critics point out that the most
difficult portion of the clean-up still remains: the oil that is “stuck to the rocks,”
which melts in the sun and washes out to sea, prolonging the problem.*” The
free floating 30% also remains a problem. In August 2007, one year after the
spill, “[a] 3,000-sq.-ft. ‘rubbery mat’ of oil drifted ashore . . . at Edde Sands, a

“1d.

I Bosire, supra note 3.

2 Richard Steiner identified three major obstacles to the clean-up effort. First,
there was no responsible-party response because there was no ship owner or
factory to be held responsible. Steiner, supra note 7. Second, Lebanon, as the
affected coastal state, had a limited capacity to respond and had no prior existing
environmental plan in place. ld. Third, the war and blockade prevented a rapid,
significant response. ld. As an example of the hindrance of the blockade, on
Aug. 15, 2006, the French embassy in Lebanon agreed to allow use of its
helicopter for a rapid survey of the damage. The Israelis refused to grant
clearance for that flight. 1d.

* One year after the war ended,

[a] million Israeli cluster bombs remain unexploded - - barring
200,000 people in the south from returning home and injuring
two to three children a day. The Lebanese Mediterranean
coast is ecologically threatened with a massive oil spill.
Lebanon faces a budget deficit of $42 billion. Unemployment
has risen from 13 percent before the war to about 20 percent.

Editorial, Future of Lebanon Tied to Wider Conflicts, SOUTH FLORIDA SUN-
SENTINEL, Nov. 18, 2006, at 21A.
H“ Huang, supra note 6, at 6.
45
Id.
*1d.
1d.
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high-end beach resort 22 miles north of Beiruit.™*® It is estimated that the

government of Lebanon would need to raise an additional $135 million to
complete the clean-up.*’

A glance at the newspaper on any given day will reveal the importance
the general public now places on protecting the natural environment.”
Responding to this concern, militaries around the world have adapted their
peacetime training to conform to this emerging emphasis.”’ While most
environmental harm may be traced to regularly occurring peacetime sources
such as industrial pollution and accidents,’ a relatively small subset of damage
to the natural environment occurs during wartime.”> A dramatic, recent example
of this is illustrated by the Jiyyeh power plant oil spill.

“1d.

¥ Huang, supra note 6, at 6.

3% Paul Elias, Captain in Bay Fuel Spill Tells of Fog, SAN DIEGO UNION
TRIBUNE, Apr. 5, 2008, at A4, France: Oil Company, Others Must Pay $285
Million For Spill, SEATTLE POST-INTELLIGENCER, Jan. 10, 2008, at A2. Interest
in protecting the environment is no longer limited to environmental activists. As
an example see Neela Banerjee, Southern Baptists Back a Shift on Climate
Change, N.Y.TIMES, Mar. 10, 2008, at All (describing a recently signed
declaration by the Southern Baptist Convention entitled “A Southern Baptist
Declaration on the Environment and Climate Change,” urging “‘Christians to
return to a biblical mandate to guard the world God created’”).

> See generally U.S. NAVAL WAR COLLEGE, INTERNATIONAL LAW STUDIES,
PROTECTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT DURING ARMED CONFLICT xv (1996)
(containing the proceedings and papers of the 1995 Naval War College
Symposium entitled: The Protection of the Environment During Armed Conflict
and Other Military Operations).

2 An obvious example would be oil spills caused by oil tankers. As a
comparison, the Exxon Valdez spilled 40,000 tons of oil into Prince William
Sound in Alaska. By way of comparison, the Jiyyeh oil spill was projected to be
at about 25,000 tons. Fattah, supra note 7. In an interesting spin on war-related
environmental pollution, some experts point out that much industrial pollution in
the last century has been devoted to building and maintaining military forces.
“The environmental damage caused by fifty years of weapons development,
maintaining large standing forces, and exercising and operating their forces, has
yet to be fully assessed.” Wright, supra note 2, at 35.

>> War does arguably have some positive environmental impacts. Jeffrey A.
McNeely, War and Biodiversity: An Assessment of Impacts in THE
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF WAR: LEGAL, ECONOMIC, AND SCIENTIFIC
PERSPECTIVES 365 (2000). Examples include the creation of no-go zones and
slowing or stopping development projects. ld. at 366.
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Environmental damage is an expected consequence of war,”* and there
are numerous historical examples of warring states deliberately targeting the
environment as a means of furthering their objectives.”” But even in the absence
of deliberate targeting, the environment inevitably suffers as a collateral victim
of warfare. In light of increased concern regarding damage to the natural
environment and the inevitable occurrence of wartime collateral damage,
military forces should be prepared to mitigate unnecessary environmental harm
to the extent possible without impacting their ability to fight and win wars. In
particular, when imposing a naval blockade, naval forces should have
procedures in place that will allow for, at a minimum, a rapid survey of oil spills
that result as collateral consequences of battle damage. Optimally, naval forces
would permit vessels engaged in clean-up efforts to pass through a blockade in a
manner similar to that afforded humanitarian relief. Additionally, navies should
consider the possibility of maintaining their own oil spill response capability and

For example, “in Niger . . . researchers have been fascinated to discover that
19,000 square miles of savanna are more vegetated today than 20 or 30 years
ago.” Some ecologists credit the phenomenon to global warming, but others
believe “years of warfare and chaos . . . have depopulated the African
countryside, allowing millions of acres to lie fallow and recover.” Paul Salopek,
Lost in the Sahel, NATIONAL GEOGRAPHIC, Apr. 2008, at 54.

* “War by definition is a ‘no holds barred” affair.” Wright, supra note 2, at 35.
“Warfare will always have an adverse affect on the environment; the extent will
rely on the willingness of warring nations to conform to environmental
regulations that may constrain their ability to achieve victory in the war.” Id.

> Jay E. Austin & Carl E. Bruch, Introduction, in THE ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES OF WAR: LEGAL, ECONOMIC, AND SCIENTIFIC PERSPECTIVES 1
(2000). The authors provide the following examples of wartime targeting of the
environment:

In the Third Punic War, Roman legions salted the ground
around Carthage to prevent the Carthaginians from recovering
and challenging Rome; in the US Civil War, General Sherman
cut a wide swath of destruction across the South in an attempt
to break the morale of the Confederacy; in World War 1, the
British set afire Romanian oilfields to prevent the Central
Powers from capturing them; in World War II, Germany and
the Soviet Union engaged in “scorched earth” tactics; and in
the Korean War, the United States bombed North Korean
dams.
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international organizations should be prepared to promptly organize an efficient
response.

This article examines what responsibilities, if any, a blockading state
has once the presence of an oil slick caused by collateral battle damage is
known. Part I introduces the history of the naval blockade and its development
in the law. Part III examines marine environmental damage and the law of
armed conflict at sea. Part IV examines whether states must lift blockades to
mitigate environmental damage. The article concludes by proposing actions,
introduced above, that could be taken to prevent another avoidable wartime
environmental catastrophe like the Jiyyeh power plant oil spill.

11 THE BLOCKADE: A BRIEF HISTORY OF ITS USE AND DEVELOPMENT
IN THE LAW

A. Use of the naval blockade continues to evolve, but its
primary effect is to thwart maritime communications in
hostile waters.

An expansive history of the naval blockade is not necessary for this
article, but selective historical examples are useful in understanding the contours
of this particular method of warfare. The blockade is traditionally understood to
mean one state’s use of naval force to “suspend all maritime communications to
and from an enemy coast.”® The use of military vessels to disrupt enemy
commerce goes back to ancient times, as evidenced by its use by the Greeks®’
and Carthaginians.® The popular conception of a blockade is that of a close-in
blockade: the positioning of ships off the coast of a belligerent state for the
purpose of prohibiting commerce. That formulation came about in the 17®
century.”® Its first use was by the States General of the United Provinces, which
imposed g) blockade on the ports of Flanders that were then under the possession
of Spain.

% GEORGE P. POLITAKIS, MODERN ASPECTS OF THE LAWS OF NAVAL WARFARE
AND MARITIME NEUTRALITY 158 (1998).

T E.B. POTTER, SEA POWER 2 (2d. ed. 1981). Greek sea power was already well
established by the time of the Greco-Persian and Peloponnesian Wars. “Indeed
there is reason to believe that Homer’s lliad is really a poetic description of
prehistoric Greek sea power at work — that the siege of Troy was a commercial
war to secure control of the Hellespont . . . and thus Black Sea trade.” Id.

> DEANE, supra note 1, at 4.

*1d. at 10.

“1d.
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In the 19" century the British exploited their unrivaled sea power by
making extensive use of the blockade in its wars with France.®" It also was a
central component of United States strategy during the Civil War®® and is
considered a major contributor to the Northern victory.*

The 20™ century witnessed dramatic changes in naval warfare and
corresponding changes in the employment of the blockade. World War I saw
the first widespread use of the submarine and designated exclusion zones in
which “wolfpacks” of German submarines waged unrestricted warfare.** The

' POTTER, supra note 57, at 2.

62 SHELBY FooTE, THE CIvIL WAR: A NARRATIVE: FORT SUMTER TO
PERRYVILLE 111-12 (1958). General Winfield Scott is credited with devising the
plan and it quickly became known, not necessarily favorably, as Scott’s
Anaconda. The deep water Union naval blockade was to stretch “[a]ll down the
eastern seaboard, from Chesapeake Bay to the Florida Keys, thence along the
shores of the Gulf, counter-clockwise from the Keys to Matamoros.” Its
purpose was to “wall off the Confederacy . . . from Europe and whatever aid
might come from that direction.” Gunboats would also be sent down the
Mississippi, “cutting Southerners off from the cattle and cereals of Texas as well
as such foreign help as might be forwarded through neutral ports of Mexico.”
Id.

% CARL SANDBURG, ABRAHAM LINCOLN: THE PRAIRIE YEARS AND THE WAR
YEARS 449 (1954). In 1863, the Secretary of War reported that the Union
blockade had achieved the following results: “[m]ore than 1,000 vessels had
been captured [and] prizes amounted to $13,000,000.” Id. Scott’s Anaconda
was so successful that the Secretary saw the benefit of adding more ships to the
fleet and “[n]Jew Navy Yards were wanted.” Id. The Civil War blockade also
prompted the development of significant new naval technologies. JAMES C.
BRADFORD, FROM CANNON AND CUTLASS TO AIRCRAFT AND MISSILES:
READINGS IN THE HISTORY OF US SEAPOWER 155-56 (1997). The Confederate
ironclad Virginia, built on the captured hull of the Union’s Merrimack,
attempted to break the blockade of Hampton Roads, Virginia, and likely would
have succeeded but for the timely arrival of the Union’s own ironclad Monitor.
Id. What followed was the first ironclad vs. ironclad battle, an event that would
influence naval architecture the world over. Id. Additionally, the Southern
submarine CSS Hunley was sent to sea in an attempt to break the Union
blockade of Charleston, South Carolina. Norman Polmar, From One Man
Submersible to High-Tech Behemoth, NAVAL HISTORY 17 (Feb. 2008). The
craft succeeded in ramming and sinking the USS Housatonic with a spar
torpedo, but was so severely damaged during the attack that it also sank, with
the loss of all hands. Id.

 POLITAKIS, supra note 56, at 40-54.
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practice continued in the Second World War on a larger scale,”” and the use of
the traditional blockade seemed in the decline.®® However, the close-in blockade
reemerged during the Korean War when the United Nations Blockading and
Escort Force took station off of both the west and east coasts of North Korea.®’
During the Vietnam War, one of the U.S. Navy’s primary objectives was to
disrupt the movement of weapons and supplies into North Vietnam and then
from the North to forces in the South.®® In 1972, the United States blocked
access to North Vietnamese ports through the use of naval mines.”

The blockade was by no means a uniquely American phenomenon in
the 20" century.”” There are numerous modern examples of other states using
blockades. During the 1971 war between India and Pakistan, India imposed a
blockade along a 180-mile stretch of Pakistan’s coast.”' The blockading force
launched two attacks on Karachi harbor, sinking several Pakistani warships and

% 1d. at 57-64.

%1d. at 57-60.

%7 1d. at 65. The blockade was carefully planned to avoid conflict with Chinese
and Soviet territorial seas. As North Korea did not have much in the way of a
naval force, the squadron, which consisted almost entirely of U.S. warships,
took to shore bombardment. Id.

88 POLITAKIS, supra note 56, at 65. The extent to which the U.S. Navy went to
disrupt arms shipments is only now coming to light. See Charles R. Larson et.
al., The Sculpin’s Lost Mission, NAVAL HISTORY 28 (Feb. 2008), for the tale of a
nuclear submarine’s top secret mission to track and destroy a freighter moving
weapons from the North to the South.

% POLITAKIS, supra note 56, at 197. Before laying the mines, the United States
informed the UN Security Council and “took great pains to ensure that the
dictates of international law would be strictly observed.” 1d. As a condition to
the peace agreement ending the war, all of the mines had to be cleared. Id.

7 And the blockade is by no means an historical anecdote to U.S. foreign policy.
Consider Republican Presidential Candidate Mitt Romney’s response to a
question regarding available U.S. responses to Iran’s pursuit of weapons of mass
destruction: “We have a number of options from blockade to bombardment of
some kind, and that is something that we very much have to keep on the table.”
Chris Matthews Show, Oct. 28, 2007, available at 2007 WLNR 212581112.
Additionally, there is significant concern about other states’ development of
blockading capabilities and the U.S. Navy’s ability to respond. See Norman
Palomar, Is there a Mine Threat?, PROCEEDINGS, Feb. 2008, at 88 (“The total
Chinese mine inventory is estimated by U.S. Navy officials at between 50,000
and 100,000.”)

"I POLITAKIS, supra note 56, at 69.
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“inflicting significant collateral damage to neutral shipping.” " During the

1950s and 1960s, Egypt imposed blockade-like measures in and around the Suez
Canal for the purpose of excluding Israeli vessels.”” In 1956 Israel declared
those measures illegal, leading to the Suez crisis and Israeli control over an
entrance to that Canal located in the Gulf of Aqaba.”* In 1967, Egypt blockaded
the Israeli port of Eilat to regain control over that entrance.”” The blockade was
lifted after the Six Day War in 1967.7° As a result of the treaty ending the war,
access to the Suez Canal was to remain open to all states.”’

B. Development in the Law
1. Initial focus

Just as use of the blockade as a means of naval warfare developed
gradually, so too did the law regarding its use. Initially, states were concerned
with the consequences of breaching a blockade more so than the constraints
upon its use. In the early 17" century, Grotius argued:

[i]f a belligerent is hindered in enforcing his rights, by the
importation of resources into his enemy’s country, and knows
who is the importer; for instance if a town is being besieged,
or a port blockaded, the importer will be bound to make
compensation for all the loss incurred by the Belligerent
through his actions and the Belligerent may enforce that
compensator by any means in his power.”

The blockade of the Flanders coast, discussed previously, led to another
important development.” The blockading force there announced its imposition
of that measure in the form of an ordinance.”” The ordinance was significant

7 1d.

7 1d. at 70.

™ 1d. at 72.

7 1d. at 73.

76 POLITAKIS, supra note 56, at 74.

7 1d.

8 DEANE, supra note 1, at 9.

71d. at 11.

% 1d. at 10. The ordinance provided that all neutral vessels leaving the
blockading ports, “or so near them as to erase all doubt,” could be confiscated in
part because the blockade was . . . from all times an ancient usage, after the
example of all kings, princes, powers, and other republics which have exercised
the same right on similar occasions.” Id.
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because it limited “the restriction of trading to . . . ports actually blockaded.”®!
As the law developed, it was asserted that neutrals had no right to trade with a
blockaded port and that the blockading power may treat as an enemy any ship
attempting to do so."”

Gradually, rules began to develop governing other aspects of the
blockade. Central to those rules were notions of notice, effectiveness, and
impartiality. By the 19™ century, the “law of nations” included generally agreed
upon rules governing blockades.®

2. Custom and the San Remo Manual

Much of the law of blockade that carries over to today is based in
custom that developed in the 19" century.** Those customary requirements for
lawful blockade include: a declaration of the blockade, notification of all
affected nations, effectiveness, and impartiality.® Customary international law
in this area also sets forth express limits. A blockade is prohibited if its sole
purpose is to starve the civilian population,® and it is generally recognized that

“'1d. at 11.

*1d. at 14-15.

%3 In 1862, the United States Supreme Court directly confronted these rules in
the context of the American Civil War. The Prize Cases, 67 U.S. 635 (1862).
The decision includes the arguments of both the United States and a
representative of the seized vessels. A considerable part of those arguments
deals with the legality of the Union imposed blockade on the South. Because
the war was an insurrection rather than an inter-state conflict (the Confederacy
was not an independent state), President Lincoln’s use of a blockade arguably
gave legal effect to Southern claims of independence. The ability of the
President to use such measures was addressed at length in the decision. But in
terms of the legality of the seizures, attention in the decision was devoted to
whether those ships had adequate notice of the blockade and whether they had
the requisite intent to breach the blockade.

¥ U.S. Navy Commander’s Guide to the Law of Naval Operations, NWP 1-
14M, § 7.7.5 (2007) [hereinafter U.S. Navy Commander’s Guide]. “At the turn
of the nineteenth century, the 1856 Paris Declaration Respecting Maritime Law
and the 1909 London Declaration sought to regulate blockade. As those rules
for the most part have stood the test of time, the San Remo Manual adopts them,
though it makes some improvements.” J. Ashley Roach, The Law of Naval
Warfare at the Turn of Two Centuries, 94 AM. J. INT’L L. 64, 71 (2000).

% U.S. Navy Commander’s Guide, supra note 84, at 9 7.7.1-7.7.2.4.

1d. at 7.7.2.5.
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neutral ships carrying relief supplies should be allowed to pass."’ However, the
ability of humanitarian relief to pass is not considered to be a positive right,*
and the blockading state retains the ability to specify technical arrangements.*
Evidence of these customary guidelines is found in the military manuals of
numerous states in the international community, including the United States.”

In the late 1980s a panel of experts attempted to draft a restatement of
the law applicable to armed conflicts at sea, a process that resulted in the San
Remo Manual.’’ In addition to restating the customary aspects of the law, the
participants injected innovations not previously considered in the context of
armed conflicts at sea.”” Included in those innovations was the consideration of
jus ad bellum regarding self-defense and UN Security Council actions.”” A
majority of participants determined that “the restraints of the law of self-
defense™. . . will affect the rights of belligerents to make full use of all the

71d. at §7.7.3.

*1d.

% Roach, supra note 84, at 71.

% See generally U.S. Navy Commander’s Guide, supra note 84.

! International Institute of Humanitarian Law, SAN REMO MANUAL ON
INTERNATIONAL LAW APPLICABLE TO ARMED CONFLICTS AT SEA 5 (Louise
Doswald-Beck ed., 1995) [hereinafter SAN REMO MANUAL]. The San Remo
Manual was drafted between 1988 and 1994 by legal and naval experts. Their
goal was a restatement of international law applicable to armed conflicts at sea.
The group met in a series of round table meetings convened by the International
Institute of Humanitarian Law. Such an endeavor had not been undertaken since
1913, and the experts felt a restatement necessary because “of developments in
the law since 1913 which for the most part have not been incorporated into
recent treaty law, the Second Geneva Convention of 1949 being essentially
limited to the protection of the wounded, sick, and shipwrecked at sea.” Id.

2 SAN REMO MANUAL, supra note 91, at 67. The introduction states that the
Manual contains a “few” progressive developments in the law, but that
otherwise the provisions capture the law as it presently existed. Id.

1d. at 68.

% The Manual incorporated the UN Charter’s provisions regarding self-defense
and the concepts of necessity and proportionality. Id. Article 2(4) of the United
Nations Charter provides a general prohibition against the use of force. That
article provides that “[a]ll Members shall refrain in their international relations
from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political
independence of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes
of the United Nations.” U.N. Charter art. 2, para.4. However, there are
exceptions. States may use force when authorized by the Security Council in
accordance with its Chapter VII powers, and Article 51 recognizes a state’s
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methods of naval warfare that the traditional law automatically allowed once a
state of war existed.”® This was particularly the case with methods of warfare
such as the blockade that impact neutral shipping and the economies of neutral
states.”® Thus, according to the Manual, the use of the blockade is subject to the
jus ad bellum requirements of necessity and proportionality.

Even when force is lawfully used, the Manual provides limits as to the
methods and means of warfare.”” When employing the methods and means of
warfare, a state may lawfully target military objectives.”® Military objectives are
defined as those “which by their nature, location, purpose, or use make an
effective contribution to military action and whose total or partial destruction,
capture or neutralisation, in the circumstances ruling at that time, offers a
definite military advantage.” But military planners should take the collateral
effects of those methods and means into consideration when considering their
implementation. Specifically, the Manual states that “[m]ethods and means of

inherent right of self- defense. U.N. Charter art. 51. The breadth of the
exception presented in Article 51 is the source of considerable debate, but it is
generally recognized that a state may lawfully use self-defense in response to an
armed attack so long as the use of force is necessary and proportional. While
not expressly mentioned in the U.N. Charter, necessity and proportionality are
considered to be customary international law limitations imposed on a state’s
ability to use force in self-defense. “It is important to realize that ‘self-defense’
is a term of art in international law. The reference in Article 51 to self-defense
is a reference to the right of the victim state to use significant offensive military
force on the territory of a state legally responsible for the attack.” Mary Ellen
O’Connell, The Continuing Ban on War Between States, 38 CAL. W. INT’L L.J.
47,47 (2007). The armed attack must be significant and the force used must be
“necessary to achieve a defensive purpose,” and must not result in a
“disproportionate loss of life and destruction compared to the value of the
objective.” Id. Professor O’Connell has articulated four conditions for the
lawful use of force in self-defense: “1. A significant actual armed attack has
occurred or is occurring; 2. The armed response is aimed at the attacker or those
legally responsible for the attacker; 3. The response has the purpose of stopping
the on-going attack and/or the next imminent attacks; 4. The response is
necessary to remove the threat and is proportional in the circumstances.” Id. at
46.
ZZ SAN REMO MANUAL, supra note 91, at 67.

Id.
71d. at art. 38.
% See id. at art 38-45.
% 1d. at art. 40.
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warfare should be employed with due regard'® for the natural environment
taking into account the relevant rules of international law. Damage to or
destruction of the natural environment not justified by military necessity and
carried out wantonly is prohibited.”'”" Additionally,

[a]n attack shall not be launched if it may be expected to cause
collateral casualties or damage which would be excessive in
relation to the concrete and direct military advantage
anticipated from the attack as a whole; an attack shall be
cancelled or suspended as soon as it becomes apparent that the
collateral casualties or damage would be excessive.'"

Thus, the Manual suggests a balancing test weighing the means and methods of
warfare against potential collateral damage. While the test tilts strongly towards
permitting the attack, as the collateral damage would need to be “excessive,” the
presence of the test suggests that military planners should consider seriously
potential damage beyond that expected to the target of military value. The
Manual also places a responsibility on the state launching the attack to continue
to monitor for collateral damage and to cease that activity as soon as it is
apparent that the balance has shifted.

The Manual specifically addresses the blockade in Section II, Methods
of Warfare.'” Interestingly, the preliminary remarks indicate that the subject
was nearly left out all together.'”™ The group engaged in an “extensive”
discussion as to whether the blockade had a place in modern warfare.'” A
majority of the participants were persuaded that the blockade remained a viable
method of naval warfare by “numerous” instances of its use since the Second

19 «Dye regard has two components. The first is awareness and consideration
of either state interest(s) or other factor(s); the second is balancing the interest(s)
or factor(s) into analysis for a decision.” George K. Walker, Defining Terms in
the 1982 Law of the Sea Convention IV: The Last Round of Definitions
Proposed by the International Law Association (American Branch) Law of the
Sea Committee, 36 CAL. w. INT’L L.J. 133, 174 (2005). Due regard is further
defined for applicable provisions of the LOS. As for situations of armed
conflict, the author cautions: “In LOAC-governed situations under the ‘other
rules of international law’ clauses in the Convention, a different definition may
apply.” Id. at 177.

%" SAN REMO MANUAL, supra note 91, at art. 44.

19214, at art. 46(d) (emphasis added).

% 1d. at 176.

104 Id

105 Id
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World War as well as its mention in the UN Charter.'” The group defined a
blockade as “the blocking of the approach of the enemy coast, or a part of it, for
the purpose of preventing ingress and egress of vessels or aircraft of all
states.”'””  The provisions for blockade that the group identified were largely
unchanged from those appearing in previous treaties.'®

The San Remo Manual sets forth a series of requirements for lawful
blockades. These requirements reflect the custom already identified in this
article but provide additional guidance in the form of commentary. First,
blockades must be declared.'” All neutral and belligerent states must be
notified'’® and the declaration must specify the “commencement, duration,
location, and extent of the blockade.”'""  Second, the blockade must be

effective,''? which is a question of fact.'® Third, it may be enforced by a

1% SAN REMO MANUAL, supra note 91. See U.N. Charter art. 42:

Should the Security Council consider that measures provided
for in Article 41 would be inadequate, it may take such action
by air, sea, or land forces as may be necessary to maintain or
restore international peace and security. Such action may
include demonstrations, blockade, and other operations by air,
sea, or land forces of Members of the United Nations.

Id. (emphasis added). However, “[t]he concept of a blockade (in Article 42) is
not to be understood in a technical law-of-war sense. At issue is rather the
effective sealing-off of particular coasts or land areas through a military action.”
THE CHARTER OF THE UNITED NATIONS: A COMMENTARY 632 (Bruno Simma
ed., 1994). The fact that the naval blockade was very nearly left out of the
Manual is surprising, especially in light of its use by states in the 21% century.
See discussion and associated footnotes, supra section II. However, “recent
developments in weapons systems and platforms, particularly submarines,
supersonic aircraft, and cruise missiles, have rendered the in-shore blockade
exceedingly difficult, if not impossible to maintain during anything other than a
local or limited conflict.” Annotated Supplement to the Commander’s Handbook
on the Law of Naval Operations § 7.7.5 (1997) (on file with author). The
summer 2006 war between Israel and Lebanon was just such a conflict.
12; SAN REMO MANUAL, supra note 91, at 176.

Id.
1d. at 177, art. 93.
"191d. at art. 94.
"1d. at art. 95.
112 SAN REMO MANUAL, supra note 91, at art. 95.
" 1d. at art. 96.
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combination of legitimate means of warfare.''* Fourth, merchant vessels that
seek to breach a blockade may be captured.'”® Fifth, the blockading force must
not block access to a neutral state’s ports.''® Sixth, the blockade must be
impartial, meaning that the blockade applies to all vessels regardless of
nationality.''” Finally, any cessation of the blockade must be communicated.''®

The Manual then identifies conditions that would make a blockade
unlawful. A blockade is prohibited if: “(a) it has the sole purpose of starving the
civilian population or denying it other objects essential for its survival; or (b) the
damage to the civilian population is, or may be expected to be, excessive in
relation to the concrete and direct military advantage anticipated from the
blockade.”""® This provision was “one of the few aspects of the law of naval
warfare which has been affected by the adoption of Additional Protocol I (to the
Geneva Conventions).”'* Article 54 section 1 of Additional Protocol I prohibits
the “[s]tarvation of civilians as a method of warfare.”'*' Some participants in
the Round Table meetings believed that inclusion of subsection (a) made
blockades inherently illegal.'"”* However, the majority concluded that so long as
starvation was not the sole purpose of the blockade, it could be legal.'* Several
participants expressed dismay at the possible prohibition of a means of warfare
based on the “subjective purpose of the belligerents.”'** Indeed, starvation of
the population could still be a valid purpose of the blockade so long as it was not
the only purpose.'” For that reason, subsection (b) was added to address the
need for proportionality in the employment of the blockade.'*®

Many of the provisions put forth in the San Remo Manual have been
adopted into the naval operational guides and handbooks of various states,'”’

"4 1d. at 178, art. 97.

"% 1d. at art. 98.

"% 1d. at art. 99.

"7 SAN REMO MANUAL, supra note 91, at art 100. The blockade also applies to
vessels of the blockading power. 1d.

"% 1d. at art. 101.

191d. at 179 art. 102.

20 1d. at 179.

i; SAN REMO MANUAL, supra note 91, at 179.

123 :g

124 Id

125 Id

126 SAN REMO MANUAL, supra note 91, at 179.

127 Wolff Heitschel von Heinegg, The Current State of the Law Of Naval
Warfare: A Fresh Look at the San Remo Manual, in U.S. NAVAL WAR
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and the response to the San Remo Manual has largely been favorable even
though many view it as progressive.'”® According to one author, “[i]t is difficult
to overstate the importance of that ambitious ‘restatement’. . . [i]t remains to be
seen however, if and to what extent the San Remo Manual will incite, as its
drafters aspire, further national and international action along its premises.”'*’
One commentator suggested that the provisions were far from perfect,"* but that
that fact had not prevented states from adopting many of the provisions."’
According to that author, much of the criticism has stemmed from the provisions
for action short of attack, such as blockade.'*?

The San Remo Manual’s treatment of the blockade reinforces the
balanced, permissive approach prevalent throughout the Manual. It recognizes
certain principles that should be applied as well as some express limits
(blockading for the sole purpose of starvation). But the principles and
limitations are measured in light of the military advantage to be gained. Such
rules are to be expected in a collection of customary rules, but they leave much
to the interpretation of states looking to incorporate those standards into their
military operating manuals. The ultimate decisions as to the proper balance to
be struck between the damage to the belligerent state and the advantage of the

COLLEGE, INTERNATIONAL LAW STUDIES, THE LAW OF WAR IN THE 21°"
CENTURY: WEAPONRY AND THE USE OF FORCE 269 (Anthony M. Helm ed.,
2006) (“The 1994 San Remo Manual has met widespread approval as a
contemporary restatement . . . [A] considerable number of states [have]
adopt[ed] most of the San Remo rules into their respective manuals or
instructions for their naval armed forces”™).

12 1o1s E. FIELDING, MARITIME INTERCEPTION AND U.N. SANCTIONS:
RESOLVING ISSUES IN THE PERSIAN GULF WAR, THE CONFLICT IN THE FORMER
YUGOSLAVIA, AND THE HAITI CRISIS 259 (1997).

129 POLITAKIS, supra note 56, at 15-16.

1% yon Henegg, supra note 127, at 269:

They (critics) refer to the provisions on measures short of
attack and on methods and means of naval warfare, especially
on blockade and operational zones. In their view, those
provisions meet neither the necessities of modern operations,
e.g. maritime interception operations (MIO) nor non-military
enforcement measures decided by the U.N. Security Council,
nor do they offer operable solutions to the naval commander.

Id.
131 Id.
132 Id.
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blockading state are most likely left to the military commanders charged with
waging the conflict. It should be no surprise then that situations arise wherein
the international community protests what the blockading state deems to be a
perfectly valid and justified use of that method.

1. MARINE ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE AND THE LAW OF ARMED
CONFLICT AT SEA

Damage to the natural environment, as mentioned in the introduction, is
an expected consequence of warfare. When it occurs, the conduct of states may
be evaluated in light of several international legal regimes. Broadly, the law of
the sea, international environmental law," human rights law,”** and

3> The Barcelona Convention is a regional environmental agreement drafted
between sixteen European states as well as the European Commission in 1976.
Convention for the Protection of the Mediterranean Sea Against Pollution,
adopted Feb. 16, 1976, 1102 U.N.T.S. 27 (entered into force Feb. 12, 1978).
The treaty contains a general agreement that all contracting parties will “take all
appropriate measures . . . to prevent, abate, combat and to the fullest possible
extent eliminate pollution of the Mediterranean Sea Area . . ..” ld. Specific
provisions provide, among other things, that there be international cooperation
in pollution control and a “polluter pays” principle. Talitman, supra note 10, at
424. Two of the treaty’s four protocols are in force: the Protocol for the
Prevention of Pollution in the Mediterranean Sea by Dumping from Ships and
Aircraft, and the Protocol Concerning Co-operation in Combating Pollution of
the Mediterranean Sea by Oil and Other Harmful Substances in Cases of
Emergency. Id. Israel is a party to the Barcelona Convention and, as required by
the treaty, has implemented its provisions into its own domestic law. Id. Indeed,
Israel was an enthusiastic supporter of that agreement. 1d. However, “[t]he . . .
regime has not functioned very well, not because of a lack of good intentions but
because of the lack of administrative and financial capacity.” ELLI LOUKA,
INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL LAW: FAIRNESS, EFFECTIVENESS, AND
WORLD ORDER 166 (2006).

1% Environmental damage could be so severe that it would result in violations of
human rights treaties such as the International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights. Article 6 of that Convention states that “[e]very human being has the
inherent right to life.” International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights art.
6, Dec. 19, 1966, 999 UN.T.S. 171. This right could arguably be denied as
“[i]nhalation of excessive smoke and airborne toxics can lead to respiratory
ailments and cancers, ingestion of persistent toxics and radionuclides can cause
both short- and long- term health impacts, and many of the substances mobilized
during environmental warfare are mutagenic or tertogenic, affecting not just the

181



2009 Mitigating Collateral Damage to the Natural Environment

humanitarian law are all implicated. In particular, environmental law is now a
legal issue of great significance.

When regimes overlap in international law, it is often appropriate to
look to the lex specialis to determine which is most applicable to that unique
situation.””>  While determining lex specialis may be difficult and is indeed
sometimes controversial,'* the International Court of Justice has provided some
guidance when in a time of armed conflict.

A Lex Specialis and the ICJ’s Nuclear Weapons Advisory
Opinion

In 1974, the United Nations General Assembly requested an advisory
opinion from the International Court of Justice as to whether the threat or use of
nuclear weapons could at any time be permissible in international law."*” In that
decision, the Court determined that when human rights law and humanitarian
law conflicted, during times of armed conflict humanitarian law was lex
specialis."*® The Court was specifically addressing the obvious inconsistencies
between human rights and environmental law on one hand, and humanitarian
law on the other. The Court considered article 6 of the International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights’ absolute prohibition against arbitrary loss of life,

present population but also future generations.” Austin & Bruch, supra note 55,
at 5.
" International Law Commission, Study Group on Fragmentation,
Fragmentation of International Law: Topic (a): The Function and Scope of the
Lex Specialis Rule and the Question of “Self-contained Regimes™ at 9; Nikolai
Jorgensen, The Protection of Freshwater in Armed Conflict, 3 J. INT’'L L. &
INT’L REL. 57, 59 (2007).

¢ The relationship between human rights law and humanitarian law is
especially challenging. In considering which law to apply to its evaluation of
the conflict in Lebanon, the Report of the Commission of Inquiry on Lebanon
concluded:

While the conduct of armed conflict and military occupation is
governed by international humanitarian law, human rights law
is applicable at all times, including during states of emergency
and armed conflict. The two bodies complement and reinforce
one another.

Report of the Commission of Inquiry, supra note 4, at 4 64.

7 Nuclear Weapons Advisory Opinion, 1996 1.C.J 226, 228 (July 8).
¥ Id. at 240.
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and the loss of life inherent, and legal under humanitarian law, in warfare.'*’
The Court stated, “whether a particular loss of life, through the use of a certain
weapon in warfare, is to be considered an arbitrary deprivation of life contrary to
Article 6 of the Covenant, can only be decided by reference to the law
applicallzge in armed conflict and not deduced from the terms of the Covenant
itself.”

The ICJ spent a greater part of its decision discussing inconsistencies
between environmental law and humanitarian law.'*' There the Court sought to
resolve the discrepancies between protections afforded in environmental treaties
and the environmental devastation resulting from the use of nuclear weapons.'*
The Court framed the issue as whether “the obligations stemming from those
treaties were intended to be obligations of total restraint during times of armed
conflict.”'* The Court determined that environmental law, in the form of treaty
or in the form of custom, did not prohibit the use of nuclear weapons in times of
armed conflict."** The Court did note that states had an obligation “to take
environmental considerations into account in assessing what is necessary and
proportionate in the pursuit of legitimate military objectives.”'* However, as
with human rights law, the Court “indicated that the international law on the
environment does not cease to apply once an armed conflict breaks out.”'*
With this final qualification, the ICJ left the door open regarding the effect of
overlapping regimes. The decision does suggest that, during armed conflict,

139 Id
140 Id
1 Christopher Greenwood, Jus Ad Bellum and Jus in Bello in the Nuclear
Weapons Advisory Opinion, in ESSAYS ON WAR IN INTERNATIONAL LAwW 284
(Christopher Greenwood ed., 2006).
142

Id.
3 1d. (quoting Nuclear Weapons Advisory Opinion, 1996 I.C.J. at 242).
14 Greenwood, supra note 141, at 284 (quoting Nuclear Weapons Advisory
Opinion, 1996 1.C.J at 242):

It would have been extraordinary for the Court to have
concluded that nuclear-weapon states which had so carefully
ensured that treaties on weaponry and the law of armed
conflict did not outlaw the use of nuclear weapons had
relinquished any possibility of their use by becoming parties to
more general environmental agreements.

Greenwood, supra note 141, at 285.

145 Nuclear Weapons Advisory Opinion, 1996 I.C.J. at 136.
1 Greenwood, supra note 141, at 285.
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humanitarian law is lex specialis but is informed and weighed against
obligations arising under international environmental and human rights law.

In light of the Nuclear Weapons advisory opinion and its interpretation
of lex specialis, this article will focus on the environmental law of war and the
law of armed conflict at sea as the controlling international legal regimes
governing the attack and aftermath of the destruction of the Jiyyeh power plant.

B. The Environmental Law of War

It might seem somewhat trivial in light of the other tragedies of war to
focus on harm to the environment."’ Certainly as compared to loss of life and
damage to property, collateral damage to the natural environment has
traditionally ranked fairly low.'"*® But the relatively recent trend towards
environmental concern suggests that the peacetime obligation to be good
stewards of the environment should not be entirely cast aside during war. Such
a view is confirmed by the ICJ’s decision in the Nuclear Weapons Advisory
Opinion.**®  This seems to especially be the case when the damage to the
environment is avoidable or easily mitigated.

The history of damage to the environment during war is well
documented.”™ But concern about the legality of military actions that are
damaging to the environment is relatively new. It was not until the Vietnam
War, when the U.S. used defoliants to clear the jungle and “seeded” clouds in an
attempt to alter weather patterns, that the issue of environmental damage was
treated as distinct from humanitarian law obligations.””' The Iraq war of 1990
provided an even more dramatic example. In the face of coalition attacks, Iraq

147 «protecting the environment at the expense of human life does not meet
anyone’s