May 20, 2016
To:

Columbia Association Board of Directors
Advisory Committee Chairpersons
Village Board Chairs
Village Managers
Members of the Press
CA Management

From:

Andrew C. Stack, Board Chair

The Columbia Association Board of Directors Meeting will be held on Thursday,
May 26, 2016 at 7:00 p.m. at Columbia Association Headquarters, 6310 Hillside Court,
Suite 100, Columbia, MD 21046.
AGENDA
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

9.

Call to Order (Announce Directors/Staff in Attendance)
Announcement of Closed/Special Meetings Held/To Be Held
Approval of Agenda
Disclosure of Conflicts of Interest
Resident Speakout
April 28, 2016
May 12, 2016
Approval of Minutes
Chairman’s Remarks
Reports Submitted
(a) President’s Report – See written report – Follow-up questions from the
BOD
(b) Financial Reports
(c) Other Reports
1. Report from the CA Representatives to the Inner Arbor Trust Board
of Directors
2. Report regarding Downtown Columbia Affordable Housing
Board Action
(a) Consent Agenda
1. Approval of Appointments to the Wilde Lake Architectural
Committee
2. Approval of Appointments to the Owen Brown Executive
Architectural Committee
3. Approval of Appointments to the Hickory Ridge Architectural
Committee
4. Approval of Appointments to the Oakland Mills Architectural
Committee
5. Approval of Appointments to the Harper’s Choice Architectural
Committee
6. Approval of Appointments to the Kings Contrivance Architectural
Committee

1 min.
1 min.
1 min.
1 min.
2 min.
3 min.

5 min.

5 min.
15 min.
1 min.

(b)

10.
11.

12.
13.

Board Votes
1. Emergency Action – Howard County Plan to Extend the Managed
Deer Hunt Program to CA Open Space
2. Proposed Recreation Plus and Senior Aqua Pass Memberships
3. Rates/Pricing for Proposed New Membership Structures
4. Transfer FY 17 Capital Funds to the Columbia Gym Project
5. Testimony by the President/CEO before the County Council
regarding Downtown Columbia Affordable Housing
For Your Information
Tracking Forms
(a) Tracking Form for Board Requests
(b) Tracking Form for Resident Requests
Talking Points
Adjournment – Anticipated Ending Time: Approximately 9:55 p.m.

120 min.

2 min.

2 min.

Next Board Work Session and Meeting
Thursday, June 9, 2016 – Board Work Session
Thursday, June 23, 2016 – Board Meeting
ARRANGEMENTS FOR AN INTERPRETER FOR THE HEARING IMPAIRED CAN BE MADE BY
CALLING 410-715-3111 AT LEAST THREE DAYS IN ADVANCE OF THE MEETING.

CA Mission Statement
Working every day in hundreds of ways to make Columbia an even better place to live, work, and
play.
CA Vision Statement
Making Columbia the community of choice today and for generations to come.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

DRAFT
Minutes of the
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING
Held: April 28, 2016
To be approved: May 26, 2016
A meeting of the Columbia Association Board of Directors was held on Thursday, April 28, 2016 at Columbia
Association headquarters. Present were Chairman Andrew Stack and members Brian Dunn, Janet Evans, Alan
Klein, Nancy McCord, and Chao Wu. Also present was CA President/CEO Milton Matthews.
1. Call to Order: The Board of Directors Meeting was called to order at 7:01 p.m. by the Chairman, Andrew
Stack.
2. Vote to Hold a Closed Meeting of the CA Board of Directors
Action: Mr. Dunn moved to hold a closed meeting of the CA Board of Directors. Mr. Wu seconded the
motion, which passed unanimously. Vote: 6-0-0
For:
Messrs. Dunn, Klein, Stack, and Wu; and Mses. Evans and McCord
Against: None
Abstain: None
3. Closed Meeting of the CA Board of Directors
Present when the open meeting reconvened at 8:12 p.m. were Chairman Andrew Stack and members Reg
Avery, Dick Boulton (via phone), Brian Dunn, Janet Evans, Jeanne Ketley, Alan Klein, Nancy McCord, and
Chao Wu. Also present were CA President/CEO Milton W. Matthews, Vice President and Chief Financial
Officer Susan Krabbe, and General Counsel Sheri Fanaroff.
4. Announcement of Closed/Special Meetings Held/To Be Held:
The Risk Management Committee held a closed meeting at Columbia Association headquarters on
March 24, 2016. Members present were Reg Avery, Janet Evans, Milton W. Matthews, and Gregg Schwind.
General Counsel Sheri Fanaroff also attended. The vote to close the meeting was 4-0-0.
For:
Messrs. Avery, Matthews, and Schwind; and Ms. Evans
Against: None
Abstain: None
The closed meeting was authorized under the Maryland Homeowners Act, Md. Code, Real Property §11B-111
(4)(i) discussion of matters pertaining to employees and personnel; (4)(iv) consultation with staff personnel,
consultants, attorneys, board members or other persons in connection with pending or potential litigation or
other legal matters, and (4)(vi), consideration of the terms or conditions of a business transaction in the
negotiation stage if the disclosure could adversely affect the economic interests of the homeowners
association. The meeting was closed from 7:10 p.m. until 7:30 p.m.
The Architectural Resource Committee held a closed meeting at Columbia Association headquarters on
April 11, 2016. Members present were Jane Dembner, Craig Garrison, Michael Shaw, and Debbie Nix. Also
present were Ingrid Hatz, Eva Lambright, Laura Parrish, Sandy Cederbaum, Maryann Cohea, Pat Loeber, Carl
McKinney, Karen Turcan, Dale Wasmus, and Sheri Fanaroff. The vote to close the meeting was 4-0-0.
For:
Messrs. Garrison and Shaw; and Mses. Dembner and Nix
Against: None
Abstain: None
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The closed meeting was authorized under the Maryland Homeowners Act, Md. Code, Real Property §11B-111
(4)(iv) consultation with staff personnel, consultants, attorneys, or other persons in connection with pending or
potential litigation. The meeting was closed from 1:11 p.m. until 1:30 p.m.
The CA Board of Directors held a closed meeting at Columbia Association headquarters on April 28, 2016.
Members present were Reg Avery (arrived at 7:05 p.m.), Brian Dunn, Janet Evans, Jeanne Ketley (arrived at
7:06 p.m.), Alan Klein, Milton W. Matthews, Nancy McCord, Andrew Stack, and Chao Wu. The vote to close
the meeting was 6-0-0.
For:
Messrs. Dunn, Klein, Stack, and Wu; and Mses. Evans and McCord
Against: None
Abstain: None
The closed meeting was authorized under the Maryland Homeowners Act, Md. Code, Real Property §11B-111
(4)(i) discussion of matters pertaining to employees and personnel; (4)(iii) consultation with legal counsel on
legal matters; and (4)(v) investigative proceedings concerning possible or actual criminal misconduct. The
meeting was closed from 7:03 p.m. until 8:09 p.m.
5. Approval of Agenda for Open Board of Directors Meeting:
Due to the time difference between the United States and France, Mr. Boulton, who was calling from
Paris, requested items 11(b)4 and 12(a) be moved higher on the agenda. Mr. Stack agreed to let item
11(b)4 precede item 11(b)1 and to interrupt the new sequence in item 11 to discuss item 12(a).
Action: Ms. McCord moved to approve the amended agenda. Mr. Wu seconded the motion, which passed
unanimously.
6. Disclosure of Conflicts of Interest: None
7. Resident Speakout:
(a) Lanny Hartman, Owen Brown, spoke about electric vehicle charging signs.
(Mr. Schwind arrived at 8:22 p.m.)
8. Approval of Minutes of March 24, 2016
Mr. Klein noted that the Maryland Homeowners Act requires the purpose of closed meetings be more
defined than the criteria under which the meetings are closed. Mr. Stack noted Mr. Klein’s concern.
Action: Mr. Avery moved that the minutes of March 24, 2016 be approved as presented. Ms. McCord
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.
9. Chairman’s Remarks: Mr. Stack announced the following upcoming events:
- May 5: Dr. Freeman Hrabowski, UMBC, will speak on “Diversity Matters: Building on Columbia’s
History as an Inclusive Community,” as part of CA’s Community Building Speakers Series
- May 9: New Board Member Orientation at 7:30 p.m. at CA
- May 12: Organizational Meetings of the Members of CA, Board of Directors, and Columbia Council at
7:30 p.m. at CA
Mr. Stack thanked members of the FY 16 Board of Directors for their work during the fiscal year,
commended Ms. Ketley for her service as Board co-chair for the first six months of FY 16, and thanked
President/CEO Milton W. Matthews and CA staff for their help in FY 16.
10. Reports Submitted
(a) President’s Report: Mr. Matthews responded to several questions regarding the dashboard materials
in the April President’s Report. Staff will provide a corrected page 4 of the dashboard which will include
2016 Q1 data.
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(b) Financial Reports – None
(c) Other Reports
1. Report from the CA Representatives to the Inner Arbor Trust Board of Directors
Mr. Boulton suggested that the Boards of Directors of the Inner Arbor Trust and Columbia
Association meet after the FY 17 CA Board is seated. He also noted the color scheme for the
Chrysalis has not been finalized. Mr. Schwind added that the next meeting of the Inner Arbor Trust
Board of Directors is Tuesday, May 24, 2016.
2. End-of-Year Reports
External Relations Committee
(a) Revise Item 3 under “Accomplishments” to read “Hosted four Stakeholder Dinners,
representing diverse stakeholders groups, as follows: 1) Howard County State Delegation. . .”
(b) Note as part of Item 1 under “Standing Agenda Items & Agenda Items Initiated in FY 2016 but
not yet fully addressed” that the carillon bells have been connected to the Columbia 50th
Birthday Celebration.
11. Board Action
(a) Consent Agenda
1. Approval of the Board Operations Committee’s Recommendation regarding the Release/NonRelease of Closed Meeting Minutes
Mr. Klein did not consent to this action. After discussion, this item was moved to the Board Votes
section of the meeting agenda.
2. Approval of Appointments to the Architectural Resource Committee-FY 17
Hearing no objection, the appointments were approved.
(b) Board Votes
1. Approval of the Board Operations Committee’s Recommendation regarding the Release/NonRelease of Closed Meeting Minutes
Action: The Board chair called the question. The vote to approve was 7-2-1.
For:
Messrs. Avery, Dunn, Schwind, and Stack; and Mses. Evans, Ketley, and McCord
Against:
Messrs. Boulton and Klein
Abstain:
Mr. Wu
2. Approval of Proposed Guidance to the CA Representatives on the Inner Arbor Trust Board of
Directors
Action: There was no discussion and the chairman called for a vote. The vote to approve was 9-1-0.
For:
Messrs. Avery, Boulton, Klein, Schwind, Stack, and Wu; and Mses. Evans,
Ketley, and McCord
Against:
Mr. Dunn
Abstain:
None
12. Board Discussion
(a) Proposed Ethics and Conflicts of Interest Policies for Board Members
Mr. Boulton summarized the differences between his proposed documents and the policies revised
by counsel. He felt his documents met federal and state requirements, were easier to understand, and
were specific to board members. Discussion centered on the adequacy of Mr. Boulton’s proposed
policies and the application of the Board’s three-reading rule to the Board’s consideration of Mr.
Boulton’s proposed documents. Mr. Klein moved that the Board adopt Mr. Boulton’s documents, but
was reminded that the item was on the agenda for discussion only. Ms. Fanaroff noted that there had
not yet been a discussion of the revised ethics and conflicts of interest policies drafted by counsel, but
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there were discussions of previous proposed documents prepared by Mr. Boulton. There were no
additional comments and the discussion ended.
(Mr. Boulton ended his phone call to the meeting.)
11. Board Action (cont’d)
(b) Board Votes (cont’d)
3. Approval of Rates/Pricing for Proposed New Membership Structures
The Board reviewed and discussed a Recreation Plus membership and a Senior Aqua Pass program.
Both are for individuals age 65 or older and are intended to provide access to the Athletic Club
Pool and the Columbia Gym pool, as well as the outdoor pools and the Swim Center. Discussion
centered on pricing, access, profit and loss issues, and concern regarding offering special
membership options to a certain segment of the population.
Action: Ms. Evans moved that the Board approve the proposed new membership structures, subject
to two conditions: (1) the Board has not yet made a decision on the Recreation Plus membership and
Senior Aqua Pass program and (2) the Board has not yet made a decision on pricing. These two items
will be taken up at the next meeting. Mr. Dunn seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.
For:
Messrs. Avery, Dunn, Klein, Schwind, Stack, and Wu; and Mses. Evans, Ketley, and
McCord
Against:
None
Abstain:
None
4. Approval of the Proposed New Board Committee Structure
The Chair called the question. The vote to approve was unanimous.
For:
Messrs. Avery, Dunn, Klein, Schwind, Stack, and Wu; and Mses. Evans, Ketley, and
McCord
13. For Your Information
Mr. Stack thanked Mr. Matthews for sharing the Downtown Columbia Arts and Culture Commission
Annual Report for 2015-2016.
14. Tracking Forms
(a) Tracking Form for Board Requests
(b) Tracking Form for Resident Requests
15. Talking Points: Executive Assistant Janet F. Loughran read the Talking Points.
16. Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned at 10:08 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Janet F. Loughran
Executive Assistant to the President/CEO
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DRAFT
Minutes of the
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING
Held: May 12, 2016
To be approved: May 26, 2016
A meeting of the Columbia Association Board of Directors was held on Thursday, May 12, 2016 at Columbia
Association Headquarters. Present were members Reg Avery, Dick Boulton, Brian Dunn, Lin Eagan, Janet
Evans, Alan Klein, Nancy McCord, Gregg Schwind, Andrew Stack, and Chao Wu (arrived at 7:50 p.m.). Also
present were CA President/CEO Milton Matthews, General Counsel Sheri Fanaroff, and Executive Assistant
Janet Loughran.
1. Call to Order: The Board of Directors Meeting was called to order at 7:35 p.m. by CA Board Chair
Andrew Stack.
2. Approval of Agenda:
Action: Ms. McCord moved to approve the agenda; Mr. Avery seconded the motion, which was approved
unanimously. Vote: 9-0-0.
3. Resident Speakout:
(a) JD Smith, Owen Brown, spoke about CA being a gatekeeper regarding the Final Development Plan
process.
(b) Brian England, Hickory Ridge, spoke about CA being a gatekeeper regarding the Final Development
Plan process.
(c) Chris Alleva spoke about zoning decision processes regarding commercial property outside of
Columbia’s downtown and villages.
Mr. Wu arrived at 7:50 p.m.
4. Election of Chair and Vice Chair of the CA Board of Directors
Messrs. Boulton and Stack submitted their candidacies for Board Chair prior to the meeting. Mr. Boulton
withdrew his candidacy at the meeting, gave support to Mr. Stack, and nominated himself to be vice chair.
Unopposed, Mr. Stack became chair of the Board of Directors.
Ms. McCord nominated herself as vice chair. Mr. Dunn seconded the nomination. After Ms. McCord and
Mr. Boulton spoke about their qualifications, Board members voted via ballot for the candidate of his/her
choice. Mr. Boulton was elected vice chair of the Board of Directors.
5. Appointments to Committees
Audit Committee: Ms. McCord, Mr. Avery and Ms. Evans nominated themselves for three open positions
on the Audit Committee. There were no other nominees, and all three were appointed.
Risk Management: Messrs. Schwind, Dunn and Wu nominated themselves for the three open positions on
the Risk Management Committee. There will no other nominees, and all three and were appointed.
Board Operations Committee: After members suggested various ways to select the order in which the
remaining eight Board members (in addition to the chair and CEO) would rotate service on the Board
Operations Committee (BOC), Mr. Matthews suggested drawing numbers for the first eight meetings.
Members for the remaining two BOC meetings will be selected later in the year. Following is the rotation
schedule for the first eight BOC meetings:
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Meetings 1 and 2: Janet Evans and Chao Wu
Meetings 3 and 4: Brian Dunn and Nancy McCord
Meetings 5 and 6: Alan Klein and Reg Avery
Meetings 7 and 8: Gregg Schwind and Lin Eagan
6. Election of CA Representatives to the Inner Arbor Trust Board of Directors
Mr. Schwind, Mr. Wu, and Ms. Eagan nominated themselves to fill the two positions to serve as CA
representatives to the Inner Arbor Trust Board of Directors. Board members voted via ballot for the
candidate(s) of his/her choice and Mr. Schwind and Ms. Eagan were selected.
While votes were being counted, Mr. Stack noted the following upcoming events:
May 20: Board staff dinner
May 26: Board meeting
7. Election of Officers of Columbia Association
Action: Mr. Dunn moved that the slate of officers be appointed as presented. Ms. McCord seconded the
motion, which passed unanimously. Vote: 10-0-0. The officers are:
Milton Matthews
President/CEO
Susan Krabbe
Vice President
Sheri Fanaroff
Secretary
Don Van Deusen
Assistant Secretary
Mary Lynn Schwartz
Treasurer
8. Approval of BOD Meeting Dates in FY 2017
Board members discussed the pros and cons of adjourning most Board meetings at 10 p.m. and of having
additional meetings during the year.
Action: Mr. Avery moved that the proposed meeting dates be accepted as presented. Ms. McCord
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.
9. Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned at 8:45 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Valerie Montague
Recording Secretary
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MAY 2016
Message from the Office of the President/CEO
May 1 marked the beginning of Columbia Association’s Fiscal Year 2017 and I would like to take a few
moments to reflect upon the past and consider the future.
I want to thank the FY 2016 Board of Directors for their hard work and service to the community. They
spent many evenings in meetings and made decisions impacting Columbia for years to come. Of
particular note are their decisions to approve a new Board Committee structure and a new membership
structure. One member of the Board – Jeanne Ketley (Town Center) – decided not to seek re-election
and her time and commitment were appreciated.
I want to welcome back nine village representatives to the FY 2017 CA Board of Directors – Reg Avery
(Oakland Mills), Dick Boulton (Dorsey’s Search), Brian Dunn (Kings Contrivance), Janet Evans (Long
Reach), Alan Klein (Harper’s Choice), Nancy McCord (Wilde Lake), Gregg Schwind (Hickory Ridge),
Andy Stack (Owen Brown), and Chao Wu (River Hill). Joining them is the new village representative
from Town Center, Lin Eagan. Chairing the Board this fiscal year will be Andy Stack, with Dick Boulton
serving as vice chair.
I also want to thank CA’s staff members who provided assistance this past year to the Board of
Directors – Governance Chief of Staff/Chief Staff Liaison Jane Dembner; Chief Staff Liaisons Norma
Heim, Susan Krabbe, Janet Loughran, and Jackie Tuma; General Counsel Sheri Fanaroff; Assistant to
the CFO Diane Cardenas; and Recording Secretaries Valerie Montague, Fenise Dunson, and Alison
Mathieson. Numerous other staff members spent many hours preparing supporting documents,
attending meetings, and helping the Board in matters ranging from training to setting up meeting rooms.
This year Columbia Association will deal with important issues, such as implementation of the new
membership/pricing structure; the pond study and how to maintain those ponds for which CA is
responsible; the five-year rolling capital budget focusing on facilities maintenance; enhancing CA’s
influence in the planning and development of Columbia; developing an implementation plan to attract
and retain young adults; and the beginning of the six-month celebration of Columbia’s 50th Birthday.
FY 2017 will be an ambitious, busy year. It will also be a year of opportunity. Working together, we will
help define the tenor for Columbia’s next 50 years and further CA’s vision of “Making Columbia the
community of choice – today and for generations to come.”

Sport and Fitness
Aquatics
The Stevens Forest pool opened on Saturday, May 7 and is now available for lap swimmers in the
morning, late afternoon and weekends. The remaining outdoor pools are scheduled to open Saturday,
May 28 at noon.
Golf
On May 2, the Hobbit’s Glen Golf Club had its annual members’ first guest day. Members may bring
three guests, which includes complimentary greens fees. More than 68 potential members were hosted.
On May 9, Hobbit’s Glen hosted 140 golfers competing in a qualifying event for this year's Amateur and
Open Championships of the Maryland State Golf Association.
Indoor/Outdoor Tennis Clubs
The Official Opening of the Wilde Lake Tennis Center for Season 2016 took place on Saturday,
May 14, which included a potluck tennis social and a Meet & Greet with the new Tennis General
Manager Maury Bozman.
Outdoor resurfacing of the six clay tennis courts at Hobbits Glen will be completed in May. The opening
of that outdoor facility for spring/summer/fall will follow soon afterward.
Athletic Club
The BOOM! program was very successful during its winter run and will continue with another session in
the fall. Developed by Dr. Harry Oken, CA’s medical fitness director, BOOM! helps metabolism through
nutrition advice and 30-minute high-intensity cardiovascular training sessions (HIIT), held twice a week
in the indoor cycle studio.
The Athletic Club received new cardio equipment, with more to come during May and June. The first
installment includes the addition of three new Precor AMT machines in the Package Plan Plus (PPP)
room, with the current AMTs being moved to the main cardio area. Two new Precor treadmills and a
demo of the latest Matrix treadmill were installed for members to evaluate for future needs. New
treadmills, ellipticals and stationary bikes are expected soon, and the selectorized strength training
circuit in the PPP room is scheduled to be replaced in June.
Supreme Sports Club
The first adult Skate Night was held on April 30 with over 70 attendees. This was a 21+ event held after
hours in the Skate Arena, complete with cash bar, live DJ and rented special effect lighting. Plans are
underway for a second one in July.
Louis Van Amstel taught a special LaBlast Master class on May 14, with over 90 participants. Louis is
a ballroom dance champion and professional choreographer, well known for his work on the TV series,
“Dancing with the Stars.”
Personal Training
CA’s Personal Training Program has a new partnership with PTA Global/PTontheNet, one of the
leading providers of fitness education in the industry. CA’s personal trainers now have access to an
extensive library of fitness/wellness/nutrition information, together with courses that can provide them
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with their required continuing education credits. Personal Training will also be launching its own fitness
“university”, a custom-built education/training curriculum specifically tailored to the needs of CA and its
trainers, through PTA Global this Fall.
Haven on the Lake
Haven on the Lake established a partnership with the Columbia mall and will hold its summer series
from Memorial Day weekend through August. Haven on the Lake will set up a sales kiosk at the mall
manned with its sales team.
SportsPark/SkatePark
The SportsPark/SkatePark celebrated National Miniature Golf Day on Saturday, May 14 by offering
members and guests discounted miniature golf rounds.

Facilities Services
Columbia Swim Center Renovations
Phase I of the Columbia Swim Center renovations is due to begin after Memorial Day. Some staging
activities will begin the week prior in preparation for the construction. Initially, the pool will remain open
while some exterior activities commence and then the facility will close for the summer coincident with
the opening of the outdoor pools. The main feature for Phase I is the reconstruction of Splashdown
and the stair tower and a new roof for the program pool. Swim Center main, wading and program pools
are scheduled to open at the end of the summer and the flume is scheduled to open in mid-October.
Community Plaza in the Wilde Lake Village Center
The community gathering area in the Wilde Lake Village Center is undergoing a substantial and much
needed improvement to the amphitheater steps. The existing wood steps will be replaced with an
upgraded Azek decking material designed to last beautifully. The work is underway and should be
completed prior to the construction start of the adjacent Swim Center.

Community Planning
Bicycle Friendly Community – Bronze Award
Columbia has been recognized as a “Bronze” Bicycle Friendly Community by the League of American
Bicyclists. This award is given only to communities that make a strong commitment to bicycling.
Columbia Association, Howard County Government, and other organizations have made significant
improvements and investments in the past five years that have, and will, continue to create a better
community for those who bicycle. CA’s Community Planner led the application effort, coordinating with
Howard County Government as well as community partners.
Columbia Planning and Development
Staff from the Office of Planning and Community Affairs (OPCA) continued to participate in and monitor
proposed and on-going development projects in and around Columbia. The Development Tracker
provides information on development related meetings and submitted proposals for sites in and near
Columbia. This is updated monthly and is available on-line at http://bit.ly/developmenttracker.
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Planning staff also attended and/or participated in various meetings related to planning and
development. These efforts are enhancing CA’s influence and in planning and development matters
that are impacting Columbia including:


Hickory Ridge Village Center Redevelopment – continued to attend the small group discussions
with residents hosted by Kimco Realty (4/26, 4/28, 5/2 and 5/4).



Downtown Columbia Affordable Housing – attended the continuation of the Planning Board
public hearing on the affordable housing proposals for Downtown Columbia (4/28 and 5/10).
The County Council public hearing on this legislation is anticipated to occur in June. CA’s
planning will brief the CA Board on the Planning Board’s recommendation and next steps at the
May 26 CA Board meeting.



Oakland Mills Village Center Redevelopment Feasibility Study – CA is helping to fund the study
and CA’s planning staff is part of the County’s study work team that is coordinating the study.
CA planning staff attended the project kick-off meeting early in May (5/3). Staff also attended
the introductory stakeholder meeting where the project team and consultants met with the
Oakland Mills Village Board and community members to outline the study process and
parameters (5/10).



Long Reach Village Center Redevelopment – CA Planning staff continued participation in a
Howard County Government-led work group to discuss the possibility of applying for a
Sustainable Communities designation for Long Reach Village Center. This designation would
make the community eligible for several state programs and financial resources including loans
and grants. As part of the work team, CA planning staff helped define the geographic area for
the application and reviewed and commented on the draft application.



Complete Streets - The County has convened a convened a Complete Streets Implementation
Team that is tasked with developing a Complete Streets Policy and recommending changes to
the County's Design Manual related to roads and bridges to be in alignment with that policy.
CA’s Planning Director is the only non-governmental representative on this work team and was
asked to serve on the committee because of CA's extensive involvement and interest in
enhancing our community for those who walk and bicycle.



APFO - The Adequate Public Facilities Task Force has prepared its recommendations that
detail recommended updates and changes to the County's Adequate Public Facilities
Ordinance. CA planning staff is reviewing the recommendations for their impact on Columbia.



New Town - CA's Director of Planning continues to have consultations with the County's
Director of Planning and Zoning regarding the update of New Town zoning and CA's
participation in that process. Based on these conversations, it is our understanding that the
County will be moving forward on the zoning update, but the details and timeframe are still
being determined.

Community Building Speakers Series
The engaging and inspiring Dr. Freeman A. Hrabowski, III, President of the University of Maryland,
Baltimore County (UMBC), spoke to Diversity Matters: Building on the History of Columbia as a Diverse
Community” at CA’s Community Building Speakers Series on Thursday, May 5 at the Wilde Lake
Interfaith Center. This well-attend event concluded with a robust question and answer session. A video
from the event is posted on the Community Building Speakers Series webpage.
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Partnership in Action Learning Sustainability (PALS)
CA Planning and Facilities and Open Space staff attended the final presentations of the Lake
Kittamaqundi Master Plan, Management of Forest Edges and Neighborhood Stabilization Index
projects. Landscape Architecture students in the Lake Kittamaqundi Master Plan course created high
quality graphics and concepts to enhance this central gathering place and promote views and
connections to the lakefront. There was also much value in the Government and Political Science
student work on the Neighborhood Stabilization Index project, where students created an “index” to
evaluate the health and stability of older neighborhoods in Howard County. For the Forest Edges
project, urban ecology students provided their education, outreach and restoration recommendations
for specific forest edge conductions based on documented research on the ecological values of urban
forest edges/patches and best management practices. CA Senior Staff and County leaders also
attended a PALS open house at the University of Maryland, College Park campus to celebrate the
success of the collaboration between local jurisdictions, CA, and the university.

Energy Management
CA’s energy management program received notable recognition over the last month. CA is an active
partner in the Department of Energy’s Better Buildings Challenge Program that promotes efforts to
reduce energy consumption in buildings throughout the country; CA was selected as an outstanding
partner and invited to a reception at the White House in Washington, DC, together with representatives
from approximately 40 other institutions. CA’s energy manager, Jeremy Scharfenberg, attended the
event on May 10 in which the group was addressed by the Under Secretary for Science and Energy
Lynn Orr, who conveyed his appreciation for our commitment to energy efficiency and sustainability.
Separately, CA was presented with a ceremonial rebate check for $66,000 from Baltimore Gas and
Electric (BGE) for completion of a combined heat and power (CHP) generating station that was recently
installed at the Supreme Sports Club. The check presentation event on May 11 was attended by BGE’s
Smart Energy Savers Program staff and corporate leadership.

Community Services
Columbia Archives
Columbia Archives Manager Barbara Kellner spoke on the “Idea, the Reality and the Possibilities of
Downtown Columbia” at the Hickory Ridge Village Association senior luncheon on May 13.
Columbia Archives participated in the Laura Lippman event at Slayton House by displaying posters
featuring historic photos of the locations mentioned by Lippman in her newest novel, “Wilde Lake.”
Columbia Art Center
The Columbia Art Center partnered with Arc of Howard County for a fiber/mixed media exhibit in its
Studio I Gallery. The works were created by Arc participants over this past year as part of a community
arts grant received by the Arc of Howard County. A reception for the show was held on May 17.
The Columbia Art Center hosted an awards ceremony and reception on May 7 for the 2016
Congressional Youth Art Competition for the 3rd District of Maryland. Thirty works created by high
school students in five counties were on display in the Columbia Art Center Galleries. Congressman
John Sarbanes, Maryland 3rd District, presented the juror awards. The First Place winning work will be
5

showcased in the US Capitol for one year. This event marked the third time in the past five years the
Columbia Art Center hosted this Maryland youth arts event.
Columbia Art Center’s Youth Department hosted a free Artful Fun House on April 2. Over 100 children,
teens, and adults attended the free event which introduced Columbia Art Center to many new residents
and community art enthusiasts.
The Columbia Art Center hosted its “Blossoms of Hope Moving Forward” theme show reception on
April 8 with 135 people attending. Representatives from Howard County General Hospital, Claudia
Mayer/Tina Broccolino Cancer Resource Center, Blossoms of Hope Board of Directors, and Howard
County Tourism and Promotion were present at the event.
Columbia 50th Birthday Celebration
Howard County Government has verbally indicated the 50th Birthday Celebration will receive $100,000
from the county’s FY 2017 Budget. The 50th Birthday Celebration board members are in the process of
soliciting sponsorships from fifty-nine business entities.
Community group interest, desire and willingness to participate in 50th Celebration continue to be
impressive. The Howard County School System is evaluating curriculum and arts participation during
the 2016-17 academic year, which would involve over 50,000 students in appreciation of the community
in which they are learning.
Volunteer Center Serving Howard County
Attended by 24 people representing 22 organizations, the Volunteer Center hosted a “Meet & Greet” on
April 12 to introduce local partner organizations to Jeff Griffin, Director - Governor’s Office on Service
and Volunteerism and Stacey Ulrich, newly appointed Commissioner from Howard County. It was also
an opportunity to thank and recognize volunteer managers for their service to the community during
National Volunteer Month.
The Volunteer Center hosted its first Virtual Volunteer STEM (science, technology, engineering, math)
Fair at VolunteerHoward.org, promoting opportunities to serve with seven organizations requesting
volunteers with technical backgrounds.

Communications and Marketing
May was the official launch of the Yay CA! campaign that will run for approximately two years. You’ll
see this in all CA publications, digital media and advertising going forward through FY18. An event
rolling out the campaign to CA team members was held on May 9.
Advertising/Marketing
Most focus for advertising in May is for general membership, golf or aquatics. A broadcast media
package has ads airing on multiple TV channels throughout the month. We’re also involved in golf
promotions through Howard County Tourism.
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E-mail Broadcasts
About one year ago, the open rates for CA Digest, our general eNewsletter, were at 29%-34%. The
open rates have steadily increased, month over month, and we are up to a 57% open rate for the PPP
version, and a 44% open rate for the version that goes to everyone else.
Since putting the sign-up feature on the home page of the new website, our email list is growing at the
rate of about 70 new addresses each week, greatly expanding the number of people receiving CA
information.
Columbia Matters Video
Columbia Matters TV Show May/June: 2016 Outdoor Pool Season, Lowering Your Energy Bills in the
Summer/Update on How CA Saves Energy, Dr. Harry Oken – Osteoporosis, Village in Howard, Lake
Kittamaqundi walking group.
Columbia Matters Radio
CA's Office of Planning and Public Affairs, Haven on the Lake – services, and the new Student
Discount Pass, Interview with Laura Lippman – ”Wilde Lake” Author, Wilde Lake High School Graduate,
YaY CA!
Press/Media Activity
Five press releases were sent between April 16 and May 13. High profile coverage during that period
included a story about the pilot bike sharing program in Downtown Columbia; a story on the free
wireless Internet coverage at Columbia's lakefront; and further television reporting on a child who was
injured after a bicyclist collided with her at Lake Elkhorn.
Publications
The CA Today May issue features the pathway system on the cover with features about Supreme
Sports Club's 24-hour availability, conserving energy in the summer and body wraps at Haven on the
Lake. Howard Magazine has lengthier articles on the same topics as well as articles on working with
weights and a wellness Tip from Dr. Harry Oken about water exercise as low impact workout for the
elderly, physically disabled. In June, we will release the CA FY2016 Annual Report, which is currently in
production.

Monthly Updates
Inner Arbor Plan and Organization
The next Inner Arbor Trust Board of Directors meeting is Tuesday, May 24.

Upcoming Events
Columbia Archives
Columbia Archives is partnering with Preservation Maryland for a bus tour on Saturday, June 4, from
10 am to 2 pm. Barbara Kellner, CA’s archives manager, will be the tour guide. The tour will include
Wilde Lake Village Center; the Birches neighborhood of Wilde Lake, including tours of the interiors of
two homes; the Oakland Mills Village Center; the Whole Foods building; and a behind-the-scenes look
at Merriweather Post Pavilion. Preservation Maryland is handling all the logistics and advertising for
the limited ticket event.
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Volunteer Center Serving Howard County
The Volunteer Center is planning a social media roundtable panel on June 14 to discuss creative ways
to use more effectively various outlets. Panelists have been invited from Howard Community College
and Girls Who Code.
Columbia Art Center
The Columbia Art Center is partnering with the Howard County Arts Council, Howard County
Government, Columbia Festival of the Arts, and the Long Reach Village Association for the ARTreach
Festival on June 11, 11am-4pm in the Long Reach Village Center. This year’s event will feature free
live music, hands-on activities, face painting, and more. The Columbia Art Center will provide a variety
of indoor opportunities including a meet & greet with faculty and tours of the galleries, studios, and a
Japanese Garden. Both adults and youth will have the opportunity to try the potters’ ceramics wheel
and enjoy indoor demonstrations of fused glass and jewelry-making.

8

DATE:

May 17, 2016

TO:

Columbia Association Board of Directors

FROM:

Jane L. Dembner, Director of Planning and Community Affairs

SUBJECT:

Downtown Columbia Affordable Housing

Introduction
Below is an overview of the proposed legislation related to Downtown Columbia
affordable housing. The May 26th CA Board work session agenda includes an item on
this topic as the Board considers whether to provide guidance to staff on the
preparation of testimony for the anticipated mid-June Howard County Council public
hearing on the proposed legislation recommended by the Planning Board.

Affordable Housing Proposed Legislation for Downtown Columbia
The Planning Board recently considered and made a recommendations related to
changing Howard County’s plan and associated regulations regarding affordable housing
in Downtown Columbia. With one modification, the Planning Board, on May 10, 2016,
recommended approval of a set of changes known as the Joint Recommendations.
These are described below as well as an alternative proposal that was not
recommended.
Origin of the Need to Change the Affordable Housing Approach
The need to change the approach to affordable housing for Downtown Columbia was
the result of a process that began in 2014 with a recommendation from the Columbia
Downtown Housing Corporation (CDHC). CDHC recommended to the County Council
that changes were needed to the Downtown Columbia Plan to realize the desired
affordable housing units since none had been built. While the adopted plan required
developers to pay fees in lieu of building affordable housing and that fund had collected
1

some $4.8 million dollars from Howard Research and Development (HRD) to date, the
CDHC had not been able to create any affordable housing in Downtown Columbia as
they had no land in downtown on which to develop such housing.
In response to the concerns of the CDHC, County Council passed CR 120-2014
requesting the CDHC to recommend any changes believed necessary and appropriate to
the County Council and County Executive.
In 2015, the CDHC presented its recommendations and in response, representatives of
HRD submitted an analysis of the CDHC’s recommendations and presented an
alternative means of achieving a full spectrum of housing in Downtown Columbia.
Following that, from June through August 2015 representatives of CDHC, HRD, the
Howard County Housing Commission, and the County Executive’s Office met to modify
the recommendations. In September, the four parties presented a draft set of the
modified recommendations, commonly referred to as the Joint Recommendations, to
the County Council. The County Council then studied the Joint Recommendations’
projected impacts through a series of analyses and work sessions between October and
November 2015. Following this, the County Executive’s Office made some changes and
then formally proposed a package of legislation.
Joint Recommendations
The Joint Recommendations envision up to 900 affordable units in Downtown Columbia
within a spectrum of very low, low and middle income households. The recommended
approach includes four components:
•

Downtown Columbia Plan amendment(GPA 2016-03)

•

PlanHoward 2030 amendments (GPA 2016-03)

•

Zoning Regulation Amendment 170 (ZRA-170)

•

Development Rights and Responsibilities Agreement (DRRA) petitioned by HRD
to Howard County

As summarized in the Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ) staff report, the key
components of the proposed changes to the county’s plans encourage the creation of a
full spectrum of housing to meet affordable housing needs and add the following
implementation tools:
•

At least 10% of all downtown dwelling units should be affordable, as defined by
Howard County’s Moderate Income Housing Unit (MIHU) program. To ensure
that affordable housing is created concurrent with market rate housing, the
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•

•

proposal recommends a minimum amount of affordable dwelling units for each
development phase that must be realized before the next phase can begin;
That the housing trust fund be changed. Currently, a developer is required to
make a one-time payment per unit for all residential dwellings. The amendment
reflects the intent to modify the requirement so that it only applies to residential
units offered for sale. Revenues collected to date shall remain in the fund. Fees
for commercial properties will continue to be collected; and,
The option for developers to propose innovative approaches to exceeding the
minimum affordability requirement through a DRRA.

Other changes are outlined below under the subheading “Details of the Joint
Recommendations.”
Alternative Proposal
An alternative proposal was put forth by Councilwomen Jen Terrasa. That proposal
included a 15 percent MIHU requirement in Downtown Columbia. This is referred to as
GPA 2016-02.
Planning Board Review and Recommendation
Both proposals were analyzed by DPZ and referred to the Planning Board for review and
recommendation. The Planning Board held two full evenings of testimony and a work
session on a third meeting. Following these sessions, the Planning Board recommended
approval of the Joint Recommendations including changes to the general plan and the
Downtown Columbia Plan. They also recommended approval of Zoning Regulation
Amendment 170 (ZRA-170) as amended with the additional recommendation to
increase the MIHU requirement from 10 percent to 13 percent with the additional three
percent dedicated to households earning between 30 percent and 60 percent of the
AMI. The Planning Board also found the proposed DRRA to be in conformance with the
General Plan. The Planning Board recommended denial of the alternative proposal.

Details of the Joint Recommendations
Affordable Housing Requirements
The Joint Recommendations include a recommendation that at least 10 percent of all
Downtown Columbia dwelling units are to be affordable as defined by Howard County’s
MIHU program. “Affordable housing units” are defined as units restricted not less than
40 years to be available to households that earn less than 80 percent of Howard County
Area Median Income (AMI). The 10 percent requirement is consistent with the
requirements of the following zoning districts: MXD, RH-ED, R-ED, RSI, POR, CCT, CEF,
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RSA-8, R-SC, R-12, R-20, RR, RC, and RA-15. MIHU provisions are contained in the
Housing Code. The proposed housing requirements in the Joint Recommendations are
consistent with this approach.
To increase the total percentage of affordable housing units in Downtown Columbia
beyond this MIHU requirement, accelerate the pace of delivery of affordable units
and/or to provide more units to lower income households, a DRRA between HRD and
Howard County is also recommended.
Density Bonus and Phasing
The Joint Recommendations also recommend that the Downtown Columbia Plan be
amended. Under the proposal, the plan will still include the 5,500 residential units as
previously approved. However, this total is proposed to be amended to exempt the
adorable housing units. In addition, the overall General Plan for Howard County (of
which the Downtown Columbia Plan is a part) is recommended to be changed to
address the permitted amount and pace of residential development in Downtown
Columbia. The plan’s housing allocation chart’s 20-year unit total for Downtown
Columbia is recommended to be adjusted.
The Joint Recommendations include a recommended modification to the Downtown
Columbia Plan’s phasing chart to include minimum affordability levels of residential
development for each phase through full development and for certain affordability units
be built before moving on to a subsequent phase.
Zoning Changes
The zoning regulations are proposed to be change to conform to the plan amendments.
Among other items, the recommended zoning changes address residential development
limits and parking ratios. Parking requirements for Downtown Columbia currently
require 1.65 parking spaces per dwelling unit. The proposed recommendations divide
unit types into separate categories and reduce the parking ration for studio and onebedroom units to 1.3 spaces per unit.
The current zoning regulations exempt MIHUs from maximum height limits and a
requirement to provide public art. The proposed zoning changes require buildings
containing MIHUs to comply with height limits and to provide public art.
Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Projects
The Joint Recommendations emphasize the role tax credit projects plan in development
of affordable housing. Their use in Downtown Columbia would use federal and state
resources to help finance affordable housing at specific sites. The recommendations
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include five LIHTC projects in Downtown Columbia (a sixth, at the Columbia Flyer
Building is outside of Downtown, is not included in the legislative package and is
anticipated to be proposed separately).
HRD is responsible for providing the land, financing, or a combination of both to
facilitate the development of each of the LIHTC projects. Under the terms of the
proposed DCCA, for any LIHTC project developed by HRD, the Housing Commission will
be granted a right of first offer to purchase the project after the 15-year tax credit
compliance period. The recommendations include 500 units of affordable housing for
those households earning up to 50 percent of AMI. Additional Housing Commissionowned market rate LIHTC units are also defined in the recommendations. Those as well
as the potential owner ship of the affordable units in the future would provide cash flow
for the commission to reinvest in affordable housing.

Comparison of Joint Recommendations to Alternative Proposal
The alternative proposal was put forth by Councilwomen Terrasa includes a 15 percent
MIHU requirement in Downtown Columbia and would result in a potential of 702 units
at full buildout at 40 percent to 80 percent (low to moderate income) AMI levels. Under
the Joint Recommendations, the projected number of affordable units would be 900
units at 0 to 80 percent (very low, low and moderate income) AMI levels. The DPZ, in its
technical staff report on this proposal, stated that there is “less of a guarantee that the
units forecast can be realized, nor would it as effectively meet the affordable housing
goals of the Downtown Columbia Plan in terms of unit counts, speed of delivery, full
spectrum affordability and other General Plan goals.” The DPZ staff report goes on to
state that the Joint Recommendations package “generates a greater number of units
across a wider range of incomes.”
The following is a chart from DPZ’s staff report that compares the two affordable
housing proposals.
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The DPZ staff report for the Joint Recommendations (GPA-2016-203) and related zoning
amendment and DCCA, as well as the separate staff report for the alternative proposal
(GPA-2016-202), are available for review on the Planning Board website under “Past
Meetings” at https://www.howardcountymd.gov/Departments/Planning-andZoning/Boards-and-Commissions/Planning-Board. Use this link to review the proposals,
staff reports, meeting videos, and recommendations,
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WILDE LAKE COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

SLAYTON HOUSE

10400 Cross Fox Lane
Columbia, Maryland 21044-2398
410-730-3987
Fax 410-730-6695

May 11, 2016
TO:

CA Board of Directors
Milton Matthews, President, Columbia Association

FROM:

Wilde Lake Village Board

RE:

Recommendations for CA Appointees to the Wilde Lake Architectural Committee

The Wilde Lake Village Board recommends that Columbia Association appoints the following members
to the Wilde Lake Architectural Committee:
Jason Booms
10390 Faulkner Ridge Circle
Columbia, MD 21044
410-720-4344
jasonabooms@gmail.com
Jeffrey Friedhoffer
10042 The Mending Wall
Columbia, MD 21044
410-997-5366
jafried@ieee.org
Kevin McAliley
4955 Snowy Reach
Columbia, MD 21044
410-336-6593
klmacaliley@gmail.com

www.wildelake.org

wlca@wildelake.org

Hickory Ridge Community Association
6175 Sunny Spring, Columbia, Maryland 21044 • 410 730-7327
www.hickoryridgevillage.org • www.thehawthorncenter.com

May 11, 2016
TO:

Jane Dembner

FROM: Hickory Ridge Community Association
RE:

Hickory Ridge Architectural Committee Appointments

At their May 2 meeting, the Hickory Ridge Village Board appointed the following individuals to
serve on the Hickory Ridge Architectural Committee and requests their appointment as such by
the CA Board of Directors.
Village Board Members:

Tom Louden (Chair)
11776 Bright Passage
Columbia, MD 21044
Allison Sultan
6737 Pyramid Way
Columbia, MD 21044
Fred Johnston
10362 Whitewasher Way
Columbia, MD 21044

RAC Members:

Linda Loesch
6052 Sunny Spring
Columbia, MD 21044
Skye Anderson
11425 Little Patuxent Parkway # 301
Columbia, MD 21044

Thank you in advance for forwarding this list to the CA Board for their consideration.

May 12, 2016

Columbia Council
10221 Wincopin Circle
Suite 100
Columbia, MD 21044

Dear Council Members:
The Harper’s Choice Village Board voted at their meeting on May 2nd to appoint the following
members to serve on the Harper’s Choice Architectural Committee for the 2016-2017 FY. We
respectfully request that you appoint a majority of these members for their annual term.
Danny Boyter
5302 Eliot’s Oak Road
Columbia, Maryland 21044

Roselle Commins
11308 Ridermark Row
Columbia, Maryland 21044

Phil Lentocha
5437-1 Old Tucker Row
Columbia, Maryland 21044

Arnold Weinberg
5001 Straight Star Place
Columbia, MD 21044

Inez Gaynor-Vessels
11105 Youngtree Court
Columbia, Maryland 21044
Letters of Compliance for 4 of the 5 AC members are enclosed; Phil Lentocha is a tenant and
owns no property in Harper’s Choice. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Debbie E. Nix
Covenant Advisor

Kahler Hall
5440 Old Tucker Row • Columbia, MD 21044
410-730-0770 • fax 410-730-8046
covenants@harperschoice.org

/

May 12,2016

Roselle Commins
11308 Ridermark Row
Columbia, MD 21044

Letter of Compliance

All Harper's Choice Architectural Committee members must maintain the exterior of their
property in compliance with the Village Covenants. To that end, your property was inspected on
May 12, 2016.

As of the date above, the property is free of covenant violations and accordingly, this is your
Letter of Compliance.

To stay in compliance, the property must continue to be maintained and any future alterations to
the exterior of this property would need to be approved by the Harper's Choice Architectural
Committee. On behalf of the residents of Harper's Choice, thank you for your service to the
community!

Sincerely,

Debbie
Covenant Advisor

KahlerHall

5440 Old Tucker Row • Columbia, MD 21044
410-730-0770 • fax 410-730-8046
covenantsf&.harperschoice. org

May 12,2016

Danny Boyter

5302 Eliot's Oak Road
Columbia, MD 21044

Letter of Compliance

All Harper's Choice Architectural Committee members must maintain the exterior of their
property in compliance with the Village Covenants. To that end, your property was inspected on
May 12,2016.

As of the date above, the property is free of covenant violations and accordingly, this is your
Letter of Compliance.

To stay in compliance, the property must continue to be maintained and any future alterations to
the exterior of this property would need to be approved by the Harper's Choice Architectural
Committee. On behalf of the residents of Harper's Choice, thank you for your service to the
community!

Sincerely,

Debbie E. Nix
Covenant Advisor

KahlerHall

5440 Old Tucker Row • Columbia, MD 21044
410-730-0770 • fax 410-730-8046
covenantsti&harperschoice. org

Hstrfer's Cn^ico Cfontruuufr /UdtfcuttuHv
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May 12,2016

Arnold Weinberg

5001 Straight Star Path
Columbia, MD 21044

Letter of Compliance

All Harper's Choice Architectural Committee members must maintain the exterior of their
property in compliance with the Village Covenants. To that end, your property was inspected on
May 12,2016.

As of the date above, the property is free of covenant violations and accordingly, this is your
Letter of Compliance.

To stay in compliance, the property must continue to be maintained and any future alterations to

the exterior of this property would need to be approved by the Harper's Choice Architectural
Committee. On behalf of the residents of Harper's Choice, thank you for your service to the
community!

Sincerely,

fix

Covenant Advisor

KahlerHall

5440 Old Tucker Row • Columbia, MD 21044
410-730-0770 • fax 410-730-8046
covenantstdthamerschoice. org

Master's ChxH^&

May 12,2016

Inez Gaynor-Vessels
11105 Youngtree Court

Columbia, MD 21044

Letter of Compliance

All Harper's Choice Architectural Committee members must maintain the exterior of their

property^ compliance with the Village Covenants. To that end, your property was inspected on
May 12,2016.

As of the date above, the property is free of covenant violations and accordingly, this is your
Letter of Compliance.

To stay in compliance, the property must continue to be maintained and any future alterations to
the exterior of this property would need to be approved by the Harper's Choice Architectural
Committee. On behalf of the residents of Harper's Choice, thank you for your service to the
community!

Sincerely,

Debbie EyNix

Covenant Advisor

KahlerHall
5440 Old Tucker Row • Columbia, MD 21044

410-730-0770 • fax 410-730-8046
co venantstcb.hamerschoice. orq

Kings Contrivance Community Association

Amherst House 7251 Eden Brook Drive, Columbia, Maryland 21046
(410) 381-9600 Fax (410)381-9628
kingscontrivance@columbiavillages.org

May 19, 2016
MEMO
TO:

Columbia Association Board of Directors

FROM:

Kings Contrivance Village Board

RE:

Kings Contrivance Architectural Committee Appointments

The Kings Contrivance Village Board nominates the following Village Board members to be
appointed to the Kings Contrivance Architectural Committee:
Fred Niziol
9842 Rainleaf Court
Columbia, MD 21046
Christiana Mercer Rigby
9628 West Window Way
Columbia, MD 21046
Shari Zaret
10087 Hatbrim Terrace
Columbia, MD 21046
Annual letters of compliance have been issued to these members.

To:

CA Board of Directors
Milton Matthews, President/CEO

From:

Sean Harbaugh, Assistant Division Director, Open Space Management

Cc:

Dennis Mattey, Director Department of Open Space and Facility Services
Daniel D’Amore, Director Open Space Management

Date:

May 19, 2016

Subject:

Expansion of County Deer Management Program on CA property

Howard County approached Columbia Association Open Space Management to expand
Howard County’s Deer Management Program onto CA property for the fall 2016 season. CA
staff has engaged in conversations to explore the feasibility and logistics required to expand the
program.
CA has nearly 4,000 acres of open space woven throughout the community. A majority of CA’s
open space is made up of natural areas and forest. Park and natural resources professionals
have ample evidence of the negative affect an overpopulation of deer has on the natural
environment, as well as their impact as a public health concern. Howard County convened a
Deer Task Force in the mid-1990’s which recognized the need to have a concerted effort to
manage this resource. As a result of the task force’s work, Howard County implemented a Deer
Management Program in 2000. The program has an adaptive management strategy with goals
that guide the overall program.
The original goals in 2000 were: Howard County realizes that a healthy deer population is a
valuable component of a balanced ecosystem. The County will seek to: 1) Maintain a stable,
balanced deer population within acceptable limits of biological and cultural carrying capacities.
2) Positively impact public health and safety as related to deer overabundance. 3) Take
measures to reduce the number of deer/auto collisions on County roadways. 4) Develop an
educational program to provide citizens with information about deer biology, currently available
methods to minimize deer/human conflicts on private property, and ongoing public management
activities. 5) Promote the intrinsic value of deer as a natural resource and provide opportunities
for people to enjoy and appreciate this beautiful and important animal. Howard County
Comprehensive Deer Management Program, 2000
http://dnncquh0w.azurewebsites.net/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=JO5dxBQOMaM%3d&portalid=0
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CA and Howard County have worked together on a number of programs and educational efforts
specifically regarding the interface between deer, humans, and our environment. These include
working directly with residents on deer complaints, access to County property for programs,
deer tick abatement, and ecological assessments. However, CA has not worked with the
County on achieving the first goal just noted in the Deer Management Program, which is to
“maintain a stable, balanced deer population.”
Comments and requests from the community regarding deer issues range from public health
concerns, feeding on CA property, forest and vegetation damage, overabundance and a desire
reduce the deer population. Deer have degraded the forest regeneration capacity found on CA
property. Preliminary reports on CA’s woodland areas from the Maryland Department of Natural
Resources are indicating that some areas have less than 50% regeneration capacity because of
the deer browse. Current herd sizes will continue to alter the makeup of the forest ecosystem
within CA’s open spaces.
Deer management professionals and academic research are in agreement that the greatest
impact a deer management program can have in addressing the wide ranging impact deer have
is to reduce herd sizes. The current County managed hunts are isolated to County property.
Additional properties, mainly farmland, are also hunted in Howard County, but not in great
numbers within the eastern portion of the County. Most private properties in eastern Howard
County are typically not viable locations (site constraints and/or acreage), which lead to very few
opportunities to harvest. However, there are a couple of sections of CA property adjacent to
County property that have been evaluated for feasibility and could be included in the County
Program.
Additional information on the impact that deer have on our environment and public health are
attached in the memo from Phil Norman, Howard County Deer Project Manager. There is also
additional information about the administration and safety aspects of the Howard County deer
management program.
Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the Board approves CA to enter into an agreement with Howard County
to pilot the expansion of the Howard County Deer Management program onto CA owned
property as noted in the attached map. Evaluation of the expanded program would guide
continuation of this pilot program and potential additional expansion.
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April 14, 2016
Sean Harbaugh
Assistant Division Director, Open Space Management
The Columbia Association
9450 Gerwig Lane
Columbia, MD 21046
Dear Sean,
As per our recent conversations, and as our respective administrations have requested, I am writing this
letter to formally present the need for expanding our Department’s deer management program into
areas of the County which have never been so managed, and to briefly describe the nature of the
program and its record of safety and effectiveness. I am also providing some supplemental documents
which give further details on these points. I will gladly meet with the Board or administrative staff in
order to answer any questions which may arise regarding this matter.
The issue of deer overabundance, with concomitant deer-human conflicts, has been the topic of much
concern for over 20 years in Howard County. Chick Rhodehamel of Columbia Association was the chair
of the County’s Deer Management Task Force in the mid-1990s, and I served with him as a member of
that Task Force. When, in the modern suburban environment, deer populations are allowed to grow
unchecked by sufficient sources of mortality, they become a serious threat to both natural and manmade environments. Ecologists have found that deer densities in excess of 15 deer per square mile can
deplete forested areas of herbaceous groundcovers and woody shrubs and tree seedlings. Most
recently, we found and average density of 55.7 deer per square mile in our survey of about 12 square
miles of the County. This denuding of the forest floor prevents healthy forest regeneration, encourages
erosion and nutrient runoff, and can lead to localized extirpation of native plants, while aiding the
proliferation of invasive non-native plants species. Similarly, agronomists have noted that deer
depredation of crops can cause farming operations to lose economic viability, while deer are also known
to carry several diseases that may threaten livestock. Deer-vehicle collisions, landscape damage, tickborne diseases and the diminution of quality of life from these and other concerns, have become
significant sources of frustration, fear and anxiety among County residents, very noticeably in Columbia.
Over the past fifteen years, I have documented between 1,000 and 1,550 deer killed annually on County
roadways, and this is a minimum indicator of the number of collisions which actually occur. The
concerns over Lyme Disease are often misunderstood. While deer are the primary host of the adult Deer
Tick, Ixodes scapularis, the White-footed Mouse, Peromyscus leucopus, is the reservoir for the disease
bacterium. A recent study in Connecticut has shown that intense deer hunting efforts can and do result
in reducing the incidence of Lyme Disease. While concerns over garden and landscape damage may
motivate residents to support deer management, it cannot be considered a major goal of our
management efforts. Nonetheless, reducing deer density through lethal management will most likely
benefit those who express such concerns.
We have found, as the Task Force Report recognized, that lethal removal of deer from our parks is the
only practical and affordable means of reducing deer densities effectively. Live trapping and transporting

is neither legal nor humane currently, as high deer densities throughout the east coast and capture
myopathy result in high mortality among captured deer. Chemical fertility control, while legal to
administer in Maryland, is neither economically viable nor sufficiently effective to impact populations.
Capture and surgical sterilization is 100% effective on treated does, but is expensive and not without risk
to the deer. Thus, it has been the choice of four different County administrations to control deer herds
through managed hunting. This choice has been supported by the majority of County residents polled in
four separate opinion surveys over the years.
Our managed hunting program, having completed 18 successful and safe seasons, has served as a model
for similar programs in the region, and is itself modelled after successful programs operated by
Montgomery County Parks and other entities in the area. All hunts are approved by the Maryland
Department of Natural Resources Wildlife and Heritage Division (DNR). Briefly, carefully screened and
qualified licensed hunters are chosen from among all applicants to hunt our selected parks on
designated days. They must sign in and out of the park on those days, and they hunt from elevated
stand sites which have been pre-identified for safety and effectiveness. All hunting takes place between
dawn and 11:00 am on schooldays to minimize conflicts with other park users. During the hunt,
Department personnel are stationed at the main entrance, and patrolling the boundaries. Special
signage, public notices and meetings also serve to notify the public when parks are closed for hunting.
The attached rules and regulations document provides more details regarding all aspects of the
managed hunt program.
I would like to describe our typical approval process for adding a park to our management program, and
the timeline necessary so that hunting can begin in an approved park. After identifying a park which
needs management, and determining it is appropriate to hunt the property, field work begins to identify
stand sites and clear and mark the necessary access trails. In most locations, community associations
exist as a first means of assessing public support and awareness of the issues. Often, I will meet with the
association’s board of directors, and this will lead to a presentation at a general meeting of the
association. If these show sufficient support for hunting, a formal presentation of the hunt plan to the
Parks Advisory Board serves as a public forum for presenting the plan and for public questions and
comments. All residents whose properties border directly on the park being considered receive a firstclass mailing informing them of our plan and inviting them to the Parks Board hearing. Assuming
approval here and with the County administration, the new park is included in the proposal which is sent
to the Maryland DNR, which then issues a letter of exemption for us to hold our managed hunts outside
of normal seasons and bag limits. Once the letter of exemption is received, the specific schedule of
managed hunting is given to the County Office of Public Information, which generates a press release,
and the schedule is posted to the Recreation and Parks website. Hunter applications are sent out to
veteran hunters standing in good stead with the program (the vast majority) and made available to new
applicants at our headquarters building. We have never found it necessary to publicize the program in
order to attract hunters. Word of mouth and the pre-approval of veterans always provide enough
hunters to fill our 135-hunter roster.
I should mention to you that my goal each year is to have this approval process completed by mid-July,
so that applications can be sent to veteran hunters and available to the public by August 1. This allows
sufficient time for the remaining preparations prior to our first hunts, occurring in late September. All
new applicants must complete a questionnaire and submit to a personal interview, and all hunters must
submit proof of passing a hunter safety education course and a marksmanship test known as the
Maryland Shooter Qualification. Bowhunters must also pass the International Bowhunting Education
class, which we teach in late August. An informational meeting is required for all new hunters in the
program, and all hunters receive maps and a lottery form which is used to assign hunting dates and

sites. The lottery is usually held in early September, so that hunters know there reserved schedule for
the season. It is expected that hunters will scout the sites which have been assigned, so the lottery
results must go to them in advance of the earliest hunts.
With all this work to be done in preparation for holding a managed hunt on a new property, I am gearing
my workload to be ready for the Parks Advisory Board hearing on June 15. As has been discussed in a
couple of meetings with assorted officials from our organizations, we would like to propose that the
Gorman Area and the adjacent Columbia Association lands along the Middle Patuxent River between
Old Columbia Pike and Murray Hill Road, as well as the Columbia Association lands along the river
between Murray Hill and Interstate 95, be added to the managed hunt program on a trial basis for the
2016-2017 season. Clearly, much work needs to be done to facilitate this addition and shepherd the
proposal through the various steps involved. As noted previously, I stand ready to do whatever I can to
meet with the leadership of the Columbia Association and facilitate this process. You and I have met to
discuss this, inspected some possible access and hunting sites, and exchanged much information. I look
forward to continuing to work with you in any way I can.
Sincerely,

Philip C. Norman
Deer Project Manager
410-313-1675
pnorman@howardcountymd.gov

The Need For
Deer Management
Increasing concern about deer-related problems indicates that deer populations in some areas of the
county have exceeded an optimum density called the carrying capacity. Carrying capacity can be
determined by three different standards. Biological carrying capacity is the population density that
cannot be supported by the available habitat. Catastrophic mortality, from such causes as starvation,
stress, diseases and parasites, and reproductive failure, produce a dramatic decline in the population
and poor health in the surviving individuals. Ecological carrying capacity is that deer density at which we
see damage to the forest ecosystem, impacting the populations of plants and other wildlife species,
forest regeneration and water quality. Cultural carrying capacity is reached when the deer population is
high enough to cause widespread conflict with the nearby human population. If nothing is done to
stabilize or reduce the deer population, conflicts will likely increase with both citizens and deer suffering
as a result. In Howard County, the cultural and ecological carrying capacities have apparently been
exceeded, but we have not arrived at the biological carrying capacity on a widespread basis.

Dealing with Deer - Human Conflict
Howard County's Comprehensive Deer Management plan addresses actions that can help reduce deerhuman conflicts but cannot eliminate them. Deer are very adaptable animals and will continue to thrive
in Howard County. Here are some ways to help reduce and prevent deer problems.

Damage to Agricultural Crops, Gardens and Ornamental Plantings
Damage prevention alternatives for homeowners and agriculturalists include mechanical noise
producing devices, chemical repellents, and fencing. Homeowners can choose to landscape their
property with plants that are not favored by deer (a list is available through the Cooperative Extension
Service). Farmers experiencing crop damage are encouraged to open their land to hunting and/or obtain
deer management permits to reduce the number of deer on their property. For information on
establishing a hunting program on your property or obtaining deer management permits contact DNR at
301-258-7308. To report deer related problems and receive information about controlling damage call
the Nuisance Animal Information Line 877-463-6497. A booklet titled Controlling Deer Damage in
Maryland is available from the Howard County Cooperative Extension Service at 410-313-2707. It is also
contained in the Deer Management Reference Manual available in all Howard County Public Libraries.
The Reference Manual has been updated (2004) and contains several pieces of literature that can help
you understand and adapt to the current deer abundance situation.

Automobile/Deer Collisions - Driving tips
Be Alert! Deer are most active at dawn and dusk.
Watch for deer where roads pass through wooded and agricultural areas.

Deer crossing signs indicate where heavily used deer trails cross roadways. Slow down and watch for
eye-shine of deer near the road edges.
Be especially cautious during seasons of high deer activity: October to January (the breeding season) and
June (when yearlings are seeking new territories).
Don't use high beam headlights, which temporarily blind deer.
Watch for more deer following the first one that you see. Many times deer travel in groups.
Obey the speed limit, particularly at night in areas with deer crossing signs.
There is no evidence that “deer whistles” attached to a car actually reduce the occurrence of collisions.

Lyme Disease
Lyme disease is an infectious illness that is transmitted to animals and humans by the bite of the blacklegged tick (Ixodes scapularis). This parasite is tiny, about the size of a pinhead. Although this tick feeds
on many animals including mice and domestic animals, there is evidence that suggests an increased deer
population can increase the number of ticks in an area. The best defense against this disease is
protection against the ticks. For more information and a brochure on Lyme disease and its prevention
call The Center for Disease Control at 1-800-886-5963.

Damage to Natural Areas
White-tailed deer are herbivores (plant eaters) and feed primarily on leaves, buds and twigs. An average
sized deer eats six to eight pounds of plant material a day. An overabundance of deer can have a
profound impact on native vegetation, forest regeneration and wildlife habitat. Areas of extreme
overpopulation may begin to show a "browse line" where, even in mid-summer, there is little vegetation
on the forest floor and the trees and shrubs look as if they have been neatly clipped of all leaves up to
about five feet high. When this happens, young trees are not produced and habitat for nesting forest
birds and other wildlife is destroyed. The only way to protect natural areas is to manage the number of
deer.

How Can You Help?
Just by reading this information, you are helping to improve the deer situation in Howard County.
Education is the best tool for understanding how to lessen deer/human conflicts in your life. By
accepting that humans must learn to co-exist in close quarters with deer, and taking appropriate actions
on your property or while driving your car, you can help reduce conflicts. Use the telephone numbers in
this brochure to notify the appropriate officials so they can get a more accurate picture of problems and
where they exist. More information and data will help officials to better track the results of deer
management efforts.

But the most important thing residents can do is to realize that there can be too much of a good thing
when it comes to deer. Your support for the county's deer management efforts can help ensure that we
will live in harmony with the white-tailed deer and it will remain a cherished part of our county's natural
heritage

For more information on Howard County's Comprehensive Deer Management Plan contact Phil Norman
at pnorman@howardcountymd.gov .

HOWARD COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION
AND PARKS
COMPREHENSIVE DEER MANAGEMENT PLAN
BACKGROUND AND VALUE OF DEER
The white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) is a large, graceful and attractive part of the
vertebrate fauna of eastern North America. As a species, the whitetail is appreciated and valued
for its beauty, its food value, and for being symbolic of that which is wild and natural in our
increasingly tame and synthetic surroundings. People place many values, both positive and
negative, on deer. Whether or not we find deer desirable is an opinion based on many factors and
experiences. People enjoy photographing, watching, hunting, studying, and simply knowing that
deer exist. Some people suffer economic losses because of deer, while others may derive
significant income from their presence.
Over the past several decades, the landscape of Howard County has undergone significant
change. Extensive suburban development in this once rural landscape has brought about
dramatic ecological changes that have affected many species, especially the white-tailed deer.
While quite rare in the early 1900's, the whitetail’s population has recently reached densities
never before seen in many areas. This remarkable recovery is due to effective conservation
efforts, the elimination of natural predators and an extremely adaptable animal that is able to take
advantage of the habitat changes brought about by urban sprawl and the reduction in agricultural
land use. There has also been a reduction in the land area open to hunting, and societal changes
have led to fewer hunters going afield. The combination of these, and likely other, unknown,
factors has resulted in a surge of deer populations around the region.
Development practices utilized over the past several decades have fragmented our forests and
farms creating ideal habitat for deer. Deer prefer the edges of forests where they can access both
wooded cover and open fields for foraging. Suburban development has greatly multiplied this
forest edge, creating what has been described as “a deer factory”. Improvements in fertilization
and crop varieties on the remaining farms provide an abundance of nutritious food, further
enhancing the reproductive capacity of the herds.
Today, the large population of white-tailed deer in Howard County increases the risk of serious
vehicular collisions, damages agricultural crops and ruins residential and commercial
landscaping. Deer are implicated in the spread of Lyme Disease, and can serve as a vector for
other diseases which may affect people, livestock or other wildlife species. Deer are having a
negative impact on remaining forests and other natural areas, greatly reducing populations of
many plants and destroying habitat for a variety of other animals. This environmental damage
constitutes a serious long-term problem that may go unnoticed by the casual observer. Forests in
which too many tree seedlings are being consumed by deer lose the capacity to regenerate, and
become devoid of key habitat elements which in turn impact other species. Regarding
management decisions on County-owned lands, these natural resources concerns are of the
highest priority, and their proper resolution will also reduce the impact of deer in other ways.
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THE APPROACH
The type and severity of deer-human conflicts within Howard County varies considerably
depending upon many factors, and no single management approach can be expected to prove
effective in all situations. As will be seen in this plan, Howard County has chosen to take a
comprehensive approach as recommended in the Howard County Deer Task Force Report (July
1999). Using adaptive management, the County will implement a variety of techniques to reduce
or prevent damage and maintain the population of white-tailed deer at a level that is ecologically
sound and socially acceptable to most citizens. The key to the success of this plan is flexibility in
approach and cooperation between various federal, state and County agencies and the citizens of
the County. The key players in these agencies will be required to work together to collect data
and develop viable approaches to solving these complex management problems.
This management plan is divided into four parts. Part I addresses the collection, centralization
and accurate use of information on white-tailed deer, their habits and their impacts on people,
landscapes and ecosystems in Howard County. This is the foundation upon which management
decisions will be based. Part II is the implementation of a comprehensive public awareness and
education program about deer biology, deer-human conflicts and the things people can do to
minimize those conflicts. Part III presents various adaptive management alternatives that are
available to prevent or reduce deer-human conflict. Part IV describes the current status of the
plan’s implementation and the program for the current fiscal year. This last section will be
updated annually and will introduce any modifications or additions to the plan that may develop.
This plan was developed to represent the interests of all citizens and not just the visions of any
special group - including the County government. It outlines a composite of contributions from
citizens, business interests, resource professionals and recreationists. At times, the desires and
visions of one specific group may be in complete contradiction to those of another group. When
such a situation occurs, the plan may not represent a compromise between two opposing views,
because such a position may not be possible. Rather, the plan reflects the broadest consensus
possible based on information found in the Deer Management Task Force Report and similar
works produced by other jurisdictions throughout the range of the white-tailed deer. As stated
previously, natural resources protection shall have priority in guiding management decisions on
County property.
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GOALS
Howard County realizes that a healthy deer population is a valuable component of a
balanced ecosystem. The County will seek to:
Χ
Maintain a stable, balanced deer population within acceptable limits of biological and
cultural carrying capacities (1).
Χ
Positively impact public health and safety as related to deer overabundance.
Χ
Take measures to reduce the number of deer/auto collisions on County roadways.
Χ
Develop an educational program to provide citizens with information about deer biology,
currently available methods to minimize deer/human conflicts on private property, and
ongoing public management activities.
Χ
Promote the intrinsic value of deer as a natural resource and provide opportunities for
people to enjoy and appreciate this beautiful and important animal.
FOOTNOTE:
(1) - Biological Carrying Capacity is defined here as the population
level at which an organism begins to impact its physical and biological
environment beyond the environment’s ability to repair itself. Cultural
Carrying Capacity, similarly, is the population level of an organism at which
local human populations register more negative responses to the organism’s
presence than positive responses.
STRATEGIES
Χ
Make deer management decisions based upon well-founded best management practices
(BMPs) which will:
1) contribute to proper ecological functioning of natural systems
2) maintain populations within the cultural carrying capacity.(see footnote 1
above)
Χ
Provide a collection of educational material in each branch of the Howard County Public
Library, Recreation and Parks Headquarters, and the Cooperative Extension offices.
Χ
Form a cooperative of relevant agencies (Traffic Engineering/Bureau of Highways,
Animal Control, H.C.P.D. Maryland State Highway Administration and DNR) to monitor
deer-vehicle collisions and take appropriate measures to reduce them where incidence is
highest.
Χ
Establish and implement policies and procedures for the efficient, humane and safe
removal of surplus deer in specific areas when necessary. These policies must address
the variety of land uses and diversity of societal and ecological conditions that exist
around the County.
Χ
Every attempt must be made to address deer management issues in as safe and humane a
manner as possible.
PRINCIPAL AGENCY ROLES
Deer overabundance and deer management are complex, multi-disciplinary issues. The actions
called for to address these issues engage the responsibilities of a number of agencies. These
agencies each have an interest in the management of deer and contribute to that management
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materially in significant ways. The US Department of Agriculture Wildlife Services Program
maintains a Nuisance Wildlife Management Team with responsibilities throughout the state. The
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) is charged with the statewide management of
all wildlife. The State Highways Administration collects information regarding accidents and
road-killed deer on state highways. Cooperative Extension program areas related to deer include
agriculture, natural resources and home horticulture.
Within the County, the Department of Public Works Highways Division and the Animal Control
Division of the Police Department are concerned with deer-vehicle collisions on County roads.
The Public Information Office is responsible for news, press releases and the production of
educational materials. The Department of Recreation and Parks maintains Parks and Open Space
throughout the County, and is responsible for wildlife management and natural resources
decisions on the local level. The County Deer Management Task Force recommended that “a
single point of contact for citizen concerns” be established within the County government. The
Department of Recreation and Parks has established a Deer Project Manager position as that
point of contact. This manager will not only serve as the main point of public contact on deer
related issues, but will assist in the collection of data, production of educational materials,
development of management strategies and serve as liaison between the various public agencies,
stakeholder groups and the communities of Howard County.
The Howard County Deer Management Task Force also recommended the formation of a “’Work
Group’ to implement a comprehensive deer management program for Howard County.” This
Work Group will consist of representatives from the various state and local agencies which are
directly involved with deer management, either as property managers or management consultants
to property owners. Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife and Heritage Division,
Howard County Departments of Health, Police and Recreation and Parks, Cooperative
Extension, The Natural Resources Conservation Service, and The Washington Suburban Sanitary
Commission shall each be represented, and various organizations, experts or citizen groups may
be asked to participate from time to time to offer their perspectives and information pertaining to
specific topics. This Work Group should meet quarterly, and prepare an annual update of the
status of the plan.
INFORMATION COLLECTION AND STORAGE
Sufficient accurate information does not exist on the specific biology and ecology of deer in
Howard County. In order to properly evaluate deer impact and make sound management
decisions, pertinent information must be available and a mechanism must be in place to collect
data in the future. Identifying the relevant information and making it available to the public and
to those specifically involved in management decisions is of vital importance to the goals of this
plan. Accurate information should be collected regarding deer-vehicle collisions, agricultural,
commercial and residential landscape damage, deer-related diseases, and environmental impacts.
It must then be accessible to those who need it and stored in a manner which facilitates analysis
and dissemination.
Geographical Information Systems (GIS) are extremely useful for recording, processing and
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presenting this information. The databases and retrieval options available with GIS make
detailed analyzing and mapping of deer populations and their impacts possible.
DEER-AUTO COLLISIONS: There are three agencies that receive reports of road-killed deer,
the Division of Animal Control of the County Police, Maryland DNR and the State Department
of Transportation Bureau of Highways. These data have been collected by the Department of
Recreation and Parks since 1998 and compiled into a database that is connected to GIS.
Action 1.

Develop a computer log to simplify the analysis of deer-vehicle collisions using
GIS technology.

Action 2.

Collect and study deer-vehicle accidents reports as investigated by the Howard
County and Maryland State Police. This would yield useful information
concerning the nature of these accidents and possibly lead to actions to reduce
their number and severity.

Action 3.

Monitor the effectiveness of the Strieter reflectors installed along Montgomery
Road, and plan further installations if warranted.

Action 4.

Investigate other preventive measures that may be taken to reduce the risk of deervehicle collisions

AGRICULTURAL, COMMERCIAL NURSERY AND RESIDENTIAL PLANT DAMAGE:
Currently, there is no central collection and storage of these data. According to information
gathered by the Deer Management Task Force, deer browse damage amounts to hundreds of
thousands of dollars in lost revenues annually. This information, plus information on browseresistant plants, repellents and other methods of reducing crop damage, should be kept and made
available for analysis and public use. The Cooperative Extension would be a logical repository
for this information, and is the agency most farmers and homeowners turn to for assistance in
these matters. The USDA Wildlife Services Office is another source of information and
assistance for crop and landscape damage, and should be consulted regularly.
Action 5.

In collaboration with APHIS, Cooperative Extension and DNR, collect and
maintain records regarding depredations by deer. Report important information
periodically so that activities of other agencies can be coordinated.

IMPACT ON NATURAL RESOURCES AND NATURAL AREAS: More documentation is
needed on the effects that deer over-abundance is having on natural plant and animal
communities in the County. Deer population densities, changes in plant and animal populations,
and possible impacts on threatened or endangered species should be monitored. These data are
essential for sound deer management decisions on a Countywide basis. The Department of
Recreation and Parks, DNR and citizen volunteers from interested organizations should carry out
these efforts.

5

Action 6.

Establish protocols and procedures for monitoring deer populations and their
impact on the environment. Stay abreast of new technologies and procedures for
estimating deer populations. Keep up to date records of populations of plants and
wildlife most susceptible to negative impacts from over-abundant deer. Monitor
levels of browse damage as it impacts biodiversity and forest structure. Perform
periodic surveys of deer health - as indicative of herd health and carrying capacity
- by studying internal and external parasites, fat levels and reproductive system
health.
PUBLIC INFORMATION AND EDUCATION

The Task Force Report makes clear that public information is an important part of the
management of deer-human conflicts in the County. A lack of understanding of deer biology and
ecology appears to be compounded by ignorance, misinformation and misconception regarding
the available management options. The following actions are intended to better inform and
educate the public and to address commonly expressed concerns related to deer.
Action 7.

Develop an informational brochure on white-tailed deer in Howard County
including information on deer biology, ecology, deer-human conflicts and the
management options that may reduce or end those conflicts. This brochure should
provide a list of agencies and organizations involved in the issue, and how they
may be contacted. It should be distributed throughout the County, in libraries,
schools, and government office buildings, and to the Columbia Association and
other homeowner=s associations. Make it a page of the County=s website.

Action 8.

Publicize the Nuisance Animal Information Line, a toll-free number (1-877-4636497) operated by APHIS and DNR, which provides information to homeowners,
businesses and farmers on preventing animal damage on their properties.

Action 9.

Offer educational programs through Cooperative Extension, the Department of
Recreation and Parks, Columbia Association, homeowner=s associations and
interested organizations such as garden clubs. These programs would include
information similar to the brochure, and would also serve as a forum for exchange
of new ideas and opinions.

Action 10.

Develop and maintain, through the Public Information Office, a media plan to
provide timely and relevant information on deer, suited to the needs of the season.
These press releases and broadcast segments would be distributed to local
newspapers, television and radio outlets, and through the government access cable
channel (Cable 15).
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Action 11.

Develop and produce an exhibit display on deer issues and the management plan.
This display could be rotated around the library system, public schools and other
public buildings, and other locations if requested.

Action 12.

Hold informational meetings for Government officials so that they will know the
scope of the management plan and the proper directions in which to steer public
inquiries they may receive.

Action 13.

Produce and distribute an annual update on deer management activities and
information for all interested parties. Note all significant accomplishments and
milestones reached during the preceding year.

Action 14.

Develop a deer management website, with appropriate links, to disseminate
information through the increasingly popular medium of the Internet.

Action 15.

Implement a Deer Management Info-line Number that people can call to learn the
latest management activities and policies, and to learn about other resources and
information regarding deer and deer-related issues. The recorded message on
such a phone line could be updated as necessary, and comments and inquiries
from callers could also be recorded.
MANAGEMENT OPTIONS FOR DEER-PEOPLE IMPACTS

Just as there is a variety of ways in which deer impact their surroundings, there is a variety of
ways in which these impacts may be addressed. Some alternatives may be more effective in
some situations, while other ones may be impossible in certain circumstances. Often, a
combination of several management techniques may be necessary. Ten management
alternatives were presented in the Task Force Report. This part of the plan will present an
overview of these alternatives with their drawbacks and assets. An additional technique - habitat
management - will also be presented.
Management options fall into two broad categories. First, population control options are those
that actually impact the number of deer in a given area. These methods may be lethal or nonlethal, and have varying degrees of effectiveness and differing time frames within which desired
results may be expected. Various ecological, legal and societal factors determine which options
may be feasible in any given situation. All population control methods require some amount of
longterm maintenance, since deer will continue to reproduce.
Secondly, there are management options that do not involve population control. Some of these
are means of managing deer behavior or preventing access to certain places by deer. These
options are intended to reduce the level of conflict between deer and people without reducing
herd size or productivity. The rest of these management practices do more to modify human
behavior and the perception of the impact of deer.
THE ROLE OF RECREATION AND PARKS IN DEER MANAGEMENT:
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The Howard County Department of Recreation and Parks will monitor deer impacts on County
Parkland and, in cooperation with the Deer Management Work Group, evaluate, choose and
apply appropriate management alternatives from the range of alternatives presented in this plan.
The Department, through its stewardship of over 8,000 acres of parks and dedicated open space
land, is a major provider of deer habitat in the County. Responses to the Task Force survey
indicate that many deer-human conflicts occur adjacent to parkland. No effort to reduce these
conflicts can succeed without addressing the deer populations within parks and open space.
An important issue concerning deer and parkland is the concern over deer impacts on native plant
and animal communities. Dense deer populations negatively impact forest regeneration, natural
succession and biological diversity, as well as threatened or endangered species by selective
feeding which removes some plants from an ecological community while fostering the spread of
other, perhaps undesirable species. Regardless of other concerns, various park agencies have
found it necessary to implement deer management programs which include population regulation
when it is determined that natural resources are being negatively impacted by deer
overabundance. While research continues into other management alternatives, population
reduction is likely to remain the only viable means of preventing or eliminating ecological
damage caused by overabundant deer.
Under Title 19, Section 19.209 (h) of the Howard County Code, hunting and trapping of all
wildlife on parkland is prohibited except for scientific or management purposes with written
permission of the Director, and in compliance with all local, state and federal laws. The
Department of Recreation and Parks views population management as a resource management
tool to be used as necessary to achieve desired goals. It is committed to achieving those goals as
safely, humanely and efficiently as possible. Whenever the Department proposes to reduce the
population of deer in a specific park property, that proposal will include a format for
participation by the surrounding community in the final development and implementation of the
reduction strategy.
THE ROLE OF PRIVATE LANDOWNERS IN DEER MANAGEMENT:
The vast majority of deer habitat in Howard County is found on privately held land. The variety
of agricultural, forested and residential properties provides an abundance of the diverse “edge”
habitat which deer prefer. It also provides for a diversity of management options. All wildlife is
considered a part of the public domain, and DNR Wildlife and Heritage Division promulgates
legislation and policy for its management statewide. Within the parameters of prevailing law,
private landowners are responsible for developing their own deer management strategies.
Wildlife and Heritage Division personnel are able to assist landowners in developing and
implementing such plans. Educational materials and programs are also available through
Cooperative Extension. Once established, the proposed Howard County deer web site and
information phone line will also offer useful information to help in the decision-making process.
The USDA Wildlife Services Program is also available to advise and inform homeowners,
farmers, tree farmers and others with information on current resources for deer management.
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POPULATION CONTROL: NON-LETHAL
CONTRACEPTION
There are four distinct forms of contraceptives: surgical sterilization, oral hormones,
implantation of encapsulated hormones, and immunocontraception. Immunocontraception holds
the greatest promise of usefulness in deer management, and will be discussed at greater length
than the other methods. All of these methods have proven effective in controlling reproduction
in captive deer, but none have been approved for use on free-ranging, wild deer. Contraception
may prevent further population growth, but it is not a method of population reduction per se.
Due to the long life expectancy of un-hunted adult deer, it may take many years before mortality
by other means causes a noticeable reduction in a local population that is being treated with
contraceptives. Until such a time, browse damage and other negative impacts from overabundant
deer would require other means of management.
Surgical sterilization would be a logistical impossibility for large, free-ranging herds, and
involves stress and risk of injury to both the deer and its handlers during capture and surgery.
Oral hormonal contraceptives are not useful in free-ranging wild populations because of the
logistical difficulty in administration of proper dosages and the risk of introducing abnormal
levels of hormones into the food chain.
Hormonal implants, while easier to administer, would still carry the same ecological risk as oral
contraceptives. Both hormonal methods also may have behavioral, social and longterm health
effects on deer, which have not been determined at this time. Further research may lead to
improvements in hormonal contraceptive technology, but use on large, free-ranging herds is
likely to remain impossible.
Immunocontraception is a technique in which a naturally occurring protein is introduced into the
bloodstream of female deer. This foreign protein stimulates an immune response that renders the
doe essentially immune to her own mature egg cells (ova). Thus, whenever a treated doe
ovulates, her immune system immediately attacks the ova, preventing fertilization and
pregnancy. Current research shows promise that this technology can effectively control
reproduction in captive or insular (island) herds. The method requires certain identification of
individual females in order to administer necessary follow up and booster shots. Research is also
being done which may eliminate the need for booster shots. This one dose immunocontraceptive
would reduce the costs and logistics of administering such a program, but would still require
identification of immunized individuals and injection by properly trained personnel under strict
safety controls. If immunocontraceptive systems can be perfected and approved for free ranging
deer, the technique may become an important part of an integrated program for controlling
population growth. To date, researchers do not believe that immunocontraceptive programs will
ever be feasible for free-ranging wild deer. Since fertility control does not reduce population
size, some form of herd reduction may first be necessary for the timely resolution of deer
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overabundance problems by this method.
Action 16:

The County should avail itself of all opportunities to support research on deer
contraceptive technologies by negotiating agreements with bona fide scientific
organizations and scientists to carry out valid investigations on County properties.
Educational programs and information packets developed by the County should
include up-to-date information regarding the status of contraceptives for deer
population management. As contraceptive options are approved, the County
should evaluate them for inclusion in the comprehensive deer management plan.

TRAP AND RELOCATE
Trapping deer in an area that is overpopulated and relocating them elsewhere would directly
reduce deer-human conflicts in the locale from which they are removed. However, the potential
would exist to create the same conflicts at the release site. Numerous capture methods exist, but
there are few if any potential release areas that are experiencing low deer populations. While
public support for this method may be high in the target community, it would require DNR
approval, and finding a release site may prove impossible. Costs for trap and release programs
are quite high, sometimes as much as $900 per deer, and may be prohibitively expensive.
Trapping, tranquilizing and transporting deer presents serious risks for both the deer and those
handling them. Technicians are placed at risk of injury from hoofed and antlered captives, and
may be exposed to accidental doses of tranquilizers. The animals are under extreme stress
throughout the procedure, and mortality can be as high as 15 to 25 percent because of captureinduced stress. When released into areas with existing deer herds, mortality rates as high as 85
percent have been documented within twelve months of release.
POPULATION CONTROL: LETHAL
In subsequent parts of this plan, management options that do not affect deer populations are
presented. Public Education and the use of repellents, fencing and other such management tools
are important components of any plan to reduce deer-human conflicts. However, they do little to
solve the problem of deer overabundance, and may actually exacerbate the problem. If deer
populations continue to increase, it is likely that deer-related conflicts will also increase. Deer
habitat will continue to be degraded by overpopulation until the deer herd itself is eventually
impacted. A program of population management can reduce deer-human conflicts and must be
considered as a tool in the longterm management of the County’s deer herd.
Lethal removal is only one management option. It may not be necessary, cost effective, socially
acceptable or politically expedient in all situations. The assumption of this plan is that, where
determined to be appropriate, lethal removal programs may be carried out following one of a
variety of procedures. Whenever it is decided to use lethal removal, it is further assumed that
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efficiency, human safety and the humane treatment of all wildlife are high priority considerations
in the implementation of the program. Additionally, it is assumed that all useable deer meat will
be processed for food, either by program participants or through donation to charitable
organizations such as Farmers and Hunters Feeding the Hungry.
As stated earlier, all population control programs require longterm maintenance. Only complete
eradication, which is not recommended, nor supported, by any known segment of the citizenry,
requires no such follow up maintenance. The lowest long-range costs, in money, effort and
number of deer impacted, are realized when the population control is initiated aggressively.
Computer models of various lethal removal plans demonstrate that, over a 20 year span, the
fewest deer need be killed while reaching and maintaining a population goal when the most deer
are removed in the initial year of management. Traditionally, regulated hunting has been the
preferred approach for lethal management of deer populations. However, the increasing number
of sites that cannot be safely opened for hunting requires that other methods of lethal control be
developed which are more suited to the suburban landscape.
Criteria for Implementing Lethal Population Controls In County Parks:
Ideally, a set population density, based on scientific research and principles, may appear to be the
desired goal of any herd reduction program. Deer density, however, is difficult and expensive to
estimate over large areas of diverse habitat such as are found in Howard County. Furthermore,
the cultural carrying capacity and actual impact of the deer is likely to vary from one community
to another. Assuming that the goals of such a program are to reduce deer-human conflicts,
protect natural areas from negative impacts and protect the overall health of the deer herd, then
the criteria should be based on the number of complaints and collisions reported, or the extent
and severity of browse damage to landscapes, crops or natural areas. Quantitative data can be
very difficult to obtain for these criteria, and establishing thresholds from them is also
challenging - at what point can it be said that too many accidents have occurred, or too many
seedlings have been consumed? Recognizing the inherent subjectivity in this process, the
following guidelines serve to identify and prioritize areas where, at any given point in time,
population management or reduction may be necessary.
1) Data on deer-vehicle collisions, crop depredation, habitat destruction and landscape
damage near a given park will determine where deer conflicts are most severe.
2) The types and severity of damage prevalent in an area will be used to prioritize sites for
possible reduction programs - Human health and safety, ecological integrity and
agricultural losses need more attention than damage to vegetable gardens or landscaping.
Observable ecological or agricultural damage indicates a greater likelihood for a need to
remove deer while other management options, such as reflectors or scare devices, may be
successful in sufficiently reducing other impacts.
3) Those sites that are of highest priority will, if logistically suitable, be chosen for herd
reduction programs. Sites will vary from year to year based upon the determined need.
Annually, the Deer Project Manager will assess available data and propose deer
management strategies where appropriate.
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4) As stated earlier, any specific population reduction proposal will include a format for
the participation of the surrounding communities in the development and implementation
of the reduction strategy.
REINTRODUCTION OF PREDATORS
Although occasionally suggested as the most natural means of controlling deer populations,
reintroduction of large predators is a logistical impossibility. Lack of suitable habitat and the
general aversion such predators have for dense human populations make success with this type of
program unlikely. Relocation stress and trauma also pose a significant risk to the predators,
some species of which are already threatened or extinct in the mid-Atlantic region. Introducing
large predators into congested suburban areas would certainly be unacceptable to a portion of the
human population. Those raising livestock in the less densely populated areas would also have
legitimate concerns about how such reintroductions would affect their interests and livelihood.
REGULATED HUNTING
There are a number of possible methods for employing public hunting (not sharpshooters) as a
means of controlling populations of white-tailed deer through lethal removal. Surveys by the
Maryland DNR and the Howard County Deer Management Task Force have shown that the
majority of citizens acknowledge that sport hunting, properly carried out, is a safe and acceptable
form of deer management.
The Howard County Code (Sec. 8.401) stipulates that no firearms may be discharged on
properties of less than ten acres in area within the metropolitan district, nor within 100 yards of
the right-of-way of any public road. The State law prohibiting firing of any firearm or bow and
arrow within 150 yards of occupied structures (without the owner’s permission) adds another
level of restriction. Thus, hunting must be limited to the rural district and those metropolitan
area lands greater than ten acres.
General Public Hunting:
In this option, a property is simply opened to public access during all or part of the deerhunting
season, allowing use by any licensed hunter according to prevailing state regulations. This
option has the lowest overall operating costs, and requires the least oversight and preparation.
Posting and maintenance of safety zones, boundaries, and informational signs would be the
greatest capital expenses, and would decrease over time. Enforcement patrols would likely be
the major operating expense and would be reoccurring. Under this option, the hunters would not
be pre-qualified, so there would be little assurance of safety beyond the state licensing
requirement of completion of a hunter safety education course. There would also be very little
assurance of efficiency of harvest or humane treatment of wildlife. While this option may be
most cost-effective, the lack of assurances makes it unacceptable for use on County-owned land.
Additionally, this is the most difficult type of hunt to monitor, yielding minimal amounts of
accurate biological data on harvest, population size, buck-doe ratio, doe-fawn ratio et cetera.
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While this option may appear indiscriminate and unsafe, it must be pointed out that thousands of
acres of State land are open to the general public every year with very few accidents. Many
thousands of hunters in Maryland use public land without accident, vandalism or offense of any
sort.
Managed Public Hunting:
For the purposes of this document, managed public hunting means restricting hunting access
and/or method. Access restriction may be accomplished by limiting hunting to special dates and
seasons, controlling the numbers of hunters and/or by allowing only specially qualified hunters to
participate. Method restrictions may be on weapon type, hunter mobility, or through prohibition
or mandating of certain techniques or equipment. The scope of potential restrictions is too broad
to enumerate here, but, as examples, hunters could be required to hunt from elevated stands, or
use shotguns only, etc. The Department of Recreation and parks hunting program utilizes
managed hunts which incorporate both access and method restrictions. Posting, boundary
maintenance and enforcement costs would be the same as for general hunting, however, such
hunts are inherently more costly than general hunting due to the greater amounts of planning,
organizing and supervising they require. A distinct benefit of a managed hunt is the increased
amount of biological data that would be generated, allowing more careful and precise
management of the deer herd and other living resources on the site. Most importantly, the
assurance of a safe, efficient and humane harvest is much greater.
Having already stated that the scope of management possibilities is too broad to consider, there is
value in looking at some of the major options that are possible.
Archery hunting has the longest regular season, is very safe, and is most adaptable to use in
smaller, suburban properties. The kill rate per unit of effort is lower than firearms hunting, due
to the limited range - 30 to 40 yards maximum - of the equipment. There is a negative public
perception that archers wound and do not recover an inordinately high percentage of animals, but
technical advances have dramatically increased the accuracy and lethality of modern archery
equipment. A major study of bow hunting injuries to deer at Camp Ripley, Minnesota proved
that archers wound very few deer that are not subsequently recovered. The Maryland DNR
Police have kept records of hunting accidents and injuries since the mid 1970's and have never
recorded a case of a personal injury from someone being shot by a bow-hunter. Some states
require an archer to pass a bow-hunter’s course to receive an archery license. Maryland is not
one of these states, so that a separate qualification or safety education program requirement may
be needed to assure the public of a safe and humane bow hunt. This would add to the costs of
administering such a hunt. The Department of Recreation and Parks allows qualified bowhunters
in some of its managed hunts.
Firearms hunting has proven to be safe, effective and socially acceptable, although not without
objection, in Howard County. The costs per deer removed have been roughly equivalent to
published costs for managed hunts in other jurisdictions.
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In any form of managed hunt, success in every sense is largely dependent on the quality of the
individual hunters participating. The hunter qualification process developed for the MPEA hunt,
with the assistance of the Howard County Hunter Safety Instructors and members of the Middle
Patuxent Valley Association, has worked very well for selecting safety-minded, responsible
hunters. Marksmanship qualification has also helped to assure that the hunt was efficient,
humane and safe. The additional costs and time necessary for the qualification process are well
justified by the assurances gained. Many of the hunters volunteered their time in support of the
hunt program, providing many hours of labor in the field and office. Further improvement of the
MPEA hunt model should streamline its administration, making it possible for the Department to
hold similar hunts on other properties.
Privately Managed Hunting:
Representing perhaps the most restrictive form of hunter access, privately managed hunts are
contractual arrangements with incorporated hunter group(s) to manage their own hunting
programs on County properties. The County could specify all the same types of restrictions it
places on managed hunts, but the administration and implementation of the hunt would be
performed solely by the group. Organized groups of this sort already exist, and are successfully
managing deer hunting programs on private property in many parts of the country where deer
overabundance is a problem. There are groups of this type operating with private landowners in
Howard County, as well as with community associations or parks agencies in other Maryland
jurisdictions. Being incorporated as non-profit organizations, these groups are able to obtain
liability insurance to cover their hunting activities. Often, these groups will contribute
substantially to the overall management of the hunted land beyond removing deer. Cleaning up
litter, maintaining boundaries, trails or other amenities, and making habitat improvements are
typically done by these hunter/volunteers. The benefit to the membership is that they hold
exclusive hunting privileges on the designated property. This type of program would have all the
assurances of efficiency, safety and humane practices as a managed public hunt, but the County’s
share of administrative and operational costs would be greatly reduced. It is unknown at present
how many such groups currently are available to enter such arrangements. Availability of lands
suitable for this type of hunting may also be a limiting factor. There may also be a negative
response from those members of the hunting public who are not allowed access to properties that
are closed to them by such exclusive agreements, but this has not proven to be a significant
problem.
Hunting on Private Property
Most of the deer habitat in Howard County is on private property, and hunting solely on public
land will not suffice to manage the deer herd County-wide. Many who own lands of sufficient
size currently have hunting programs in place. The amount of deer hunting occurring on these
properties may not be sufficient to reduce deer damage to acceptable levels. Some property
owners, not having personal experience with hunting or firearms, may not know how they can be
assured of safe and humane practices if they were to allow hunting. Hunter groups like those
mentioned in the preceding section are currently operating in the County. The Maryland Farm
Bureau, The Maryland Sportsmen’s Association, DNR and others have been working on
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programs to improve hunter-landowner relationships and increase access to private property by
hunters. Some Howard County Hunter Safety Instructors have suggested the development of a
“Master Hunter” training program. Those who successfully complete such a program would
have demonstrated proficiency and knowledge of the skills and qualities necessary to assure
landowners of their ability to hunt safely, humanely, effectively and ethically. A list of these
certified “Master Hunters” would be available for landowners to contact. Although proposed in
the late 1990s, such a program has never developed.
Action 17:

Based on population estimates, browse damage and other observations, conduct
managed hunts on County lands on an as-needed basis. Such hunts should be
managed with the goal of reducing the herd to an appropriate level as quickly and
efficiently as possible while maintaining the highest possible standards of safety,
ethics and humane treatment.

Action 18:

In cooperation with DNR, Farm Bureau, Hunter Safety Instructors, sportsmen=s
groups and other relevant parties, work to increase hunter accessibility to private
property while encouraging high standards for hunter conduct and significant
consequences for those found guilty of hunting related infractions.

Action 19:

Include up-to-date information in all educational materials and programs so that
hunters, landowners and the broader public know what options and alternatives
are available for use in the County.

SHARPSHOOTING
The use of sharpshooters can be an effective means of controlling deer populations and has been
implemented successfully in several locations around the nation. In November 1996,
sharpshooters removed twelve does from a U. S. Navy facility in northern Calvert County,
Maryland. In 1998-99, Montgomery County utilized MNCPPC police sharpshooters to remove
deer from Brookside Botanical Garden. Sharpshooters have been used in Howard County since
2004 at several locations where managed hunts are not feasible.
Employing qualified sharpshooters, especially in suburban communities, on corporate campuses
or on government properties may address safety concerns and other liability and public relations
concerns that exist. Use of non-traditional techniques such as sharpshooters to reduce deer
densities has increased significantly in the last decade.
The costs associated with sharpshooter operations are typically higher than public hunting
programs. To b effective, qualified shooters with proper equipment typically shoot over baited
sites that have been chosen for safety and attractiveness to deer. Processing of carcasses and
donation of meat to charitable organizations is prearranged in order to carry out the herd
reduction expeditiously. Besides the sharpshooter, costs would be incurred for site preparation,
bait and for processing the carcasses. Sharpshooter operations utilizing contractors in other
15

jurisdictions have typically incurred costs ranging from $300 to $400 per deer removed. Using
Natural Resources Division personnel, the Department of Recreation and Parks has kept its costs
below $200 per deer.
MANAGEMENT WITHOUT POPULATION CONTROL
FENCING
Fencing, or any physical barrier, can be very effective in excluding deer from places where they
are not desired. For small home gardens, specimen trees and shrubs, and local colonies of rare or
threatened plants, fencing can be the simplest and most effective means of protection. However,
there are certain drawbacks to this method of damage control. Cost of installation and routine
maintenance, especially for larger properties, can be prohibitively high. Aesthetic value and
impacts on other wildlife species may prohibit the use of fencing in specific situations.
With the suitability of any given type of fence being dependent on the specific application, it is
beyond the scope of this Plan to list all the types and their pros and cons. See the University of
Maryland Cooperative Extension Bulletin # 354, Controlling Deer Damage in Maryland, for a
treatment of different types of fence and their designs. Generally, large area fences must be at
least eight feet high, and the durability and height of the fencing must increase as the density of
deer increases and the availability of food decreases. Whitetails have been observed squeezing
under or jumping over 12 foot high fences when sufficiently motivated! Electric fences are
inexpensive and very effective, but cannot or should not be used in many situations, especially in
populous eastern Howard County. They also require great amounts of time for maintenance.
At the time of this writing (winter, 1999-2000), rough estimates for the cost of fencing three
Howard County Parks (3) that are known to have high deer populations ranged from $600,000
for slanted smooth wire fencing materials (does not include site preparation and installation) to
$1,800,000 (exclusive of site preparation) for chain link fencing. After installation, any fence
would require periodic inspections and maintenance, especially in forested areas where falling
trees and limbs can collapse sections of the fence and render it ineffective. In addition to these
expenses, such large-scale fencing would be unattractive, even offensive, to many residents, and
would hinder the free movement of other wildlife, such as foxes, raccoons, box turtles and
skunks. This could have unpredictable impacts on these and other species as migratory routes,
escape corridors and needed food supplies are made inaccessible.
Zoning regulations and community covenants may prohibit or restrict the installation of fences.
Homeowners should inquire with their homeowner’s association and the Office of Planning and
Zoning before installing any large, expensive fences on their property.
FOOTNOTE (2): David W. Force Park - $379,800 for chain link, The Middle Patuxent
Environmental Area - $1,101,200, and Rockburn Branch Park - $316,800.
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HEADLIGHT REFLECTORS AND HIGHWAY SAFETY
Headlight reflectors, manufactured and marketed by several companies, are intended to be a
psychological or behavioral barrier preventing deer and other wildlife from crossing roadways at
night while vehicular traffic is present. The reflectors direct a portion of the light from a
vehicle’s headlights to supposedly create a visual effect which startles deer, causing them to flee
or stop instead of crossing the road. While little scientific data exists, many public highway
departments in the United States and Europe have reported significant reductions in animalvehicle collisions where the devices have been installed. Several reports indicate that, like many
psychological barriers, reflectors may become less effective over time. It should be noted that
these reflectors can only be effective at night or other low light conditions. Though most deervehicle collisions occur in early morning or at dusk, reflectors should not be expected to
eliminate such accidents altogether. In 1999, the County installed headlight reflectors along a
one mile stretch of Montgomery Road in Elkridge, where the highest incidence of deer-vehicle
collisions has been reported to Howard County Animal Control. They were found to be
ineffective, and have since been removed.
Another technique for improving highway safety is the construction of tunnels under the
roadways to facilitate the safe passage of deer (as well as other animals). While such structures
are cost prohibitive as stand-alone projects, they should be considered on new road construction
and road improvement projects in the future. Typically, new bridge construction projects are
excellent locations for wildlife passages as the rivers and streams are natural corridors for
wildlife. Changes in design and construction necessary for encouraging use by wildlife would
add little or nothing to the overall costs of a highway project.
Action 20:

Require that wildlife crossings be considered in all major road construction and
improvement projects. Incorporate design features which promote safe wildlife
crossing where appropriate and feasible in all such projects
HABITAT MODIFICATION

Theoretically, deer damage can be controlled by removing the food and cover plants upon which
they depend. Deer are opportunistic feeders, feeding on what is available after preferred foods
have been consumed. Female deer, generally, are also strongly imprinted to their home ranges,
and will tend to stay within an area (generally less than two square miles) until forced to leave.
Almost every plant accessible to deer must be removed, in order for habitat modification to
effectively manage deer on a large scale. This is clearly impractical and inadvisable.
Habitat modification is a very useful tool for smaller scale applications, such as residential and
commercial landscaping and some agricultural uses. By planting varieties that are proven to be
less attractive to deer, damage to small trees, shrubbery, flowers and vegetables may be reduced.
Some plantings can function as physical barriers to prevent access to or direct deer away from
certain locations. The Maryland Cooperative Extension publishes a list of woody ornamentals
ranked by likelihood of being damaged by deer. As long as other food sources are available,
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homeowners, landscape designers and contractors can reduce deer damage by utilizing the list
when planning a landscape.
Action 21: Currently, Cooperative Extension produces a list of woody ornamentals rated by their
susceptibility to deer damage. Produce a similar list of herbaceous ornamentals. Make this
information available to the public through a variety of media.
NO SPECIFIC ACTION
Choosing to take no action in response to the rising population of deer is also a management
option. To understand the ramifications of such a decision, it is necessary to consider how the
current conditions came to be. In the pre-colonial period, the vast majority of eastern North
America was covered with mature forests, which offered limited food and cover for white-tailed
deer. Deer populations were highest near forest edges along waterways, beaver meadows, blowdowns, forest fire re-growth, and in areas purposely maintained by human effort. Predators,
primarily wolves, mountain lions, black bears and man, regularly pursued and killed deer of all
ages and either sex. These ecological factors tended to maintain herds with relatively equal
numbers of males and females. Diseased individuals were removed readily by predators,
maintaining herd health. While reproductive rates per doe were high when nutritious browse was
plentiful, the buck:doe ratio, low population density and predation kept numbers from climbing
to the levels currently being observed.
With the advent of agriculture and clearing of the forests, the amount of suitable habitat dropped
during the 17th, 18th and 19th centuries. The speed with which the landscape was changed, and
unregulated hunting, led to extremely low deer populations by the early 20th century.
The modern conservation movement began at about that time, elevating the status of white-tailed
deer to a trophy game animal and restricting hunting pressure. With this new status, the hunting
of antlered bucks was encouraged, while the killing of does was discouraged in a conscious effort
to raise population levels. As stated earlier in this plan, the decline of agriculture and the spread
of suburban landscapes provided excellent habitat without any of the traditional predatory
controls except regulated hunting. In many areas today, deer herds have many more does than
bucks. Being polygamous, one buck is capable of mating with many does, resulting in a herd
with a tremendous capacity to multiply - capable of doubling in two years.
With such rapid growth, deer herds can quickly exceed the carrying capacity (see footnote #1
above) of their surroundings. As that degradation continues, serious, changes such as soil
compaction, erosion of stream banks and the loss of species and/or age classes of species - tree
seedlings, for example, can have long term affects on ecosystems. Various species of wildlife
are also impacted by deer-induced modification of the environment. These changes result in
what ecologists term an altered stable state, meaning that full ecological recovery can take
decades, or may be impossible due to species reduction and depletion of the seed bank.
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As the deer herd depletes its preferred food resources, it is forced to feed on less palatable or less
nutritious species. Higher herd densities increase the transmission of parasites and diseases and
the incidence of congenital defects. Reproduction rates drop off as malnutrition spreads, causing
spontaneous abortions and stillbirths. In the absence of other population controls - hunting and
predation - disease and starvation will eventually cause a dramatic crash in population. With
severely degraded habitat, herd recovery will also be extremely slow. Invasive species which
deer do not consume begin to dominate the landscape, making further habitat recovery even more
difficult. The Task Force survey found that the majority of residents found “No Action” to be an
unacceptable management option.
REPELLENTS AND SCARE DEVICES
Repellents are chemicals that deter deer from feeding on treated plants or areas. Mechanical
devices made to scare deer away can also be considered repellents. There are numerous
formulations and devices available, along with countless homemade remedies. Repellants can be
effective on small private properties for the protection of general landscapes or specimen plants,
and can be beneficial for the protection of newly planted material. However, large-scale
applications for agricultural and natural area protection are often financially or logistically
impractical. Most repellants are depleted by weather and time, thus re-applications are needed to
maintain effectiveness. Deer may become habituated to repellents also, so that employing
several varieties may be necessary over time. They are most effective when untreated browse is
relatively abundant - as other food sources dwindle, deer will eat treated plants. It must also be
borne in mind that any management method that stops deer from browsing in a given area is
actually displacing that browse activity to other nearby sites, which may mean no actual
reduction in damage.
One type of scare device is the presence of dogs. Using the underground electronic restraint
device, dogs can be housed inexpensively on orchards, truck farms or large back yards at times
and seasons when deer are likely to cause browse damage. Deer apparently learn the area to
which the dogs are confined by the electronic fence system, and will generally avoid that area
after having been chased and barked at several times. These invisible fences are not failsafe,
though. Dogs, especially when chasing something, can and do escape from the containment area
of these systems. Barking dogs can bother neighbors, so these systems may create new problems,
especially in densely populated areas. Dogs which are housed outside without sufficient
socialization with people may become aggressive, and may be a risk to people who may enter a
property with this type of restraint system. Concerns have been raised regarding the welfare of
dogs only being kept for such utilitarian purposes. Humane living conditions and proper
treatment of the dogs should be considered in the operating costs for such a system.
Other scare devices employ a motion detector connected to a noise making device, a water jet or
some other mechanism that startles the deer. Any such devices generally lose effectiveness over
time as animals become accustomed to them. Some scare devices would be inappropriate in
residential areas, especially since deer are often active during the times of day when people are
most sensitive to being disturbed. Flashing lights and loud sounds may keep deer away, but
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would not be popular with members of the household or close neighbors.
Since 1996, numerous types of chemical repellents have been used with some success by Howard
County Natural Resource Division (NRD) staff on new reforestation plantings. One of the most
successful repellent types is synthetic predator urine. This material is sprayed on the plants and
the odor of a predator discourages the deer for venturing too close. Garlic scented clip-on sticks
may also be effective for repelling deer. Obviously, these types of material would not be suitable
for use on landscape plantings in close proximity to a house. They are usually effective for
several months before re-application is need.
Tablets made of a patented material called ABitrex@ have also been used by NRD staff. This is
a systemic repellent that is usually added to the potting soil by the nursery. The bitter tasting
repellent is then absorbed and incorporated into the plant=s tissues. Additional tablets can be
placed in the hole when planting. This repellent has longer lasting effects since it is absorbed by
the plant and is not affected by weather.
Action 23:

Continue to gather data on effective repellents and scare devices, and make that
data available to the public in appropriate educational materials and programs.

Action 24:

Continue using a variety of repellents to protect reforestation plantings, and begin
use on park landscape beds where necessary.
SUPPLEMENTAL FEEDING

Providing supplemental food to reduce damage to natural or ornamental vegetation should not be
considered viable as a long-term management option. Supplemental feeding may prevent
starvation during severe weather conditions or where natural browse has been depleted, but it
concentrates deer at feeding station(s). This may promote the spread of infectious diseases and
parasites, increase stress and among individuals, and will increase the level of browse damage to
vegetation surrounding the feeding area. The reproductive rate of such artificially sustained deer
herds also remains high, causing the herd to continue to grow beyond the carrying capacity of the
available habitat.
Another important consideration is that fed deer can become increasingly tame and more tolerant
of human presence. This increases the likelihood of deer-human conflicts such as property
damage, vehicle collisions, disease transmission and personal injury. Deaths, injuries and
harassment of deer by domestic dogs can also increase as herds concentrate at feeding sites.
STATUS OF THE PLAN
While the year 2,000 is the inaugural year of the Comprehensive Deer Management Plan, there
are already several efforts underway to respond to the need to manage deer in Howard County.
The following summary of current activity demonstrates the County=s response to the need to
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manage deer according to the actions specified in this plan.
The Department of Recreation and Parks has been receiving and compiling deer-vehicle collision
information from the Animal Control Division and the State Highways Administration dating
back to 1990.
Using GIS, the Department has mapped the locations of collisions and used the information to
guide Strieter Reflector placement (actions 1, 2 & 3). To date, the County has installed Strieter
reflectors along Montgomery Road (action 20).
Two managed deer hunts have been held in the Middle Patuxent Environmental Area (action 17).
These hunts, in January/February of 1998 and October/November 1999, removed a total of 184
deer from this 1,000 acre site.
The Department of Recreation and Parks has also spoken with researchers about using County
property for research into a Deer Tick pesticide technology and an immunocontraceptive study
(action 16), although neither research project chose Howard County as a site for their projects.
The Maryland Department of Transportation has contacted the County for cooperation in a
possible wildlife underpass project. Preliminary discussions have already taken place on adding
wildlife crossing features to the bridge/road improvement project at Bethany Lane where it
crosses the Little Patuxent River north of Rt. 40 (action 4).
A brochure entitled A Living with White-tailed Deer in Howard County@ has been produced by
the Department of Recreation and Parks and should be in general distribution soon (actions 7 &
8).
A deer management handbook has been produced and placed in every branch of the Howard
County Public Library. This handbook is accompanied by a video tape entitled AWhitetails at
the Crossroads.@ The Cooperative Extension also maintains a library with publications of
interest to those who want to know more about managing deer (action 9 in part).
The Howard County Master Gardeners, a group of volunteer educators sponsored by Cooperative
Extension, has an educational program available for home gardeners and farmers that includes
information on deer overabundance and various management options (action 9).
Several different population estimating methodologies have been or will soon be used on County
properties in order to obtain better population density estimates. In 1998 and 1999, the
Department of Recreation and Parks contracted to have deer population surveys using helicopter
mounted Forward Looking Infrared (FLIR) videotaping equipment (action 6). Several park
properties and their immediate surroundings were surveyed. The results of these surveys show
deer densities in the areas flown to be almost universally above the levels at which deer have a
negative environmental impact. These surveys are performed in late winter, when infrared
sensitivity is best. Consequently, they do not show the additions to the population from the
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spring fawning season. The company with whom the County contracted for this work
permanently ceased FLIR operations during 1999.
While endeavoring to develop a new contract for future surveys, we have been unable to obtain
FLIR data for the year 2000. Two new methods of population estimation are being tried for the
first time this year. Using infrared-triggered cameras to photograph deer over the course of
several weeks promises to yield much useful data on deer populations structure. Ratios of bucks
to does, and mature to immature deer can be determined by this method, developed by biologists
at Stephen F. Austin University in Texas. Wildlife students at the University of Maryland will
also be experimenting with night vision goggles to estimate deer herd size in the Middle Patuxent
Environmental Area (action 6). Some effort to census the deer population by using spotlight
counts has also been carried out in the vicinity of the MPEA. Extensive residential development
and the presence of abundant shrubbery along the roads in this area limit the usefulness of this
technique.
A search of the Internet and other resources is currently under way to develop a more
comprehensive list of ornamental plants which are resistant to deer browsing (action 22).
Personnel from the Natural Resources Division of the Department of Recreation and Parks are
preparing an extensive test of several repellent materials to be used on reforestation plantings
during the 2000 planting season (actions 23 & 24). The findings of this research will be made
available to the public.
A number of deer exclosures have been built in Columbia Open Space and the MPEA. These are
being monitored to determine the impact of deer on local wild plants (action 6).
The Department of Recreation and Parks has committed to staying current on all aspects of deer
management and overabundance. Scientific journals and papers, affiliation with professional
associations, professional contacts including Federal, State and local wildlife specialists,
seminars and symposiums and the Internet, and other sources of information, will be consulted
regularly to ensure that the County stays abreast of the latest management issues, techniques and
opinions. Department personnel have been doing vegetative studies and investigating new
population estimating techniques. A study of deer parasites that should yield valuable
information on herd health and carrying capacity will also be undertaken in the near future
(Summer 2000).
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Deer Herd at Rock Cut State Park, Winnebago County.
New Hampshire Fish & Game Department. 1996 (Rev.) An Evaluation of Deer Management
Options. Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, Wildlife Bureau, Publication
No. DR-11.
Lowell K. Halls (ed.) 1984. White-tailed Deer Ecology and Management. A Wildlife
Management Institute Book. Stackpole Books, Harrisburg, PA..
Robert J. Warren (ed.) 1997. Deer Overabundance. A Special Issue of the Wildlife Society
Bulletin, Vol.25, No. 2. The Wildlife Society, Bethesda, MD.
William J. McShea, H. Brian Underwood and John H. Rappole (ed.s) 1997. The Science of
Overabundance. The Smithsonian Institution Press. Washington, DC
Howard County Department of Recreation and Parks (compilers) 1999. Deer Management
Reference Manual. Various publications and publishers - available in all County Public
Libraries.
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Pools Market Comps
CA Recreation & Plus*
Indoor/year round
available?
Number of pools
excluding kids’ pools
(Outdoor/indoor)
Number of months
open per year

North
Roger
Forest Hill Watermont Saint John’s
Carter
Swim &
Swim
Swim &
Community
Tennis Club
Tennis Club
Center
Club

Existing
Resident

Existing
Nonresident

YMCA

Atholton
Swim
Center

Columbia

Columbia

Ellicott City

Columbia

Ellicott City

Ellicott City

Ellicott City/Elkridge

Ellicott City

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

23 Outdoor
2 Indoor
Plus*/4 Indoor

23 Outdoor
2 Indoor
Plus*/4 Indoor

No Outdoor
2 Indoor
(Central MD 2/14)

1 Outdoor
No Indoor

1 Outdoor
1 Indoor

3 Outdoor
No Indoor

1 Outdoor
No Indoor

1 Outdoor
No Indoor

12

12

12

3.5

12

Pools 3.5
Tennis 7

3.5

3.5

$925*/$264

$575*/$164

$750*/$214

Annual/Monthly cost (*refundable bond required)

rates include fitness facilities

rates include fitness facilities

Family

$360/$30

$672/$56

$1032/$86

$500*/$143

Two-person

$300/$25

$624/$52

$888/$74

$300*/$86

$575/$48

Individual

$240/$20

$492/$41

$636/$53

$200*/$57

$300/$25

“Tenured”
long-term member

$500*/$143
$462.50*/$132

Offered;
pricing not posted

Special (8 yr tenure
only) 20 admissions

Senior single
Military

$600*/$171
(both 60+)

$828/$69
(one must be 65+)

Senior couples
Plus*
$480/$40 (65+)

Plus*
$792/$66 (65+)

$564/$47 (65+)
Offered; pricing
not posted

$175/$15 (50+)
$500/$300/$200
No bond required

Associate
(one season, no bond)

$595/$170

Cuda (Two consecutive
weeks campers or
lessons, etc.)

$150
Offered;
pricing not posted

Temporary
(Aug 1 thru Labor Day)
Other pricing
information

Senior couple
includes dependent
children under 25
Joining fee varies
$29 to $49

Discounts for
payments by 6/14

+50 rate for
Howard County
residents

Payments by 3/1
due to waiting list
$550 one-time
initiation fee

Payments by 3/1
due to waiting list
$75 summer nanny fee
Individual only with
3 yrs min tenure
Credit card pay add $25

May 19, 2016
To:

Columbia Association Board of Directors
Milton W. Matthews, President/CEO

From:

Dan Burns, Director of Sports and Fitness
Norma Heim, Director of Communications and Marketing
Susan Krabbe, Vice President and CFO

Subject:

Benchmarks for Membership Structure Change

Background
The new membership structure represents a significant change to long standing
Columbia Association program options and features. The new structure has been
developed and recommended based on a thorough review of member feedback and
data collected from consultant research and years of historical trends. Even with the
data and trends, assumptions on member behavior had to be made to arrive at
expected participation levels and revenue outcomes. Given the magnitude of the
potential impact of the change, these assumptions need to be benchmarked following
implementation to allow for the discussion and potential future modifications if the
revenue benchmarks are not being realized.

Budget Impact/Considerations
Membership revenue accounts for $18.5M of the overall organizational revenue in the
FY18 budget. Any significant positive or negative change in this number would have a
meaningful impact on the programs and services that CA offers.

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the revenue benchmarks are tracked and reviewed on a
quarterly basis after the new membership structure is implemented. These benchmarks
would allow the Board and Staff to examine the ongoing impact of the new membership

structure and create the opportunity for discussion and development of any
modifications that may need to occur.
The assumptions and projections used in the membership structure discussion are
based on FY16 actual membership numbers and may deviate from actual FY18
performance given the potential and anticipated change in membership levels over the
course of the next year (FY17). Staff recommends that the membership revenue
numbers used for benchmarking purposes be updated after Q2 FY17. This also aligns
with the FY18 budget process and the opportunity to correct the FY18 budgeted
revenue, if necessary.
Staff recommends that the benchmarks below be included in the Quarterly Board
Report for FY18.

MEMBERSHIP BENCHMARKS MEASUREMENT REPORT
FISCAL YEAR 2018
Q1
Recreation
Recreation Plus
Athletic
Aqua-Fit
Golf-Rec
7 Day Golf
Golf-Fit
Total

COUNT
3000
107
1000
14545
58
121
30
18861

BUDGET
$000
$270.0
$13.5
$212.4
$3,963.7
$35.0
$111.2
$27.0
$4,632.8

Q2
Recreation
Recreation Plus
Athletic
Aqua-Fit
Golf-Rec
7 Day Golf
Golf-Fit
Total

COUNT
2770
107
1045
14675
58
121
30
18806

BUDGET
$000
$270.0
$13.5
$212.4
$3,963.7
$35.0
$111.2
$27.0
$4,632.8

ACTUAL
$000

VARIANCE
over/(under)

%

ACTUAL
$000

VARIANCE
over/(under)

%

Q3
Recreation
Recreation
Plus
Athletic
Aqua-Fit
Golf-Rec
7 Day Golf
Golf-Fit
Total

Q4
Recreation
Recreation
Plus
Athletic
Aqua-Fit
Golf-Rec
7 Day Golf
Golf-Fit
Total

TOTAL FY 2018
Recreation
Recreation
Plus
Athletic
Aqua-Fit
Golf-Rec
7 Day Golf
Golf-Fit
Total

COUNT

BUDGET
$000

2650

$270.0

107
1060
14770
58
121
30
18796

$13.5
$212.4
$3,963.7
$35.0
$111.2
$27.0
$4,632.8

COUNT

BUDGET
$000

2600

$270.0

107
1095
14770
58
121
30
18781

$13.5
$212.4
$3,963.7
$35.0
$111.2
$27.0
$4,632.8

COUNT
2750

ACTUAL
$000

VARIANCE
over/(under)

%

ACTUAL
$000

VARIANCE
over/(under)

%

VARIANCE
over/(under)

%

BUDGET ACTUAL
$1,079.8

107
$54.0
1051
$849.6
14690 $15,855.0
58
$140.2
121
$444.7
30
$107.9
18807 $18,531.2

MeMbership
prograM

What is added or deleted?

+
+
+
+
+
+

Income qualified discount was formerly 40% and 50% dependent upon income.
Under the new structure, the guideline will be the higher income previously
associated with the 40% discount, and those who qualify will receive a
50% discount off of the new member one-year rate.
Eliminate 75% pool income qualified discount.

No membership restriction on group fitness classes
(for memberships that have access to the fitness clubs).

No merchant gift cards offered for purchase.
(However, discounted entertainment tickets and CA gift cards will still be sold.)

Eliminate PPP rooms: all equipment available to all fitness club members.
(Positive for PP members; no exclusive area for PPP members.)

More guest passes.

Streamlined renewal process.

Full-time employees get AquaFit; part-time employees get fitness memberships.

Date Requested: May 26, 2016

To:

Columbia Association Board of Directors
Milton W. Matthews, President/CEO

From: Dennis Mattey, Director of Open Space and Facility Services
Jeremy Scharfenberg, Energy Manager
CC:

Susan Krabbe, Vice President and CFO

Re:

Request For Transfer Of Capital Funds

The purpose of this memo is to request permission from the CA Board of Directors to transfer
$30,000 in approved FY17 Category II Columbia-Wide HVAC funds to the FY17 Category II
Columbia Gym HVAC Phase I HVAC project.
CA is preparing to replace three large heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) units at
the Columbia Gym; these three units serve the pool, locker rooms, and cycle studio. Funding for
FY17 was approved by the Board under Category II (Columbia Gym HVAC Projects Phase 1) for
the amount of $350,000, through the FY17 budget process. The project was budgeted, designed and
bid based on an expectation of reusing the existing duct work and exterior concrete pads. Based on
a subsequent review with the installing contractor and equipment vendor technical representatives,
it has been determined that additional duct work, insulation, and concrete pad improvements are
recommended to increase the quality of the HVAC replacement project. These modifications will
improve air flow and enable optimal HVAC unit placement for the new, larger equipment. This
scope refinement will support improved long-term maintenance of the new equipment, better
building aesthetics (painted duct work to match the façade), and greater energy efficiency.
All previously planned Columbia-wide HVAC work including unit replacements at Slayton House
and the Supreme Sports Club and will move forward as planned. This request is for CA Board
authorization to transfer $30,000 from the Columbia-Wide HVAC fund to the Columbia Gym
HVAC phase I project.

DATE:

May 17, 2016

TO:

Columbia Association Board of Directors

FROM:

Jane L. Dembner, Director of Planning and Community Affairs

SUBJECT:

Downtown Columbia Affordable Housing

Introduction
Below is an overview of the proposed legislation related to Downtown Columbia
affordable housing. The May 26th CA Board work session agenda includes an item on
this topic as the Board considers whether to provide guidance to staff on the
preparation of testimony for the anticipated mid-June Howard County Council public
hearing on the proposed legislation recommended by the Planning Board.

Affordable Housing Proposed Legislation for Downtown Columbia
The Planning Board recently considered and made a recommendations related to
changing Howard County’s plan and associated regulations regarding affordable housing
in Downtown Columbia. With one modification, the Planning Board, on May 10, 2016,
recommended approval of a set of changes known as the Joint Recommendations.
These are described below as well as an alternative proposal that was not
recommended.
Origin of the Need to Change the Affordable Housing Approach
The need to change the approach to affordable housing for Downtown Columbia was
the result of a process that began in 2014 with a recommendation from the Columbia
Downtown Housing Corporation (CDHC). CDHC recommended to the County Council
that changes were needed to the Downtown Columbia Plan to realize the desired
affordable housing units since none had been built. While the adopted plan required
developers to pay fees in lieu of building affordable housing and that fund had collected
1

some $4.8 million dollars from Howard Research and Development (HRD) to date, the
CDHC had not been able to create any affordable housing in Downtown Columbia as
they had no land in downtown on which to develop such housing.
In response to the concerns of the CDHC, County Council passed CR 120-2014
requesting the CDHC to recommend any changes believed necessary and appropriate to
the County Council and County Executive.
In 2015, the CDHC presented its recommendations and in response, representatives of
HRD submitted an analysis of the CDHC’s recommendations and presented an
alternative means of achieving a full spectrum of housing in Downtown Columbia.
Following that, from June through August 2015 representatives of CDHC, HRD, the
Howard County Housing Commission, and the County Executive’s Office met to modify
the recommendations. In September, the four parties presented a draft set of the
modified recommendations, commonly referred to as the Joint Recommendations, to
the County Council. The County Council then studied the Joint Recommendations’
projected impacts through a series of analyses and work sessions between October and
November 2015. Following this, the County Executive’s Office made some changes and
then formally proposed a package of legislation.
Joint Recommendations
The Joint Recommendations envision up to 900 affordable units in Downtown Columbia
within a spectrum of very low, low and middle income households. The recommended
approach includes four components:
•

Downtown Columbia Plan amendment(GPA 2016-03)

•

PlanHoward 2030 amendments (GPA 2016-03)

•

Zoning Regulation Amendment 170 (ZRA-170)

•

Development Rights and Responsibilities Agreement (DRRA) petitioned by HRD
to Howard County

As summarized in the Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ) staff report, the key
components of the proposed changes to the county’s plans encourage the creation of a
full spectrum of housing to meet affordable housing needs and add the following
implementation tools:
•

At least 10% of all downtown dwelling units should be affordable, as defined by
Howard County’s Moderate Income Housing Unit (MIHU) program. To ensure
that affordable housing is created concurrent with market rate housing, the
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•

•

proposal recommends a minimum amount of affordable dwelling units for each
development phase that must be realized before the next phase can begin;
That the housing trust fund be changed. Currently, a developer is required to
make a one-time payment per unit for all residential dwellings. The amendment
reflects the intent to modify the requirement so that it only applies to residential
units offered for sale. Revenues collected to date shall remain in the fund. Fees
for commercial properties will continue to be collected; and,
The option for developers to propose innovative approaches to exceeding the
minimum affordability requirement through a DRRA.

Other changes are outlined below under the subheading “Details of the Joint
Recommendations.”
Alternative Proposal
An alternative proposal was put forth by Councilwomen Jen Terrasa. That proposal
included a 15 percent MIHU requirement in Downtown Columbia. This is referred to as
GPA 2016-02.
Planning Board Review and Recommendation
Both proposals were analyzed by DPZ and referred to the Planning Board for review and
recommendation. The Planning Board held two full evenings of testimony and a work
session on a third meeting. Following these sessions, the Planning Board recommended
approval of the Joint Recommendations including changes to the general plan and the
Downtown Columbia Plan. They also recommended approval of Zoning Regulation
Amendment 170 (ZRA-170) as amended with the additional recommendation to
increase the MIHU requirement from 10 percent to 13 percent with the additional three
percent dedicated to households earning between 30 percent and 60 percent of the
AMI. The Planning Board also found the proposed DRRA to be in conformance with the
General Plan. The Planning Board recommended denial of the alternative proposal.

Details of the Joint Recommendations
Affordable Housing Requirements
The Joint Recommendations include a recommendation that at least 10 percent of all
Downtown Columbia dwelling units are to be affordable as defined by Howard County’s
MIHU program. “Affordable housing units” are defined as units restricted not less than
40 years to be available to households that earn less than 80 percent of Howard County
Area Median Income (AMI). The 10 percent requirement is consistent with the
requirements of the following zoning districts: MXD, RH-ED, R-ED, RSI, POR, CCT, CEF,
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RSA-8, R-SC, R-12, R-20, RR, RC, and RA-15. MIHU provisions are contained in the
Housing Code. The proposed housing requirements in the Joint Recommendations are
consistent with this approach.
To increase the total percentage of affordable housing units in Downtown Columbia
beyond this MIHU requirement, accelerate the pace of delivery of affordable units
and/or to provide more units to lower income households, a DRRA between HRD and
Howard County is also recommended.
Density Bonus and Phasing
The Joint Recommendations also recommend that the Downtown Columbia Plan be
amended. Under the proposal, the plan will still include the 5,500 residential units as
previously approved. However, this total is proposed to be amended to exempt the
adorable housing units. In addition, the overall General Plan for Howard County (of
which the Downtown Columbia Plan is a part) is recommended to be changed to
address the permitted amount and pace of residential development in Downtown
Columbia. The plan’s housing allocation chart’s 20-year unit total for Downtown
Columbia is recommended to be adjusted.
The Joint Recommendations include a recommended modification to the Downtown
Columbia Plan’s phasing chart to include minimum affordability levels of residential
development for each phase through full development and for certain affordability units
be built before moving on to a subsequent phase.
Zoning Changes
The zoning regulations are proposed to be change to conform to the plan amendments.
Among other items, the recommended zoning changes address residential development
limits and parking ratios. Parking requirements for Downtown Columbia currently
require 1.65 parking spaces per dwelling unit. The proposed recommendations divide
unit types into separate categories and reduce the parking ration for studio and onebedroom units to 1.3 spaces per unit.
The current zoning regulations exempt MIHUs from maximum height limits and a
requirement to provide public art. The proposed zoning changes require buildings
containing MIHUs to comply with height limits and to provide public art.
Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Projects
The Joint Recommendations emphasize the role tax credit projects plan in development
of affordable housing. Their use in Downtown Columbia would use federal and state
resources to help finance affordable housing at specific sites. The recommendations
4

include five LIHTC projects in Downtown Columbia (a sixth, at the Columbia Flyer
Building is outside of Downtown, is not included in the legislative package and is
anticipated to be proposed separately).
HRD is responsible for providing the land, financing, or a combination of both to
facilitate the development of each of the LIHTC projects. Under the terms of the
proposed DCCA, for any LIHTC project developed by HRD, the Housing Commission will
be granted a right of first offer to purchase the project after the 15-year tax credit
compliance period. The recommendations include 500 units of affordable housing for
those households earning up to 50 percent of AMI. Additional Housing Commissionowned market rate LIHTC units are also defined in the recommendations. Those as well
as the potential owner ship of the affordable units in the future would provide cash flow
for the commission to reinvest in affordable housing.

Comparison of Joint Recommendations to Alternative Proposal
The alternative proposal was put forth by Councilwomen Terrasa includes a 15 percent
MIHU requirement in Downtown Columbia and would result in a potential of 702 units
at full buildout at 40 percent to 80 percent (low to moderate income) AMI levels. Under
the Joint Recommendations, the projected number of affordable units would be 900
units at 0 to 80 percent (very low, low and moderate income) AMI levels. The DPZ, in its
technical staff report on this proposal, stated that there is “less of a guarantee that the
units forecast can be realized, nor would it as effectively meet the affordable housing
goals of the Downtown Columbia Plan in terms of unit counts, speed of delivery, full
spectrum affordability and other General Plan goals.” The DPZ staff report goes on to
state that the Joint Recommendations package “generates a greater number of units
across a wider range of incomes.”
The following is a chart from DPZ’s staff report that compares the two affordable
housing proposals.
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The DPZ staff report for the Joint Recommendations (GPA-2016-203) and related zoning
amendment and DCCA, as well as the separate staff report for the alternative proposal
(GPA-2016-202), are available for review on the Planning Board website under “Past
Meetings” at https://www.howardcountymd.gov/Departments/Planning-andZoning/Boards-and-Commissions/Planning-Board. Use this link to review the proposals,
staff reports, meeting videos, and recommendations,
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