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Problem Statement
• Septic systems that are either failing or close to failing
o Approximately 2,087 homes in Prince George’s County and 1,700 in Montgomery
County
o Two categories: Unserved and Underserved

• Public and environmental health impacts from these aging septic systems
will only get worse over time
• Affordability: Costs are often too high for homeowners to pay for sewer
service extension
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Current Approach to Financing
According to state law, homeowners requesting service are responsible for
the sewer extension costs Md. Annotated Code, Public Utilities Article,
Sections 25-204 and 25-207:
• Front Foot Benefit Charges ($6.00/foot/year)
• Project Deficit Charges (project costs in excess of Front Foot Benefit
income)
• The homeowner is further responsible for:
• On-site plumbing
• Septic system abandonment
• Application and inspection fees
• Sewer connection from house to the main
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WSSC Water Health Hazard Subsidy
• Owner-occupied dwelling classified by County as a ‘Health Hazard’ due to a failed well and/or
private sewage disposal system qualify for a ‘health hazard subsidy
o Applicant must provide WSSC Water with copy health hazard letter

• Approval:
o GM/CEO: Projects where health hazard subsidies are less than $100,000
o Commissioners: Projects where health hazards are greater than $100,000
(DOA Para. 20 of Resolution 2016-2133)

• For owner occupied, single-family applicant with a Health Department certified failing well or
septic system, a $15,000 subsidy is allowed for every property which could be served by the
proposed extension

• The subsidy is reduced by the assessment returns from those properties
Reference: Section 1601.3 of the WSSC Development
Services Code of Regulations.
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Defining Affordability
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Example of Unserved Community
• Treasure Cove/George Thorne
Estates in Prince George’s County
• 47 properties with septic systems
• Within the Sewer Service Envelope
• Some systems identified as failing or
close to failing
• Sewer extension of 4,900 linear feet
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Example of Underserved Community
• Greenridge Drive in Montgomery County
• 13 homes with septic systems

• 1 (one) designated health hazard
• 1 (one) undeveloped lot
• Within the Sewer Service Envelope
• Within an area designated for WSSC
Water sewer service
• Sewer extension of 1,020 linear feet
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Affordability Challenge

Need affordable
financing solutions
to help
homeowners
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Homeowner Cost Under Current Financing
Hypothetical Community
Project Cost
Projected Front Foot Benefit Income (1)
Unadjusted Health Hazard Subsidy (2)
Adjusted Health Hazard Subsidy
State Grant
Project Deficit
Deficit Allocation per Homeowner (3)
One-Time Up-Front Costs for sewer connection, plumbing, septic
system abandonment
Total Cost of Connection per Homeowner
Annual Front Foot Benefit Charge
Annual Deficit Payment
Annualized Up-Front Costs
Total Annual Cost
County Affordability Threshold
Exceeds Affordability Threshold
Project Funding Gap

(4)

$
$
$
$

534,800
176,404
225,000
48,596

$

$309,800
22,129

$
$
$
$
$
$

700 feet @ 694 per ft
1500. ft. of frontage @$6. per foot
15 properties @$15000
subtraction for FFB income

Paid by Homeowner
14 properties

15,550
$49,439 Sewer Extension + Up Front Costs
600 100. ft. of frontage @$6. per foot
1,129 @ 3.0% over 30 years
793 $15,550 @ 3.0% over 30 years
2,522
1,625
$897
$246,124
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Affordability Challenge
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Policy Objectives
• Financial Sustainability: A reliable, consistent source of funding must be identified to
ensure that the program can be sustainably funded over the long term

• Affordability: Costs must be affordable for all homeowners, including low to moderate
income homeowners and households with fixed incomes

• Equity: For every proposed new sewer extension request, the costs of the project must be
weighed against the benefits to the community and the public at large

• Simplicity & Transparency: The roles and responsibilities and financial requirements for
any new program should be easy to understand and simple to communicate to all
stakeholders

• Prioritize Public Health: The program should ultimately improve public health
outcomes for communities with current or pending septic system problems

• Maximize Community Participation: Any new approach should incentivize a

maximum number of homeowners within an underserved/unserved community to connect
to the new system
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Recommendations
1. Increase public subsidies for sewer extension projects in underserved
and unserved communities

2. Implement a uniform, affordable cost for homeowners in underserved
and unserved communities to connect to sewer service
3. Provide additional assistance with up-front costs for homeowners who
are experiencing other financial hardship
4. Establish a pay-as-you-go capital improvement program for sewer
extensions to underserved and unserved communities
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Recommendations Continued
5. Allocate program funding equitably between Prince George’s and
Montgomery counties
6. The Counties and WSSC Water should aggressively pursue funding
from the State’s Bay Restoration Fund or other sources for sewer
extension projects in underserved and unserved communities
7. Establish a subdistrict process to secure support within underserved
and unserved communities for sewer connection projects

8. Each County should develop an approach to identify and prioritize
communities with the greatest need for sewer extensions
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Potential Funding Sources
• New WSSC Water Fee

• WSSC Water rate increase
• County general revenue subsidy from both Counties
• Combination of WSSC Water rates or fees and County general revenue
subsidy from both Counties
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Roadmap to Improved System of Financing

Identify
sources of
funding

Establish a
subdistrict
process

Define
homeowner
contributions

Identify
additional
assistance
for lowincome
homeowners

Establish
subdistrict
rules and
regulations
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Conclusions
• There is a growing public health problem in underserved/unserved
communities due to a lack of access to public water and sewer service

• The current approach to water and sewer extensions is not working for
homeowners who need services from WSSC Water
• Extension costs are unaffordable for most homeowners
• Additional public subsidies are needed to make extension projects affordable

• This is a complex problem that will take several years to address on an
ongoing basis
• The current fiscal challenges facing WSSC Water will impact our response to
this issue
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Questions?
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