


either single of multiple dwellings, in centralized sewage 
collection and treatment systems in order to remove them 
from decentralized systems like septic tanks.  While these 
projects are physically removed from the actual confines 
of a “stream channel” they can have far-reaching impacts 
on water quality in specific stream reaches and water-
sheds.  

As part of a 2005 CO, Newnan Utilities in Coweta 
County completed a SEP to address residences in the 
county with old and failing septic systems that were 
within reach of the municipal sewer system. Newnan 
Utilities realized that these systems were built in the 1970s 
or earlier and were possibly constructed to questionable 
standards. These systems could lead to the degradation of 
water quality in streams when leachate percolated to the 
top layers of soil where it was available for overland flow 
during rain events or when it flowed through underground 
pathways to exit points in slopes and soil banks where it 
could flow directly into nearby streams. There was a reali-
zation that material from failed septic systems is not proc-
essed to the degree that effluent from a sewage treatment 
plant is, so removing these failed or failing systems will 
improve water quality.  As part of CO at least $82,300 
would be spent to remove eight residences from septic 
systems and get them on the municipal sewer system. Part 
of that cost was for laying an additional 200 feet of sewer 
main to service the new connections. The scope of the 
project included installation of the required sewer mains, 
pumping out and removing existing septic tanks, provid-
ing and installing a service line from the exterior of the 
residences to the main and redefining and seeding dis-
turbed lawn and landscaped areas.  

The City of Perry in Houston County also agreed to 
conduct a similar type of SEP as part of a 2006 CO where 
a minimum of $32,727 was to be allocated to removing 
residential septic systems and connecting homes to the 
City’s sewer system and/or the acquisition of green space 
along Big Indian Creek. 

 
 

OTHER PROJECTS 
 

There is one last type of SEP for additional discussion. 
As part of the 1998 CSO CD, the City of Atlanta com-
pleted an assessment of the communities impacted by the 
City’s CSOs. This would ultimately have tieback to the 
greenway acquisition and stream cleanup projects that 
were previously described in this paper. Because of con-
cern that the City’s CSOs could have a disproportionate 
impact on lower income and minority communities, since 
two-thirds of the locations where CSOs occurred were in 
areas with minority populations exceeding 50% (EPA 
2001), this component of the Atlanta SEP provided for the 
establishment of a SEP Advisory Committee to help pro-
vide a diverse stakeholder group to advise and provide 

recommendations for the development management and 
implementation of the greenway acquisition project and 
stream cleanup. Particular emphasis was placed on input 
from minority communities adjacent to designated streams 
and other streams affected by CSO discharges. 

 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
 
The use of Supplemental Environmental Projects as 

part of an environmental enforcement process can have 
positive benefits for the regulatory agencies, the violators 
and the affected communities and citizens. SEPs can 
greatly benefit the public and communities by protecting 
and improving the environment and public health in ex-
cess of what penalties or requirements to comply with 
existing environmental regulations and laws could do 
alone. By their nature, SEPs can and should focus on the 
local communities and efforts that directly resolve or im-
prove water quality needs in that community or watershed. 
An added benefit is that SEPs can have positive effects 
downstream as well. Preservation or restoration activities 
in one area can have an ongoing beneficial effect when-
ever storm water or stream flow passes through the im-
proved area(s). 

From the case studies presented previously in this pa-
per it can be seen that a variety of projects can comply 
with the intent and standards for SEPs established by EPA 
while benefiting communities. There is an added eco-
nomic incentive for communities and violators to develop 
locally beneficial projects that result in a penalty reduc-
tion. Oftentimes the local ratepayers are the ones who end 
up contributing financially to some degree for penalty 
payments either through rate increases or diversion of 
monies generated through utility payments. These penal-
ties go to the regulatory agencies and/or government cof-
fers far-removed from the impacted community.  A SEP 
can result in locally- based community improvements that 
keep the ratepayers and affected community’s money “lo-
cal”. Neither EPA nor EPD plays a role in managing or 
controlling the funds used for SEP projects. If a violator 
does not complete a SEP in accordance with a CO there 
are provisions for requiring them to pay the SEP amount 
as a monetary penalty to the enforcement agency. 

Based on these categories of benefits and EPA's en-
couragement for usage it can be expected that SEPs will 
remain a viable environmental enforcement tool in the 
future. 
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