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4. No Routine Requests for Audits

EPA is reaffirming its policy, in effect
since 1986, to refrain from routine
requests for audits. Eighteen months of
public testimony and debate have
produced no evidence that the Agency
has deviated, or should deviate, from
this policy.

If the Agency has independent
evidence of a violation, it may seek
information needed to establish the
extent and nature of the problem and
the degree of culpability. In general,
however, an audit which results in
prompt correction clearly will reduce
liability, not expand it. Furthermore, a
review of the criminal docket did not
reveal a single criminal prosecution for
violations discovered as a result of an
audit self-disclosed to the government.

E. Conditions

Section D describes the nine
conditions that a regulated entity must
meet in order for the Agency not to seek
(or to reduce) gravity-based penalties
under the policy. As explained in the
Summary above, regulated entities that
meet all nine conditions will not face
gravity-based civil penalties, and will
generally not have to fear criminal
prosecution. Where the regulated entity
meets all of the conditions except the
first (D(1)), EPA will reduce gravity-
based penalties by 75%.

1. Discovery of the Violation Through
an Environmental Audit or Due
Diligence

Under Section D(1), the violation
must have been discovered through
either (a) an environmental audit that is
systematic, objective, and periodic as
defined in the 1986 audit policy, or (b)
a documented, systematic procedure or
practice which reflects the regulated
entity’s due diligence in preventing,
detecting, and correcting violations. The
interim policy provided full credit for
any violation found through “voluntary
self-evaluation,” even if the evaluation
did not constitute an audit. In order to
receive full credit under the final policy,
any self-evaluation that is not an audit
must be part of a “‘due diligence”
program. Both “environmental audit”
and “‘due diligence” are defined in
Section B of the policy.

Where the violation is discovered
through a “‘systematic procedure or
practice” which is not an audit, the
regulated entity will be asked to
document how its program reflects the
criteria for due diligence as defined in
Section B of the policy. These criteria,
which are adapted from existing codes
of practice such as the 1991 Criminal
Sentencing Guidelines, were fully

discussed during the ABA dialogue. The
criteria are flexible enough to
accommodate different types and sizes
of businesses. The Agency recognizes
that a variety of compliance
management programs may develop
under the due diligence criteria, and
will use its review under this policy to
determine whether basic criteria have
been met.

Compliance management programs
which train and motivate production
staff to prevent, detect and correct
violations on a daily basis are a valuable
complement to periodic auditing. The
policy is responsive to
recommendations received during
public comment and from the ABA
dialogue to give compliance
management efforts which meet the
criteria for due diligence the same
penalty reduction offered for
environmental audits. (See, e.g., lI-F—
39, II-E-18, and 11-G—18 in the Docket.)

EPA may require as a condition of
penalty mitigation that a description of
the regulated entity’s due diligence
efforts be made publicly available. The
Agency added this provision in
response to suggestions from
environmental groups, and believes that
the availability of such information will
allow the public to judge the adequacy
of compliance management systems,
lead to enhanced compliance, and foster
greater public trust in the integrity of
compliance management systems.

2. Voluntary Discovery and Prompt
Disclosure

Under Section D(2) of the final policy,
the violation must have been identified
voluntarily, and not through a
monitoring, sampling, or auditing
procedure that is required by statute,
regulation, permit, judicial or
administrative order, or consent
agreement. Section D(4) requires that
disclosure of the violation be prompt
and in writing. To avoid confusion and
respond to state requests for greater
clarity, disclosures under this policy
should be made to EPA. The Agency
will work closely with states in
implementing the policy.

The requirement that discovery of the
violation be voluntary is consistent with
proposed federal and state bills which
would reward those discoveries that the
regulated entity can legitimately
attribute to its own voluntary efforts.

The policy gives three specific
examples of discovery that would not be
voluntary, and therefore would not be
eligible for penalty mitigation:
emissions violations detected through a
required continuous emissions monitor,
violations of NPDES discharge limits
found through prescribed monitoring,

and violations discovered through a
compliance audit required to be
performed by the terms of a consent
order or settlement agreement.

The final policy generally applies to
any violation that is voluntarily
discovered, regardless of whether the
violation is required to be reported. This
definition responds to comments
pointing out that reporting requirements
are extensive, and that excluding them
from the policy’s scope would severely
limit the incentive for self-policing (see,
e.g., I1I-C—48 in the Docket).

The Agency wishes to emphasize that
the integrity of federal environmental
law depends upon timely and accurate
reporting. The public relies on timely
and accurate reports from the regulated
community, not only to measure
compliance but to evaluate health or
environmental risk and gauge progress
in reducing pollutant loadings. EPA
expects the policy to encourage the kind
of vigorous self-policing that will serve
these objectives, and not to provide an
excuse for delayed reporting. Where
violations of reporting requirements are
voluntarily discovered, they must be
promptly reported (as discussed below).
Where a failure to report results in
imminent and substantial endangerment
or serious harm, that violation is not
covered under this policy (see
Condition D(8)). The policy also
requires the regulated entity to prevent
recurrence of the violation, to ensure
that noncompliance with reporting
requirements is not repeated. EPA will
closely scrutinize the effect of the policy
in furthering the public interest in
timely and accurate reports from the
regulated community.

Under Section D(4), disclosure of the
violation should be made within 10
days of its discovery, and in writing to
EPA. Where a statute or regulation
requires reporting be made in less than
10 days, disclosure should be made
within the time limit established by law.
Where reporting within ten days is not
practical because the violation is
complex and compliance cannot be
determined within that period, the
Agency may accept later disclosures if
the circumstances do not present a
serious threat and the regulated entity
meets its burden of showing that the
additional time was needed to
determine compliance status.

This condition recognizes that it is
critical for EPA to get timely reporting
of violations in order that it might have
clear notice of the violations and the
opportunity to respond if necessary, as
well as an accurate picture of a given
facility’s compliance record. Prompt
disclosure is also evidence of the
regulated entity’s good faith in wanting



