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Via Electronic Mail
July 19, 2018

Michael Chee

San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board

1515 Clay Street, 14th Floor
Oakland, CA 94612

michael .chee@waterboards.ca.gov

Re: Comments on the Proposed Settlement Agreement and Stipulation Order in the Matter
of Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside San Mateo County

Dear Mr. Chee,

On behalf of San Francisco Baykeeper (“Baykeeper”) and our over 5,000 members and
supports who use and enjoy the environmental, recreational, and aesthetic qualities of San Francisco
Bay and the nearby open coast, we respectfully submit the following comments on the proposed
Settlement Agreement and Stipulated Order in the matter of Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside San
Mateo County (“SAM”) (“Proposed Order”), which addresses unlawful discharges of untreated
sewage to surface waters from May 2, 2007 to December 31, 2017.

Baykeeper commends the Regional Water Board for responding to the numerous, unlawful
sanitary sewage spills caused by SAM. Enforcement action, either by the Regional Water Board or
private entities, is key to ensuring that sewer agencies, like SAM, are properly operating their
sanitary systems and not causing public health threats or harm to the environment from the unlawful
discharge of raw or untreated sewage.

However, Baykeeper has significant concerns about the environmental compliance action
(“ECA”) included in the Proposed Order. The Proposed Order requires SAM to pay an
administrative civil liability (“ACL”) of $600,000 for its violations, but waives $300,000 of the ACL
upon completion of a environmental complication action (“ECA”). The proposed ECA is a Wet
Weather Storage Expansion Project which will expand an existing underground wastewater storage
tank system from 200,000 gallons to 400,000 gallons to reduce wet weather sanitary sewer
overflows (“SSOs”) caused by capacity exceedances at SAM’s Portola Pump Station.

The purpose of the Wet Weather Storage Expansion Project is to reduce SAM’s unlawful
SSOs. SAM’s permit does not allow SAM to have any SSOs; therefore, a project that is aimed at
reducing or eliminating SSOs is necessary for SAM to come into compliance with its permit and
required by law. Accordingly, this project is not appropriate for an ECA.

Both the State Water Resources Control Board’s Enforcement Policy and EPA’s
Supplemental Environmental Project (“SEP”) policy make clear that an ECA or SEP cannot
otherwise be required by law. The State Board Enforcement Policy states “ECAs are projects that
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enable a discharger to make capital or operational improvements beyond those required by law, and
are separate from projects designed to merely bring a discharger into compliance.” (Enforcement
Policy at 31 [emphasis added].) The EPA SEP Policy includes similar language. To be approved as
a SEP, a project must secure public health and/or environmental improvements “beyond what can be
achieved under applicable environmental laws.”

While the Proposed ACL claims that the ECA requires SAM to make operational
improvements “beyond those required by law” and which are “separate from projects designed to
merely bring SAM into compliance,” these statements are simply not borne out by the facts. SAM
planned to implement the Wet Weather Storage Expansion Project because it determined that the
project is necessary to bring SAM back into regulatory compliance, as evidenced by the following
statements:

e SAM’s General Manager Beverli A. Marshall wrote to the Board of Directors for SAM’s
January 22, 2018 Meeting regarding SAM’s Infrastructure Plan Projects for Fiscal Year
2018/2019. SAM’s “Priority 1” projects include Project 1.12 - Wet Weather Storage
Expansion Project - $700,000.”

e SAM’s adopted Infrastructure Plan FY 2017-2022 prioritizes proposed projects, wherein
Priority Level 1 (Regulatory and Safety) projects are defined as “must do” projects that “aim
to ensure that SAM remains in full regulatory and safety compliance.” The Infrastructure
Plan goes on to state that “SAM has little to no control to defer these projects,” because they
are required for regulatory compliance.

e SAM’s 20-year Capital Improvement Program references planned project 3.02 - Expand wet
weather storage at Portola Pump station — priced at $690,000.

e SAM’s June 2018 staff report and Resolution Approving the General Budget for Fiscal Year
2018/19 describes the Wet Weather Storage Expansion Project - expanding the Portola Pump
Station storage capacity from 200,000 gallons to 400,000 gallons - as “Ranked a Priority
Level 1 in response to the SSOs and equipment failures experienced in 2017.”

Thus, SAM’s own documents make clear that the Wet Weather Storage Expansion Project has been
planned because it has identified it as necessary to reduce SSOs from the sanitary sewer system.
Thus, according to the State Board Enforcement Policy and EPA SEP Policy, this project does not
qualify for an ECA.

Baykeeper supports the use of ECAs and SEPs to remedy the impact of a violator’s unlawful
discharges. ECAs and SEPs can provide financial resources to implement projects that provide a
direct benefit to the impacted environment that would otherwise not occur. However, it is imperative
that ECAs and SEPs are not improperly used for projects that merely bring the violator into
compliance with its legal obligations. SAM has had an obligation to prevent SSOs, and the Wet
Weather Storage Expansion Project is intended to bring SAM into compliance with that obligation.
Baykeeper urges the Regional Water Board to modify the Proposed Order either to remove the ECA
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altogether or to modify the ECA to require a project that is not required to bring SAM into
compliance with its legal obligations.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. If you have any questions or would
like to discuss further, please contact me at erica@baykeeper.org or 510-735-9700, x106.

Yours very truly,

A 7 A/

(AL A / 'Va_,.k‘../«,\‘ -
Erica Maharg ( )

Managing Attorney
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Ecological Rights Foundation

July 23, 2018
Via Electronic Mail
Michael Chee Susan Loscutoff
San Francisco Bay Regional Water State Water Resources Control Board
Quality Control Board Office of Enforcement
1515 Clay Street, 14th Floor susan.loscutoff@waterboards.ca.gov

Oakland, CA 94612
michael.chee@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Inthe matter of Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside Proposed Settlement Agreement
and Stipulation for Entry of Administrative Civil Liability Order, and Proposed
Order related to discharges of Untreated Sewage to Surface Water between May 2,
2007 and December 31, 2017

Dear Mr. Chee and Ms. Loscutoff,

The Ecological Rights Foundation writes in regards to the public notice of a proposed Settlement
Agreement and Stipulation for Entry of Administrative Civil Liability Order, and Proposed
Order related to Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside (“SAM?”) discharges of Untreated Sewage to
Surface Water between May 2, 2007 and December 31, 2017 (hereafter “June 25, 2018 proposed
ACL™).

The Ecological Rights Foundation is a non-profit public benefit corporation dedicated to the
preservation, protection and defense of the environment, wildlife and natural resources of
California waters, including Half Moon Bay and the Pacific Ocean at Venice Beach, Pillar Point
Beach, and Fitzgerald Marine Reserve.

l. The June 25, 2018 Proposed ACL is Improper Because The Proposed ECA Is
Already Required For SAM To Comply With The Law, And Is Already Being
Implemented, Violating The State Water Resources Control Board’s Water
Quality Enforcement Policy For ECAs And The Environmental Protection
Agency’s SEP Policy.

The proposed ACL proposes to impose administrative civil liability of $600,000 against SAM.
SAM will pay $300,000 to the State Water Pollution Cleanup and Abatement Account. However,
the remaining $300,000 in penalties are proposed to be suspended upon completion of an
Enhanced Compliance Action (“ECA”). The proposed ECA is a Wet Weather Storage Expansion
Project which will expand an existing underground wastewater storage tank system from
200,000 gallons to 400,000 gallons to reduce wet weather SSOs caused by capacity exceedances
at SAM’s Portola Pump Station. The total cost for the Wet Weather Storage Expansion Project is
estimated to be $700,000, including the $300,000 of proposed suspended liability.

867 B Redwood Drive, Garberville, California 95542
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The State Water Resources Control Board’s Water Quality Enforcement Policy, effective
October 5, 2017, authorizes ECAs and defines them as “projects that enable a discharger to make
capital or operational improvements beyond those required by law, and are separate from
projects designed to merely bring a discharger into compliance.” Similarly, the EPA’s SEP
policy, to which all ECAs are subject, defines this as a “Key Characteristic” of a SEP, and
requires that a SEP be a project that “is not required by any federal, state, or local law or
regulation or achievable under applicable environmental and other federal laws.” 2015 EPA
SEP Guidelines, at 6.

To be approved as a SEP, a project must secure public health and/or environmental
improvements “beyond what can be achieved under applicable environmental laws” and cannot
“include actions which the defendant, or any other third party, is likely to be required to
perform.” Id. Finally, and perhaps most germane to this discussion, “projects which the
defendant has previously committed to perform or has begun implementing before the settlement
is final are not eligible as SEPs.” Id. at fn 4.

Paragraph 18 of the June 25, 2018 proposed ACL states that the proposed ECA allows SAM to
make operational improvements “beyond those required by law” and which are *“separate from
projects designed to merely bring SAM into compliance.” The complete ECA description is
contained in Attachment E to the proposed ACL, which likewise claims, without explanation,
that “Confirmation that the ECA Contains Only Measures that Go Above and Beyond
Applicable Obligations: Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside is under no prior obligation to increase
its available wet weather storage capacity.”

As an initial matter, SAM must not be allowed to avoid penalties for violations of its permit and
the Clean Water Act by merely coming into compliance with the permit. The ECA is simply
aimed at reducing SSOs, and is necessarily intended solely to bring SAM into comply with its
permit - which flatly prohibits any SSOs.

The facts show that SAM has previously determined that the same storage expansion project was
a “must do” project to ensure that SAM remains in full regulatory compliance. SAM’s Monthly
Manager’s Report for December 2017 stated that “Staff has begun the preparations for this year’s
potential storm events. The following actions have been completed or are in progress. ... The
Portola Station — Two additional Baker Tanks were put in to allow for an additional 40,000
gallons of storage on top of the 200,000 gallons of unground [sic] storage capacity.”

SAM’s General Manager Beverli A. Marshall wrote to the Board of Directors for SAM’s
January 22, 2018 Meeting regarding SAM’s Infrastructure Plan Projects for Fiscal Year 2018/
2019, stating, “SAM’s “Priority 1” projects to include Project 1.12 - Wet Weather Storage
Expansion Project - $700,000.” See SAM Board Agenda, January 22, 2018.

SAM’s adopted Infrastructure Plan FY 2017-2022 employs a prioritization criteria where
“Priority Level 1 (Regulatory and Safety) are defined as “must do” projects that “aim to ensure
that SAM remains in full regulatory and safety compliance.” Similarly, the Infrastructure Plan
states that Priority Level 1 projects:

P.O. Box 1000, Santa Cruz, CA 95061



are the highest priority, ‘must do’ capital projects. SAM has little to no control to
defer these projects. This category focuses on projects that aim to ensure that
SAM remains in full regulatory and safety compliance with all applicable
regulations.

SAM’s 20-year Capital Improvement Program references Planned Project 3.02 - Expand wet
weather storage at Portola Pump station — priced at $690,000.

Likewise, SAM’s June 2018 staff report and Resolution Approving the General Budget for Fiscal
Year 2018/19 describes the Wet Weather Storage Expansion Project - expanding the Portola
Pump Station storage capacity from 200,000 gallons to 400,000 gallons - as “Ranked a Priority
Level 1 in response to the SSOs and equipment failures experienced in 2017.”

The clear purpose of the Wet Weather Storage Expansion Project is to reduce SSOs such that
SAM comes into compliance with its permits and the Clean Water Act. And it is equally clear
that the project was well underway long before the proposed ACLwas finalized. The June 25,
2018 Proposed ACL clearly violates the State Board enforcement policy for ECAs and the
USEPA'’s SEP Policy to which ECAs are subject. The Proposed ACL should may be rejected
on either of these grounds.

1. The June 25, 2018 Proposed ACL Is Also Improper Because It Grossly Exceeds
the Scope of the Specific Facts Alleged in the August 21, 2017 ACL Complaint,
Further Violating the State Water Resources Control Board’s Water Quality
Enforcement Policy for ACL Settlements.

The State Water Resources Control Board’s Water Quality Enforcement Policy, effective
October 5, 2017, also states:

Settlement agreements should be memorialized by the Water Boards as stipulated ACL

orders, and resolve only the claims that are made or could have been made based on the
specific facts alleged in the ACL complaint. A settlement shall never include the release
of any unknown claims or a waiver of rights under Civil Code section 1542.

Section VI.C, Other Administrative Civil Liability Settlement Components (emphasis added).
Here, the specific facts alleged in the August 21, 2017 ACL complaint (*2017 ACL) are pled
very narrowly, covering only a four-day period in the Spring of 2017:

VIOLATIONS SUBJECT TO THIS COMPLAINT

8. On or about February 28, 2017, through March 3, 2017, and for four days, the
Discharger violated SAM Permit Discharge Prohibition I11.E by discharging
approximately 344,000 gallons of untreated sewage to waters of the United States, and is
thereby subject to civil liability under Water Code section 13385, subdivision (a)(2).

P.O. Box 1000, Santa Cruz, CA 95061



9. The details of this violation are set forth in full in the accompanying Administrative
Civil Liability Factors (Attachment A), which is incorporated herein by this reference as
if set forth in full.

Attachment A to the 2017 ACL similarly limits the facts to discharges occurring in the Spring of
2017, describing them as follows:

From February 28 to March 3, 2017, the Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside (Discharger)
had a sanitary sewer overflow (SSO) that discharged a total of 357,000 gallons (gal) of
untreated sewage to the Pacific Ocean due to a force main failure, resulting in a violation
of Discharge Prohibition E of Order No. R2-2012-0061, National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) No. CA0038598 (SAM Permit).

Finally, the “HEARING PROCEDURE FOR ADMINISTRATIVE CIVIL LIABILITY
COMPLAINT” issued in connection with the 2017 ACL is similarly limited to these same
discharges:

Background

The Assistant Executive Officer of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board (Regional Water Board) has issued an Administrative Civil Liability
Complaint (Complaint) pursuant to California Water Code section 13323 against Sewer
Authority Mid-Coastside (Discharger) alleging that it has violated Order No. R2-2012-
0061, NPDES No. CA 0038598 by discharging approximately 344,000 gallons of
untreated wastewater during a sanitary sewer overflow to waters of the State and the
United States. The Complaint proposes that a civil liability in the amount of $522,700 be
imposed as authorized by Water Code section 13385.

However, the proposed ACL purports to resolve not only the violations set forth above and in
Paragraph 8, but also all of the violations set forth in Paragraphs 9-12 of the proposed ACL,
including, but not limited to:

(1) The Settling Respondent’s failure to timely notify Cal OES (on November 1, 2009;

December 19, 2010; January 21, 2012; and January 25, 2012) in violation of the 2008
MRP notification requirement;

(2) The Settling Respondent’s failure to timely submit “no SSO” certifications for 17

different months and failure to submit any “no SSO” certifications for 14 different
months, during the period from March 2013 through August 2016; and,

(3) The Settling Respondent’s two Category 2 SSOs and four Category 3 SSOs

between September 4, 2013, and December 31, 2017, that discharged a combined total of
approximately 9,355 gallons of untreated sewage.

The proposed ACL, in purporting to settle a host of violations outside the scope of “the claims
that are made or could have been made based on specific facts alleged in the ACL complaint”,
violates the clear mandates of the State Board’s ACL policy and should be rejected on this
independent ground.
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This constitutes significant new information that should reasonably affect the propriety of
presenting this June 25, 2018 Proposed ACL to the Regional Water Board for adoption. Thus,
ERF urges the Prosecution Team to declare the June 25, 2018 Proposed ACL void and withdraw
it from presentation to the Regional Water Board until such time as it is amended to comply with
the above-referenced policies.

Thank you for your consideration of this significant new information and Ecological Rights
Foundation’s substantial concerns.

Regards,

Fred Evenson
Ecological Rights Foundation

Attachments:
(1) EPA’s Supplemental Environmental Projects (SEP) Policy
(2) SAM’s Infrastructure Report
(3) SAM’s Capital Improvement Plan at April 9, 2018 Agenda
(4) SAM’s June 2018 staff report
(5) SAM’s January 18, 2018 Proposal to Design Expansion of the Wet Weather Storage
Facility at Portola Pump Station
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United States Environmental Protection Agency
Supplemental Environmental Projects Policy
2015 Update

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background

A Supplemental Environmental Project (SEP) is an environmentally beneficial project or activity
that is not required by law, but that a defendant! agrees to undertake as part of the settlement of
an enforcement action. SEPs are projects or activities that go beyond what could legally be
required in order for the defendant to return to compliance, and secure environmental and/or
public health benefits in addition to those achieved by compliance with applicable laws. In
settlements of environmental enforcement cases, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (the EPA or the Agency) requires alleged violators to achieve and maintain compliance
with federal environmental laws and regulations, take action to remedy the harm or risk caused
by past violations, and/or to pay a civil penalty. In certain instances, SEPs may be included in the
settlement. In 1998, the EPA issued the Supplemental Environmental Projects Policy (Policy)?
setting forth the types of projects that are permissible as SEPs, the terms and conditions under
which a SEP may become part of a settlement, and the appropriate way to calculate a final
penalty in light of the inclusion of a SEP in a settlement. The primary purpose of the SEP Policy
is to encourage and obtain environmental and public health protection and benefits that may not
otherwise have occurred in the settlement of an enforcement action.

The Agency encourages the use of SEPs that are consistent with this Policy. Case teams should
consider SEPs early in the settlement process and, in appropriate cases, provide SEP ideas to
defendants. SEPs are an important component of the EPA’s enforcement program, but may not
be appropriate in the settlement of all cases. Even in the absence of a SEP, enforcement
settlements provide substantial benefits to communities and the environment. Penalties promote
environmental compliance by deterring future violations by the defendant and other members of
the regulated community. Penalties also help ensure a national level playing field for the
regulated community. Injunctive relief measures ensure that compliance is achieved and
maintained, and redress the harm caused by a violation, thereby providing long-term significant
environmental and public health benefits to the impacted community. Where a proposed project
could reasonably comprise part of the injunctive relief portion of a settlement, it should not be a
SEP.

B. Using this Policy

This Policy establishes a framework for the EPA to use in exercising its enforcement discretion
in determining appropriate settlements. To include a proposed project in a settlement as a SEP,
Agency enforcement and compliance personnel should:

! For ease of use and brevity, “defendant” shall be used to mean both defendants in civil judicial settlements and
respondents in administrative settlements.
2U.S. ENVTL. PROT. AGENCY, EPA SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS POLICY (May 1, 1998).



1. Ensure that the project conforms to the basic definition of a SEP (Section III);
2. Ensure that all legal guidelines are satisfied (Section IV);

3. Ensure that the project fits within one (or more) of the designated categories
of SEPs (Sections V and VI);

4. Determine the appropriate amount of penalty mitigation to reflect the project’s
environmental and/or public health benefits using the evaluation criteria
(Sections VIII and IX); and

5. Ensure that the project satisfies all of the EPA procedures, settlement
requirements and other criteria (Sections X-XII).

In some cases, strict application of this Policy may not be appropriate, in whole or in part. In
such cases, the litigation team may use an alternative or modified approach, with advance
approval from the Assistant Administrator for the Office of Enforcement and Compliance
Assurance (OECA).

C. Applicability

This Policy revises and supersedes the February 1991 Policy on the Use of Supplemental
Environmental Projects in EPA Settlements, the May 1995 Interim Revised Supplemental
Environmental Projects Policy, and the May 1998 EPA Supplemental Environmental Projects
Policy. It also reflects and incorporates by reference a number of memoranda and guidance
documents that have been issued by the EPA since 1998 (see Appendix B). Where there may be
inconsistencies between these documents and this Policy, this Policy shall supersede the
memoranda and guidance documents. This Policy applies to settlements of all civil judicial and
administrative enforcement actions filed after the effective date of this Policy and to all pending
cases in which the government has not reached agreement in principle with the alleged violator
on the specific terms of a SEP.

This Policy applies to all civil judicial and administrative enforcement actions taken under the
authority of the environmental statutes and regulations that the EPA administers. It may be used
by the EPA and the Department of Justice (DOJ) in reviewing proposed SEPs in settlement of
citizen suits. This policy also applies to federal agencies that are liable for the payment of civil
penalties.

This is a settlement policy and thus is not intended for use by the EPA, defendants, courts, or
administrative law judges at a hearing or in a trial. Further, the Agency’s decision to accept a
proposed SEP as part of a settlement, and the amount of any penalty mitigation that may be
given for a particular SEP, is purely within the EPA’s discretion. Even though a project appears
to satisfy all of the provisions of this Policy, the EPA may decide, for one or more reasons, that a
SEP is not appropriate (e.g., the cost of reviewing a SEP proposal may be excessive, the



oversight costs of the SEP may be too high, the defendant may not have the ability or reliability
to complete the proposed SEP, or the deterrent value of the higher penalty amount may outweigh
the benefits of the proposed SEP).

This document is intended for use by EPA enforcement personnel in settling cases and does not
create any right or benefit, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law by a party against the
United States, its agencies, its officers, or any person. This document is not intended to
supersede any statutory or regulatory requirements. Any inconsistencies between this document
and any statute or regulation should be resolved in favor of the statutory or regulatory
requirement. The EPA reserves the right to change this Policy at any time, without prior notice,
or to act at variance with this Policy. This Policy does not create any rights, duties, or
obligations, implied or otherwise, in any third parties.

II. SUPPORTING THE EPA’S MISSION

SEPs can provide additional environmental and/or public health benefits in addition to those
achieved by compliance with applicable laws. Therefore, SEPs are an important component of
the EPA’s enforcement program, although they may not be appropriate in the settlement of all
cases. SEPs can also help to further the EPA’s mission to protect public health and the
environment, which includes, but is not limited to, protecting children’s health, ensuring
environmental justice, promoting pollution prevention, encouraging the development of
innovative technologies that protect human health and the environment, and addressing climate
change.

A. Children’s Health

Protecting children’s health from environmental risks is fundamental to the EPA’s mission.
Exec. Order No. 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety
Risks, 62 Fed. Reg. 19,885 (Apr. 23, 1997), directs each federal agency to “identify and assess
environmental health risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children . . ..” The
Executive Order recognizes the significant body of scientific knowledge demonstrating that
children may suffer disproportionately from environmental health risks and safety risks.

Children are at increased risk because their neurological, immunological, and other systems are
still developing and they eat, drink, and breathe more air in proportion to their body weight.
Their smaller size and weight may diminish their protection from standard safety features, and
their behavior patterns may make them more susceptible to exposure to environmental risks.
Projects that reduce children’s exposure to, or health impacts from, pollutants, and/or that reduce
environmental risks to children in the community impacted by a violation are actively sought and
encouraged.

B. Environmental Justice

The EPA defines “environmental justice” (EJ) as the fair treatment and meaningful involvement
of all people, regardless of race, color, national origin, or income, with respect to the
development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and policies.



Exec. Order No. 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations, 59 Fed. Reg. 7,629 (Feb. 16, 1994), acknowledges
that certain segments of the nation’s population are disproportionately burdened by pollutant
exposure. The Executive Order requires, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law,
that federal agencies make achieving environmental justice part of their mission by identifying
and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental impacts of its programs, policies, and activities on minority and low income
populations in the United States and its territories.

Further, the EPA has stated that the term “EJ concern” indicates “the actual or potential lack of
fair treatment or meaningful involvement of minority, low-income, or indigenous populations or
tribes in the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations,
and policies.”

Defendants are encouraged to consider SEPs in communities where there are EJ concerns. SEPs
can help ensure that residents who spend significant portions of their time in, or depend on food
and water sources located near the areas affected by violations will be protected. However, due
to the non-public nature of settlement negotiations there are legal constraints on the information
the EPA can share during settlement negotiations, which are discussed in more detail in Section
VIL In some situations, members of a community impacted by an environmental violation may
feel that they lack meaningful involvement in the enforcement process, including the selection of
a SEP. While members of an impacted community ordinarily would not be part of settlement
negotiations, the EPA strongly encourages defendants to reach out to the community for SEP
ideas and prefers SEP proposals that have been developed with input from the impacted
community. During the public comment period required for many judicial settlements and
certain administrative settlements, community members are afforded an opportunity to review
and comment on any of the settlement’s terms, including any SEPs that may be part of the
resolution.

Because many different types of projects could benefit communities with EJ concerns, and are
not limited to specific techniques, processes or activities, they have not been confined to a
particular SEP category. Rather, because promoting environmental justice through a variety of
projects is an overarching goal, EJ is one of the six critical factors on which SEP proposals are
evaluated (see Section VIII). SEPs that benefit communities with EJ concerns are actively sought
and encouraged.

C. Pollution Prevention

The Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. §§ 13101-13109) identifies an environmental
management hierarchy in which pollution “should be prevented or reduced at the source
whenever feasible; pollution that cannot be prevented should be recycled in an environmentally
safe manner, whenever feasible; pollution that cannot be prevented or recycled should be treated

3U.S. ENVTL. PROT. AGENCY OFFICE OF POLICY, ECON., AND INNOVATION (OPEI), OPEI REGULATORY
DEVELOPMENT SERIES, INTERIM GUIDANCE ON CONSIDERING ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE DURING THE DEVELOPMENT
OF AN ACTION, EPA’S ACTION DEVELOPMENT PROCESS (July 2010).

4



in an environmentally safe manner whenever feasible; and disposal or other release into the
environment should be employed only as a last resort . . . .” Selection and evaluation of proposed
SEPs should be conducted in accordance with this hierarchy of environmental management (e.g.,
SEPs that utilize techniques or approaches to prevent the generation of pollution are preferred
over other types of pollution reduction or control strategies). Projects that prevent the generation
of pollution often provide the chance to utilize new and innovative technologies. Pollution
prevention is one of the listed SEP categories. Effectiveness in developing and implementing
pollution prevention techniques and practices is also a factor in evaluating a SEP, and can be
reflected in the degree of consideration accorded to the defendant in the calculation of the final
settlement penalty, and such projects are actively sought and encouraged.

D. Innovative Technology

SEPs provide defendants with an opportunity to develop and demonstrate new technologies that
may prove more protective of human health and the environment than existing processes and
procedures. SEPs also provide the EPA with a unique opportunity to observe and evaluate new
technologies which might, should they prove effective and efficient, lead to better standard
industry practices. Technology innovations may also be a means to assure that future industry
and other commercial practices are sustainable, reflect the best available technology, and lead to
continued long-term pollution reductions and improved public and environmental health.
Innovative technology can take a variety of forms and may be applied broadly across
environmental media and commercial, industrial and municipal activities, processes and
practices. Innovative enforcement tools supporting OECA’s Next Generation Compliance, such
as fenceline monitors, e-reporting, web posting of data and independent third-party audits, may
be appropriate for consideration as SEPs where not achievable or appropriate as injunctive relief
or mitigation in the context of a settlement.

Pollution reduction and pollution prevention projects often utilize innovative technologies,
methodologies, and/or practices. Because of this wide-ranging potential for significant
environmental and public health benefits, “innovation” is one of the six critical factors used to
evaluate SEP proposals. SEPs that employ innovative technologies are actively sought and
encouraged.

E. Climate Change

The Earth’s climate is changing. Temperatures are rising, snow and rainfall patterns are shifting,
and more extreme climate events — such as increased floods and droughts, coastal storms, and
record high temperatures — are already taking place. These observed changes are linked to the
climbing levels of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases in our atmosphere. Reducing
greenhouse gas emissions through, for example, energy efficiency projects that reduce emissions
by reducing energy demand can contribute to reducing climate change. Projects that address the
causes of climate change and reduce or prevent emissions of climate change pollutants and
greenhouse gases, such as carbon dioxide, may qualify as SEPs.

In addition to working to curb climate change by reducing emissions, community members are
taking action to make their communities more resilient in the face of climate impacts. Preparing



infrastructure and natural ecosystems for the changes that will occur with a changing climate can
help communities adapt to climate change and be more resilient in avoiding or recovering from
events resulting from a changing climate. For example, in some areas where increased rainfall is
expected, increased runoff can lead to greater stress on water infrastructure and to degradation of
water quality. Anticipating those impacts can help a community plan ahead to limit the negative
impacts of these changes. Projects that address the impacts of climate change and that help
increase a community’s resilience in the face of these impacts on ecosystems or infrastructure,
may qualify as SEPs.

ITII. DEFINITION AND KEY CHARACTERISTICS OF A SEP

Supplemental environmental projects are defined as environmentally beneficial projects which
a defendant agrees to undertake in settlement of an enforcement action, but which the
defendant, or any other third party, is not otherwise legally required to perform. The three
bolded key parts of this definition are described in more detail below.

A. “Environmentally beneficial” means a SEP must improve, protect, or reduce
risks to public health or the environment. While in some cases a SEP may provide
the alleged violator with certain benefits, there must be no doubt that the project
primarily benefits public health and/or the environment.

B. “In settlement of an enforcement action” means:

1. The defendant’s commitment to perform the SEP is included in a legally
enforceable settlement document;

2. The EPA has the opportunity to review and comment on the scope of the
project before it is implemented; and

3. The project is not commenced until after the Agency has identified a violation
(e.g., issued a notice of violation, administrative order, or complaint).*

C. “Not otherwise legally required to perform” means the project or activity is not
required by any federal, state, or local law or regulation or achievable under
applicable environmental and other federal laws. SEPs cannot include actions
which the defendant, or any other third party, is likely to be required to perform:

4 Because the primary purpose of this Policy is to obtain environmental and/or public health benefits that would not
have occurred “but for” the settlement, projects which the defendant has previously committed to perform or has
begun implementing before the settlement is final are not eligible as SEPs.
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1. As injunctive relief,’ including as a mitigation project,® in the instant case;

2. As injunctive relief in another legal action the EPA, or another regulatory
agency, could bring;

3. As part of an existing settlement or order in another legal action; or
4. By any other federal, state or local requirement.

The performance of a SEP reduces neither the stringency nor the timeliness requirements of
federal environmental statutes and regulations. Performance of a SEP does not alter a
defendant’s obligation to remedy a violation expeditiously and return to compliance. Projects or
actions that are not required, but that reflect standard industry practices, are generally not
acceptable as SEPs, but should be considered as part of the injunctive relief package.

IV. LEGAL GUIDELINES

The EPA has broad discretion to settle cases, including the discretion to include SEPs as an
appropriate part of a settlement. The evaluation of whether a proposed SEP is within the EPA’s
authority and consistent with all statutory and Constitutional requirements may be a complex
task. Accordingly, this Policy uses the following legal guidelines to ensure that SEPs are within
the Agency’s and a federal court’s authority, and do not run afoul of any Constitutional or
statutory requirements.” Legal guidelines may not be waived, and are described below.

A. Nexus

1. All projects must have sufficient nexus. Nexus is the relationship between the
violation and the proposed project.® Nexus ensures the proper exercise of the
EPA’s prosecutorial discretion and enables appropriate penalty mitigation for
including the SEP in the settlement.

5 The statutes the EPA administers generally provide a court with broad authority to order a defendant to cease its
violations, take necessary steps to prevent future violations, and to remediate any harm caused by the violations. If a
court is likely to order a defendant to perform a specific activity in a particular case as injunctive relief or a
mitigation project, such an activity does not qualify as a SEP.

¢ See Memorandum from Susan Shinkman, Dir., Office of Civil Enforcement, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Securing
Mitigation as Injunctive Relief In Certain Enforcement Settlements (2d ed., Nov. 14, 2012).

7 These legal guidelines are based on federal law as it applies to the EPA; states may have more or less flexibility in
the use of SEPs depending on their laws and this Policy does not purport to identify those requirements.

8 The EPA’s prosecutorial discretion to settle enforcement actions does not extend to the inclusion of SEPs that do
not have a nexus to the violations being resolved. According to the Comptroller General of the United States (CG),
enforcement settlements may contain “terms and undertakings that go beyond the remedies specifically” identified
in the statute being enforced. However, the Agency’s “settlement authority should be limited to statutorily
authorized prosecutorial objectives: correction or termination of a condition or practice, punishment, and
deterrence.” See Matter of: Commodity Futures Trading Commission — Donations Under Settlement Agreements,
1983 WL 197623, B-210210, (Sept. 14, 1983). See also Matter of: Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s Authority to
Mitigate Civil Penalties, 1990 WL 293769, B-238419, (Oct. 9, 1990).
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2. A project may not be inconsistent with any provision of the underlying
statutes that are the basis of the enforcement action. All projects must advance
at least one of the objectives of the environmental statutes that are the basis of
the enforcement action.

3. Projects must relate to the underlying violation(s) at issue in the enforcement
action. The project must demonstrate that it is designed to reduce:

a. The likelihood that similar violations will occur in the future;

b. The adverse impact to public health and/or the environment to which the
violation at issue contributes; or

c. The overall risk to public health and/or the environment potentially
affected by the violation at issue.

Nexus is easier to establish if the primary impact of the project is at the site
where the alleged violation occurred, at a different site in the same ecosystem,
or within the immediate geographic area.” ! SEPs may have nexus even if
they address a different pollutant in a different medium, provided the project
relates to the underlying violation(s).

4. SEPs may not be agreements to spend a certain amount on a project that will
be defined later. For a case team to properly evaluate a SEP’s characteristics
(the “what, where, when” of the SEP), and establish the connection to the
underlying violation being resolved, the type and scope of each project must
be specifically described and defined. Without a well-defined project with
clear environmental or public health benefit, the EPA cannot demonstrate
nexus.

B. Augmentation and Other Issues

1. EPA Management or Control of SEPs

a. The EPA may not play any role in managing or controlling funds that may
be set aside or escrowed for performance of a SEP. Nor may the EPA
retain authority to manage or administer the SEP. The EPA may, of

% Ecosystem or geographic proximity is not by itself a sufficient basis for nexus; a project must always demonstrate
a relationship to the violation in order to satisfy subparagraph a, b, or ¢ in the definition of nexus. In some cases, a
project may be performed at a facility or site not owned by the defendant, provided there is a relationship between
the violation and the SEP. The immediate geographic area will generally be the area within a 50-mile radius of the
site on which the violations occurred.

10 Where a defendant proposes to perform the same activity at multiple facilities (including facilities without
violations), nexus is easier to establish if the primary impact is at the same facility, or in the same ecosystem, or
within the immediate geographic area as the violations, but the global SEP may be acceptable so long as at least part
of it is at one of these locations.



course, perform oversight to ensure that a project is implemented pursuant
to the provisions of the settlement and have legal recourse if the SEP is not
adequately performed.

b. The EPA may not direct, recommend, or propose that the defendant hire a
particular contractor or consultant to carry out the SEP (the “SEP
implementer”). Similarly, the Agency may not direct, recommend or
propose a specific organization to be the recipient of a SEP (the “SEP
recipient”). The EPA may retain the right to disapprove contractors,
consultants or organizations that the defendant proposes for Agency
consideration, provided the Agency’s decision is based on objective
criteria for assessing the entity’s qualifications (e.g., experience, capacity,
technical expertise) and fitness. The Agency may also specify the type of
organization that will be the SEP recipient.

2. Federal Appropriations and Federally-Performed Activities'!

a. EPA-Specific:

i. A project may not be used to satisfy the EPA’s statutory obligation or
another federal agency’s obligation to perform a particular activity.
Conversely, if a federal statute prohibits the expenditure of federal
resources on a particular activity, the EPA may not consider projects
that do or would appear to circumvent that prohibition.

ii. A project may not provide additional resources to support (including
in-kind contributions of goods and services) specific activities
performed by EPA employees or EPA contractors.'? For example, if
the EPA has developed a brochure to help a segment of the regulated
community comply with environmental requirements, a project may
not directly, or indirectly, provide additional resources to revise, copy
or distribute the brochure. A project may not provide resources
(including, but not limited to, funding, services and/or goods) to
perform work on EPA-owned property.

iii. SEPs may not provide the EPA with additional resources to perform a
particular activity for which the EPA receives a specific appropriation.
SEPs may not have the effect of providing a recipient in a particular
federal financial assistance transaction with the EPA with additional
resources for the same specific activity described in the terms or scope

1 Appendix A, AUGMENTATION OF APPROPRIATIONS: REASONABLE INQUIRY REGARDING
FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS, provides case teams with assistance in ensuring that proposed SEPs meet the
conditions of Legal Guidelines IV.B.2 and IV.C.

12 This does not apply where the EPA has statutory authority to accept funds or other things of value from a
non-federal entity.



of work for the transaction.!* Examples of federal financial assistance
transactions include grants, cooperative agreements, federal loans, and
federally guaranteed loans.

b. Other Federal Agencies:

1. A project may not provide resources (including, but not limited to,
funding, services and/or goods) to perform work on federally-owned
property, or provide additional support (including in-kind
contributions of goods and services) for a project performed by
another federal agency.'

ii. SEPs may not have the effect of providing a recipient in a particular
federal financial assistance transaction with another federal agency
with additional resources for the same specific activity described in the
terms or scope of work for the transaction. Examples of federal
financial assistance transactions include grants, cooperative
agreements, federal loans and federally guaranteed loans.

C. Augmentation: Reasonable Inquiry and Certification

1. By Defendants: In all settlements that include a SEP, defendants must certify
that they have performed a reasonable inquiry to ensure that a SEP does not
inadvertently augment federal appropriations. The following must be included
in all settlement documents:

Defendant certifies that:
a. 1tis not a party to any open federal financial assistance transaction that is
funding or could fund the same activity as the SEP described in paragraph
X; and

b. It has inquired of the SEP recipient and/or SEP implementer [use proper
names where available] whether either is a party to an open federal

13 OECA’s 2011 interim revisions to Legal Guideline 5.b. of the 1998 SEP Policy included an additional
prohibition on projects which were described in an unsuccessful federal financial assistance transaction
proposal submitted to the EPA within two years of the date of the settlement, unless the Agency had rejected
the proposal as statutorily ineligible. See Memorandum from Cynthia Giles, Assistant Adm’r, Office of
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Transmittal of the Office of General
Counsel’s Opinion on Legal Guidelines Under the 1998 Supplemental Environmental Projects Policy Relating
to Impermissible Augmentation of Appropriations (Apr. 18, 2011). With approval of the Office of General
Counsel, this prohibition has been eliminated.

14 This does not apply to SEPs in which a federal agency expends appropriated funds on the project under a
settlement of a federal facility enforcement case, or when a federal agency has statutory authority to accept
funds or other items of value from a non-federal entity.
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financial assistance transaction that is funding or could fund the same
activity as the SEP and has been informed by the recipient and/or the
implementer [use proper names where available] that neither is a party to
such a transaction.

2. By the EPA: The EPA also has an obligation to make a reasonable inquiry to
ensure that a SEP does not inadvertently augment federal appropriations, and
this should be documented by the case team in its SEP approval memo and
case file.

D. Augmentation Exception: Diesel Emissions Reduction Projects

In past fiscal years, the EPA has received specific appropriations for diesel emissions reduction
projects. Regardless of whether the EPA continues to receive a specific appropriation, diesel
emissions reduction projects may be accepted as SEPs because, in 2008, Congress enacted
legislation granting the EPA authority to accept diesel emissions reduction SEPs, creating an
express exception to the prohibition on augmenting appropriations for these types of projects.!?
Thus, for these projects, augmentation inquiries based on Legal Guidelines IV.B.2.a.iii and b.ii
need not be performed, and the certification above, in Section IV.C.1, is not required. EPA case
teams should, however, make the other augmentation inquiries, based on Legal Guidelines
IV.2.aiand ii, and IV.2.b.1.

In addition, the authorizing statute'® requires that any settlement with a diesel emissions
reduction SEP include the following certification:

Defendant certifies under penalty of law that it would have agreed to perform a
comparably valued, alternative project other than a diesel emissions reduction
Supplemental Environmental Project, if the Agency were precluded by law from
accepting a diesel emissions reduction Supplemental Environmental Project.

Also, any diesel emissions reduction SEP must comport with all other conditions of this Policy,
including the nexus requirement.'” Diesel emissions reduction SEPs may not be implemented via
cash donations. In the absence of a concurrent obligation for the defendant to ensure that the
project occurs and is satisfactorily completed, it will be difficult to demonstrate that the SEP has
nexus.

V. CATEGORIES OF SEPs

The EPA has identified seven specific categories of projects which may qualify as SEPs. Many
SEPs may fall into more than one category. In addition, there is an eighth category for “Other”

15 See Act of June 30, 2008, Pub. L. No. 110-255, § 1, 122 Stat. 2423.

16 ]d. at § 2, 122 Stat. 2423.

17 See Memorandum from Walker B. Smith, Dir., Office of Civil Enforcement, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency,
Supplemental Environmental Projects to Reduce Diesel Emissions (July 18, 2008).
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projects that meet all conditions of the SEP Policy but do not readily fit in one of the seven
specific categories.

A. Public Health

Public health projects include those that provide diagnostic, preventative and/or health
care treatment related to the actual or potential harm to human health caused by the
violation. This includes, but is not limited to, epidemiological data collection and
analysis, medical examinations of potentially affected persons, collection and analysis of
blood/fluid/tissue samples, medical treatment and rehabilitation therapy. Examples of
public health SEPs include blood lead level testing, asthma screening and treatment and
mobile health clinics. Public health SEPs may also include projects such as mosquito
eradication programs or donation of antimicrobial products to assist in natural disaster
situations. Public health SEPs are acceptable only where the primary beneficiary of the
project is the population that was harmed or put at risk by the violations.

B. Pollution Prevention

A pollution prevention project prevents pollution at its source, before it is generated. It
includes any practice that reduces the quantity and/or toxicity of pollutants entering a
waste stream prior to recycling, treatment, or disposal. After the pollutant or waste stream
has been generated pollution prevention is no longer possible, and the waste must be
handled by appropriate recycling, treatment, containment, or disposal methods (i.e.,
pollution reduction).

Source reduction projects may include equipment or technology modifications, process or
procedure modifications, reformulation or redesign of products, substitution of raw materials,
and improvements in housekeeping, maintenance, training, inventory control, or other operation
and maintenance procedures. Pollution prevention also includes any project which protects
natural resources through conservation or increased efficiency in the use of energy, water, or
other materials, as well as “in-process recycling” wherein waste materials produced during a
manufacturing process are returned directly to production as raw materials on-site.

Projects that replace or reduce the use of traditional energy sources with alternative energy
sources or that implement energy efficiency activities, potentially reducing air pollutants
associated with electric power generation and greenhouse gases that contribute to climate
change, may qualify as pollution prevention SEPs. Where such a proposed SEP addresses the
same pollutant(s) or same health effect(s) caused by the pollutant(s) at issue in the case, and will
be implemented within a fifty-mile radius of the site of the violation, the SEP should satisfy the
nexus requirement and confer the required environmental benefits.

In all cases, for a project to meet the definition of pollution prevention, there must be an overall
decrease in the amount and/or toxicity of pollution produced and released into the environment,
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not merely a transfer of pollution among media. This decrease may be achieved directly or
through increased efficiency and conservation in the use of energy, water, or other materials.'8

C. Pollution Reduction

If the pollutant or waste stream already has been generated or released, a pollution reduction
approach which employs recycling, treatment, containment or disposal techniques may be
appropriate. A pollution reduction project is one which results in a decrease in the amount and/or
toxicity of any hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant entering any waste stream or
otherwise being released into the environment by an operating business or facility by a means
which does not qualify as “pollution prevention.” This type of SEP may include the installation
of a more effective end-of-process control or treatment technology, improved containment, or
safer disposal of an existing pollutant source. Pollution reduction also includes “out-of-process
recycling,” wherein industrial waste collected after the manufacturing process and/or consumer
waste materials are used as raw materials for off-site production.

D. Environmental Restoration and Protection

An environmental restoration and protection project is one which enhances the condition of the
ecosystem or immediate geographic area adversely affected by the violation.!” These projects
may be used to restore or protect natural environments and address environmental contamination
and similar issues in man-made environments, and may include any project that protects the
ecosystem from actual or potential damage resulting from the violation or that improves the
overall condition of the ecosystem.?’ Examples of such projects include: restoration of a wetland
in the same ecosystem along the same avian flyway in which the facility is located, or purchase
and management of a watershed area to protect a drinking water supply where the violation (e.g.,
a reporting violation) did not directly damage the watershed but potentially could lead to damage
due to unreported discharges. This category also includes projects which provide for the
protection of endangered species (e.g., developing conservation programs or protecting habitat
critical to the well-being of a species endangered by the violation).

In some projects where the defendant has agreed to restore and then protect certain lands, the
SEP may, under certain circumstances, include the creation or maintenance of certain
recreational improvements, such as hiking and bicycle trails. The costs associated with such
recreational improvements may be included in the total SEP cost provided they do not impair the
environmentally beneficial purposes of the project and they constitute only an incidental portion
of the total resources spent on the project.

18 This is consistent with the Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. §§ 13101-13109) and the U.S. ENVTL.
PROT. AGENCY, POLLUTION PREVENTION POLICY STATEMENT: NEW DIRECTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
(June 15, 1993).

19 1f the EPA lacks authority to require repair of the damage caused by the violation, then repair itself may constitute
a SEP.

20 Simply preventing new discharges into the ecosystem, as opposed to taking affirmative action directly related to
preserving existing conditions at a property, would not constitute a restoration and protection project, but may fit
into another category, such as pollution prevention or pollution reduction.
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For a project in which the parties intend that a property be protected so that the ecological and
pollution reduction purposes of the land are maintained in perpetuity, the defendant may sell or
transfer the land to another party with the established resources and expertise to perform this
function, such as a state park authority. In some cases, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the
National Park Service may be able to perform this function.?!

With regard to man-made environments, such projects may involve the environmental
remediation of facilities and buildings, provided such activities are not otherwise legally
required. This includes the removal/mitigation of contaminated materials, such as soils, asbestos
and lead-based paint, which are a continuing source of releases and/or threat to individuals.

E. Assessments and Audits

There are three types of projects in the assessments and audits category: (1) pollution prevention
assessments; (2) environmental quality assessments; and (3) compliance audits. These
assessments and audits are only acceptable as SEPs when the defendant agrees to provide the
EPA with a copy of the report and the results are made available to the public, except to the
extent they constitute confidential business information (CBI) pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Section 2,
Subpart B.

1. Pollution prevention assessments are systematic, internal reviews of specific
processes and operations designed to identify and provide information about
opportunities to reduce the use, production and generation of toxic and
hazardous materials and other wastes. To be eligible as SEPs, such
assessments must be conducted using a recognized pollution prevention
assessment or waste minimization procedure. Pollution prevention
assessments are acceptable as SEPs without an implementation commitment
by the defendant where the case team determines that the SEP delivers other
benefits worthy of SEP credit. Pollution prevention measures may be difficult
to draft before the results of an assessment are known, and many of the
implementation recommendations may constitute activities that are in the
defendant’s own economic interest and would not warrant SEP credit.

2. Environmental quality assessments are investigations of: the condition of the
environment at a site not owned or operated by the defendant; the
environment impacted by a site or a facility regardless of whether the site or
facility is owned or operated by the defendant; or threats to human health or
the environment relating to a site or a facility regardless of whether the site or
facility is owned or operated by the defendant. Environmental quality
assessments include, but are not limited to, investigations of levels or sources
of contamination in any environmental media at a site and monitoring of the
air, soil, or water quality surrounding a site or facility. Such monitoring

21 Certain federal agencies have explicit statutory authority to accept gifts such as land, money, or in-kind services.
All projects benefitting these federal agencies must be reviewed and approved in advance by the office of the chief
legal counsel of the recipient agency for consistency with statutory authority.
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activities are important as the data can empower over-burdened communities,
and inform and enhance efforts to reduce potential environmental risks and
hazards. To be eligible as SEPs, such assessments must be conducted in
accordance with recognized protocols, if available, applicable to the type of
assessment to be undertaken. An assessment without a commitment to address
the findings of the assessment are permissible where the case team determines
that the SEP delivers other benefits worthy of SEP credit. Expanded sampling
or monitoring by a defendant of its own emissions or operations does not
qualify as a SEP to the extent it is ordinarily available as injunctive relief.

Environmental quality assessment SEPs may not be performed: at sites that
are on the National Priority List under Section 105 of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) 42
U.S.C. § 9605, and 40 C.F.R. Part 300; at specific sites that the EPA has
determined to be eligible for a Brownfields assessment grant under CERCLA
Section 104(k)(2), 42 U.S.C. § 9604(k)(2); and at all other sites, for
assessments that the EPA or another federal agency can perform under its own
authority, that a defendant or another party could be ordered to perform under
an EPA or other federally-administered authority, or that are otherwise
required under federal law.

3. Environmental compliance audits are independent evaluations of a
defendant’s compliance status with environmental requirements at a given
point in time. Credit is only given for the costs associated with conducting the
audit. While the SEP should require all violations discovered by the audit to
be promptly corrected, no credit is given for remedying the violation since
there is already a requirement to achieve and maintain compliance with
environmental regulations. As most large companies routinely conduct
compliance audits, mitigating penalties for such audits would reward violators
for performing an activity that most companies already do. Audits may be less
commonly done by small businesses or state or local governments, perhaps in
part due to cost. In general, compliance audits are acceptable as SEPs only
when the defendant is a small business, small community,? or a state or local
government entity.?

22 For purposes of this Policy, a small business is owned by a person or another entity that employs 100 or fewer
individuals. Small businesses could be individuals, privately held corporations, farmers, landowners, partnerships,
and others. A small community is one comprised of fewer than 2,500 persons.

23 See Memorandum from Phyllis P. Harris, Principal Deputy Assistant Adm’r, Office of Enforcement and
Compliance Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Clarification and Expansion of Environmental Compliance Audits
Under the Supplemental Environmental Projects Policy (Jan. 10, 2003).
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F. Environmental Compliance Promotion

An environmental compliance promotion project provides training or technical support to other
members of the regulated community in order to: (1) identify, achieve, and maintain compliance
with applicable statutory and regulatory requirements or (2) go beyond compliance by reducing
the generation, release, or disposal of pollutants beyond legal requirements. For these types of
projects, the defendant may lack the experience, knowledge, or ability to implement the project
itself and, if so, the defendant should be required to contract with an appropriate expert to
develop and implement the compliance promotion project. Acceptable projects may include, for
example, producing a seminar directly related to correcting widespread or prevalent violations
within the defendant’s economic sector. Environmental compliance promotion SEPs are
acceptable only where the primary impact of the project is focused on the same regulatory
program requirements that were violated and where the EPA has reason to believe that
compliance in the sector would be significantly advanced by the proposed project. For example,
if the alleged violations involved Clean Water Act (CWA) pretreatment violations, the
compliance promotion SEP must be directed at ensuring compliance with pretreatment
requirements. Environmental compliance promotion SEPs require the special approvals
described in Section XII.A.4.

G. Emergency Planning and Preparedness

An emergency planning and preparedness project provides assistance, such as computers and
software, communication systems, chemical emission detection and inactivation equipment,
HAZMAT equipment, or training, to a responsible state or local emergency response or planning
entity. This assistance enables these organizations to fulfill their obligations under the
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) to collect information to
assess the dangers of hazardous chemicals present at facilities within their jurisdiction, to
develop emergency response plans, to train emergency response personnel and to better respond
to chemical spills.

EPCRA requires regulated sources to provide information on chemical production, storage and
use to State Emergency Response Commissions, Local Emergency Planning Committees, and
Local Fire Departments. EPCRA’s reporting requirements enable states and local communities to
plan for and respond effectively to chemical accidents and inform potentially affected citizens of
the risks posed by chemicals present in their communities, thereby enabling them to protect the
environment and the people that could be harmed by an accident. Failure to comply with EPCRA
impairs the ability of states and local communities to meet their obligations and places
emergency response personnel, the public and the environment at risk from a chemical release.

Emergency planning and preparedness SEPs are acceptable where the primary impact of the
project is within the same emergency planning district or state affected by the violations and
there is no current federal financial assistance transaction that could fund the SEP. Further, this
type of SEP is allowable only where the following violations are alleged in the complaint:
violations of EPCRA; reporting violations under CERCLA Sections 103, 104(e) or 120, 42
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U.S.C. §§ 9603, 9604(E), or 9620; violations of Section 112(r) of the Clean Air Act (CAA), 42
U.S.C. § 7412(r); or violations of other emergency planning, spill, or release requirements.

H. Other Types of Projects

Projects that do not fit within one of the seven categories above, but have environmental and/or
public health benefits and are otherwise fully consistent with all other provisions of this Policy,
are allowable as SEPs subject to the approval requirements in Section XII.A.4.

VI. PROJECTS NOT ACCEPTABLE AS SEPs

The following are examples of the types of projects that are not allowable as SEPs. This list is
not exhaustive.

A.

General public educational or public environmental awareness projects (e.g.,
sponsoring public seminars, conducting tours of environmental controls at a
facility, or promoting recycling in a community);

Contributions to environmental research at a college or university;

Cash donations to community groups, environmental organizations,
state/local/federal entities,?* or any other third party;>

Projects for which the defendant does not retain full responsibility to ensure
satisfactory completion;

Projects which, though beneficial to a community, are unrelated to
environmental protection (e.g., making a contribution to a non-profit, public
interest, environmental or other charitable organization, donating playground
equipment, etc.);

Studies or assessments without a requirement to address the problems
identified in the study (except as provided for in Section V.E above);

Projects which the defendant, SEP recipient, or SEP implementer will
undertake, in whole or in part, with federal loans, federal contracts, federal
grants, or other forms of federal financial assistance or non-financial
assistance;

Projects that are expected to become profitable to the defendant within the
first five years of implementation (within the first three years for SEPs
implemented by defendants that are small businesses or small communities)

24 See supra footnote 21.
25 Cash donations are prohibited because they may create the appearance of a diversion of penalty funds from the
U.S. Treasury in violation of the Miscellaneous Receipts Act (MRA), 33 U.S.C. § 3302(b).
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are prohibited. After that time period, profitable projects where the
environmental or public health benefit outweighs the potential profitability to
the defendant may be allowable under certain circumstances. (See Section
XI.D, for additional information and requirements);°

I. Projects that provide raw materials only, with no commitment from the
defendant for a completed project utilizing the raw materials (e.g., donating
rail ties and gravel for a fish ladder but not actually ensuring that the ladder is
built);

J. Projects that are not complete, discrete actions with environmental or public
health benefits;

K. Projects for which completion depends on the actions or contributions of
individuals or entities that are neither party to the settlement nor hired by the
defendant as an implementer;

L. Except in very limited circumstances, as described in Section XI.B, SEPs may
not include actions that a third party is legally required to perform by any
federal, state, or local law or regulation (also referred to as “third-party
compliance” projects).

VII. COMMUNITY INPUT

In appropriate cases, the EPA should encourage input on project proposals from the local
community that may have been adversely impacted by the violations. Case teams should
encourage defendants to seek community input as early in the SEP development process as
possible.?” Ideally, community input should be sought by the defendant and the EPA
collaboratively, but in some cases the EPA should consider seeking community input even in the
absence of the defendant’s participation (e.g., cases in areas with environmental justice
concerns). If a case team is aware of community interest in particular SEPs, the case team should
feel free to share that information with the defendant. Soliciting community input during the SEP
development process can: result in SEPs that better address the needs of the impacted
community; promote environmental justice; produce better community understanding of EPA
enforcement; and improve relations between the community and the violating facility.?8

26 See Memorandum from John Peter Suarez, Assistant Adm’r, Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance,
U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Guidance for Determining Whether a Project is Profitable, When to Accept Profitable
Projects as Supplemental Environmental Projects, and How to Value Such Projects (Dec. 5, 2003).

%7 In addition, in many civil judicial cases, the Department of Justice seeks public comment on lodged

consent decrees through a Federal Register notice. 28 C.F.R. § 50.7. In certain administrative enforcement
actions, there are also public notice requirements that are followed before a settlement is finalized. See 40

C.F.R. Part 22.

28 See Interim Guidance for Community Involvement in Supplemental Environmental Projects, 68 Fed.

Reg. 35,884 (June 17, 2003). This guidance includes appendices suggesting potential techniques and

resources for conducting community outreach.

18



Community involvement in SEPs may be most appropriate in cases where the range of possible
SEPs is great and/or multiple SEPs may be negotiated.

Involving communities in consideration of SEPs enables the EPA and defendant to focus on the
particular environmental priorities and concerns of a community, which is especially important if
several different SEPs are being considered. The community also can be a valuable source of
SEP ideas, including ideas that result in creative or innovative SEPs that might not otherwise
have been considered.

Given the wide range of settlement scenarios, types of violations and communities, there are a
number of factors that may help EPA staff determine whether or not community involvement
may be appropriate in a particular case. Generally, these factors may include:

A. The specific facts and circumstances of each case (e.g., court-ordered
deadlines, imminent and substantial endangerment situations, etc.);

B. The willingness of the defendant to conduct a SEP;

C. The willingness of the defendant to solicit and respond in a meaningful way to
community input;

D. The impact of the violations on the community, especially the community
most directly affected by the facility’s violations;

E. The level of interest of the community in the facility and the potential SEP;
and

F. The amount of the proposed penalty and the settlement amount that is likely
to be mitigated by the SEP.

Finally, SEPs are developed in the context of settlement negotiations. The EPA must carefully
consider how to provide information to the public to facilitate its involvement in SEP
consideration and development without undermining the non-public nature of settlement
negotiations. Much of the information developed by the government may be privileged and
therefore not appropriate for release to the public. In addition, a defendant may provide
information to the government that must be kept confidential. For example, it may provide CBI
to the EPA. CBI, by law, cannot be provided to the public.? Thus, each case will have limits on
what information the EPA can make available to the public.*® In judicial cases, DOJ will also
retain authority to determine what information can be released to the community.

2 See 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B.

30 See Memorandum from Granta Y. Nakayama, Assistant Adm’r, Office of Enforcement and Compliance
Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Restrictions on Communicating With Outside Parties Regarding
Enforcement Actions (Mar. 8, 2006).
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The extent of community input and participation in the SEP development process will vary with
each case. Except in extraordinary circumstances and with the agreement of the parties,
representatives of community groups will not participate directly in the settlement negotiations.
This restriction is necessary because of the non-public nature of settlement negotiations.
Although communities are generally not direct participants in settlement negotiations,
appropriate outreach to affected communities (especially those with environmental justice
concerns) regarding SEPs is encouraged, as this may better inform settlement negotiations.

VIII. EVALUATION CRITERIA

The EPA has identified several critical factors on which to evaluate proposed projects. SEP
proposals should demonstrate that the project will effectively achieve or promote one or more of
these overarching goals. The better the performance of the SEP under each of these factors, the
higher the appropriate mitigation credit should be. Appropriate mitigation of the civil penalty for
implementation of a SEP will be determined by the EPA based on these factors and other case-
specific considerations.

A. Significant, Quantifiable Benefits to Public Health and/or the Environment

While all SEPs must benefit public health and/or the environment, SEPs that perform well on
this factor will result in significant and quantifiable reduction in discharges of pollutants to the
environment and reduction in risk to public health. SEPs also will perform well on this factor to
the extent they result in significant and, to the extent possible, measurable progress in protecting
and restoring ecosystems (including wetlands and endangered species habitats), and promoting
more resilient communities, infrastructure and ecosystems in the face of climate change.

B. Environmental Justice

SEPs that perform well on this factor will mitigate damage or reduce risk to a community that
may have been disproportionately exposed to pollution or is at environmental risk.

C. Community Input

SEPs that perform well on this factor will have been developed taking into consideration input
received from the affected community. Projects developed with active solicitation and
consideration of community input are preferred.

D. Innovation

SEPs that perform well on this factor will further the development, implementation, or
dissemination of innovative processes, technologies, and/or methods which more effectively:
reduce the generation, release, or disposal of pollutants; conserve natural resources; restore and
protect ecosystems; protect endangered species; promote compliance; or improve climate change
preparedness and resilience. This includes technology-forcing techniques which may establish
new regulatory benchmarks.
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E. Multimedia Impacts

SEPs that perform well on this factor will reduce emissions to more than one medium and ensure
that pollutant reductions are not being achieved by transferring pollutants from one medium to
another.

F. Pollution Prevention

SEPs that perform well on this factor will develop and implement pollution prevention
techniques and practices that reduce the generation of a pollutant.

IX. CALCULATION OF THE FINAL SETTLEMENT PENALTY

A primary incentive for a defendant to propose a SEP is the potential mitigation of its civil
penalty. In settling enforcement actions, the EPA requires alleged violators to promptly cease the
violations and, to the extent feasible, remediate any harm caused by the violations. The EPA also
seeks substantial penalties in order to deter noncompliance. Penalties promote environmental
compliance and help protect public health by deterring future violations by the same violator and
other members of the regulated community. Penalties help maintain a national level playing field
by ensuring that violators do not obtain an unfair economic advantage over their competitors
who made the necessary expenditures to comply on time. Thus, any mitigation of penalties must
be carefully considered.

A. Components of the Settlement Penalty

Statutes administered by the EPA generally contain penalty assessment criteria that a court or
administrative law judge must consider in determining an appropriate penalty during a trial or
hearing. In the settlement context, the EPA follows these criteria, and program- or media-specific
penalty policies based on the statutory criteria, in exercising its discretion to establish an
appropriate penalty for purposes of settlement (settlement penalty). In calculating an appropriate
penalty, the EPA considers factors such as the economic benefit associated with the violations,
the gravity or seriousness of the violations and the violator’s prior history of noncompliance.

Settlements that include a SEP must always include a settlement penalty that recoups the
economic benefit a violator gained from noncompliance with the law, as well as an appropriate
gravity-based penalty reflecting the environmental and regulatory harm caused by the
violation(s).

SEPs are not penalties, nor are they accepted in lieu of a penalty. However, a violator’s
commitment to perform a SEP is a relevant factor for the EPA to consider in establishing an
appropriate settlement penalty. All else being equal, the final settlement penalty will be lower for
a violator who agrees to perform an acceptable SEP, compared to the violator who does not.
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B. Minimum and Maximum Penalty Requirements When SEPs Are Included in

Settlement

1.

Minimum Penalty Requirements

Settlements that include a SEP must always also include a penalty. In
settlements in which defendants commit to conduct a SEP, the final settlement
penalty must equal or exceed either:

a. The economic benefit of noncompliance plus ten percent (10%) of the
gravity component; or

b. Twenty-five percent (25%) of the gravity component only; whichever is
greater.

Exceptions to the Minimum Penalty Requirements

For certain types of settlements the minimum penalty required by the statutory
penalty policy, or allowed by special exception, differs from the minimum
penalty requirements of this Policy.

a. Clean Water Act Settlements with Municipalities using the NMLC

The EPA’s Interim Clean Water Act Settlement Penalty Policy (Mar. 1,
1995) (CWA Penalty Policy) applies to civil judicial and administrative
penalties sought under Sections 309(d) and (g) of the CWA, 33 U.S.C.

§§ 1319(d) and (g), including violations of Sections 301, 307, 308, 309(a)
and 405, 33 U.S.C. §§ 1311, 1317, 1318, 1319(a) and 1345. The CWA
Penalty Policy sets forth how the Agency generally exercises its
prosecutorial discretion in deciding on an appropriate enforcement
response and determining an appropriate settlement penalty. In cases with
a municipality or other public entity (such as a sewer authority) for
violations of the CWA, the Agency may provide for substantially reduced
penalties based on the CWA Penalty Policy’s national municipal litigation
considerations (NMLC).

The NMLC provisions are designed to take into account a number of
different criteria unique to municipalities and are intended to recognize
and account for the special circumstances faced by municipalities when
settling CWA matters. However, the NMLC does not provide separate
economic benefit and gravity amounts, so the analysis required to
determine the minimum SEP penalty as provided above cannot be
performed when using NMLC penalties. Additionally, due to the high
capital costs and correspondingly high amount of economic benefit that
are typical in such cases involving municipalities, if the minimum SEP
penalty were calculated based on the actual economic benefit amount, the
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resulting minimum penalty that would be required under the SEP policy
would be greater than the entire NMLC-based penalty and would thus
preclude any SEPs in municipal cases with an NMLC penalty.
Consequently, to ensure that SEPs can be included in settlements with
municipalities when using the NMLC, the minimum penalty requirements
as provided above do not apply, and a municipality continues to be
eligible to mitigate up to 40% of the penalty for a SEP, as provided for in
the CWA Penalty Policy.!

b. Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) Settlements and Lead-Related SEPs

In administrative settlements resolving violations of TSCA Sections 402,
404 and 406(b), 15 U.S.C. §§ 2682, 2684 and 2686(b), and Section 1018
of the Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act, 42 U.S.C.

§ 4852(d), which include SEPs, respondents are eligible for a reduced
minimum settlement penalty where the SEP is a lead-based paint
abatement or blood lead level screening project and/or treatment, and
where Medicare coverage is not available. In such cases, the minimum
settlement penalty may be reduced: in Section 402, 404, and 406(b)
settlements, to ten percent (10%) of the gravity-based penalty plus any
economic benefit; and in Section 1018 settlements, to ten percent (10%) of
the gravity portion of the penalty. These exceptions are not mandatory and
may not be appropriate in all cases.>?

3. Statutory Maximum Penalty Limits

In administrative enforcement actions in which there is a statutory limit (commonly
called a “cap”) on the total maximum penalty that may be sought in a single action,
the penalty to be paid shall not exceed that limit. SEPs are not penalties, so the cost of
the SEP is not included in the administrative cap.

C. Mitigation of the Penalty When SEPs Are Included in Settlement

1. General Approach to Penalty Mitigation

Penalty mitigation for performance of a SEP is considered only after all other appropriate
mitigation factors in the applicable penalty policies have been applied and a bottom-line
settlement penalty determined.

31 See INTERIM CLEAN WATER ACT SETTLEMENT PENALTY POLICY, at 22 (Mar. 1, 1995).

32 See Memorandum from Thomas V. Skinner, Acting Assistant Adm’r, Office of Enforcement and Compliance
Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Supplemental Environmental Projects in Administrative Enforcement Matters
Involving Section 1018 Lead-Based Paint Cases (Nov. 23, 2004); Memorandum from Cynthia Giles, Assistant
Adm’r, Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Exception to the Minimum
Penalty Requirements for Proposed Supplemental Environmental Projects in Administrative Matters Resolving

Violations of TSCA Sections 402, 404 and 406(b) (Dec. 14, 2012).
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The amount of penalty mitigation given for a SEP should be equivalent to a percentage of the
estimated cost to implement the SEP and should not exceed eighty percent (80%) of that
estimated cost.

The EPA will consider a variety of factors in determining the amount of penalty mitigation
including, but not limited to, the evaluation criteria described in Section VIII of this Policy.
Penalty mitigation in light of a SEP is within the EPA’s discretion; there is no presumption as to
the correct amount of mitigation.

For any SEP where the government must allocate significant resources to monitor and review the
implementation of the project, those resources should be taken into consideration when
determining the appropriate penalty mitigation amount. In such instances, a penalty mitigation
amount that is lower than the maximum allowable for that type of SEP may be more appropriate.

2. Exceptions to General Penalty Mitigation Approach

a. For defendants that are small businesses, government agencies or entities,
or non-profit organizations, the penalty mitigation amount may be set as
high as one hundred percent (100%) of the estimated SEP cost, if the
defendant can demonstrate the project is of outstanding quality.*’

b. For any defendant, if the SEP implements pollution prevention
technologies or practices which reduce or eliminate the generation of a
pollutant at its source, the penalty mitigation credit may be set as high as
one hundred percent (100%) of the estimated SEP cost, if the defendant
can demonstrate the project is of outstanding quality.

c. Where a SEP provides significant benefits to a community with
environmental justice concerns, case teams should be willing to consider,
in consultation with OECA’s National SEP Policy Coordinators, giving
higher penalty mitigation credit for projects of outstanding quality.

d. Penalty mitigation credit for SEPs that are profitable should be limited to:
i.  Eighty percent (80%) for pollution prevention projects; and

ii. Sixty percent (60%) for all other types of projects. (See Section XI.D
for additional guidance.)

33 Qutstanding quality may be based on how well a SEP meets and exceeds one or more of the evaluation criteria
described in Section VIII, as well as on relevant case-specific factors.
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X. REQUIREMENTS FOR SETTLEMENTS THAT INCLUDE A SEP

A. SEP Description

The settlement agreement must accurately and completely describe the SEP. It must describe the
specific actions to be performed by the defendant, and should include a completion deadline and,
where appropriate, interim milestones for long-term or complex SEPs, as well as a detailed cost
estimate. The defendant should also be required to provide documentation supporting its cost
estimate. Negotiating teams should determine what potential SEP costs are not eligible for
inclusion in the cost estimate on which the penalty mitigation is based. Examples of costs to
consider that are generally not appropriate for inclusion include: overhead; additional employee
time and salary; administrative expenses; most legal fees; and contractor oversight. If the
defendant is unable or unwilling to provide documentation supporting its cost estimate, the SEP
should not be accepted. The settlement agreement should also include a reliable and objective
means to verify that the defendant has completed the project on time and in a satisfactory
manner. For complex or long-term SEPs, including a requirement for the defendant to submit
periodic status reports is recommended.

B. SEP Certifications

In all settlements with SEPs, the defendant must make a number of certifications. The following
language should be included in the settlement document:

With regard to the SEP, Defendant certifies the truth and accuracy of each of the
following:

a. That all cost information provided to the EPA in connection with the EPA’s
approval of the SEP is complete and accurate and that Defendant in good
faith estimates that the cost to implement the SEP/, exclusive of costs, ]
is$ ;

b. That, as of the date of executing this Decree, Defendant is not required to
perform or develop the SEP by any federal, state, or local law or regulation
and is not required to perform or develop the SEP by agreement, grant, or as
injunctive relief awarded in any other action in any forum;

c. That the SEP is not a project that Defendant was planning or intending to
construct, perform, or implement other than in settlement of the claims
resolved in this Decree;

d. That Defendant has not received and will not receive credit for the SEP in any
other enforcement action,

e. That Defendant will not receive reimbursement for any portion of the SEP
from another person or entity;
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f- That for federal income tax purposes, Defendant agrees that it will neither
capitalize into inventory or basis nor deduct any costs or expenditures
incurred in performing the SEP; >

g. Augmentation Certification (see Section IV.C),;and

h. Diesel Emissions Reduction SEP Certification (where applicable, see Section
1V.D).

C. Disclosure of Enforcement Settlement Context

Further, the defendant must agree that whenever it publicizes a SEP or the results of a SEP, it
will state in a prominent manner that the project is being undertaken as part of the settlement of
an enforcement action. The settlement document should also include the following provision:

Any public statement, oral or written, in print, film, or other media, made by
Defendant making reference to the SEP under this Agreement/Decree from the
date of its execution of this Agreement/Decree shall include the following
language: “This project was undertaken in connection with the settlement of an
enforcement action United States v. Defendant, taken on behalf of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency to enforce federal laws.”

D. SEP Completion Report

The settlement agreement should require submission of a final SEP completion report from the
defendant. This report should be certified by an appropriate corporate official acceptable to the
EPA. At a minimum, the report should provide evidence of SEP completion (which may include,
but is not limited to, photos, vendor invoices or receipts, correspondence from SEP recipients,
etc.) and document all SEP expenditures. To the extent feasible, defendants should be required to
quantify the benefits associated with the project and provide the EPA with a report setting forth
how the benefits were measured or estimated. Additional requirements may be necessary,
depending on the nature of the SEP.

E. Liability for Performance/Third-Party Involvement in SEPs

Defendants may not simply provide funds to a third-party SEP implementer or SEP recipient (see
Sections VI.B and C). Defendants must remain responsible for ensuring that a SEP is completed
satisfactorily (see Section VI.D). A defendant may not transfer this responsibility to any other

party.

1. Third-Party SEP Implementers

Defendants may use third parties, including contractors, to assist with the implementation of a

34 See Memorandum from Granta Y. Nakayama, Assistant Adm’r, Office of Enforcement and Compliance
Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Advisory Memorandum on Internal Revenue Service Directive Regarding the
Deductibility of Supplemental Environmental Projects (Dec. 21, 2007).
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SEP.3* However, the settlement document (including any appendices) should not require the
defendant to select a particular third party to assist in implementing the SEP because, as noted in
Legal Guideline IV.B.1.b, this could be perceived as the EPA managing or directing the SEP. It
could also appear to provide a competitive advantage or preferential treatment to the third party.
In some instances, it may be appropriate for the EPA to define criteria or qualifications that
potential SEP implementers must meet. In that event, the EPA may reject a SEP if the SEP
implementer selected by the defendant does not meet the required criteria (e.g., a contractor that
is not sufficiently experienced or is not properly certified to perform the work required).

The settlement document may identify a SEP implementer chosen by the defendant and, in that
case, the agreement should explicitly note that the implementer was chosen by the defendant.
The settlement document should not include any agreements made between the defendant and
the SEP implementer (including which elements of the SEP the implementer will perform)
because inclusion of detailed agreements between the violator and a third party could create
ambiguity about who is responsible in the event of nonperformance of the SEP. The defendant is
responsible for the satisfactory completion of the SEP and cannot transfer that responsibility to a
third party. Therefore, the agreement should spell out the activities to be performed, in as much
detail as necessary for the particular SEP. However, any agreements between the defendant and
implementer about how the SEP will be accomplished should not be part of the settlement
agreement.

To avoid ambiguity, enhance enforceability, avoid the appearance of augmentation or that the
EPA is managing the SEP and to avoid ethical issues with regard to third parties, settlement
documents may include language such as:

a. Defendant may use a contractor/consultant to implement the SEP;

b. Defendant has selected (name of contractor/consultant or SEP implementer)
as a contractor/consultant to assist with implementation of the SEP;

c. The contractor/consultant chosen by Defendant must meet the following
criteria [define criteria in terms of qualifications, experience, knowledge of
particular geographic area or ecosystem, etc.]; and/or

d. Defendant shall provide the EPA with notice of the contractor/consultant and
the EPA has the right to disapprove a SEP implementer if it does not meet the
required criteria.

2. Third-Party SEP Recipients

The settlement document should not require the defendant to select or identify a particular third-
party recipient for the SEP, as this could similarly be perceived as the EPA managing the SEP
and/or providing an unfair competitive advantage or preferential treatment to the recipient. The

35 Non-profit organizations, such as universities and public interest groups, may function as contractors or
consultants.
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settlement document may, however, identify a SEP recipient selected by the defendant.

In some instances, it may be appropriate for the EPA to define criteria or qualifications that
potential SEP recipients must meet. In that event, the EPA may reject a SEP if the SEP recipient
selected by the defendant does not meet the required criteria (e.g., the EPA may reject a SEP
where the recipient is a land trust that is financially incapable of preserving and maintaining land
donated by the defendant).

Settlement documents may include language such as:

a. Defendant has selected (name of SEP recipient) to receive SEP [define
activity, service, or product to be provided to SEP recipient];

b. The SEP recipient chosen by Defendant must meet the following criteria
[define criteria in terms of qualifications, experience, knowledge of particular
geographic area or ecosystem, etc.];

c. Defendant shall provide the EPA with notice of the SEP recipient and the EPA
has the right to disapprove the SEP if the recipient does not meet the required

criteria.

F. Failure to Satisfactorily Complete a SEP and Stipulated Penalties

Defendants who agree to perform a SEP as part of an enforcement settlement will
generally pay a smaller penalty than if the settlement does not include a SEP. Thus, it is
important that the SEP be completed in a timely and satisfactory manner, to ensure that
the EPA and the public receive the benefits expected from the SEP. Therefore, stipulated
penalty liability for failure to adequately perform or complete a SEP should always be
included in the settlement document and be established as appropriate to the individual
case.

1. Stipulated Penalty Provisions in the Settlement Document

The settlement document should provide stipulated penalties for failure to satisfactorily complete
a SEP, based on the description of the SEP and definition of satisfactory completion in the
settlement document. As noted in Sections IV.A.4 and X.A, the SEP description provided by the
defendant should be as detailed and clear as possible, in terms of specific activities, actions,
and/or anticipated results. The settlement agreement should clearly define satisfactory
completion of the SEP in terms of such activities, actions and/or anticipated results, so that all
parties understand the terms on which satisfactory completion will be judged.

The definition of satisfactory completion may include a commitment to expend an agreed-upon
amount on performance of the SEP. The defendant’s estimation of the SEP cost and commitment
to expend a certain amount on the SEP can help the case team properly assess the scope and
scale of the SEP and ensure that any penalty mitigation based on its performance is appropriate.
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However, with rare exceptions, expenditure of funds should not be the sole parameter on which
satisfactory completion is to be determined.®

The settlement agreement should also include a deadline for final completion of the SEP. For
very large or complex SEPs, or SEPs with extended implementation schedules, it is strongly
recommended that defendants be required to submit a SEP workplan that includes specific
actions to be taken, interim milestones (where appropriate), a final completion date and cost
estimates.

Stipulated penalty provisions in the settlement document may be structured to include daily or
one-time lump-sum penalties, or a combination of both, as deemed appropriate by the case team.
For example:

a. For failure to meet interim milestones, to submit required progress reports,
and/or to provide a SEP completion report, daily penalties may be appropriate.

b. For failure to satisfactorily complete the SEP as described (including
situations where the EPA deems the SEP to have been abandoned by the
defendant and situations where the SEP has not been satisfactorily completed
because the defendant has not expended the agreed-upon SEP cost), either
daily or lump-sum penalties may be appropriate.

c. Lump-sum stipulated penalties for failure to complete the SEP must exceed
the estimated cost of the SEP. Stipulated penalties that exceed the estimated
cost of the SEP provide an incentive to the defendant to complete the SEP
satisfactorily and ensure that the EPA receives the full benefit of the
settlement.

In judicial settlements, where SEPs are often larger projects with extended implementation
schedules, stipulated penalty liability for failure to satisfactorily complete a SEP should
generally be structured as daily penalties, in the same manner as stipulated penalty liability for
failure to complete required injunctive relief. This will help ensure that the SEP is being
implemented in a timely and satisfactory manner, according to the schedule/workplan submitted
by the defendant as part of the SEP description. For small, easy-to-implement SEPs, the
alternative of a lump-sum penalty that exceeds the SEP cost may also be appropriate.

36 Consultation with the appropriate OECA National SEP Policy Coordinators is recommended at the drafting stage
in situations where a case team believes that the only means for defining satisfactory completion of a SEP is through
expenditure of an agreed-upon amount. In most cases, the defendant should be able to identify a minimum activity
or number of actions that can be the basis of satisfactory completion. For instance, in land purchase/conservation
SEPs, the purchase of a minimum amount of acreage should be required, even where market fluctuations make it
difficult to determine the exact amount of land that can be purchased for the SEP cost. Similarly, for example, in
settlements where the SEP involves diesel retrofits, a minimum number of retrofits should be required. If the
defendant is not able to clearly define the SEP so that it is not possible to agree upon what constitutes “satisfactory
completion,” the SEP may not be appropriate to pursue.
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2. Assessment of Stipulated Penalties

The assessment of stipulated penalties is always at the EPA’s discretion. Therefore, it is
appropriate to include the following in settlement documents:

The United States may, in the unreviewable exercise of its discretion, reduce or
waive stipulated penalties otherwise due under this Consent Decree/Consent
Agreement.

Where appropriate, settlements may also include provisions for reducing or waiving stipulated
penalties to address certain situations where discretion may be desired. Examples of such
situations include:

a. Where all elements of a SEP have been satisfactorily completed, but
the defendant has expended less than the agreed-upon amount on the
SEP, the EPA may, in its discretion, choose to reduce or waive
stipulated penalties otherwise due under the settlement agreement.

b. Where a SEP has not been satisfactorily completed, but the defendant can
demonstrate that the partially completed SEP provides some of the expected
environmental and/or public health benefits, the EPA may, in its discretion,
choose to reduce or waive stipulated penalties otherwise due under the
settlement agreement.

c. Where a fully completed SEP does not produce the environmental or public
health results required by the agreement, the enforcement case team may, in
its discretion, deem the SEP satisfactorily completed and choose to reduce or
waive stipulated penalties otherwise due under the settlement agreement. This
may occur when a SEP is being implemented to test a new technology or
process, or where circumstances beyond the defendant’s control have had an
impact on the results.

Consultation with the appropriate Headquarters enforcement division director is recommended
prior to waiving or reducing stipulated penalties, to ensure consistency across settlements.

3. Dispute Resolution

Settlements including SEPs may include provisions for dispute resolution over determination of
whether the SEP has been satisfactorily completed, pursuant to the terms of the agreement.

XI. SPECIAL SITUATIONS AND ISSUES

A. Accelerated Compliance SEPs

Accelerated compliance SEPs include activities that a defendant will become legally obligated to
undertake two or more years in the future. Such projects are acceptable as SEPs provided the
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project will result in the facility coming into compliance at least two years prior to the effective
date of the requirement. Accelerated compliance projects are not allowable, however, if the
regulation or statute provides a benefit (e.g., a higher emission limit) to the defendant for early
compliance.

B. Third-Party Compliance Projects

Activities that are legally required of any party are generally prohibited as SEPs. Under some
circumstances, however, an exception may be appropriate, but requires prior Headquarters
approval from the appropriate media enforcement division director in OECA (see Section
XII.A.5). Exceptions to this prohibition have been granted where:

1. The SEP involves a defendant’s implementation of an activity that is legally
required of residents of a community with environmental justice concerns
(e.g., maintaining or establishing connection to a sewer lateral line);
2. The residents are financially unable to comply with the legal requirement; and
3. The SEP provides significant public health and/or environmental benefits.
A specific exception has been made for chemical clean-out projects in schools. Although schools
may be required to manage chemicals and hazardous wastes appropriately, many lack the skills
and resources to do so. SEPs that identify, remove and properly dispose of hazardous chemicals
from schools are acceptable under certain conditions, given their impact on children’s health and
communities with EJ concerns. Such projects may be acceptable when:

1. The recipient school is a primary or secondary public school;

2. The project provides a one-time identification, removal, and proper disposal of
chemicals and/or hazardous wastes; and

3. The project includes a beyond-compliance component, such as establishing a
chemical tracking system.

As with all third-party compliance projects, prior Headquarters approval from the appropriate
media enforcement division director in OECA 1is required (see Section XII.A.5).

C. Environmental Management Systems (EMS)

EMSs are formal facility or corporate-wide plans and systems for ensuring current and future
compliance with environmental requirements. EMSs describe the organizational structure and
responsibilities of management and staff in ensuring environmental compliance. They also
describe standard operating practices and procedures for the facility/company and identify
processes and resources for developing, implementing, achieving, reviewing and maintaining the
environmental policy of the company. An EMS is more than a statement by the organization of
its intentions and principles in relation to its overall environmental performance; it also provides
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a framework for action for the company to set and meet its environmental objectives and targets.
EMSs are allowable as SEPs only for small businesses. For large businesses with multiple
environmental requirements, EMSs are more appropriate as part of the injunctive relief sought
for environmental violations. Case teams considering EMSs proposed as SEPs by a large
business must seek prior approval from the Director of the Special Litigation and Projects
Division (SLPD) in OCE before accepting the SEP, per the special approval requirements for
“Other” SEPs in Section XII.A.4.%7

D. Profitable SEPs

Certain types of beneficial projects, such as pollution prevention or innovative technology
projects, may ultimately be profitable to the defendant, and may well be actions it would have
undertaken on its own for economic business reasons. SEPs are, by definition, projects that
would not have occurred “but for” the settlement of an enforcement action, and the associated
mitigation of a penalty. In almost all cases, providing penalty mitigation for SEPs that are
inherently profitable would undermine the deterrent value of penalties, as well as contribute to
“un-leveling the playing field” between violators and their competitors who stayed in compliance
with the law.

However, in some instances the EPA may consider a SEP’s environmental and/or public health
benefits sufficiently compelling that a “profitable” SEP could nevertheless be approved. In
addition, the potential positive returns for some innovative projects may be so speculative that a
defendant, especially if it is a small business or community, would hesitate to pursue them
outside of the enforcement settlement.

Thus, consistent with the criteria below, for defendants that are small businesses or small
communities, projects that will become profitable after the first three years of implementation are
allowable as SEPs. For all other entities, only projects that will become profitable after the first
five years of implementation are allowable as SEPs.3®

To be allowable, such projects must, of course, meet all the terms and conditions of this Policy
and, because such projects provide benefits to the defendant as well as to the environment or
public health, these projects must demonstrate:

1. A high degree of innovation (e.g., projects that use new technologies or
processes not commonly in use by the industry or sector) with the potential for
widespread application;

37 See Memorandum from John Peter Suarez, Assistant Adm’r, Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance,
U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Guidance on the Use of Environmental Management Systems in Enforcement Settlements
as Injunctive Relief and Supplemental Environmental Projects (June 12, 2003).

38 See Memorandum from John Peter Suarez, Assistant Adm’r, Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance,
U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Guidance for Determining Whether a Project is Profitable, When to Accept Profitable
Projects as Supplemental Environmental Projects, and How to Value Such Projects (Dec. 5, 2003).
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2. Technology that is transferable to other facilities or industries, with a
defendant that agrees to share information about the technology;

3. Extraordinary environmental benefits that are quantifiable (e.g., project will
result in measurable reductions in air pollutant emissions or measurable
improvement in water quality);

4. Exceptional environmental and/or public health benefits to a community with
environmental justice concerns; and/or

5. A high degree of economic risk for the alleged violator.

The EPA’s economic model, PROJECT, provides useful information about the net present value
of SEP expenditures and its use is recommended in order to assess whether a proposed project
may be profitable to the defendant. Because a defendant will benefit from the implementation of
a profitable SEP, it is not appropriate for such SEPs to receive the maximum allowable penalty
mitigation. Regions should consider how well the project meets the above criteria, the length of
time before the project becomes profitable, and the degree of profit. Projects that become
profitable early on or show a significant profit should receive a lower amount of penalty
mitigation as described in Section IX.C.2.d.

E. SEPs in Ability-to-Pay (ATP) Settlements

In certain settlements, the EPA may determine that the defendant is unable to pay the full amount
of the settlement penalty. The defendant’s ability to pay (ATP) can be determined using the
EPA’s financial models: ABEL or INDIPAY (if the defendant is an individual).>* Using financial
information provided by the violator, these models evaluate a defendant’s ability to afford
compliance costs, clean-up costs, or civil penalties. In more complex scenarios, a violator’s ATP
may be evaluated by financial analysis experts using other methods.

In situations where the defendant is unable to pay the full settlement penalty, a SEP may be
included in the settlement only in certain circumstances:

1. The defendant must be able to pay the minimum penalty required by the SEP
Policy. The required minimum penalty, as described in Section IX.B.1, must
be determined before the settlement penalty is reduced based on ATP
considerations.

2. For global/multiple settlement initiatives with unique penalty calculations, the
defendant must be able to pay the minimum penalty required under the
initiative’s settlement construct.

3. Penalty calculations in ATP cases where SEPs are considered typically result
in the need to allow one hundred percent (100%) credit for the SEP.

39 Available at http://www2.epa.gov/enforcement/penalty-and-financial-models.
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Therefore, the project must be of outstanding quality and meet at least one of
the SEP Policy exceptions for one hundred percent (100%) mitigation credit
(see Section IX.C.2).

4. SEPs in ATP cases should be considered only where the defendant has
demonstrated the capacity to effectively manage and implement a SEP.

F. Aggregation/Consolidation of SEPs by Defendants*

Where several defendants are settling separate cases for similar violations in the same general
geographic area and at approximately the same time, the aggregation of SEPs could be
considered.

1. Where Defendants Are Jointly and Severally Liable for Performance of Consolidated
SEPs

The aggregation of SEPs where the defendants are jointly and severally liable for the completion
of the consolidated project may be acceptable if the settlements are crafted carefully. For
instance, defendants may propose pooling resources to hire a contractor to manage and/or
implement a consolidated SEP. Such an approach could be acceptable if the defendants each
remain liable under their separate settlement agreements to perform the consolidated project in
the same manner as they would under a typical settlement. Defendants are generally held
accountable through the inclusion of stipulated penalties, should the SEP not be completed as
agreed upon.

2. Performance of Complementary, Segregable SEPs

Another potentially acceptable approach is to allow defendants in separate cases to perform
discrete and segregable tasks within a larger project. Such an approach must meet the following
conditions to address potential concerns relating to the Miscellaneous Receipts Act (MRA):

a. Each discrete project must have a nexus to the violations at issue in the particular
settlements and meet all conditions of the SEP Policy;

b. Each discrete project must itself be worthwhile with environmental or public health
benefits;

c. The settlement must hold each defendant responsible for implementation and
completion of a specific portion of the larger project; and

40 See Memorandum from John Peter Suarez, Assistant Adm’r, Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance,
U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Guidance Concerning the Use of Third Parties in the Performance of SEPs and the
Aggregation of SEP Funds (Dec. 15, 2003).
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d. The segregable pieces must not be dependent on each other. If the settlements are
structured carefully, such an approach can result in significant environmental or
public health benefits that might otherwise be unavailable.

3. Other Considerations

While the aggregation of SEPs under these scenarios can be designed, as described above, to
avoid MRA concerns, other practical implementation issues need to be considered in addition to
those set forth above. For example, aggregation of SEPs in this manner may require that all
settlements be completed at approximately the same time and that defendants in separate
settlements are willing to cooperate with one another, because they are all responsible for
completion of the entire project.

4. Consultation with OECA’s National SEP Policy Coordinators

Regions should consult with the National SEP Policy Coordinators in OCE early in the process
when considering proposals by defendants to aggregate or coordinate SEPs. When the settlement
involves a federal agency, the consultation should be with the Federal Facilities Enforcement
Office (FFEO) in OECA. Similarly, if the case involves a CERCLA violation by a non-federal
responsible party, the consultation should be with the Office of Site Remediation Enforcement
(OSRE) in OECA.

G. Aggregation of SEP Funds by the EPA*!

Federal appropriations law and principles, including the MRA, restrict the Agency’s ability to
establish SEP accounts or otherwise manage SEP funds. EPA may not establish accounts for
pooling SEP funds from multiple defendants to apply towards projects that would be too large or
too expensive for a single defendant to complete. In other words, the EPA may not hold or
manage SEP funds from several settlements that would otherwise have been used by defendants
for SEP projects in each individual enforcement settlement. Establishing a SEP account for
which the Agency manages SEP funds and determines how the funds are to be spent would
amount to an augmentation of appropriations.

H. Acceptance of a SEP in Lieu of Stipulated Penalties

Stipulated penalties are an important tool in ensuring consent decree (CD) and settlement
agreement compliance. Both the amount and the certainty of assessment should act as a strong
deterrent for noncompliance. Where penalties have been stipulated for violations of CDs or other
settlement agreements, those penalties may not be mitigated by the use of SEPs, or converted
into a project.*? However, future CDs or settlements may be crafted to stipulate that a defendant

4 See id.

42 The Assistant Administrator for OECA may consider mitigating potential stipulated penalty liability using SEPs
where: (1) despite the circumstances giving rise to the claim for stipulated penalties, the violator has the ability and
intention to comply with a new settlement agreement obligation to implement the SEP; (2) there is no negative
impact on the deterrent purposes of stipulated penalties; and (3) the settlement agreement establishes a range for
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will perform a particular SEP in addition or as an alternative to paying specified penalties, in the
event of noncompliance with specified requirements.** Such stipulated SEPs may provide
significant benefits to affected communities and are encouraged.

XII. EPA PROCEDURES FOR SEP APPROVAL AND DOCUMENTATION

A. Approvals*

The authority of a government official to approve a SEP is included in the official’s authority to

settle an enforcement case and thus, subject to the exceptions set forth here, no special approvals
are required. Special approvals and consultations, however, are required for both administrative

and judicial enforcement actions as follows:

1. If a proposed SEP will be implemented in more than one Region, the case
team negotiating the settlement should notify the Enforcement and SEP
Coordinators in the other affected Regions and provide a written description
of the proposed SEP to allow an opportunity for review and comment.

2. In all cases including a SEP which may not fully comply with the provisions
of this Policy (e.g., the proposed settlement penalty is less than the minimum
required penalty), except for the third-party compliance SEPs described in
Section XII.A.5 below, the settlement and the SEP must be approved by the
Assistant Administrator for OECA.

The case team must prepare a request for approval that sets forth its legal
analysis supporting the conclusion that the project is within the EPA’s legal
authority and is not otherwise inconsistent with applicable law. The request
for approval should describe the violations being resolved and the terms of the
proposed settlement, and provide a justification for deviating from the
provisions of this Policy. The request for approval should be submitted to the
Assistant Administrator for OECA through the Director of OCE. If the
settlement involves a federal agency, the request for approval should be
submitted through the Director of FFEO. Similarly, if the case involves a

stipulated penalty liability for the violations at issue. For example, if a defendant has violated a settlement agreement
that provides that a violation of X requirement subjects it to a stipulated penalty between $1,000 and $5,000, then
the Agency may consider SEPs in determining the specific penalty amount that should be demanded. Any SEP used
to mitigate a stipulated penalty must have nexus to the action or inaction that gave rise to the penalty.

43 Such stipulated SEPs must be fully identified and set forth in a final settlement agreement (i.e., to the same extent
and level of detail as any other SEP) and must meet all the requirements of this Policy. A later amendment to a final
settlement agreement may also include such stipulated SEP(s), as follows: (1) for noncompliance with the new
requirements added by the amendment; or (2) for noncompliance with certain, specified requirements that were part
of the original agreement, provided that the defendant is and has been in compliance with the terms of the original
consent decree or agreement (both before and during the drafting of the amendment) to which the stipulated SEP
would apply.

4 This supersedes and replaces Memorandum from Eric V. Schaeffer, Dir., Office of Regulatory Enforcement, U.S.
Envtl. Prot. Agency, Revised Approval Procedures for Supplemental Environmental Projects (July 21, 1998).
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CERCLA violation by a non-federal responsible party, then the request for
approval should be sent through the Director of OSRE.

Consultation with OCE’s National SEP Policy Coordinators is recommended
prior to submission of a request for approval from the Assistant Administrator
for OECA. If the settlement involves a federal agency, the consultation should
be with FFEO. If the settlement involves a CERCLA violation by a non-
federal responsible party, the consultation should be with OSRE.

3. Inall cases in which a SEP would involve activities outside the United States
and territories, the SEP must be approved in advance by the Assistant
Administrator for OECA and, for judicial settlements, the Assistant Attorney
General for the Environment and Natural Resources Division of the
Department of Justice.

4. In all cases in which an environmental compliance promotion project or a
project in the “Other” category is contemplated (see Sections V.F and H, and
Section XI.C), the project must be approved in advance by the appropriate
enforcement division director in OECA after consultation with the National
SEP Policy Coordinators in OCE or, as appropriate, FFEO or OSRE.

5. Inall cases in which the proposed SEP will implement the legal requirement
of a third party (see Section XI.B), in order to protect the integrity of the
media enforcement program, the project must be approved in advance by the
appropriate enforcement division director in OCE or, as appropriate, FFEO or
OSRE.

B. Documentation and Confidentiality

In each case in which a SEP is included as part of a settlement, a justification for inclusion of the
SEP and any supporting materials must be included as part of the case file. The SEP justification
should explain the criteria used to evaluate the project and include a description of the expected
benefits associated with the SEP. The justification must include a description by the enforcement
attorney of how nexus and the other legal guidelines are satisfied.

Documentation and explanations of a particular SEP may constitute confidential settlement
information that is exempt from disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. §
552, is outside the scope of discovery, and is protected by various privileges, including the
attorney-client privilege and the attorney work-product privilege. While Agency evaluations of
proposed SEPs are generally privileged documents, this Policy is a public document and may be
released to anyone upon request.

37



Appendix A
AUGMENTATION OF APPROPRIATIONS:
REASONABLE INQUIRY REGARDING FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS!

1. EPA’s Role and Responsibilities:

The EPA will determine that a proposed SEP does not:
1. Provide the EPA with additional resources to perform a particular activity for
which it has received a specific appropriation, meet a statutory obligation, or

circumvent a statutory prohibition;

2. Provide additional support for a project managed by the EPA or another
federal agency;

3. Provide additional resources to perform work on federally-owned property; or

4. Augment an “open federal financial assistance transaction” between the EPA
and the defendant, any third-party SEP recipient, or any third-party SEP
implementer that is funding or could fund “the same activity as the SEP.”

e If the SEP would do any of the above, it cannot be approved.

See Section IV of this Appendix for step-by-step instructions on making these determinations.?

II. Defendant’s Roles and Responsibilities:

The defendant will:

! This appendix provides case teams with assistance in ensuring that proposed SEPs meet the conditions of Legal
Guidelines in Section IV.B.2, Federal Appropriations and Federally-Performed Activities, and Section IV.C,
Augmentation: Reasonable Inquiry and Certification.

2 In the context of federal facilities enforcement, the EPA must also determine whether a proposed SEP presents an
augmentation issue. However, because there are fiscal and appropriations law issues and statutory authorities for
agency action that are unique to the federal facilities context, the EPA’s inquiry differs from the process set forth in
this document. Federal agencies must comply with the Purpose Statute, 31 U.S.C. § 1301(a), in expending their
appropriations. Any time a federal agency respondent agrees to perform a SEP, the federal agency should make a
determination that it has the authority to use its appropriations to perform the SEP. The Federal Facilities
Enforcement Office (FFEO), Office of Civil Enforcement, and Office of General Counsel intend to develop a short
checklist, much like this one, to assist federal facilities case teams. In the meantime, for assistance in evaluating
augmentation issues in a federal facilities enforcement case, please contact FFEO’s SEP coordinator.
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1. Determine whether, and certify that it does not, have an “open federal
financial assistance transaction” with the EPA or any other federal agency that
is funding or could fund “the same activity as the SEP”;* and

2. Ask, and certify that it has asked, any SEP recipient or third-party SEP
implementer whether that entity does or does not have an “open federal
financial assistance transaction” with the EPA or any other federal agency that
is funding or could fund “the same activity as the SEP.”

e Where the defendant, SEP recipient, or third-party SEP implementer has an open
federal financial assistance transaction that is funding or could fund the same
activity as the proposed SEP, the SEP cannot be approved.

e Where the defendant, SEP recipient, or third-party SEP implementer has identified
an open federal financial transaction that it believes arguably could fund the same
activity as the SEP (i.e., there is some uncertainty), but the case team wishes to
pursue approval of the project, the case team should bring the SEP proposal and any
available information concerning the terms of the transaction to the EPA’s National
SEP Policy Coordinators in the Office of Civil Enforcement (OCE) in the Office of
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance (OECA) for analysis and an augmentation
determination. Such a determination will usually include input from augmentation
experts in the Office of General Counsel (OGC). If the settlement involves a federal
agency, the consultation should be with the Federal Facilities Enforcement Office
(FFEO) in OECA. If the settlement involves a CERCLA violation by a non-federal
responsible party, the consultation should be with the Office of Site Remediation
Enforcement (OSRE).

See Section IV of this Appendix for step-by-step instructions on making these determinations.

II1. Definitions:

“Open federal financial assistance transaction” refers to a grant, cooperative agreement,
federal loan, or federally guaranteed loan. It is often abbreviated as “FFAT.”

“Could fund the same activity” describes a federal financial assistance transaction that is not
currently funding the same activity as a proposed SEP, but whose scope of work is written
broadly enough to include the same activity as the SEP. When the holder of the federal financial
assistance transaction is spending its federal dollars on some other activity, but could have opted,
under the terms of the transaction, to spend those federal dollars to fund the same activity as the
proposed SEP, then that federal financial assistance transaction “could fund the same activity” as
the SEP.

3 Although it may seem duplicative to have the defendant make inquiry regarding the existence of open federal
financial assistance transactions with the EPA when the Agency has performed that inquiry, the defendant’s separate
inquiry provides additional assurances to supplement the EPA’s internal due diligence.
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“Reasonable inquiry to prevent augmentation” means a reasonable, not heroic, inquiry to
determine whether a SEP is prohibited due to augmentation. A reasonable inquiry need not
exhaust every theoretical possibility that there is an open federal financial assistance transaction
that could fund the same activity as a proposed SEP.

“Specific EPA appropriation” is a unique term for the SEP Policy. It does not include lump-sum
appropriations such as those for Superfund or Underground Storage Tanks that fund broad
programs involving a variety of activities that the EPA carries out both directly and through
financial assistance. For purposes of this Checklist, the phrase “specific EPA appropriation”
refers only to EPA appropriations that have been identified as such by the EPA’s Office of
General Counsel (OGC) for the applicable fiscal year. OGC’s list of specific EPA appropriations
is available on OCE’s SEP intranet site and will be updated as necessary.

“The same activity as the SEP” means the SEP as proposed by the defendant, in terms of scope,
purpose, and location.

It does not mean “the same #ype of activity” (e.g., the specific equipment to be donated; services
to be provided; or project to be implemented). Detailed proposals are easier to evaluate than
general ideas or concepts. To evaluate whether a transaction covers the same activity as the SEP,
look to the terms of the SEP and scope of work for the transaction. The National SEP
Coordinators are available to assist with this analysis.

“SEP recipient” means the direct beneficiary of the SEP activity (e.g., local fire departments
receiving equipment donations; or conservation groups taking possession of land donated and
conserved as a SEP).

“SEP recipient” does not extend to the community generally. For example, citizens served by a
fire department receiving equipment donations are not considered SEP recipients for
augmentation purposes.

“Third-party SEP implementer or SEP implementer” means a contractor/consultant or another
third party engaged by the defendant to implement the SEP.

An implementer may also be a SEP recipient (e.g., a land trust that accepts a land donation and
agrees to maintain a conservation easement).

IV. Process and Checklist

The objective of this process is to allow the EPA to make a reasonable, not heroic, inquiry to
ensure that SEPs included in settlement of the EPA’s enforcement actions do not augment
federal appropriations. In most cases, this inquiry should be relatively simple and straightforward
for both case teams and defendants.* Below is a process checklist containing questions the EPA

4 EPA’s statutory authority to accept diesel emissions reduction SEPs eliminates the need to consider
whether EPA receives a specific appropriation and whether federal grant monies are directed to those
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case team and/or the defendant should ask to complete these inquiries; bulleted suggestions on
how to make the necessary determinations; and instructions on the effect of certain results on the
augmentation analysis (i.e., whether the SEP cannot be approved based on a particular
determination, or whether the analysis should continue on to the next question).

A.

For the EPA Case Team:

1. Does the SEP provide EPA with additional resources to perform a particular

2.

activity for which EPA has a specific appropriation?

Review the EPA Specific Appropriations List on the EPA’s SEP Intranet site
for an Annual OGC Report on EPA Specific Appropriations to ensure there is
no specific appropriation available for the particular activity that is proposed
as a SEP.

Annually, OGC will provide the SEP Coordinators with the appropriations bill
and conference committee reports for the fiscal year and identify specific
appropriations that pose augmentation concerns to be listed on the SEP
Intranet site.

» If IT DOES, STOP. The SEP cannot go forward, unless it is a diesel emissions reduction

SEP (see Footnote 4).

» IfNOT, GO on to Question 2.

Does the SEP provide EPA with additional resources to meet a statutory
obligation or circumvent a statutory prohibition?

To the extent appropriate, based on the specific activities that will be involved
in performing the SEP, consult EPA and other federal statutes to determine
whether there is already a statutory obligation to perform the activity, or if the
activity is specifically prohibited by statute.

» If IT DOES, STOP. The SEP cannot go forward.
» IfNOT, GO on to Question 3.

projects. See Legal Guideline IV.D in the Update. Case teams evaluating diesel emission reduction SEPs
need only make determinations regarding Appendix Questions IV.A.2, 3, and 4. Determinations about

Questions IV.A.1 and 5 are not required, nor is the federal-funding-focused inquiry by the defendant that is

outlined in IV.B.
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3. Does the SEP provide additional support for a project performed by EPA or
another federal agency?

e Consult, to the extent considered appropriate by the case team, with the
Regional media, geographic and/or special program contacts relevant to the
type of SEP being proposed, who are likely to know about projects being
performed by the EPA or another federal agency that relate or overlap with
the location and/or the activities in the SEP proposal.

e The relevant question to ask: “Is there a federal agency already performing a
project (through a contract or with federal personnel) with the same specific
purpose of the SEP and in the same location (per the scope of work), such that
the SEP will have the effect of supplementing the resources available for the
federal project?”

o A project that is overseen by a federal agency to ensure compliance
with regulatory standards but that is carried out by a non-federal entity
is not a “project performed by the EPA or another federal agency” for
purposes of this inquiry. This is true even though a federal agency
might have authority to direct or provide guidance to the entity
performing the project to the extent allowed by applicable regulations.

e In some cases, a federal agency may have specific statutory gift authority to
accept such support. In that event, the SEP is approvable with regard to this
part of the inquiry.

e In most cases, the existence of a federal project should be fairly obvious. For
example, to vet a proposed SEP for wetlands restoration immediately adjacent
to the Florida Everglades, the EPA would contact the Army Corps of
Engineers, which is performing such work in the area, to ensure the proposed
parcel and project are not part of work already being performed. Where a case
team finds this inquiry difficult, it should come to the National SEP
Coordinators in OCE (or in FFEO or OSRE, as appropriate) for assistance.

e As part of its reasonable inquiry, the EPA is not required to consult personnel
at other federal agencies unless there is some compelling reason to do so.
However, the EPA may, at its discretion, choose to consult with other federal
agencies if it finds that such consultation may be helpful.

» If IT DOES, STOP. The SEP cannot go forward, unless the agency has statutory gift
acceptance authority (see third bullet above).
» IfNOT, GO on to Question 4.
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4. Does the SEP provide resources to perform work on federally-owned property?

» IfIT DOES, STOP. The SEP cannot go forward, unless the agency has specific statutory

Make sure that the SEP is not on federally-owned property (or that the agency
involved has specific statutory gift acceptance authority which would allow this).

In most cases, the ownership of the proposed property should be fairly obvious.
Where a case team finds this inquiry difficult, it should come to National SEP
Coordinators in OCE (or in FFEO or OSRE, as appropriate) for assistance.

gift acceptance authority which would allow this.
» IfNOT, GO on to Question 5.

5. Is there an open EPA federal financial assistance transaction (FFAT) with the
defendant, the SEP recipient, or any third-party SEP implementer that is
funding or could fund the same activities as the SEP (i.e., the FFAT’s scope of
work lists or includes the same activities as the SEP, in terms of scope, purpose
and location)?

Consult regional grants officers, relevant regional programs, and/or regional
grants databases as appropriate and/or available in the relevant region to
inquire about open FFATs involving the defendant, SEP recipient, or any
third-party SEP implementer.

The EPA’s Office of Grants and Debarment has developed the EPA Grant
Awards Database that case teams can also be used to perform this inquiry. The
EPA Grant Awards Database contains a summary record for all non-
construction EPA grants awarded in the last 10 years as well as records for
grants awarded earlier which are still open. Grant listings are available by
recipient and by type, and there is a separate list breaking out all awards to
nonprofits, which may be particularly helpful. Visit
http://yosemite.epa.gov/oarm/igms_egf.nsf/HomePage?ReadForm to search
and review the list of EPA Grant Awards for potentially relevant listings.

o If a grant award that could potentially fund the same activity as the
SEP is identified, consult with the EPA contact listed for that grant
award to determine or to verify that the open FFAT could fund the
same activity as the SEP.

The Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance (CFDA, availabw.cfda.gov) lists
all EPA domestic federal financial assistance programs and includes points of
contact for each program, and is a third resource for this inquiry. Visit

https://www.cfda.gov/?s=agency&mode=form&tab=program&id=1135d1667
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2c¢45b40dc20729acdb1e903 to search and review the list of EPA grant
programs for potentially relevant grant programs.

o If a grant program that could fund the same activity as the SEP is
identified, consult with the EPA contact listed for that program to
determine whether there is an open FFAT that could fund the same
activity as the SEP.

» If THERE IS such an OPEN FFAT between EPA and any of these parties, that is funding
or could fund the SEP (i.e., FFAT’s scope of work lists or includes the same activities as
the SEP), STOP. The SEP cannot go forward, unless it is a diesel emissions reduction
SEP.

» Ifthe OPEN FFAT ARGUABLY COULD FUND the SEP (i.e., there is some
uncertainty), the case team should consult the National SEP Coordinators in OCE
(or in FFEO or OSRE, as appropriate) and OGC augmentation experts, who may
be familiar with EPA program activities or can help identify program contacts.
The names and contact information for the current SEP contacts and experts are
available on the SEP intranet site: http://intranet.epa.gov/oeca/oce/slpd/sep.html

» If there is NO such OPEN FFAT, and assuming acceptable results from the
defendant’s inquiry, and its required certification in the settlement agreement: the
SEP is appropriate from an augmentation standpoint, and may be included
in settlement.

. For the Defendant:

. Does the defendant itself have an open FFAT with the EPA, or any other federal

agency, that is funding or could fund the same activities as the proposed SEP (i.e., the
FFAT’s scope of work lists or includes the same activities as the SEP, in terms of scope,
purpose and location)?

e The defendant must inquire internally whether it has an open FFAT with the EPA or
any other federal agency that is funding or could fund the same activities as the
proposed SEP (i.e., the FFAT’s scope of work lists or includes the same activities as
the SEP, in terms of scope, purpose and location).

» If the defendant DOES HAVE an OPEN FFAT that IS FUNDING or COULD FUND the
same activity, STOP. The proposed SEP cannot be approved because it presents an
augmentation.

» If the defendant has an OPEN FFAT that ARGUABLY COULD FUND the same activity
(i.e., there is some uncertainty), the case team should bring the SEP proposal and any
available information concerning the terms of the transaction to the National SEP
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Coordinators in OCE (or in FFEO or OSRE, as appropriate) and OGC augmentation
experts for analysis and an augmentation determination.

» If the defendant DOES NOT HAVE such an OPEN FFAT, GO on to Question 2 below.

2. Does the SEP recipient or any third-party SEP implementer have an open FFAT with
the EPA, or any other federal agency, that is funding or could fund the same activity as
the proposed SEP (i.e., the FFAT’s scope of work lists or includes the same activities as
the SEP, in terms of scope, purpose and location)?

e The defendant should ask the SEP recipient and any third-party SEP implementer if
they have an open FFAT with the EPA or any other federal agency that is funding or
could fund the same activity as the proposed SEP (i.e., the FFAT’s scope of work lists
or includes the same activities as the SEP, in terms of scope, purpose and location).

e Atits own election, the defendant may choose to ask the SEP recipient or
implementer for certification of its answers.

» If either the SEP recipient or the third-party SEP implementer indicates that it
HAS an OPEN FFAT that IS FUNDING or COULD FUND the same activity,
STOP. The proposed SEP cannot be approved because it presents an
augmentation.

» If either the SEP recipient or the third-party SEP implementer indicates that it has an
OPEN FFAT that ARGUABLY COULD FUND the same activity (i.e., there is some
uncertainty), the case team should bring the SEP proposal and any available information
concerning the terms of the transaction to the National SEP Coordinators in OCE (or in
FFEO or OSRE, as appropriate) and OGC augmentation experts for analysis and an
augmentation determination.

» If the SEP recipient and third-party SEP implementer indicate that they DO NOT HAVE
such an OPEN FFAT, GO on to Question 3 below.

3. Will the defendant make the required certification in the Consent Agreement or
Consent Decree?

Defendant certifies that —

(1) It is not a party to any open federal financial assistance transaction that is funding or
could fund the same activity as the SEP described in paragraph X; and

(2) It has inquired of the SEP recipient and/or SEP implementer [use Proper Names

where available] whether either is a party to an open federal financial assistance
transaction that is funding or could fund the same activity as the SEP and has been
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informed by the recipient and/or the implementer [use Proper Names where
available] that neither is a party to such a transaction.

» IF SO, and assuming acceptable results from the EPA’s inquiry -- the SEP is
appropriate from an augmentation standpoint, and may be included in settlement
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Appendix B
Previously Issued SEP Policy Implementation Guidance

Memorandum from Cynthia Giles, Assistant Adm’r, Office of Enforcement and
Compliance Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Exception to the Minimum
Penalty Requirements for Proposed Supplemental Environmental Projects in
Administrative Matters Resolving Violations of TSCA Sections 402, 404 and
406(b) (Dec. 14,2012)

Memorandum from Susan Shinkman, Dir., Office of Civil Enforcement, U.S.
Envtl. Prot. Agency, Securing Mitigation as Injunctive Relief In Certain
Enforcement Settlements (2d ed., Nov. 14, 2012)

Memorandum from Cynthia Giles, Assistant Adm’r, Office of Enforcement and
Compliance Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Transmittal of the Olffice of
General Counsel’s Opinion on Legal Guidelines Under the 1998 Supplemental
Environmental Projects Policy Relating to Impermissible Augmentation of
Appropriations (Apr. 18, 2011)

U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Office of General Counsel, Revising the Augmentation
of Appropriations Standard in Legal Guideline 5.b. of EPA’s 1998 Policy on
Supplemental Environmental Projects (Mar. 3, 2011)

Memorandum from Walker B. Smith, Dir., Office of Civil Enforcement, U.S.
Envtl. Prot. Agency, Supplemental Environmental Projects to Reduce Diesel
Emissions (July 18, 2008)

Memorandum from Granta Y. Nakayama, Assistant Adm’r, Office of
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Advisory
Memorandum on Internal Revenue Service Directive Regarding the Deductibility
of Supplemental Environmental Projects (Dec. 21, 2007)

U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Office of Site Remediation and Enforcement, Fact
Sheet: Brownfield Sites and Supplemental Environmental Projects (Nov. 2006)

Memorandum from Mark Pollins, Dir., Water Enforcement Div., and Robert
Kaplan, Dir., Multimedia Enforcement Division, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Clean
Water Act Municipal Settlements and Supplemental Environmental Projects
(SEPs) (Nov. 4, 2005)

Memorandum from Walker B. Smith, Dir., Office of Civil Enforcement, U.S.
Envtl. Prot. Agency, Reminder That Waiver is Required for Supplemental
Environmental Projects Not Meeting All Conditions of SEP Policy (Mar. 21,
2005)
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Memorandum from Thomas V. Skinner, Acting Assistant Adm’r, Office of
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Supplemental
Environmental Projects in Administrative Enforcement Matters Involving Section
1018 Lead-Based Paint Cases (Nov. 23, 2004)

Memorandum from John Peter Suarez, Assistant Adm’r, Office of Enforcement
and Compliance Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Guidance Concerning the

Use of Third Parties in the Performance of Supplemental Environmental Projects
(SEPs) and the Aggregation of SEP Funds (Dec. 15, 2003)

Memorandum from John Peter Suarez, Assistant Adm’r, Office of Enforcement
and Compliance Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Guidance for Determining
Whether a Project is Profitable, When to Accept Profitable Projects as
Supplemental Environmental Projects, and How to Value Such Projects (Dec. 5,
2003)

Interim Guidance for Community Involvement in Supplemental Environmental
Projects, 68 Fed. Reg. 35,884 (June 17, 2003)

Memorandum from John Peter Suarez, Assistant Adm’r, Office of Enforcement
and Compliance Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Guidance on the Use of
Environmental Management Systems in Enforcement Settlements as Injunctive
Relief and Supplemental Environmental Projects (June 12, 2003)

Memorandum from John Peter Suarez, Assistant Adm’r, Office of Enforcement
and Compliance Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Expanding the Use of
Supplemental Environmental Projects (June 11, 2003)

Memorandum from Phyllis P. Harris, Principal Deputy Assistant Adm’r, Office of
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Clarification
and Expansion of Environmental Compliance Audits Under the Supplemental
Environmental Projects Policy (Jan. 10, 2003)

Memorandum from Walker B. Smith, Dir., Office of Civil Enforcement, U.S.
Envtl. Prot. Agency, Importance of the Nexus Requirement in the Supplemental
Environmental Projects Policy (Oct. 31, 2002)

Memorandum from Sylvia K. Lowrance, Acting Assistant Adm’r, Office of
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Supplemental
Environmental Projects (SEP) Policy (Mar. 22, 2002)

Memorandum from Eric V. Schaeffer, Dir., Office of Regulatory Enforcement,
U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Appropriate Penalty Mitigation Credit Under the SEP
Policy (Apr. 14, 2000)
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Memorandum from Eric V. Schaeffer, Dir., Office of Regulatory Enforcement,
U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Revised Approval Procedures for Supplemental
Environmental Projects (July 21, 1998)

Memorandum from Steven A. Herman, Assistant Adm’r, Office of Enforcement

and Compliance Assurance, U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Issuance of Final
Supplemental Environmental Projects Policy (Apr. 10, 1998)
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DRAFT 20-Year Capital Improvement Plan
April 2018

Executive Summary

SAM'’s facilities require improvements to address system renewal and replacement needs, ensure safety
of all staff, protect public health and environment ,continue to maintain and improve system reliability,
and ensure continuous compliance with all applicable regulations. This Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
comprises the collection of projects that may be necessary over the next 20 years to continue to provide
wastewater treatment for the communities of City of Half Moon Bay, El Granada, Miramar, Montara,
Moss Beach, and Princeton by the Sea. The total estimated expenditure to implement the CIP is $35.8
million (2018 dollars) over 20 years. Figure ES-1 shows a summary of the annual outlay of capital
projects over this period.

20-Year CIP Total Annual CAPEX
$5,000,000
$4,500,000
$4,000,000
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$3,000,000
$2,500,000
$2,000,000
$1,500,000
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$500,000
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2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 to 2028 to 2033 to

2027 2032 2037

s Planned Annual =——Target

Figure ES-1: Annual CIP Capital Expenditure 2018 to 2037, adjusted for inflation (4%)

Methodology

The project list in this CIP was generated by combining several sources of information and assessing
SAM'’s needs for continued, uninterrupted, operation. All assets owned by SAM were considered,
including the treatment plant (WWTP), pump stations, buildings, vehicles, and force mains. The
following sources of information were used, in the manner described below:

= 2017 Infrastructure Plan — The projects defined and prioritized in this 5-year plan were carried
over into the 20-year CIP.
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DRAFT 20-Year Capital Improvement Plan
April 2018

= 2007 Asset list compiled by former general manager Tony Pullin — This extensive list contained
over 1,100 assets along with their acquisition date. It was filtered and used to identify the
current age of major assets.

=  Meetings with WWTP operators and staff — Two meetings were held with the staff and
operators of the WWTP and pump stations to go through each potential project, identify
additional needs, and prioritize repairs and replacements.

A draft list of approximately 100 potential repair/replacement projects were identified prior to the
meetings with SAM staff. These were scheduled based on the priorities in the 2017 Infrastructure Plan
and by comparing standard useful life estimates against asset ages through the 20-year planning period.
Cost estimates were developed using past purchase prices of equipment and engineering judgement.
Costs were estimated in 2018 dollars and inflated at the rate of 4% per year.

The draft list of projects was distributed to SAM staff and management for review. Two meetings were
held to discuss each project on the list and revise their scope, cost, and timing, as needed. SAM staff
provided additional resources on the age and value of assets when appropriate. Discussions with SAM
staff led to the prioritization of projects that are required to ensure safety and to improve the operating

efficiency of SAM’s facilities..

CIP Project Summary

The draft project list has been categorized for organization, into each of the three pump stations; the
force mains; administration/buildings; general WWTP; and the processes or subcategories of the WWTP.
Figure ES-2 provides the total planned expenditures, in 2018 dollars, for each of the categories of

projects.
Projects Total 2018 Dollars
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Figure ES-2: Sum total of CIP project estimated costs
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The Force Mains category includes the replacement of some or all of the Granada Force Main (ongoing),
Princeton Force Main, and Montara Force Main. These projects are significant expenditures but also
critical for public health and environment, safety, and regulatory compliance.

The WWTP Overall category contains two projects to improve plant safety and operating efficiency.
These studies may result in additional project recommendations or may lead SAM to reprioritize
projects on the draft list. SAM has been planning to implement a recycled water program for several
years; this project is included in the CIP and planned for 2023 or later.

Figure ES-3 shows the breakdown of total annual CAPEX by category, adjusted for inflation.

Annual CAPEX By Category
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Figure ES-3: Annual CIP Capital Expenditure 2018 to 2037, by project category, adjusted for inflation
(4%)
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Attachments

Attachment 1 — Project summary showing the total planned expenditure, by year and project category.
Costs for each year are adjusted for inflation (4%).

Attachment 2 — Series of tables with 2018 dollars cost estimates and costs adjusted for inflation, for
each project category.

Attachment 3 — Project expenditure list organized by year. Note that many projects have multiple years
of implementation, therefore repeat in this table.

Attachment 4 — Full project list for reference, in order of project number, with costs listed and adjusted
for inflation.
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Attachment 2 — Detailed Project Tables
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Attachment 2

3.01
3.02

3.03

3.04

3.05

3.06

3.07

3.08

3.09
3.10

3.13
3.14

Project Category: Portola Pump Station 4of24
Total 2018 Dollarsl 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 to 2027 | 2028 to 2032 | 2033 to 2037
Total Annual CAPEX
S 148,500 | $ 1,042,500 | S 104,000 | S 689,520 | S 230,597 | S 233,972 | S 115,288 | $ 1,732 | S 158,014
Unescalated Costs 2018 Dollars Estimates
Category Project Total 2018 Dollars 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 to 2027 | 2028 to 2032 2033 to 2037
Storage Replace surge tank S 75,000 | S 75,000
Storage Expand wet weather S 690,000 | S 690,000
storage
Building & Support Install proper hatches S 50,000 S 50,000
Building & Support Rehabilitate deteriorated | $ 110,000 S 10,000 | $ 100,000
concrete in wet well
Electrical & Emergency  |Replace automatic S 150,000 | $ 75,000 S 75,000
Power transfer switch and
external power
connection
Electrical & Emergency  |Replace emergency S 450,000 S 225,000 S 225,000
Power generator
Pumps Rehbilitate pump station | $ 200,000 S 200,000
bypass system
Pumps Replace pumps 1 & 2 with| $ 405,000 | $ 202,500 S 202,500
chopper pumps
Pumps Replace pumps 3 & 4 S 400,000 S 400,000
Chemical Evaluate condition of S 10,000 S 5,000 S 5,000
fresh water tank and
appurtenances
Chemical Evaluate chemical S 30,000 S 30,000
storage, strategy, and
odor control system
Chemical Recondition odor control | $ 110,000 S 50,000 S 5,000 | $ 5,000 | $ 50,000
system
Metering & Controls Replace flowmeter S 150,000 S 150,000
Metering & Controls Replace PLC and level S 40,000 5 20,000 S 20,000
transducer
Building & Support Water proofing and S 100,000 $ 100,000
drainage rehabilitation
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Attachment 3 — Project Expenditure Schedule
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Attachment 3

Project Schedule

Page 1 of 9

Year Project Number Project Category Project Cost with Inflation
2018 1.01 Force Mains Granada Force Main Replace deteriorated sections S 500,000
2.02 Montara Pump Station Electrical & Emergency Replace automatic transfer switch and external power connection S 75,000
Power
3.01 Portola Pump Station Storage Replace surge tank S 75,000
3.02 Portola Pump Station Storage Expand wet weather storage S 690,000
3.05 Portola Pump Station Electrical & Emergency Replace automatic transfer switch and external power connection S 75,000
Power
3.08 Portola Pump Station Pumps Replace pumps 1 & 2 with chopper pumps S 202,500
4.01 Princeton Pump Station Electrical & Emergency Replace automatic transfer switch S 75,000
Power
7.01 WWTP Electrical & Emergency Replace electrical switchgear S 500,000
Power
12.03 WWTP Sludge Dewatering Replace Forced air ventilation with appropriate exhaust system in Press Room | $ 100,000
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RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
THE SEWER AUTHORITY MID-COASTSIDE

RESOLUTION NO. 5 -2018
APPROVING AND ADOPTING THE SEWER AUTHORITY MID-COASTSIDE

GENERAL BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018/19 AND ADOPTING THE POSITION
CONTROL LIST EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2018

The Board finds that:

The Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside, in compliance with the Joint Exercise of Powers
Agreement, has prepared and submitted to each of its member agencies a proposed general
budget for Fiscal Year 2018/19.

The member agency governing boards, in compliance with the Joint Exercise of
Powers Agreement, have each approved the proposed budget and adopted resolutions to
record their approval.

As a result, the Board of Directors of the Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside:

1. approves and adopts the General Budget for Fiscal Year 2017/18 as
presented to the Sewer Authority Board of Directors on June 25, 2018;

2. directs the Secretary to file a copy of this Resolution, along with a copy of the
General Budget, with each member agency; and

3. adopts the Position Control List, effective July 1, 2018.

* * *

| HEREBY CERTIFY that this resolution was duly and regularly adopted by the
Board of Directors of the Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside, San Mateo County,
California, at a regular meeting held on the 25" day of June 2018, by the
following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Secretary of the Board
Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside
San Mateo County, California



PRIORITY RATING:

WET WEATHER STORAGE EXPANSION

Ranked a Priority Level 1 in response to the SSOs and equipment
failures experienced in 2017. Additional storage will provide more
downtime for preventive maintenance at the plant and pump stations
as well as more storage during storm events.

EXPENDITURES

Personnel

Wages

Premium Pay

Health Benefits

Retirement Cont.

Retirement Medical

Misc. Benefits
Subtotal

Non-Personnel

8 Legal Services

9 Engineering Services

10 Professional Services

11 Prof. Memberships

12 Insurance Premiums

13 Misc. Expenses

14 Utilities

15 Travel & Training

16 Equipment Rental

17 Bldg & Maint Services

18 Chemicals

19 Permits & Licenses

20 Supplies

21 Equipment

22 Infrastructure Projects

23 Claims/Penalties

24 Subtotal

~NOo Ol B DN B

25 TOTAL

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

PROJECT
TOTAL

EXPENSED
PRIOR
YEARS

PROJECTED
FY 2017/18

PROPOSED
FY 2018/19

PROPOSED
FY 2019/20

PROPOSED
FY 2020/21

1,868

1,868

240

240

133

133

28

28

140

140

2,408

2,408

30,000

15,000

15,000

675,000

675,000

705,000

707,408

15,000

17,408

690,000

690,000

In 2012, SAM implemented the Wet Weather Flow Management Project to manage the sattelite collection systems'
inflow and infiltration (I & I) that exceeds the system’s capacity during large storm events. The tanks are connected
and have a combined storage volume of 200,000 gallons. The scope of this project is to expand the storage

capacity from 200,000 gallons to 400,000 gallons.
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REVENUE

By Type:
26 JPA Assessments
27 Contract Services
28 NDWSCP Fees
29 Misc. Fees
30 Interest Earnings
31 Misc. Revenue
32 (From) Reserves
33

By Agency:
34 Half Moon Bay
35 Granada CSD
36 Montara WSD
37

WET WEATHER STORAGE EXPANSION

PROJECT EXII;FEII\OISRED PROJECTED A PROPOSED A PROPOSED A PROPOSED
TOTAL FY 2017/18 = FY 2018/19 FY 2019/20 = FY 2020/21
YEARS

690,000 - 690,000

690,000 - 690,000

382,387 - 382,387

165,472 - 165,472

142,142 - 142,142

690,000 - 690,000
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MINUTES
SAM BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING
February 26, 2018

1. CALL TO ORDER
Chair Blanchard called the meeting to order at 7:03 p.m. at the SAM Administration
Building, located at 1000 N. Cabrillo Highway, Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

A. Pledge of Allegiance
B. Roll Call

Directors Rarback (for Ruddock), Blanchard, Woren, Slater-Carter, Penrose, and Boyd
were present. Also present were General Manager Marshall, General Counsel Nelson,
Engineering & Construction Contract Manager Prathivadi, Supervisor of Treatment/Field
Operations Costello, and Supervisor of Admin Services Matthews.

2. PUBLIC COMMENT/ORAL COMMUNICATION - NONE

3. CONVENE IN CLOSED SESSION (/tems discussed in Closed Session comply
with the Ralph M. Brown Act.) 7:03 to 8:20

A. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — EXISTING LITIGATION
Pursuant to Government Code Paragraph (1) of Subdivision (d) of Section
54956.9: (San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board v.
Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside, Complaint R2-2017-1024)

B. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — EXISTING LITIGATION
Pursuant to Government Code Paragraph (1) of Subdivision (d) of Section
54956.9: (Half Moon Bay v. Granada CSD, Montara WSD, & Sewer Authority '
Mid-Coastside)

C. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
Pursuant to Paragraph (2) or (3) of Subdivision (d) of Government Code
Section 54956.9 (circumstances need not be disclosed pursuant to paragraph
(1) of subdivision (e) of Government Code Section 54656.9)
The Board went in to closed session at 7:03 p.m.

4. CONVENE IN OPEN SESSION (Report Out on Closed Session ltems)

The Board reconvened into open session at 8:20 p.m. Chair Blanchard reported that
there was no reportable action.
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5. PUBLIC COMMENT/ORAL COMMUNICTION

6. CONSENT AGENDA (single motion and vote approving all items) ;
(Consent items are considered routine and will be approved or adopted by one vote

unless a request for removal for discussion or explanation is received from the public
or Board)

A. Approve Minutes of February 12, 2018, Régular Board Meeting.

B. Approve Disbursements for February 26, 2018
C. Receive Monthly Budget Report for Period Ending January 31, 2018

Director Woren stated that in the previous minutes he had said to watch the Half Moon
Bay City Council meeting at the 42-43 mark and not the 46 mark.

Director Boyd moved and Director Rarback seconded the motion to approve the
consent agenda items with an amendment to the minutes of February 12, 2018 as
Director Woren had stated.

Boyd/Rarback/8 Ayes/O Noes. The motion passed.

7. REGULAR BUSINESS (The Board will discuss, seek public input, and possibly take
action to approve the following items.)

A. Adopt Resolution 2-2018 Approving the Budget Amendment for Fiscal Year
2017/18

General Manager Marshall reviewed the staff report and recommended that the Board
of Directors adopt Resolution 1-2018, approving a budget amendment to the Sewer
Authority Mid-Coastside general budget for FY 2017/18. Following a brief discussion,
Director Penrose moved, and Director Slater-Carter seconded the motion, with
purposes of discussion, to approve Resolution 1-2018, approving a budget amendment
to the Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside general budget for FY 2017/18.

Director Slater-Carter stated her concern that SAM is left at severe risk while the Board
and staff are trying to deal with the Regional Water Board and other legal issues, and
she is wondering how, other than sifting through the budget, and trying to shift things
from what has been funded, if this can be brought back to the Board for an amendment
should HMB and GCSD decide to fund SAM’s legal services. Director Woren stated that
it was a misinterpretation on what he said and GCSD will fix it. Director Slater-Carter
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stated that she would like to see it brought back as an amendment to the motion,
explicitly.

Penrose/Slater-Carter/8 Ayes/0 Noes. The motion passed and the resolution was
adopted.

B. Authorize General Manager to Execute Service Contract with SRT Consultants
to Prepare Response to the Regional Water Quality Control Board Collection
System Inspection Report, dated December 8, 2017, in an Amount Not to
Exceed $18,000

General Manager Marshall discussed the benefit of having SRT Consultants prepare
SAM'’s response to the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Collection
System Inspection Report and recommended that the SAM Board authorize her to
execute a service contract with SRT Consultants to prepare SAM'’s response to the
RWQCB Collection System Inspection Report in an amount not to exceed $18,000.
Following a brief discussion, Director Woren moved, and Director Boyd seconded the
motion to authorize the General Manager to execute a service contract with SRT
Consultants, Inc. to prepare a response to the Regional Water Quality Control Board
Collection system inspection report in an amount not to exceed $18,000.

Woren/Boyd/8 Ayes/0 Noes. The motion passed.

C. Authorize General Manager to Execute Service Contract with SRT
Consultants for Design Services for the Wet Weather Storage Expansion
Project Phase 1, in an Amount Not to Exceed $29,940

General Manager Marshall discussed contracting with SRT Consultants for design
services for the Wet Weather Storage Expansion Project, Phase 1, in an amount not to
exceed $29,940. A discussion ensued. Director Penrose stated that she had concerns
that it might be a conflict of interest for SRT to do both the response to the RWQCB
collection system inspection report and the design services for the wet weather storage
expansion project. She stated that she would like to see open bids going out for phase 2
and 3 of this project, as she has not yet decided if SRT is the right company to do this
job. Director Boyd stated that he would absolutely have SRT do the phase 1 design as
they were the company that did the original project and had it done from start to finish
within 6 months and under budget. Director Woren stated that GCSD is getting a
complete topographic survey of their property for the conceptual design and somehow
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task 1 needs to be tweaked so that there is no duplication of work. Following discussion,
Director Slater-Carter moved and Director Woren seconded the motion to authorize the
General Manager to execute a service contract with SRT Consultants for design
services for the Wet Weather Storage Expansion Project Phase 1, in an amount not to
exceed $29,940.

Slater-Carter/Woren/8 Ayes/0 Noes. The motion passed.

D. Discuss Draft JPA Operations & Maintenance Budget for Fiscal Year 2018/19
And Provide Direction

After a brief presentation to the Board, General Manager Marshall recommended that
the Board discuss the draft budget and provide direction to staff. During the
presentation, General Manager Marshall suggested extending the meeting for 15
minutes. The Board concurred with a vote of 7 ayes and 1 nay (Slater-Carter). Director
Slater-Carter suggested having a special meeting for a budget workshop. General
Manager Marshall stated that she would send out a poll to all of the SAM Board to see if
she could get a quorum of the Board to have the special budget workshop meeting.

Due to the extended meeting, the Board concurred that agenda items 7E and 8A should
be tabled until the next SAM Board meeting.

E. Discuss SAM’s Role in the Lawsuit (Half Moon Bay v. Granada CSD, Montara
WSD & Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside) and the Nature and Extent of SAM's
Participation in the Case Management Process and Possible Settlement
Discussions
This agenda item was tabled to the next Board meeting.
8. GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT
A. Receive Manager’'s Report for January 2018
This agenda item was tabled to the next Board meeting.

9. ATTORNEY’S REPORT -NONE

10. DIRECTOR’S REPORT
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Director Woren announced that there would be a special Parks and Recreation meeting
on March 1, 2018 at the Granada Communities Services District office,

11. TOPICS FOR FUTURE BOARD CONSIDERATION

12. ADJOURNMENT

Chair Blanchard adjourned the meeting at 9:16 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted, Approved By:
EMazis e s Ain o [SH et
Kathy Matthews Board Secretary

Recording Secretary



EXHIBIT 5



90 New Montgomery St. #905
San Francisco, CA 94105
415 776 5800 tel

415 776 5200 fax
www.SRTconsultants.com

0|0|u

consultants

Water Resources Engineers

January 18, 2018

Beverli A. Marshall

General Manager

Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside
1000 N. Cabrillo Highway

Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

Subject: SRT Consultants’ Proposal to Design Expansion of the Wet Weather Storage
Facility at Portola Pump Station - Phase 1

Dear Beverli,

Per your request SRT Consultants (SRT) has prepared for your consideration this proposal to
provide engineering services to Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside (SAM) for the Wet Weather
Storage Facility Expansion Project. SRT designed and oversaw construction of the original
200,000-gallon facility that was commissioned in the fall of 2012. This facility was designed to be
expandable to 400,000-gallons or up to 600,000-gallon ultimate capacity. At this time, SAM

wishes to expand the capacity of the facility to 400,000-gallons.
We propose that this project be executed under 3 phases as follows.
Phase 1: Conceptual Engineering and Permitting Assistance

Phase 2: Final Design Services and Advertising/Bidding Assistance

SR

consultants Page 1 of 4



Phase 3: Engineering Services During Construction

This proposal is for Phase 1 — Conceptual Engineering and Permitting Assistance. The services
covered under Phase 1 are broken into 2 tasks. Task 1 includes gathering information and
conducting conceptual engineering for the project. Task 2 includes providing permitting

assistance and coordination with stakeholders.
Expansion of the Wet Weather Storage Facility

The existing wet weather storage facility consists of 5 interconnected precast concrete chambers
that are buried under Burnham Strip. Each chamber is 10 feet wide, 6-feet high, and 90 feet long.
The chambers are connected by 24-inch diameter PVC pipes that connect to the Portola Pump
Station influent sewer on Obispo Road. Should the pump station lose all power or if there is an
emergency on the discharge force main, sewage will fill the pump station’s wet well and will then
surcharge the sewer in Obispo Road. If the pump station is not returned to service, sewage will
continue to rise and begin filling the wet weather storage facility. Eventually, once the pump
station regains control of the sewage flow and the wet well level begins to lower, the wet weather

storage facility level will also begin to drop and all water will flow to the pump station.

The existing 200,000-gallon facility has been used many time since it came online. These events
included holding sewage temporarily while repairs and upgrades were made to the force main as
well as during storm events when the pump station was unable to maintain wet well level control.
The facility has also been used to equalize flow being conveyed south to the WWTP to normalize
flow rates that otherwise could disrupt the biological process. SAM now wishes to double the
capacity of the facility to 400,000-gallons to provide additional volume in the event of emergency.
This additional volume also provides more time for SAM staff to react and resolve an unexpected

emergency or planned shutdown of the pump station.

Scope of Services

SRT proposes to complete the work under Phase 1 as described in Task 1 and Task 2 below.
Task 1 — Conceptual Engineering

e Assist SAM in procuring and overseeing the work of a land surveyor (contracted by SAM
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directly). Topographic survey information is available from the original facility design,
however new spot grades and verification of exiting invert elevations of the existing
chambers is necessary to assure correct design of the new chambers.

e Perform 2 field visits to gather information needed for conceptual design.

e Contact vendors and obtain details, specifications, engineering data, and costs for precast
concrete boxes, pipes, manhole frames and covers, etc.

e Evaluate options for connecting the new chambers together and to the existing chambers
to assure weathertightness.

e Develop a conceptual design set of drawings for SAM to review and present to the Board
of Directors if requested.

Task 2: Permitting Assistance

e Assist SAM through the permitting process with San Mateo County, Caltrans
encroachment, and exemption from Coastal Development permit related to the
expansion of the wet weather storage facility.

e Coordinate with SAM staff and other stakeholders including Montara Water and Sanitary
District (MWSD), Granada Community Services District (GCSD), local residents,
businesses, and utility companies as necessary.

e Previous permitting efforts for the original facility may simply need to be amended and
resubmitted to the respective agencies. Should additional scope or unforeseen changes
necessitate a significant increase in the permitting level of effort, SRT may need to request
additional engineering fee at that time.

Fee Estimate

The estimated fee to complete the Phase 1 work is $29,940 as shown in the following table.

Phase 1 Wet Weather Facility Expansion Project
Title: Project = Senior Design Staff
Principal Manager Engineer Engineer Engineer Total
Task Hourly Rates: $210 $180 $180 $140 $120
1 Conceptual Engineering 2 24 40 36 24 $19,860
2 Permitting Assistance 16 12 16 12 0 $10,080
Subtotal Task 1 and 2 18 36 56 48 24 182
Total $29,940

Schedule

SRT is ready to begin this work immediately and we are aware SAM is under an agreement with
the State Water Board to implement this project quickly. Upon NTP we will begin work as
described herein and predict it will be completed in 2 months. This work will be the foundation

for Phase 2 Final Design and Advertising/Bidding Assistance which is also expected to require 2
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months to complete. A proposal for Phase 2 work will be provided to SAM under separate cover.
If phase 1 and 2 are executed sequentially, we believe construction could begin in the summer of
2018 and be completed by the beginning of October. The original project, constructed in 2012,

was built in 3 months and required more work than is anticipated with this project.

Thank you for considering SRT for this very important work for SAM. Please contact me at 415-
776-5800, x301 with any questions or if you require any additional information. We look forward

to hearing from you soon.

Sincerely,

TlmothyJ onahan, P.E.

Tatyana T. Yurovsky, P.E.
Principal Project Manager

SRT Consultants SRT Consultants
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