
Policy Working Group Meeting Minutes 
Project: OSDS Strategic Planning 

Subject: Policy Working Group Meeting No. 2 

Date: Tuesday, September 24, 2019 

Location: 2662 Riva Rd, Ron Bowen Conference Room 

Attendees: Community Representatives: 

Jerry Pesterfield (Herald Harbor) 

Jesse Iliff (South River Federation) 

Lloyd Lewis (Mayo) 

Sally Hornor (AA Community College/Severn 

River) 

Jim Doyle (Edgewater Beach) 

 

 

 

Anne Arundel County Representative: 

Jessica Haire (County Council) 

Matt Pipkin (County Council – Jessica Haire) 

Linda Schuett (County Council – Jessica Haire) 

Matthew Johnston (Office of the County 

Executive) 

Chris Phipps (Department of Public Works) 

Chris Murphy (Department of Public Works) 

Karen Henry (Department of Public Works) 

Cindy Carrier (Office of Planning and Zoning) 

Kelly Kenney (Office of Law) 

 

OSDS Strategic Planning Team: 

Jeff Eger (HDR) – By Phone  

Ed Shea (HDR) 

Brian Balchunas (HDR) – By Phone 

Joe Sowinski (HDR)  

Ziwei He (HDR) – By Phone 

 

The following is a summary of the discussions at the meeting, general conclusions reached, and 

actions moving forward. 



1. The meeting was started introductions of the attendees, review of the meeting agenda 

and upcoming meeting schedule, as well as a review of action items from the prior Task 

Force Meeting 3 and the previous Policy Working Group Meeting.  The Fiscal Working 

Group will meet again on October 8, and Task Force Meeting No. 4 has been moved to 

October 17. 

2. The group discussed the draft policy framework in relation to the existing petition 

process. 

a. Ed Shea summarized the key components of a fair and implementable program 

as discussed during previous meetings, which are absent from the existing 

petition process.  These include: 

i. Areas based on prioritization criteria (ultimately driven by nitrogen 

reduction) 

ii. Minimize number of votes and public meetings 

iii. Understandable costs 

iv. Supported by outreach efforts 

v. DPW flexibility to modify areas driven by good engineering 

vi. County off-ramp 

vii. Flexibility to adjust parameters in future 

b. Ed Shea summarized the key steps in the existing petition process, which 

includes multiple review steps, no ability for DPW to outreach directly to 

communities, and no ability for DPW to modify the proposed project boundaries. 

c. Kelley Kinney indicated that there may be room within the existing code for DPW 

to work with a community to develop the project area before the petition is 

submitted.   

d. Karen Henry noted that once the petition is submitted the area is set. 

e. Chris Phipps described the Department’s determination of whether a petition 

project is “financially sustaining.”  The proposed front foot assessment for a given 

project must be within a pre-determined cap.  If the estimated construction costs 

or bid results yield a front foot assessment that exceeds the cap, the project is 

deferred to community re-vote. Community members then have an option to 

make up the financial gap or abandon the project.  If community votes yes, 

project goes to Council for approval. 

f. There was a brief discussion about whether to change the overall approval 

percentage for an area should be greater than 50%.  No decision was made on 

this subject. 

g. A map will be developed to communicate areas of likely program eligibility.  The 

group prefers to use the map boundaries to encourage application within mapped 

areas, rather than to limit applications to those areas. There was a discussion 

about whether all properties in a project area should be eligible for a deferment, 

or only in defined areas.  It was noted that upcoming meetings will provide 

information on the financial impact and the overall willingness to pay, and it may 

be easier to decide after more information is available.  

h. Jim Doyle mentioned that the guidance given for Edgewater community was 

confusing for calculation of front foot, and delineation of connection charges vs. 



assessment charges included in the vote. Similar sized lots had different front 

foot costs. Also, he suggested that the process by professionally managed by 

either the County or a third party for neutrality, and to avoid confusion. Action 

Item: DPW Finance to review current procedures for communicating 

project costs to the community before and during a vote. 

3. The existing County codes related to the conversion program were reviewed. 

a. Special Community Benefit Districts are currently established to construct 

community system improvements. Kelly Kenney commented that this is not 

recommended because to set up these districts there needs to be 2/3 vote by 

number of property, and also weighted by property value.  

b. Extension on initiation by DPW is currently limited to “unfit” areas where septic 

failures have been identified.  Jim Doyle voiced concerns on the Health 

Department’s criteria in deciding which properties are in the Onsite Wastewater 

Management Problem Area (OWMPA). There is question whether the systems 

within the boundary can be labelled “un-fit” septic system. Chris Phipps explained 

that the OWMPAs are listed in the Water and Sewer Master Plan, which is 

periodically updated. The most recent updated version is 2017 and a new version 

is due 2020. Action Item:  DPW to inquire Health Department to make 

clarifications on specific criteria and adjust boundary as needed.  DPW to 

propose amendment to current Subtitle 302 or 303 to allow County ability 

to define project boundaries and initiate outreach for subsidized/targeted 

areas. 

 

c. 50% deferment policy can potentially be added to 13-5-815 Exemption section, 

but as written this only applies to problem areas. It would not allow for deferment 

for the properties in the petition project boundary that includes some homes 

located outside of a problem area.  The group agreed that the proposed 

legislation should be modified to account for this.  Action Item: DPW to review 

limitations on subsidy and deferment application for project areas that 

include a mix of OWMPA and non-OWMPA sites. 

d. The group discussed the existing Front Foot Assessment policy, and the desire 

to change to a “per lot” basis.  Kelly Kenney described that a per lot basis is 

problematic for commercial lots, which would need to also be consistent with 

State laws. The group debated on whether it would be better to move to per lot or 

equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) basis. EDU basis was chosen because of its 

ability to represent flow rate and distinguish commercial and industrial properties 

from residential properties in a mixed zoned area. Action Item: DPW will 

propose code change to subtitle 6 Front Foot Assessments to cross-

reference Subtitle 8 Determination of EDU. 

 

4. The group reviewed Councilwoman Jessica Haire’s proposed revised code language on 

screen, from Article 13, Title 5, Subtitle 3 Extension of Public Water and Wastewater 

Systems. The Councilwoman indicated that after reviewing the applicable code sections, 

it did not appear necessary to create an entirely new process within the code.  Revisions 



and/or additions could be made to specific sections to enable elements of the new 

program. 

a. Exemption for “Wastewater Management Problem Areas” – Chris Phipps 

expressed a desire to refer instead as “Management Areas” consistent with the 

broader prioritized areas identified by the new septic conversion program.  The 

group discussed that there will be project areas with the overall targeted 

Management Areas.  Action Item: DPW will propose new definition “Project 

Area” in paragraph (A) Definitions.  DPW will evaluate the financial risk 

related to extending the deferment to all properties, not just those in the 

Problem Areas. 

b. Subsidies and Waivers, paragraph (A) Establishment – Group wishes to delete 

“failing” so subsidies can apply to all septic systems in the subsidized/targeted 

areas.  Subsidy needs to apply to cost of extending and connecting to the public 

sewer. 

c. Capital Facility Connection Charge – Jessica Haire and Chris Murphy voiced 

concerns of expensive user connection fees for some sites that are 

topographically challenged or in regards to location of sewer if located across 

wide right of way.  Instead of creating waivers, the group agreed that a subsidy 

that is applicable to the user charges is easier to implement and communicate. 

d. Determination of basic rate - DPW explained that a certain cost overage should 

be allowed in the new program, but if the overage is too severe, the County 

would still have to go back to the community and conduct a re-vote. Action Item: 

DPW Finance to review code to determine proposed changes to address 

this topic. 

e. Subsidy – Chris Phipps likes having the 33% maximum subsidy because it 

provides a guardrail, and reflects an even 1/3 share with State and Homeowner 

being the other 2/3.   Implied source of funding is Utility Fund since this section is 

part of Article 13.   

f. Subsidy eligibility – The group discussed the merits of limiting the subsidy to low 

income households compared to offering a subsidy to all property owners in a 

prioritized Management Area.  Jim Doyle expressed a preference for eligibility 

based on wealth instead of income, because some individuals report lower 

income but otherwise have the means to afford project costs.  As discussed in 

previous meetings, a subsidy must be offered to all property owners in order to 

attain a successful rate of participation under a voluntary/mandatory program.    

g. Jim Doyle suggested that communities that have land to donate to the project 

should reduce the cost of the project reflected in land acquisition costs. He 

suggested this be included in cost criterion.  The group agreed with this idea. 

h. Prioritization Criteria for Subsidy/Waiver – Ed Shea clarified criteria to be 

included per discussion at previous meetings regarding prioritization. Matthew 

Johnston suggested to leave prioritization criteria out of code and be a DPW 

decision, which would be addressed in an update to the Rules and Regulations. 

Chris Phipps prefers that the criteria included in code, since this provides the 

Council’s backing to the criteria. Chris Murphy suggested that the criteria not be 



written so tightly around problem areas and should give the problem more 

flexibility.  Action Item: DPW to provide clarification on inclusion of 

suggested prioritization criteria in legislation. 

i. The proposed deferment term of 40 years was discussed.  Need to clarify “for 

purposes of extension of water and wastewater services to existing 

communities.”  This avoids potential conflicts with existing policies and 

procedures regarding new development. 

j. The group is interested in a forked concept: several options are available when a 

community engages in the open application process, including the existing 

petition (with deferment) and incentivized program (with deferment). The group 

confirmed that this approach seemed feasible, and that a new code section did 

not appear needed. 

5. Closing remarks 

a. Jim Doyle reiterated that a dedicated utility enterprise fund that DPW have 

control of would be more financially sustainable for the project. If the funds come 

out of the general fund, the project would be competing against other issues 

every year and would not guarantee funding. This setup would also increase the 

user base in the enterprise fund. Additionally, this fund would allow contingency 

to cover a certain percent of overages on construction. 

b. There was a discussion about how and when to involve the State. Generally, it 

was agreed that County should further develop its plan and bring to the State 

once it has moved forward at the local level. The County’s demonstration of 

commitment may helpful in subsequent discussion. 


